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Introduction - 1. 

.I,I\ITF~ClDUCT :[.ON 

Fede~al letji-l~tion CPL 96-272) requirew that the ~asms of 
children in ·fo~·tf.~r (:t1.-\rt~ m1.11St ur,dt:~rg<, a, l'"(i-i~Y:L~:i!W (:~V(:~ry i~til•( m<::)nth!l~ w 

In 1984,. the l..,li'n1·"lf.~11!10tc·;1\ Btc-11,te LN&»qi ~r,1 t'::\'t:,l .. ll"'ff.·' ~im,1:,c:t!1❖)c:I l •:~qi m.J (°J'1\ti c:in 
(Cl"li~f:>ter .5 :,~i;4) t<::l '•j::,rc::>v:Ld~)~ ·few· t'r.\ CU:.iz«•~l"I F~(~VJ.(·~W l•) (~Hi\l'" d 1:;;,j, ltd·;, 

f::,.,.. oj e.c: 't:., t hu~~ p'r c:>v:i. c:I :L nq 1i:\n (:)ppc::>J'" t Ut"l it y ·t.t~> f.❖)M 1:1,m:i. n t~ th (1❖, :i. mp ,c;i.c: t'. c:)+ 
r ~➔vi e w ffi • wh:l <::: h i h·r.~ :L L.I d <!-~ ~·n:~ r fl:'H:31'"11,~ (~•D·( t.. ~~ 1"' l'Hd 'l':, <~) t, h V.1) m~:w· v i c: (t❖) d ('.•:·) .l i v (,:(W' y 
filly rn, t : +:.;.) m M • • l h i \lj c:I em e, n rn, t ,, .. m\ t:, :l on pr(::) .:l m' c. t w ii1\ m~ c:: r.:1 r r i r.:•) d c:J u t :l n H (;;,-:, n n 1(~~ p :i. n 
C f.:>lH1 t y .-~ n d • w c:\ 1:~ l'~ • j <::>:l n t v ~i~ n t, l..\ r ~:~ t::l ·f t l"l <~i 1.,.1 :i. l''H'l (fHrn t c'l-\ D m 1::h~\ 1·· 1·.: m ,;-:~ rd:. (~) ·f 
HUmr.:\n · Bt~r-v:i t-::eim ,, • Hr.:~nnr.itp :l n Co, .. 1n·t: y C<::>mmL.tn :i. 'I':. y 13(,:.:,,rv :i c::t,m; Dt::•)pin\1· · t-. r,·,1r.(1nt •'i1\nd 

t h <i1, H •~ r, r, •~ f.) :I. n Cc:,, .. , 11 t y d u v <•:1> l"l :l 1 ~~ C <::l u ,, .. t ,. Th j, ~n , ... (,:i~ p <:) ,, .. t:. mi t.1 mm ,:i 1· •• :l ;i: t❖~ '!H 

•:•:~ v f.:\ 1 1..1 at i c:, n w b r ·k c:: e> mp l f:•:•i t fti, c:I ·f (::) r t h ~:❖) F c:) lll> t ~:•:•) 11• CH:\ i--· (•:•:•1 F~ «~ v :l v1.~ w F' r· c; j t'f.·) c t c:> + 
H11.':f1'1 r-1 e~p in· Cr.,un ·~: y ~ 

!5 !f UDY F' DP UL AT l O I\J ,. "I" h fl~ im t. 1 .. , d y pc:> p , .. 1 l ii:\ 'I':. :i. c:l n c:: c:, n mi i ½!> t c,:,:,) d c, + i::i 

m ◄"Mn p 1 f.~ <'J f :;; 6 :::!; (':, h i 1 d r en w h <~1 w f:f: r (❖:~ i n out <~J ,f l''H:J m <ii~ p l •i:\ c: t\•' m (;(HT\':. (/H1 d 
u n d fii) r the 11s 1..1 p e , ... v i !!> :l r..l n <::)-f H Ml n r-1 fa p i r, Ct) l.t n -t:. y C (::)mm u n i. t y b <•:❖) ,, .. v :i. c i~i) Iii> 

• D <e p c~ r t m <!-:! n t ct r1 d · m ffi t • p r C:) j (!;~ c: t •~ :l i q :i. b :l 1 i t. y ,, .. Cii q u :i. ,, .. !ii~ m (❖~ n t is " r:~ i:'~ 1 ·1 d t.) m 
f.»if:\mp 1-i nq iimd r iimdc::Hn r.:\1!1Jmd qnment 'b:❖lc~hn i qur.:•~rn1 W<•:;ow«·~ umHi•)d to h(:d p 
~Hi1E4Ul'"e tl"H~ c:ompc'::\ri':'lbi 1 i ty (:J •f th(,:•~ ~lc'it\mpl (·A4 t<::) ;.d l t:.c':'~r.~t❖:·:1:S :I. n <::)ut:, C:).f 

ho m r.i~ • p .l 1'1'1\ c:: II.❖) m f.❖) n t • i n H•:❖) I"\ 11 +'.f) p i n C ('jun t y " Th((❖) d t:•:•~ r i v F.:\ t. :i c:) n c:) + t h (❖:) !5 t u d v 
sample and results cf~ study examining ~ample compnr~bility ~rm 
d~se~ibed iM th~ following smctionR" 

tHi~ ~~CI~ u~· r HJ 1\1 0 F M cm tn .. B ~ Th t:~ p I"' (~) j ~:(~ c: t c::: (::) 1'1111> j , md':. f:~ d <::) + 'l':, h r fN~~ 

d i ·f ➔: e I"' «•:~ n t m c:> d +:❖~ :t. !!!~ + r.:> r ,, .. f.•:~ v i ~:•~ w :l n (.:.:1 c ~·1, 111, r;,~ 1:-~ r.:i + c; h :l 1 r.:I r «~ n i n c) u t c,) + h c:, m (❖:•:i 

plttAr.::~m~nt.. Th(~ primr~l'"Y qu(~~1:,tic::in ·t:,r.1 bt❖~ ci·~ddl'" «~t%ll1'fi!/d by 'l:.htz~ 
t:❖) V c'i:\ 1 u r.:\ t i I::) n i mi w h ll~ t:, AA r f.:~ ·t~ h ~ (~ (::)mp ii:\ r' iii\ ·t~ i V (1i:) 01\ d V (·~, n t iii\ q f.it ~:> Ji':\ n cl 
di 1Uli::\dVi~\l'"'tti:':\q(*lm in ·t.,~rm11 <:'l·f c.~<::>m·l~. aAnd (❖~·f -f t;•~<::ti vf:-:ln~,:.)!l~~ii c::>f t:.h(i(~ t-.1·· 111·· (~~11 

r fl~ v :l e,:.) w b c:) 4~ rd • rn fl:) c~ h r.i\ n :l ~~ m 111~ ~~ mp .1 o y w .. , <::I r..l t"1 r- :l n q t h (1/.~ H «•:~ rl n (ii~ p i n co u n t y 
F c:, ~ t CiH" C ~~ n~ 1:~ t:e v i (•~1w D f:Hnr.11, f!U b"' <iA ·t i m1 P n:> j (·!H~ t ''? El r :i ~~ + .I. y ~ t l"H'ii> t h ,,,. (0) (❖;) 
m c:> d t::) l m; v .~, r" :i w, d 1/:\ c: r.:: c:> r d i n <;;J t r.:> t. h ~1, r.: r.:> mp c::> m~ :t t i r.:) n c:) + r w v :t e;,~ IA' b 1~> 1,·i\ r d 
mmmberu •~ fcl!own, 

r:1 ~;;i~.:,. ti#. ;r .... l::: ~~:. tt P. ~i~ r.. t m f'.:l n t {/)\ l. ""' ~.~ i" ti. i.. ~:~. f::m. ,,.,. 1:~ f:t~ Y. t <::{:) ~ .... ~~;~ !;;>, f.:1\ r:. P., ~ w i,';\ s~ C C::) mp r :i l:i> W17 d 1:) + 
+ i v e.1) r.:: U:, :I. z f.:H'\ nu:,:.) mb •:•:~ r I!~ " B c:: h ~ d 1 .. 1 :l :l n q <::> of l'"f.1~ v i f,:•> w 1:1~ c'«1 rH:I 

• 1101:if •:1.(: ·<tAti.c:>11 · +c:)f' thii!S ·qr<::,up Wc\?..iii, (:::,::)mp:l.~~t~:~d by pr<::).:i(,;;~t~t m;tir.\++ 
• r.';\ ffl~ 1m i !!!~ t r,'j\f'l t 11~ N :t l"l c::) I'" d €~ r i:, 0 n f.:) t i ·f y i n t ti~ r' (If.~ lm t: «:➔ c:I p ~·~ 11" t i ffj \~i C) + cii\ 

: • ':!?.. c!: h •~<:I,., l (~~ d r- c:~ v i e w , p r o j <-:~ c~ t mt ,~~ + + c:: c:> n t ii:-\<~: t c•:(•l d t h <•:•l c: ,~ m; (i❖) w <::> I'" k 1•:•:~ , ... , l·;_ t ) 

·obt.a:l n <i1\ l i !:id:. c:,f pe.rimon~; whc:) m1h<::>L.1l d bt1~ nc:rt:. :i + i «wd c:>+ f::)<'1':1ch 

' 1'"¢1,v :i,e,,w tc::.i be C:t'Jl"ld\olc::t~:~d .. 1:~•~·c,.,ia•~<::t \H~tj,~,f ·f th<·X~n Pl'" <::)duc::(❖~d th1i•:1 
la~ter• bf notification ~nd retwrhed th~m tc th~ ~Ms~worker 
·f c.-:, I'" • ' i:! i q n ;~ t u r e r.A n d m ca :l 1 i n q N 1:::• r- <::> ..i ,.~ c: t : ro ·t;. ia + + <':·~ 11!) ~?i i 1::1 t ,1;, n t ~·~ wt~ r (ii~ 

&i l v11 <::> r fij l!B p <::> r, 11~ i b :l «1~ ·f i::) ir· p r- t'.') du(::: i · n <;;J c:: 1'i:\ m, <-:-:~ • fil• um m ii~ r :i. r.:•) 1m ·f ,, .. c'.l m <:; r.,\ st~ + :i 1 &? 

• i l'if C)l'"Yni:.\t i (:)l"l 4/~nd thr<:.11.lqh . d :l ilo(.':L.\!~!!~:L (.'Jl"lS· wi t.h c:::<":~!'l!,«·~W<::ir l,1:(-;~ril~ {·:.i:l 

·pr r.:) v i cj ~ b ,:~ <:: k C,::J I'" o u l"l d i n ·f t) r m r.:'\ t.. :l o 1·, ·f c>r b or.:\ r d m I!::~ m b (~·) ,, .. ffi'1 11 I h ~:❖) 
<::r:Asi ♦::1w<.",)l"'k<~r i:'Al"ld th~:111 c~i='IS<:~wor~t.f.i~r ' s ~,L.lp•~~rvi ru.c~ll'" w~:;~t""<•:•~ p,,~(·i'.~~if.❖)t'l'l':." 
h c:> w f/!! v «·~ r iii\ c:: i t.. :l z ~:1:, , .. , b c:) a,, r c:I m &1 m b £-~ r m1 c:: t ~1:11 ci r.~ !ii► 1:: h 11'1\ :l r p qi.~ r mi c:) n <':':\ t t h f.+) 

n:~ v i (+.~ w II T l"Ht-~ r ~:iH:: c:un m <w 11 d <'::\ t. :l <~'HH!, :l 1'1 i~ h i na m <::> <~fo~ :I. w ~:❖) ,,. «1~ <:fo:~ t. 1;1w 111 i rH·H1 
• by m 1i1\.i c:> r- i t y v o t:. f::-, by the + i v ~:~ m«•:~ m bf:❖),,. b (~> a r cL 



( 

( 

Mr.:>e:lr:11.,_, I, l "'"EH,q~:❖W' i m+:im t.. ffl l ...... Ci.-t:. i.~.r:.m ., .. ,Pliilr t i .. c: i,Pit.'11.'t:. :l .c:m ,,,. :l .. n ... ,Y~+:N i .v.:1~w Y w~u\ !l!~ 

ccmpri~eci of agency per~onnel (th~ c~~~worker~ th~ 
caseworker ' rn supervisor¥ and an ind~pffindent supervi~or) with 
the addi't:.i1:m of tw1::> r.:.itizen member9S .. f-~n :i.ncif:.·~p+?nd+:iH"l'l':. 
11:H.tpt~rv :i. flH':>I'" i ~ am ~qen<::y 1muper~rvi 1:S(.'JI"' not ci':\S1mm::: i c·at.i~H:.i wi t.h the,;,~ 
ca&H in termM of the davel0pm~nt of the case plan~ caw~ 
manc::u.~ement or <fo?:L i. very (."J+ tiserv:i. c::•~t-i., ~1,d i 11a 4'f.\1Ssi qnr.~d by · th<,:.~ 
dep~rtment •• an 0bj~ctive participant in r~views" 
Bchedulingq notification and caffl~ ~ummary production fer 
·t~ h i fl!~ gr c:, up w r.i\ s a :L ss r.:) c:: ilo\ r r i ed o t.., t by t h ~:❖~ pro .:i fiH'.:: t md.: i"r.d: f .. 
assimtants" The independent supervisor chaired the meetinq 
in thi~ model, and w~~ notified that th~ pro juct was 
hamd 1 i 11~.~ the~ ll:'H::hedL.t ling,. Tht~ ri~cr~,n·Hne11d !;'At tcmf:! in th i r:; . ffl(;J<;fo~ l 
w~re determined by m~jority vote by the two c1t1z~ns and t hw 
independent supervisor. 

l"k>df~L .. . l. :t.:C.•0 •C1 .. 1rrf.❖mt .... J .nt. f1~rn i/1\ 1 ..... Admi.n iJ1~t. rat. :I. ve .. J~evi,aw n Wii1HHj 

compri~ed entir~ly cf agency personnel (th~ : ~~•~work e r, t he 
<:ou&ewor ker ' lilt ~1upe1--v i i;or,, •·umd li'U'l i nd,~pendt•smt , 1muperv i !LH.:w· ) H 

This gro1..1p m~t•~rvt:H:I M$ the 11 cr.:mt.rol II or 11 c::t:>mp.Y:,r:l mH·Jn 11 qri,1..1p r.:, + 
ttif.~ 1st,n,dy. Proj~!<:~t !&tiaf-f 4:i\re tiot invc:>:lv&1d t,.1ith t'.hi1fil fnt1d~-:~1 
except to monitor ca•~• duw for admini~trative rM v i mw .Vifil 

thf:1~ Admi ni mtr~t.i Vt!:~ Rf!Vi 1-S~W 81..unme:\l"'Y F<~1rm., For thi ti qroup, 
th.:wre i m~ s(::)tne(::mtt, :in mtffl\t::h di vi ttt~:l on whe) nc)t. i ·f i f::~lll~ lll~l.lf::H~)i"' Vj, r.o; c:'ll'"!Ji) 

wh i c:h l"'(❖~V i ~wm irAr f~ e: om i r,g <:jut~ r.,n ~ qt~,,~r -l7. •i~r 1 Y· b ~~1m i. 1,~ ,, ... -Th ~:it 

~~smwcrker or swp~rviwcr will contact thm ind•p~nden t 
supervisor to nmgctiat~ the r~view d~tm~ Nctific~tion of 
p,:u·emt. S iii\r''ld ot.l"Hi,n1~ t:.o be Pl"'e'fllH¼?l"'lt.. r.'H"~ la\S\ .. lifd l y hmndl ,::~t::I by th«•» 
c: u·~ 11~1r:!wor k .:r.ir H 

Pr" oj_e~ct. ..... St ii\f.f . 

The project ataff ~0n~i~ted of fcwr per~ons .who s~rv~d 
'I: hr-rJt.tqhr.:>ut. 't.li(~:? t:l\..tr rlt. ion c.1+ t.hf~ pro j c~t: 'l:" Po~:;i 17.J rJn-:1> 1st iiA+ + f..:~d + or-
the prc:>je)c::t wer•::•) the Proje(:~t Coordinimt.1;:>r, t.wo proj~:,:.)c::t m. tcrA++ 
8$Sistantm, and~ project clark" 

PR (J ~J EC T COCH~ l:>:t N/,ff OF~ It T Ii i Iii po rnd ·ti r.:>n w ,1~ a ·f :t 1 1 +:❖~ d b y Di ci'1\ f''ll'Hk) 

Dee. Thi~ position wa~ hired from out$ide the agency mMpecially 
f c:w t h i ~ pr- (~') j vi:~ c ·t H At t h &:~ o ,~, 'bm et c:, ·f ·t:. l"H/~ 1::>r" r.:)j -('! c: t t h e t: r~, c:> i'" d i l'H:d:. c:w· 
wa1m re11spor, 1~ i bl e) + or c oncit..u:: t. :l t"\q «A I"' e,v i ew (."J •f mcJd ~~ l 1is ~mp 1 (~')Yf~d :l n 
other nt~tes to incorporate citiien involvHment. Bam~d on t hi u 
n~ v :l c❖! w ,, ~7. he p nl j «i c: t c: <:l c.:>r d i rH« ·tor he l p e d ·t. o d (~ v ~ l <:) p th ~i¼ • IYH::> <::I ~ 1 (1 + 
invr.:>lvt::rn1t+mi:. t..r.:) be t..tfll~tl?.d a't. HfmrH~pin Cr.:H .. ll"'lty. Clt:.h(\\~r d1 .. d:. if.:~1~ inc::ludt❖~d 

d •~v el or,:d. i-1 q ~ 't. ni\ t eg i e,a + (~·,r· n~c::: r \.\ i t mtm 't. ,, ffi'f.·~ l e<::: ti orl c'~m d ·l:. r .~d n :i. n <;l <~.,+ 
volunteer bo~rd m~mbar~ . and participating in th~•a activitiuM n 
Cln 1:?.ri <J11qoi.n<;, b1i'~11!i11& ·t.h~::t proJt:t<:::~: <:<::>0rdi1·,,1At.or hf~lpe<'.:I ·to c:c:>c:>rt'i i n,;.\ tfl~ 
,~t ii1\·f 1' n1,c:: t. i Viti «•:~9, p I'" ov :I. df!1)d l i liA i ffi>Or:l. with t., ht~ Oep 11'1\1"' 'i'.: l'lif~lj 't:, t::),f H\..tfili'ii\l"\ 

Servic~a, ~nd the ~valu~tor$,. The coordinator hm!ped to prcdw~e 
p€-t~l'"i <:Jdi c.: rH❖~wsl ~~t..tE-,rim «And 1i:\c:'t:.ed c\'1\M .·~~t'Hx~ pt1" t) J t:❖)c::t (:~ i::)nt:,,4\i\f.::t . +<::)I'" ~Hi» rm~<::HHfi 

intffir~•t~d in the proj~ct" 

PRO,:J F.::CT BT~\F'F f~SS :t SH~N'H:L, Tl"\(,f~r' t❖) Wf.•:•,n❖) t we:> pr c:)j_ <~n~: +·. mrt ii.d ·f 
~s~imtant pa~ition~ which w~ra fill~d by tw0 of tha ~qmncy · m 
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~enior social workers, · Je~n Lindgr~n ~nci Rich~rd Spratt" At the 
beginning of the project reMpcn~ibilitieffi included ~MMiatinq in 
determining th~.project protocol, r~cruitm~nt atrategi~• and. 
tr~ining utrate~y and content. Th~y ~lm0 provided outreach to 
d ♦:::,f;cr i be ·t. he proj ec:t. tc:, ot. h+:111r H~'i:)r,r"lf.~P in Cc:,1 .. 1n·t y 1,.1n :l t:. \l!) ,, r.f\n cl 
p~rticipated in recruitment and tr~ining cf volunteer~" Onqcinq 
di.., t:. :l ft» ,m o ·f ·t h ♦! Iii t 8:\ t f ci:\ ~ 11~ i !!51:. &1 n 't !ii) :l n r.:: 1 t .. t ci ~ ci. t:. a .1 ~1: i n g t. C:) i:.-: r.1\ iii> •x•~ w r.:> r k «·~ r 111► t t:) 

gat a li$t of tho~e who needed to be nctifi~d¥ prap~rinq c~m~ 
aumm~ri~s for citizGn bo~rd$ through en~~ fil~ ruviMw Mnci 
discu~uiqns with ,.casmworkermi pre~enting c~•~ information tc 
b0~rd$ ~nd clarifying inform~tion? ~ch~duling th~ bc~rd~ Mnd 
me'J.k :i.11g phys:i. c:al ,·i\rnmgeme,, t.11 ,f <::>r r«Ni mwro, (Jo".fl"l11~,.11,.. f nq 
ccnfid~nti~lity of pMrticip~nt~~ ~nd ccmpl•ticn of th~ 
~dmini~trativ~ revi~w flumm~ria~" 

PF~OJECT _Cl...E:::R~~ .. Thf.:~ pro.:iet::-t. c::Ler~,: pc:rn~it:i<::m Wir.'\fl~ ·fiJlr:Jd •fr'Di'h 

within the ~gency by David Northn Th~ project cl~rk provided all 
clerical ~upport for th~ prcjact, including typing nctificMticn 
let b!r F.S,, r.:4\i\tis<..:, ~~ummar i es, t,nd t,h 1~ t.r~i ,, i nq m<i'd.:(•:~r :i. i::\l. au ◄'imd t yp :i. nq 1 

p$~te up, l~yowt and mailing cf the project newMlatter" rhw 
pro .:i er. t. c: led( wam a:L 1so l"'f~11Spcmsi b 1 ~, ·f m· m<",'Ai rd~ ,:·d l"li nq pl"'(::> .. h~l<~: ·l: -f i l •~·)!~ 

~nd ke~ping th~m current, this includ~d periodic checkM of ttle 
agency'~ disch~rge list.$ and ccurt list~, and ~mnding noti~em ~nd 
t:. r ,'ii\ r.:: ~( i r\ q 1:: ii~ es ·f or MC.') d we l I :t l R Th •i:•, (~: l er ~( u~ l 11,~ c::, t:1, n ni~ LI r q1,,) d t h &\ t:. t h V:~ 

~valut3''tc:>r~ r~ceived ,-apprr.:>pria:d~~~ c:u.H~ mud:.+:iwi,\i\ls c::m ~ t:l.nH~~.Ly birH~l.l!itw 

1. A demcriptiv~ $tudy of th~ nature of th~ three pla~ement 
r~view mod~ls b~in; ~w~minedR and 

~L (4 c:ompcal'·Mt,i ve Cli\rl1\'Al ytmi 1m c)•f ·r.h~! c:~h~r,iH-.:t~::H'"i 1mt.:i. c.~1:5 t'lH1d· 

J:>e,rm,,·,\nt•:m't:. pl t\i\C::t~m,~nt (~'lLl't:.c:r.:>nH~im r.,+ t:.hf.t:) r.::hi l dt'"r.m wr1<::)mH1.~ 

pl.-ac:t!lnf.lmt11 ~r~, revitAtWt:!d l::>y t:.hf.if t~.hn:1Hr.t ll!~t.:udy <.~W(~)Upl!llw 

, Thf.:,, f o:l 1 t:>wi r\~J l"'+i:•tpc:>rt s•:1,r.:: ti <::>n~ r.J~1m(:::r i bwl! ill\<::: t. :i. vi ti +:1~rn1 c: i::)mp l (❖'.•l'l':. ~:•:~d 
in pursuit of th~•e obj~ctivffls" Spacific~lly nddr~•••d ir1 the 
~tt~ch~ci report ~rw (1) docum~nt~ticn of tha •ample •~l•~ti0n 
ccmpl,ted by H~nnepin County pmrMonnel, (2) an ~n~ly■ im which 
Ii/?! ►( ffl\tni .r'lf.?!!IL t h ♦:•:t 1::: omr.>~r' n1\b :l l :l t y Ot t. he Ill~ t 1 .. 1dy 1!1tm'\ll'IP 1 •i:•, tr.:, th f.•:~ pC)C::) 1 C:),f me .l :l 
cam~~ . al~gible for the ~tudy, (3) an ~n~lyuiM which Mxaminsm thu 
~omp~r~bility of c~Me~ r~ndomly ~~~ign~d to each of th~ thra• 
t..r-<::~at.mer,·t gn.:>up~, ~nc:I ( 4) dv.&s<:::r■ i pt ion o·f re<::1"', .. li t..m<~l"l t'., f:!H❖:d. 1~.H:::t :i. c:>n 

,.m\ n d t. r , m, i n i .n g 1::, f b o i.A ,, .. d m ~'11 m b ~ r 9!l ,, ( r:, > d f/1) m~ <::: r :i. pt :i. c:.1 n <J;: ~ t u d y c:> u t c~ t) m (❖~ s ~ 

, whi<::h inc:lw;le~ &\ de13c:r■ ipt.io11 tu"td r.:om,~,,'11\rii~on o-f revifmwm <~~CH'li::lw:::t,,:-~d, 
~ n·for\rfH'1\t.i cw1 c:m r.~r.:>st.!li mmd r..luri\\\ti (:m of pl «·,,c:v.irnH:❖)l"ltfl~ ~ 01,dmi n:l. 1r:d:.1•"r.:\'ti vr.~ 
f:H" <::>j ca C: t <;: ,0 st. s ,, t. h ~, r e $ u 1 t~ s o ·f iiA C: iii\$ e 4:'"·' r.1i t. p lul t"'r::H .. , <i';\ Ii ·t: 'l:·. (~) 1n1 (;1H~ t i C:)l''l 
·427 of P~L~ 96-272 which w~~ conducted on ~amea •~lm~t®d for 
l. nr.::L t.u1i c::m i ,., t.he t.hree projfa<::t.. modt!l 1i, ◄ii\nd t.hf.~ vi fJ~w,m <::l 'f kf'1~Y 

infcrmantH on the effectiv~n~~~ of tha ~tudyR 
r 



J 

DERIVATION OF THE STUDY' SAMPLE 

B~fore the sample was given to the ~v~l~~~cr~, much work in 
generating a r~ndom $ample w~• compl~t•d by H~nnepin County 
permonn~l. Information regarding th~ procedure$ follcwMci was 
gathered in in-p~r$on interviews with Larry· Olmon, who completed 
-t:l·"I(•:~ r,::rndom sel e<::t i c:m cltid rfl.v,dom il\!!6Si gnm<:-·mt prr.1<::~·HlUl'"E~M w\fid 
Mc11\rqn,,re~t L.t::mtihl"'f:;Jm'\n, who c::ompl t~t;,(l~d t.he r•:❖~pl !/t\C'~•:i1Hnf.❖H'l't pr<~)t:::fii>e::h..\1'"~~~ 11~.. :tt 
1!!>h<:,u1 d b<-:.1 11r:,t ed t.h.at uper.:: i + i r.:: di/;\t~J:\ ·f t"'<::,m ~~.he :in :t t.. t c:A l ~H:\mp 1 «~ 
selaction war~ not av~il~bl~ to the ~valuator• and arH th~r~¥ore 
d~scribed in gener~l t~rm$. 

According to eligibility requir~mentM dev~lopmd at the 
outset cf thra project, th~ ~tudy population frcm which tha random 
~~mple would be drawn includedn 

1" Child Walfar~ and Child Protmcticn Ca~~ffi with childrwn in 
out-cf-horn~ plMcem~nt •~ of April 4, 199~ who w~r~ includmd 
on the H~nnepin County computwriz~d ~xtr&ct file <HCC81S ~nd 
Placem~nt File data), AND who had baen in placament for fflt 
!!!!t four mcnthm~ AND were l~ffl~ th~n 17 1/2 years of agw, 
ANO who w~r~ curr~ntly ~ubject to administrative reviaw. By 
def :l 1i i t. i r.m , t. h i ~J (·~ )·< c: l ud <~ d c: h i :L d r m , .. , i n r.:: (::> ,, .. r t~e: t :l o t'HA l • ·t; ¢\H:: i .l i t, i f.(HS 

~s t.t t::: h e1:\ ~ t:, t'" t❖:~ en 't~ m ti? n t p r c:> g I"' i/i1 m ,m , d v11, ·t en 't :i. on 111~ a-~ t t i n 9 n1~ iii\ n d + or ~"~ m► t r y 
camps under the ~uthority of th~ Dep~rtmant of CorrmctionsH 
Thi!!► Wt>l.tl d w!!X c: l udf.-:~ df~l :i. nqt.lt•:tn t chi l dr (lO:~it in 't:. h~i:•~ C(~')Un t y Homf!:) 

School and thm Hennepin County Detmntion Cent~r~ 

2. Munt~l Retardation Ca~es with children in out-of - hem~ 
pl•cam~nt ~M of April 4, 198~ who w~r~ li~tud on~ 
r.: omputer i ~~ fi.~d + i le q~•,nfi~r n1,t ~:,:.~d fr om I@. tiurvey c:)of the Mr~ Di v :l rnt:i. c:ln 
r~gardinq ment~lly rmt~rd~d child~an in placement (updatsci . 
·f n:>m an ef ·f e c:: ti v fl:~ d a ·t. e o ·f Mar r.:: h :l , :L 'Y 8 :~.1i ·t:. (::> l➔p d. l 4 ~ :I. 9 !::l ~~.i > ~ 
AND who h~d been in plac~m~nt for 1t l!M!t fcwr mcntha, ANO 
we r e l ff11$ 1m t. hem i 7 1. / '.,~ ye ,'I.-\ rs <::> f c:~ q e , ~\N l) who w f~ r f~ <:~ U 1'" r t:S n t l y 
Kubject to admini~tr~tive revirew, AND who weru ndt in a Stat~ 
Ho~;p i t. c'1:d ,, 

The evaluator~ were latar informed that th~r• were indeed 
children who r~side in anoth~r county but w~re finJ:\nci~lly ~upported 
by Hennepin County wer~ included in revirews, ~• were MR children who 
w~re residing in State Hospit~1~ .. 

The following mection~ describa (1) how ~ppropriate ca•~~ (thcuu 
ma~ting the aforementioned ~ligibility r~quirem~ntm) from the tctal 
univers~ of •ll cas~~ in pl~cement ~t Hennepin County w•r~ id~ntified, 
and ,(2) how thes~ cafi~M were r~ndomly ~~~igned tc th~ thr~~ t~~Atm~nt 
~~r oup s N 

A1l!l df.))1mc::r i bed 111\bt-,vt,,, d,,,,·t it\ f.or t:::h i l d w~il far t~t ~nd c:: hi l 'd • t,)r i::,t ~<::: t: i c>r·, 
cases wars availMble on Hennepin County'~ computer ~y~t~m fil~~, while 
m+:,:mtc:,l rt:~t.,·,·1,rd1:'1\t'.:Lt::m c:m"lfla~~11s w.:~re not. y«wt inte<;:)rH1\'t~d int~o thi11il- miynrit~Hn~ 



B~cause of thi~ difference in recordkeeping methods, c~ses from child 
welfare and child protection were selected in a ~epMrate? but 
par~llel, process from th~ mental retard~tion c~•e~w Th~•• proceuseu 
~re described below. · 

Addition~l.ly, it should be mentioned h~re, th~t in order to 
maintain the bal~nc~ ~mong tha number cf ca~es in th~ thrme divi~ionm, 
nil 't y pt:-:~ r.:, ·f ~H" <~'> p or t i r.:>rHid s ii,, mp 1 i n ~;1 w a:\ 111~ 1..t li!H:0 d " "I" h c\'~ t i ,m r.:: 111, l!!H:J m, w <•:❖W' e.~1 11" ri:, n c:I t? nd y 
selected from the M~nt~l Ret~rdation divi~ion in th~ sMme proportion 
th~t th~y ~xi~t~d in the tot~l county pl~cmmant popul~ticn" 

DR ~\W ,1, Nf5 ..... (~~l~SES "'" F:."RC)M ""' CH .:C. l.1 l) .... WE:LF Am~:,m, ANO,= 1:::if~t::l TE C "I" _l , C)N ~. C (.~ 8I~'.L Cll•~ PB " Th ~m 
b~ffle~ for generating the r~ndom ~~mples for child protection and child 
w~lf~re c~ze~ ware two file~ extr~ct~d from th~ Community · S~rvicw 
Inform~tion Symtem utilized by H~nn~pin CountyH The first we& an 
~xtr~ct of childr~n in out-of-homa pl•cMm~nt, and the seccnd w~m ~n 
extr~ct of the tot~l myutam" Two fil~~ n~eded to be U&ffd in ordmr to 
MHMmin~ ~11 pertin~nt v~ri~bl~~~ Tha$e two ~xtr~cta wera m@t up~~ 
files for uu~ with tha FOCUS progr~m, cind wer~ than examined uMinq ~ 
FOCUB r~port routin~. 

Fir~t, .the total system extract was axaminedw All open ca~e~ 
wh~re there were children li~ted were ~elected. At th• ~emm time~ the 
birthdata~ of children w~re picked up in ord~r to ensure th~t only 
case~ of tha appropri~te ~g~ group w~re included" 

f8 ~~r.:: (::>n r.:I , t. hf.~ r.: iA 11!\ es ma~ 1 f~ r.~ t F.:H::I d 1..1 r i n (;;1 ~i~ t r1.•~P r.:m e w f.❖W ,,:;~ m 4',:d~ r.:: h ~», d w i t h t l·u;~ 
nama$ on th~ pl~cemmnt listing. Thi~ ~llow~d the ruelecticn cf ca~em 
whare the children in the first extract werm in plMcement on the 
second. Concurrently thm type of plac~m~nt, the continuous placement 
c:lc·m"t.tii,., ,1,nd the c::I .. Irr~nt. plr.:\r.:emf~r,t df.·:,t:.~i~ werf:•:~ r.::oller.::tt❖)d ·f!11·c:)m th«-:•~ +:i.lrh,~ 
All of this inform~tion w~5 combined into a new ~xtract fileff lhim 
third file now contain~d all pertinant v~ri~blas on childr~n in 
plac~mant <N = 1258) ~ ~nd could now b~ U$~d ta draw cas~M for tha 
study scmmpl €i~. 

After .the n~w fil~ w~~ cre~ted, ~ r~ndom number ·gen~rator wau 
u~ed to ~ffl9ign ~ r~ndom number to e~ch c~~e in tha n~w fila~ Th• 
c~ue~ wer~ th~n ord~r•d M~r.::ording to th~~e random numbMru" The c~aa& 
w~r~ then arbitrarily ~ffl~ign~d to e~ch of th~ thr~~ mcdffils, the firwt 
98 CM~~~ were M$~igned to Mod~l I, th~ ~econd 98 caw~• to Model II Mnd 
the third 98 c~seu to Model III" Th~ remaining c~sen warra th~n aet up 
to b~ wt.iliz•d for the replac~ment pool. Sa~ Figur~ 1# 

e~c~us~ there were multiple childr~n in ~ome f~miliea, it w~& 

n fi:•) c fl:~ 111Hs in\ r- y t t:, q e> t:. hr Ol,1 (;;1 h ·t l"H1~ c: a ~!H)ll s mHJ rud n . I n t. h i ~ r u n ~ t r·, (,\~ ni,\ l"H::I cHn 

l"H .. ttnb«-?r g •~nt~r t.,t. or Wii:\'!ls U1$ed ·t.<:J ll:\stii <i:Jr"I r ti\11<:kJm r,wnl.'H .. -,r ,~1 t (::l fh~<~H:h (:,+ the¥~ 

c: h i l d r rm n w i t: h i n ·f ii\ m i 1 i «I!! ,m • The c: h i 1 t:I r· en i n +~ l,1, c: h ·f iii\ mi l y w &~ r w~ t hf.•:? n 
c:>rdc~rc~d ecc:<:>rc.iin<.~ tel the:-1ir rc'::\ndom m.1mberis. Tht.:: lowf~f:St. m .. lmt:H~l'"f.;~d <:::hild 
becam~ the child which was ~$~igned to the atudy from within the c~••· 
In this w~y~ the sac:cnd or third randomly numbered child, stcu within 

4,'i\ ·tm'\mily Wc::\111► nr.:>t inc:l1..u::lv:1d in th•~~ smmplf.~. nor wen:•» they :i.n t:.h~1 

replacement pool" This eliminated the possibility of children in the 
s~me family mxpmri~ncing different review mcd~l•, and thus confounding 

·- -· .. .. - ' - --- _ , ____ -- .. .. 



the re~ults of tha study. 

Fi f;;ll.ll"'e 1 
D :I. iaq r mm <.'l·f 'the Scmmp l i r, g f:•rr.,r.: ,~1!1H~~ 

(.,LL Ct~mE:~~ II'-' F'Lf-~CEMENT WITHll\l l·HtNN~~p l N CCll..JNTY '~~s 
CHILD WELF'Ar~E 8( CHILD Pr<C)TE'.C"I" .t t:ll\l D :t V :t m, :t OI\IS 

l\ln:: 1 '.:::~~58 
-

' 

... 

POOL OF' ALL. CASES MEETINt➔ STUDY 
E:: L. :t 13 :C H l L :t TV R~?.:(JU 11=-<l;:MENTB 

N 1111 646 -
, .... 

RANDOM A!SB I E·ll\lMENT 

✓ i t . ~ "' 

TREt)TME:NT TnE::. ATMl:::: NT TR~:::ATMEI\IT 1::~ I::~ 1:::, l... ?~CE M [ t 1\1 T 
l::HmUP C·3ROUf::• Gl~<Ol.JP PClOI.. 

MODEL 1 MODEL I"~ .~. MODEL :::; 
N ~Ill 1,:n:, I\J 1111 98 N 1111 i:.,i~~ 1\1 m11 ::~;t~5:"i ! 

w~mpla •~ l ection, 236 MR children w~re in plac~ment ir, Hennepin 
Cc:, l..t n t y . l h ~:•~ MF~ q r o 1 .. t p h r.:\ d t:. (::) b f.,:,, h 1u\ n d l · rJJ, d is om r.~ w h «:\ 't:. d :l ➔~ ·f t:~ r M) n t l y b ri,> t:~ &\ u m~ <❖:·) 

·I':. h<•:~y W<❖~r e t'iclt i l"'I<'.: 1 l.tdt1~d t·:m tJH~ County '9~ i:l\t .. l t (~Hna·l: €~d !:.1 i:l\ t.. Ji:\CH\ ~,,,~~ i?.t. th f& t t rrH:J 

of sampl8 nel~ction. The b~~is of aampla ~•l~ction for mrnntMlly 
retardffid children was~ survey of MR children completed by Richard 
D •:•~ t t l r.:) f + of t he l"'I an ,1~ q Vi:'! mer, t. and Pl an n i n g Cl ·f! f i c:: fl:~ " or, fl~ m (::>nth b f.f~ + c:> r: f:i) t h ~'!!! 
m 1:\ mp 1 ~~ .,., 1?.\ !i d r <'i\\ w1, w Th i m 1; 1..u·· v e y w a 1S c: c:m d LU:: b~d LI s i n q p ~1' p ~='"' + r.:> r <Ml i!iHi.? n t t 1.) 

M f ~ <:: 11,-\ Sit ~:❖, w (::, I'" ~( f!.f r" s " 

:r n·ft1r mcmt. ion g ctit h r.:,r r~d v :t m\ th i ~~ m.H" V~❖~Y Wm\!::!- '.L (~Hii\dt:,H~l <::mt<::) ii:\ c:H'.:l mf1m~f, f :i l iw • 

en the IBM PC, and was further tr~n$farmed into a SYMPHONY fil~. 
SYMPHONY w~• then Mble to annign random numbers tc ea■mM in the s~m• 
manner th~t FOCUS was usmd for the ihild protection and child welfare 
qn::>Ltps.. C~u. ♦z~s we~n•~ t.hen 1::,rdt•»rf:~d, m\nd iiu~l ftH:t:.ed + ,~w tht)» t.ht'"f.❖H,;(~ mc:>c:le l lll> in 
the name proportion (19¾) th~t th~y eximt~d in the gen~r~l plac•~ant 
p t:> p u 1 ffl' t i c:, n ( '.t! ~~ c: ,'/1\ ~ •:❖) im :l n t. (::> V:'1! ,'1'1\ r.:: h m (::, d t~ :L ) ~ t h 1 .. t ,m b r :L n ,;~ i n 1;-~ ~:{~ 8~ r.:: h mi::, d vr~ 1 ' ml 

total to 121 ca~em .. 



TREATMENT GROUP 
MODEL 1 <N 11111 121) 

98 CW 8< CP C~sc~1m 
+ 23 MR Cm\1!1H~"I• 

Fi qurf::~ ~?. 
Di~gram of Initial Sampla 

Tl:~E:ATME:I\IT GROUP 
MDDEL '.2 ( N IIIA i 21) 

98 CW L CP Casmm 
-+- 2~~ MR Cn,\~IH~~i; 

Tl~l:::: ~.\TMENT Gf~ClUP 
MODEL 3 (N ~ 121> 

c:,~1 cw 8< ci:::i c~~f.!H~rni 
+ 2~:i MF~ Cru\iir•f.❖?111, 

VEF~I FY :t,NC3 __ THE._REPf~EE>f.~NTAT I VCf,:NE:B!~ .. , .. or: ... ·T t .. lE, .... S~-~1"1PU:: .... DRAWI\I" :( n <::>rd1•~~r 
to determine whether the initi~l s~mple~ dr~wn wer~ r~pre•~ntative of 
the population of children in placement within H~nnmpin County, 
ffi)tcii\ti sti c:cml t..e11Sts ('t-t.em~ts nAr,d c::hi , ... ~,~q1 .. 1.,,,rt:1'!m) wt:❖,rt:❖) r-t .. \l"l cm t:.h«~ Chi :l d 
F'rotec:t ion and Child Wel f .:Are, Siatnp l .:~H!h Thr.~ 1m.Mlph·H1 Wff~re <::c:1mp<'iH" C1~ d to 
on~ ~noth~r cmnd to th~ gener~l popul~tion. 

The f <:> 11 ow:l 11g VoAr i c.\b 1 ~m wc+?r f~ 1.11:1•~,d in thc,:11!i«<, . (i~n ii~ l Y fiSfm f~ = ( !'~) l c,;~n qt h 
of c u r r tm r, t p l iii\ c:: em en t , ( b ) 1 f.i~ n ~;J t: h r.:> ·f c:: C.') n 'l':. i n 1 .. 1 t::) l.11!!• p :t o,\ 1::: «(~ m ~·" n t . ( r,~ ) i:i\ q o,i1 ,, ( d ) 
r~ce~ and (e) ~axH An~lysi~ of th~&e v~ri~bl~~ indicat~d th~t th~re 
we r- e n c::> s 't:. i::\ t:. i ~1 t i c a 1 l y SI► i (.:.:1 n i ·f i c:: a r, ·t d :l f -f ~:il r ~., n c:~ t'i!I f::> b t1i t:. w •~' ~7.·> n t. h f.i·l m b w:~ + r.:) , ... «::, ii:\ n y 
r ~ p l c'iA <:: t::! m •:~ n t w <-°IA e don ,,:.1 ,. (..'\ d d i t i <:l 1·, o~ :L l. y ,, t~ h (❖! p I'" <~l p <:> r t i c:, l"l (::> ·f c::: l·i i 1 d w if.~ 1 + ~~ I"' t:~ 

and child protection c~ue~ in the ~elected subaampl~ w~n ch~ck e d ~nd 
w~m found to be comp~rable to the prapcrtian~ ~xistinq within the 
g~n~ral pcpulation-

Frn:PLAC~:::ME:NT .... OF ... CAl::>E8 .. ., W.I,TH .I.N .,.. THE .... Sf·~MF'L.E:" :t 11 or d«,:,,r ·I:'. c:> ii1,111~1n~u11
" 1:•i) i,':\n 

iE\ pp I"' <::>pr i if.\ t l~ ~ tii\ mp l e ., m f u r t. h f.1' r v (❖~ r- i ·f i c:: cat. :i. on pr I~) r.:: f.·? 1fo !fit w m1 m~ r.:: ,,'i\ ,, .. I'" i m·~ d c:) u t b y 
Marg~ret Lonergan. When the ~ample listing and the replacement t~ble 
were provided to her, ~he ~~nt li~t~ of ca~MB to th~ MppropriMt e 
worker~. Th~ workers were ~•ked to verify that the t~rget child w~s 
i r·, f i~ C: 't:, i Ii p l iii\ r.:: f:,'~ l'O f.'h n t , a r'l d t C:> :I. n -f or In t h €1/! p 11" 0 j et':: t:, W h t:~ Y'l t,, h ft)) I") W/1 ►( t, 
administrative rravi~w w~~ due. As an outcom~ of this proc e uM~ i t wan 
found that 87 cas~~ from the Child Prot~cticn and Child W~lfMr~ 
<:~1c\1:l)~~~lo~d1s hmd t.c:, be rep:li\<::~~<::1 u1:i.i1,q <:::i1).t~e~ frc::,m t,h({~ r«•:~pl,~<:::«~m(•:•~nt p(Jc:>1 .. 

Tf:;:E f~ T ME'.I\IT C-:·lFi:CllJP MEE:Tl:3 CF~ I TE:f~ I~\ u T f:~ f~ I,~ TM E 1\1 T (,,1:~oui:::i 
MODEL t (1\1 ~Cl 1 '.21 ) l~EMA:CN(3 IN ~;AMPL.I~ MClDEL. :L <N ltt~ 1 :,i:) :l ) 

------------------ ~I IIIU IWII l lfM WU IU>l 11111 UlU 11 1•1 trn1 II U I 111 11 r1 11 1 !IHI MIU 111 11 llllt Ulll I.I 

'- m-==--= - ==-= = =- = - === ..... TF~EATM~~NT (3RClUP , ,. Ti::~~~~(..~ TM I:::: N l (:3F~OUf:~ 
MOD~:~L. 2 <N lllll 1 '.~~ 1 ) F'~·\:CLS Cf~ I TE: f~ I A n MODEL. :~~ (hi mn :L 2 :l) 

------------------ DELETED Fl::::OM 8(-,MF'U:: '11t ftUI ,_,,. l lltf nm ..... , n.u 1111, , ,., .. u rr, t UU 11.f rt 111n · ~· \IC,~ ,,,., 11-=1 1 I ll 

1T'RE:t~·rMEN"I" (3F:~CllJP Cl,\!3f.:: f~E1:~1Ll~CED Ff~DM Tf!~f.:!{,~ T MEI NT GlnDUP 
"IODE:L ~$ <N Ull 1 :;~ 1 ) f~f:i:PLACEMltN"I" PClDl... MCll:>t~:L. ::~; (1\1 In:! :1. ~;(.) 1 ) 

...... , .. 

The prim~ry reason for r~pl~c~m~nt wa~ that th~ child wau no 
1 on g •:,:., r i n p l a:\(:: e~ men ·t " Th f~ ~a r,;~ r.: on d m (:,st:. c:: r..> mm on r fl~ a1, 111> <::> n ·f C) r i-- f.❖) p 1 ,1,, c: ~:•~ m ttt~ n t:. 
w ta 11 't:. h ,1~ ·t, th e pr o ..1 ce c i:: w ,as 11 ('J t go 3. l'"I q 'I':.<::> I::> ce r ~ 1'i:\ d y t c:., 1m t i'A\ r t. r €·1' v :i. c❖) vi i n q 
c~~~s until June 17~ 1985. If th~ n~xt r~vi~w was due in June before 
the 18th, (between the d~te the sample was finalized and June 17th), 
the c~w~ w~~ r~placwd - cawMs r~vi~w~d in M~y w~rID kept in thm uampla~ 



C 

l 

A f~w case~ w~r~ ~xcluded b~caus~ th~ County w•~ baaically 
involved only for fin~nci~l re~~cns although the child liv~• in 
another county er another ~tate and Hennepin County doe$ not de an 
4.ldmi r-ti ~t.n:\\t i ve n,vi ew ... t.l-u!A't i ~ ci<:m~ i 11 ·t.hc~ <::c:>Llr1 t.. y c:,-f rc•H~i <:h1:H1c:f~~ w In 
any c~se whare the County WO$ not cu~rently conducting Admini~tr~tive 
rtevi \l':~wm c'~\11d Wi:\15 riot reiqwi red to do ilrn ~ t.ht~ c::,·at,H:1 w«~4J!I, n~~p.l i•H:::c-:1'd., r1n(~1ttH-:1r 
rea~cn for r~placement of ca~~$ w~u the ntatu~ of canes in Stat~ 
H<::>~~pib.\l, eJI"' c.~r.:,rn1H.~t.ir.•r11=\l. pln:\r.:r.:+ment.w., whic::h Wf.tre 1!np<❖:H:::if:lc::ii':\lly 
e~ ►< c: l udf:i~d ~ 

In addition to th 87 case~ replaced from Child Protection and 
Chi l d Wtt.:i 1 ,fill"'~·~" c'/:\j:)pl,.(.".)>( i tnci\\'t, el y t 2 C: ct\1:!H;.Hs W(~t'" «~ n:~p l r..H:::<t~d ·from t.l"\({(~ Mf~ 
c::c'i.~tseltH':\d. t\~aide from c::cii\mH~s not. c:1 .. 111"rently b~~int;;i in pli.~r.::t❖HM-H'1·1·:.~ the;:•H'"l't.'? 

wer~ a number of thffl~e c~se™ that could net be id~ntified ~• MR cas~sft 
ln these ca~e$ a worker numb~r h~d been •~~iqnmd thAt did not balcng 
to them or there wa~ no worker name attached to thc$e ca~es~ This was 
the major rea~on for replacement in thi~ group. 

Replacement of c~ses w~s terminated at the end of May, and the 
sample wa~ fin~lized. 

M,:tf.:;CEH .. l...{·~NEDUS.J:iAMPL..I.N(3 .... J.8BUES.. . ln r.:\ddi t:.i t:H1 tc:) 't.'.hr.i~ l'"epl 1t\(:f.1Hnf.l:~rd:.im 

describ~d ~bove, th~re w~re nine ca~es which th• County's l~gal 
section r~quested that the project net review at the prew~nt time 
b •~ c:: ii:\ 1..1 ~i fl:~ c:> ·f p flh n c:I i r1 q :i. n v o 1 1..1 r·l t:. ui\ I'" y t. er m i n r:i\ t i on r.:> + p 1i1\ r f~ n t ,,A 1 r i ,;1 ht. 1~ 't r :l i~\ l ffll " 

TheHe canffis de, however, remain in thffi $•mpl~. Rath~r th~n rimkinq 
potHntial problem•, the project fellowed up on thane casm• b~form 
~u~igning r~view d~t~~. The next r~vi~w would b~ due ~ix months from 
the data of twrminaticn of parent~l rights (if thi~ was ind~ed the 
<:lutr.::<::Hn<i~ c~,f tht~ tr l. ,~1) , m:l nc:::c~ pl 11:\c:::amt9.tt·,·t: i ~ c:c::mmi c:h~l"'<t•ni tc.'l tHlV~~ m)'l':.ic\1'"1:,c•:Hd 

Mll over aq~in at th•t pointw Thffi canns would than be included in M 
lMter r~view period. If th~ child r@m~inm in c~r~~ the n~xt rwvi~w 
w nu l d bf.\~ i.'I 'I'.·. mo ,i~ t d:, mc::) n t. h m~ ·f r <::> m t. h t:i, d c'i1\ 't. t~ o ·f t.: h lF..\ h f!!J ii:\ I'" :l n t;;) " ?~ d d :l t:. i (::) n mi l l Y ,1 

't. h ~r ~ ma.y b(-!t a r.:eH.tl"' t ordc,ztr , c:~l"\Cl t.h tat. wc::>ul r.:I fflH .. q:.1~1•· ~,t:.,ci(y! iM''Y c:.1tl"H❖W' WI'" it. t:. (~~n 
plan~ 
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RESULTS OF THE SAMPLE COMPARABILITY STUDY 

The nr~nd:. c":\ni:i\l yffi}i s.:. Wc:Hl~ per-·f ormf~)d . in t:.)rde:w- to dw.~b:❖)r" mi rH:❖) t h(•:•:•1 

d~gree to which CA$e~ in the repl~cem~nt ~ampl~• to bM utilized in 
the Hennepin County Fost~r C~ra R~vi~w Project war~ reprement~tive 
0 f the p O O 1 0 f 6 4 t:> C: 4\~ $ ~ 11 m (r? et i f'l q 'l7. l"Hm 114 t lnl d y (.~ r i 't (~ r" i {IA W h :i, (::: h W t'::\ifil 

dr~·:,wr-1 ·from the ,~•~nt.ire pc:,pulM't:.ir.:>n o·f r.::hildr-0:~n :in +1::>1~t€+~r c::ar+:❖) by th<❖~1 

~taff of Hennepin County. 

Am discus~~d in th~ preview~ ~~ction• HennMpin County 
p~rraonnel had ~lready determin~d th~ r~pre~untativensmw cf the 
i rd ti c\\\l Sl1',\mpl es ,:,+ 36~:i Cil\\1:irn~~ ('t:.he 'l:hrf.•:H•:~ tnz~r.id:.nrn:-mt qrc:)up~; (~)+ :L :;.~ :I, 
~:,i~c:h) ·to th~~ p(::l<:>l o·f .al 1 el i qi b 1 e (;:.,us~,11:1 within ·t:.l"H~ CcJun·l7. y < N ma 

646>. <It ~hould be noted that whil~ the nligibility pool 
includ~s only c~me~ from Child Prot~cticn and Child Walf~re~ th~ 
r~pl~cement ~~mpl~s UAA~d in thi~ comp~rimon almc include c~~~~ 
f n.1m t. h <f:t M ~:mt.. ,~ 1 f~ r.~ ~~. ,a\ rd .,~ t i c:, 11 IH v i mi on " Th 1 15 :i, 1i1 b f.1 <::: 1:11. u ~iH:•~ <:hd:, <i'~ 

rf.:•~(::f.:-,i V<•:•:~d ·f!r-c::.lm thv.•:~ r.::r.:>t..1n't:.y on t.h~:-:-, i ni 'ti i,'/\1 ~.'i,\mpl (1❖~ <:ml!l)~z.,1:1~ +rr.:)m th(•:•:•) M1::~ 
i>ivimi<:m Wc':llS no·t c'iAV1:1.i lablc-¾ iri ,~ fOr'IMAt c:~r.:,mp1::-.tiblt1~ witl·1 the:➔, i1"1:l.t:i, i·1~l 
~!Hi\lY) p l f~ + n:) ,n ·t tH❖~ C:)'t,', h •m r t W(::> e:I i V i fiii i r.:H'\flli • ) 

f•1s1m«1~s~&mf.m t:. ,~ t>f th fJ <:: (~1mp r.l\l"' ,:Ab :l l i ·l~ y ('.,·f! th <•:J i n .i. t :I. 11d rt1 ;,rn1p l <(~1H t:. c> 
t h w.~ ~,~, l :i. li~ i b i l i t y p t:> o .l < t:: c::> mp l e ·l: e d b y H ~:❖~ rt n t:❖~ p i n C t::l u I"\ t y ) ~ ii:\ n c::I I~)+ +: h i-:-:·~ 

repl~cemffint samples to the eligibility peel Cdiucus~ed in detail 
hera) w~re baaed on comp~rimons of thH &Mm~ five v~riMbl~s. Chi~ 
sq u •IA r c,.1 t. f~ st. s o -f 1m i <;;Jr, i ·f i <:: e·~ 11 r.: t~ C l~ ·t. •~ 11 t w h i c: h <:: <::>mp c·~ I'" (❖~1 ~ri t. h <·~~ 
c.:: c:>mp (::) 1:,d t i em c:> ·f 2 q n::> , .. , p 1*;. iim d ti:\!!!~ !!!Hi's inH~ ~ t. t·Hi~ l i h: 1«d :i h o 1::> d t. h ii:d:. 
difference$ ~re systemMtic er due to chance-thiM t8st is 
mpprc::,pri md:.f.i? +,~,r Vm"lt'"i i.:\bl f.,s~ to whi (:::h mer.:H'l:i nqful numbf.❖W' !i!> Cli'H 'll"\C:)'t. b~:-:,, 
<t.'\l!6ffi i q11c~d J W<~i11'" 1~ (:::r.:,nd uc: t «.-?d f <~'lr' ·r.,h<·~~ var j, ii.-\b l (❖;'t:; q f~nd f:•~1'" , ~~nd r ;;;1.<::: t~; ,~nt~ 
t .... t 1,:.~ ~ t mi. C w h :i c: h a f.!I s fl!! 11!~ s ·~:. h f.❖~ d i ·f! ,f er v.r~ n r.:: e. mi b fi:~ t w «'~ t~~ n r.·,, v er ,~ q e~ m1 ii:\ n d 
distribution$ around the mean of two grcupru and calcul~tMs tha 
probability that difference~ ar~ Ryntematic or due to chMn~eJ wer8 
conciuct~d for the v~riable9 age, l~ngth cf currmnt pl•c~munt, and 
l~ngth of continuous pl~cement" However, for the lMut two 
v~ri~bl~s, dat~ for th~ MR portion of the final ~ampla w~s net 
av~:ilable for ccmp~ri~on, and only 294 c~•e~ (those cMses from 
Child Welfar~ and Child Protection> wmre incluci~d in the tamtm. 

A signif:icanc~ l~v~l of p ( .ms w~~ UM~d in •11 MtMtimticsl 
t:. a 1.is t s ,. Th i s s i ~J r, i -f i r.: re\ r-1 <::: e 1 e v e:1 l. c: 1'/A ,., b t~ i r"I t. <~~ r p r (❖~ t (❖~ d ~~ us rn <ii~ ill\ n :i. n c_:,:J t h i:1' 'l7. 

li:\ri ob1mt~rved cH + ·f t❖,r~nc e bt❖,t wv.iu:,m the qn::>1.,1p1m "'" i r1 ·t. h :l ~it r.:: <i:\1!!H1~ t hw.,:, 
•:•:tli<.~ibill.t.y p<:J<::>l .• ·i~nd 1,.~!plci"AC:t::tmm1"1t ~Jamplt:,:,,m .... wc:,u:Ld oc::c~1..11'" pur<•~ly by 
c: h «'m n c fi.~ i n ·f i v &~ out c:> ·f t:> n e "'" h t .. t r-1 d r 0~ d t t:❖) im t t:. r i n,\ 1 s ,, Th 1.111;. ,i c:> l"l l y w h ,ii~ n 1r.\ 

t~~t r~sult WA$ ~ignificant at~ l~v~l cf l!I! than H05 wa~ tha 
re~ult h~ld to b~ ~t~ti~tically ~ignificant-
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Th ~1 r.:: h :l ·-11~ q t..t a r ♦:•:•) t:. e j!!► ·I':. r. u n (:~ n th ft!/ Y m'\ r i en\ b l f.'l q fii) n d ~·) ,,.. y «~ i l d «t) d f.:\ t::: h :i ,.,., 
square statistic cf 5w626, 2 d.f., with a mignificance lmvml cf 
• r:; E:l " Th at:, i fii~ , t h ff~ r fi.~ w ,:1\ !!~ no ~ t. 1i1\ t i st i c~ im l :L y .1111 i q n i f i (::: l'ii n 'l':. d :i + ·f fk) ,, ••• f::, n c ~'.❖) 

·f our,d b•~t.:WC!-l'('::l"l t: ht~ f.w 1 i g :i. bl.:~ ii~r,d 11a tudy ni~mp 1 "111~ ffAi!i ,,., <~~q ,~r <~1 na th Mi 

d i ~ t r i b u t :I, C) l"l c::> ·f q ti~ n d f.,:; r ., S :i. m :l 1 iii\ r i t:, :l l':·~ Im c:) •i: t h fit! ~ l :L c,:;J :i b i l i t y p e, t) l f.;\ n d 
r r.:➔ p l cl,~~ ~~men ·t 1!UA mp 1 t·l ~ c: ◄'!~ 1·, b e UHrH•m i r, T ,6' I::> l ~~ L F <•'.!Hn r.'.\ 1 f.?. lla <::: <~> m f~) ,, .. i HIH:·~ d 

4 4 " i '½ €:\r\ d '~ 4 " '.~t¼ I'" fHl per.:: ti ye l y " c'ii\n d m il:'1 ~~ 111~ c:: t::)m pr :i, f:!H}~ d r:.i "L \5%. e'\ n d ~5 4 .. 7 /~ 
r~~pectiv~1y. Data w~r~ not ~vailable in 13 of the ~~•mw 1 1-4¾ of 
th ei) f::•) l :i qi bi 1 i t;, y p c:,c:) l ~ ci:\n d :l " ~:'.'½ c:>·f t. h ~:'!! fl!~t.. uci y ~1~1·11\lilP l fl!!~" 

Ferniisd e 
M,;\l e 

~~ 1. i. g i. b 1_ (·~ .... Cea 1!!H:~1m 

:;;~8~5 
'":(. i:;:• , .,) 
, .. ,., "'· 

N % 

44 .. 1 '¼ 
t:,7; 4 N t:i '%. 

f:~ f~ r:! A. i~ r:; ~ ~:J .... ~~ i~~ fn P. l ~i~ 
I" '%. 

11.:>(lt 
:l i.'t[i 

44 .. :~t¼ 
:
1:,4. 7'Y~ 

As $een in TMbl~ II, no ~ignificant diff~~ence wa~ fcwnd i n 
-\:'. h c~ r ◄:'A<:: i i.l.\ 1 d i !& t r i l::nd~ i r~w, m o ·f t. he e 1 i q :l. b :I. l :L t y pc:,<.~> 1 i::H'H:j th (·:i·l 
r e p l ci~ r.:: t:•:~ men 'I':. 11~ iiii mp 1 e !Ill .. Th e I"' e p c> r t. f.l~ d c~ h :i. - ~l• q , .. , i'::\ r·· e~ w 11:\ 1::1 :l 6 " ~:r. :~,~ I.I- ~ <t d .. of " , 
~ significance l~vel cf ~96" It should b~ nctad that 133 caaaM 
werM net included in thiB tm~t, becau~e data wer~ net ~YMilable 
for 48 c~~ms from the eligibility pacl and fer 85 cases from th~ 
replacement ~ampl~" 

B 1 ◄-~\C: ~~ 
Whit:. e 

! n d i (i:\ n ,, N .. S3 " 
Ch :i. ppf.❖)Wc:'t\ 
("' ' ,::, l. C:)l,-'>I 

W:i. nnt'i-~bt.it~.:1t) 
Cl i7. h ~ r :c r"I d i ti~ n 
Hi !!l)pe1'1'"1:i C 

Clr i ~rntt'~:I. 
CJthf!:)r 
Tc)ti~l 

E:1 . :l .. f:l i,b l.~ .... Cii1\1~•~~ 

l\l Y. 

.t 17 t <:,. c:, 

~:~6B 61 Ill." 

" ,. ) 

4 ":•· , ... '7w2 
:37 6,. '"> .~ .. 

4 .. 7 ,., "IY, .t.. ~ ,..,.t 

4 " 7 

5 ff l::l 
~$ ";' " ... , 

:l5 '.~~. f!j 
5(:1t::l 

chi-mquarffi w 16.3241 

f ~ ~~ l~.1. ~:~ r;;, ~1~ ~:1 .. ,-., !,~ ~ii '.1.1 P 1 tt::~ 
1\1 ½ 

l~.S :I. :UL 4 
.t'/ 2 6 ::::'. .. 1 

:L <:, e.:, .. 9 
:I 9 6:) q i:.y 

";r. :I. :l ... ~ " 
i .. ,.~ 
1 II .(.~ 

4 :I. " 4 
0 

7 •" ) 
.rt! . .. 

tw· , .. J 

:;277 



Comp~rMbility Study - 11 

A t=test w~s LIM~d tc ex~mine the ~veragew of targ~t 
children's ~ges~ The ~veraq~ ageu of th~ eligibility pool and 
raplacam~nt samples ware 11.40 and 11"69, raapectively~ The 
resulting aignific~nce level cf .36~ a~ Mhown in T~ble llI1 
indicat~s that thare wan no ~ignificant difference in th® averag8 
~g~s. Data from three came~ are mi~sing from the replac~m~nt 
s Mm p l f:i' b e t'u~ ~, l.t s V.lh t h e i r b i r t, h d c\\\ t ei 111> w •:❖) r e n (:~ t:. ii:\ V 1'i'1\ i 1 re\ I::> l E❖~ • 

E:liqibl({\°11 
f, f::1 p :L ia 1::: f;:~ d 

T iiAb 1 e :t :t :t 

N <:l-f M~~,1:An ~~) t:, i1'~ r'l d ii~ I'" d 
c.~ ti\ ffll,e,:•~lm Dt:❖)V :i m\ ti 1~)rl 

C .. 1A1:se!~1 646 :l 1 N 40'.21 
!5;.t\mp l f!.~ ~!:e,9 i j, " f5<:,:~;9 

Pooled Varianc~ E~timata 
F 2-Tail T D~grMMffi of 

VMlwe Prob V~lwe Fr~adom 

LllJ:L 

~,';; II 06~~; 
~.
1
•
1i • 0 :::; 2 

:;:! "'" T l¥- i l 
1:::1r(::)b 

t:> 't <'i.~ n d ~·Ar d 
l::::rrc:)11

" 

ff :L 9c;, 
~ :;~66 

L,❖~1,qth c,+ <~~ur-r~~n't. p 1 f'lc:01mt~nt vc~l t.lf~f:5 (:l\l 11~<::> prc)V<\';'1d teJ b«i~ 1:rd mi .I. <:'H" 

for the eligibility pool ~nd replacement sample, as seen in TMbl8 
r V " T l'1 <~ t. ••• t t~ 1~ t. c.1 n t h i. t:s v ,iA r i ,i~ b l m r t,;~ s u 1 ·l7, t❖~ d i n i:?.. 9i; i q n :i. + :i. <.: ir~ n c:: <:•! l f.❖1 v c1❖, l 
c.) f .. f.l :~·~ 6 " Th i m~ l ~ii~ v f.:~ 1 i n d i c r.:\ t ~:❖~ s '\':. h r.:\ t t:. h ~:~ I'" F.:) '"' 1•" w:, n (::, ~~ :i. q n :i + i c:: iii\ n t 
d :i. f + ,~r «·?l"'f r:. t.~s i r, th Cf~ :t r.~r,qt.h <::l·f: p 1 i,ic: Ci•~mf~n ·l:: in th f:~ <:: ur I"' f:•~1·, t 1s1❖:~t t :i. 1"1q 

bwtween the eligibility peel ~nd study samplR caMesu As WMS 
previously m~ntion~d, th~ dat~ for thiu variable wa• not avai!~ble 
for the MR case~ in the replMcement uample. 

Eli~Jibh~ 
F~ep 1 111\c:: r.-:~d 

N o·f M<!:HU'l !:5'l: ,~1,d.ar d 
1: m\ fl!~ t'H~ Yf;,,,arff~ l)~~v i in\ ti ,::)n 

Cfn\ffiH:~ffi 646 :L • 134:~~~~::i 
8&\f'nP 1 e :2r.,4 :l . tt 0 ~~ l::i 

Pooled Varian~• EMtimate 
F 2-T~il T D~graram cf 

Value Prob Valw~ Fremdom 

4 N :;:~<:,:;~ 
2 11 63(!:> 

'.;~ •= 'T ii?\ i 1 
f;,Y" C:)b 

\::,t ◄mndi'ii\l"'d 

~~V" I'" C:)r" 

ff :1.6><':J 
II ,i f::i4 
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Table V shows that the length cf ~cntinucwM pl~cement iM ~luo 
q ,.\i ·ta 1lS i mi l ii\r' f <:>r the e 1 i ~~ i b i 1 i t y po<:) l t'::\ n d r (~p l «iH::: <+.l (:j 1m ii.Wl p 1 v~ " Th((;, 
t:. -t:. e !at r.:: 1::>n d LI r.: t e d on th i !!5 v m\ r i iii\ b l t~ y i «~ l d f~ d «ii\ l!n :i. t:1 n i ·f :i. c: il:1 n (::: rJ 1 f:❖, v f!f! l c:> + 
"079, indicating th~t there ie no ~t~ti$tical1y significant 
differunce between the two grcupn regarding length of continuous 
placement. As with th~ cth~r placemffint v~riabl~ abova, the 
r~placement ~ample wro~d in thin ta~t inclwdam only thcue ~•saa 
from Child Prot~ction and Child W~lfare? not thcM~ from th~ MR 
Di vi fll~i (::>n H 

E:l :iqiblt-:~ 
f~•~P 1 i:.,<::(1~d 

Toobl fh) V 

1\1 c:>f 1'1t❖)mr1 Bt,mnda:,rd 
Ci:~1.15((1.¾S Ye.i,il\l"'f~ Dc~v i ~·~ti r"1n 

Cir.\S.~l!!) 64l., I" \ ,~~. 147'.2 ~~? N 49€:J 
!Sc~mp l ~:~ 294 '.~~ .. 4'776 :~i;. (1.)12)7 

Peeled V•ri~nc~ E~tim•ta 
F 2-Tail T Degrees of '.~:~""'Tm :i l 

Pl'"(::>b Valu~ Prob VMlue Freedom 

1 II 4t3 • (l)0(l) .... 1 .. 7b 

t:3 t r.l n d ii..\. I'" d 
1;:rl'"C:)r" 

• !t.19f3 
II :L '/~,7j 

11"'1 c~ on <:: .l LI 11:> i on ., n o ~1~ t iii\ 't.'. i m~ t :l c:: 1i:\ l l y !!!) i c;:J r"I i ·f: i <:~ I'm n 'I~. d i of + w.,1 ,, .. f:❖~ n <:: fl:) ill~ w f,/,~ r ~i:•1 

+our,d btz.)t'.W(~~1m t:.li.:~ tc::,t.al (l,Jl i g:I. bi :Li ty ptml <':.'U'H::I t.h«<~ ri~pl 1,;\<:~(❖:WH~rd~ 
~i; ii:\ mp l <(~ ffl~ + r~) r t h e v 1'1'1\ r i 1::\ b l rt.t ~ ~ t LI d :l ff.~ d ~ ,, .. m\ c:: f.~ , q 111t, n d ~:❖l r ,, til\ q (❖:•l , l (❖:) 1·1 qt.. h r.:> + 
~ontinuou~ placem~nt ~nd l~ngth cf currant plac~ment .. It c•n ba 
concluded than, thiii\t th~ replacem~nt nampl~ of 362 came& iM M +air 
repr~™~ntaticn of th~ eligibility peel with r~gard to the five 
vMriabla~ utilizedN 
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COMPARISONS OF MODEL COMPOSITIONS 

Th fl.·~ r'lf?)•( t. m~ b:❖) p i n th flt f.~ (::Hn~H, r ti:\ b i 1 i t y mrt l~l t:I y w 1/:\!!!~ t r.) 11" lnln c':\n al y Ill! «i~ ~!► 
to a~cert~in the comparability cf th~ compc~iticn cf the thr~e 
tre~tmant group model&. Comparison WM$ ~gain b~sed on the five 
v~ri~ble& cf g~nder, race, ~ge, length of currant placement and 
], ,..;mqt:.h c,f r.::1:mti nt .. 1c)1 .. 1s pl ui,c:enrn:mt" i•~m in t:.ht·~ prt:i1v:l 1~>tHid y c:h:i,)st::1··:i bt-:,:.id 

analy~im, the purpo~e cf comp~rison w~s to datarmina whMth~r th~rw 
wer~ any atatiutically eignificant differences b~twean the ~~me~ 
in tl"l(i~ t.hn~~e moc::h-1111 t:H'\ t.h<:1se -five, v,u· i 1'::\b 1 (o:11!S ~ c:>I'" wh1•:)t h~~r 1i:\n y 
differHnces that might ewi~t should b~ ~ttributed to r~nciom 
C:: h 1:\l"H:: ~~ H 

A chi-$qu~r~ test of significMnce wan us~d for the variabl~R 
Gender ~nd Race" Each chi-IBqu~re ntatimtic is •~•cci~ted with~ 
probability f~ctor, i.~. the probMbility that •nv diff~ren~e in 
t.ht~ mod(·::tl <::<:>mponitio111is Wc.~g dL\f! t.<~1 <::hi"~nc:::<-:ii~ (.\ 1:,11"C)b<i~b:L l ity J.((~V<•:i~l . c:)•f 
"05 was chc~~n for th~ temtn" The chi-nquare ut~ti~ticu wer@ 
ccnsidermd ~tMtirotic~lly uignific~nt only if thmir awsociMtmd 
probability lgvel w~• w05 or 1~~~" Buch a finding would bu 
i r'\ t. er pr f.0 t t:1 r.l ◄'R 19, e; ½ pr ob ◄'IA b i. l i ·I:. y th tiA t. ~ n y d i ·f ·f ~·~ r <Mn~-:: fa~ I::>(,;~ 'l:'. w f:i~ <·») n t h <•:~ 
model~ in due tc ~hance. 

An analymi~ of variance CANOVA) w~~ LIMMci for the v~riMbl~~ 
age, lmngth of current pl•c~ment and lwngth of ccntinucuu 
placem~nt" ANOVA cimt~rmin~M the total dmviation far Mll ~~~ffiW 
from the overall mean and the d~viation fer ca~~• in e~ch mod~l 
·f 1·· c:> m '\':. h ti•~ m flh ii\ r, + c) r t h 1'i':\ t m <::> d f.•:~ l N "f' h t'iJ r «1\ 't:. i c:> c:> ,: t h (❖:•) »i~ 1/1;,1 :2 11111..1 mm+:·:·: d 
d (,,:! v i Q, t i c::>r1 s 3. $ k n <::> wr, c!A s 1YA n F 'l':. f~ $ t i:l\ r, d j, n d i c ii.~ t f~~ rn; hr.:, w mu(:~ h c> -f th V:1l 

v ,'ii\ I"' i 01, t i t::) n 11~ of r c::> m '\':. h r.~ me,:·:, n :i. m~ d L.l ~ t:. <::> ·~:. h t:·~ fh) + f t:❖) e: 't'. <::> + t h 11;.1 me, d f.';.' l . /:1 ml 
with chi-square, each f stati$tie i~ ~~~cci~ted with a prob~bility 
1•:❖)Vf~l. Aqain,, .. 0~:.:i wair.') c::housw:,,n a~si. th+i:,, c:::ritic::i1'1\l Yi:':\ll .. t(;❖). r,::· t.(❖:~r::>tm; W(i❖)l"'(❖J 

held to be uignificant if th~ value of the asMociated siqnific~n~e 
l~vel was ~qu~l to or lee~ than .05. 



( F<ESUL..T8, 

A~ stat~d abcva, a chi-mquare te~t w~u rwn on Gender by 
mr.1r.:h!l " Th rem, ht..mdr~iH:I + i ·ft y-·r.d qht <:: ii\1!!HH~ w«~r t~ inc~ 1 L.\dt-i:~d ~ i.::J<iiH'H:fo:w· 
labels were mi~~ing for five ca•~~ Mnd thmue wmru net includ~d in 
th~ test" The chi-~quara cf .9~025, 2 d"fe, with~ ~iqnificancffi 
level of "62 suggest~d that ther~ were no ~ignificant diffmrmn~~• 
:i r1 <J (❖:1'1 d t~r d hit r i b ,_, t i cm ;;~ m f.') l"'I <.~ th <«t t. hr (e <~ mc:u:.1 .-~ 1 r:~ " 

M~'-1 (~ 

Femf,~ l Ci❖~ 

M(::>dr1.~l 
:c 

f.·/7 
~ii:i' 
,,..J\11) H 41/.. 

r:.1:J4 
44K 6'1/. 

Mt:>d(❖l~ l 
:c :r. 

'70 
~:it3 H 1::1 11/. 

4(,i 
4:1 " ~:;~~¼ 

Mt:,df~l 
:r :t: I 

<!:1 :.i'~ 
V:I' 1") 
,,:J ., .. " ~:~1" 

f~i6 
47,, ~)/,, 

:i.'99 
~~~., ~:~ A t::) '%, 

:t ~:~;9 
44. ,l '1/,. 

Chi-square~ "95025 2 d-f·, Siqnificance level • .6218 
Miasinq caneffi ~ 5 
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t~ r.:: h i ·-~H:~ I.Jeff ft.~ t. «1~ 111, 't. w r.t\ 1&; 111\ l 10~ <::> (:: omp 1 .. 1 t f.{~d of r.:>r th f.i~ v mH'" :l un b 1 <-:0 r f.i\ c ~~ 1 by 
mod t:•~ 1 .. ,~, p r <::> b aA b t 1 i ,~. y l ~~• v e l ,., ·f • ~r. "l w-0., w <,~1 t:! n c•:H ,,,. ,ii\ t:. ~~, d ~ tJij L,1 q q ~,:. ;r~ t i n q t I' i ii:~ t 
t:. hf.❖)r t~ W€1:'r" f!t.\ nc:, st r.~t i ~ti,:: m\.l l y lfili qn :l ,f :i. c: c"lnt d :l -f ·f eJr t:,i,rtc: t/J!l:l in ,,, o:1c i <'i:\l 
di ut r" i blul'l':. i Ol"l b t:~t.. W€~~n mode:~ l 1Jo" TW<::)••·h l,,ll"l dr r.1d llt(i'JVf~n i.7. y =tt) .1. q I') t c: -s~ •jj(-,1~~ 1/•J(;•»~· i~ 

i n (::: l u d ,,:.:,, d i n t. h f.•:~ t. t:❖i ffl> t ~ ~~ t;,:; c:: 11'1\ ,me 1»~ w ♦:❖, r f.-~ f!~ N c::: l 1"1 d f») d b ~~ ,::: Jf1\ l .\ Iii~ fl.~ t h rt.·~ d ir.1 t:, .-::i c:) n 
r~ce w~r~ mi~~ing" 

Bl a.'H~k 

Wh i t:.f.~ 

:[ l"ld i l~l''l ·, r"I n m" 

Chi pp+!~Wc'fi\ 

f:Hr.:H..l ►( 

Wj, nn~~biiAqo 

Clth(~r I lid :l ~?-.r"l 

Hi up11u"I i c~ 

Cl'l':.h<,:~r 

Mot:l+!h:l 
I 

:l (~ 
:l9 .. 8% 

t~7 
~.)4:y" 4% 

'7 
7" ~$'¼ 

tr.• ,,') 

f!,lj" :;?.'½, 
j, 

l " 0'½. 
1 

1110% 
0 

(l,).,(2)% 
1 

:l. (l)Y., 

:15 
~:5 II ::;:~ % 

M(~>df@l 
:c :1: 

1 ~$ 
l ~$., ~5½. 

6(.,') 

68" Ii:)% 
8 

El" :rx. 
{..') 

6. ~~·x. 
0 

((.). 0'½. 
0 

0utll'½ 
(?.) 

v.L0'X. 
1 

.1 "(l)¾ 
:2 

111,\ 

\llu 11 1% 

l"'lc:>r.:I <❖'!!l 
X :( I 

:L 9 
,'?'.2" 1½ 

~5@ 

f.51::j II 11/., 
4 

4 M 7'%. 
E~ 

9 H ~:!;'x. 
,,~,. 
,~:. 

:~~" ~$% 
(l.) 

011 (l)½ 
j, 

1 " ~;tY. 
:~:~ 

2 .. ~~¾ 
(I.) 

0N0'X. 

::j :I. 
l la. :::!;X 

:1.1:::~ 
<b ~:i? , .'~:! 1¼ 

:1,9 
6. i:3)~ 

19 
6* l::i'% 

/$ 

L :l. ~<. 
:I. 

H 4½, 
1. 

• 4'½. 
4 

l . 4% 
'7 

:;? H r,:,;;½, 

16 d.f., ~ Bignific~n~e level ~ .3728 
Mis~ing cases~ 85 
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The me~n (aver~ge) age fer th® ~ntire •~mple was 11"606 
yen·,,r!!il. 'fht:~ m+:~ru\n1!!) ·for modr.~ltm :t, IL, !JI Wt:.w·e :LL~:5~~, 11.7'.~~~ r.1ind 
11"56 y~~r~, re~pectively" Thffl prob~bility level of ,.953 strcnqly 
i n d i <:: m\ t es t h at. t h •z•! r e i fl!~ r, c:, ~!~ 't r.:\ t :i l!1J t. i (:~ iii\ l l y ff!~ i t;1 n :I. + i c:: e:1 n t. d :l ,f 1: 1❖:! r f.❖~ n c:. r::•i i r, 
the ✓:\V(~raqe 4!'Age1s (:'.) •f t.h•~ rnr.>d~,115w Tht"'~•)(l~•·· h1.mdrf~"?d¥ 11&ixty 0 ••(.jf'H!.~ C~i1Hlt(:;H~ 

were included in the t~•t~ 2 wer~ misffiing d~ta on ~ge ~nci were n~t 
:l nc: l Ud(li~d .. 

Er1t. i nl Sru\mp 1 e 

Mr.:,c:lt:.~l l 
Mc:ld(i! 1 n 
Mr.)r.:1~1 :rn 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

BetW€iH-:in qrc:H..1p1s 

W:i 'l':.h:l n E-lrr.:,ups 
Total 

2 
~$ ~.7;E:l 
:~~6((.) 

:L 1. 606 

:l 1,, e,~:,;1::1 
1 1. • 7 :;;:! '.~'~ 
:l 1 • ~.

1:i~:!.i 7 

:;,~" 46 
,:,01::}9. :;~ :l 
<:10<:, l. " 6 7 

~:S " 0 '.;.~ r:; 

f,:,~ 9 :;,:) 4 1 
4" <1 :::r.B 
4M 9 '.U :, 

1 .. 2::~ 
:;;~r:i. ;:~c,i 

~2;61 

:l '.22 
:I. '.it.! j, 

l 1 B 

Tci:-\blf!! IX il.l1.11srt.r,::d~~1m tJi.:i·t 'l':.ht~ r.:hildr-titti ii'" tl"H❖~ ~u~mplf~\1 t~:i~ndt,iH:I 
t:. o be ol d•:❖)I"' chi 1 dr mn ( 1 :~·:) y~u:w· ff!~ r.·w r~>l. d~r) :r n ◄/:\ l :I. t hr" (❖:rn~ mc)dfi:d 11~ ~ 

(::, v f.~ r 01·, C\-1 h ◄'11' l ·f of t:. h ~~ c:~ h i 1 d ran ·h:~ :L l :L il t. t::l t. h :l. fti i'i:\ q ~ q n:>u p " 

T1:~bl~ IX 
f~qe~ e,·f Chi l dr(!•m in t:,l"H-~ 1:::ir<~>.h :~d:. 

5 <:,r Lf.~'1tttm 21 j,<:J '.2(1.) 6)(2) 

( :l '7 .. l::l'¼) ( 1 f.:>. 1¾) (17"4'½) < 17 II :I. '½) 

,~ tt::> :I. l '.;:~~3 :;~~, 2~:~ "'l 'i 
( 2~:;" 7'1/..) c2::$" 7% > c;?Q) H (l.)'1/,,) ( 2 :;i: • f :,:; '1/., ) 

:t ~;:·~ c::w M<::ll"'t£~ 6<:'/ 71. 7:,;~ ::1~ l ~.:~ 
( f:SB. ~).1j'1/.) (611.L 21/.) (62u f.:>'.%) (60.4'1/,,) 



f·\ddi t .i c:>r"t,'1'Al l y, 't.h&:~ nu:•:H:l:l an n\\<;1~ (th~ i1\9 ♦i:•~ t:h1'1':\'I',: di vi th❖1m~ t.hf}l) 

distribution in h~lf, er the middle ~g~) far each model im ~loue 
t r.:) j, ~5 y fi:'! ffll r 11~ I~) 1 d . iv! e d :l a1\ f'l at\ q fl:, ·f c::) r m c::) d f/1) :L lil> ! ' :r l 111\ I") d l l :r ii:\ ti" «(~ 1 :~!; ~ 0 Ill ,, 
1:;~ .. 0l!3 ~ll"ld 1~~~ .. :~·~2 re1spc~c•t:.j,vely., Th~ m<~1dttAl •l(;;J<❖~ (t.l·H~t <~q«•~ <~1ho\tt❖:H.:1<::wy 

which ~ppe~r• meat fr~qu~ntly in~ di$tribution) ia Mtill hiqh@r. 
The medal ngws fer models l~ II ~nd III arra 16"00~ 15H00 ~nd 16.~~ 
y~~r• r~~p~ctiv~ly. 

Bi n 1::: e l'1 F~ p 1 !'iii r.: f~ men t. Ill) m ii:\ y bf.❖) i n ·f l L,1 (❖:~ n c::: :l n q t:. h i Ill) h i 1.:.:.1 ht❖),,.. i'/1\ qt::•:•) ~ t. h f:1) y 
w~rffi removed and data wer~ again ~x~minedn Ov•rall~ 58% of th~ 
1:: h i l d r r:11 n w ♦:❖) I"' e 1 :;:! ye ff:\ r fl!) c:> + Iii\ q ~:~ 1~> I"' 1::> l d e 11" ? t:. h fr.-) p r- c:> p r.:> ,, .. t :i t) n j, n t. h f~ 6 ..... 
l l y ~~ ,·~ ,,.. c, 1 d r' '°~ n q t~ d i d n (~> t: c: h ~ r, q t:~ ., ilHl d t h ~ri p (•:~ re: (l::H'\ ·l:i,\ <.:~ t:•:~ :L n t h (•:i~ !75 y (,:irn, r 
or leMn group incr~AAsed only slightly" 

Table) X b«wl r.:)w imhc:>wm; th~ 1Hrt.c1:\t.1 .. um c::>·f pl m1t:t::)lllf.~l"d:.1!~ in t❖>r.·H::h rnnd«•:d" 
Aw can b~ smen typm cf pl~c~m~nt i~ fairly evenly divided betw~en 
veil L.1ntcr.,1'"Y .mnd 1::ourt:. 01'"th:~rw1>d w.d:.m,t.1 .. ,s" Whi l f.❖) Mo(::l~:,:d 11 :t hi1'1\1u, m)l i qht l y 
,n c, r ~~~ c: <::>1 .. w t <::, i-- (;:hr .. w· ~-:H:i p 1 «~ r.: ~:, m <fn1 ·l: ~~ ~ e~ <:: h i - is q u i~ r ffl t f.~ ~1rt. i n d :l r..: ~~ bzH::I t h a:d:. 
th f.❖)r v.i~ Wtii\5 n c:> !m :i. q n i ·f i ,::: 1'/1\rt t. c:l i ,f + ~:0r t1//n f.!: em> b v1:~t. Wf.❖)<❖1)n mt::)d t❖) 1 !!!►" 

T~·~blr.~ X 
Cr.:> t..\ ri"t Or d f.iW ti~ d Ve Y" 111H .. 1 im V c::>1 L.t n t:. 11·~ I"' y F' l t'~\ (:~ f/HntiH"1 t rn~ 

Cc1111,e li:,t. lii\t. us Model l :t Mc:,del I :r :t 

C1:,ur- t~ Or dt:-:~r e.?d fj8 MIi ' II::' ,:J ... ) 64 :ll'J 
(47N'.:;~'X.) (4~7J .. €~%) ( :1.~j 4 . :;f½, ) (49H0%) 

Vc:) :1. unt. r.':\I'" y 6~!i 6~:5 f::i4 :l f::~4 
( ~.~,~~. 1:3%) <~.M" ~t½) <'·HL f:J%) C'.:i :l " ~1'%,) 

Chi '"•ISqLHAl"'(f' 11111 :I." 944 
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The aver~ge number of year~ of ~ontinuoum plac~ment for ~ll 
C:iil1!!H?.t:S w,~!!!) ~~~.17. The ctwerac,;re y~~i'iAr'1!S in c:~onti.m.u:~U~l} pl<~\t~falmt-:~nt 'ft>I'" 

rnc:)del t-i :t, :cl, c:~nd :t l :t were 3" b., '.2. 9 ,, 1\'/\nd 2 11 9 l'"t::•)liilpt::•)(::: ti vwl y" I h(❖':) 

di·f ·f<v~nl?nc.~~~ ir, nHac:\ris be::~twe~m model!! ll'H'H-1 1·,c,t of!c:,und t.<::> t:H:i~ miqni-fic:il:•mt 
~t the .05 l~vel. Data were included in the test fer J 60 c~m~•~ 3 
c~sas h~d mi~sing d~ta ~nd were not included. 

E::nt i l"'e scamp l €:t 

Modt1l l 
Model I1 
Mot:l~)l)l :l :C I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Et..a·t. W~!~~n qr ,::,1.,1p m 

Wit.hi n qrc:>upffl\ 
Tt-:>t.Cl.,._l 

2 
~:!;~j7 
::~~~5<t 

"A' .,:.., .. :l'77 

~::, II 63f::~ 
2 .. i:.;i<:t 
2 .. ,:t'+6 

~:!; t/ • EHtl 
4~c9 :l" 6~$ 
46:~a . 4::$ 

::~~ II ~5c;2 

;::r.. t'r(l)i 

;~~ M 7:$'.2 
::::;.,(l)49 

1 '9 " <;>(<:1 
:I. '.2 II fojd:) 

;;~;,faG1 

1 r ·,1 ":r. 
I 1du ;,1f 

l :~·~ ii.) 
l i l 

Th<f~ mc~jor:l'l':.y (J-f r.:,/:\VJC:~~ (~.~4H7%) hiiAd bG?er1 in pl,:~c:(;-1fYl(~~n '~, +c)I'" 1nc11'"(,j~ 

t:, h m\n l. E:3 month !J!.\ i:'1\ t the t. i mt:❖) th vt., pr r.:> j ~:~c. t m> t. rn\11
" t. ~::•)d " Th r~ i::: i:\\ 1:iif~ttl} :i Fi 

placement fer mor~ than 18 months w~rffi ciimtribut•d au fcllowsn 74 
(60.7%) in medal I, 57 (47.9%) in modal II, and 6~ (55"6 %) in 
t'l\tjd ·~ :L :r. l :( H 

Tiil\bl w,, X :t l 
L.r!nqth (::,f Cr.:>nt:L nl .. 1<::>u11 F'l mr.::~•~m~1~1"1·l':. 

1 f:3 Mon·t~hn <::W" 41~~ 6~: 5:'~?, 16 '.t.! 
Lern~m> C$CJ. ~;;%) ( 5'.~:~' 1 'X.) ( 44 11 4'½) ( 4~;;; 11 :::~'½ ) 

Morr~ Th 1:·~11 74 (':i"l 6~.) ,I, iy6 
H:i M(::,nthm ( 60. 7'½.) ( 47 • G/'fH) < 5 ~.1•1i • /,!) ½ ) ( ~,4. /'1/,.) 
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Sine~ MR pl~~•ment~ could ~gain influ~ncm placem•nt dur~tion, 
t.h<~Y Wt\•~r (·J r amc::>vt:~d AAf"ld c:l ilo\t a Wf.~Y-ti ag ;;\;I,,, ~H cl\\m:l rH~~d w 'fh~~ c:: .;~1~(w,1m ;in 
i:, l RH: ffl) m f.1~ l"lt:. f r.:w· m rJ r r:~ 't h 111\r'\ if.:l m Cl rd:. I"\ ~ w tfft r +:•~ d :i ~ t. r i b 1 .. d~ 1::1 d ~.;Hl ·f r.d 1 o t,\) 1u :::.:; ::~; 

n.~i4'Y. > i r, mt.1th-~ 1 I , ~!.<:;> < 40'½) i. n mod6) 1 I l , AA rid 4 7 rn~r¼) in m<:nh: ~ .I. I :r. l .. 

r h •:❖~ t:) V f::•) r r.\\ l l c'i:\ Ve I"' 01\ (_:;) e c:) ·f y f.❖~ 4'1'1\ r 5 i n C: 1 .. 1 r r ti:·) n t p l m\ t:: fY.·) m ~in t f (:;) I'" t h f;;) 
entire ~amp!~ wam 1"9. In ccmpari~on? the aver~qe y@ara in 
curr~nt placement war~ 2.02, 1.69N ~nd 2"004 for mod®l~ I~ llij J!X 
rmsp~ctivmly# Au u~~n in Tabla XI b~law~ th~ MMsociat~ci 
p r t::) b ffl\ b i 1 i 'l':. y l !-I~ v e,, :L C:) ·f " 6 (l) da :l n d :L c: iii\ t t1:•) im t. h i:\ 't:, t h ~ 1u~ t~ d i ·t! ·f «❖) I'" (t·) n f~~ f'k.' m~ b «·~' t V\I (•:IJ If.:,) n 
t h t., 11Bt~ m c) d ~: l 11 :I. 11~ n <::> t 1sd~ i::d'~ t 1:& t i <:: ~'A 1 l y ~~ :i. <.~ n :t ,f i c: 11:\ n t. " T w (~> ... , ~·, u 1"1 c.i n :H d + t:)l .. , r " 

c: 1/1\ sH~ s w r~ r tirt i n c l u d fb~ d i n t'. h e.-1 t e 11~ t II w h i :t ~:•~ ·t.·, rH~ <::)'t, h w.H... 6 9 w l1w· «❖) , .. , c:) t:, 
includ~d becau~~ the dat~ wa~ mi~sing" 

Tci'~ble Xlil 

cu,~~l~E:.N"f' Pl....?~Cl::'.ML;:1~T Ll:.I\IC~TH BY l"lOOHL. 

Ent 3, re s,~mp :L ♦:!¾ 

Mr.:>c:l«,l l 
Mc:,del u 
IV!c:)d~ l :t l :t 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

BQ.•?t Wtl+(~I"\ qr c::,up im 

Within 91•·01 .. 1p1m 

Tc:>t.1al 

'.;~ 
;:!<:, 1 
~~9:3 

1 .. 90:.$ 

2 N 0:~•:~'.2 
1" l.,8~3 
2NG104 

6. <:;>(:.~ 
'.~':! 0 2 7 " '2Hl) 
'.~~ " ~~; ::2; " <:1 c,I 

~~\ II (fa ::~~ rs 

2 N 71:~0 
:;~" 7t32 
:~·:~ . ::~; 1 4 

::T.H 49 
6.97 

'.:i:~94 

,:y<:9 
:l(l,}((.J 

95 

Upon examination of th~ data ~v~ilable for th~ criterion 
int~ke v~riables cf gender, r~ce, ~ge, l~ngth cf continuous 
placement and length of current placement wa find that a 
c0mpariu0n by model yialds no mt~tiutic~lly mignificGnt 
d i ·f f f.❖) r «~ n t: fl:) s " 0 n t:. h f.'if 1!!~ f.~ + :l v f::'- v i1'1\ 11" :i ab 1 ~~ ~i. t h fl!! r r.➔ ·i! or (•:❖~ t h •:❖) e: t:) mp (~> ~Ji :i t:. i r.:> n t::) ·f 
'17.hc,:~ t.hr(~H:~ tr(ac·i:\t.m(,i,mt gl'"<::>l.lP m<=>d(~l 11.~ i 11~ M(J't: i!&i ~~1r1:l. + i c~~·rntl y d:l ·f!,f(f.H"' (i•~l"lt" 
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The Board - 20 

RECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND TRAINING OF BOARD MEMBERS 

)ntroduction 

Recruitment did not occur until procedures, forms ~nd 
training components had been established by the project. 
Minnesota St~tute, Chapter 534, Subdivision 3 required th~t 
citizen review boards represent the various socio- economic, 
racial, and ethnic groups of Hennepin County. lt further 
specified that at le~~t one member should be a foster parent, and 
that no more than one person be employed by the Department of 
Human Services, a child welfare agency, or the juvenile court. 

In order to comply with these specifications, the Proj~ct 
Coordin~tor began the recruitment process by focusing initial 
cont~cts on several specific groups, including civic grcup5~ 
minority groupB, social service agencies, professional groups, 
corporations, persons who had expressed a specific interest in 
the project and persons who were recommended within the various 
r~cial ~nd ethnic groups identified. In-par~on contacts war~ 
made with some groups, ~nd many times, personal telephone call$ 
were used to contact the various individuals who had be~n 
identified. These calls often led to tho identific~tion of 
additional individuals who might be interested in serving on the 
citizen review boards. 

Appropriate individuals within corporations were identifi~d 
and contacted by telephona. When interest was expressed, a 
packet of inform~tion which included brochures de~cribing the 
project and applications for consideration for the Foster C~re 
Review Bo~rds were sent to corporation~. In some ca~es, these 
calls were followed-up by the publication of articles in 
borpor~te newsletter~. 

In order to t~rget effort~ for th~ inclu~ion of foster 
parents, a special mailing which included 2 brochures outlining 
the project was sent to foster parent~ in Hennepin County. For 
those foster p~rents eHpressin; an interest, addition~l 
materi~ls, including the ~pplication w~r~ sent. 

Several newspapers were also contacted in order to publici~e 
the project as a means to recruit interested per~onB. As~ part 
of the recruitment effort, announcements, editorials and/or 
article~ appe~red in the following publications= 
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Minneapolis St~r ~nd Tribune 
The Spokesman 
The Courier 
The Sun Newspapers 
Newsletter of Association of RetMrd~d 

Citizens of Hennepin County 
Retired Senior Volunteer Progr~m New~letter 
Essentials (The Footer Parent Newsl~tter 

for Hennepin County) 

H~ving through these means identified interested 
individuals, a m~iling which included brochure~ describing the 
project, volunteer board member job descriptions and ~pplications 
for consideration as foster care bo~rd member~ were sent. As~ 
result of the recruitment process, 59 applic~tions were received. 

Sc:reeni.ng 

Before being interviewed by the s~l~ction committee, e~ch 
applicant underwent a criminal records check in ord~r to identify 
any felony problem&. No individuals w~re scr~an~d out ~t thi~ 
point. Eight individuals did not schedule appointment~ to be 
interviewed, which resulted in a tot~l of 51 individual~ who w~r~ 
subsequently intervi~wed by the selection c:ommitt~e. 

A six member selection committee wa~ respon~ible for 
interviewing the applicants and was comprised of the following 
i ndi vi dulii\l s1 

. Elizabeth Moore 

Emily Peake 

Peggy Studaker 

Ralph Willenbring 

Psychologist, Association of Retarded 
Citi%ens of H~nnepin County 

Assistant Director, Bry~nt Glenwood 
Commun i t y Cer, t er 

Director, Upper Midwest American Indian 
Center 

Citizens' Coalition on Permanence for 
Children., Inc:. 

President, Minnesota Foster p~rent 
Association 

Interviews were conducted by the selection committee in 
teams of two. As a ba~i• for the interviews, a predet~rmined 
list of que~tions was used. The questions were developed 
ihitially by the project staff, and b~fore the int~rvi~wing 
process started, selection committee member$ had the opportunity 
for input/suggestions on the questions they would b~ ~•king. 
After the final list of questions had been determined, committee 
member~ were awked to adhere to them during interviewsM They 
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w~re also asked to bear in mind the requirement~ of th~ l~w 
regarding the need to include minority members, foster parent$, 
lay persons, social service profession~ls, etc. during the 
interviews in order to represent a well-balanced cross-section of 
the community in their recommendations. 

As a result of this process, the selection committ~e 
recommended 21 perso~s to serve as bo~rd members and 10 to s~rve 
as alternates. Two persons selected as alternates declined to 
participate. Additionally, one individual selected a~ a board 
member failed to attend the mandatory tr~ining session, ~Md waM 
therefore replaced by ~n alternate, and a second individu~l 
selected as a board member suffered a heart attack and requested 
to be placed on the altern~te list, ~nd w~s replaced. 

The following groups are represented on the boards and li~t 
of alternates: 

8 Members of Minority Communities 
4 Males 
24 Females 
7 Lay persons 
7 Social Service Professionals 
7 Foster Parent~ 

The resulting list of board member and alternate suggestions 
was sent to Michael Weber, Directer of Hennepin County Community 
Services Department and to the Honor~ble Allen Oleimky, Chief 
Judge of the Juvenile Court of Hennepin County. Subsequently, 
the li~t w~s submitted to L~on~rd Levine, Commi~sioner of 
Department of Human Services, Bt~te of Minnesota, who made the 
formal appointments. 

Board_Composition 

Persons who were ~ppointed were then assigned tc one cf ~ix 
boards. Utilizing the selection categories det~iled above, 
appointees were assign~d to bo~rd• to ensure ~ppropri~te 
representation of these groups on e~ch board to the ext~nt 
po~sible. A brief description of the resulting board compo~ition 
follOWffll 
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Willie Bridges 

Jan rat Conley 

Sar,drciA Humphrey 

Board_J,Et 

Mm,rk Mr.::Lmin 

Myr-nm Emmontm 

Judith Willenbring 

A 54 year old retirad white m~l~, 
formerly employed by AT~T, and~ 
foster p~rent for 26 ye~r~. 

A 37 year old bl~ck male who i~ ~ 
Legal Servic~~ Advimor for th~ 
Office of the Hennepin Cciunty 
Attorney ~nd ~n adoptive parent-

A 34 ye~r old white female who is~ 
self-employed personn~l con~ultMnt" 

A 57 year old white female homemaker 
~nd former fester p~r~nt. 

A 48 ye~r old white female who i~ 
employed by Anok~ St~te Ho~pitMl ~• 
a Clinical Psychologi~t. 

A 34 ye~r old whit~ m~l~ whc i~ 
employad by the Sp~rry Corporation 
~• an EnginGering Bpeci~li~t ~nd ia 
also a fo~ter p~r~nt. 

A 37 year old whit~ f~m~l~ who iu 
Budget and Oper~tions Man~ger for 
Northwest~rn Nation~l Lif~ In~ur~nc~ 
Comp c'a\n y . 

A 34 ye~r old bl~ck f~m~l~ who i~ a 
nurse ~nd currently working on a 
degree in Hum~n Servic~s 
Administration. 

A 42 year old white fem~l~ who i~ a 
social worker for St. Joseph's Heme 
f or Chi l d r■ em . 

A 42 year old female who has been a 
foster parent for 15 year~. 
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Linda Zuidema 

Marvin Hanson 

Marna Dahlgren 

Diane l ... artdry 

Norma Mc.Duffie 

Board .... J IE: 

Ella GateM-M~hmoud 

Vicki Rosholt 

A J2 ye~r old white female who i~ a 
contract analy$t for Northwestern 
National Life Insurance Company. 

A 32 yefflr old Americ~n Indi~n male 
who iM a social work~r/coordinatnr 
for the Upper Midwest Americ~n 
Indian Center. 

A 34 year old white female who is 
Personnel Director fer the 
Minneapolis Girl Scout Couneil ~nd a 
·fester parent. 

A 30 year old white femal~ homemaker 
who ha~ h~d exp~ri~nce in thm field 
of mental retardMtion. 

A 38 y~ar old white fem~le who hai\~ 
had 15 years experience with foster 
care and adoption · with th~ 
Massachusetts Department of Social 
Services. 

A 37 year old white fem~l~ who i~ a 
case manager for A.I.D. Homes. 

A 54 year old bl~ck femal~ who is a 
foster par•:ant. 

A 24 year old bl~ck fem~l~ who i~ ~n 
assistant editor ·fort.he Twi11 Ci.ti,~i~M 
Couri,er. 

A 41 year old white femal~ who 
previously s~rved ~s ~ Gu~rdi~n ~d 
litsm. 
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Cynthia DeSonpera 

Al.terncates 

Syrile Ellison 

Victcrii\ Lewis 

Jean 'Tatam 

I)aisy Young 

Tr a i. n :i.. n g ,_ o -f. ~-•~om r ~ .... Members 

A 51 y~ar old white fem~le who i~ ~ 
social worker/administrator for the 
Minnesot~ Association of Volunt~ry 
Social Service Agenciem. 

A 55 year old bl~ck fem~l~ who is 
self-employed ~s ~ beautici~n. 

A 53 yei\r old white femfflle who i~ 
self employed. 

A 39 year old white f~m~le who is~ 
-foster parent. 

A bl~ck fem~le who is a r~tir~d 
social worker for the Minne~polim 
Sf.:hool system. 

A 22 ye~r old white female who i~ ~ 
Resident Car~ Worker ~t Homew~rd 
Bound. 

A 63 y~ar old whit~ fem~le who i~ ~ 
ratired social worker. 

A 55 ye~r old bl~ck f~m~l~ wh~ h~~ 
been a day c:are provider. (Thi§ 
individu~l w~s never ~ble to 
p~rticipate due to medical 
probl~ms,,) 

Board memberw and altmrn~tes were required to attend 
fourteen hours of training before they were asked to conduct 
~ctual reviews" Tr~ining sessions wer~ held on May 29 through 
May 31, 1985. Training was conducted using lecture fcrm~ts. 
videotapes and role pl~ying, and allotted time for di~cus~ion and 
question$. Aluo developed as an accompaniment for the in-person 
training was an ~xtensive training manual, which covered $everal 
topics in detail, and could be utilized as a reference by bo~rd 
members. The training component was designed to provide the new 
board members with~ framework in which to make decisions and to 
provide~ cle~r presentation of what their role would be. 



( 

( 

All new board mambers attended~ gmneral se•fiion on M~y 29. 
This session followed a lecture format, and was designed to 
provide basic information regarding such topics as 
confidentiality, placement facilities, permanency planninq, the 
role of the Court, the Indian and Minority Child Welf~re Act~~ 
adoption and the special needs child. 

For the second part of the traini.ng, board member~ were 
broken into two groups with one group attending on M~y 30 and the 
second on May 31. This second session incorporated the ume of 
videotapes. These tapes had been recorded by project $t~ff ~nd 
showed administrative reviews being conducted by Henn~pin County 
personnel. The viewing of these tapes served as the basis for 

·discussions, illustrated how reviews are conducted, familiarized 
trainees with the forms that would be used, illustrated type~ of 
c~ses that they would- be reviewing, and sensitized them to 
various issue• with which they were likely to come into cont~ct" 

_An informal evaluation of training se$sion~ conducted by 
project staff indicated a high degree of s~ti$f~ction with the 
tr~ining se$sion by the new bo~rd m~mbers. ApproHimately 90% 
rJAted the sesai ons and t.he trai ni ,,g mam.rn.l ~s "<~x tremel y 
helpful. 11 

Addi.t i,onal ..... :t nm.er vi c::e"'_Tr aiti n i_ng 

Project ~taff were ~lway~ ~v~ilable to ~nswer question& from 
board members. Additional training needs were identified 
throughout the course of the project. Ongoing tr~ining was 
expected to be a part of the project, ~nd in response tc 
frequently a~ked questions, in January 1986 additional in$ervice 
training was provided. Topics included in this session were: an 
overview of citizen review and how it citizen review is being 
conducted in other states, child advocacy, additional inform~tion 
on the role of the court, termination of parental rights, the 
special needs child. Additional written materi~ls (~upplement~ry 
inform~tion for the manual) were also provided for board memb~rs 
at this time. For those persons who could not attend the me~mion 
it was videotaped for later viewing. Two vid~otap~ •~~fiion~ ware 
arranged by project staff to provide an opportunity for viewing 
by board members. 

Orientation_of~County_Staff 

Project staff met with the individual c::ounty unit~ in order 
to orient them to the study. After describing the $tudy, wh~t 
w~s ~bout to t~ke pl~ce ~nd how any ch~nges might ~ff~ct them, 
the ~taff an$werGd questionffl that individuals h~d ~bout the 
study. After~ few months of proj~ct oper~tion, a second ~erie~ 
of meeting~ was conducted by a represent~tive of the Dep~rtment 
of Hum~n Servic~s ~nd the Project Coordinator with unit 
supervi~ors of e~ch division. These meetings further clarified 
th~ ~tudy procedures ~nd ~ddre~sed additional qu~~tion~ and 
concerns of the supervisors regarding the study. ln addition to 
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these meating6, project staff wer~ a~ail~ble to answer qu~stions 
on an ongoing basisa 

In addition to these in-person c:ontacts with Hennepin County 
staff, a brief article describing the Foster Care Review Project 
appear«td in "The Family, 11 the Community Servi c::es Depiu\rtment. 
newwletter. 

Di.taC:USffii t::m 

The bo~rd members sel~cted ~e~m to w~ll r~fl~ct the d~~irad 
board member -criteria to provide a good mix of citizens. It is 
evid~nt th~t an ~ttempt was made to en;~ge per•ons with~ 
demonstrated interest in the walf~ra of children and who 
repra~ented the socio-economic, raci~l Mnd ethnic background of 
Hennepin County in the citizen review process. The committment 
of these volunteers is evidenced by the fact that ~11 26 who 
st~rted the project rem~ined active throughout the project. 
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The ·fol:L<:>wing secti<:m will tt!H.lmrnc:.\r:i.~~e, i11+c,r·m,i;.titH'l c:<::mct-:~rninq 
th~ proc~~$ Mnd cutcom~• of adminimtrativa r~viuws in the thr~~ 
model~ as collected on the Admini~trative Revimw · Summary (Se~ 
App~ndiw A). lncludad i6 infcrmMtion comparing (1> number of 
r ~vi ~w~~ f:. c,riduc: 'I':. ~id i r, e,:"~c:::h m<.,d e 1 ,, ( '.t.: > mc:ld i ·f i <:~ ,'i~t :L <:>n im <J+ <:~ 1:i1:1tt::, pl it~n ii~ 

in <~11,\t.::h mc::,df~l ~ ( :3 > b err i er s t. o per mr::lnti~nc: y :i. r.:l(❖:)nt:. :i, + :l t~d in er.:\r.:: h 
model? (4) typ~ of p~rticipants •tt~nding raview& in e~ch moci~l 
•nd (5) c~s~ r~solution . in •Mch modalu 

TMble 1 show• the numb~r Mnd parcwnt o4 r~vi~wm r~ported in 
r:~i'nc::h mc:>d r.~ 1 o·f f <::>t:!i t er c:: ,·~re adtni n :t 1sst r F.A ti v~~ ,,.. (~Vi f::~w A i::,1m c i~\n btf~ iF.Jf!.~fi:•)n ., 

(lj'1 th<::)uqh mnn.❖) n~•)Vi t~WIH• <~)<:;;c::t.\r''Y"(li~d in Moth•~l ,m :r 4:'i\nd l :t, tl"H::-~ ni .. ,mtH::ff' o -f 
reviews in each model do net differ importantly. 

MODEL 

Mc,dc~l :( 14~!; ::$(a·x. 

1'-'1<::)c:l~·~l Il 12.t :::);::~'X. 

Modt:•!l u :r. :l v.1 f:3 29'½ 

TO'TAL ~:~'72 :I. 0eJ,t 

Ev iii\ .l u ;,,, t c:, t"' ~ iii\ 1 m~ r.:> q~ :•t iii\ m i n e d t h f::~ n Ll m b f::•) r c:) f r- ((❖) v i f.(·~ w g~ r.: c:> n d u (:;: t'. •:•:·) d p e:~ r 
<::hi l d.. Ta~b l r.➔ ::t~, bf' .. d ow, tisL.1mm.·/:\r :l. -::.~ «~1s t.he~ numb<❖:w· c;,+ l'"(«Ni <~~w1~ !~H~H" 

child by model. The number~ of firnt~ second ~nd third reviewM 
mY-\1:•:, r<~'>t.lqhly 1iaimiliiH" ·f<:)I'" 'l':,ht1J t,hntH~ mt::>da~l.,in, 

MODEL II 

1 f~.:,-,y i (01}W ;;59 ( 4~.~>'¼) e;0 (f.:,(2.)'½,) 41 < ~:m½) 1 ~$(<.1 ( !::; 4 'i'~ ) 

''> 
"" f;~evi E?Ws 37 ( 4~:~'X.) '.~':) t~~ c :;4 'X. > :~:~ ~::. < ::~;2·x) /]H ( ~::; 7 '%,) 

~~r. l~~•~V i f~W1:tt 112) ( :l 2'½) 5 ( 6'%.) '7 ( 1 v.1'i~ ) :·~:: :;::! ( (1 ?~ ) 



Fr f.1~qt.1f.:,mr.:: y ... t:>·f .... Mod i _{i .. t:: at..i.r.:n1m" Dfol\'f. (/:\ ,:::1::mr.:: ~~r n i nq m<~)d :i + i ,: rn\t. i m1 m~ 
of C~$~ pl~ns Wa$ ~v~ilable fer 2J9 (64%) ca~••" In JJ4 ~~Mes 
(f:if:i'½)" the plii.\li~! werf! 1:\<::1::t!~p·tt1.?d wi·t.ho~.,·t, mc.1c.ii·f:l<:::ii~ti1~1n1s" :tn thf::~ 

c:> t:. h f.❖1 r ( 4 2 'X. ) c iii\ m1 f.~ s ? t. h f:.\ p l e:, n 111~ w r.,:,1 I"' f.❖) "'~ e: t:: e p t e d w i t h m (..; d :i ·f i r.~ r.i1 t i c:> l"l ~; • 

Ne casas war~ net acceptedH 

·rabl~ 3 compBr~M frequency of modificationn in c~mM planw 
~cross the thr~e model~ for fir~t r~view~" Au can b~ Mrn~n, 
r.: h m\1'1 q e 1!!~ i n t. h Ii-:? p l ~u·, w «·»rti:~ 1m., r.:: h me> r f.,:, l i ~rnd y :l n M <::> d +ml l iiM'\ d Mc:> d f.,:,d 
Il= For model I caueAA, ths pl~n w~• acc~pt~d without 
modification in thirty-one (40%) in&tMn~••" For modal ll c~M~•~ 
the pl ii:\r"t Wc~s i1ir:. c: ep ·t fi!d w i t.hou t <~~ h i~r, c;1 •~ i r, -f <..11"' t Y'""t hr (❖~(~J ( t54'½) 
inst~nce~. For Medel III casew, the pl~n wan accepted without 
ch~nge in $ixty (83%) inntance~. 

ACCEPTANCE CF CABE PLAN SY MODEL= 1ST REVIEW 

~1c: c: fi~p ·l:'. ti~d ., {~\ 11~ i, 111 :$ 1 4;~~ 60 1 ::~4 
(40½) n;,4½ > ( 13~:!; '½) ( ~5 11'X) 

Ac: c: •~P 't. (❖~d , wj, th 47 ::~~l1 12 9t5 
mc..,d :l -f i 1::: tit,t :i. on is ( 60'½) < 46'%,) ( 17'%.) ( 4'.:;~Y.) 

Bi <;a" ma 11 (lHt100 

Ti1'Abl ~, 4 sshc,w~~ th~ 11L,1ml:rn~r ii:\l''ld +r~:~q\..t(•:~m(::y c)-f (:::1~:i.1m«•~ pl ,~u, 

mcdificMtion$ for the~~ c~M~~ which ware reviewed a w~cond tim8 
d ,.l r i n q t:. h e p r <:) j ~., c: 'I: " Th e . t <~) t it'A 1 f r ~~ q '"'en <::: y r.:) ·f p 1 c·~ 11 m CJ d i ·f :l c::: iii\ t i. c::) n :L m 
ulightly nmMll~r th~n for firnt reviewBn ~ decline from 42½ to 
33½ of ca~a~ modified. Compariman cf mcd~lu uhcws that 
accept~nca of plan~ without modification in Mecond reviews~ MR in 
firmt reviews, is laa~t frequent in Medal II (44%) and Modal i 
< 6 1 % ) , c:: om r,:, a r f.:~ d w i th 11o'h::> de 1 I I I < <:n '½ ) " 

Tv1:,(f~ .. ~c.,+ ..... l'1m~:i.. ·fit:,iAtl.,t-:>r1113= rr,·fe,rm1iAtic:m l~~~ t~(:, ·l:h~~ 1·,<~tt~rw.~ cJ-f the(~ 
c~~e pl~n chMnga~ was ~v~ilabl~ far 125 (93%) ~f ca•~• thMt w@rw 
modifi~d" Typ~~ cf chang~ in ~•ch mad~l ~r~ uummarizaci in labla 
e,:; " P t:,:,i r c:: ~in t l'i~ g «1~~ ~,. d t:) r'I 1::) t t. o t. 1i:\ :L ·t c:) 1 0 (l) 1½ b 1-:•:~ t.: ,u\ ,.115 €!~ me, r «(~ t h 1/:\ t"l c:) n f.❖) <:~ h 11A n q «·~ 
wam pc~mibla in eMch plan" 

Cw\ 1m fl) p :l i'i~ n m C:l cl i f i r,;: ,'i'1\ t:. i t:!l n ~11 o (::: r.: ,., 11" r ~ d m~ :L g l"'I i ·f i c:: ,'1'1\ Ii t. 1 y m 1::, r fl) t::) ·f! t:. «❖) l"I :l n 

t.hrt~~l' ,1~rf1:ii:A1~n t'Sf.i~rvi<:::(•i!11 t(:, c:hi:td,, ~~~~rvi1::(~VJ ·l:,t:-, p1ij\r(•:~nt 11:\nd v:i.m:lt ii:,tic,r"I 
righta. Ca&e plans wer~ mer~ fr~~uently modifiMd with r~•p~ct to 
~erv:i.cmw to the child in Mod~l . I c~~~~ (63%) and Mod~l II (54½) 
ca~e•~ ~• comp~rwd with Model III ~asua (19%)" Cane pl~nw wHr~ 



( m,::,r-f.:~ ·freqLlf.•:mtly modi·fir.~d with respf::~c:t t.(::> ~t~~rvic::(•ms t(::) tl"H❖~ p,Y:\l'"E·nd:.!m 
i r'l Model :t <::.·a1s·e,s (53'1/.) ~md l"locfo:?l I I <::$9'i' .. ) Cil~1!H!~1:li., ,i:\s <:~<:~m1::HH"li❖id w:i Hi 
Mod~l Ill caseH (14%). Changes in vinit~tion plan w~re mar~ 
·f l"'~~qw:mt. i 11 Mt,d(l~l I (:31 'Y.) and M<:.->de 1 :c I U+2'%.) t.h 11'An Mt,c.ifz~ l l :t 1 
(14'½)" There w~r~ no signific~nt diffaranc~s Mmonq th@ mocimlffi 
concffirni-ng ~~rvice5 to forater parent~" 

ACCEPTANCE OF CASE PLAN BY MODEL: 2ND REVIEW 

A,::: c:: (i11J t f~d , i:\\~ iris 

A<::: r.~ •:~pt:. c«td , with 
mr.:H::I :l f :i. c:: it',\ t i c:w, mi 

Bc¾+r vi r.:: em~ i:.o child 

St·?I'" v :le: t:~m to j::) <i'.\I'" (~l"l t.. 

!::,(~~l'"Vl. <:~t•'.i-!1ul t.c::) + C:>$'t:.clf!!r 

J:)Gi\l"'ti~l'"tt 

Vi 1:;j, ti:At t t~,i-1 pl t':i\n 

~1~$ 11" \ 
.ii!, 

(6:1.'¼) (44'¼) 

H.'.'i :I. ~.71 
( ~:i9'½) ( ~)!)6"/4) 

8 :l q N 1111! H Q)Q)Q) :l 

MODEL.. 
:t 

:$1 
( 6>~~~'½) 

26 
( t:;:::r.½) 

"Ir. , .. ,. 
6%) 

l ~:i 
C:;:L'½) 

MODEL.., 
n 

2:l 
<~M'½) 

1 ~-~ 
C:~9'1/.) 

.(+ 

( 10¾) 

16 
( 4'.2½ > 

:::50 
(<:y'71/.) 

1 
'.'.~!; '1/,, ) 

MODEL. 
u:c 

"1 
( 19'.%.) 

l:~j 

( 1 ,:1, ½) 

6 
(17'%.) 

tt~• ,,.J 

( :l 4'1/. > 

6~::) 
( 6 7'%) 

:;$ l 
< ~:;~r1/..) 

CHI HI;) 
TOTf.-~L ~::, .l U. 

~-~9 w (r) 0 (l1 ~.-,:-: 
(48½) 

46 • (()0 i l 
( :::;7'1/..) 

:l ::::; • :;,:~ 9 l':5 l 
( :L.t '1/.) 

::~;6 ,. li.i'.rt~'"'/6 
( :~·:~ 9'½) 

l\l u mb fA' r ff:> d t:> n c:) t. t c:> t al 1 0 0 '½ be c:: Ii:\ us f::·) mo r ~'!:) t l"l f.:\ n on W:) c: h <1i\ n ,~., +:❖~ w a !fil 
pcnHii bl<·=· 



BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY 

N ~,.\mt:.>.~ c .,,., Q f ... .. ,;~. ~1'. f~1. ~~ .... F.?.. t C:i1~ n ..... t~ ~!, r.. r.:. t f:'li r.::.1~ = Th ~:•> r e w «•:~ r wi d i + + ~:~1 r r..·) n t:. 11-:-) nn. ii~ me) n q 
the mod~l~ in the number cf cM•~ plMn b~rriwr$ ici~ntified. 
to'~<:: r <:l 9111S t. h e:.~ (l,J n t :\ r tr~ 11 f.~ mp l t1:~ , ·t~ h ~:~ i~ v r..;) r- ii.'\ 9 (y~ n um b <❖:~ r t:) + c:: •IA t-!i c1~ p l 4,~ n 
bf.\1•· ri~tn1t wai~.ea,. :r.n Mcn:lf.:>1 :t:r thii1 ii11V~r•4•1·1\Qf.i~ \~n:\mi "181 m"lnd :in i"ic:;i~l t}lrn1 1 
~nci I1Iy thffi avmrage w~m .21 and w53 r•mpactiv~1y. fhi® 
di f•ffir1,:.:\,n(::E~ i 1, 11'1\Yr..~f"n1\g~:{~ n1.1mbe1"' 1::)-f c::ii\m.~:❖, pl ,mn bfli\l'"l'"i (❖:t1'"1m v-J,'i,\Hi, h:i, qhl y 
ut~ti$tic~lly significant (pw»001)M 

I Y.. n ~)~ "'" 9 f. .... r:;,:, f::\ tifr. f~ .... , n 1. §! D, ..... 9, ,:i:,~ r.. r.. t ~;•;t !'.:. !.f~ = Ty p f..,) 1111 C) f e: ,'ii\ Ir.I (i❖) p 1 itil n b i/1\ I'" I"" i E·'.-.1 I'" Iii> 
i dc~n t :i ·f i e:-,d :i n th f'.❖) ,, .. t'((IV :l ewt~d c i::\11:i-f:~t~ i/1\r" fl.~ 11i•L.1mmn1\l1" i z (1-:-)d in T i:~,b J. ((~ :::.:i.. fh t:-:·) 
percents de not total 100% bac•u•~ more than onu barri~r moy h~v~ 
been identified in ea~h ca&e" 

.t n t. went Y'""n i r-, F..~ ( :l ~:i~I..) ,~-,f ia 1 l t~ if~ 11~a1~~ 1 l ii;'\c:: k r~)·f c:: 1 ,i:\r :l. t y i n 

p~:~r-m.-~,,,,.,~n,:y qc:,1ml1!i w,-a1:5 ·fc::,,.tnd to preti;.(11~, .. ,t. i1'A bi:Al'"l"'illi~r tc:> Pf.*rmu~nc❖:)nc~yH 

l n t w •::•, n t y ••• + i v f.i~ < l :l '½. ) r.:> + if.\ 1 l r.:: a:\ 1!!> f.~ 1m , l ,i1\ r.:: I•~ r.:, 1: c l ,i:\ ,, .. :i 't y :l n -I':. h fl:> t i m 1:-:-1 

-fr<::>m -f<::>r qo.·::1.l ii<::r.:ompl i 11shmerl'l: Wi:'A!~ a b(\.'-\l'"r:l ~ff. J:r, s~v<•xm Ci?~i~H::~m 

(3¾), qc~l~/expectations fer the ~hild wer~ net ~lM~r» In 
~~.i'V(:-,1i t «~•:~n r.:: .at~<~~ < "l'Y.) , q C:>i:'A 1 !!:l / eH p «<+<~: t. l'1'A ·l: :L (~,r, m + <::,r t:. h «.Ri p HAI'" (•:~~n t w<❖~r c~~ n c::)t. 
r.~ :L f~ tii'I ,,. • I n -t:. w f.·~ 1 v f.❖) 1~: Bil m. (•:❖) ~,~ ( ~~; % ) , m 1:·~ j c:> r i m~ uv, , .. , wi ml w fl~ I"' ~~\' n c.; t. ii:, d d ,, .. (~~ ttt> 111~ (i❖) c:I ij l n 
·f c::, t.w· c:: .,A 111Hr.H& ( ~-:~ % ) ., p .l 41-'t:: em fXm 'l':. w liA 1m rH:)'t 1:1 ,~ ~~ l"l ,il\ 1m (YH~ (~.rt::. i , .. , ~-~ t 1"1 (❖~ rH:) 1•::,, d ~Ji u + 
the t:hild" 

T(/1,b l ff.!' (1~J 
c~~~~~r.~: PL.?\N B(.,~Rf~ '.( t:rnis TO PE~'.f~Mf.,\NEJ•.ICY BY MODEi... 

MODl:.tl... 
l 

MODl:E:I.. 
r:r 

MUDfitt.,. 
:r J :r. 

CH I fo1U 
TU r~~L HI C;i. 

UIII RIii :1:11 :RI~ tllll 11111 JIQI ~m lllK !111 IUU Rlll 11111 UIII nm ~Ill u:u ffll mn 1111 lttu ini mu lllll :~n Ill IUI IIUI nm Ur.I IHU IIIU mv "Ill 1:111 IUU UIII UfU um nm U~I HIU uni UHi UIU m~ ma IOQ :nu mn llflf mu um UIJI lllil 3111 um u::: :rn, llUI ~ill ::m ::~, ~UI 

F'e:-?r tniil\l"\f!:)nc:y q (::)i"' .l ~~ 4 1. (i.'.) :l v.1 ,',;:·!<:? 11 (l1 :•? :/ :i. 
r·,ot t:~ l t'.i) «'ii\ r ~~i'½) ( '.:2.(ll'½) <:L4'%,) (:l ~~;%) 

Ti OH'.·~ ·f l'"rMH'.·~ ·for q t:)1~, 1 m~ 5 :L~, t7,~ ~::? !:7j II ({J .l :.,:';~ ::::: 
not C l (·~it-\,, .. i:>'%.) ( :20'½) '?'%,) <:Ll'!.) 

f,j o w··d ~J> ·f (::,r c:hi1d 0 d!) :l 7 ·IC· ·~··~· ·~· 

r, r.rt. t:: l ~:•~i!Ar 0'¼) f~l%) 1%) ;:;i; '1/.) 

G)Om\ l !!!~ +or peArr::~nt!l!~ 4 :10 ::;!; l "/ II((.)'/ :l 7 
rl<:lt c: l ,~.:1:\1"' ~:,¾) ( l ;:fX. > 4'¼) ( !3'%.) 

Mu~ j c:,r pr c:)b l f.❖~mm~ l 6 t~ 1 ::? ·i<··l<··M••l(· 

nr.:,.l: i:"Addr (+:,s111~:~d 1 X.) (3%) '1%) :15y~) 

1:::• 1 ci'i\ <: f:)IM:m t, dot❖~ffi~n 't ,., 
..: .. ' ") 

.A;, (l) 4 ·H··"' ·l<· ·H· 
/Yl(❖~~t:, l"l(·!Hi~d1!i C:>•f <::hi 1 d ~:!; 'X. ) ::f½) (2) '½) 21~) 

rJ·l':.h~~I"' 0 7 14 2:1. ·l<·-!(• ·l(·•H· 

01/..) 'r½ > Crt~0o/H) ( (:y ~I,. ) 

. ) 



( 

Review Proce~s - 32 

There Wf~r-r.~ ir.\ t:.wc:, int:.erprf::,)table di·f·fert:❖)r'lt.:f!.~ 11:1 i~\m<::>nq t'.ht❖) mr.::id~;:,)l mi. 
11 Perm~ner,cy qoci\ 1 s 1,ot tH~i ng <:: 1 •~rir 11 Wi:l\JS nt~p<::>rb~d in :2@'½ <::lf l"'l<::i<:fo~ l 
Il reviewa, 14¾ of Mod~l III r~views and 5¼ of Medel 1 revi~w~. 
11 Ti me fr.')r a(.:<:<.:unpl i 1shi 1,q q<:.ii"::\l ~ 11t>t <:::L ~:?.11u· 11 wa.~ n~porb:~d in 20'½ (:,,f 

Mc:>dE-:~l :r l reviews,, c:ompti':\l"'ed with 7% o·f Mod~l :t J n:•:·)Vi twW1l!~ cnu·,d 6'%. r.:,·f 

Model l reviewmw Other cell frequencie$ are too small to permit 
c~lcul~tion of si_gnificanc~ t~~ts. 

Tot.ii\ l ..... number .. _ (J,f '""c 1,i.(u;:m t .... b f.'H"I'" ,i ,er1u Tl"H~r•~ WG:H'" ~ cH + h i~n~t"l r.:: ~~~1!!\ in 
the number of client barri~rm tc p~rmanmncy idantifi~d~ The 
~ver~g~ number cf client barrier& found was n94. tn Medal Il, 
t.ht::¾ c':\V£-!rage Wil-\11 1. :~·~1 ,arid :I. n m<."Jcic•~l t~ l ti\1·,d r :( J ·l:'.hc,;•~ 4:\Vfi~r ◄7:\q<ii~ w,,AM .. /B 
«l n d . B l r e f!II p fi~\ c: t. i v •:111 1 y N t~ n ,'i:\ n f.'i\ 1 y !!It i s of v ii,, r- i lii\ n c ti:-~ i.j •f ·t. h 1:."1~ d :i ·f -f! (((·) ,, .. •ii~ n c:: !❖:~ 

between model~ was mod~r~t~ly $ignificant at a level cf ~0337 tt 

Type.' .... l::>f .... ,r.:: l .. i .. f.•~nt.., ... b 11'.:\r' r i .. t::•~r Ill• .... 't.(:J ..... Per.man f:1~n c: y u T m1b 1 w.•~ C:> 111.h o w~~ th~:•:~ 
·f r" t:❖, q t.l en C: y w i t h w h i <::: h p (::) Ill► 1$ i b l «~ e: l i f.i~ n t. b c::\ I"' r :I, f~ Y" f.i> t t:) p f.❖, Y" rn 111\ I"\ (\•:•) ri i::: y l,'J fl:) I'" ~i~ 
m~nti(:.,r,.:.;~d in thti:~ r(~vic-:-~w11:1~ Tl"\Q.,, m<::>st +r0.~ql.~~11"1tly mw.~nt:. :i.<::)nt:•:•) d cl i wiln t'. 
b n1\ r r i f.❖) ,,.. t:. o p flh r m 11:\ n +:❖) r, c:: y w m ru~ t:. hf.❖) i n ,~, b i 1 i t y (~> f t:. h (•:1~ p ~ r- t::•) n t.. t C.:) m «i, 1-,: W1l 
prcgreu~ tcwmrd goals, m~ntion•d in on~-third <32%) cf th o 
r~viewed ca~e$" Also commonly ~itHd w~u thH l~ck cf ccoper~ti on 
,f r<::> m p <il r f.{m t.. tit ' i l"l c.1 i C: 17:\ ·l;, ,.~ d i Ii (l~ b (:;) l .. l t 1m q 1 .. 1 ,iiUC 't:. (ii~ r ( ~~ TY.. ) ,::) + t:. h (❖:~ I"' (·:it V :i. ~:iHrH'.❖) d 
ca~a~. Inability of the child to m~kn progren™ tcwM r d qcaln, 
1 ◄':i\ <:: k <J + (~~ o C:l p (~~ I"' ci'fl t. i (::> l"l f r om t h t:~ c:: h :i. l d im n d l ~·,, <:~ ~'- <~l ·f p ·i~ 1•· ~~ n t / c h i .l d 
contact:. were m8ntioned less often" 

Er: ~i m i r, i n (J t:. h •:~ 1!;l i >< c 1 i c❖~ r1 t:. b 1'iA I'" ,,. i (❖'?! I'" 11,; ,iA (:~ r (~ i!lt 1!!~ me, d tXf 1 t:, y p ~x~ d c:i t-:i~ r.~ 
net rev~~l any differencee in the pattern of client b~rri e r&p 
Only in the category cf 'ether' client barriarm to p~rmanen c y 
doee any difference ~mong the modal& appaftr" 

"1"1:?.bl «~ 6 
CLIENT BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY BY MODEL 

:r u 11 l TCllP,L 

L.r.1\t.: k C)•f p i::'\ I'" ~'.•? n t '.~':\ 1 ~H '.; :~ (lJ 7 2 " 1. :l t '.2 
prc::>gn~1sm t. ow t'"'" d qoc\'Al i1¥i (27%) (41%) ( ::;:~ €3 '½. ) C.$:,~%.) 

Lc:i\c: k (,'.)•4! c::hi 1 d '7 4 3 14 " 46({,)l::l 
p ,,. <:)qr •:;~1!1\ rn~ t r"1wi~r d q<:Ji:~ 1 i~ 9'¼) :::~%) 4%) ( 6 'X. ) 

L«W\C:: ~( (::)f c:: o(::>p el"' ii,, 'I: i c:,n 19 ::;~1:) :l f.~ 60 ,. '.l 6 '.:~~t~i 
from p.·~re~nt 1!f; <'.24'½) ( 3t~i'i'~) c ;,H '½) ( :;2 7 !/H) 

L.. ◄:1\Ck c:)•f Co(::)pt❖)I'" r.:"lt i r.:,n 1 ~·:, .~ .. 4 "'/ ~··~··lt· ·i(• 

·f r<::,m eh:ild 1 '¼) ~~;·x.) 6%) ~~;'¼) 

L mH.': k ,::)•f P c::'\r"t~nt 6 1 (l) 9 2 ~,:,:; ~ 4 7 '.2~::, 
c::h i l d (:: on t:. <~t~ t 7'%,) ( 1 :~%) ( :L ~$ '%.) ( :l :l '1. ) 



Tc:>t cV~l .... n1.1mbf!!r' .... r.>f ... ,, . .mqenr.:: y ... b<i:\r' l"',i .. er ~ .... ,t. c::>,., .. r,,e.~r lnill\Y'lf.i~nt:: y u T hfi.~ t (:>t ,;~ l 
number of ~g~ncy bMrrier$ to p~rman~ncy w~s .2~ for th~ ~ntire 
~~mple" The av~r~ga fer Mod~l II wa$ .41,. Tha avuragau for 
Model~ I ~nd III wer~ -13 ~nd "15 rewp~ctiv~ly" Thm ANUVA F 
valu~ af 6.JJ9~ w~~ ut~tiMtic~lly mignificant fflt a levml c+ H001 

il',\ f:i~ i;;i ~ ;t ... ~i Y.. m~ t. ~::~ m ... . t~. ~ r::. ct Ir. m~ .... tr~! .... 1;;~. ~tr.. m iw. n ~n n t;. Y.. u Lt:❖~ q ◄-1:, 1 111~ y !fil t f;» m b .-::, r· ,,.. :t f.11 r m► 
wt:,;,, r t:•:~ r f.-~~ p (::> r t e~ d i n r t:{\11 i/1\ t :i v ,1.~ l y f f.~ w c: «,\ ~ f.i~ w.~ • "I" h 1/J.~ iii\ v (•:❖) ,,,, i1'1\ c,::1 ~~ + (::> 11" I· Ir.:> c:I i~~ 1 Iii• .I: ~ 

:t I 11A n d :i: r :t war (~ f <:) tt 1·1 d t~ o b ~:~ " :t '7 , ,. ::$ 1. ~'And H ~Ti 0 r ~Ii} 1a. p t•» <:: t. :I. v <ii~ l y H • r h f:❖) F 
VMlue of 1,.1185 iR not ~tMti&ti~~lly Mi~nifi~~nt. 

T c::rt ~ .l '"..r~ um b c❖H" ..... r.:'l ·f.. .. .. b im r r i . e.·w· .. .,, t.. <::, .... , l~H~·~ r IYl<\1\1"1 <~ n c.: v = T l"H:❖) tYH:\H'H'l n l .. 1 m b ~iw· 1::1 ·f 
bii:tr"riars t,c:, per-rT'4.":l.1'1f,mc:y 1•·t+>porb~d 1:c::w· t.h<~ wh<::l:l.(1~ 11114\":unpli~~ Wii':\iHI l ~ 94 .. 
B r.1\ r r i ~❖w· ffll w ~ r e~ m c:>!m t 1 i k f.i~ l y t r.:) b r.-:t n:•~ ~':) c:, ,, .. 't:, t:❖i d :I. n M (::) d (•I~ 1 I :t ,\:\ n d J r~1 <ill 1!id':. 

1 :l ~rnd y t t, b ~ r a p <~w· tc~ d i r, Mod ~, l I H Th (•:~ •ii\ v ~~ r «'i,H.~1 <·~ m.un b <❖~ I'" <::> + b 1:ff ,,. 'i. <❖:w· ii~ 

f or McH:I f.•:d :( :r. w cii\ ff!> ~2 " 7 ~:.', . ,. he ia v (❖~ I'" t¥i\ q e n LIili b f.1:)1"' (~) + b e:H" I'" i f.❖) I'" \Ill + C) I'" M <:) d (-:1d ffii 

I i'i~nd :c:t :r w•~r"(❖~ :L .. 2t:, ~nd 1 .. t~Q) l"'t'~15Pf.(-)(::t:i.v«i~ly~ Th((~ f,~j~OVf.~ F Vi:i\,lt,l(I:)) <::)of 

7"9380 is MignificAnt M lav~l cf .0005" 

l\l 1..1 mb ~ r ..... c:> ·f ..... F' ttA rt i .. c.:: :i. p F.i\ n t.: ~ " Th f.1~ m\ Y ~)) I"' ,1,, li:1 fl.·) n 1.1 m b f.w ,,.. c:> ·f p m\ ,, .. t :i c:: i p ii:\ n t m; 

reported for first admini$trMtive r~vi•w• for thM the ~ntirE 
tl!lo,ii\tnpl~~ WGA1ia ~~;,,7,. Th~ ~vt:~re.\~.~~~ 1·,umb~~r (:~·f p,rA1··t:i.<::ip<r~nt1m in 1··1c::,d(❖'Jl XI 
Witt"! s~ c.:J r f!.·l<m t:. er t. h 1'/:\n :L r1 Mc:>d ~:,::1 l m~ :t imn d I l :t ,. :t n l..,.lc:)d (1❖~ l I l th f.~' ii':\ v t::•1r li:tq c❖:, 
n um b r~ r- c:, ·f 1::, ◄'!:\ I"' t i <:: i p ia n ·I:. 1s w 1:i\ ~ 4 ,. l 7 p Th :i. ~ c~ c.1 mp ,,:, ,, .. t:~ m t o m f2•! .~~ n it~ t:> + ::::: ~ :~?. 7 
ii\ n d 3 H t)f.:J 1: r~w Mod E-:d is I <'i:m d :t :c I r f.~ 111~ ~H:H:: 't:. i v t:❖11 y ,. The~ f1 N Cl w~ F v 1:rd t.H-:, c:) 'i' 
9"9456 i~ $1gnific~nt ~t ~ level of ~0001H 

Th I!!! r e wt¥.~ r f.~ &, l im C:) d :l f ·f f.i~ ,, .. f!.1 n 1::: f11, ~ . i n n , .. , mt'.> f.❖1 I"' (~) ·f p im ,, .. t i t~ :i. p ,·i1\ ·\':. i n q 
p ~H" ·t: i ~ 1s :t 11 ·t l"l ~ ~u! c: cm d r f:~ v i ,~ w h ~~ ,i r i r, q 11s w h i c: h w t~➔ r (1.~ h ~1d d . r h :❖~ 
(::> v e I"' iiA l 1 ci\ v ~ r '"' q m, r11 .. 1 m b ti~ r r.:, f p ci\ r ·t, :l <::: :l p i1'1\ n t 1m f (;:, ,,.. a.~ :l l c::: i'i,\ 11~ fi.·111ll h ,.·,, v :i n q fri\ 

uecond r~vimw wara lawrer than for firut r~vi~w•n 3"28 fcr firmt 
I"' (,'!,~V ;i ♦:i~Wm~? c:: (:Jmp c':'1\1"' tii~d w i t. h ~~. 7 ·f C:)r" ff!H~H:: <:m d 11" W1~V :l «i~W1!i) II 1:::-r,:w 11iHlH:: on d 
I'" ~$♦ Vi ~w11&" th G., gr f.~im l~ ~1Htt. 4mVtmr aAq ~ n t...lmb (❖»t•· o·f p iii I"' ti<::: i p <'/:\t"\ t 11~ \,;,tu.,ori t r, 1v1c::id c❖~ l 
:I I l < ~:r. .. ~~; 1:3 ) 11 ·t:. h Ii\•~ n +:a H ·I:'. qr f,i, cl\\ t. v.❖> !il t i n Mc:> c:l •i:,, l :[ :t ( :::~ " e.16 ) 111\ n ci t h r..;.1 iii> m ii,\ 1 .I. fZ•l rn1 t:. 
i r, Mc,d«~l :c C2 K fi59) • Th(,,~ ANCJW, r.::· v.,?.l w~ o·f: :L vL '.~~'1 d,'l i m 11id (:~t"d ·f :i. c:: rJ.n t~. 
at~ lav~l of .0001H 

'.IY.t).t~ ~ .. r.;.~:f: .... l::;'.ir:.t.tG.i.P.f~.nt.~l~ w T iY:\b 1 e '7 ¥.11hc:,wis -the numb f.:~I'" i'mn t:I p <❖')I"' c:: f::•>n t 
v tii\ r i <::l u 1m k i n d s c:> f p m1 r t.. :~ <::: i p .-,·,, r, 'l: m. r.i\ t t .:-:-> n d ~:~ d r- ft!/ v :i fi~' w 1ii• ,, b 1i'1\ li fii~ d c:> n t h ,,:,;., 2 t.1, :l 
c:: <ii\ liiHm Iii w h w.f r \\~ t:. Ii i 11it i n f c:> r m c',"A t J. m"I h ◄'ii\ d b ~7.HiJ ,, r ~i:f e~ or ,:.1<❖~ ci .. T l·H~ j:H.;.) ,, .. t:: fXH'l ·(~. 1i~ d <:) 

n C:) 't:. t:. t:) t c:"l .1 to 1 ((.') 0 '½ b r~ c: a 1 .. 1 ~!• e m r.:, ,, .. e t h <'u\ n c:> n +~ t y p ~:❖> c:, + p <l':\ ,, .. t i 1::: i p tiA n t w a,, in. 

repr~5ented ~t •~ch rravi~w. 

There ~r~ a numb~r of differenceu in the typ~~ of 
particip~ntm representad in th~ thrme adminiutrative r~vi~w 
mo rj e:d ~!• • l-1 s w r~H .. \ l d b ~ii (1/hl•( p t:❖~ c.: ·t:. ,,21 d , i n <::I ~ p en c:1 «1m t r ~ v :L fl.~ w ~, r im <'11\ ,, .. (❖1, mu i::: h 
more lik~ly to be r~prm~~nt~ci in Mod~l II (9~%) and Mcd~l II1 
(95¾) th~n Model I (~¼)" Fostwr p•~~ntn Mr~ mer~ likely to 
p~rticipant in Modml I reviawm (38%) than ~ithar Mod~l II (10½> 
or l'1 t:H:I t1:~ 1 I ( 1 1 '¼ ) " LJ rHs p ~il c: i ·i! i fY.H:I II r.:) t h er '' t y p t}.~ 111. c:> + p iM" t :i c:: :l p i,\\ n t. 1~ iii\,.~ ~:❖) 
m <::> r fl 1. i k .,~~ 1 y i n Mc~ d €~ l :C I . ( 2 1 '¼ ) t h Mn Mc:) d (~ l I ( t 4 '¼ ) tl r 1v1 <::l d c❖:~ l I I J: 
(4'¼). 



( 

TYPE OF PAFn :t C .t Pf.,\NTS BY MClDEl .. 

E,oc::i 4i'Al Wc>r ~( •~r 81 T7 7:~~ :2~H • 'il~l(i.)v.1 
( r.;4'½,) (95'¼) ( 99 1%.) ( 96'½) 

!3 up €•n-· v i 1m or 72 '70 70 :~·~ 1 '.;.'. . 091+:::s 
( (:34'½) ( EJ6'1/.) (95%) ( t::lli:1'½) 

:i: r,d~~p€md~rd: n1vi f.~w•~r 4 T7 l.:>E:l 1,4<:, " (1.1((.) ((.)(i.l 

5%) ( C:y\5½,) (92%) (62%) 

Mr.,t.hf~r ~:! j, ::$0 :I.I::! 6i:9 " :I. :~~Git> 
( 2~:i'¼) c::!:n:.> ( ::;:)4'Y.) ( :;:)91/.) 

F<::>1!St~~r P,~rent ~:5'.~! 1.6 t:3 ::::)6 "((.111,Hl)'.;i!. 
< 2;B¾ > (20%) < 11 ½ > ( '.rt':) ~:~ /~ ) 

Chi.ld ~':!~!5 14 u. 4B . :I. :>:tlll2l 
(27'½) ( j, 7¾) ( 15'½.) ( 2(1,1'%,) 

F ii?.. ·l':. h !:\~I'" 1 ·:r. ,., f::i 7 '.~::{::i M 449 :::;; 
< H:J'¼) ( 10'½) < 1 Ill½> ( :l21~) 

(:., t,l i~ , •• d :l ◄'IA l"I liH..i litem 7 ua 4 ::.:: 1 " .:~~ (lj :I. f,:) 

(:~½) < :I. 2'½,) ~5'½) ( <y'%,) 

Group Hom~~ 1:3 t. U?.. ·f •f :~~ 4 l~~ 1 1:~· ., .. , H :1. :::~9 6 
4½) Et!.,) ( :Li 'X.) ( b'.%.) 

RTC 11at.ill\f ·f 5" -~~ 1 :l i ·~··M··*··lt . , ,:;J 

61/.) 6%) :l 'X.) ( ~5'½) 

t~t t ~,r n «~y 2 4 :::~ 9 ·~· ·if ·~· ,M, 

~~%) E,%) 4 'X.) /.~'1/.,) 

:r.ndi <i?.n f.~ d v r.') e im t:. f2~ "W 
,,..1 4 l. El ·* •;E• •~· ·* 

4¾) ~l;)'l,.) 1 'X.) 4%) 

The r ,~ p i ~& t:. 4 :i:! :I. 7 ,,t, ,ij •M••)(• 

~.','i¾) ~5 'X.) 1%) ~~ ';~) 

CJ~7. her 1 ~:\ l. 7 :3 '';r.,·:, ,.,., A., II (l)t,~ '79 
( 14%) (2 ,11/tt) 4'½) < l ~; 'X) 

u1g lllll llUI Utu RN IUU r.~ RIil 111" 111~ ,~, mu 1HU Ml lllU W.S ,~u um lllll 1111111111 am mu'"' m11HUIt:111111:1 UIU mu IIIU mu 1111 GIii Ulll lb'll 1111 IH 11111 IHI 12D lll:l llW ll ln IUU UUI 11111 c:u 11111 mn ll!A :nu 11ru ~IU ~RI llnl r.rn 111,1 ~Ill Ill~ :il ij ltt~ Ulll ~IU In~ 



Review Procesu - 33 

Nt..tmbt)}r' . ,,.(:)f , .. ,P1n\l"' t, i .(~: i_pe~n t. ~I~ .... EH,(:: 1,, tld i.nca ... J-~qft~nr.:: y ,.nF'fil,r ffi(::mn f.\~ l , H Wh(w'ln 
f.\~:J ency per sc::,n n f?~ 1 ( fl!lt:>c:: i ~-f\ l work t:,:,n,. !':." !!H .. lp er-vi ~c:n· 1~ «U't d :i. t"l d «~P em d ~❖H"I t 
r•viewers) are r~mcved from thia ~n~lywiu~ th~ ~v~r~qa numb~r cf 
p~rticip~nt~ reported for first ~dmini~trativ~ ravi~w• for th ~ 
t.. h (P. tt, n ·u r e tac:\ mp :L f~ f ~ l 1 1.1& t. 0 :2 " 0 ~5 ,f Or 1 4 la (:~ ~ l!S (~ 115 " T l"Hi~ ,Ii\ V «·~ I'" ~i\ ~~ (f~ 

numb~r of p~rticipants in Mcd~l III w~~ gr~atHr than in ModMl~ I 
~nd II. In Model III the ~ver~ge number of particip~nts wan 
i ." 0c1. Th :i. ti, t:; c:>mp a,,r efl11 't:, ,::) ,m:•:•h'it\rHI! r,.),f 2. 0~~ «tH'H.i ~~ 11 07 ·f r)r lv!(;)d v..:d mi 1 i'i:\ l"I d 

II respectivaly. The ANOVA F v~lum of u~BB is net signif i cant 
:i r, c:I i c: /i,\ 't:. i n q n t) d :L ·f f f.❖, , ... E, n (::: e ~ b •xt t w f.❖, f.~ n m c:, d ~ 1 m~ • Th e n um b «.:-) ,.. 1::, + r V.❖> Y :i tir.> w 111~ 

w h i r.:: h p t-!~ r 1s (:> n 11 o t.: h er ·r. h ~'A 11 ifA q c~, n <:~ y p t:i r l!5 ~j n 1, <7! 1 ii.~ 'l':. ·t t,;-:~ , .. ., d f.~ d d <'~> 0'.t ~s d .i. -f + (V:~ 1"· 
h<::)w~ver, with 6~;~ c::ai\S!H'h'fl~ in Mt:>c.h:-~l :r, 5~5 ,:::,1H1Hu-fll~ :ll"\ M(::)d~:1'1 :r:i: ii:\l'')d ~:H 
<:: it.' !hl~St':!~ i 11 Mt)(h~ l :I: l L 

The:, ii\\ v ~H· a~.~«·~ m.t m b r.w· o ,f mi n t .. d:, Cf~ !la n~ q u :i. r c~ d ·f <::w· 'i':, l'H~ 

,1\\ d mi n i m~ t r- ,~\ t i v t~ t'" e,, v i t:❖, 11, ·f C:) r HH•:-, •m n t i r e 11~ r.:'\ mp 1 ti~ w t\i\ r:~ ~5 i " v.18 " F~ ~Z•? v i f.❖) w 1n1 

i r, 1'1cH:hzd I war«, imli gh·t l y 1011~~<-:~r ·thi:\n + or l"'loda 11.,~ U i~H1d :o L lhc-:i~ 
me~n for the Mod~l l ca~~$ in thm snmpl~ wna uom•wh~t h i gh~r, ~t 
:.7i9. 1 mirn,1tf.•:l'S" Thin c:omp111\r~$ ·t,('J 1:HAmpl(·~ tnt:lill':\1"'11~ <:)of 46ft 4 i'iH\d 4-'L El ·f ew· 
,r, t::) d ~ l s I I im n d :c ! l r e !!11 p f.n:: t i v f.i' l y " T tH•:-, ~1 I"' ~:i~ c'/1\ ·\:, e,r l (•:❖) n qt:. h o of t :I. m c~ 
nt~ed(\'?d t.r.:, r.:<:>mplc-~t.tl' M,:)c:;i<,:,l r l"'(·~Vi(•:!~W~ ITlirAY b~ a ·func:::ti(::m (~)+ th~\, 

l•rgwr numb~r of p~rmonM involv~d in reviewing thu CM~~" 

Tabl~ B uhows th~ numb~r Mnd p~rc~nt~g~n cf children l®Mvinq 
or rc~m~·~i r,i f'H,~ i r, p 1 n'A<:f!m.-~mt. amc:m<.~1 t.h«~ thrC1;n~ m<.1d«fl 1HL, Thc~n•~ i1~t'' ' (❖~ f'HJ 

diff~renc~~ ~mong the models" 

In interpreting thi~ finding it ~hould b• notad that• 
q f.~r'\ mt'" i\'d l y h i q l"H.\1 r 1 ave l o ·f 1 ~:it ow i n g p :l c'cH:: ~~ m f:m t (YHW l"l oW <oi:1 en::(;~ l.,W ,, .. ~·~ d 
o v ~, r i1'1\ 1 l d 1 .. 1 e t. (~) 1m c:: t:) l.l n ·t. y r e or g 1°1':\ , .. , i 2 m1 t i 1::) n ,::> ·f i: hf~ Ch :I. 1 d Wt:•:•) l ·f it\ r ~:,:,, 
D~l~'h:i\l'" t rn~rrt. " ~3<:.·H:: i ffl 1 wor l•o~r 1li i 1, ·t~ 1·1 :L 11 d :l v :l ~g i c:m W6.\m t ·f I'" t~m tu,f'1 d l :i. n q 
gener~lized to spec i ~lii~d c~m~lo~d•" At the time thioo 
rearganii~ti0n took plac~~ m~ny work~r~ ~ought ta clome couam 
before their C~$~lc~d~ war~ r~diMtribut~d to th~ mp•cinliznd 
1.ll"'lits,. It :l.1~ t.HH~:lt:i-tc'~\r' Wi"Hl1't imf.H\<:::t t.hiffS tnc.iy hc:AV<i, l'H'Hi t'.'.)f'l thw~ 
pr c:)je(:::'I':. ·f i nd:l nqim,, 

According to~ record revi~w conducted by proj~ct mt Mff Mt 
the tim~ of the project'm conclu~ion~ 7 c~~~~ in Mcd~l I, J casem 
i n M <::> r.:h:,:d I :r , c'/1\ n c:I 6 c Iii\~ €it1!!~ i n Mod v.❖~ 1 '.( I :l w h C::) l"l ad b t.•lo' em r"f.£1 p c:, r t:. ti❖) d iiA 11,; 

lfflaving plfflcem~nt h~d rratwrned b~fore the end of the project" 



( 
CASI:-: RESOLUTION f!iY MC)[)EL 

MODEL 1. 

Ct':\i.:sa Lf~f t. 40 4::$ t:5 :::~ :l :::!;6 
Pl r.~ c: t::,, nH·:rn t ( ~~~:~¾) ( ::!;4%) (46%) C 31:3'½.) 

Cane R<·:i~min i n ~~d in 8'4 79 <fa4 :;:~ 27 
Pl at.~ ~,men t:. < 6 7'½) (66%) ( e; :::.~ x > ( 6 2 1/~) 

~~ n'JlAmm,~r y of <::hi 1 drC1111 wh <::> l. ~,+ ·t p 11m<~~ v.~m•xtl"'I t:. by l,ln it. c:;: 111\n b ti,) 
found in Table 9. The 1@rge5t proportion of children lea vinq 
placffimmnt were child w~lfare ca~~m in all mod~ls. 

Chi l c:I Prot ~~<::ti <::>11 14 20 '"> '"> ,r:.JS .. f:i6 
( ~~f5'1/.) < 47'½) (14:L;~) (4 :li~> 

Child Wel ·f ii.-\1'"~~ '.i~4 2:3 :.;rn 7~:i 
(60%) < 5:::rx.) < ~~:::rx. > ( ~:~;:::,:,½) 

M.:•H"lti"iAl Rtmt i!Arda.,t i cm 2 0 " l(. u~-,,.;, ,.,I 

~51/.) ( ""' '""'¼) 1fa 'X.) 4'1/..) 

The number cf ca•~~ who left pla~•m~nt b~fore a project 
r (:,':?Vi ew w c'A s q lwd t. ~~ 1 a r g (it • f➔ 15 Iii(!'? €•:,rl j, n t ii:\ b 1 ~~ U.2) ' n ~:~ j~ I"' 1 y t. h n •:1~ (1~~ , •• 
fourth~ of ~11 ca~~s l~~vin; placement did mo befor~ ~ review waM 
conductraci. Thim did not v~ry acroMs mod~l~. 
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T tm b :t f.) 1 (l) 

Child F'r<:,·tec·l:i <:,r, 1 1 13 :L (~~ 42 
( 79'X. > U.:>ff¼) ( 82i;) ( 'lf:5 '%.) 

Child Wttllft11'"~~ 18 U3 :20 t15(.J 

( "lf.~'X.) (78%) (71%) ( 75'%.) 

Mt:mt</;\l Re'I: <1~r r.1 c'/:\ t: j, c.m 1 (l) 1 , .. :, 
..:'. 

n!50,. > (-""' ¾) C:~~$%) ( 417.J'¼) 

T<:>t r.~1 ~~;(l,) :~~ 1 :$(1 100 
< 7~5¼) ( 7'.~:~¼) ( '7~:r.%) (74'%.) 

Tc·,,b .\ e 11 m;how~ i l"l •f or mMt, ion on the di sp<::)si ti r~>l"l 1::l+ c:: m11mfl.•)!::i wh<::) 
1 e ,f t p :l •'='-C: i:un t::Pt1 ·t- S l.l c: h d ,::~ t'. 4:':\ w er f::, c:m l y ,lW u.d 1 ,ii\ 1:., l fi~ + <::l r :1.%~) < 4 ~:~ ½ ) <::) + 
thos~ 136 c~w•~ who l~ft pl~c~m~nt. AH ~an be s~en, the mM j crity 
of c:hildr~n wer~ returne~ ta th~ir p•rental hem~$. 

T cu\b l fin 1 :l 

MODEL :c r:c:r. TOT(..'~l... 

Pt,re:m·r..«1.l H<::>mt;:t 1 1 <9 16 ~~;6 

Pl e:"11::ed w:lth f :~ e 1 1~\ t'. i V ~:•) ~~ "Ir. 
•1111 t. "/ 

P 1 c-i:,c:.ad ·f (:;)I'" ,~,d <:~p ·l':. i c~n I "~ .~. 0 ~;~~ 4 

Cc:,r re(::: ti t::ln ~·,, 1 Pl 1t1\C:f.•:•>mr!hnt:. 1 0 Q) :t 

Tur-n~d 18 Yt.,-»tarnll (Jl (~1 ~~ :2 1•·1 
,,:'., l, 

Mc,v~:~d Out o·4: Cr.:>1.mty 0 1 ~~ 4 

There wer~ M total cf 21 cMse~ for whom th• avalwatorn did 
n (:) t. h ;,·~ v t, i r-, f t::) r m c\':\ ·t. ,i. t:, n " Th i im t c~ t. ,:A 1 i n <: l 1..1 d t:11 iij t::l (;~ ,:'A !!!\ f:) ,m f I'" <~~ m M Cl d 1•7.~ :I. :t: , 
6 f rr.:> m Mo (::I t;:d :r l I'm n r.:I 7 ·f r om Mo <::I~ 1 :t :C I " l::h?. v f.-? r 111\l (::) + t:JH:;i !~> t❖) c ii:\ rnH1H!I 

wer~ mentioned in pending T~rmin~tian of P~rant~l Rights repcrtm, 
nc furth~r information i~ availMbla howmver reqMrding finMl 
dispouition cf thes~ came~" 
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lt"ltrodw::t:i. on 

In order tc provide information on th@ co~t~ asncciated with 
pl fflc:ement i r, +~1:i\C~~h o ·f th~~ models, Htz.mm!p :l n Cc:H.tr\'l: y ' ~~ At::c~c,un ti 1,q 
Office provided the evaluator~ with a bookkeeping listing fer 
each child in the project. Thiu listing provided infarmaticn for 
each child regarding the type of placement$, the cost par 
placement, ~nd the duration of eech pl~c~ment~ Additional dMta 
were provided regarding ether costs incurred during plMcement~ 
such a~ medical treatment coste~ pharmaceutical costs, therapy 
~osts, transportation ccmts and clothing cents; to the extant 
that these co~tu could b~ identififfid by the evaluators 1 thesM 
co~t~ were remcv~d in order tc prcvida consistency in the dat~ to 
be~ ianial y-z t1d H 

Data w~r• not availabla on the Hennepin County Acccuntinq 
Syst.~,m ·for pl i:.,r.:f~m~mt c:01,t s ·for ·~!l"l<.':>SC❖~ (::Iii l dn•:m whc,:, wen:~ l n 
Interm~diate Cara Facilities for th~ Mmntally Ratardad <ICFMR> 
whe.m thf.n:!H:'? c:ost.~ werf! ~H~id ·for by 'l':.h~, ~:H:,\:-\t.(~ f~if 1'1irHH~1l:H::,tHi\ M(❖~d :i.c: l'id 

Assistance Program" In order to deriv~ a b~•t astimata cf ~c~tu 
for th~ 31 m~nt•lly ret~rded childr~n to whom thirn ~ppli~d~ i t 
w•~ a~sumed that the~e child~en w~r~ likely to ha~w remMin@d in 
pl ac:•~m(:\111t f<::w t.he d,Jr~t.:l. i:m <.':>·f t.h<•:l projc❖~<:~t.., <'1i\1'1d thi:il't. tl'H:1-!:i.r-
pl a~~mants did net change. A per diem rat~ for the f~~iliti~ ru 
w c'~ !I C:) t, t, iiA l. l"I ((,! d ' "~ n d 'th i s I"' at e w 1iA m mu 1 t i p 1 i f,~ d by t h ~~ t CJ t c'/;\ l n um b (~) r" (:~ + 
d~yM in th~ project (457 d~ym) in ord~r to obtain thn ~est 
~mtimat~$ fer thi~ groupw Table 1~ b~lcw, rnhcwm tha rates un~ci 
for then~ cMlculaticn~" 

Tf,~f!tL..mt 1 
CCH:i>TS USED FCU:~ :c CF'MI~ FAC :t L. IT I El~> 

Fer.\<'.: i .l :l t. y 

Rr.>1 ling (.~c:ren 
Dm,~~ot:.~,s Chi 1 drt::m 
l0 10AmtnfH" f~esi den<:::<~ 
Hc:>mt❖~Wm\l"'d Br.:>ttnr.:I 
Dem~r Childrens Home 
Nt:❖)W Oiii, ~,: L.c:>gi~n 
V~s~ Childrens Hom~ 
L. a 1..t I"' iii\ Et m ~t. •:•:~ I"' 

Nc::>r'thwo<.jd Chi 1 dren1m H<.'ltn«·) 
Tr ~:{~ v i 1 l ii~ r.:1 ·i! F~ c:> b i n ~ad c!i\ 1 e 
Heme for Creative Living 

$ 75. (:;2 
::Ii! 96 .. ~.:,:;7 
$ 7~$ N 17 
::I~ :l .1 :~·~ ,, 4 f::l 
:$: 1 (2)8. 7:::r. 
:ljl:112CI ::u:~ 
:$ '71 .. t:J2 
:ill! 54 Cl ~2~1!, 
:~ 8f.~" 1 t.:; 
$ <:,0" 7::~~ 
:~► 104w 99 

:~ :~~4 1 69!1:5 ~ 44 
:il::44 ~ :l ~;~'.? a 49 
:$ ::~ ::~~ 1 4 :::r. t:~ . 6 <:; 
:t~~j 1 '4i1.):,::; II ,3 <::) 
:~4<1 ~ d:,tii9. 6 :I. 
~~: 5 1 , :~; (I.) :~·:~ • f3 '.? 

t ::~'.t.: ~ 6t:~4 .. ~.~,4 
$'.~:~4, 792. '.~:~5 
:~i,j.Q) ~ :(~f:,;:::; H 69 
:t:4 1 ~ 41~) ::::;. 1fa :l 
:~47? 9E:l0 ,, 4~~; 

Th~ ·fe,11<;:>winq limtinq dt·~·fin.:~m~ thev., pl,':A<:::f~m~~n·t. ·t.ypf:,:,mi <'~~11~ th(•'!:Y ,~l"'1•t·) 

c:l t°\~ + i n ~~ d i n t ht:~ 1 i 1H1 t i n q c:, + p l r.:\ <:::em en t c:: C:) d f:❖, l!!J. us f:1:, d by t h •:❖) 1:·:, <::: ,:: c:) u n 'I':. i n q 
1i y ?.~ t <~ m ~ i~ n d w i l l b <~ 1 .. 11i c❖? d th r <::> u <.~1 ho u t th t~ b <:.1 d y <::) + th :l 1i~ l!ll c\~~ <::: t i on .. 
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PLACENENT_CODES 

A, Henn11in_C0unt~_F01ter _Ho1e1 A private fatily h01e in the county licen11d through Hennepin 
County C011unity S1rvic11 Depart1ent and not included in categories 8 ~ C or L ~ H listed below, 

B, Groug_Fa•ily_F01ter_H0,e_(Agenc1_Graue_H0~1)1 Licensed foster ha1e in Hennepin County in which 
adolescent, are placed and ~hich use a group philosophy of treat11nt. 

C, Foster_Care_for_HR/Phi1icall!_HandicaPQtd1 Licensed foster ho11 in which only ~entally retarded 
and physically h1ndicapped children are placed, 

D, Qth!r_09!0~Y_fg!!!C_~9!!!1 A family fatter ho1, licensed through 1noth1r county in Minne10ta or 
through a private Hinn11ota agency, 

E. OPW_Rule_B_Groue_H011_(Tr11tmentRGrouQ_Ho1e1 A privately 0p1r1ted and 1pon10red group homt in 
the c011unity licensed directly by the D1part11nt of Public Welfare, 

F, DPW_Rule~5_Resid1ntial _Treat~ent_Centeru(E~otlonall~_Di1turbedl1 A state licensed facility for 
children with e1otianal or behavioral proble~1 that prtclude their place1ent in faiily care or 
group hOHI, 

0, DPW_Rule_34_Residential_Treat~ent_Center_(Hentall~.Retarded)1 State licensed facilities that are 
usually privately operated and sponsored that provide 24-hour care for Mentally retarded adults 
or children, 

H. Unliten1ed_Place1ent1 Foster h01e or facility which is not licensed, but to which a child has 
been court 0rder1d, or which is pending licen1ur1, 

1. lndeeendent_Living_Arrangellnt1 Etancipated 11inor not living at hoH of parent(sl or 
guardhn(s). 

J, Treatfflent .fo1ter _H0me: Licen11d t01t1r h011 with 1p1cially trained f01ter par1nt1 used as an 
alt1rn1tive to residential treat11nt c1nt1r1 for disturbed children who would benefit fro• a 
ho~elike setting, 

K, Re1tricted_L~c1ns11 A ho1e lic1n11d for one or 10r1 1pecific children, with the under1tandinq 
that the h011 will not be 1vailabl1 for plac111nt of other children, 

L, Correctional_F1cilitie11 F1ciliti11 op1r1t1d or certified by th1 D1partaent of Corrections ar 
Court S1rvic11 for children who havt b11n adjudicattd delinquent or who are awaitinq 
adjudication (includes Juvenile Detention), 

N. Re1idential_Tr1at,ent _f0r_the~Ch11icalti.De2endent 



( 

Fir~t, costs for placement were ~xamined tc compare cowtm 
betwe~n ~~ch of the thr~e mcdel~" The ~t~ti~tieal t~~t ' An~lyuiN 
of Variance' w~~ LI$ed as the means to comp~r• thM MY~rage cc~t of 
pl .-ac €•,m«~rl'l~. for leM<:::h modtd J:\\f'l(:i tc~, df.~t·.(~w· mine wl"1(-:~'t:. l'H1:~1'" th~H'l¼f.•:~ 
differ~nce~ w~re ~t~ti~tically significant~ T~blw 2~ below whown 
t h isl\ t b c:> t:. h Mod e l m I <!An d l: I ~rn h i b j, t.. ~ ci it\ h i <:,:1 h ~~ ,,. iiW c•i~ r ~\ q w:~ p :l i,:\ t:: f:~ mt~ n t 
cost than Medel III" The F probability indicat®~ th~t theew 
di~ferences were not st~tistic~lly significant (again ccmp~red to 
p :1111 G:ll'" le!!!)~~ t.hc:\n .. 0f.~j ci\11!; the c:how.ien :tevt❖~l 'tr.:> ii:\~:h:lf::~Y~•'!l !llitr.:\tiimticiii\l 

~i qni ·f i c::anc:e!) n 

"l"AE◄ l.J:~ 2 
AVERAGE COSTS FOR PLACEMENT BY MODEL 

MODEL .. r $ :l ~~; , .1. 4 9 " 6 1 

MODfE:L II $1 ~:; ~ 2f58 M :;;~fi 

MC:lDEL. II I i: i :;1~ ' '.~~ ::~; :~1; H ((.j t7i 

Th«~!lifJ (::r.:)u~'t:.m. Wf.•~re -f!urth~r ~:i~H!:i\m:l.ned to d~:❖~t~~r-min<❖~ i·f thf;,~ 
campo~ition of ~~ch of tha model~ by unit typa (Child Prcte~tion, 
Child Welfare er Mental Retardation) affe~tad cc~tm r•ported for 
f~iJACh fn(:'Jd~ l , (:,J ~ q" ., d :l d ,i~ di fflprt::>pc::,r t. :i, er, cm t.:<•:(~ numb t:i~I'"' fJ,f 1 (~)nq i~;~I"' 

d u r w\ t. :i, c::m Mr~ p 1 r.1\ (::: f:iHlHim 't:. 111> m + f tm c: t i1m y <::> + t: rm,, nH~> d ~11> 1 flr•? T ;:, b 1 «!-~ :? t~ 
m,.l mm I'°' r i :r.: €~ 5 t:. h t~ r r:~ !!IH.d t fl?t c:) f <:: <~H'i t ii.~ l"HIA l y 1.i!H~ ftS ·fr.> t"' <it c:H~ h u n i t b y m c:, d fi) 1 .. 

While ~cme v~riMtion in aver~;• coat& acrcm& mod~ls for ffiRCh 
unit. <'iAl'"f:~ r.l\pp,:\rent <m<:.>s·r. ,,c:rta.b:Ly, iiA hiqhf:•11"' c::t~l~l¼t :Lm i,i\11~1~<:,ci<l:d:<!•H:I v-J:i.th 
MR pl~cementm), significance test$ u~ing MnalyMiM of v~rian ~~ 
i n d i c: i:A 't. f::-, d 1·1 c:, 1!!l t:. c'i:\ t i 1!\I 't i c: a l :L y 1lS i q n l. f i c m t"l ·t d i ·f ·f f.,:, I'" (❖:, I") c: f.:~ f~ :i. n u n ;i t <::: C) !~ t lH~ 

iii\ mc::l n ~) me:, de 1 m . 

TABLE 2A 
AVERA6E COSTS PER UNIT BY HODEL 

·········································································•·=••· UNIT TYPE HODEL I HODEL IJ HODEL III TOTAL 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CHILD PROTECTION $ o,924,o5 $10,053.34 

CHILO WELFARE $1i,B08,7B $ 9,309,23 

HENTAL RETARDATION $28,891.li $28,574,09 

$ 7,393.30 

$ 8,951.20 

t 8,276,40 

$29,028,80 

=••············································································ 



TMbla 2B, Mumm•rize~ th~ MV~raga co~t~ fer ••ch type of 
p 1 C;\ c: e fMm t by mod 1:~ l " 8 av r.~r ,ii\ 1 <:H ·f f cm r t•~r, c~~ Cf'.Hi ,u· i. 1m (❖~ ,, iLm d 1'i:\ I'"(\\'.~ p ,, .. :l m ◄'i:\I'" :i. l y 
due to• ~m~ll number cf pl~cem~ntu within M category, tcq~th~r 
with widely diffmring 1angth$ of pl~cmment" 

TABLE 29 
AVERAGE COSTS PER PLACEHENT TYPE BY HODEL 

··································································•·=••········ HODEL I MODEL II HODEL l[l 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••■■■a■■ 

Hennepin County Fo1ter Ho,e $ 7,882.88 f 7,296.83 t 7,330,oo 

6rcup Fa1ily Fo1ter Homt $12,980,!H $9,354.68 $ 6,981.96 
(Agency Group Ho11) 

Foster Care for MR/Physically $11,632 23 $14,441,53 $10.419,91 
Handicapped 

Oth1r Agency Fo,ter H0111 $ 9,4BL 32 f 5,578.52 $ 6,979,26 

DPW Rule 8 Group Ho11 $12,654,35 $10,543.39 $13,684,43 
(Treatment Group Ho,1) 

DPW Rule 5 Re1identi1l $22,053.95 $22,788.62 $19,094.24 
Treat1ent Center (Et10t i onal 1 y 
Dhturb1d) 

DPW Rult 34 Retidential Tr1at1ent $46,192.65 $38,149.34 $46,056.11 
Center (Mentally Retarded) 

Unlicensed Place1ent $ 4,151.88 f 5,657.54 $11,610.75 

Independent Living Arrang11ent ---------- f 4,842.62 ----------
Tre1t11nt Foster Ha~, $18,194.37 $15,411.07 $10,308.78 

Restricted License ---------- $ 5,797.62 $ 6,488.18 

Correctional Facilities $ 4,722.02 ---------- m,m,30 

Other Typ1 Vendor $11,891.111 $ 6,187.57 $ 7,319.30 

Residential Treat1ent for the ---------- $11,767,91 $14,970.96 
Ch11ic1lly D1p1nd1nt 

County $ 4,084.55 $ B,B22,38 $ 6,077.98 
•••••••••••••••••■■aa■■•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



Bi n c:: e :i t w ca\ 111~ n t::>t •:~ d th .at -t:. h ~ r.:: r.:> nil t Iii. o ·f! m fi.~ n 't. 111\ 1 r fl.·~ t n~ ,, .. d o·~ t i 1:1 n 
pl~cement~ wmr~ high~r th~n for aithar Child W@lfarm or Ch i ld 
Pr r.:>'bi.•H:: t:. i cm c: it\ fllH~ fl!. ~ ,i\\ n tti\n 11,\l y 1m i K c:> ·f: c (::> 1il> t. fl; w i t h t l"H~ 111. tfu\ MF~ c m\ ma:;., 11r. 

ran·H::)VG~d w.,~u c:onc~il.t<::t~H.1 i r, ord•~r to d<i~t'.t~I ... Hd. r'\(❖) :L of thi 110 WCHud d 
e -f ~: e c:: t:. f.:~ d m, I"\ y ,n t:> d t-:~ 1 d i ·f ·f fl~ r r::~ n t l y . Ti\\ b :L e :;;:~ C ~ b fl.~ 1 (::> w ~ 11~ I· l t:> ~\I m1 t h @ c [ ) m~ t 1H, 
f <::> r t. h C❖1 •:~n t. i r <f? ~ i,:.. mp 1 ~ i n t-l e1. <:: h m c~,d e 1 " w. l''l d t:. ht:» c: c;;, ff~ t M w i th t:. h (~ MI;:~ 
c:: m\ ¥H•1 fl~ r t\rn~ c:> v r.:•1 d • ?-) 111~ •m H p t}:•) r.: t:, e d ~ m\ v «¼11"' iii\ q tt r.:: c:l ~ t. m~ 1:fr· t::) p p ~•:~ c:l • ~·) ri1~ c l,\\ r ,, t'.H❖~ 

seen thffl ~~mcval of th~se c~~aM Mfflfflm~d tc effmet a l l mod ml u 
fi:! q , .. , r.1\ :l l y , iii\ n d ii:\ g i/1\ i n , t hf.~ r e i s n t'.:) 1n► 'l':. mt :l. r.;; t.: i c:: ii:\ l 1 y m• i q n i f :i. f;;: ii:\ n t 
di ·f ·f (-:~r-c,:!~n<::es in C:04.!&t s bc~tween mc~1dv.~l 1s wht~n r.~>t ii~mi 1"l<11~d ui!il :l nq ii.\l"i i"~~ :L y m.t ~~ 
of v r.:\ I'" i i/1\ n <::: f~. 

'T'AE,LE: 2C 
AVERf~m~ CC)STB Fm~ f:•LACE'.Mtf.'.NT l:IY M(Jl:H~l.. 

MODEL# 

MODEL I $13' 14(;]" <!:11 :$!'1 ~ (l)<:;;.:i A r5~t~ 

MC)Df.::'.L II $13., 2~5(,3" 29 :~<:; ~ 70(1.) ff v.'H::i 

MODEL III :i: 1 ~~ ., 2:.r.~$ N (i:')~5 $f.:t, n:f 1 H ~M 

Newt, th~ ~v~r~ge number of d~y~ in placffimant nnmo~i ~t nd 
with ~ach medal w~r~ ~xaminad tc determin~ hew the threm mod~l M 
c:c:)mpii:\r+'!:,dw Ai;a«11in1 

1

F4r'tii:\1yimi1l!~ r.:> ·f! Vii,\l'"ici1\nc:f.❖, ' Wr.1\1!~ u~J,qi..,d 1:~li11 t h r;,~ rnt,i:'1\n 1,u. t.1::> 

<::<::>mpcH" t:~ t.he <mV~~r .-~~-P~ number c::>f d i~ym i Ii pl i:i\<::: ~,mc:;:m ·l: + <:w '~·~,i~(:~h m(Jdc::-;1 1 

<S\ , .. , c:I t'. 1::> d .m 't. +i:•) r m :I. n e w h «i~ t h tm r t h t~ 11,; e d i + ·f rth r f.1) , .. , r.~ e '1> w f.❖) I'" ~~ 111~ t:. i:i\ t:. i rn~ 'l':. i t:: ii:\ 1 l y 
1lS i qr, i ·f i <:: <im t H T ii:\ b 1 ~1 $ , bf.~ :L <::>w 1m h <~>w ~~ {~.hit:\ t b (::> t h M<:) <~i (~d i~ :c i'iH '\ c.1 :( 1. 
F:? N h :i. b i t w.,, d ,':',\ h i q h If.•~ r m\ v e~r c'A ~;J fl:"! n 1.1 m be I'" o ·f d ct11 y ~~ :i n p :t ci:"I t: :: (\❖) mwi) n t.. th ii:\ n !YI t ) d «(~ l 
!:tln ·rhe F pr<::>biiAt,il.ity indit:,i'At~11m t.hiiAt' thf,:~se dt+ ·f•z~r•~\:f'li.~(❖~1:,,I WG:)t'"(·:-;) l")(~)t 

~tatimtically significant how~verH 

TAE<L.E :2; 
AVEF<F•':it;E: NUMBER OF DAYS IN PU,~CE:MEI\IT BY MCiDEl... 

MODEL :t ~:;2;,;.i;. 8)~~~ 

Mt1DEL n :~·?. c-:; :::r. • :;~ ~5 

MODEL I I :r '.~)1:37. 3:2 

F Prob~bility ~ .268 

Th (,'J d ,., r ii. t i c::111 o + p l. ii:\ c: fi' mer, t wet\~ ·f ,.1 r t. h e~ r e H 1?.. m :i r·1 ~:ad b y u n i ·t. 'l':. y p ~~·) 
(Child 'Prc:>t.er.~t.ic:)n, Child Wel ·fru\re c:>r M•:❖)nt.al f!~etii1\ir·d,i1\'ti(~)n) +or ~::,.),':'1\<~: h 

model. Table 3A $Ummarizes the remwlts c+ th••e analyaem for 



e~ch unit by medal" 

/1(,:;1 a i n ~ w h i l r.•~ RiH::> me viii r i ur1 t i (::) n e H i md: 111> n,H:: I'" o 11H1\ mod (•:id s + r.:w· t:-:•hi;\ (:;: h 
unit., migni·f:l(: ◄'i:\l"H:::m b:.~~t~1m usinc;i 1il\ntilly1sd~1 r.:>f V ◄'iAl"'iill\f'H:::(~ S.ndic~(:'d :.(•:(-)d 1'1(::> 

1m t it'~ t·. i m. t i c: fli\ 1 l y ~~ i q n :i. ·f i c: ir.\ r, t d i f ·f +:~ r ti1' n c: r~ 1!!) i n d t.1 r iii\ t i c:> n w i t h :i n ~1 r1 i t m; 
~mcmg mc:lcielm. (..~M W<:ll.lld t)(:1 r .. HqHi~(::t(rHi,, tH:i><::,H.lflM~ c:>·f th~:~ di1mi~b;il:lty 
i n v o l v t~~ d , t:. h f.t m ft:~ n t:. a 1 r ~ t:. a I"' d ~ t:, :i <::> n , .. , r·, i 't:. d i ~I> p l ~ y !!!> t h r::~ 1 C:l n g v1.1 m~ 'l':, 
pl nM: em~:;m t d ur ~, 'l':. :i. cm <:)V(~r •IA l l " 

TABLE 3A 
AVERAGE DAYS IN PLACEMENT PER UNIT BY HODEL 

···········································••11••·····························~· UNIT TYPE NODEL I HODEL II HODEL IIl TOTAL 

·············································~································· CHILD PROTECTION 270,514 

CHILD WELFARE 311,333 

NENTAL RETARDATION 438,875 

283.135 

238,660 

427.052 

274.417 

231.043 

433,130 

271,,672 

265.763 

433.30~ 

··········································•~ft••································ 
Th•~ m v er .-~o\ q ti., m .. , mb (,!i r <.j ·f d ii:\ ~1 m i 1·, C❖h"A r.~ l"l p 1 ~·~ <::: r.~ m ((!H'\ t t y f.:H:.t I:~ v ll'H' .. 1 d 1,:;d 

W11"a!m ii:\l!i)C:) ~Xii.o\m:in«~d" Tin\b:Lv~ :~f,f.•:• r.:,n ·t.h(,i,, ·fc:>:Llr.:)winq pit'1\<;:}f!:.',, 1l~tullnniit'1\r":l~~f.❖)1!JJ 

this information. For all model~, we find thMt mental 
r 1r. t. r.~ r d ;:;, t i c::> n p l ~" r.~ ~~ m ,~ n t ~i~ t❖, H h i b i t t h ~:•:~ 1 ,~, n t;;) v1.~ mi ·t m\ v rk, r i,:\ q ~ d u r iii\ t i e) n " 
Whil~ ~everal difference~ in the ~ver~ge day~ per plAcement type 
occur, there i~ no conni$t&nt patt~rn among the mod~lu r~g~rciinq 
c:I u r ,::;\ t i cm of p l i~o\ (::: e~ mer, t . 

B t➔(~: c\ t .. , !H❖~ iv11::~ p 1 a,(:~ r-., nrnm t fl!~ b:1m d f1:•~ d t c:> b ~:.~ of l (~>n q fi.1 r d t .U"' <'11\'I':, i n n , 1::m 
Mnalysis wa~ run to d~t~rmine wh~th~r removing th•~~ c~ueu would 
h~·:,ve in\ di-f·ferE:'l!n't.ie:o\1 t:❖~·fft:❖~ct:. <'='ln(::,1,(;) mr.:>delru~. Tn1\blf.❖) ~::;c ¾~he)W~!~ t.l· ·\ff: 

av~r~g~ d~ym in pl~cem~nt by mad~l with ~nd without MR canas. 

A~ expected, the ~verag~ numb~r of d~y~ d~~r~asud with th~ 
~xclu~ion of m~ntal rffltard~tion c~~~~. Thi~ ~xclu~ion ~••mffld to 
~ffect ~11 modelM ~qu~lly, and ag~in, uuing anAAlyain of vari~n~~! 
we~ ·find nc.1 wi~~nifiC:ii.-\nt d:i.·fferftHH~v.,'im bt~+..wt1~,i«~1·, nu::>c.1f:i-1l~D .. 

T ;.\ I•::• L. E: ~SC 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS IN PLACEMENT BY MODEL 

MODEL :t ;3 :.·~ :~:i ~ l~ ;3 :;~9l:, .. 2:~J; 

MODEL ... n '.293" ~?.E.~ :;:) 6 '.~:! " (2) '.,\:) 

1'10 DE:~ L :i: r :i: 2 f~➔ "l ,. :~; :,·~ (",\inil' "i" 
,,I"'"''"'-, 1t 19 

F Probability~ . 208, na 

• I 

. I 



c01t1/plac111nt1 • 44 

.( TABLE 38 
AVERABE DAYS PER PLACENENT TYPE BV HODEL 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HODEL I HODEL II HODEL III 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Hennepin County Fatter H011 372.20 305,70 323,91 

Group F11ily Fo1t1r Hoit 33B.H 294,67 218.50 
(Agency Group Ho1e) 

Foster Cart for HR/Physically 415.50 457,00 3B6.00 
Hindi capped 

Other Agency Foster H01e1 327.82 410.55 362.50 

DPW Rule 8 Group H01e 248.73 155.67 244.87 
ITre1t11nt Sroup H011) 

DPW Rult 5 Residential 274.11 218.71 204.87 
Treatment Center (E~otionally 
Disturbed) 

DPN Rule 34 Residential Treat1ent 457.00 434,27 457.00 
Center (Hentally Retarded) 

Unlicensed Place1ent 245.51 381.67 298.67 

Indtptndent Living Arrange~ent 457.00 

Treat,1nt Foster H01e 407.73 353,60 325.00 

R11trict1d Licen11 282,25 313,69 3~2.83 

Correcti0n1l Facilities 148,51 172,00 

Other Type Vendor 435,25 1~5.2S 206,33 

Residential Treat1ent for th, 140,51 188,00 
Che1ically Dependent 

County 393.H 334,67 121,25 

=••······••=••·················································•=••·••=•••=••=• 



The numb~r of pl~cement~ ~xperienced by the childr•n in th& 
prc..,.,;c.n::t was al 1i(::> o·f i r,tmres't·... Tci?.bl ~:~ 4,, 1Showtm th~~t the-:•:~ n,.unb~:~r <:~+ 
pla1\C:::&1mer1t.s per r.:hild did nt:,t Vtt:\ry gr-f.:~atly fli\monq t:.l"H•:~ ·t:,l"lt"f.•:H~ m(~)dr::drn~H 
i' he m ,:\ j or i t y o ·f c:: h U d rt, I"\ i r, t. h c1i pr-(::> .:i ~~ r; ~7. (8 tlJ ., ~!. % ) w <~w· (i~ :I. n <::> n 1 y <~H"rn•) 

pl~c~ment during th~ proj~ct, whil~ 15¾ were in two diffarent 
pl~cements during the proj~ct. A tot~l of 41J placements took 
pl~ce during the project p~riod. 

TAlBLE '+ . 
NUMBER OF PLAC~MENTS BY MODEL 

MODEL I MODEL :r. .! MDDE:L. I l I 
e;1:s= 1:111 l::lffl e:11u1c:Rlll21;'11tllll:tl:I l!lll!M Ill llllllltll lll:U:1111.'lllffllll:lll'Jllllll C111 l!IIHllll~W:mllUlll ll:ll :Ill :11111::mu Ulll HII lllllnlllll\1111:U IOll uu:ru~ :llfl llJII un: n::1:.1: f::U mu IL'ttlllt:murni H:U m:: UUl lllll urn 11:n w~ 

1 PL.ACEMEI\IT 91 ,:11 l~i ~:!; '.~~6~5 
('7r:, .. ~3'½) mu. ~5¾> ( 7'1 w B'½) ( t~Hi.1 • ::!:; 'X. ) 

2 PLACEMENTS 1 111:' ,.J .1'7 U:1 \'5(?.) 

< 1 ::$ • :~t¼ ) ( 1~:,n '.;~¾) ( l 7 II ;;i.r.x) ( :l ~7) II '.~: 'i',. ) 

::~~ PL..~•\CE:Mf.:.I\ITB 6 4 I") 
11!!1 :l:;;:! 

!~5 " ::~~ '½ ) ~$, 6%) 1"<:t'Y~) ::::;,. b '%.) 

4 PLACEMEI\ITl::l 2 (l) :I : : ~ !; 
1.€3'½.) ( ,uu mu~n ""' ) :L .. 0'½) "c,·x,) 

TMbl~ 4A $hew~ the number of pl~c~menta in wach placemMnt 
typa by model" Tha mo~t fr~quantly uned pl~cament for all 
mcd~ls wa~ the Hennepin County Fo~ter Heme" Plac~mant~ +or ~11 
thre~ mod&l~ eximt in roughly th~ ~ama proportion. 



( 

c01t1/plac11ents - 4~ 

TABLE 4A 
NUNBER OF CHILDREN EXPERIENCINB EACH 

PLACEMENT TYPE BY MODEL 

·······~······································································· NODEL I HODEL II HODEL III 
•••••••■■c■■•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••c■■■ 

Hennepin County Foster H011 44 33 35 

8roup Fa1ily Foster Hott b 3 4 
!Agency Group H01e) 

Foster c,re for HR/Phy1ically B 8 6 
Handicapped 

Other Agency F01t1r H0111 11 9 12 

DPW Ault 8 Group Ho1e 11 12 15 
(Tr1at1ent Group Ho11) 

OPW Rule 5 Residential 18 21 15 
Treat1ent Center (E10tionally 
Disturbed) 

DPW Rult 34 R11idential Treat,ent 12 15 12 
Center (Nentally Retarded) 

Unlic1n11d Plac111nt 2 3 3 

Independent Living Arrange11nt 

Treat11nt Foster H011 11 10 6 

Restricted License 12 13 12 

Corr1ction1l F1ciliti11 2 

Other Typ1 Vendor 4 4 3 

Residential Tr1at1ent for the 2 
Ch11ically Dependent 

County 4 3 4 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Cr.:)nc.: l.u~1~i .. c:)n 

In eHamining the number of placementM, duration of 
placement~, and CO$tm of placem~nts, ther~ are nc significant 
di ·f f f.❖)I'" ~zmc:£1:H!f> (::>b !l!H~:i'r Vf~c:I b.:•:•)t. weti:•m the mt)r.:le l ff!>" Tl"Hi':)I"' f.❖) ill:. no ii1\PP ii:\I'" f~mt 
~ffect on numbmr, typa, duration or coat of pl~camentm a~sociMt~d 
with project pMrticipMtion. This cbMHrvation cf lMck of ob~ervMci 
<t•'? ·H: f.·? <::: t s may b •~ <'uH:: t l~ ,:\\ :L , C>t'" m 1m y b t1;;~ b 1':\ H!H~ c::I on tjl"\ <:-~ <::> r m <::> r f.f) -f 1:H: t <::> r- itt1 ~ 



( :I. ) Th tf r..l u r JA t i r.:> n 1::) t th fl.t pr c> .:I ~ r.:: 't:. w #1\ o n t::> t -' m~ 1·1 m\ b l ~ t; t::) fl~ N iii, m :l n :i n (:;1 

l (:mg ·t, ~~rm ~·f ·f u,,c:: t: !8 <.'lf c i ·t:. i z el', f.') ,ir ·tic: i p iiA 'l':. i r.:>n <::>1; pl ai\(:~ ,J~mcim t ~o, ( '.~~) 'l:: h f:i 
role cf the citi~~n~ w~M ~trictly advi~ory in natur~ with no 
~ ,: tl., a 1 ,at:, i l i t, y ·t~ c, e ·ff v~ <.-: t t h ttH!S fAl v ,·Ii\ r i iii\ b 1 ~111S " li\ , .. ., d c~o c: <=> m ,m .. , n i (:; ~ t i ~:, n 
o ·f t he r e 1m u .1 ·t.: s o -f t.. h li'lt ,::: i t. i ~ ~ n n-:~ vi e w b tH':\ r cl im w 11,, ~~ r'H:)'t r.:l<::H'l ~ i n w\ 

c: cm 11s i st en t. nHi.m r, f.1r , i . (~h ,, t. tH! n~~ !!:'H.l l t.1Jo d :l d m:, t b fIH:: <:Hnf:0 ~ 11 1:J ·f f i c: i id 
p~rt cf the c~Me record. Givan th~Me con~traints on the projw~t, 
it. wa.111 riot sur pr i 11i ng to f i rid r,c, e·f ·f I'!<:: t.. 1m cm th f.~fl!H~, pl i'"'<:::(~tn(rm t 
vi\riables. 



Project Budget - 48 

COSTS OF THE PROJECT 

Thm question posed in the original data MMalyIBi$ plan 
r(l~~.:JciU"d i nq t::oim'ts r.:>f ·t::.hf.:~ pv-ojec:t Wai\fli fit~t.1.1,t.v~d ci\\11~ ·h'>l 1 ow11H 11 Whid:. 11ff (•:❖i 
tha co~t~ <both for pl~cements and operational administrativa 
co~ts) ai\5~cci~ted with e~ch mod~l?'' D~fining the ~dministrMtiv• 
cout$ fer the proj@ct h~s been wom~wh~t prabl~matic bam■d en th~ 
dm\'t ca c/1\Vi\ i l 1i'1\b 1 e. "l"h•:(t primary pr ob 1 f.lhm r.:>-f r.:l~n,,l :l t"lq wit:, h t hu:~ i 1m1u.u(-:-:,, :L ~ii 

the fact that no infcrm~tion is kept r~garding thm amount ~p~nt 
on $tand~rd ~;~ncy administr~tive review procedurew. Since theMe 
dat~ ar~ not ~v~ilable, the ~ssumption wm~ m•dm that thffi 4fflQUnt 

of time ne•ded to pr~para for admini~trative review• would b~ 
!!!Sim:i.l,tw ·fm· mll thrf',!Hi! mc:,del1111 Wt, himve, tiM~(l.m in M pni~v:l(~)\eU!I~ M~~(:~t:i.(::)I"\ 

that the time ~pent in th~ actu~l r~view w~• ecm~what lcnqer in 
the ~xp~rimental models, hcwev~r thi~ amount cf time should be 
0ffset by the fact th~t project ~t~ff h~VH takan over the 
notific~tion dutie$ from C~$eworkmr~. 

,,\1 t. h ouqh ii~ ·f ,n\ i r l y t:: omp l (~t. w~ b r en·,,~( dr.:)wn e,·f t.. e)t m, 1 11\\dm:l n i ~ii tr ,i:\ t . :i Vwl 

co~ts wa~ mad~ av~ilablm as follow~, it ~hculci be noted that th~ 
cc~ts cf executing this project would not be the coMte cf 
duplicating the citizen review concept .. The following iH o 
liating of co•ts as~ociated with the project ~nd a d®scription of 
t!lrA<:h It 

Project Bt~ff-Balarie• 
·-Fri n~,p:~ 

Volunteer R~imburm~ment 

Project Coordinator 
Prcje~t Staff Ansi~t~nt• 
Pr<:>j l:llc: t Cl <•~r k 

T(J'T(w\l .. 

:$: :l ,:, 2 , (l)(2) It.) " (ll(l,) ·~· 

~5 0 , 4 t'.7, '.~~ " v.10 ·M- ·It 

:$:'.,, , 4 '7~:,. G:10 / m<~')n '\':. h 
:$ :::i; , 0 '.:;~ '.~~ . Ill Ql / m c:> n ·t:, h 
:~ i , l:5~50 • 12)((.) / nlCJl"l th 

**Fringe b~nefit rateu vary frcm ~pproximat~ly 15-18%, variation 
i m <~I e-i 1~1 <;:m d ~i' rd~. 
upon factor~ Much aB th~ type of hc~pit~lizaticn plan cho&8n by 
ind i vi dtH.,1 ti" 

Beth aalarie• and fringe bwnefits werw bM•ed on expected 
+ 1 .. , :L 1. t i m (-)? amp 1 c::, y m ti~ n t. t:. 1·, r c:) u q h Cl<'.~ t, c:> b er ::~~ 1 \I 1 i:., €.~ 6 ,, h c::> w ff:~ v 11~ r p r <~1 . i <·~ <~: t 
workerM reported thMt Mfter February 1986~ part of their time was 
,~11c:,c.~,ii\tf:(.)ci t.(~) c:rt.hc-:-:H'" prc:>jt~ct.1s" (Jnly 25-~:i(l)'½. <.1·f t:.im<~ 1;rn\1~ 1sp~}n ·l: on 
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"'"F°ood 
-Bus Far~/Mil~~g~ 
-Pmr ~d nq 
~"Chi :l d C,1'1\r ~11> 

~-.: :2 :l 7 " r,Hll 
:*: 7'.i~ :L " 0121 
t ~:i09 ft ().)(ll 

$ d!)4'7. 00 

·M-·K•*·IH:lther Ch,nrgti1ii werw.l dc;i•f i m~d by H(·!~1,1,~pi n Cm .. 1n'l':.y i1,\!la 

m fl~' et i n q / o ·f f :i c: fh> !ill-p c'iA c: tw , 1 .. 1 t i 1 i t.. :i «·~ ~ , !ii, t ffi\ 1· ·f m i l ~)AA~;) f:❖) ~ p <::> Hit 't <'iii q t·~' ~ 
prir,tinq, 11.1.1p~1li(.,1!i ~nd <::>t.her Co1..,nty t:Starv:l.r.:~:irni" 

1,,n ~ s~L1mp t. i tm i 111~ m;.~d e th tu\ t, l'f'lf.❖)fi.ft:. i n q /off i c: ~❖) m~p c'ilH:: t)~,. 1..1 t. :i. l :i ti ~'111• , 

~t~ff mileage, supplies ~nd oth~r County Service~ would rem~in 
con$t~nt regardl~Rm of the typ~ cf r~view being held. Coots th~t 
were r.l :i. n,c: t 1 y rr.!tl ,'A\tf.~d t.<::, t:ha pro .. h~<::·t:. opcf?l"'i::\t:. :t <:Jn h<.'lwcevr.:•w :t 1·1<:: 11..id~·~d 
'l:tu~ ·foll c:,wi r,g n 

Printing of et~tion~ry/Brochur~m t585"00 
Costs of S~nding thm N~w~l~tt~r $~28"00 
Cost~ of Printing Training Mat~riMl~ $485"00 

Thin account~ for only $1600w00 cf th~ amount allocatmd in 
·~hi 11& c ,·1'1\ t r~gc>r y" 

*****Dmpartment Admini~tr~tion r~pr~•~nta ~llocaticn of 
Depart Nrn:m t l avf~l ar.lm in i m.t. r li.,·l~. :l cm 1'iA1m r ~~+ 1 (<wt: t (ll)d :i. n 'l~JH@ C<~1<nHH.m :l t y 
S•rvice~ Dapartment Co~t AllocMtion PlMn, i"~ft, D~partment 
IHr■ f.!H::tc..,r., PlnAl"ll'1:lrHJ 8~ l::i:Vci'~lua{::l,:m., D!:J\'t&\ Pn~C:f.i!'1!r.AA:i.r-1q~ t:(,)t',(:::11 Tl ·dii~ im iii\ 

~tMndard ~mount ~llocmt~d on proj~ct~~ 

Ht'i:\flU(f~d on 01..1r e1\1.11Jis1 .. ,mpt.ir~>n111~., thflh c.::t::,1111t·.1m (::>f tl:1r.::t1 .. 1i1Ally <::r.)nclt.1c::tinq 
rev i (\\:tW1M did r1 <~')t, v c'i:\l'"Y muc::h a,:: r ,:,s,ia mt')d ~l~ l 11:l II Cln 6'£1 <,:~n J. i qh t ~i~n :i. r1q 
r.::c:)mm•:,:,,nt:. wa11~ rt-~r.~r.~i ved ·f11"r.:,1n ,:'i\ 1 .. 1n:i, t m~1 .. 1pervi !!>t:>r who hi':1\c::I 11:,tt(❖:•inc:lf~d 

1mQ.~V(,;,11'"4\.'d l"'lf.tVl, ~tw~11,.. Thi 1~ fl!H .. ,~~~rv:I. !M.ir mrt~i·t~d,, 11 I 1:!H .. 111Bpe•H~t. tl"li'i'~t <::lUt"· 

$CCial wcrkar5 have ~d to npend mor~ tim~ in pr~p~rinq thw 
Project Workmrm on camm background than they can gan~rally ~par~-
Tiem spent in actual r~vi~w is prob•bly 20% more th~n rmvi8w& 
r;)ri<::>r t.,~, ·t.hG~ Proj~c:t., whic~h ii~ 1,ot bad fc.,r ◄·mc::c.:c~mt:>(daAtin<.::_1 +,,,, .. 
form~l r~v:iew prcces~ •nd th~ inuvitablw quM~tionn frcm 
r' (,i.tY i <leWf~I"' 1l!L, 11 

Proj~ct:. staff indicat~d thMt ~p~cial ~t~ff war~ probably not 
n~~c~~1m1is,Al"'Y t.. (::) CilArr-y r.:>Llt (::i ·ti;-~r.~n l"'(f~View i·f ,:An ~·Ad(~~(:j\ .. \c'/At(,)~ tV"4/~c::kil"lq 
~yMt~m for when r~viww~ ~r~ du~ in in pl~ca. The ~dditicnMl 
cofflt$ which may b~ incurred ~r• in th~ ara~~ cf voluntmmr 
reimbur~emHnt ftnd in the production of m~twriMlM ftnd time •p~nt 
ir1 trc'L\:lni11g r~v:i.ew~~r11 .. This WC)\nlld r'(fJ1i'-.llt l.n 1iAri f.~Hp«~1·,d.i.t,\.lr'(•;t;t <:)f 

approximMtHly $3~700 plum thw coot~ of perMonn~l ~wpplyinq the 
t:. ,,. ,'ii\ i n i n q . Th ~~ •1?-. m (.':)LA,, ·t. ·f c, r p c❖~ I"' im c::, n r1 ((•! l (~~ r.:l l..1 l tj v ◄'IA r y w i d G;~ l y d t-:i~ p «~ 1·1 d :i. r~ q 
on whether ftgency ut~ff er owtuide ccnwwltantw were uumd to 



( pr- c:> v :i d fl:•) t. h :i 1tt~ tr c:i\ i n i r1 q .. B e1' fl!i e d on Hen r, f.1~ p i l"'I CC:) Ll n t y !5 i1'1\ l ii:\ I'" i (,:;~ m~ ~ ii:\ q •~ n c:: y 
~taff could probably provide 3 day~ of tr~ininq for between $400-
$500. Another coat would involve th~ development cf the training 
<::t.trr i cul wn, iagi:d n., th i 1m r.:01..tl d vi\ry de~·"Hmd i nq up(m whr:1tl·H~w· 
mc:d:. er i al M w•~~r t:~ df.❖~ve l r.:>~H!Jd wit.hi n FJatc:: h r.i\<;;J en<:~ y ~ by t. he md:. 111\t:. w:•i ·fr.:,,, .. 
distribution to all counties, or if materialm are borrow~d from 
alre~dy exi~ting project~. 

The re~l question iB wh~ther th~r~ ie a pc•itive benefit in 
expending ~n addition~! ~um of money to inmtitwta review~ One 
agt:-~nc:: y st1p•:i)rv :L !!!>OI'" ~i,t e:\t, +md ~ 11 Thtvi pr t•~senr.:: €❖) (::>•f t:. h«<~ r· ~~vi «1,w p i5ln e•i l fl!) hi1;,m~ 

encouraged the soci~l worker~ I have ob$~rv~d to prapAr~ wmll for 
th~ revi~w; I think ~nything th~t has that ~ffact i~ po~itive""~A 
public ra~tatemant of the case plan forc~s a careful rethinking 
prior to the review~ and g~nerally r~inforc~~ the MO~ial work~r ' m 
j:) 1 af"t • II 



,~ r, r.J th er q 1...1 est i <:>n ·to b ti ,i'l d d r ~, a 11.~ (,:ad by ·t. h f//1 ~it v c'~\ l LIM t :t <~> n w .;~ 1111 11 To 
wht\i\t.. ~)·t tf.imt.. au·e C.ci\!DHU~ i r'l c::omp l i i/1\nr.::t•:~ with ,:,6,,,,·27~~, fliH'tilct i r.;m 4:'~i:7? 11 /.) 

u~rims of two audit~ u~ing tha critsria u~~d to judq~ ca~e 
acceptMbility w~~ undertak~n to addr~~M thi~ i&Mua. 

Thi~ report $Umm~rize~ th~ finding~ of a wurvHy of 218 cMmau 
whi<::h ii."'r~ inclL.1ded in th~-r:t t!'.l'~mple o·f (.'::i:i\1lil<·~IM t1minq 1 .. d:il:iit(~d :i.li thi•:~ 
Fo~ter Care R~view Project" Came& were reviewed twice during the 
J. i. ·f •:?. t. :i. ,M~ c::> f 'I':. ht~ pr c:l ,h1 c -t • T 11 c~ r c~ 11~ "'' :t t 1:i <:) ·f t. h c•7.t ~ e ·t·~ v-H.".) ~·n.1<:H t. !:i w :l l l I::) t7-' 

di~cu~sed connecutiv~ly" 

WHAT IS A 427 REVIEW? These CMMe~ war~ reviewed in order to 
determine the extent to which c~me files were in compli~nc~ with 
Rul~ 427~ ~ Section of Public L~w 96-272 which pwrt~in~ to 
C: (.')mp l :l 1i:\ I"\<.: e w i t. t, ·f e d er a 1 Im t a, 11 d c'aW" <~i ,m II B p (3/.~ r.: i ,f i (~~ V c'1U" i 1\'~ b l ·~~ l\J) (~~ <::)mp r :L ~6 :i. l"l q 
t.h•~ rr.~v:i,ew in1n~t.r1..,mt~r,t inc::11..,d~d~ ,~xi~·tf~nc;:e r.:,·f M Wl'"i'l':.tt::•)n c::<1:\~1~r::,J Pl ◄,1,r,~ 

·t.i.me:ly p~H"j,<::>dic:: revi~,w,, ·tim•:,ly di.1mpcrnd'l':.ir.:,rHAl hl¼:~•lH"inq1u~., l"IL,unb~::w· t:>+ 
t. h ,.,, r «~me. i r1 i n g :l f:~ p r e, ·t:. e c:: 't i c:, n m~ iii\ 1"1 d w h f.~) ·t h fl:~ r· c:, ,,. n c~ 't t. h t'lt) (:~ «a, f1:i f::l ~\I iii\ iui 
c:":\ cc: t~ p 'l':. Ii.' b 1 rJ over c~ 1 l ff (.~ ,.~op y o ·f t. Ii ,:, ·f r:i\ r.~ ~~ IL~ h e f.~ t c,:, -f t.. h :i. 1~ i n i!~ ·t~. r 1 .. 1 m <ill n t 
which w~~ utilized by th~ mv~luator$ in found in App~ndix B" 

D(.,,Ti~ COLL .. l:.:.CT :t Cll\l Pl::;:ClC:EDUf~~[ w Th~ r.::«A111>t::~ sur Vf:~yv., wc~r <ii) cc::,mp l !i.(~t <·r.~d 
by min indt:❖)pf.:•)nd(,:❖)n't:. rr1.~vi ♦:•:~w+~r" Thi~i. l'"eV:lf'!l!W<❖))r' Wii,\111~ ,-:1\ 'ft::)rm•x~r Hti:•)nr1«•::1p ;i1"l 

County Child Prot~ction wark~r, who wAAm train•d in audit 
procadur~s by Jan Br~nnan, Program Evaluator~ Ccwnty 
Adminimtr~ticn Unit, who condwctm mt•tmwid~ monitoring for thm 
D♦i:~pa"i\rt.rn~>nt. 1::>f HL1ma:,n f::>~:❖,rvit-::f,:> (DH€,) fl~t.,:~+-f r.>fl:~r1~r.:,n~ T'h1~~ 42'/ r"~:❖)V:\(l❖/ttJ 

in$trument u~ed for thi~ r~view w~m the ~~m~ an~ used by 
D f.J p n1\ rt. m r-l:.'f'l t. r.:, •f Hum .-e-1 n t:3 f.'ir vi e: c:~ < D HB ) r e v i F.(, w flt) r !ll :i. l"l m r.:) n :i t t::) ,, .. :i, n q • 
ff& t. ll'~ b~ w i d ,-:~ c: c)m p :t j, elm c:: t~l • D 1..1 r i r1 <.~ i7. r ii:d , .. ., i r·, <.~ , DH S 1m ·l~. 1:\\ ·H ~m d t l"lf:it 
reviewer both r~vi~w~d Mcm~ cf the Mame c~sn~ to ~nmwr~ 
1::1::>mp lii\r 1':l\l::> :l l it. y <::>·f r eirnu .. 11 t ffl. 

TI ME: FRf·~1'1E~:>. Th~~ ·fir l!!it «1\Ltd it. p•:❖)r :i c:)d c~t:>v•::)I"' f.·~d t·, he ti m~~ p r..:+~r i od 
·f I"' t'J m Ck: 'l:·, c> b <•i.W :l " l 'i 13 :~'5 t. <:l C1 c: t <:l t.:H?. r :l ~ :l (:; l:3 "+ ~ "f1'1 (❖:, 1,,; Ci-~<:: on d c1':\ u d :i. t p i~w· :i o d 
ccver~d the next year~ from October i, 1984 to □ctobMr iq 1985. 

CONFOUNDING FACTORS~ It wafi an hypotha$iW of tha proi~ct 
thn,\'t c:::iti1~t::~n l'"fi.~view wo1..1ld re1111t .. 1l·t. in a h:lqher lt❖)Vt:❖)l c::>·f: 1:::r.:,rnpliii1\l")c::fo) 
th !'ii\l"\ wc·~m c::1..tr I'" f~11 t l y t., he w i. t.1 . .tm·l: :I. 011 ~ ·t, H«i~r,n ti~p i. n Cc:Jur1 t.. y., D :i 1:iC:~ u tHi1!!) :i. c::,n 1m 

held between State, County, ~nd evaluation Mt~ff in eMrly 
Ft:., 1:1 r , .. , ~ r y c:: c:, r, c: 1 u d ~~ d t h ci'd:. t Ii ~1 c. i t i z a r, r ~ v i .-:1 w ~H" (J j •~~ ,~~ t. w JH1 r; c.1 t 
raspon•ible fer compliMnca because it had no authority tc ~h~nqe 
c: u r r t:i n t 11·~ g ~r, <~ y pr ti.' c~~ t, :i. cc❖:, " "I" h ~t m ,r~ n 11 (~ r i n wh i c: h 'l':. h t:~ pr t::> :l ci•:~ c::: t w iiA ,~ 

mtructur~d limited th~ influ~nc~ of the project on compliance to 
only on~ of th~ fiv~ criteria li~t~d ~bcve, that cf timalines& of 
revimwM, and ev•n thi~ was not the ca•e in ~everMl in$t~ncwm" 
B~caume of the pol.icy allowing court hearings to r~placm citizan 



( 

( 

r w.~v i m-~wm~, me:\ny rev i r.~ws did not. t r.1\ k e~ pl ii,,c:: e b t❖)t.~ ,n\Utm<❖:~ ·t:. hff.·)'Y w~?Jr· ff:~ '' t:I Uff 

for <:::r..>l..trt:. rt,:!JV i €i'W,. 11 C.H t•~n ti me!:l t.h(,,,'?S<.~ <::our t n:~v i f1.~w11s did not.. ti!'drnt 
place within the pre~cribed time fr~mem,, thus removing the ~a~® 
·fr cJm c:: omp 1 i <i.\l"H'.: e. Addi t. i on.-:'1 l y,, lid: th<.-, m .. , t 11St:~t r.:,+ t l"1 Ii-:, 1~> l'"C:Lh-:H::: t, 9 

!me~ve:w a, l i nc:or'i'" ec::t dat.es of 1 ast l'"tmvi t:❖~w wer· <~1 qi vtm t.1::> t hf.,) pn::l j 1-'.t•~c:: t ~ 

and thum were already out of ccmpliancm at the time that the 
·f i I"' wt. FH" c:> j r.i~ c: t. t'" r.•w i f.:,, w w i:':\ s c: 1::m du<:: t e r.:I • 1 n s c:) IYHm w ii:\ y s t:. h ro:•~ p ,, .. c:> :j MH:: t 
~l$O influenced timaline9s of the reviews in the Medal 1Il 
comparison group when it ~ent out ev~luation forms to be 
completed in th~t group. Sine~ th~ formM w~rm ~ant out a week er 
mora in adv~ncw of th~ dat~ thMt reviwwM were ciua to bw 
complet~d, they serv~d to remind thi$ group of impendinq raviMW 
date~ ~swell. Mal"'g~rut Lonerg~n, then the project director, 
~lso felt th~t the duration of th~ project WM~ net long encuqh to 
measure complim\MC~. 

?,)DDITlOI\IAL HISTORIC~~L FACTClR~:,. Th~:-~1 ii:\bt:>V<ii~ mt~nt:I. c.:),\Wi!d 

hypcth~~i~ wa~ al~o based on th~ awwumption th~t ~qency 
r.:) p t:❖i r n':\ t. i r.:, n m~ w !Ju l d r «:~ m cil\ :i n st;, 1'r.\ t. :l r.: t h r o ~.1 g h ,::> 1 .. \ t:. t h «1~ r «:~ fL~ t · C:) + t h f:i? m\ q en c:: y " 
Thi$ warn net th~ c•ffl~, hcwev~r" Baginning in FMbruMry 1986~ in 
c:) r r.:I tiw· t:, c:, i n (:: r· f.:•~ ii!\ ffiH:~, c: r.:> mp 1 i ,an e: t•:~ w i 'l':. h F' " L. " 9 fr- :;:! '7 2 , m'\ Hf,,:,) n n (%~ p :l n Cc~ u n -t:. v 
~~'t.c,'A-f·f P<•~r~~('.,r, bti~q.~n ~1<:-11,·viri<.~J c/i\1m t..h0, indf:.~p~1ntj~:~1"1't:. t'"~:~vi(~twv.~r +t~)I,... th<·1.~ 
m !'i:\ .:i or :i 'I'.·. y o ·f Iii\ d m :i n i \!It t r- m\ t i v ~'!.~ I'" fl:•i vi e w I!!) w h i c.: h w ~~ I'" e t") r.:) t w\ p f*' r t <:> ·f t h fi~ 

Ft~, ;mt ~:~ ,,.. C iii r f&l f~ e v i +:~ w Pr c~ j <:~• c: t " Th t ~& w <m 11l <j t:, n f.❖1 w i t. h t h Ci\~ «~ N p <!'! (;;: t:. er. ·l~. :i, Q n 
t h1't'1\ t. qr en:, ·t:. er" c:: c:>rH!d md: +:.mr.:: y in ·t:. l"l+:+~ pl e:H'l i~ I n1~v :l. f.❖)VH!• W<::)u 1 d ,, .. r.:•irn\1 .. d t.. J n 

~ddition, another staff perfficn was A$Signed to complet8 ~ fwll 
audit of ~ach placement record prior to each admini~tr~tive 
rev i •~ w 1., s i 11 c1 c':\ c~ he<.: k l i st. prov i r.fo?d b y I) HS ,. f::: t❖? ~s u 1 t in; of h i 1s 1•" (~~ v 1. (~ w 
were u~ed to ni\dvis~ the ongoing supervise!"' of any missing 
1-:.11 emem t. ,~ A Sin<:: t".1~ 't. h t:HM.:! c:::h 1mnq es ·~:.oeJ k pl ci.-\<:::f'.~ <Jt.d: ~s id<❖~ t)+ t l"H'!.~ 

t. i m•~f r- ~·:,me~ !>pee:: :i. + i ed f c:>r thr.:~ 4'.~~7 a./\t,1d it. m.,, t. i me 1 :i. l"lf!.·)l!IJm• c:>+ t ht:❖~ 
admini~tr~tive er in-court reviews wa~ unaffMctad~ It WMS 

possiblw, however, for revi&Hd plscemHnt plans for chanqe~ in 
pl~cament to be in~ert~d in th~ c~~~ file. Thim mny hMv~ Rerv~d 
to increase the number of c~&es in compliance with written ~B~e 
raquirement~" Sinca the m~cond audit tack plnca from Jun~ to 
A l.t g u rn~ t. r.:> f 1 91~) 6 i t i 11~ p r.:> '.!i~ s i b l f.~ t h iii\ t t h ~~ o LI ·t:. c: o rtH1:1 r.:, + t h ~~ l!l> +:i·H:~ c:m d 
~udit wa~ ~ff~cteci by the~e change~H 

(..\ s n c::> t. f.~ d ii,\ b c:> v fl:) ~ n1\ 1 1 r.:: as;;+.~ m~ i 1"l t h ~ Fr.,') m. t. £,:,, I'" C 1Y:\ r t;/h F~ t? v i ~(~ hi F1 r i::> j f!..·~ c: t 
w~re subject to the 427 reviffiw" A total of 218 cases which had 
bHen in placemwnt during the wp~cified tim~ period~ werM in 
placement long ~ncugh to qualify for rfflview, and wmra ~udited 
during both ~udits w~r~ $elect~d from th~ proJwct rcstwr. The 
ca~e~ r~prasented the thr~e ~oci~l ~ervice unit~, Child Wmlf~re, 
Child Protection, and M~ntni\l R~t~rdation, •nd werM di~tributwd aw 
f t::ll l OW1:! ~ 



Chi l d Pr ot ~:•:~c: ti !::>n 
Chi. l d W♦?.l ·f t~I"'(~ 

M~nt~l R~t~rdation 
Un 1mp ~1c: i ,f i ~lhd 

TOT ?\L. 

N IIIA {:,~:~ 

1\1 11111 '/f:3 
1\1 11111 6f.7j 

1\1.,, .. l~Q ,,.,, " ' " ""· "/ 

:r.n•fc:)l"'ffi4'/1\ti c:)n req~\rdi nq 't~ypv1.t o·f r,>l ii:\C::f.•:~m!-i:•)nt:, 

orderad and stat~ w~rd~) w~~ aluc ccllecteci~ 
diatribut~d ~long that variablw au follow~= 

C::H N 2%) 
( :~;~.~" El'½) 
c~~c-1 .. Ei½ > 
< :~s H 2 'YH > 

< vol Lt n t ,,':\ I'" y ,1 r.:: (~) u r t ..... 
Th•::, 1:~ii~mp 1 f.-:~ i 1ni 

Vclwnt~ry Plac~mmnt 
Court-Ordered Placem~nt 
Gtc:i\·b~i Wardis 

1\1 um 6t:'5 ( '.:;~9,. 1::l'%.) 
1\1 ~ 1 :~:~0 ( !'.7;~,:,1> V v,'.11,,) 

N ,Ill 4'+ c:;~0 N :.::::-Y.. > 

Per c r;~n t:. r.:\~Jtf:,s de:) n <~,t. tot. r.·,,1 t.: o :l 00'½ b f!l!t~ ,i':\U!~rr.~ rn>"')fYlf-'~ c:: 1:':\!~f/.-,~1> brr.•~ l <::)n 1,:;i <4:Jd t <::) 

morra than cnm catagory" 

A c::cmpariscn wa~ made among th~ c~ne& aelectwd frDm th~ 
three project model™ in crder t0 det~rmine if there ~Hi~t~d 
d :I. f ·f t::~ r E-~ n r-: r1:, ~J~ b t\\'I 't. w ~ ri.~ n t h f.,:,, m :i l'"I f r f.(~ q 1 .. 1 t:i~ n t::: y t> ·f! r.:: c:> mp 1 :I. a:, n t:: «11 • f..~ c: h :I. m• 

11~q l.t ci'Ar f:!~ t fAi'U t c::,f iu~ i qr, :l ·f :l c;: ~11 c: ff.I w4·~ 11~ c: ◄'/A 1 c: t .. \ 1 '1~ t f.!-td ,f C)I"' "i~iiAc:: h (~,+ th C\;~ 

compariMcns mMda. Each cal~ulated chi-s~u•r~ h~m B correMpondinq 
level of mignificanc~ which $Ugg~~t• thra probability thnt any 
diff~r~nc~ b~twuen th• c~••~ from the three proqr~m ~ream 
e) c::: c::: l..l r r t?~ d m i mi::, l y b y c::: h ii., n c::: ~~ • Th ~ l. <(~ v f:~ l c::, ·f ~~ J, 911 i + :L <:~ ii~ n c:: r.➔ c; h t:l 1m «·~ , .. , w i:~ ~,~ 

.0~, which crn1n bu int~rpreted •~ ~ 5% prob~bility thMt ~ny 
d :l ·f ,f f~ r fl~ n <~: i,:i+ 1:1 b .:~ ~: w ~ .xt 1, t. h e~ c::: c::, tn p ~·Ar i 1111 <:) n <.~ r C:.') up ffl (:l ,:.-: <::: t.1 r r (,:~ d b y c::: h il~ 1 ·1 c::: C(?) ~ i?~ n d 
r, c::, t. b e <::: i/1\ u s ~ t:. h e I'" I¼:~ !¥1~ H i ~ t:. l!II, rn1 n y r (•:❖~ r.A l c:I i f -f •:❖~ r en c:: f.~ b •'!!! t w fi.~ ~x-i n t h w~ p r (:) q ,, .. i1'1\ m 
«~l'"f!HJ\M f rt:)m wh i ~=h 't ht~ 1!luutb111oAmp :t <!Hm C ◄:u~eui~ WflW'tr~ dr 4'L~wn. Wh <i•:m th~~ 
pr· c:) b 11'1\ b i 1 i t:. y 1 f.(~ v e :L c:: r.> r--r w.~11~ p (::m d i n q ·~:. (::) ;rn y c:: r.:, mp a'1 I"' i 111.t::,n w 1:1\ ~ ·f Cll .. l n d t <::, t:)(,tJ 

(~Jr €1,f°:). t <·~I'" 17. h i\l"\ " v.'J~.~ , i7. ht.~ di ff f~1·· en t-:: w.~ w,1~ 1~ d •:•!~tn(fJ<::i t:. <:.1 b t'.\~ n <~,i~. 
$tati$tical1y Mignific::~nt. 

It ~Mould be not~d that fer uome of the ca•~•, dMta wnr~ not 
,i~ v ◄:1 i l <'~ b l f.:~ f <Jr 11& c::> m •~ t':> f t h t:+> v 4:·~ I'" :l i~ b l ~ s N W h •~ n • d ~~ t. ,,~ w .. ,\ ;ui m :i, i!:> m. i n q <::> n 
@ny of the complianc~ variablaa, thoa~ CM&H& ware not includ~ci in 
th~t ccmp~rimon" For that r~amcn~ th~ tct~l nwmbmr of cam@M m~y 
d :i. ·f ·f e I"' f r r.J m t tli\ b 1 r.:) 't r.:> t. 4'/:\ b l t:•~ u Th f!h l"H.t m b er o ,: c: i:\'\ 111H~ 1tt1 mi !!!) s i r"I q + c:i r fl.·) r~ e: h 
v <l"Ar :i. i:\b 1 •~~ i s :i. 1·1 c~ l t~d ed b r.~ l c:,w t. h •:~ r t;t11ip ~~c::: t. :l v1,:1 t. 4'r.\b .l ~:~" 

In order to be considered acceptable, a caMm mu~t fir~t h~ve 
a writt~n case planH Table A, mhcw~ that 182 er 83~5% cf c~•~~ 



( did h • vw.~ r.:'\ writ t:. f:Y,1n c r.1\ !iitf.~ pl ii~n. D:l -f + er tz~nr.~ f!:~ftl> b f.i>t Wf/~r.❖~n th f.lJ pr i::.iq1'" ii1\m 

m<:ldc-il.1!1. i.n this -finding wF.ire nc:)'t mt.i:\ti~&'tic:a.lly siqni+ic-;111ntff 

Tabl •i~ A 
Exi™tence cf~ Written Ca~e Plan 

!I 

YEB 72 57 ~~, ;~5 t!:~2 
< f113'¼ > (!:H %) 030%) ( f~J4 'I.) 

NO 10 13 i 3 :t ::~:(.;) 

< 12%) <1<r'¼> ( 21i.1%) ( H:)1~) 

Chi-Squar~ ~ 1M80935 
D" F.. '.2 

Significance~ ~4047 
M i s 1m 1. r1 g <:: li~ t1 ~~ 1~ v.l 

In ordwr to be found in 427 ccmpliancw, all pmriodic _rwviewm 
mu 1:~ ~;. b a c.:: cm du c~ t f~ d w :l ·I:. I"\ i n pr<~~~-= r :I. b (❖~ d t~ i m r.~ ·f r ◄'~\ m ~, 11» H A 1!i! 1:~ w~ ti~ n i n r ,:Ab l c,:,,) 

B ~ r.:) t") £fr~ h u n di-- t❖~ d e:\ r, d ·f :t ·f t:. y , .. M f r.:) u r c:: Ul\ 111~ e ~!) < 7 0 % ) w ~ r fl:•> ,f c:> u n d t o h ,m v M> 

conducted all periodic r~vi~ws within pr~fflcrib~d time limits« In 
another 12 Cb¾) of cMn••~ Huch reviews ware not yet du• 1 Mnd 53 
c~·~ 4 '½. ) c:= ~\ m r.rn~ h 6A d n o t. <::: <~,mp l i e d w i t.. h ·t h i 1m 111 t am d ,~~ r d ~ D :i. + ·f '«·) r- (!,M'' <:~ <•~rn1 i n 
thiM finding w~r~ not ~tatistically significant betwernn th~ 
modt:1lm~ 

MODEL 

YES 

NC) 

NONE 

·rii:\bl •x•) E< 
P~riodic Reviaws Within Prerucribed 

T :i mf!.,f ,, .. am~>111~ 

r I:rl 

i::r.u:r. 
,,,,,"'. ~.~6 4F., 

< 6t5%) ( t:30'½) (6'71/.,) 

'?":t' 
,~u ""' 1 

, .. ,, 
,~u H:i 

(:28%) < 17%) ( 27%) 

DUE 6 2 4 
7'1/.) ::~½.) I.a'½) 

:l.f54 
('7!lJ%) 

f~!j~:; 
(:~~4 '%,) 

:l:2 
< 61/,,) 

Chi ··"Squar f.' um 4" 9~570l:3 Significance Lev~l ~ ff2917 
DM F.. 4 Mi 1n► si ng i:::w\fl!►~,~~ Ql 



A third c: r it. er i r.~ for i::omp l i li\\n(:: ~~ wit. h mr.:1 j (::ll"' Sci',\'f: f:.'H'J\..leH"t:I ~ :i. ~s 
diMpc~itional hearings within prfflmcrib~d tim~fr~m~•" Aa $~an in 
T~bl~ c, one hundred and thirty-~iw c~we~ (62¾> werH found to 
have conducted ~11 diupositional hm~ring™ within pr@Mcribed tim~ 
1 i nd. ·t ,m • :r n ~not:. h er 4 6 < 2 :l '¼ ) o ·f r..: 11·~ m~ t:.:' ~1~ , (::I :i ,mp r.:> !!!~ :l't:. :i. cm ,m l h t:Hl r :L l"H;;11111 

were not yet due, and 36 (16%) of c~~~m had not compliffld with 
th :i. !II~ ~!~t i1\1·1dci1\r"d. A(;.~ m :l n ., di ·f ·f fl.~r f'1~nc:: em~ in th :l 1i!i ·finding Wf'lhr' t):•~ n r.:)t 
mtati~tic~lly significant bmtwfflmn th~ mod~lm~ 

MODEL 

YES 

NO 

NONE DUE 

T.-,·,,bl~ C 
Di~pofflition~l H~aring Within 

Pre~crib~d Tim~+r~m~H 

.l :t :( :r 

47 '-V7 4~:) 
(57%) (69½) < 6:;tx.) 

19 B 9 
(2~~¾) ( j, ::~!%) ( :L:::~%) 

16 :L3 17 
(2(2)'1/.) ( :l '1'¼) c;~t~,% > 

:l ~:~6 
U:>:~t½) 

~::i6 
(17'tH) 

4<!:> 
CH½> 

• It ut• .... IIW - nUI ..... M.IU '"" ..... - ...,, tffW ...., - UHi""' '"" - Mft """' .... ffMI IIUI .......... .,_ .,, 111ft ........ ,.,. ""' trm tUU MNI ..... INN """' ""' ..... ntlf out 1- - .. IOU U.UI '"" mu UIU ft.LIi 11111 tlW '"" rnn •u 11111 w:r ""' IIJU 

Chi-Squ~re = 5.12243 
D .. FN 4 

Significance Lmvel ~ "27~0 
Mi 11~1mi ng c.,.,\llllf/.~ffl~ 0 

On~ hundred ~nd fourte~n ca~~$ w~ra found to be in 
<::c:,mpli.~1,c:t!.! with wit.h ·th~ -fir,mt, t.1·,r~f.:t 1MUm· 1Sc'il\1:•~<.:~u1i~n.h~" CH 1~.h,wHH:~ 
r•m~inin; cft~e~~ ~11 w~r~ ~l•o found accapt~ble r~;arding th~ 18 
r~m~ining protection~. C~se~ muut hav~ 1J er mer~ to bw 
ac~ept~bl~. A~ c~n be ~~en b~lcw, th~ number cf rem~ininq 
protection• r~ngad from 17 to 18, with th~ majority 99 (87%) 
h t',·~ v :L n ~) t:A :L :L :l 8 " 

T1n,bltit D 
Numb~r cf Rem~ining Prot~ction~ 

~~:i ght.t❖~en 
!Sc~ven t, ~<~1··1 

99 (B<'.h 8%) 
1:15 ( 1~$H ~~'½,) 

CH t he. 2 H:l r.:: <iA ffiH❖l ~ mn.111
• Wk~ y ecl , 11 4 ( ~; 2 '¼ ) wt•:~ r ~ ·f cnm d t c:> b ri i n 

compliance, me~ting ~11 of th~ crit~ri~ pr~viausly ~xaminad" A~ 
~•en below, thi~ finding did not diff~r ~ignificantly betwa@n thm 
model~~ Fifty-two percent of the c•~e~ from Modal I, 59½ from 
Model II, Gnd 48¾ from Modnl III w~re found tc be accept~bla. 



( 

MODEL 

YES 

1\10 

TABtJ[ E: 
CASES IN COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 427 

BY MClOE:L. 

:r Ul 

4:~·:~ 40 :::!;2 
< 5'.2%) ( ::i <:;> 'Y. ) (48%) 

::~~8 :;.!e ";r. ~::· ,..;,, .. I 

( 48'¼) (4:L%) n.~::::)'Y. > 

TClTAL 

:l :l 4 
rn::rx. > 

101 
(47%) 

Chi-square~ 1"67204 Signific~nca l~vel m "4334 
D"F~ 2 MiHsing obaervMticn~ ~ 0 

The same cas~• w~r~ again examined in a second audit 
covering the period from October 1, 1984 to □ctob~r 1, 1985K 
Canes were again ~x~min~d for their complianc~ with the thrae 
tn(\'dc:>r s.a ·h~gUill\r'd1!5 o+ writ·t:.~Jli c:,:\S(,:1 plc'!:\r"l1m, ·Umt~:ly pv.wic:H:Hc: l'"t7~-v :i~~H"41h1 

an c::I t i f'nf::~ 1 y d i s pc:> s i t:. i c::) n ~ 1 he. u:\ r i l"l q Ill► • A (::: ii:\ ffi► (•:1~ must e: c:) mp 1 y w :l t h ii:\ l l 
thra~ of th~~e s~f~guards in order to be ~cc~pt~ble~ In this 
~,.ec::ond ii1\l,1dit:.., r.:>nfli! hund11"ed f/n:lqht.y-·111► :iN C::«1\Y~fi!~ (i~J7'½) w11mrw:~ ·fr.:)und i':.o 
have a writtmn c~se pl~n. In cna hundr~d nin~ty c~•~• (98½) 
periodic review were held within th~ pre~crib~d timefram~s ( i n 
c.mw1 <:~ c::rn~~ ~ tl"H~'ff ~ W4'i:Hs nr.J ~-:H~I"' i c::>d i <:.-: r .:~vi (~W dLH~ w ) 

Fin~lly, di~positionnl he~ring~ were h~ld within the preucribed 
t :l m <·~ + ,,. ,':~mes i n l 4 9 ( d:> 9 % ) c::> ·f c: ii~ s f1~ s , ,r~ n <.':l t 1·1 ~:, r q ( 4 ~ :;~ 1%. ) i n d i <~~ 4':\\ t (fJ d t. h '1A t 
dimpositionMl hearing was not y~t duew 

C) n <:i h t.l Ii d I"' e d ,l n d t. h i r- t y "'" c:., r, <e c:: ti\ aH:~ iis we r Ci._, + c:, L.t n d t, (:, b t¼~ i n 
~cmpliMnc~ with with the first thra~ major saf~guardsu Of th~M e 
remaining cases, th~ number of r-emaining protection~ was not 
repcrt~d for 11 ca~•~N Fer thcae en~ hundr~d and twenty cMnes 
where data w~re available, all were ~l$O found acceptable 
regarding the 18 r~maining protection~" A~ c~n brn seen below~ 
the numb~r cf remaining protections r~nged from 16 to 18, with 
the majority 93 (77%) h~ving all 18K 

T,ab le F 

Numb~r of RemMining Protect.ions 
f:3«ir.: c.,, .. l d ;~, .. 1 di t. 

~[i qhtet:+,n 9::$ ( Tl N ~.'5% > 
Stive11 t ef'.m '") I' ',) 

4,,i;. ( 1 8 K ::2: % ) 
lS i ►( 'I':. .-:i,r.❖)r"t HU' ... , ( 4K2%) 



0 n e h 1 .. 1 n c:I r f.:•~ d 01\ n d t. h i r 't y .... one ( 6 0 ¾ ) r.:> ·f t. h fh) c:: a1, 1111 e fl!I r11 N it'1\ m j n !rai r.:I w ~:~1 r (•:❖) 

,f:(JLmd t.r.> be c"J.c:=c:t.ipt4il\ble, thi:i\t. im, thc,:Qy ~HZ,I'"~' j,r, c:ompl,iG'AliC~ w;ith 1::dl 
thr~e of the m~jor ~~fe;u~rd~ ~nd at l~ast on 15 cf the 
i'!AdcH ti. r.:HH:\l H~ . retnci'Ai n i ng prot.t,,.~t:i. (~)t"H~ ~ 

ThH p~rcent~;~ of Mc~ept~bl~ cau~• w~~ ~lno ~x~mined acrcaM 
t , l'H~ t. h n~ ,.~ m<::> ch~ l m ·to ffH~ m i f .-,my d i ·f ·f f.~I"' e t"l <:: C¾HII :l n •fr" f~1 q LH•m ,~~ y c.•l'f: 
compliance could be found fo~ this u~conci audit~ Aa Tablm G~ 
bmlow indicatwffl, no stati~tically ~ignific~nt difffflrencem in 
(:~r.:,mpli ◄·1,,nce w:lt.h tl'im wMs found amc::inq t'.hf.❖> th11"fl:•lf.❖~ modt>il!l~., nc::)r wc,❖)l'"fl:) 

tha c~~~~ of any mod~l found to be mer~ fr~qu~ntly accept~b1M" 

HODEL 

WRITTEN CASE PLAN 

TINELY PERIODIC 
REVIEWS 

TI"ELY DI SPOSI-
TIONAL HEARINGS 

ACCEPTABLE 
OVERALL 

TABLE B 
CASES IN CONPLIANCE WITH RULE 427 

BY NODEL AT SECOND AUDIT 

JI JII TOTAL CHI-SQUARE SIG. 

70 61 55 186 .3974, n,1, 
mu (8n) (85t) (88l) 

67 65 57 189 , 4708, n, I, 

(8bX) '93¾) (Bm (88l) 

50 49 49 148 ,5595 1 n,1, 
(62%) (72%) (73l) (69t) 

46 43 41 130 , 763!, n,1, 
(43%) 162X) (61Z) (om 



( 

,I ntroc:fuet i,on 

KEV INFORMANT INTERVIEWS ANO SURVEYS 
PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 

lr, t:>rder t,o ta,~t ·t.er- de1F.>C.l"'i bf.~ e,·u,c:h c:>·f 'l':.hr1.~ thnJH'i.:I mt:HJ~;:~11H> ~ r.M'H::I tl"it:wi ,,. 
i mp a c:: b:i ' i l"l f c:-,r m (\'~ t i c:w, w tH! CO 11 f:-! <:: ·t f,~ d ·f r C) tn ~rn y p <:\\ ,,. t l. (."~ i. p i::\ n b!a 1:'H'l d Ci b ~lH¼:W' V ((·W lffi 

cf th~ proce~u through the u~e cf que~tionnairRs and intervi~ws" O~t~ 
collection was undmrtaken in order to @ssesm hew key informants viewed 
the effectiveness, ~dvantages and disadvantagen cf each model in term~ 
o + ·th~·? i r f~f f e c: t ~1 o 11 c 1·, i l d r en , ·f i:\\ mi 1 i Ci-Hi ,, wr.:> r k (,.~ r ti c.'\1'1 d th ~1 r.i\ q c~H'l <::: y ··? 

G ~ t:. h £w r i n g (::) ,f t. h .i:,l !m L.l b j V.'1/ (:: t:. :L V (,)~ d r.;\ t ca We:\ Si> u n d (❖)) I'" t c'i:\ ken + I ' " f.:) m -{: h (❖~ 
following group~ cf individual~= ~ocial mervic~ pmrsonnel (project 
l!s t. a/\ f ·f , 1S o c:: i rn\ 1 wt) I'" ~( er s • ii:\ n d m d m i 1·1 i ff!~ t r n'/\ t o I'" ~11 ) ~ r.:: t:) u I'" t p ((❖) r ~~ c> n n t:•:•) 1 ( ·l 1 , d q t~·) f.:i ii':\ n d 
r •~ ·f (~.ff f.:H~ m ) , ·f o 1:~ t. ,~ r c: r, i 1 d ,, .. en < w h •~ r"I t h i 1:1 i iii a p ,:.w CJ p r i iI•d:. f~ ) , n i~\ ·b.,U'" <'id 

p ffl\ r f.'.:' n t S:L ., ·f r.1 st:. ~::, r p ~·1\ r en t ~!> <::> r <:: a\,, .. <•:•:~ p r r,,) v i d fZ~ r m1 , r.:\ d v c::, (::: r.:\ 'l':. ~~ 1::; ( !\':\ rn1 i cl e-:~ r, t :i -f i f.❖) d ) •.1 

Mnd review beard m~mbers" Thm majority of dat• collaction ~~tivity 
tc:,c::)k plr.:\t::f.❖) frr.:)m ,J1..11y · thrc:)ugh 8•:❖1p'tf.1)mb~:,r C:)f 1C,f::l/.:) ,t~·f:t~·mr m<::>1:l)t o·f t.h«.:-~ 
proje<:~t trnd b<.~~;m c:c:unpl «,t.f~<.·L 

Working with r~pranentatives of the Hennepin Cou~ty Community 
8 t•Z~ t'" v i c: c~~ De p ,:~ r t m <:.~ n 'I':. ., t h ~~ St ;~ t. ra C) -f 1"1 i n n t~ 1m c:> t ii.\ D <•s~ p 1~ r t m c;~ r1 t'. <::> ·f Hum t~ n 
f:B El'H'" vi <::: e:•) fl ,uH:I th~~ P n:)j f.❖) c~ t. ' s f~ d v i s r.:w y .fi.H::>r.11 I'" d , ►f. e y q u f/Hid :, :L c.:m 1111 ,, .. wj~ 1,:;,.-1';\ ,, .. ch n q t h ~::·: 
perceived u~~fulnass and effectivran~um of the various modelm were 
i d ~•:~ n t :i + i f.i-~ d .. Th i im p r (j l::: •:(~ m~ ~~ r f.❖) ,,:; u l t •:•:•) d :i n 11'1\ l i m 'I':. i n q C) ·f 1 ~:!; 1:J d :l + + w~ t' " t•:~ n I:: 'i t <ii•) m 111~ 

<!E>(~a (.\ppt:md i X C) . From t~H~1m0 l, 't,',(f:Hn~ui' t'o1'l~rqc~·b:~d j, 11 ·1~.el'" V j, ~-:?Wil!> ;,~ncl 
q u f1:~ !!:l t:. i c:, n n ,'i:\ i r e im w i•:) r- f.❖) d f.:·) v i m~ e) d + cl r flh iii\ t::: r·\ i d fi) n t i ·f i ~:❖) d q ,, .. c:, 1 .. 1 p ~ U u ~❖) 1:fl. t i c:l n n i!:\ :i. r •J:i m; 
focw~ed on tha p~rticular review type ~xpmrianc•d~ ~nd in tho~~ c~~~ffi 
when t h i $ :i n t::: 1 u de:~ d m c:, r ♦:❖~ t:, h iitl n (~> n ~ m 1~> d .:~ l ( ,r."1 ff!t min\ y b «•:•) t h (,:1,, c:: 11'1\ mi fX·) ·i o r % c:> c :i. ,i:\ 1 
w (:> r k ,,! ,,.. 1s ~ f t, st t~ r p ,~ 11" f:t r, t. i!S , l!l~ l .. 1 p er v :l s c~, r ~1 ~ ◄4\ n d r f.~ v i <~~ w b (:> .1~ r <::i ';';\ 1 t (·1~ I''' n <':'ii l':. f.·'.·) 1\,; ) ~ 

str.:,tr1.~mf.❖~nt:.!h1 req«:\rd:i n(:J r.:l:i. rar.::t c::c:)mpm\t"':l fl!\C:>n1!!~ wt:1)r"(li~ 111~c)1 .1qht." f'f-::•r c«❖ii. Vt::~d 
mt. n~m q t I"\ 1m c'i;\ l"I <.i W ~·HA ~m f.~ m 1!iH~ 4-:!> (:;) ,f (❖H'H:: h r' ·~Vi (❖:t W m ~~ t, I"\ t,d W (❖H"' ((~ d <-1d :i. n (tH°;\ ·b:•~ d ,::A I"\ d 
c:: om p i1'1\ r i ~~ C:> n 1!i> w :i. 1 l b f~ m ~'Ad ff!! t. c:> i d en t i -f y d :i. + + fl.~ r •:❖) n c ~:❖) 1m i n m C) <::I r::~ l + u n c: t :i. 1~) n :i. n q ., 

Information from board membwr$ end altarnatas w~m ~ought 
regard i nc;J t.h•~i r t.r c'iA in i nc.~1 i:.,nd c:omf c::>I"' t with ·t. l"ia i. r I'"<::> l ~·~ ~ Thi,;(~Y W<·Z~t'" (:•~ c~ l 1Hio 

•~ked to M$~esn th~ir impact on the r~viaw prcC~$H. A writtmn 
q1~1e~is't i <.1n11 cili rt❖~ w,ass used t<.1 g i~tht:•~r mome b ◄'IA1lo i <::: i r, + c::>r mu.\t :l c:,n + I'" om iiA l l brnii:'Ar" d 
memb~rs, ~nd thi~ waa followed up by grcu~ intarviawu to further 
clarify and expand en the inform~tion ccllactmd (see Appandix 0)" 
Written que~tionnaires were diatribut~d in June, with the follow-up 
interv:i~ws t•kinq placm in August" 



A c:c:>mbin ◄ation of c:~ bri(i~f writt.f~r, quc❖:+1$t.:lc,r1n,u\:i.r11(ji a.dm:i.ni1$'1':.c;i,11'"<~:~d ,Jt .. tlV 
Wmill• imerd: 'tf.') ii:\l 1 p.:❖,n~c::>m!~ hav:l nq ~H"<J,:i•mc:·t. cr.:>nt'.n:\t:t.. Fc:>c:u,; c;:,ir<~)Up 
interviews with a s~mpl~ of thi~ group (9 $Up~rvimcra and 9 
C~$eworker~ from ~ach cf the threw ~ocial ~ervi~e unitu w~r~ invited 
to attend) was usad to collect inform~tion from ™ccinl service 
pi·,:.)r1H•<::>nne:t (!li. ♦'ii)e) AppendiH E:>" "f'h~:•)S~f/.1 per111.c:,nv.n inc:::ludw~d ~J<::)c:::l.ili\:l WCJt'"kf.❖)l'"fl:>~ 
~upmrviscrm, and independent p~nml mamberu" The~ffi persons war~ aaked 
to comp~r~ and contr~st the various modrel~ with which they h~v~ h~rl 
,:: c:,n -t: c'.\ c: t.. " 

I. n t'. e. r y :i., e w fti -~ w :i. th ..... J. ~., c:I i. c: i .. 111, :L ..... Per s r..m r·, e .l .. 

:t n·f i.>Y" mti1\t i r.:,n wa111> ,~ l ,mo e :L it:: :Lt r.,:.,d ·fr om ~Jud~~ e Dl i e~111~ k y (11,nd on t-:~ e: i~>Ur" t.. 
ref~r~e (who hav~ had involvem~nt with 96-272 trial~), Mm AA 

r-eprf.i!~Bent:.at :l ves of ·thti~ c:,..>Ltrt.. Tt'H❖,y w•:i~l"'fi.'' i ntt:.wvi fiii'W~:•»d tc:> f.:•~H r.:\tni I")(!❖~ tl·H:•:d r 
vit-:1w1t\ <::>f t~he prt:> .. it:i•r.:·t., a.r1d prcJvic.1~ r~<::c,mmti~1,d41,,ti,~>n1:s ·fc:ll"' +t.1tur1❖~ 
:l mp 1 t❖) me. n t. ,i:\ t :i (::, n <::> f s u 1:~ h ii:\ p ,,. t:> j ~ <~: t t:> n r.11 m~ ·t:, «1\ t ti:,, w i d ((,~ b r.il m► i m~ < ,m t111 f.❖) hp p E~ n d :i. M F 
f c~u·· :l n 'br.w vi <•:i~W fl&c:: h t~d u 1 ,s,) " 

.t n t. f.~ r v i ft!! w s:~ ( ~~er~ 1--) p p t7.1 n d i N (~·) ) w i t. h p r- i m r.:\ r y c:: ii~ r <·:i~ q :l v ~::11'" ~:~ ( n f:1 t u , ... f..'1 l o 1•·· 
,f C.:)!~t t~r p ,·,ol.r- (·:Jn t) t c:><::>k p 1 ,~r.~ «•:~ ~t th f.·~ ti me t:. he~, int (❖:~r vi C!\~W$ w i l'. h c: h :i. l dr (•:i-)f'\ 
w~r• conrluctadM Sine~ ~o few ~dminiatrativu r~vieww w~r• ~ch~dul8d 

. dul"'tnq 't:ht:?. mc.1r,th~ c)f ,h.1ly c:\11d (.,,uq1..111irl: . ., ·l-:.him d,1:\'l':,;:\\ W ◄~1m 1m1..1ppl<ii➔ rn(•::mt(i•:td l,-Jith 
t~:tephone intervi~wu with r~nrlomly ~~l~r.::t~d par~ntm and foool~r p~rent$ 
who had att~ncied raviaw$~ 

,.t,nt er vi,f!:)Wlll> .... ,Wi,t h ..... Ch i .. 1 .. drt❖,n 

!3 i n r.:: •:-:,, i t :i. 111► t~ M t r em~•:~ l y :i. mp(::> r t.: ,1:, n t w ht:~ n ,.~J r.':\ t ht~ r :i n <;.:1 :i l"l + r.:) r m f.01\ '\':. i on + r e> m 
childr~n to b~ abla to ~Mt~blish a cna-t0-0na rBppcrt, in~p8ruon 
int~rviews <•He App~ndix H> were ~ondur.::ted at the tim~ of r~vi~wu with 
t.. h et c: h i 1 d I'" s n w h c,:, ( 1 ) p ◄-~ ,, .. t i c: i p ◄'1'~ 'l':. 1«~ i::I i r, t7. t, fX~ r f.f) v i 'i/h w ,~1 t'" <~Jc:. ~:i1 fli> 11a ~ < :;~: ) w i1:~ fl" t-:~ ,i·~ q ,,:i~ 

1 ~~':) (:) I'" mt:) r tit ' c:~ ) c:: (:) , .. , ffiH}m t:. t~ d t ,::, b t(ll :i f"I t f~ r V i f.:,, w ·~ d ' ◄'1'1\ n d ( Kt ) h i:) i::I t l"H❖) 
~pprcpri~te cognitive ability to r~~pond to queutionu wHrM 
i n t. er vi f.i.lW ♦:❖.'d " 

{,\dvot::JH\t.:li/,m ( ~~ i df.❖)nt.. :i ·f i «❖)d by t. h~~ pt'" c,:,j f.❖)t::t) ~ i:1\nd (::)t hf!.•~r 1u; who 
participated in ravi~w~ ( such aM facility p~r$0nnal, qw~rdi•n ~d 
litema ~nd ~ttcrn~yn) w~r~ Bent briaf mail quautionnair~• (s8~ 
(.., p 1:> er, d i H l ) t <::> (~~ c:, mp l c~i t ~·~ " Th e f o <:~ L~ 11& <:.'> ·f t h f:i+ w (1.(t q l.l f.1~ ~~ t i <:l n r1 <'~~ :i. r (f~ i.r~ w ◄'iA l:1i ,~1 n 
their up~cific inter~ctio~ with th~ r~vi~w bo~rdu. 

Debriefing interview~ (~e~ Appendix J) wer@ h~ld with all projec~ 
M t.. ,a ·f ·f ii~ t t Ii ~, c C::) n c: l t.1 s i o r1 C'.l f t h f:! pr o j «~ <~~ t i I"\ ~~ u q u ~l\ t " :C n t t•:i:) I'" v i ((•:~ w ~ w ff.~ r tm 
t:. e:\ p «0 cl b y t h t:❖) t:❖) v r.":\ l u 111\ 't or ~~ .. :r n p u t w ,'i:\ l!~ 11B <::>ugh t r f.❖) q cf:\, ... d i n c;:i t. h f.:"! i I"' p 11" c:> .. , ~:;~ c:: t 
~xpariences, acc~ptance cf the proJffict, implemfflntaticn ~nd other 



( cont.eHt.·.t..,al fac::tr.:>11"s, r.~nd ~,.,qq«timt:lor·\s ·for ·f1 .. 1t:.ur«❖~ u1m~1!! t::)·f tht~1 c::iti~~<~~n ' m; 
revi c~w mc.')del,. 

f!."l ND l NGf.J 

·rh~ ·f!<::>J. lowing fflif~c:'l':.i(~>r1s d~ttI~l. l, i11 t.1..1rn ~ t.hf~ ir1 ·fc,r·mi1~tie,n qi'ia'l':.h~~~,, .. (,:~d 
from eMch of tha proces•~~ de~cribed above" 



Effectiveness - 61 

F~E:SULTB OF 80t~RD MEMBl:::'.f~ DATA COLLECT I DI\! ~-~CT l V l TI ES 
Bo~,RD l"'lf~MEH::i:~ SUl1VEY r.;:E13LJL.Tl~i 

l NTf!H'JDlJCT :t ON 

Thi !5 1scac: ti on rc~c oun t ~., ·r..h f~ t'.1nt p «.~r :l (f!ri<: «~s ;,,u·,d c~,p :l n :i. em m. <~1-f! c~ it :l ~-~ ~(H"\ 

raview bc~rd members# Tw~nty-~ix bo~rd m~mb~rM werM m~il8d a 
quffirntionnaire (Appendix D). A tot~l af 25 m~mbmrm (four bcarci chairs~ 
16 boMrd member~ ~nd five ~lt~rn~te~) re~pcnded to the swrv~y" The 
ovmr~ll reep0n$a r~te wa~ 96½. 

Th~l board mr.1~mbf.1~r qLtr-.~st:.i onnii1,i re. t::(::>n1111,i i!ilt.'.f!hd c:>·f thr«❖,(❖~ mii1\.:lt1r" mi(❖:i<:::ti c:1nr:.1.n 
(1) Initial Tn.,inir,q~ <~2) f.'i<'.ii,·ar·d ()p~n:,ti,:m1!i, ~ind<~~) 1:~tiH~:(~1mm(i-~ndi"::t·t.ic::m,~1 

·f r.:, r F 1 .. t t 1..1 r t+~ I mp l t~ m f.l~ n t. «~ t. i on • Th e.1 r f!h w ,u1 11~ Ii~ '.l ~ <~> oo n e:l 1..1 N i l :l. H1\ r y !H> <11., c::: t:. i c:) n ~ t:. <::> b w~ 
di.iS<:~t .. lm1S1~d 1c:l'i7.G~r,, ·for b<::>Ml"'d tflw~mbt/11"'15 i,,h(..1 pa:\l"''t:it-::ipii'At.(~d <'it\l!!I iJ'Alte11"1"l41At1·~·)l!I\. 

T h i m; 11~ e c: ·r. t c::> 11 15 t .. \ mm,~ r i z (❖~ 11! b <::) ,·~ r d m t.i, m b m r ' 11s r ~i~ !!!) p cl n m c-:-.~ 1m i n f:.~ .-1~ c: h o + t h 01 

thre~ m~j0r pMrta of th~ qw~nticnnair~" A compl•t® 1i~tinq of bo~rd 
m~mb <fn1

• ' ~s c: c:inHYH!H"I ts <: mn b (~ -f c:n.tn d i r"I (.~p p ci~r, di M D" 

:c NIT :t AL. Tf~A IN :t I\IG 

Th ,11, -f i ~· t!r t set r.:> f q 1 .. 1 e ~J t:. i r.:) n m~ h ii:\ d t. r.:, d c, w :i t h b n ii:\,, .. d m <-:: .. ~ m b ~~-~ ,,.. :i. n i t. i i:':\ 1 
t r c.\ i n i r, g . I~ esp on c.1 <:-: n t s w f:?. I"' ~:.? l..!:t 1s k •~~ d t. <:l 1•· ii.' t:. t~ t h <~ t r· i::\ i n :i n q p ,, .. 1~1 q r <;':\ m ~ t h ~:~ 
tr a :i. n i nq manLla l , «:\nd thv.,:.~ pr <::>j •:❖)C:: t ffi► t r.:\·f + !i1\nd 111\ l f:!>O t c:) r.:: C:)tnmr::~nt:. t::>n tr&\ in :i. n Li 

• t Cl p i C: !.S 4~ n d th e ia mo \..l l'1 t ti -f t i fO €-! (:1 i( p (~m d ~, d f (::) I'" 't I'" c:d r, l f'\ q n 'f' hf.-! -f i l"Hd p c'i\ ,,. t 
(::> + t. h i ~1> s er.:: 'I: :i ,::> n c.> of 't. he q 1..1 e, 1:s t :i. c:> n n a i r f.❖~ gr.:\ v f.+) i n ,f r.:) r m r.:\ n t !!!> ~·:, n e> p pc:>,, .. t u n :l t y t. o 
p r o v i d e a!\ ci d i t i <., 1·1 c'iA l c: r.:> mm f.~ r, t. s r ~ q ii~ I'" d i n q t h 1-i:~ i ,... t ,, .. c;·i\ i n i n q ('ii~·( p f:!•) r · i 1•::•) n c:: <•:\'! M 

"I",~~ f..) :t 1\1 I NG Hr::~ LP i:::· UL 1\1 E:. !::l 13 " T !'1'1\ b l (•:❖) 1 ~~ h c::> w 1il► t h <•z•) r t»> mi p c, n d fX~ n t ;111 f❖~ v <':':\ 1 t..1 11·1, t i on 11i~ 

c) f !Spec::: i ·f i c: €A fl p (!H::: ts o + i n i t. i c':\ l t. r "' i n i 11 q .. T l·u•~ c:> v f.~ I'" i:\\ l l I"' ~:H; ~n1 n 1:H·.7 t ::ii 

·f if.\ v or ii':\ b l ri., , w i t. h 8 f.:l '½ C) + i r; f c:> r m ,~, n t s. ,,.. ii:, t. i n q t. h ~❖) p r c:-> q r i'i:t m iii\ Iii ► 1
' v fl.·~ r y h f.::t 1 p t· u l 11 

or II so m fi~ w h cc\ ·t. h f.~ :l p ·fl.ll 11 " (.\ 1:S <::-> 1"1 <f! l:HH:\ r d m f~~ m b (~n1
• nirnHl\ I'" k <·~ d , 11 :i. + n <~> t h :l n q 

«-~lll1>•:•:•), :lt [hf!.,,lp~:•:·,d mn,,kf:1::I me t'i:\ r.::c:,nc:f!.,rn~:❖~d ii:,nd r.::,i~r:lnq r.:tdvc>Ciirtt'.f.·i) 1~1+ c:it.. :i~•~<,:.:1 n 
b<:)r.'Ar-d m .. 11 s~~v,~r "~ l r €~~pc~.,,·, de:111 t 1s mr.~r, t. i <::>ri «~d hc.,w 11 w.:-~ :i. l '""P 1 ann c,~i)d ~ 11 

:, Wf.❖) 11 .... 
p I"' t❖1p ml'" f.•:~d ,i~n d mf.:1,'*\n i , .. , g ·f u l 11 t. ht·) :i. r- :i. n ii:. :L ffll l t:. r r.:\ :in :l n q w.,1, !!!.1,. F <::)r r:;,n «·i' o·f th (1❖1 
b <~HH" d c: h ,a :l r ti ., 't. h 4:i m c:> st. u ~ e f 1.ll ~-:,.;~rt. 11i " w (!,! n-~ q <•:irt. ,7. i n q it:'\(~~ q u 4\.'d n t ~~~ d w i t h t . I·, f:~ 

r.:> t h t? r r e v i r.:? we. r im , t h f.❖~ c:: c:l u n t y ~!> t iii\+ ·f ii'~ n d p r- <::> c:: <❖'ll du r «-~ s itA n d ·t. h <i~ r ,~~ s~ o u ,, .. c +:•:•~ !i!'> 

av tt?. i l 1-ab 1 ~~ t <:> Ht~n11&1p in Cc~iunt y" 11 Wh i '.le 111t i 11 ;,\t'"I r.1t h «~r bc)<Y~I"" d mf:i~mb c(1~r 
m 1;.~ n t i c:, n V::, d 11 t h «•:~ tr.~),( p l ii:,, .. , r.:, t :i. c:> n c:> + d 1..1 t. i •:i~ l!!! m\ n d ~-) M p f.❖) <::: t <'i:\ 'l':. i c:) n ~ c:) + ,,:, b c:> ~·:, ,, .. d 
m ~'(j m b ,,:~ r ••u w h i <::: h :c h 1'i:\ d 1·1 ~J 'l':. b f;,:~ f/!1 t"l p r «~ v i <:J 1,.\ ~J 1 y =• ii~ 11~ C b ~~ :i. n q J t h (111 m <~J 1~i t 
he,:.)l pf 1..1:l" 11 

C:H ttH❖~ t.vH:m't:.y r~spc:H'lCJfM''d:.u~ who l'H\d i::,dd:l t.i c:ma:l c::c:H/\i·n<:•:H'lbi► ,, ,~d l'H❖) 

( 4 f5 '%. ) m c'!t\ d (~ r t:❖) mi:~ I"' k (,),? d (,111 t h f.~ V iiA 1 l.\ (❖:~ c, ,f t. h ~ $ p ·~~ ,W\ k ~~ r" m~ i n t h (•:(~ t. I'" <'i~ :l n ;i, n q 

pr<:)C)l'"tli\lnw Me,\ny ·ft::>und 11 [t.h.:-:,J !!~pf:thiil\~1:(❖i)r'!S t:.o br.,:,, ;.;, l'"fi//fillC::)\ .. \Y"<::F"' <::)f knc::)Wlt:❖)tli;'.)l!h) 

iiA n d s k i l 1. • 11 I n t h e w c:J r d ~a c:, ·f c::) r1 fi~ , 11 ·t: h •~ i n d i v :i d u ,·i:l 1 p ,, .. e:-: 1:s (❖~ n t tiA t :i. c:, n iHl 1,;.1 ,a 11~ 

t h ~:~ mr.:> ffl► t i n ~ t r u <::: t :i v ~ ~ rn. f r.:\ r iii\ s1> i:: c:> b ·t ii:\ i n :i. n q :J b ii~ c::: k (_::1 r c:, u n d i n f or m ii:'1 t. i on • 11 

0 n t!I CJ+ t h <·~~ b (:) ,i'~ r d (~: h <1~ :l r is; c:: <1 mm er, t (;id : 11 t:. h ~1~ !mp f:! c'i:\ k ~~ , .... m i ii t h c-::~ .I. ~~ t. (❖! r t ,, .. r.':\ i n i n q 

w ~ r e v t-::-w y he .l p ·f!t.t l , ~imp ~•:•, c,~ i a:, :L l y ff!d n c: f.-:~ :t kn+::·! w m c:> r f? r.1\ b r.:H .. I t. w h ii:d~ w r::1 !!~ b <f:d n c:_1 

di me:: u~tMf·ld. 11 Th <~.+1·· (¾;t wt~r ~~ mi:.,n y po~s i 'l':. i ve c:::omm(:-)1"\ t ~ c:<~)l"\C:: (i~r- n in(.~, th 1❖~ m~<:•:~1:a11!i i c.1n 
on perm~n~ney planning and the mesMion on the role of the court. 



( 

( 

An c:, th ftl"' r ft.·~ 11& pond en t i d f!h n t i f :l ~ d the 11 d i m~ (:~, .. ,$fit• i <::) r, 111~ .. w h :I, 1:~ h + r f.i'l q L., fk,I n t l y 
followed a mpe~ker ' m preroent~tion c~~ b~ing J th~ mc~t he l pful t ~~pac t 
o·f t.ri:i\i ni ng J. 11 

K➔CIARD MEIVlt:H:]-:;: f~EBPClNmEs TCJ G~lJEST :C 01\113 CCll\lCl~]:~N :t Nt, IN :c TI {1L ·r1~~~, :t N 1 i'~U 
( Nmn'.::":!~)) 

NOT NOT Al 
VERY SOHEWHAT VERY ALL NO 

HELPFUL HELPFUL NEITHER HELPFUL HELPFUL ANSWER 

t. Ovtral l, how helpful wu - 60X 281 4X ax 
training in preparing you to 
serve a1 a board 1e1ber? 

2. How helpful was the 40¾ 481 81 4% 
initial training in teach-
ing you about f01t1r care? 

3. How hel p4ul ••n th, 321 441 12X BX 4¾ 
training in teaching you 
about the legal 1yst11 11 

involved in fatter care 
issues (TPR1, court ordered 
goals, 18 Month revie"1)? 

4. How helpful was th, 52X 401 u u 
training ■anual? 

5, Was the a10unt and type 44X 48X ex 
oi infor,ation in th, train-
inq 1anu1l htlptul? 

0, Ho" helpful ~,re tht 3bt 40¾ l2X 41, 81 
vid10-tape presentations? 

7, How helpful were the 48l 44l BX 
speaker, in your training? 

B, How helpful were th, role 28X 56¾ 121 41, 
playing situations? 

---------------------~----M- •----------------•---~---------~-----••M•-••-~----• 
Four c~·f t.h<~ boi:i\l"'d tn(!:~tnb~~r~ (20%) mc-:-mt :l<::>l'H~~d t..h"'::' vw·itt:.~m m i,:\t(•~~l"' i~·d i!il 

r.:\ !!I~ b t~ :i n q v f~ r y 1 .. 1 ~\) ,;,,, ·f u l " C) n €❖) I'" e.1!!, p (::> n r.J en t ~!► P ~ r.:: :l f i e ,i',\ l l v n <::) t:. f.:~ d t h ~;:~ v ii~ 1 u ~:•:•i 1:::i + 
th~ manu•l on issues of TPR~ court ord~r•d gcalm, •nd the 18 mon t h 
r 1-::~ v i fl:~ w m~ [ i n ::I t r y i n g t:. c:) q et. f m\ m i 1 i e w.~ t. C:) q fl.~ t. h ~~, r " ;., n C:'.l t. h <~ r + 1::, u n d t h e 

m ii:\ n LI rl l w c~ a .:~ M t. r f!.' rn <(~ 1 y 1..., ~, (❖~ -f 1..1 l 11 :C , .. , l i ,, k :l n q (~; t1 n c: r ~~ t f~ r ci0 ~~ c~1 u 11 • c:. fl)~-~ ~ ;;a i n c:~ tm 



mo 1m t , i ·f n ,~, t., r~\ :l l , (::: on 1::: ~:•:~ r n ~ rn\ b r.:> 1 .. , 't me"'' n i n q im DA n <::I t:. t~ r m :l n c:, l c::, q y w t';fJ r w.1 

ciHiMW(-::U,.~f<',.L " ,,,pp rec:: ii~t i <:>n wati eH !Jr"(f'HU!H~c::I ·f! or ·th~~ MVt,U. 4l1b i 1i t y <::>+ 
r e·f ewti:mc::t•:9 m1::fter i md , evt:~n t..ho1.1gh ,1 in ttH1~ wc.·w·ds <::>+ t:l,'H❖~ bc:H·:,rd c. ht:'d ,... 11 l 
ne:,,vi,,r !lit~•~med 'to hciv•~ i 't wher, i 'to WiiA!i ne•::,d«·!d. 11 Th•~ writ t Ci•:,n mii.~t t·~I'" i 11Al :Iii 

were prai$~d by four inform~nt$ for th~ infcrmAtion prcvid~ci on th~ 
l~gal ~y~tem~ Inform~tion on tha Indi~n Child WelfMre Act and 
M i l"l Or i t y ,., r.:: t w ii:\ !!I. t.. h e m C) !Ht t ~., ~ f.❖) ,4: lnl 1 ,f Or (~) n f.❖, r.:) + t. h t:~ b (::) t'~~ I'" d Ill t:•t fft b fl:) I'" !m " 

Twc.1 c::>·f: th<fJ r~1Spondt-:.~nt.s (10%) m~1·1t:lt.111<v.-!d ·l~.h(f.~ um1•i~+uln11.•:~1Jij1H• r.~ ·f r<::>:l<f:~ 

pl 1:':\yi nq whf!.~n c:: c:>mment. i n<;iJ on thfi1t:l I"' in :Lt :l rn, 1 ·t, r n:\ in i 1'1(;;) h f~1m <::,n((❖1 mf.i~mbt:r.lr" 
i n d i. c: ,'iA ·r.. e, d 11 ·t. h w! p l 11.\ y i r, g w t-::t 1 f~ m r n (/:.~ d h ~ l r,:, t c~ m f:~ t~ r f~ .~ :t 1 :i. -f (;i ~ :L t u iiA t i. <~> n 1m ,:, + 
how important our po~iticn aM bc~rd members were in h~lping fMmiliau 
b r C:> ~o:m ·t. o b f.1 m c'iA ch•~ wh <:l l e a g ca ir'\ :L 11 ~1 om e c ,U!Hi.ns ~ 11 (~~ n <:> t l"l (¼W" rn«-~ m b (~ff' •i 

howevf::,r, t.h(::,ught. th,i:\t the 11 Bi qg~:❖~wt Wit'1\m~·trl!! c:)•f t. i m«-i~ Wit\\!!!~ tht❖) rt:)1 t❖i 
p l cA y i 11 <.~ " 11 I n f i!A <.: t , 11 t M h e J Ii im d ,f or g c:> ·t 't ~:•~ r, ~ l :l r:A tl CJ u t i t ? w ~·, :i. <::: h :i. n d :I. e: ,~ t c•~;' m 
h r.:) w u !mt❖~ f 1..1 l :l t, w i/1\ s " 11 0 n l y (::> n fi., o ·f t h «1~ r ~ mi p 1~> n d t:.~ n t. m~ m ♦'/1~ t"l t :i. r;) n <·~~ r.J t h f.-:-1 

v i de c:> bi p e~ (i1. ~, be i n (J II m ms ·t i n 111 ~: r l.H:: t. i v e ( i n t. h «·! b t:0 q i n n i n q ) i-\ 1l1 ti:, h <::w~ i~ 

bc~rd would op~rate [~ndJ the attitudna ~nd problumu th~t would b® 
prE-~11:;er-d:.~d. 11 

C) n f.~ r e mi p ('u') n d fi.1 n t t h t:) l,\ q h t 11 ,'Ii\ ,f fil~ w fl:.1 N 't;, 11" 11':\ 1111 e ~!~ v.n i <::) l"l ffl> C) ·f t I'" OJ' :I. n i n q ~ ;'i:\ ·f t:. r:l r" 
th«, fi1'"mt fmw <:::P...1litt::lffl miqht. reir,-fc::,rc:::~'11 <Jr <::lcAri ·fy <~:~:t•!t1"t1:i\il"'I prc)bl(((~l'ilf:i~H 

Problem~ and c~~~~ havw more menning after Hxpwri~ncinq buinq on th~ 
bo~rdu" G~tting board mrember~ togwth~r with staff v~ntil~t~u problemm 
n1\ n d :i l"l r.~ r e n1\ !S ~i~ ~ ~11 h 11:, r :i n g ~t'. n c:l w l f~~ d g ~~t w :l 'I: h fh) v •x~ ,, .. yr.:, n e:•) 1 m1 ~::~ N p «~ I'" i ~:❖) n i::: f:~ mi • 11 r·, n !::> -t:. h t;;,) ,,,. 
ln(~mbc❖1r ~ hc~w~1~v«•!Y" 'I !!&l.lggt~ii't(i)~d th iiA t 11 mc:>re :i, n i ·t. i 11~ :l tr ~'t.i n i nq ~ qr<::)up 
di~~uMsionM1 a~ wmll •~ actually going through s•v~rAl mo~k r~viRWM 
would b~ very halpful~ ~• it i~ v~ry difficult ti,n~ wime to ccmn back 
+ c:)r lll\dd it i c>nc'i~l tr mi 11 i l"lq" 11 

MAI\IW1L U!::H:~FlJLNr.!:SSn A m;;dori ty of th~'.·) f'f.)~~!>f'.)t::,nd(,:•:H'ltlttl -f(::llJnd tl"lf.i1 

m,~nl.lir.'1 t<::) be+~ lul1!F.<-i~-f t.d • Ni r,ety·-t.wc::> j:)(~t'"(,':(•:·:H'l'l: i nd:l C:ti~t~•Hl th,lf\t th~~y tH'H:I \.,\1!:H:!1d 
the prcjnct trAin:lng m~nual a$ A reference. On~ reMponcient wrot~ th~t 
11 t:.h (❖~ mii.-\r,uii.~ 1 w,·1~rr1 trti,\r" Vt?.+ l <::>U!l:l. [ l :J h<~,p 11/1 i 't h ,,AM ,f l.ll'"t:. h fl.~I"' u !~(•~~ (:~ c:>n t11 :I. d (❖:~r J. n q 
~s·t. i:::,·f ·f t:, i m.:~ eH p•:•»nded rn1nd •:•:~>< r,:>(1~n m.e N 11 ~i::nr.:)Wi nq th i::\t t l"l (•:~1 mf.1\l"l u~·:, 1 w,•1':\ !H 
,:AVia:l 1 ,abl•~ w,:"As m<::lMt.. hel1~1·f:1.1l ·f<JI"' t'.wo of th0:+ t.:><~,,ii\rd m(w)mbc,:~r11~.. f.~111i i:)l"lf-.lf! 

m.-, m bf.:,, r· r e pr.:, r t. .:,:,, d , '' t: .t t w ~·:, ,~ ] r, o t s c:> mu r.:: h r. t ~·, i?.\ t. ::I p 1i'1\ r ·t :i c u J 1\'1\ I'" 1111 «(~ c: t :i c:l , .. , 1g 
~toed cut~ but knowing the m~nual wa~ alwaym th~re ~m ~ 
referenc~/re~rn~her during th~ t:lm~ I WAID~ bc~rd memb~r twMs very 
c: om f (:, r ·ti. n q :l • 11 

F'c:>r a 1'"11..llllbf.i~r r.:,f mr.➔mber~ the rliii1\Ml-lc'i1\l W~':\US \n\Sf.❖,·ful f,;)r'l.ly durinq 
tr~inin~ , eMpeci~lly to r~vi~w th~ lawM ~nd qlcmMary" In fact~ onm 
membf.:,~r 111.u1,~<;;Je11nt,1r.1cl t hlfl\ t " 11 it. mffA y b t•:~ ti,\ ~~o(::>d i dti'hM ·tr.:> r e,md ,n\nd r flhf f.❖)r t. e) 

them during the tr~ining ~nd th~n return th~m afterwardm. 11 Anoth~r 
rt!!mpr.>ndf.❖~nt.. r.::,n11..,t:ir.:,r1ed, 11

:[ m\lYl ~!>"-lr"flll r.~11 thi+~ ft!~~'i~1c:t.ic:,n1111 r.,,rw~ V(❖i)rV t~,m~~:•~+1 .. 11 ~ 

tbutJ there WM$ too much information to abmorb befcra thm ravieww 
bf;.,)gii1'n H '' 

T~ble 2 ~how~ th~ re~pcnd~nt's r~tinq of the chApter~ in th~ 
i7. I'" ~\ :l f"I i l"l q m ISA r, 1..1 i:~ 1 " A 1 l rJ ,f 't:. h (•~ C: h c'iA p 'I: ~., r ~ w (·:) r ((,~ I"' ,:At f;e d 11 

V (ij r y 1 .. 11m r.4 + u 1 j I (::l I'" 
11 fl!>Omewht1At 1 .. 1s•r~·f1 .. 1l 1

1 by 11\1::)Y"e thoon thrfX•)e:.•u•q1 .. ,~7tr"'tf.❖)1"'1111 c:,,f: r"U!ifl!~p(::)ndentm>n f,;~ 



( 
BOARD MEMBER RE~~PONSES TU (.).l.JE~:3T I m~s C(JNC:tml\J J: NG Ct··lf.➔ PTl?,:J;;;; 13 :LI~ 

TRf~INlNG MANUAL 
(Nm:i'.:i::5) 

NOT NOT AT 
VERY . SOHEWHAT VERY ALL NO 

USEFUL USEFUL NEITHER USEFUL USEFUL ANSWER 

Ch 1 - The RtvitM Procest 52% 32¾ 4% 8¼ 4<1 ,, 

Ch 2 - Per1anency Planning 441 Jot 12X 41 41 

Ch 3 - Child Wtlfare La~, 361. 52i. Bl 4i 

Ch 4 - Services Provided · 2U 52X BX 4Y. 
Resources Use 

Ch S - For11 201 60X BX 4X 4% 

Cho - Organiz1tional lbl an 8¾ 4X 41 4¼ 
Structure 

Ch 7 - Glossary 40X 361 4X 12X 41. 

Ch 8 - Rec0111nded 244 64t 4t 4l 
Reading 

-~--•~---•~------~-••--••--••-•••••••••••••••••••••• ••-••w--••---•••-~-••-~--~ 

, .. , , .. , m b er- r., f :l r, + or m .~ r1 t. 1!i c: c::, mm t111 ·t. <.~ d t"J 11 ·t h e u ~~ ~·~ ·f u 1 n «~ m 1ia <::l -f t h (❖? c:: h ii~ p t f:~ I"" !l:1 ~ 

focusing particul~rly en ch~pter~ cna through four exh i bi t ~d t ha mogt 
c:c::,mmer,bs. f-,c:cordi11q ·to one, 11 i1·,i't:.i ◄·~l:Ly, th~~ in-f<::>rm~d~i<~·,r·, <::>+ t:. h<•:w 
proj~ct and th~ a~tw~l procas~ werm mcMt v• l uablm" AM l b~~~ma 
+ ◄il rn i 1 i 1~ ,,.. w i th t he pr c:i c: <-., s s o + r f~ vi t,l'.f w 1~ ,, ,: h (01 s (•:~ e: t i r;> n $ C) n p ~x~ r m ;~ n C❖?. n c v 
p 1 m n n i , .. , g m n d :l 8\ w 1!5 b ec: am e i mp c:> rt:. 1i1\ n t. .. 11 hn (::> t h «~ r r ~::•)~pc:> n d t❖) n +.: l~ r.~ m~ 
p u.':\ r t. i <~~ 1.d ~ r 1 y i mp r- .,J ~ st~ d w i th C 1·1 a. p ·b., r '.~~ = ,, 11 C t. h &1 :l w h y ii~ n d i mp 1 i c: iii\ t i 1J rm 
tcfJ p~rmanHncy pl~nning wer~ ~d~quately d~•lt with tandJ e x~~ l l ~nt 
example~ werra givenH 11 A third r~spond~nt commented en the ua ~fw l ne$u 
C) + 11 Ch ii:\ p t t:❖) r 4 n S th, r v :l c:: +i:•) !lli 1:::, r c:> v :i. d e d / f~ v: ~tit:> 1..1 I'" c. r.:•) ll!i U ~I► ff:) d 11 u 11 ~i.J h .ii:\ t. ' ffii ~·:, v ii:l i l f:i, t1 1 r;,, 
in CH.Ar r.: ommtmtty it~. rH~<::(l'"H&1&ary inf<::>rm<i.,t:l<::H"I f<:JI'" c:~ pt~rm<~H'l ,nit\ldr1r.~ 
r t❖~ c.: c:,nHlH':iH'\ d 111\ t i c:m m; .. 11 Th r.~ ,:: ~, ir.\ p biiW cm Ch i l d Wed f ~\ n:.~ Lo:\ w f:!i w ii:, m, ii,d !~IC) 

m ~ n t. i <.1 n e~ d ,~ ,s b c~ i n g r.l ·f p ◄m r t i c:: u 1 i:~ r Ll ll!t (❖~ : 
11 L. i 1is t :l n q r.; f t h <·~ 1 i:'A w 11:1, ~·A p p 1 :i. c:: im I::) :i. ~-~ 

to permanency planning and th~ Indian Child Welfar~ A~t were very 
h c-:1 l p f u l i. n <:.1 (i~ r.~ i p h fm r :L r, (~1 i!A m i 1.11m i c:H'l " 11 

{mD IT H:)NtH... TF<A IN r NG TClF' I Cf::> H E<t:)cmr d mt:~mbrt:w· !!~ w•:❖W'fr.~ in"\ limo qi v~?n ,m 
series of quraffiticns relating to their training topics" First ~ board 
m~mbers were a~kecl to identify subjectn for which th~y would have 
l i k e d t c, h ca v <f~ r (❖l c e i v ~~ d i,~ c:I d i 'l':. i rJ n i~ 1 t r <.'::\ i n :l n q " Cl n <·~~ <::> + t·. h <:~ p ~~ , •• t i c:: i p <:'~ t:. :i. n q 
b o iii\ r d r.:: h ir:, i r m. i n d i t:: n\\ t li:'h d t h (1~ d w~ sr. :l r fi~ '\: o h iii\ v V:.~ h a c:I 11 m c:> r f.1~ t I"' tJ0

1\ i n :i n q o I") r: t:. h c-~ J 
differences in child welfare/child protection and the rmgwlationn 
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tthatl relate to each. tln addition], it would have been helpful to 
have received information regarding the differences in the type of 
people that might be seen., par ti c:ul arl y in c:hi l c:.1 prot.ec:ti 1:m c::f.i\111u~s. 11 

In order 11 to learn how to get the most out of the r~view proc::u,1:115., 11 

another board c::hai r 1nar1ti oned thcii\t, 11 it would II hi:iW~ bf~en hti»l p·f ul ·to 
work with the wel f u\re dapmrtment. 11 Moreover, wh i 1 e one raimpc.mdr.➔nt 
:lndic:ated tha·t 11 fi:i\r more information about tht:t dyn~·1,mic:,m o·f! Bf1rnu~l 

abuse 1ahould be inc:luded Cin the training 111essionsJ 11 0.,1,c:lthver 
respondent mentioned that training in ''The amotion~li~m (the human 
aspect of reviews), Caswell a~J mental ret~rdation options w~~ 
n,:u!ded . 11 Ther e was ml ~o mentior1 o f t.he nGted fo r more in-fc:,rmr.:\ 'U(~m (::w, 
11 11er-vir.:e& provided and resources used, Calong wit.h inff.:>rm~tie>n on:l 
l ii\ w s II mu c: h as II I r, d i cii\ n r i g ht. s , r. i n t w.tr m tS . o ,f J wh m ·t i tG th t❖> 1 '"' w t. h i/1\ t. 
pertains to placement in -foBter home." 

Another expr~ssed concern from~ bo~rd m~mb~r w~~ th~ n~~d fer 
"more informmtion on what other stmteu wctre doing ir, Cth&~J ar~fl,, o ·f 
citizen r~view" Video t~pes from v~rious c:itiien reviews don~ in 
other 1&tates Cwc::>uld have bmen helpful J.. 11 One m,~mbmr eHt=)l"'f.HUH·~d thCI'-? 
desire to have had more trii\ining in the psychology of dealing with 
peop 1 e .. 11 i~dd it i onal 1 y, 11 The reml it i es of whq:\t limpper,M in col.H"'l: ,'MH.:t 
c:ourt hearings and the way the county is side-$tepped ~nd the county 
attorney c~n •idautap racommendations 11 was ~n are~ f0r which one of 
the members r~questad ~dditional trii\ining. Finally onu r~~pond~nt 
raised two conc~rns by asking 11 (1) tlf thareJ c~n be some obj~ctive 
psychologist pres~nt tc try ~nd nxpl~in c:~rt~in situ~ticnm~ Cth~t i~J 
help us underutand the ~ituation b~ttar ~nd (2) C~n bo~rdm d~mand the 
court to follow through quick~r - m~ybe c~ll c~rt~in ~~~~• p~icrity 
ones?" 

UNNECESSARY TRAINING TOPICS" Bo~r-d members w~r~ ~l~o ~~k~d to 
identify subjects they would h~ve delat~d from the initial tr~ining" 
Although nine mfflmb~r~ respond~d to thi~ qu~~tion, none identifi~d any 
subjects as needing to be dropped from the current training progr~ma 
Howev~r, one member w~~ critic~l of th~ tr~inin; program for ''net 
covering the vitaAl areas"; another thou~1ht there waus "too mi...tt-:h t.i:., 
~bsorb in t~l short l~ngth of time'; and~ third argued th~t ''all day 
sessi on5 were too much inf or mat ion for one d,w .. 11 A po11&11i b 1 e sol Ltt ion 
to the time probl~m, according to one respondent, would be to ~llow 
11 peop:La CtoJ le1·~ve cocarly i·f CtheyJ had to twhileJ those with e~•ctra 
questicms c:ould mtru,y. 11 Only one member ir\dir.;at.ed thf:h nti:Hec:I ·f!or 11 mr.we 
intensive Cfocus onJ specific areas, tsinceJ the amount of time spent 
on t..rmi ni ng was sc-Jmewhat too 1mhort" 11 

AMOUNT OF TRAINING TIME. Two-thirds of respondents (68%) felt 
that the ai\moLlnt of ti me ac:c:orded to t.rai ni ng was 11 about right,. 11 

Sixteen percent thought that too much time was devoted to tr~ining and 
sixteen percent that there was too little time. 

TRAINING FOR BOARD CHAIRS . . Respondents were asked to identify 
topics that should have been included in addition~l tr~ining for boi:\rd 
ch~ir5" Ona informant doubted th~t additional tr~ining w~ra needed, 
commenting that 11 CmyJ board ch~ir wa~ very org~ni2ed ~nd kncwledgeMbl~ 
and helpful.'' Other members, however, identify topic:s to be included 



( 
in training for bomrd chairs. 

The four bocii\rd chm\irs responding to the survey suqge~ted the 
followinga (1) 11 information on examples o-f difficult sitl .. ,ation~s that 
might arise, questions to or not to ris~(," (2) "how to b£•rt'ter 
interpret the questions on the form that was filled out at the 
meeting," (3) "more pr.ac:tice cm runnir,g tH~mrings and fillinq out. th•m 
forms," and (4) hew to solicit comments and get the grc:n.,p involved <'...:\nd 
wor~c more or\ the opt.ions that were ii:\Vmilable fc.·.>r placement. 11 

Some of the needed topics mentioned by bo~rd members were: (1) 
"tto becomeJ more ·familiar with the law, 11 C2) "more trmining 1::m hr.>w to 
conduct a meeting - Ci.e.,J move things along, elicit responme from 
all present, etc.,'' (3) how to manage the meeting - Ci"e", utili~ation 
ofJ conflict theory," and (4) 11a little more in depth o·f tht, 4':\lrei.,dy 
c:: h osen t. op i c: s " " 

TRAINING IN GENERAL. Tatle 3 shows respondent$' overall rating 
of training. As can be seen, around a quarter (28%) 

TABLE ::!.~ 

BOARD MEMBER OVERALL RATING OF TRAINING -
< N•~25) 

Excellent 
Very C:3ood 
Good 
F't"air 
Poor 

TOTAL 

7 
12 

6 
0 
0 

:;~s'¼ . 
48% 
24'¼ 

100% 

thought training was "e>«:ellent", ~bout hal·f (4(:3%) thot..,ght:. it W&\!m 

"very r:aood" ;md mboL,t aA q, .. ,mrter (24'¾) lm!mW :lt as 11 ~1<::>t:)d" 11 

In their general commentm on training, most inform~ntm chem~ to 
reiter~te their views on the most useful ~•pects of th~ir training 
and/or highlight mreas needing improvement with suggested solutions. 
M~ny comments were positive in terms of the usafulne~~ of tr~ining. 
One respondent, for example, felt th&\t the trca\ining Wi\G 11 ~HAtiM·flii\c:tory 
tgi ven t.hat J tht1ra wcm1m nothing to compare i ·t to,, 11 ir\\nC:)'ther t.ho,"11;.~ht. t.he 
training ''was excellent, even though much of th~ inform~tion W~$ 

cmlready known. 11 It. Wti't\~ empt'\m~ized ·thcii\t tht~ :Lnf<~>rnui,·Ur.:m W(jj\~ 11 c;;J:t.ven 
cleffl\rly., tas well ia1sJ the mmnual. for review .-and re·ferf:mc:&35. 11 

Sev~ral of the bo~rd member's comment5 p~rt~ined to the ~p~~k~ra. 
For ex~mple, although one respond~nt mentioned th~t the m~nu~l Cwa~J 
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very impre~sive in detail and staff presentation on th~ whole very 
worthwhile and professional, ~everal other board member~ found the 
speii\~(ers to be a bit "long winded," causing som~ 11H:::h~dt,lling prc:>blem~ 
·for participating board memberu. As one board m£~mber rei,por·b~d, 11 I 
feel the training was useful but that it would have ~~en just a~ 
effective if speakers would have b~en laus winded. Thi9 would h~va 
made the sessions shorter CsinceJ it is difficult for full-time 
employees to take two days out for training •... the se~$ionra could 
po!!!.sibly be reduced ·to one day." Another board m~mbf.fr !l~L1qg.:urt.+~d t:.hiiAt. 
11 Some, :c think could have been iu\ little more p~rsonable .and down to 
earth, not t~lking in initials but spelling out whcii\t the initial~ 
meant." 

A number of suggestions were made for improving th~ initial 
trainin<.~. As one member no·ted, "some p1!iyc:hology tr.air,inq would hmvvl 
be~n helpful tsinceJ no tr~ining was provided in the •r~~~ of how net 
to be intimidated by ir~te p~renta ti\nd childrffln, how to be ~t ~~se in 
~ confront~tion~l setting, how to make other~ feel com1ort~b1~ in the 
pre9enc::e of bomrd member1S, and how to bti and not to be c:ompii?d!itEd onr:\te,. 11 

Anoth~r boa.rd m~mber sMid 11 I would h~ve liked more opportunity to h~va 
defined CtheJ role of board more and to have met ti\S w\ beard (5 member) 
prior to doing reviews tin ord~r toJ have ~ome more role pl~ying, 
cliwcusuing appropriate rtisponses., e'b:. 11 However., this member ,:1\lso 
11 fWr?lt. tii\t t.imes thmt. boru,rd memb~:ws got into per"sonc\i\l 1m·t.0ries., rntr.:., 
which took ~way f~om the overall 'professional' type ~tmo~phare tth~tJ 
should h~ve been created .... training in tha ~re~ of appropri~te r 
things to talk ci\bout, etc:. would hc1ve bt'!tm hel pf uL 11 

Other augg~•tions rel~twd to type~ of n~ed~d trcii\ining $Ub~~qu~nt 
to participating on review boards. A11 one m•~mb~~r r,ott?td, 11 ym .. , <::ii.,n only 
teach 11~0 m,"1ch. The r e,Jt. wi 11 be l ecii\rnf.•:~d in the r.>r oc:: e1mgr. r.>-f d(::>i nq. 11 

Yet ·for ,mot.her member, "more t.r1air1ing a.,fter a. •f(aw revic•~w1m, r.md les.1m 
initi~lly would thav~ b~enJ helpful, Csinc~J it'~ difficult to rel~ta 
to CtheJ process until you've done reviews. 11 In expr~M$inq a nimil~r 
concern, ~nether bo~rd member found ••~11 of the inform~ticn ttc b~ J a 
bit overwhelming at first~ especi~lly when Cboard membar~J had no iciaa 
tofJ how r~view~ would go. Small groups di~cuw5ing MR/CP/CW would 
have been helpful. CP cases were most difficult for me, while I kn~w 
ct.hers ·f~lt ·that. way abca.rt MR C:w\llHiiHli. 11 

Additional suggestions to improve the tr~ining experience were 
tr.n (1) "C:makeJ the legmd mspe. t by th~ cn,ttorneyw mor-a ~p~c:::i·fic: 11

, (2) 
refer difficult c:a~e• to psychologiffltfi for ~dvice (one respondent 
11 ·h,l't~ !it.'>me p,u"tmts wmrw.. piit\thol og:i. cal l i ~rim but C I:I wam.n 't :l 00% MLlr'f~ 11

) , 

(3) 11 hiwe [t.rminingJ either on ca contim.tous b~~sim - or,c::.-3 a mcmth ••• 
twithJ ~ different area of reviewing covered or more int~nsive 
i11it:ially, 11 and (4) "have alterncates meet mmybe twice y(~.arly b::, 
di!!fH-::um.s mutual tri,),(perienc:es imd problems .. " 

HEL.PFULNF.:;SS OF PROJECT STAFF 

Th~ fin~l que$ticn in the trii\ining section of the que~ticnnaire 
~mked bo~rd members to comment regarding the project st~ff ~nd h~w 
th~y provided guid~nce ~nd ~ssist~nce in during the project. As can 
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be seen in Table 4, the ~verall r~action wa~ po~itive, ~lthou;h m~ny 
informants did not answer the question .. 

There were many favorable comments concerning tha r~l~tionship 
between board members and the project staff, particularly with the 
project coordinator and project social worker~ .. According tc one 
respondent, "The reception we received from Htmnepi1, Cci..mty sba·ff was.; 
fairly positive tand] much more so as the proj~ct progressed"'' The 
general terms used to describe the project sta·H ware "hel p·h.,1,, 11 

"friendly., 11 c:t\nd "supportive .. 11 Ac:c: ·ordir\g t.o one boii:1rd chmiV" 11 
...... Ct.he] 

sta·ff were excellent." I Cnot onlyJ valL,ef.dJ their opinions tbut] 
Mppreciated ttheirJ 

TABLE 4 

BOARD MEMBER RATINGS OF PROJECT STAFF 
< N11111 25) 

NOT NOT AT 
YERY SOMEWHAT VERY ALL NO 

HELPFUL HELPFUL NEITHER HELPFUL HELPFUL ANSWER 

ProJ1ct "anag1r 1 BX 20% BX 6U 

Project N1n1g1r 2 2Bl u Bl 681 

Pr0J1ct Coordinator oil BX 4X 4X 241 

Project Social Warktr 1 S21. 81 u 241 

Project Social Worktr 2 5bX 12% 4X 28X 

Project Clerk Bl 121 Bl Bl on 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

assist~nce ~nd morale boost~. The information provided ~t 
reviews were i nvitl uabl ,1h •• " 11 Another r+:-:tspr.:mdtiimt c:ommt❖H'lted, 
11 CThey:J " •• wer~ €:Otc:el lent and UIH .. q::>portive in (''l!Very w«Ay" :c ·ff.i<iil 
tht~Y listened to me imnd shared t.heir icieH,,s,. t:AndJ, I ,.m .:ioyt::~d 
working with them .. 11 A third bo«il\rd member scaid, 11 The coc.,rdiru,tor 
and two project social workers were alw~ys profession~l ~nd 
cooperative" I w~s very impremmmd with this utaff and enjoyed my 
~suoc:i~tion with them. They were helpful but not intimidc\i\ting 
with lay boti\rd memberc.hl. 11 The or,ly c:ritic:ism c:a.,me ·from t7.hci m 
boffl\rd c::h,d I'" who "WO'-.\l rJ have liked more updw\bi'~s on t:«/\fflHR~1m C bom\r"d 
membersJ had reviewed, i.e., c:ourt results, returning home, ate .. , 
tforJ it seemed c:i\1!!> if many Cai\ll!Hmim just dismppe-.Hi\red. 11 

BOARD OPERATIONS 

In the uecond ~ection of th~ mail~d qu~~ticnn~ir~, r~mpond~nt~ 
were asked a variety of que~tions reg~rding board operations" These 
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focused on time commitment and scheduling, feadb~ck, financial costs, 
components of the review process, factors in permanency planning, 
personM who ~hould attend revi~ws, the review format, ben~fit~ of tim~ 
utilized, purpose(u) of citizens on review bo~rds, obstaclffis to 
effectivmn~su, and the impact of citiz~n involvem~nt o~ review bc~rds. 
80.ard member'm reactions to th~me is~ua5 will b~ briefly described 
below. 

TIME COMMITMENT AND SCHEDULING 

TIME COMMITMENT Concer ning thei r origi n~l time ccmmitm~nt of 8 
h,:u .. 1r11 p~r m(:>n th, four ( 16'½. > thought this Wti.-\1!6 11 more th~n emouqh II ti mc,;,1, 
siwteen (64¾) t.hc:H .. tght it was "about riqht 11

, 3 ( 12¾) thr.:>L\l;;)ht it wau~ 
11 too little II in ·terms of t ul ·filling their .ac:h,.a:L month 1 y ,-:ommi t.m~1,t s. 
Two bc~rd members did not ~nswer this question. 

Of the fifteen members providing comment~., three m~mb~r~ ~~id 
that h•d it been nece•~~ry, they could h~ve committ~d more cf th~ir 
time to the project, p.articularly sinc:a, "p<~ople who lill"'e ,ii\blt:!t to 
volunteer their tim~ often h~va mor~ time ~v~il~bl~ thffin WM~ 
rec:iuir~HJ. 11 One member even 11 winhad CsheJ h,'::\c:I b<Hm nc::h,~d~ .. ,led ·for mc:we 
rt.-1vi mws" 11 Another bocsi\rd member,, howt•wer., ·f e.l ·t. tha,\'t., 11 t:.he ti IVH❖» 
commitment was not honestly communicated CaincaJ it wag oftan mcrs 
then 8 ho\.\rs Iii\ mont.h,, pi1'rt. i c:L\l ar l y in t.he b~q:i r,ni ng" 11 

Being board chair added conwidar~ble hours to th~ crigin~l 
monthly t.ime ct:>mmitment .. As one board chmir not~~c:I, 11 m-ft.w,r kt:~~:-,pi11q 
f~irly detailed records,, the project took ~n aver~ga of 16 hours p~r 
month, 11 t.herefore, indicating that the t.ime commit."ted wa~ t(:>o :lit.He" 
This, ac::c:ording ·to one of the bomrd chairs., 11 c:caused qLdr.:~,: bW'"r, (:ll.lL 11 

RECOMMENDED TIME COMMITMENT. The proposed time cf twc ye~r~ for 
an i ndi vi d\.l ◄'il to serve as board member w,~11 tho\..\gh 11 ·l:oo 1 ong 11 l:'Jy ·two 
informmmts (8¾), "about r:l.ght 11 by eighteen membi?l'"tm (7:~·~x> ~nd 11 '1:oc:> 
short" by 4 members ( 12'¼). One iri·formant dj.d n<.~t MnSWG)r thi~ 
tll,\e~t i en .. 

Thirteen respondents gave recommend~tions conc~rning bo~rd member 
length of term. Six specific~lly recommended~ two ye~r commitment. 
''It takes 2 y~~rs to l~arn and underst~nd the procas~ and to b~ able 
to see some ch~ngeB, ... but is not so long th~t you could pos~ibly 
:lose some o·f yot.\r objectivity. 11 Ot.hers thot.u;;,ht a ·two yeru,r t~erm "a.,t 
ian 8 hour per ,nc:>nth commitment is difficult" .-~nd 11 iany thir,g lori(Jer m~y 
Clli\t\11e bt.,rn out .. 11 Ona of the board cha:i. rs be,1 i evr.1d th,~,t cii\ mini mum 
commitm~nt was necegsary to Justify training, but ~lso argued th~t 
time ~cmmitment ''varie~ from person to person, depending gre~tly on 
ct.her c:ommi tments. 11 

SCHEDULING ISSUES. Board members were ~~ked to expre~s their 
feeling~ regarding the w~y their time w~s scheduled for training and 
conducting review~. Of the twenty-five respondent$,~ l~rqe m~jority 
(88¾) were quite satisfied with the way their time was scheduled. T~ 
prim~ry f~ctor contributing to this satisf~ction w~s timely notice of 
reviews (48'½.). One board c:hair noted., 11 I was always in·form<.~d aboL1t 
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meetings two weeks prior to each, and th~t w~~ ~fter the bo~rd h~d 
already set times and days 6 months a.hec':i\d. 11 Other ·ft\C'l':.<::>rs 
contributing to board member ~atisfaction with ~ch~duling included the 
"avti\il ability of alternates, 11 11 11ta·H support in letting t.he bo;.:Ard 
choose the schedules", and "remindtmr letters". 

A few problem~ with ucheduling were ~lmo noted by member$ 
participating~• alternatms and two of the regul~r bc~rd members. Two 
of the regular board member5 reported reviews had interfer~d with 
either their schooling or work. Short notice of review~ w~s mentioned 
~• a problem by all five alternates. One alternate suggested that 
perhmps, 11 more planning Cwi th J l or'lgt:1r r1ot..i c1-1,s problii\bl y c::o,",l d bf.•:~ 
helpful in scheduling CreviewsJ. 11 Anc::>ther alterr1ate, however, 
believed t.hat short not.ic:es were 11 unavo:idiii\ble., because not.ice +1--om cm 
regular boiard member might have br.!en short. 11 

ADEQUACY OF FEEDBACK 

Tcii\ble 5 shows how respondents rat~d the feedb~ck they received 
from varying sourc:es. Higheut r~tings were received by staff 
assist.mnts (72¾ "very" or "somewh!i1't" a~dF.hquli~t.e) iimd 'the pr-ojq;;(:::t 
coordinator (48¾ 11very 11 or 11 tu:,mewhiit 11 adequrlte) Cit should be not.ed 
that no specific: mec:h4lmisms w.:~re ~et. up for fr.•.Hmdbad( fn:Hn tht❖, project 
coordinrltor:J. Lowest rating11 were giver, to the c:o,.,rt (28'½ 11 1mom<❖~Whc.~·t:. 11 

or "vary 11 inadequate) and to img«:mc::y r.:cuu~ soc:i m\l work~rH~/s~.,pervi 111H:,r!ii) 
(28'¼ 11 somewhmt 11 or "very" ir,adequab!). 

·rABl..E 5 

ADEQUACY OF FEEDBACK FROM VARYING SOURCES 
< N1111 25) 

8011.-hat v,ry 
v,ry S011what In- In- No 

Ad1qu1t1 Ad1quat1 N1ith1r ad1quat1 1d1quat1 An111t1r 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------~~-----
ShH a1i1hnh 481 241 B1 u 16X 

Project Coordin1tor 32% 16' 24X 4% 4X 211 

Court 161 361 4l 241 211 

C111 social "orker/ lot 211 2U 21l 81 161 
1up1rvi1or 

Some respondents were M~ti~+i~d with the type of feedb~ck 
received. CJne member "felt. well iriformed for <~iach case reviewed 
Cbec~uBeJ, a general updat~ from the ~taff ~~~i~tants and~ 
det~iled one from the c~se social worker/supervisor W~9 on h~nd 
bet ore fijVl/11ry review, 11 ni\nother bC.')aiH" d member rev~iii\l ~d t.h.m't. "both m1~ 
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a board Qnd individually, the feedb~ck received w~~ excellent 
CandJ <1reatly enhanced our performance. 11 

Others informant~ were a critical. One m~mber w~~ critic~l 
of soma soc: i al workers bec:ciH .. lMe, "tht!Y wmre very ci:\rrogcmt. c.md ·h:d t 
as though they were doirlg me ffi fMvor by being tht:0rf.i~." Severi•\! 
other respondents indicated that they either did not receive much 
feedback (which according to one member ''meant th~t not enough 
progress had been made since CtheJ last review'') or received it 
only when it had been asked for spe~ifically. 

Examples of the type of feedback th~t that would h~ve b~en 
c:onsi dermd helpful, incl L.,ded "updates, 11 11 i nforma:\t,i r.m rer~i\rdi nq 
C the boards J suc:c:ess/f cai lure rates i ,, permar,enc:y p 1 t'~nn i ri(J, '' i!rnd 
ex~mpl~s of c~~e~ with good and b~d p~rm~nency pl~nning by rravi~w 
board1ii" 11 

Several of the m~mber$ l~m~nted th~ cmb~enc:~ of feedb~ck. 
According to one member, "Morc-:1 feedbJAc:k would have bt~er, htalp·ful 
tnot onlyJ a~~ learning tool, but in r~viewing ~ c:~~e for~ 
sec:ond ti me. 11 'This same theme was ec:h<.,01d by a bomrd ch~i n ":ci: 
wa~ difficult to make recommendmtion$ when we did not h~v~ 
inform~tion from the past, empeciafly rel~ting to re~son~ for 
c:01..,rt findings ( i . e. , TF'R denied., etc:" > . 11 11 Wi tho, .. tt f •~«•:tdb«i\r.:: ~(. yc:>u 
mre al wc.,ys wo1,d(-!r i ng i {' the bc.,ard hm111 made an imp ac:t c::,r not. 11 

"t~~nowin~~J t.hcmt. 1n.u;gest.ion~1 or r-w1c::C'.>mmendil\·tion,m wrnre ·followt~d 
through., rai nf orc:es the purpose of the review board. 11 Th€~re w;rn 
s~ecific conc::ern about lack of feedbmck regarding court 
proceedings. • 

FINANCIAL COSTS OF PARTICIPATION 

Bo~rd memb~rs were asked to c:omm~nt on th~ financial burd~n 
(e.g .. , taking off time from work, using vacation time, etc) of 
p~rticipating ~s a r~view board member~. Of the twenty-five 
respondents, slightly over half (52¾) indic~ted that there w~re 
no costs to their p~rticipation in the project, ~lthough one 
member remarked that "had :c not been in the position I e:Lwrently 
ho:L d, l feel it might have been different." Vmri ou~ br.:H·~r·d 
members pointed to their retirement, the structure of their work 
schedule, and the expense coverage by the proj~ct a~ r~~Bon~ fer 
lack of costs. Two board remarked that their ~mployers 
considered beard membarship a~ part of their job. A board ch~ir 
responded 11 1 never really meauured the financial co•t or thought 
of it in th~t w~y. I was giving back ~omething for ~ll I'v~ 
received ,from the county over the ye,ars11" 

Fin~nci~l co~t for other member$ typic:~lly result~d in 
h~ving to take some time off work, missing achool, using vac~tion 
days, ~rr~nging for child c~r~, paying for p~rking ~nd 
transportation ~nd/or buying lunch. One meticulous bo~rd member 
rr.iport:.ed t.he lr~>!H~ of "four ht.mdred dollm\r!I!, in Wm\CJes iH"ld or1e­
hundred ar,d twemty-f i ve doll ,'i\r1i1 i 1, ·tramsportati on." 
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M~ny members thought that the costs involved were not 
important" One commented, "the c:oe..ts were not a.s i mpor·tcii\l'it. «-,s 
having ai\ review boci'Ard, 11 cii\nd anothflhr lii\rguf!c:t "'t:.he r ♦H~ul t~ o,",t 
weighed the c:oGt. 11 One member c:onc:ludt!d., "l gladly would donc;.,te:) 
tthat timeJ agmin." 

IMPROVING REVIEW COMPONENTS 

T~ble 6 shows board memb~r r~tin;n of nine r~view componant~ 
as being either "very good," "ader.p .. uite" or "needu irnprov<:\lmcint .. 11 

M-mbers who found th~t ~ component le$~ th~n ad~quat~ w~re aaked 
to indicate how it needed to be improvad. These comment~ are 
summarized below. 

BACKGROUND CASE MATERIALS. Twenty percent of board memb~r~ 
found that background case materials needed improvementw 
Acc:ording to one membf.lr., the qualit.y o·f in·formatic:m 11 Vi:'.o\r'it•~d fr<::>m 
C~$e to case" Some of the cases needed more information CandJ 
l!iome of t.he c:ounty woda~rs needed to update theHYHilH::;il vem; .. 11 

Another member found that the boards 11 frequent:Ly dicjn '·t hi:.we 
psychologist/psychiatric reports on clients who were ~eeing 
someone regul~rly ..... Reports from schools, group homes, etc. 
would have o·f ttim bean ht.'d pful but were not avail mbl e. 11 A third 
member iUUH:trted., 11 There were several c:JAses where w.:i were not tnt\\<::le 
~w~re of certain vit~l circumstances, u~ually becau~e the c~sa 
soc: i al worker di dn 't Weant us to know. '' 

TIME ALLOCATED FOR REVIEWS. Only ona board member~ found 
that the amount of time set aside for reviews wa$ inadequate= 
11 There wa11m '·t er,ot .. \l;h t :L me to get involved cm& '.( 'd 1 i k~ t.o h11.w~1 w " 
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TABLE: 6 

BOARD MEMBER RATING OF NINE REVIEW COMPONENTS 
( Nuiu'.25) 

Need1 No 
Very Good Adequate l~proveJent Answer 

Background c11111teri•l1 48t 32t 201 0t 

A10unt of tite allocated 44i 52X u 0~ 
for reviews 

Infor1ation presented at 24¾ 5U 20~ 0% 
revieNS 

Board 11Mbtr 1ttendance 441 52Z 4Z 0% 

Board 111ber participation sot 364 at 0X 

Att1ndanc1 of p•rents and BX loX 70% n 
childrtn affected 

Board r1co11endation1 521 36X 81 4X 

Project social ~ork1r1' 68t 24t 8% ~4 
participation 

Agtncy social workers 28l m. 36t 0Y. 
participation 

-----~-----------------------~--------------------------~---, .. ~------~----~~-~-

'f 

lNl:~·c)f~M~'~TIUI\I f~•f~~~~:t:SE[NTED" Tw«~nty fJ('.?.l'"<:::f:·~nt C:>·f :Ln·f<:~l'"lllli~nL11» +c)und 'l:,h~·~t 
t h e i n ·f or m 1:1\ t i c:m p ,, .. e~ 1m e I"\ t. w.~ d 11:\ ·t ti"H11~ r f:.~ v i f.~ w !ff; n e ~:❖~ c:I e.1.!'l:J :l mp r (::> v ti.❖) m ~:m t, " Cl rH:i~ 

membc~r cr.im,Mmtr~d, 11 dr.-lpc~mdir1<,;J <:>n t.ht➔ ,·iAt.t:i.tud01 c:,+ ttl",c,;~J mt~H:~ii:'.~l v~<~11·"k(•~w·11~ 
towru\l'"t:I t: t'.h~:!J bc::>card, it wa,\11i ei thlwl'" v«~ry 9(::,od or rt::H'd pc::>c>I"'. 11 CM:. hfaw 
m,1~mb•!w·11 d~:~r,c:ri bt::,d uagene:y ,ra.or.::l t'a\l wc:.1r~(ti'W'11& ru\15 11 nc)·l~ t'.<:Jt.i Wf~l 1 ~·:n"t,::~P<'lH"' (1~d 11 ~~nd 
11 kn ft.~W ve:-~r y 1 i t t. l fl.t i,Ab c:,\.,\ t t~ h •:❖~ 1::: 1:1\ Hl><ili'ffl>. '' !:i>c:>mfh,t :l tnr.?ml th :t ,~ !:'ll(❖:•,t❖~m•~~d t. c:> bf~~ th ,i❖) 
r- f;:'j 1m , .. , l t, <:) + 1 -!~ r q <:1! c: e~ a ~i 1 o ,~ d 11 liA r, d h i fJ Ii r ,~ 1;, <•:(f ~ CJ+ ·t: \,,\ t'" n r", v fi/J r M 1::: cJ r ~~ :•( ,~,mp 1 i•:~ ~ 

e:\lt.h<::>\.,1~.:Jh on~~ bc::>ard c:h1i1\il'" ·fr..1, .. ,nd thfl~ in-fr.:>rmit':\ti(::>n tt:> bt:lh pl"'(❖:)!l>~~~ntbwd 
"~JGHH .. ,r,:i\lly good,, it 1,,tM\ffl ir1~d~q\.,\i1'At,f.~ i,f 11&c,c:i1i.,1 w<~w·kwwm W(,;tH··r~~ i!.~l::>1Hrn.mt'., v~~·wy 
n •~ w , et c: • 11 

O t hr.:, r ·t~ i m «·~\ !-l :L n f o rn m ,\\\ t i t:> n w {11\ m, i n ,1,, d flt, q \..\ nA t e ci u f.❖~ t t:> l i?:\ t:~ k <::) + 
(::: !~')op ~ r- '°~ ·r.. i <:m = 11 l'1 <~, 1m t p 1 <Mi in m (~, ~ m ((IJ d 1::> I'" <·:!! i, <::: r i b <:,1 d f.H" i (~1 r t (~, n:~ v i t'At "" , L w h i (::: h 
w tit 1ni J ·f r 1,.1 ~ t, r at :l n q ,, 11 

BOARD MEMBER ATTENDANCE. Th~re WM~ 

~onc~rning bc~rd memb~r attend~nc~. Th~ 
membar~ wmre a~ldcm pr~•~nt nt revi~w~" 
~liminat~ five mramber bcardn and r-~pl~ce 
b t::> a, r d 1ni • 

on 1 y <::>n tt.·~ nfh>q &\t :l Vt❖, r 1/h) !!:lp t:)n 1m<i❖) 

problem wan th~t 011 beard 
Th«❖, Y!)1..1qqf.--,111it tmci r f.❖)mvt~1 tly W<'ii\% t t~> 

t.h<•~m with trw·,;rn~ nH(·~rnb«~t'" 
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BOARD MEMBER PARTICIPATION. Board member attend~nce w~~ Maen ~~ 
a problem by only two members. One noted that ''more guideline~ on 
appropr-iata re1mponses, etc:. would have beer\ hel~>ful ir, t.his r+:~gimrdft" 
The other commented the ''CboardJ needCsJ to be better prepared to m~ka 
5uggestions for cases ~nd the county Cfiinc:e] suggestions didn't start 
until appro>dma·t:.ely 5 c:,r 6 months CintoJ the pro~Jrt,m. 11 

ATTENDANCE OF PARENTS AND CHILDREN. More th~n thre~ quart~r~ of 
the board members (76%) expressed ~oncern with the l~ck of ~ttand~nce 
by parw.mt.s and c:h i l dr&m. j,\s one member reported, 11 Mmny ti mes they m\l'"fi.~ 

just not there •.. " Acc:ordirig to a board c:hcAir, "CAllJ childrar, flihould 
be there except in tho~~ c:~~e• where it would b~ dam~ging to th~m, anci 
in most inst~nces I would also except mentally ret~rd~d children'' a~ 
well. 

Several of the m~mber~ found it to be helpful when parent~ ~nd 
children did attend the reviews. In the words of one board chair, 
11 havinq the child 'thert❖~ does a rrnmber of very po1iDitive ·t.hin(~!!S: <:l) it 
brings home the reality of dealing with a real live human being to 
board members, (2) it allows the child to particip~t~ in what is 
undoubtedly a very important event""•, (3) it m~kes the reviews much 
more than perfunctory - which they can get wh~n there's only county 
staff and regul~r reviewers there, ~nd (4) for both parents and 
c::h:ildrer,., it affords the ·for1..,m where n~•~eded c:t.·:mfront.aAt.:i.r.:m r.::ii.U'\ c:>c::c::L.\I'",. 11 

ln·fr . .,rmant1.1J mrgued., "The c:01..,nty needs to stress the l'"Cl'lVi c~w more❖! 

emphatic:al ly., 11 and 11 Soc:iit\l wor~(ers (in sc:,me C:liil!iiH1:>11i) did nr.:)'t. i1'1\P~H»hi'Ar' to 
realize [the] importance of parents and children p~rticipating [and 
c::onseql.\ent:L yJ, 1mhoul d be more m\~'H;JrEHsm.i ve in ·thi 1m it'i\rf.❖)a\. 11 Om•.? membr.❖H"' 
11 q\Jestioned whether all moc:ial wor~~ers enc:(.:>t.\rc:i\q€~d pc.u·er1ts r'll'1d c:hildnzm 
to cat t..er,d. 11 

~-\ boii\rd c:hai r s,.,ggested that II st:>me sort (::>•f 'pol i tti:t 

mandate' on such attendance'' would resolve the problemu Others 
asserted a need t.o "Try to obtain more cc:,mmi tm~nt. f n:.rn, 
parents/children to att~nd and CtoJ give group homes/fo$tar 
parent~/etc:. more prem.sure to attend or lH•md report.Im at l~z.\mstH" 

BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS. Two board members found that beard 
rec:ommi.~ndation~ needed improvemeH1·t. Or,e membl1r Wit'i\S 11 nc:>t. Vwjry t:lr.:)c'/t\l"' 

C ei\s to J ex cac:t 1 y how or if bo4iArd rtac:ornmer,ditl\t i ens r. were l rer~l 1 y ,.ul!H:?d" 

nmd r.'i\n(::>t.h~~r repc.>rted t.hciitt, 11 in imi x months t:. i m•z~ our rr.wc~(::>mm.:mdlil,t i t':>n~ 
weren't: implemented. 11 There Witl\ffl cal ao 111ome r.::c::>nc:ern thmt 11 bcJi'it\F<."J membt~rim 
[were] he~it~nt to be c:onstructively c:ritic~l or otherwi~e of tth~J 
c:oL\nt.y 'ca performance b(..:.?cause of t.he county's prese1,c:e." 

PROJECT SOCIAL WORKERS' PARTICIPATION" Two memb~rs thought th~t 
the perform~nce of the project social worker~ needed improvement. One 
of the bo~rd chair~ thought ''the project leader$ .. ,. need group 
dynamic s~dll tr,~ining. 11 An ct.her informa,,t remcarked that the project 
$0Cia1 worker ''R~rely ~aid much, ether th~n reading what she had • 
wr :l t t. er, " 11 

AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS' PARTICIPATION. Thirty-six percent of 
inform~nt~ found the perform~nce of agency social workars to ne~d 
improvement. The gener&\l fflt&m-t:. i mlimt. Wcii\11~ thmt ii\gtmr.::y wor ~cr;::ir·im "l'"mH'\ 'the 



Effectivanass - 75 

&pmct:.rum" from being "oof ten e.ncc~l :Lent. or gor.)d, c:md well • .. i nfc::wmec::I t.,tj 

very poor." Thi• often depenr.h.td "cc:ording to c:m~ member" 11 cm ttheirJ 
~ttituci~s tow~rd citizen boards .. w~ n~ed to im~rove the Bocii\rd~ 
i.mporbmc:e and/or positive involvement for Cthf.!:l c:ounty. 11 Poor 
prep~r~tion also •~em~d to b9 a problem. According to on~ memb~r~ 
"Some seemed to be unaware o·f pertinent informcation C:1-ar-,dJ wmitC~~d:l 
l.tnt i l the day of rf.fVi ews t.o mm~o:~ C: nec:e1msary J c::lffll l ~ .. 11 

,., bow\rd c:::hm\i r 
thought this could be remedied by ''lower c~se loads ~nd less 
turnover." 

PERMANENCY PLANNING 

In this section of the qu~stionn~ire respondent~ war~ ~lso ~eked 
a variety of questions relating to perm~nency pl~nning for childr~n in 
fo•ter care. Tasks consisted of (1) rating six f~~tor~ in parm~nency 
planning, (2) recommending me~n$ to overcom~ perceived probl~m aream, 
~nd (3) identifying the gc11t~!t barrier to perm~nency pl~nning for 
children in fo9ter care . . 

BACKGRC'JUND INFORM~ff ION. When aim~rnd, "Do y1::,L\ 'th:i. n~t. yo1 .. 1 Wf.ii\Y"~ qi v~n 
eno,.1gh information t.o hci'i\ve M ·firm gr45\1$p o·f 1::uxwma.nem:.y p:L11i\1111inq? 11 

eighteen (72%) replied yes, three (12%) r~pliad no ~nd four (16%) did 
not mnswer. 

RESOLUTIONS TO PERMANENCY PLANNING. T~bl~ 7 show~ t~a 
respondents' ratings of six potential probl~mm in perm~nency pl~nnin~ 
Member1m who d~sc:ribed fl·,, pot:.antitii\l pr,::>b:Lt.Wm ru\B 11 :loorgf~ 11 1::)1"' 11 ~1,1:i.qh't:. 11 Wfi1>rr~ 

~sked to indic~te how it could be resolved. The$e comm~nt~ ~ra 
~ummarized below. 

VAGUENESS OF PLANS .. All but one of inform~nt~ (96¼> found th~t 
vagueneus of plans was~ problem" Critical comments includ~d the 
followir,~;p 11 no't f9nol\gh ·thought goir,g int.o tt.h~ plcu,1mJ 11

, 
11 1:!H::rnHii plmHH~ 

were ju11st holding peat terns Wm\i ting ·for judgme11t.s, 11 cand 11 it di dr'I 't 1:H!em 
lUor~ t.lie worker was u111dng c:omnnmity service~ MVailm\bl.:1 t..c:> the c:hild 11

• 

A v~riety of recommendations for overcoming this probl~m were 
offered~ A third of the members believed more effort 



TABL..E '7 

BOARD MEMBER RATING OF SIX POTENTIAL PROBLEMS IN 
PERMANENCY PLANNING 

(Nin:25) 

large Slight Not A No 
Probl11 Probl11 Probh1 An1tiftr 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Yagu1n111 of pl1n1 481 48X n It 

Worker turnover sn 411 4% 4X 

Lack of ti11lin11 for TPR 761 161 11 Bl 

Initiation of court action 44% 41t 81 81 

County policy r1g1rding 241 41n loX 201 
holding pattern 

Vagu1n111 of court orders 321 iAX 3oX Bl 

-----------------·------------------------------------------------------------
wit\s nti~eded in makinc;J the plmnm very spec::ific:: mH"lci c:onc:::ret:.e. 11 Mon:-~ 
specificity tis needed] with regard to eac:h sep~r~te el~mant of th~ 
plan'' i~ required. A quarter of members recommended firmer ~dheranc~ 
to timelinem1 "Plans for a c:hi:Ld sho,.tld be very spec:i·fir.:: ii:\l"ld t..ime 
limits pl cu\C:f~d mnd 1mdhered to. 11 Some of the l ~s.s f n:eq1 .. t£❖mt:. l y m~mt i onvi::id 
soluticms were, "get SLtpervi~ior, c:oLtrt ~nd c.'\l l inv<::>lved ir"I th(f~ mc~~dr"lg 
of the planM [so that] eac:h understand~ what is r~quired to m~~t th~ 
pl~1,., 11 11 1..,se MBO c.standards ·for writirig plans, 11 cmd "mc:>r·<~ SL.l~H:trvt~iicm 
on c~~es, with lower caseloads ~nd soc:i~l workers and sup~rvisor ttoJ 
review i.1, bet111u·.1?an 6 month r(,.,1Vi <¾'lws. 11 

On~ boln\rd c:hi~ir 11L1ggmst.ed thtiitt, p~r-hmps, 11 'frlll\ir,inq in m~pr.-.t<7~:ific: 
pl~nning ~nd $etting more guideline5 within the 6 month pl~n'' would 
help in re~olving thiM problem. Parents would certainly benefit from 
more ea~i 1 y 1 .. 1nde,r11&tood goal ffl. 11 

WORKER TURNOVER. Ninety-two p~rc~nt of inform~nt~ thought th~t 
wor~(er■ turr,over was 1a probhtrn. In the word111 o-f onea "ClrHi.t <:l+ i7.ht-J 
gr~ate~t problem~ ~nd where Cth~J review bo~rd is ne~d~d ~o the child 
doe1m not ·fall bet.ween 'the r.:rru\d(15. 11 Another rew.:'Arde<:I, "l"'lrJst r.:hi ld1"'en 
h~ve problem~ with ch~nges, and 11 C~inc~J different per~on~l 
philosophies affect or effect different needu definitions CitJ must be 
hc::\rd m·, th&1 family. 11 

A ~:requently mentir.med means to t~Nerc:o,ne the problem o·f high 
wor kP-r tl.ll"'li over i 11 to provide ti me wh<f?re the II fu1utgc:,i ng 11 ~r,d 
11 i nr.::omi ng II Boe i al wor ~or~r c: an di 1,~c:t.ltms the c: c::\se ( ~i.) cu\t. hn:\nd. Clt ht-er s 
informants 111L.1~rnested l<.1wering caselt.1ad11i cimd pr<.1viding 11 per-k1a 11 115uc:h as 
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"More concrete gui deli ne!l!; mnc:I C·t:.he::I c::onc::l Sf.i~ rnrt:.ef.Hi• tc::, be ·t:,ii~~am<' 
w~s the perceived resolution for m~ny board members. According to a 
bo~rd chair, ''If this means the county•~ tendency to ~it on~ c~~~ 
where no movement is notice~ble, then I think the ~nswer is mtrict 
~dherence to the use of MBO st~nciards for writing pl~n•, commitment by 
the county to act when certain go~l~ ar~n·t m~t, ~nd written criteri~ 
by the court system on wh~t cases will be mccepted, wh~t evidence i~ 
s,.tf f i c i ent, etc. 11 Another membf.-:r aS&ser·t:ed, 11 Thf~ leg isl c\\tl.,r•~ 11(f'H!H::lt~ to 
en~ct new l~w• that limit the holding p~tt~rn - put timelin~5 tc TPR -
CandJ become advocates for the child not p~rents. 

VAGUENESS OF COURT ORDERS. A littl~ ever hMlf (56%) cf 
respondents ·found vaguenems ,-,,f court orders t.<:> b<:, <'iA problem" "Teo 
m~ny court orders were not specific enough for work~r~ to hav~ 
~omethi1,g 11t..1bstantiated t.o go cm," said om,, member. (.\r,ot.~,<~r r:.<.':>mnu!mt.~~d 
·t.hm\t the 'Gc:>al ,a; ii\~ out. 1 i ned C wen~ :J imome·t:i. mf.»im not. sp~H: i ·f i c::,, 11 

The most frequently mentioned remedy w~s to be more specific in 
court orderfli>. One oof the c:hcmir,m 111~t.,1;;1ge1Hrted, "B•~ mc::w~~ 1mptH::i-fic in 
initial ordC11rG or in CciUHt pl «Ann baHtt~d cm c:01...1r'I: ordf:.¾l"'M" 11 (.,rH::rt.h~xw 
memb~r st..t~)(:J8!iirt.ed., "Clciilrify ,::ourt orr.:lerim Cr..>nJ how lr.mq pt\i\r~mtim 1·1~,vr.:~ t.c:> 
do 9pecific things listed in order to me~t. the court order (e"g. ~ 
rr::tmmi n sobf.:W ·- 1 wr~ek., 1 mcmt,h,, 6 month1m,?)" 11 In ·f e~1:L i nq tt·1i\\t. 11 

•• " 

tht!rnie or dens are jl.,st a ho! ding p~t ter,," 11 a11t.>ther membt~r 1;.1.1q,~Jf~~=d~tf~d 11 

"perhr.:\ps expe~rtm. c:ould be invt:)lVfi>d noonf.•~r 'to r.mpedit£~ !ildtt .. ti/:\tiorH~" 11 

BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY PLANNING 

Bo~rd members were ~~ked to identify the greatest barrier to 
perman~ncy planning for children in fofiter c~re" Mere th~n h~lf (58%) 
mentioned the length of time required to terminate p~rent~l rights. 
As <.11,e board chci:\i r reported, 11

• " ,. the qr<:-:atest bi:l\r■ r i er i 1m tJu~ 
reluctAAnce of pursue TPRs on children,, A baby m~y be placed Bnd 
parents make minimal progre~~ ~very $1H months for years until the 
child i~ too old ~nd unlikely to b~ ~dopt~d" It often ~eama ~o 
obvious looking from the out~ide, but we ~re told it'm tee HGrly, not 
f.'mouqh evidenc:e,, toe:> 11'/i\te, nc:>t in ·t~he best. interest. c:>·f: ·tht·~ !:hi:lc:I, •:~tc::" 
C wh i c:h J i !!I vary ·f ruutrat i ng II •• 11 Many responde1·,t15 c:1--i ti<.-: i ~ €~d the la<'.: k 
of timelin~s for TPR~ and the reluct~nce of court~ ~nd ucci~l work~rM 

to pLtrsue them .. 

M~ny ra~pondents <29¾) alwo criticized the sy~tem - ccurtM., 
agency and social worker• - for emphasi~ing parental rights over the 
rights and best interest of th~ child. According to one bo~rd m~mb~r, 
"The c:ourt !&ygtem foc\..u~l:esJ cm pl:i\rent.al rights c:.,nd tu,~::1 riqht~~ amd 
prott~c:·t.i on of the c;hi 1 c:t ge·t~ ,mhort imhi ·fted in H♦iiH'\Mf.❖~pi n County., 11 

Sugg~sted solutions to theffle problems include, 11 
••• judging tim~lin~~ 

ai\t;Jairui;t thf.~ child's tiroti ·fm\mf.~, 11 "enui\c:t.ing 1m·tricter law11i. th.i·,,t limit thf~ 
holdir,g p1u\tterr, 11 and 11 t:>ec:omiriq iadvoc:ate9 for the child., not pr1remts,, 11 

Another frequently mention~d b~rrier to p~rmanency planning i,m 
vague permanency plansM Many board members emphasized tha need for 
the development of cle~r, concise long range pl~n~. One board ch~ir 
~en·t: i orH!d tha.,t., 11 No 1 onq range goahi are 1 ooked at.. It felt 1i ke 
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everything is done in terms of 6 month• rcathar thtii\rl a:\ li·f+P.time. 11 

Worker turnover was also perceived to be~ barrier. A~ cne 
member not.ad, 11 "f'rl.ust in a wor ~(er is hard to c:ome by and ewtr(•:rn\f.•~l y 
import~nt to the successful conclusion of~ plcmcementn 11 ·The kid$ are 
troubled enough without a differ~nt worker c:oming in every few 
months .. " 

Less frequently mention~d barri~rs to perm~nency planning 
inc: 1 ude= "1 ac:k of homes for adol esc:ents., espec:i ,i:\11 y mi nor i't:. y 
c:hi l dren, 11 11 c:ourt bac: ~<log, 11 ser i OL\S l cmc:: k of mi r-1or it y ~mr ker1n, ·for 
minority kids, 11 and "the ine·Hec:tiveness o-f ~"Jur legal tiystem tht:\t th~m . 
the hands of 15oc::ial wor~cers. 11 

WHO SHOULD ATTEND REVIEWS? 

Board members were asked to identify person who should , be 
encouraged to ~ttend administrative reviews (Table B>- The overall 
sentiment of the board member$ wa~ that everyon~ who is currently 
involved or ~oncerned with the child and/or ha~ signific~nt knowledge 
of the c:a~e, should be encour~ged to ~ttend adminiMtrative review~. 

Bot.h natural and -fouter parents were viewed by t.he mc':\jr;,1"'ity o·f 
bo~rd members ~w needing to be ~ncour~ged to ~ttend, even though ''many 
workers have discourag~cl foster parents ·from ~t·tendin<.~" 11 The~ 
impor-b-mr.:·e o.f invitin~~ ➔:est.er pcmr&mts was emphm\ti;izt~d f.'Hl> 11 t.hey anJ t.he 
oneB that live with the child" and c:m,, "add in-formation ct\bOl~\t. r.:hildr~n 
we c~nnot get in any other Wii\Y, e~pecially when childr~n are ~hy ~nd 
quiet. 11 Clne member expressed concern fc.,r hiavi11g ,,atur<ii\l p,~r~.mtv.! wh<::> 
are mentally i :l 1 n~tt.enc:t the revi t:i~w,u "<:m 111\ r,umbtr.>r o·f c:)c::c::ciu~i cm1m wher, 
such parents came to reviews, all participantw in the review we~mmd 
unable t.o deal with this 11&it.ucii\tion,. 11 

Childr~n w~re also meen ~m needing to be encouragad to att~nd th~ 
r~views. Some re~pondent5 favoring th~ pr~sence of children did, 
however, indic~te that only children old enough should be ~llcwed to 
attend. Thi15 usu~lly me~nt being 8 to 10 year~ ~nd older. A board 
c:hai r, however., noted ·that II the c:h i 1 d, even i -f very your,g, <'.:r.n .. d d be 
introduced and then go to a pl~y area,. It would help a lot to meet 
eac:h r.:hild .. 11 

Social workers were the next most fr~quently mentioned $Duree 
that should be in attendance, -followed by supervisors, board 
reviewers, group home staff ~nd counselors. According to cne member, 
a report from some sources, such as psychologists and counselor~, 
would be sufficient~ 

THE ADMINSITRATIVE REVIEW FORMAT 

About h~lf of inform~nts (52¾) thought that the ~dmini~tr~tive 
review form~t is simple enough for all persons particip•ting to 
under~t~nd. Forty-four percent indicated it i~ not ~impl~ mncugh ~nd 
one person (4%) did not answer the question" 
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A common :Ly uuggFJsted chfflnge w.as "l angt1m\ge m.i mp 1 if i c:: ii\'t ion 11 
( 4~5¾) . 

Many respondents mgreed that- pro·f essi or,~l l c;\f'H.~\.lage- cuied i 1ffi 

"rAEtl...E f:3 

PERSONS ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
<N 11111 25) 

SOURCE 

Natural Pmrents 
Foster P,u·e-mts 
Children 
Sc:>c::i al Worker 
St..,pervi sors 
Bc::>ard Reviewer 
C:,rc.>up Hom~ Stmf f 
Psychologist/Counselor~ 
Gu~rdians Ad litem 
Extended Family Memberffl 
C~)rcit\ndpar~nt.s 
Child Protection Workers 
School 'feuAc:::her 
Child Advocate 
Pttblic:: Defend~r 
Service rendering people 
Doctors 
D~y Program Representative 
Minister 

N 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

80¾ 
,.,a% 
~.:if.)% 
40% 
20'¼ 
20, .. 
20% 
16% 
1 :~tY. 
12'¼ 

8% 
8'¼ 
8% 
4'X. 
4% 
4¾ 
4% 
4% 
4'½ 

too confusing ~nd difficult for the m~ny involved, p~rticularly lay 
permons .. One member recommended ''spelling out the initi~lM $0 

everyone knows what e~c::h one iM tMlking about. Another felt that 
f<::>rmu tt.,re "not well worded" cand need to b~1 "made morc,1 'to th~! pc::>int . ., 
C:sinc:e] too mci\ny c:ould bw bd<«•m in difi:erent wcii\yl!ll.," A t.hird ff-:>lt.. 
thli\t, "the c:hec: k 1 i st is r.:1.1mber111ome carid of ten st. i ·fl t.:?~a d d. 11&c:~und. <::m" " 

A ~ubstcii\ntial numb~r of th~ board reviewer~ (45¾) ~xpr~~~~d 
concern ~bout the in~ppropriatenaus of the review proc~~• fer MR 
C::i\11HH~. Mom.t cii\greecl wit.ht.he c~-:,mment.11 of a boMrd t:hadr" "Tht~ ·fc:>l'"mm\t, :i.11~ 

mi~leading ~nd threatens the biological parents"'' It w~M wid~ly 
recomm~nded the MR c~~e~ be r~vi~wed diff~rently or that. ''the r~view 
form ◄imd be revised,. One member un.tggested thn.,t ·the "f ormcat be 
ch~nged to suit variou~ special needs group~ - Ci "e"J, MR Mhould hMve 
a separ~te form, children where TPR h~s taken place should have a 
mc::>d i ·f i €·~d f <::,rm ., ttt. r.: • 11 

L~ss frequently . mentioned ch~ng~s in the currant reviaw form~t 
incluc:ledi "more inb·.msive e·f·for·ts to i11volvca pmren·ts, etc. ,,' 1 "·filling 
c,L,t f (:'.>r mim fl~hc::H .. ,1 c:I not be t. r etii\t. f.i~d just aui. a rc:H .. d:. :L t"Hr.~ mm\t t. &:~r, " 
"t.tnderst;anding the meaning a11d rational for askin<.~ ql..\estions iand t.ht~ 
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impact it has on ecli\c:h c:a5e, 11 (4) t.ht! r~vi8w shr.:H .. lld b«!\ a,, Mynop!ii.i& o·f 
the past six months, not a guessing game, 11 and 11 the rav i ew• shou l. d be 
done in the same room e~ch time for e~c:h child c~ndl the room should 
take 01, lass o·f a sterile institutional of eel in~~ .. 11 

BENEFITS OF TIME UTILIZED 

When cu\S~~ed, "Was the time upent benefir..:icii\l tc:> so<:::iii:\l w.::w~,:~:~rim, 
f ami 1 i es and part i C\.ll ar 1 y the ·chi 1 dr-en i nvo:t ved in the ~:,r·c:lgn~m? 11 84'¼ 
answered "yes," 4¾ iiH'l'ili.wered 11 no, 11 ,md 1:rx. did r1ot iiHH~Wf.1W 111\t. iii\ll. 

A number of general benefitu were noted .. Th~ mo$t common were 
11 the provi fltti r.m o-f rlew ideas, per11,pec::'t i v~111t, mmd 1!lH .. H;;,qemrt i on1i1~ ·fr om th~~ 
out.11ide 11 (5:.$¾) and "the provision of supp<::>rt car-.d tl,a ·h 1H~l ing trH~t 
someone e:Lse r..:ni\r'fild and listen~~d Wmta. i\n oft£m t!itaAt.t•:~d bene·fi't. 11 WT¼). 
Ona member uummariz~,d it this wa.y: 11 parties involved ~maw Gc:>meorn~ other 
thmn the sy1mtem were c:ommi ttt1d" 11 

Most inform~nt~ felt that children benefited the mo~t. Thi& was 
partic:ulMrly true when suggestions m~de by the board resulted in 
c:hangr.Hi; in t~he way,~ <:::i,'~!H'I was har"ldled., Anc:)t.her· bf.,:me·Ht w.ml!:-., "[The 
review] gave the child a chance to talk on his/her own behalf, to say 
whm\t they wr.>t.,1 d 1 U(e tel see happen in their l:L ·ff.~ reqa':\rc:li ng pl i,1\C::€\W\E•:mt .• 11 

Al1So, "it often gc~ve children supportivt1 •ffM!dbflt:k ·fr,.:,m ~o,M~o,,.:,:.~ be~ides 
the st'>C: i f.i\l worker. 11 

F~milies were ~l~o seen as b~n~fiting from the ~upport ~nd 
c:onr.:er11 of bocard members. Reviews provided ·f ,ami 1 i t:.,s with m c::har,c:e 11 ·l':.o 
publicly m\dc:lrefl1>111. ·their c:onc:errH, 11 ;,md al 1mo 11 gGi\ve f 4r.\mi 1 i fk)1!i ~Jn .. ,pp<::>l"'t. ru\t 

times, feedbac~< other times .and probt,bly ~ pu111h MOtnc.!tinw,111~ 11 l~<:~c::or<:.iin<;J 
to one informant, 11 f Mmil i es felt their WGi\~ 111om~H::>nw1> t.hr:1r~ wh(~) 
represer,t.ed their needs, waI1ts and wi shf.~15. 11 

Social worker~ were ~l~o se~n ~~ benefiting from th~ 
administrative review~, particularly from feedback the r~viaw~ 
c:>f f r~red. As one member noted, 11 tit J gave soc i cml wr.~r ~rnws im ~1>e:n.md i ng 
board, VJ.\ried ide.as., tumdJ feedbli?tr.:k. 11 It wcas t,l11i.o ~rqued tht\t 11Sr.,c:i~l 
worker~ benefit~d from the ~upport they received, p~rticul~rly to 
those w.ar,ti11g to take action, l:H .. \t thwarted by 1;yst..em. 11 

PURPOSE OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ON REVIEW BOARDS 

When asked what they perceived the major purpose cf citizen 
participation on review beards to be, four out of fiv~ re5pcndents 
identified 11 the provision of new ide~s, perspectives, suggestions and 
objectivity to the problems of children''· Among the specific comments 
were 11 open up ic\ somewhiat c:l osed system 110 that .all of t.he 
pc:>simi bi 1 it. i eus ·for c:h i l dren in fester C:i::,re ,~re e~q:>l on~d, 11 11 br i r1g 
c:ommllnity values to the whole picture ..•. 11

, 
11 !.,ffer s,.lgges'l:'.ir.ms to the 

plan ·from a lay persp•~c::t.ive," bring a n ♦:❖~W per~ped:.ive ... , esr,,ec:imlly 
on <:msas 'thc:\t Sf-Jem t.o be stuc~<-in·-plac::e, 11 ci.md "c:ontrib'-.tte V<;\l id 
s, .. ,c;;Jgest i c:ms as th1+:, c: it i z ens iii\re not so c: 1 osf~ tc:> t,he si ·tuai:, i tm M 

11 

Also frequently mentioned was ensuring for permanency planning 
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for -foster c::are c:hi l dren. Ac::c:r.:>rdi ng t.o one member., 11 :t hr.:,pf.:~ Wt·~ 

question the professionals to upPaed up perm~nenc:y pl.1.\n1m"" (.,\nc.,t..l1e;1r 
~r- ~;Jued, 11 t c: it. i z ens J ar ,~ more c:onc: er ned ai\b01 .. rt:. t. i me fr 1'iilnH:i>B &.'\l'H~ 
permanency than Cthel ~genc:y" CSinc:eJ pl~n~ were subject tc CtheJ 
$Upport or criticism by the bc~rds, the county w~~ al@o ch~ll~ngwd to 
provide ,.~oc)d and thorough pl .arHi" 11 

L~ss frequently m~ntioned a~ purposes of the board were, 
"provision o·f s,.,pport to c:hildr.:m and •fa.~mili€ua," "serving C-Ai!!t 4iA 

rei!itourc:e ·to soc.-::ia:l wor~(er~, 11 m\nd 11 help:i.ng the agr.fmcy imr.~e m~ome poin't,m 
in the case they have overlooked. 11 Many inform~nts ~greed with the 
spirit of the 1mtatement..1 11 Cit:i.zer~ participation ke~f.•:>ps the t::(::>t .. 1nt.y 
agency on top of e~ch and every c:~se so that kids not 'pre$~ntly' 
c::al.lsing problems aren't, lost in the shu·ffle .. 11 

OBSTACL.ES AND BARR I ERS ro BO~\RD MEMl~ER '8 EFFECT I VENEt:-",H3 

Board member~ were a~ked to comment on ob~t~cle~ tc having 
citiz~ns involved in th~ review procesM and b~rrier$ to their 
effectivene~s ~s bc~rd member~. About~ quarter of the~~ ra~ponding 
(22%) reported th~t they were not ~w~re of ~ny ob$t~cle~ to h~ving 
c::itizen~ involved in the review proC~$$. 

A numbt1r of ob11tacl es w.-Jre mr.:mti c:med by ot.ht:l¾rs. Three bo4'M'"d 
members identifi~d ~t~ff ~ttitude~ ~$~difficulty. One ~rquad that, 
11 Thi, bi gges·t obsta.c: 1 e mcay b,.:, ;at ti tudfi.?S of stulf of II crnd (\:\nc,·ther t:.h<:>w:;1rd: 1 

11 Some suprmrvi sors and t.hei r l..Wti tsi. cmrfi'h overtly resi ist.um·t:. c':\S i nc:l:i. e:ii:,t.~-,d 
by their ~ttitudes and verb~l/behavicr~l responses, CwhichJ hinders 
the pror.::es1m4 11 A third member questic:>r'H:~d thr.~ role o-f the 5H .. lPE~rvimH::,r= 
"Sometim,u~ the~ sL.,pervim;or of ·tht-1 socic:Al worker tried to inflt.1enc::~i th<.~ 
board ~bout haw they were to handle cases, (which consequently] could 
bt-1 an obstacle .. " 

La~rning and knowledge of the information wa$ ~lsc perc~ived to 
be an obst,acl e for some membt:?rsw One boi:\rd c:hai r., arq,.,~~d ~ "The~ 1 <°aWIS, 

policie~, etc: .. ~re so nl.lmerous Cth~t itJ might help to h~ve u~ch 
board member have in-depth knowledge of a different area, i.e,~ 
Minority Child Welfare, Native Americ~n legisl~tion .. 11 Another member 
exp r er~111wid c: on c: er n of or f a'Am i 1 i e11& o·f MR cl i t~n ·t. ~s: "t. h e1sH•:! ·f 4'iAtn i l i ,,irni ·h~<-:.1 l 
uncomfortable with 'out~iders,' ~Mpec:i~lly a l~rg~ group ~ as with the 
five member b<.')aAr-d. 11 Ac:c:ordirig t.o ar,o·t.hfDr mamb•~r, 11

t(:)('.:, mli.,ny <.1pinic:m~:s 
would inhibit th~ ~lre~dy que~tionabla produc:tivity of the uy~t~m ~nd 
too many options seem to not gat prioritized which could prolong the 
procefi$ even long~r" 11 Some of the other obstMcle~ mentioned includedu 
"time <.-:ommitmu~nt., 11 11 ge·tti1,g time of·f ·from wor~c AAl1d piar~dnq,, 11 11 th~ <:o!Elt.. 
r.>·f ·t.hr.•~ symtem,, 11 and "hf.Ui\VY ca·,\se l oa,,ds. 11 

There were a number of other, less frequently mentioned~ barri~rm 
to the ~ffectiv~n~s~ of bo~rd members. For ex~mpl~, one of the board 
c::hair1!S mentior,~.ul that ~:ht-::t "Gl"'ec,d:est bmrrier w,rn lii.,c~( o·f informc:d:.i<::>n in 
~cma CM$~S [and] ~l~q not Meeing case$ consiBt~ntly du~ to court 
raview1!!'t" Ar,ot.her member beli(eved ·r..l1iat "Too long pC::l"'i<=><~s of ·tit'M~ may t 

c~w•~ burn out, th~r~fore c~using ~ decre~s~ in ~ff~ctiv~n~sn. Some 
o·f the other ba:\rriar11 mentioned inc::Luded: "qetting ·tim6i~ off work it1nd 
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having a bc:\by.," t:.he initial learning r.::L,rve of boc:·~rd members" 11 au;d 
"feelings o·f in.adequacy in uln overwhelming ~,itucation. 11 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF CITIZENS INVOLVEMENT 

Informant~ were ~sked to id~ntify the largest imp~ct~ oi citiien 
involvement on review bo~rd~., thr~e ~reas were frequently mHntioned. 
The first major, noted by ~bout two thirds of the sample (64%) ~ is the 
provision of fresh, objective ·perspective~. As one m~mb~r s~id., 
11 
••• sometimeG having an objective, non-profeg~ional virawing the 

situation from~ greater distance and pcs~ibly a ~lightly diff~r~nt 
perspective c:an be helpful. 11 Anothwr commented, "C:Citil<~n~isJ ~:e1·1·t1:lr 

the reviews fre$h., without 'burn out', and m~y perh~p~ enhancw c~•~ 
plan by filling in the gaps and adding new perspectives. 

Enhancing case pl~ns was also~ contribution mention~d frequHntly 
(41%). A number of specific contributions of this typ~ wer~ 
sugqes't:.ed: 11 quest.ion i ng the p 1 ans, 11 11 ~Je·t. ti nq soc: i al workers ·to think 
.and work harder on permi~1,ency planning, 11 11 serving ats ~n LHib i iH:sed 
ob~erver/p~rticip~nt in ~ddre~sing the direction of parmanenr.::y 
planning ·for c:hildren 11 and 11 <)etting people ·to c:ooperat.«i with pl1i:\11s." 

The support and concern of citizens was another m~jor 
contribution mentioned (27%). It was noted in several inwtancau th~t 
citizens, in contributing lh•ir time ~nd effort and in d~mcn~trating 
that the l~rger community c~reg ~bout children, c~n bm ~ large support 
to evr.~ryone c:onr.::w~rned. :[ n short., as one boiArd ch11·i\i r m♦i:mt i cmr1:~d,, 11 It 
1Shows r.:citnmi tment and cc:mc:ern ·for the si tuti\t ion and th~:f chi 1 dren. 11 

Also mentioned a~ a contribution w~s the provision of 1'•n 
addition~l external (extra-~gancy) check on the ~ervic~~ provided by 
the prof essi c:mal ~. 11 A1m om.? member i ndi c::'ted, 1::: :i. ·U :u~ni11 11 pl.ls;h HHi~ !mY!!l,t,em 

tc:, ke~p on top o-f ,·a:L l C:iH&es. 11 Another member i\rg1...1<:-:d th~t 1
• if wm<~d 

eff~ctively, boardCsJ may be helpful in bringing &\bout pres~ura for 
r.:hange. 11 

BOARD MEMBER'S PARTICIPATION MAKES A DIFFERENCE 

When asked whether th~ir 11 own particip~tion has m~de ~ 

-differer,c:e? 11 ninety-t.wo perc:en ·t:. ,maid "ye11:>', r.me sc:\id 11 no 11 &\nd c:>r,t~,, dic:I 
not answer. The one m~mber who re~ponded in the nagativ~ did ~c 
bec~u~~ m~ny r~views wer0 missed du~ to work ~onflict~" 

The m~jority (67¾) mpoke o~ their objectivity~ ability to rai~e 
pertinent questions and identify sy~tem problem~ and, to c::onnequ~ntly 
make recommendations, both on individual ~nd sy~tems level, as the 
m~ny w~ys in which their particip~tion m~de a difference in hHlping 
those involved. As one member said, 11 

••• sometimea someone from the 
out~id~ can see the 'ide~l and encourage peopl~ to work towards it -
even i ·f it can ' t be obtcai ned r.:ompl et.el y. C For J sometimes pe<~1pl f.J 

within the ~y~tem know the ide~l will never be reached so tthay] don't 
t..ry for it. 11 



of tha different perspectives they w~re ~bl~ to brino to th~ r~view~. 
Th~$e included prior or current exparienc~ &~ ~ ~ocial worker~ foster 
parent, parent, and/or minority group member. 

Sever~l members (17%) commented on their ~bility to get childr~n 
~nd f~milies to respond or participate in the r~viaw$ a~~ result of 
the c~r~ shown towards these f~milies. One member 11 insisted that shy 
or quiet children, parents and foster p~r~ntw comment when prcces~ was 
movi nq too ·fast." A board chair beli ev(•~d that [ she~ J Wei':\~~ 11 ab J. e to m~ke 
participi\nts ·feel comfortable cii\nd often glm\d t.h.:+~y c:ame .. 11 

PROBLEMS RESULTING FROM CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

About a third of the sample (36%), s~w pr0blem5 r~~ulting from 
citizen involvement on review bo~rds. One of thm more freqwantly 
m~ntioned problems ~gain centered ~round the ~ttitude~ of the st~ff 
and the potential that has for creating problem when citizens 
particip~te on rev1ew boards .. A board chtii\ir r~ported th~t th~ 
11 parson.dity c:onflic:·t or opposition from sot:ic\,,l workt~rffl> (.-,;m,.d.d 
int.erfere with effective plc\i\nning. 11 While anot.her member nu:mt.:iom:l'ci 
11 aome i r,i ti al unc:omf or table ·feeling from 11tmf ·f re~Jcii\rc:l :l n<,:.~ r.u.,r 
~mowledge .. ., .. " as pot~entially t:tii\u'iliing prc.,blems. 

Another potenti~l problem ~ddre5aed by bo~rd m~mbar~ fccuw~d on 
the citiz~n review bo~rd memb~r~ th~mw~lveM (36%). Aa on~ m~mbmr 
sugg~sted, ''I auppose some people could be ovmrbearing or MO quite a1 

to be inef·hic:t..ive." Anr.:,ther mt,mb&:~r b~li@Vfi:·>d thiii\t 11 -t.h~zw~1~ iff!~ •m r:i,~k of 
untraim~d c:itb:er,s asking inappropriate~ que11tif.:>r'lm .. 11 

Problr.-i>m1m wit.h breach of c:on·fidtt·mt.ica.1:i.t.y c::,r- "dmt.m'\ privc':\r.:y 11 wflu; 
anoth~r issue for about a quarter of the sample (27%)" As one beard 
r.::hair mentioned·, "In smolller c:ommun:i.ti+:,:.~s c:r.m·fic:1(-)mticl~lity miqh·r.. be rn\ 
problem (although coming from a very sm~ll community it s~em~ everyone 
~mows t.hcat 1 

!Ii gr~>i ng on m(nywcmy > R 
11 f3ev+:-:1ral memberr..;. e ►t pn?.~i>m►ed c::c::>1"lCF.1H'"r'l 

with this potential problem bec~use of the possibility cf liability 
St..d ts R A1ii t..wo member !Ii quest i OMEl?d a II Whln\t C::Olnll d l i imb i :L :L 't. y b+:·~ i ·f 
recommendation!S were ·follc:>wed with neg ◄·ative results? 11 or 11 '.l:·f a ·family 
were t.<::, !IH .. ,e for cii\ decision maAd~~ by a review br.:>t\i\rc:I, whc:l i ~it r•:❖Hspt>l"\sj, bl ~:1f ? 

ATTITUDINAL CHANGES BY AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS 

Although ne~rly two thirds of inform~nts thought that the 
attitude o-f .-agenc:y wor keru woui II rue<;iat i ve II e::,r II v<~.try r'l<::~J4i,;t i ve 11 

( T;~b 1 (1,1 
9>, 84¾ thought th~t their ~ttitude bec~me more pc~itive ov~r tim~ 
<T a\b l e 10) • 

ATTITUDE CHANGES IN BOARD MEMBERS 

Four out of five informant~ rRport~d that th~ir own attitude~ had 
changed a~~ refflult of their participation ~s a review bo~rd memb~r. 
Most of these ch~nges were quite favorable. According to on~, 1'I w~nt 
from p~rticip~ting to · enthuni~sm for getting involved. 11 M~ny 
inform~nts c~m~ to a more und~rDt~nding view of $OCi~l worker~, 
p~rticul~rly in tmrms of having a better under$t~ndi~g of their work 
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loci:\d. Ont~ of the bo«i\rd c:hairs, "gcainr.~d i\ great. deiil\l of &\dmir4.i'lt:.ion ·for 
volunteers as well as county staff, struggling ~gainst overwhelming 
c:~Be loads ~nd ~ system that often gets in the way of doing what 
they're hired to do,." 

Severm\l of the bo~rd member• mentioned th~ir incre~~ed 
dissatisfaction with the foster c:are system. A board chair 11 bm:Mmf! 
acutely aware of some Bystem problems - especially between uoci~l 
servic:e and ttheJ court 1mystem," one · o·f the bo.ard mfimbers b<~<::1°Q\tn~~ 11 morf= 
aware of t.he problems in obtm\i ni ng "l"PR '1m. 11 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON OPERATIONS 

The ·finml questions in this sec:tion of "Botinl"'d Oper·at:ic::ms 11 

provided respondents with the opportunity to reve~l any 

PERCEIVED INITIAL ATTITUDE OF AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS 

N 

Very Positive 0 
Somewhat f=•osi ti ve 4 16% 
Neutrffil 4 16½ 
Somewhat Nega.tive 14 56% 
Very Negative 2 €3¾ 
No ariswer 1 4% 

'rOTAL 2 t::l' ~., 100% 

1'ABLE 11 

PERCEIVED CHANGE IN ATTITUDE OF AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS 

Became Mor~ Positive 
Remained the Same 
Bec~me More Negative 

TOTAL 

N 

21 
4 
0 

25 

'½. 

84'½. 
161/. 

~ddition~l comments or suggestions they would like to make regarding 
citizen p~rticipation on revi~w bo~rd~, or the current review proces~. 



Of the fifte~n board members, the m~jority choMe to reiter~te r~~~on~ 
for mandating citizen review bo~rd (60%) ~nd/or provid~ ~ugge~ticn~ 
for improving _review~ (53¾). Many of the m~mberM beli•v~d th~t th~ 
inclusion of citiz~n reviewers had a pouitive impact on the ~yutem for 
all th0s~ involved, p~rticul~rly ''wher~ the pl~n i~ not clmar and the 
e:ase i11 c:arried on fc:,r yemrs. 11 CJne member balit,ved 'l:l·1«At "w.. c:::lt.b~~m 
review bo~rds could hav~ the ~bility to fost~r ~ pcooitive link between 
t.ho5e needing uervi<:e• /a\nd ·t:ho1iu~ providing 1Sf.'-¾rvi r..-:e1;. 11 

Several memb~rs ~xpressed concern for or confusion with their 
role in making recommendations. As one member exprean~d, 11 CwmJ need 
t.o det•:.»rmi ne if c i ·ti z en r~vi +~w bow\rds it\re "rar.~c.>mmemt:I i ng 11 b(::>ffl\rr.:hl~ or 
11 dec:i•ion-makir,g 11 board11h Another sugge~ted thi:\t 11 Citi~en revh1w 
boards should operate at the ~dvi5ory level of ~uthority and h~ve thffi 
opportunity to follow the case and to be heard if there continue to be 
ob jec:t. ions or questions.." 

A conc:err, cn\bcut the "timing" and l me:~< o·f c:1::>\..trt~ 4\'i\c:t :l c:m Wi:i\tm ift\1 ~o 
e►cpressed. It W4a15 bel i f.!ved that. "the courts mholJl d bt-1 <:::n.,l l (;\?d :l n tr.') 

C~c:tJ Mooner so th~ young cli~nt the child c~n bw pl~cad in tha be~t 
p~rmanent si tu~tio1, ·for hiw mentcal 4u,d emot:lor1a.,1 devt'!:l.<:'JpmG:mt:. 11 ,M"ld 'tl"H.1't 
"the c:ourt. sy5·te~m should be m(~>re i r,vol Vlr!d r.:\s t~h~rr.➔ Sf.❖H¼!IYHii)d t:.o CH¼.\ ffl\ w:L d~ 
9cap betwc~en what. we Cboci.,rd J ·fel ·t and wh,·~t t.he c::ot,rt 's cii\<.-:ti cm5 11H::~r(f)"" 

There w~r~ ~l~o qusstion~ about the rel~tion$hip b&twa~n agency 
social workers and the board. One memb~r balievad th~t it :Lm, 
11 lmport.o:\nt ·tc:, edt.,c:cr~t.e m\l l sttii\-ri: /imoc:i ml WC'jd<erl!S with n~m~~:>(f:H::t -~~o 
purposes of c: it i z en review ~nd t.ry t.o nHake ~:herun l es11& ·t.hrt•ihc'i;\t.t~n i t"H.~1 N " 

~kc:c::>rcH ng t(::> 41mot,her mf~mb(~r, "ln 111ome c:::1~11&:u& t,ht'\~ &\gfflmc::y cimc:l m.1::>ci 4'ud 
workers involved ~lre~dy know th~t perm~nent ~rrangement~ c~nnct be 
made., r. sr.:, J moi ng through th+r) l'"+i:~vh:,,w proc:tr.>!ui; miav nt:>'l':. bVA' ne<:::t1~sH:r.e,,ry. 11 

One member exp r e$t1~1d di uap point men t. th cat ,, 11 mc:>!i 17. o+ t. ht! FH~<:lp l e <J11 

th~ review beard were ~0cial service in b~ckground - i"e. ~ ex-social 
workers, tecacherm,, etc., Cand suggested that] $Ome caring, ~ansitiv~, 
corpor~tion m~n~gement would have helped give the program~ diff~rent 
slant. 
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did make a\ signific:c'ii'\1·1t dif·fer+rmc:e. 11 Another pointed to t.he 
"objections o·f s·tca·ff in some inutance111., e, ►cpansu,,1.1 and priv11.,<~~Y probl~m 
in r1..,rmd r.:ount. i em. 11 as reasons ·for not ar.:lvocat i ng tha m1iu1dio\t1," ~~ 
board chair c:ommen·ted, " .•• it is something that c:,~n be dc.,ne c:m ;,., 
volunt~ry basis. When the successes ~re seen,, " .. it will become 
adopted in most aremn. 11 

SHDLILD MANDATE:,. Bc>me of t.he more freqt.u:intly ment·.ioru1~d 
explan~tiona for f~voring the m~ndate included the provision of (1) 
fresh ideal!!> and object:ivi·ty,, (2) c:omm1.mit,y inv(:)lvv~ment,, c::O 11 s,i1\·h:-:~t.y 
valves, 11 

( 4) protv.:H:t. i <::m for ·t:he ch i1 d arH:I ( 5) aid to cm.mt y w<:JI'~ ~(.fl'ff !!5 M 

M~ny r~spondent~ f~vored the m~nd~te becau~e it would 11 open the 
review process L.\P to new ideas" and "bring objf!c:tive comm1.mity vc:\lues 
to the br~>ard". A board c:hair r•:.~mmH"ked., 11 

.. " .. the system is bettf:~r o-ff _. 
for their add•Pd input i 11 reviews. 11 

Several boMrd member~ believed that the proposed mandate would be 
a means to get t.he community i11volved. According to <:me., 11 :tt. q&~t.s 
r.:itiums involV€id wit.h c:ommunity problems., 11 mmd •11 prov•:0!il> to pa\rent.s,, 
c:hildren, ·families, tiaf"ldJ soc:i.-al workers ·thJ.d~ the h,rqer community hi 
c:or,c:t~rned about~ the Wfd f mre o·f c:hi l dr •zm. 11 

Another reason for f~voring a mand~te is belief that citizens 
provid.:1~ c:heck111 m\nd b~ltiiH'\Cf.➔ !m (::>n th -s\~ sy!mtem ("cm't:. :Lf4'Hi\1m't i ·n lai\rgf.:•~ 
cotmtieu") c:i\nd "to county admirlis·l:rmticm interpreta.-tio1, o+ 
le(;;,islation," cii\111• well .:\lm m\c:tir'lf:.~ mm. cm "imcm·fety VmllVf~ tc:> ¥.tn~t-'Yu~ ·tht~ b~'\'~~'t. 
p 1 mn possi bl a ·for chi l <:ln-,n II mn<:I II in e11&t.ii:\b l i t.i.h :l n<.~ qu~l :l t·. y c·us~1, .. ,r(~1-\c::e" 11 

According to one member., if ma.mdc:i\t..ed~ "t.he ac-~c::(::,unt.ai\bility i,l!) tht❖:H'"t~-~. 11 

F'Llrthermore., 11 
••• the sy11tem, " ,:\m orHa o ·f the boaArd <:t•u;d n~ t'mrq\..,t~d, 11 i 11 

bett.r~r off for t.he mddi-~d publ ir.:: cmWi\rerH:•~W!!l 1:or the 1my1h1'l:e~m .. 11 

Severt'!l member1!5 s'tc::.\bztd a. t"H!Hi!d -for i.:someor,.:, 11 t:>Lltf.&ide 11 to be:, 
conc~rn~d with the b~st int~re~t of th~ child, a~pecially for 
11 c::hi:L dren who a.re not yet involved in ·l':.he <::CH.\rt c~nd con1s~q1"Hf!l'1t 1 y de::> 
nc::>t h111\Ve g1 .. 1mrdi c.i\r'l iii\d 1 i t.emfl~. 11 Cit:. i z t·1.m1m r.:m n:-?vi f/hW bow\r<~h!!> c'i1\re 1:1.~H~r1 u:\~ 

being able to fill this need. Citizen inclusion~ according tc one 
member., "dr.❖>c:reml!lHi~S 'the pom.1si bi :Li 't:.y t:>·f chi 1 drf.:m bti:•>i ng 1 r.:)st in t..hf;,~ 
shu·fofle. 11 

Some m~mber~ ~dvocated a m~nd~ta becw\u~e· cf the pmrc~ivuci 
aasist~nce citizens c:an provide $CCi~l workerm. One ~rqued, ''It ' ~ a 
m~an~ of e~tabli~hing both SL.\pport and devils Mdvoc~te roles for 
age1,c:y soci w\l worker-m." Or, .as canc:>'ther memb(•ztr noted, 11

(-\ c:i ti z~n m.-~y 
well s~y what~ county ~oci~l worker m~y f~el like ~~y:lng but becau$e 
o-f the pol it i c:s of ·th~ 1!iystem c:.an 't. 11 

HOUSING FOR CITIZEN REVIEWS 

Board member~ were ~l~o Msked to comment on wher~ citi~~n r~view 
bo~rds $hould be hoL\sed .. Two thirds (37%) believed that Hennepin 
County Gov~rnm~nt C~nter wa~ m\ re~$Cn~ble place to hcu~e the ravi~w 
boards. Or,, as one member m .. lggest.f!d, "In thl1 +.-acilit..y ·f<:>r which moat 
o·f t tH:,~ c: m!l!H~s cml'" e hrui\r d - Governm~nt Ctr.mt er·, 8c:,bm'\t. han i , ~-:rt c::" 11 !:3ome 
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members thought reviews should be sited ''Cwithin theJ ~~m~ building•­
social service staff for convenience ~nd time s~ving of social work 
staff. 11 Others emphcasi zed the ne+:~d fc::,I"' ii\ "c:om·fortabl e m;et.ti n9 i:\way 
from the instit.ut.ional settinq which nc:,w prevmil.1!5 11 wherc,J pen.:l<::>l"'IS 

involved could "feel c:i\ part o-f the reviews, mnd nr.jt, in i::\nd c:\ pn:,rt. o-f 
t.he agenc:y .. " A board c:h$ir spec:ificcal ly rejected the:,1 nc::>tit:Jn <::>f 
hoL.1si rig reviews in the court ~t~yst.em, si nc:fi1, "t.hat. wm .. 11 d just prc:,mote 
<;.;,re4•ater rivalry .. " 

When m•~(ed, "U c::i ti zen rw.tvi t.wW i ~ mmmdlli\t,f::,~d, wht:) m► hoL.,1 d 1:~hm\i r ·t.hwi, 
bo~rds? 44¾ suggested a c:iti~en member, 12¾ sugg~sted ~ $0Cial s~rvic~ 
~upervi~or, 28¾ suggested someone el~e and 16¾ did not anMwer the 
1~,.test i 011" 

Each board member w~~ ~lso asked to ~ornment on th® eff~ct of 
rotating board chairm. About h~lf (48%) responded f~vorably, er ~t 
le~st neutr~lly, tow~rd the idea. Sev~r~l beli~v~d th~t rotating 
bocard ch,ai rs woL,l d promo·te aA di vmrmi ty <'J-f f.H?.rt~p(ec::ti Vf!im., 11 pr<::,v:I. d<·:.~ 
ot.hers wi t:.h th•:~ opportl .. 1n it y to fi:mhamc:a th,1.d r l ft.l4r.H~«~rimh i p ii,\b i 1 it. i 1-::1111:1, ~ 11 

and di5tribute more fairly the onerous ta5k of filling cut th~ rmvi~w 
f C'.lrmM .. 

About a qu~rt~r of inform~nt~ (24¾) oppo~~d ·rctMtion cf ch~ir 
re$ponsibility. Most were concerned ~bout m~intaining the ccnsist~nc 
mnd continuity of reviews. According tc cne bo~rd chair, ''talthcughJ 
i.'t would give the cha:Lr a br~:ica\k, titJ wmA:ld proba.1.bly b~, ditl51"'Upt:l,V<~u 11 

F:\,1rttH~rmor-e., ,as noted by 11m1::>'thti.w nu:•~mber, 11 n<::lt ~i:,VfH" y1~H'Hii i !11 w:l l l i l"'1q 'l':.1::> 
chair" 11 

,.~ ·few inf ormant.M !mc\'1\W t.he i ss1n.,e both wr.·~y!!u "H:. Wi:\1111 l"l i ctii! t.c:) h «~we 
the s~me one so tyoul work well a$~ team, en the ether hand, that c~n 
g~t toe comfortable ~nd Cth~reforel it might b~ good to have [MJ 

revolvin<.~ r.:hair. 11 

IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Informants were a~ked to comment on how civili~n review boarciM 
should be implemented if they are eventually mand~ted" Th~ir id~•~ 
~re $Umm~rized below" 

BOARD MEMBER DIVERSITY. M~ny ~mph~si~~d th~ need for a r~viMW 
bo~rd th~t w~s diverse both in ''experiences ~nd expc~ura tc social 
!Hl~rvir..:ti:•~~" r.\\nd ir, dt)~mo~~rm1phic: c::ha.u"imc:t.f.~ri1m·tic:wJ m!I~ 11 it\~:J•:~, •:•:~thnic~ity~ !YHi»H, 

etc:" 11 CJne meml:.·H))r ir-,di<:«i\ted "liking the~ mi>t of ·fc:,11&t.~~r pa~rw.mt.., MR 
experience, minority ~xp~rience, p~st soci~l worker ~nci cMring 
c:itizen11" or, the revi•~w boa.rd, whilt! m1·,ot.her m•~mbe:~r emphc:Hii4f~d th(,.~ 
import~nce of including minority r~pr~sent.~tiv~H" 

S :t ZE: ClF l£{C)/.\RD. "f'tH:tr e Wc:Ui di 11u.\gr <l!f!mt?m t c: c:m<:: tr+r r, i rig th(r. ru,~,: essAAr y 
si :l. e o·f t:.he r'fu,vi ew bou,,rdfli~. Am. om~ bofflw"d c:h111d r not:.ed, 11 :c th i rl k ht':\V:L nq .-
5 people g~ve our board~ variety of b~ckgroundQ and experienc~$ th~t 
n:~al ly me·1,de us e·ffec::tive. 11 Cl't:.her infornHimt.s t.hc:>L1qht. 11 two r.>r thre+:•~ 



( 
~ffectiveness - 89 

TRAINING REQUIRED. The tr~ining of st~ff and volunteer~ WMM 

viewed by many memberim m\& being e11»111H:mt.i ml. As r.m+:❖~ tlHi!?mb+iH" not,v.,n:I ~ 11 "1"h«0y 
~hould be required to ~ttend comprehensive tr~ining. 11 Another membar 
id&"mtified the ne+~d to prr.~vicl~ 11 i.\ rev:l.i~w of e>1perhmt:t::tm~ aiHlH::>n<;,a 
voluntmers in the beginning, ~fter the firmt on~ or two bo~rd 
[reviews, in order] to be able to ~$k g~ner~l quemtionM and li$ten to 
otl,er point.s of view"" IUso, m\S an<.i:>th•~r me-amber fil1...tgc_;est~1d, "Ch!':'\vir,q::I 
evm\l Ui\t, i ens a·H:er tiu::,r.::h c:«uJe he:uAr i ng II wc::>~.,l d bt~ hel p·f 1..11. 

SELECTING REVIEWERS. A number of bo~rd member~ mentioned th~ 
import~nce of Belecting r~viewer~ who h~ve a Mtrong conc~rn for the 
proc:esa1 "Board members 11h01.11 d h~ve ci\ high degree o·f i 11h-.H"'e~:rt.s;; in thf.~ 
W♦:~l ·fare of c:hi ldren and knowledge t-:>f how t.he 1:3y1n► t..-1:Hn W(::>r~a►• 11 "Thi r.-s 

means, 11 ac:c:ord i ng to one member., "c:care·f ul sc:ra~:.m i ri(~ o·f ecn\ch bo~:\t'"d 
mt::Hnb+:~r,. " 

SMALLER COUNTIESM There were m~ny comment$ and ~uggeMticns with 
respect to the implementation of citizen review boAArds in smaller 
counties. SL\ggf.Hstions included: 11 eithf.~r t,ave c:':\ trc\Vf'~ling br.:H·~t•"d t:w· 
review cases in c:ol..tnty whe:-1r<! CaJ l:>oard is cav,ailc:\ble., 11 "look ,·~t mul'l':i­
c: c::>un t y boards cn\nd / or ewap ping r.: it i :z en vol l.tnt e.:+w· s bt•it. WfH.im r.:: 1::H.tn tit~!!!>~ 11 

and "have 1 or 2 c:i ti :.i: ens 01, a board s1.1pervi ned ·from ca mti::\ ·H i r, I: i:i\ :J 
larger c:ollnty. 11 

RECOMMENDATIONS Only eight bo~rd member~ st~t~d r~ccmmendaticn~ 
they would like to mee instituted if citizen review boi::\l'"d$ are 
implemented. The following @re their recommendation&: 

3. "Social wor~cerB altt,endanc:e should be re~uired,. 11 

4" "Boards not be cii\dvi sory c: in ne1i\'t.t.tre ::1 b1 .. 1t have dt):•~<::: i ~:i, t::m~ ... 
mmking ciluthority. 11 

~5" 11 Hffl\ve cmll in·formmtion c-avmilmbh~ t.o c:::it.i:-:en!m imr'H:I mll 
involVf.!d pa.rti<es at reviewM." 

6 .. 11 CBoffl\rd1mJ should be ger.:>graphic:mlly di1P.>per111ted t.<~> r.:<~Nr.~r 
equal $ervices to all county residents ~nd the forms 
should be de~igned by the ~t~te and consi~tent acres& the 
state .. 11 

7. "If Cthe:I review is mel\ndiiAtr.➔d., it t:shouldJ c::\pply to only 5 
counties· - Hennepin, Ramsey, St. Louis ~nd al~o St. Cloud 
cmnd Rc,c::he~tew. " 

8.. 11 l dor, '·t~ think Ww! r.:li d a~nymore toward111~ obt11:\i n:i. r-1q 
permAAt,ency th Mn h1a11 beet', previ <.'lusl y dr . .m<:-1. Th<-:1 11y11S'l':.em i ~ 
~tuck in~ rwtN Everyone talk~ big but no one t~kms 
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~c:tion. Have long ranqf.lt plmm11in<.~ t.hat look1m ;,·,d:. ni\f:I~ m«iH'\Y 
permanency goals for each situ~tion as pO~$ib1~" Th~ 
re~l problem is not citi~en review or not it~ p~rmanency 
plannir1g ! 11 

SPECIAL POPULATIONS AND THE NEED FOR CITIZEN REVIEWS 

The final questions in thiffl section pertained to $pecia1 
popul~tions and review5 by citizen bo~rd~. 

VOLUNTARY VS INVOLUNTARY PLACEMENT" Twenty-two of inform~nts 
(88%) thought th~t both voluntary ~nd involunt~ry plac~m~ntm ahculd b~ 
reviewed by c:i·tizems. The primcAry reauon1m ·for thh~ <::>p:lnicm Wiw.:u (1) 

the benfflfits provid~d by citii~n~ involvem~nt in rrnvi~wn and (2) 1~ck 
of percaivmd difference~ in the kind of children involved in both 
t:. ypea of pl m\cement. Afl!~ one member -'Y"~J,.H;:tc:I., 11 r. U·:. :I. lli ::1 v:t 'l':.m\l to p11·<::r~~fic:t 
the w~1 l. ·f i:\rt! o ·f <:hi 1 dren in ~ 11 i ,,st41Anc::~1~ .. 11 F\Ar tt'H~rm<::,r •~,, in ~:•~:l ·t h~r 
t.. yp e of pl ii\ c: ~m+::m t:. , 11 c i t, i u:m s c:: 01 .. 1 l d pr r.:)v i r.l fl.~ 1 .. 1111H•:~ f 1 .. 1 l i n ·f r.w nHi'd.·, i cm ., 11 !H.u:: h 
r..\S "to c:hec: k c..,ut f ac:t11, 11 a.,nd II bf~i n~J able to 11lH,•1«-, 111u·.·rnHzt th i. ngs t.h.r~t.. the~ 
wc::H"' kerfli. may nr.:,t ·ff:u1~l i u~ i mpor ·tamt. 11 

Only two of the twenty-one bo~rd m~mberM ra~pcnding (10%) were in 
opposition to both typem of pl~cements being reviewed by citizens. 
One of th~ members argued '1 ~ voluntary pl~c~m~nt is prob~bly don~ with 
•'=' gr em t de ,a 1 o ·f c: are can d c:: <.'lrH:: er r"I • 11 Th t:, o th~·! r m <f! m b er , •'=' l ·t: h c.1 t.1 q h 
beli~ving that citizen reviewM should not.. be m~ndat~d for voluntary 
plac:emc.=mt.s, fel't: th.at they r.:<::>uld 1sti 11 fl~r.➔ rvc•:•:. 4:,, V<:.'\U.C'.'I p1 .. 1r-po1a<•:~H 11 

REVIEWING THE MENTALLY RETARDED. Tw~nty-on~ informants (84%) did 
net believe ment~lly retarded children in pl~c~ment should be raviewed 
in the ~~m~ manner~~ other children. Mo~t felt that this population 
is entirely different from the ethers, and con~equently ~hould be 
treated differently, beth in terms of the proce&$ and forms rendered. 
According to~ board chair., 11 In this praces~ the MR Sccial Service 
Unit hr.:\m~ thed r mc::t tr.:,get.her bet.-b::itr t.h~-u·, &my c:>t:.h£i~r H Thim. ,:\r r.~i::\ :i. r~~ very 
specialized and few ci ·tizt•ms <::i~n step i,, end o·f·h1r l"'lelp .. 11 Other 

. members b t.? 1 i ev.:~d MR rev i ew1m wt1~r e tin rH❖H: f1~lm11S1U" y ~ :i. n t:: En II th a i r pr t::)b l ~un i ~!~ 
more or less cut and dried tin th~t the J child i$ av~luated by 
pro·fe1m111d oniti\l 11& r.iH'ld their -foster Cni\re is fii.per.:i m\1, 11 11 Ct.ht7.•)Y hiii\ve] 
basic.ally c 1 ~H,r,, Lmder111rt.(:>od, 41:\~Jn•,ed up<::m c:a$e pl r.l\rlS, 11 wh i c:~h II r-t~m;ai 11 
about t:.he smme., 11 11 tt:.he:i. r J pmrent5 tare] hecn'\Vi 1 y i nvol v.:~d," amd 11 th~•~n:1 
are ~lre~dy m~ny •~fegu~rdm for this community of people, th~re i~ no 
need for 1mi mi 1 ar revi fJWS. 11 

One of the re~san~ mentioned for believing MR ca~~$ ~hould b~ 
revi£!Wt!d h,u, to do with tha 11 rights 11 c.-,•f childn .. ,r·'" One infc:>rtM\nt n<.1b::-1d 
11 a:\ retlii\rded chi 1 d should hcAve the 5&\me rights c\:\nd pr<::, ·te<:~t. i !~.H"t$ c.'Hi. ;,,ny 
c::,ther c:hi :L d,, 11 another member ar~Jut1d 11 evf.m uA n .. tbbt~r io.t.mmp revi t,JW 

af ·f ordflt~ t:.hw.,, MR per1!!.on wi t.h t.ht1:~ same r i cJhtfi a~ r·,cm···MF~ per111>onfli" 11 

Moreover, t.ht'J,.l(~1ht. <'Jtht?.r m<ffml"Hr~r1ff>, "lll(:>me <::,·f these peopl <·= «~re r"t<'.'l't 
~erv:i.c~d to th~ axt~nt ·of what i$ ~v~il~ble through exi~ting program~ 
A point.. in c:i:.,s~ wr.H.\ld bf:! Titlf! 19 w.aiver11;." 11 Thf.:, conc:11.usi<:ll'"I (::,f .::mcrth~:.h 
inft'.>r1Mmt Wm\1S "the r.:omm1..mity at lm\rqe nef.:1ds more underimtandinq o·f 't:.ht:1~ 
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issues involving MR population ~nd •uch ~ review ''giv~~ the community 
at large a citizen review person with more underffltanding of the 
struggles c·f families c:onnec:tf!d ~i th Mf:~ relative•. " 

VIEWPOINTS OF THE ALTERNATES 

Before completing the que~tionnaire, ~ll bo~rd m~mber~ 
participating as alternate$ wer~ asked to addrem~ th~~~ additional 
questions. 

TWO VS FIVE MEMBER BOARDS. Alt~rn~t~• w~r~ •~ked to comp~re 
their experiences on 2 and 5 m~mber citizen bo~rds. Of the fiv~ board 
members p~rtic:ipating ~• ~ltern~tes, two memb~r~ (40%) r~comm~ndIDd a 
t.hrmcf:t person review b<:>f'ird. According to one,, "The srnmllar bcHl:\rds 11!.c~em 
to mov~ ~long faster, [~lthoughJ the di~cus~ion~ on the larger bo~rdg 
t were :J more i ntere~t i ng H 

II The otl1er 1d tern.-:\te thouqht 1111 five m~:-.Hnbert-5 
is to he~vy t~nd] sometimes overwhelm~ the fo&ter care prcvid~r~ and 
cc\n agenc:y supervisor takes over- with two member bo ◄'li\1,..ds" 11 

DIFFICULTY IN MOVING FROM BOARD TO BOARD. Two ~lternates found 
moving ·from board to bc:,ard 11 very easy"., one fc:n .. ,nd :l.t 11 neith<~ff 11 e,·~sy 
nor difficult and one found it $Omewhat difficult. According tc one, 
11 Csincel the focus of helping the child is the priority ~nd everything 
Celse:l falls. into plm\c;e," this pii\rtic:L\lm\r aAl°t:.ernat:.~ii' d:Ld not find the 
move to be difficult. 

ONE BOARD VS ROTATING BOARDS. Of th~ four altmrnate~ providing 
comments in reg~rdn to their preference, two identified serving on cna 
board ~s their preference, while the rem~ining two alternate& cho5~ 
rot.tati11g boards. One r,oted ·thc-f 11 cc::,111:1idt:tra.ble differenc:.r.ts in li.\ttihlC:h~s 
iimd ~•d l l rio of the board1m 11 cu\S re&\sr.m for pre·f erri r'lg 'th~ rc.')t.;.,d:.i r.m of 
boards, while another argued ''serving on one bo~rd would provide more 
opportunity for ~n alternate~ to become a better functioning member cf 
one group of individual5 by <~> getting to know group m~mb~r5 better 
~nd (b) hopefully to function better~~ a group b~c~use of increa~ed 
knowledge of how ~nd why member-s of CthaJ group respond in~ certain 
manner." 
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• r h i 1~ r ~:~ p <~l I'" i~. 1m um m c.~ r :i. i. e 1a t h <+~ 1•" (❖! ru. ~l 1 t 1m 1::1 ·f 1',A 11ij (!❖) r t (~ i:s <::> ·f Ft::> 1!li t (1-:, r C <':i\ ,, .. ~:❖) 

Project bo~rd memb~r focus group diucwamionu" All twenty-~ix 
p c\U" ·l: i <::: i p iii\ n ·t-. 1S W ~~ r f:il i l"l V :i. t f.:H:J t (::> i'i?. t. 'l: C!-:Hi d (:HH!~ ('.:) -f th I"' t:iH::~ -f C::) <::: U 1:~ q I"' (:'.) \.! p !5 •f ~·;1 

t Cl t:. in'\ 1 (::1 ,f t:. w t'S' n t y ( 7 7 ¼ ) t:> C:) r.i\ r r.:I m f.:~ m b t't~ r ll!J. c'i~ n d a 1 t tr~ r n c'::\ t. «i•~ !ll p ii:\ r t i c:: i p ii:\ 'l':. w .. ~ c:I :i n 
thiss pl·,i,Hll~? c~+ tht,1 evaluc:Ai:i(.'Jl7 by atb~1·1<:Hnq c:HH❖) c>+ thf:1 S(1•:;-.m1mdc::in1r.1tt Tl'H\~ 
p 1 .. 1 r • p o si. 1❖:~ c::i 1: t h ~~ d i 1m c: us m. i <::) 11 s w a 1H> t e> 1::> b t ci:'\ i n + f.~ fl:, d b 1::, e: k f r ci m t:, h €❖) m <-'i.~ m b 1:-:-) t'" Ri~ 

c: <::) n (.': ~l' r r, i n q t h t'~'l' p 1·· c, j f~ <::: t • ,m (~ f ,f e (:: ·t :i. v e:11 n ~-! 11:11!3 ,. M <•:~•:~it :l n q im :l ,111. 1?n ·t, c·:-~ d r.n b Q u t n :l n i❖'.~ 'I':. y 
m i I'll .. \ 'bi:•) 1!l> c'ii\n d t. t:) C) k p :L cl'.:\ r.:: f.❖) d LI r' i n <.:.:J t:. h ~ l i:\\ md:. t ~., r.:) w fi.H:❖) ~:: !!!I c:) ·f ?11 .. 1 q u md:. ~ .I. 9 i::l 6 n 

Thi$ we~ ~lightly mere than a ye~r after project revi~w~ wtortmd~ 
P ~ r· t. i 1:: :i p n:H'l t. ,u. 1,.u:1~ r+i:•) 1::: om 1Mm t i n g c:m ·f i + 't e:H:❖n·, m c:m t h !!l• c:> + r.:~ H p f.·i." r i •~-H·) c <~~ H:\ m1 b <::i 1:i1 ,, .. d 
ffi(:,~mb~+1"'1a. The S(~i!~~1ion11 wt1,r·~ lr.~d by ,1An :i.nd ♦r.~p<•:i~ndc•2•1nt «~v,Y~.l.l..lii:\to1'" <':11nd wc+:~1•" (·:~ 

r.:\ l.t c:I i c:> 'l':. ii:\ p a r ♦ii) c: 1::> I'" d ti:, cj t C.') f.r) r·, au r ~::~ ii~ c: 1:~ 1 .. 1 r ii:\ t t~ I"' fil) p C:) r t i n q <~> + p i!;'1 ,, .. t :i. c.: :i p iii\ n t 
~6mmentra~ Each group ~cidremm~d the ~ame unri~w of question~ (App8nd1x 
D) " 

P ,·1~ r t i c.~ .i p c'?.. n t c c.1 mm~~ n ·l':, s ✓IA I"' (-)~ im ,.t mm~:\ r i ~·: ~i." d b (~~ l <::> w " I:~~ iiA c: h 1!~ (-:1~ c t . j, c> n 
~um m ci:\ r i ~-~ f::,i s p ii'1\ r t i c:: i r,:, L~\ n t 1"' e i:\\ c: ·~:. :l r.:) n t o 1YJ\ 111 p t❖) c:: i ,f :i (~~ t c:> p :i (:: q 1..1 ((·~ rni t :i. on " l h ❖:❖l 
11 :illu1H.tl'"i:\\t:.iv~~ c~c,mmf~~1·,t.,1:5 11 ln (~<'f~t~h ss~~<:::ti<::>n de:) nt1t 11;~ ►:h1·,:,1 .. 111~t th11❖1 d:i.mc:u \:~ii~:lc1n,1 

b l.1 t ~ I"' ~:•:•) :t n t ~:❖) n d t'm d r 1❖~ p r ~1:•) !ia fl~ r, t 't:. h F.~ 1111 r.: c:> p f!l! I:':\ n d r i r.:: h n (❖:•) !il> 1ru, c:) + w h e~ ·t:. w ii:\ 11!1 u~ 11:1. f r;I ~ 
11-,i.th <J!)~H~Citll AAt'l':.~mt:lc::m t:.o th(7~ m<:rn·l:, +rr.-1qt.\f.(,H"\t:.ly tM~H1tic:m~z~d <~:c:)mmM,nt'. 1:B. 

FEELINGS ABOUT BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

Tht:.:~ ·fir- m~t qut:❖)Mt i r.:>n m'\ddre11111n~ed by t:~1aic:::h qrr.:,up1m Wi/1\!I~ 11 Uvfr~Y" ii:\.l .l ,1 1·,ot/\1 c:lo 
y c::) 1.1 + Cl-)~? l r>. b <:Jut t. h (<!, 'I':. i m •:~ y c., 1., 11~ p «it,.,, t:. ~ u~ l~\ b c:, 11A I'" d m (❖:~ m b (l".f ,, .. ? ~•J ii'~ 1Hi :i. I:. 
wr:.>r ·thwhi l r:~'? 11 

Mr.:> 11~ t. l'IH::•) m b <-:::) r m~ c:>"f: t he 9 r r.:> 1.1 p -f tzd t b C.Hi:\ r c:I m f.~ m b ~1H" !L~ h :i. p w c:':\ m1 c:·:, 11,1 c:::w .. t h w I', :i .I. r*.' 
(ij>tpf:!l'"i ~~l"l(~:eu i"li:Al"ly l"'t-?pe,rt.(~~d :l.1i<:~rf.i~i'i:\!lt1f:~1,n bc::,t.h in ~(.l"IC:)W:I. (¥.~dq(;1~ 1,f:\nd l n pr-,:~r" ii~(;)l"\,:;i. J. 

qr ow th " Cl t hers f t:❖, l t. th i/:\ t by i'A d v c:> c 1::\ t i n q 1: <::, r d :i 111~ ,~\ r,j v ◄'ii\ n t ir:1 q «•:•) r.:I c:: h :i. l d ,,. f!:~ n 
. t h e y w ~~ r t+~ ,f i.) r <:: i , .. , q o'A q 1~ Ii f:~ r r.A 1 1 y , .. , 1"\ r (f~ ~l'P p r.:> , .. , f:S i v ~~ b ,.1 r 1•~~ i::~ u c: ,~· ,,'A<:;: y t c) ·f u n c: l':, ;I, (::) n 

rnorH ~+f~ctivelyw Soma ambivnl~nc~ w~• uxprems~d ccncmrninq th~ 
r.: c., p i.~ <:: i t y <::> f t. h fi.~ b c) ~i r d t <'.:l 1~ ~-= t: lul iii\ l J. y b r i r, q ~·Ab c::, u t mu c: t'I c h ,:An q ci·:~ • 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

It Wii\S Iii\ 1 eii\rni ng e>e pr~ri enc:e. lt was i nt+.wl"'"'" 
esting to see how the system works ~nd doe$n't 
wc:>r ~<. 

- Definitely worthwhile. Both from from my own 
point of view and it terms of value of project. 

- Le~rned about things I oth~rwise wouldn't hav~ 
known about in my own lifew 

- As a provious fo~ter p~rent I felt tao m~ny 
kids were get.ting lost in tha syst~m. :c ·f tHil 

this proj~ct will h~lp stop that. 

- I especi~lly enjoyed working with the minority 
p~ople .. 

- It w~s ~n eye opener. A lot of peopl~ wer~ not 
looking out for the kids ... p~rticul~rly 
minority ~d ds. 

- We brought new id~~• to th~ system. 

- Th<itre was a gamut of people involved. Some 
were very concerned, but others w~re notM In 
one review the social worker fell a~l~ap. 

- We m~de some recommendation~ th~t re~olved 
some problems .. It m~de me feel good. 

- Time w~s worthwhile. We didn't h~ve enough 
time to follow kids all the way through. 

PROBLEMS WITH BOARD OPERATION 

Th•~ tmecond qt..,~Hit. ion in th+~ di !Jll.c::usimi on wm1u., . 11 WtHi\t kinds c:>f 
problems, if any, were there in the operation of th~ bo~rd? Wh~r~ 
th~re b~rriers to your effectiveneMs? W~• th~ rel~ticnship with th~ 
.agsnc:y u~tisfac:tory?" 

A number of problems with op~rMtion of the board• w~r~ 
identified. Many bo~rd memberm had complaints mbout ~gency soci~l 
worker~ and ~upervisor~" Some felt th~t many 5oci~l wcrk~r~ were 
unprepared ~nd l~c:ked interest <one fell ~sleep during~ bo~rd 
meeting)" Other~ felt th~t agency worker$ were ci~f~nsive and Reemed 
intimidated by the bo~rd. Ex~cerbating the problem w~~ frequent 
turnover of $OCi~l work~r$. This me~nt that the wcrk~r~ did net know 
enough about their c~ses to help tha board m~ke Ufieful 
recommendations. Also~ consiMtent problem w~e lack of full 



at. tendei\nc:e a\'t:. meet. i ng1~. :ct Wtli\11~ st~rr.mql,y empha1i1;:i. ~ ed thm\'I':. ,f: 011st~i»t'" r.:c\iH"e 

children need to attend. Board m~eting~ where p~rent~ ~nd childr~n 
did not att.end were felt by m~ny to be m wmute of time. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- The inter-relation~hip~ of the sy~tem don't 
work well. The soci~l worker9, child protec­
tion worker~ ~nd the lei\ws don't work togeth~r 
to get the kid into a permanent matting. 

- A major b~rrier i• lack of tr~ining for board 
members to de~l with parent~ who come to th~ 
meetings. 

- Not ~nough parent~ ~nd kids were ther~. County 
workers were lukew~rm. Letter9 of invit~tion 
really didn't encour~ge people to ~ttend. 

- Some ~ocial workers t.hat re~lly got involved 
~nd r~~lly did th~ir job. Other~ didn 1 t c~r~. 

- Soci~l workers and 9Upervisors w~r~ tco pro­
tective of f~mily --- not willing to pu~h ~nd 
make w~ves. Spe~ific go~1M $hould be met for 
f~milie~ ~nd ther~ should b~ con~equ~ncffin if 
the go~lm are not ~chiev~d" 

- Too oft~n ~ social work~r would com~ in with~ 
th i d( c: a 1S e ·H l e ,and 1m a y ~ 11 :c ..i u ~& ·t q r.:)'l':. th :l !!!> 

t:: cli\lmE~" II 

- Supervisor~ n~ed to be mor~ ~ctiv~H Som~ 
Just ffi~t through the meeting until it w~m time 
for them to 5ign the form. 

- Some social workern went out of their w~y to 
work with the bo~rd and seriously sought our 
help .. Others wanted us to r~tify wh~t they h~d 
alre~dy decided to do. 

- Clientu need someona to advoc~te for them and 
guide them. The ~y•tem i1m v~ry complic~ted and 
there are m~ny services ~v~il~ble. Boci~l 
worker~ didn't ~lways ~eem up on this .. 

- When ~11 the pl~yers were in the room --- the 
child and the p~rents --- I could evaluate the 
~itwation much better. 

- Some soci~l work~rs w~ra intimidated by board. 
Supervisors often geemed like they wanted to be 
in control. If th~ bo~rd r~comm~nded ~omuthing 
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th~y didn't like, they didn't write it down. 

- Board lacks power. I'm not mure it should h~ve 
power, but it was frustrating not to se~ thing6 
get done .. 

- Feedb~ck is important. In Mome case5 we wculd 
~s for monthly upd~tas to make sure things 
moved ~long. This seemed to work. 

Bo~rd sometimes too largeN Five members is tco 
many. Thr~e would be ~nou;h. 

Often too many people in the room. Thi$ can 
intimidate the family. 

- Cit wasJ frustr~ting when p~rent~ w~r~ 
obnoxious and disruptive. They ~hould not b~ 
allowed in the meeting if they behave like 
this. 

- Soma soci~l workers wer~ not prepMrad" Meetings 
were too long bec~use we h~d to try to $Ort 
things ot.tt" 

- Some workers were intimidated and def~nsive .. 

- Goals were not specific enough. Pl~ns often 
had no ·timeline .. 

'Thf.:~ third ql.te~t.:ton Wl.i\a,, 11 ~k>w,, if iAt mll, did t.h~ pro..iec:t i!:\·Hec:t 
tha kid11.s whose Cc\nes were reviewed?" 

Beard m~mber respcn~e to this que~tion w~~ wide rangingff Many 
member~ c0mment~d th~t children who ~ttended the meeting~ se~med 
ple~~ed th~t someone Wa$ conc~rned about th~m. Other bc~rd memberM 
felt that ~t least some review~ had stimul~ted progre~~ in cam~~ that 
were st:.agnati ng. A ·few bc:>cii\rd member~ were not mbl ~~ 'to mcmktw i:\ .:l1"1dgnwm-t 
on the effect of the project on kid9 bec~use of tha rel~ti~ely whart 
time they wer~ involved ~nd becai\u~e of the cii\b~ence of · f~edback on 
cases~ Most board members felt th~t childran muwt ~tt~nd th~ir 
reviews if it im to h~ve much ~ffect on them. 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- A lot of kids liked it. Th~re wer~ pecplm 
there who c:~red wh~t h~ppened to th~m. 

Some went home e~rly bec~u~e they h~d ~ r~viaw 
coming up. 

- I knew we got two TPRs start~d that wouldn't 
have gotten started otherwi$e. 

- Older kid~ (eight ~nd ov~r) should be~ tha 
reviews. Some workers didn't pu$h to get the 
kid~ there" It~ Cthe kids ~nd f~mily 1 ~J 
opportunity for input ~nd we learn more ~bout 
the c~sa if they ~ttend. 

- Its important for minority kids pl~cred in non­
minority ~etting~ to ~tt~nd. We c~n pick up 
en things not ~pp~rent to those not tuned in to 
the child's culture" 

- If kid is there, they m~y need support to daal 
with ~nd under~tand the thing~ 5Mid about th~m. 

- Also, for some kidu it is not appropri~te tc be 
in same room with cr~zy p~r~ntM. 

- Need to attend to c:ultur~l n~ed9 of minority 
kid~. P~rticularly if they ~re pl~cud in whit~ 
fmmilies. 

M~ny kids l~ft th~ r~view~ with smile~ en their 
·f ar.:es" 

- Review c~n force ccmmunic~ticn ~mong th0s~ 
concerned if they are ~ll brought together in 
the same room .. 

- I don't know if we had a benefici~l effect. 
You'd need~ control group to judge that. 

KIDS REMAIN IN PLACEMENT TOO LONG? 

The fourth que~tion W~5D 
remain in pl~cement too long? 

"Do,;:-H~ :i. ·t. seem tr.:> yen., t..h11ilt wH.:>nH:~ k i dim 
lf yes, what c:aA11 brJ tic:m~ t,L·:,c:,ut i t.? 11 

There w~~ n~m\rly univ~rs~l ~greem~nt th~t ~om~ kid~ arm in foMt~r 
c:ara pl iicem«mt t~oo 1 one; .. • 1'1m1iy board memberfflt ·f el 'l':. 'thm't th~: 1 (~gc·::-d. 
Mystem puts too much empha~iM on mMint~ining p~rent~l right~ and that 
soci~l worker~ are reluctant to challenge this .. There was almo 
concern that about l~ck of ~pecificity in go~l~ ~nd planning fer 
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c~ses. This was felt to encourage in~ction. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- We could all go on with stories. 
awful. 

- My l~~t case was a girl who entered fo~ter care 
when she was thirteen monthu ~nd im now fifteen 
yec\rs old. 

The system iM designed to preserv~ parental 
rights rather than act in the be~t intera~t cf 
t.he ~d dti.. 

- Court recomm~nd~tions ~r~ not back~d up. If~ 
parent ~hows the slightest $ign of being in­
terested in the child, they start all over ~t 
raqL.lare one.. There l"H!(!dfl ·t.o be more iM.~r.~<::H.mi-:.· ... 
i\bility .. 

- Workers ~re reluct~nt to start TPRs" They 
don't f~sl they will be b~ck~d up by the court. 

- Some soci~l workers do not w~nt to rock th~ 
bo~t. They ~re Bc~red of the court. 

- Courts won't do TPR~M The laws must change. 

- There ~re ~ome problem~ with minority children. 
Indian Child Welfare Act needs revision. 
Children are p~ssed from f~mily member to 
family member. Indi~n advocate~ do not want 
Indi~n childr~n ~dopt~d by whit~ f~mili~s" 

- lde~l families are not ~vail~ble for minority 
childr~n. Some p~ople r~fuse to con~id~r les~ 
than ideal options. 

- Expect~tions for ~oci~l work~r p~rform•nc~ not 
cl~ar. When there is a ch~nge in fflocial 
worker there i~ a ch~nge in philosophy of 
providing services. 

- Some kid~ need long-term c~re~ but thi~ &hould 
be ~omething other th~n fo$ter c~re" Foster 
care should not be a long-term option. 

- Criteri~ not cle~r for making decimion$ about 
ca~es. Thi~ mean~ that m~ny kids just drift 
~long in th~ system. 
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- Ther~ are other w~y~ to provide perm~nent car~ 
~nd still have fo~tar e~re~ but Hennepin County 
chooses not to do this. 

There should be~ pu~h for open adoption where 
biological pcit\rent c~n still s~e th~ child. 
Old~r children particularly still h~ve ti~~ 
with their f~mily~ The~e ~hould be r~~p~ct~d. 

KIDS SENT HOME TO AVOID REVIEWS? 

The fifth que1mt ion Weit\~• "Did it senein tha:\'t. 1$0me kids lii\r" ~ 111H~mt hc:>mw, 
to ,rl\voi d r(avi ews? 11 

Mo~t board members f~lt th~t kid~ often w~re ~~nt home to avoid 
review~. Others didn't know if this wau true or not. It w~s wid~ly 
$U$pect~d that this pr~ctice was a way to ~void having to deal with 
difficult cases. A suggested remedy is to hold $Cheduled reviews 
whether a child hau been returned home or not. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- About 1/Jrd of thQ cas~s th~t wer~ ~chmdul~d 
for us wer~ ~ant home just b~fora the r~view~ 

- Review ~hould take place whether child goes 
h c:,mi, c:,r n o't " 

- Kids ~~nt home should b~ followed-up to $ee if 
they re-ent~r the sy~tem~ 

- We need criteria. Perm~nency pl~n~ ~re not 
spelled out well wnough to m~ke decision~. 

- Bo~rdM should be prn\rt of the proc~~s that 
decides if kidm go homaw 

BEST TIME TO SCHEDULE REVIEWS 

The six t.h qLlest i or, Wi/i\!!U II Whi\t wc:H .. 11 d be the be~lt. Wrn\Y tc, 't. i me 
reviews? Should they be every ~ix month$ even when~ court review i~ 
done?" 

Most bo~rd member~ felt th~t review~ should b~ held every ~ix 
months wh~ther or not a court review is to be conductmd. Some, 
howti~ver, were c::onc:::err\ed mbout. L1rmec~s!i!HiH"Y duplit-::mt.,:1.on 1::>·f f.❖) •f,fr.Jrt t. 

between the two reviews and suggested th~t they be held tog~ther" It 
wau recommfflnded th~t there should be fl~xibility to ~ch~dul~ reviaw~ 
more often th~n aix months in c~ses where gre~ter attention ia needed. 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- They should be done whether th~re is a court 
review or not 

It would be nice to receive feedback on court 
decisions .. 

- Court reviews are often perfunctory. Admin­
i .strative reviews should b~ held whan 
sc:hfadul ed. 

- Some should be done oft~ner th~n ~ix month•" 
This would depend on the individu~l cane" 
Younger children m~y need to be follow~d more 
often; also children in crisis situ~tion" 

- Two review~ would be too much p~p~rwork" lf 
two reviews ~re necessary thay should bra held 
t.o~.:Jether" 

- Old~r children feel th~y h~ve -too much county 
involvement. C~se goals need to b~ cle~r. 
Intent of judges n~ed5 to be ~p~cifiad. Ther~ 
$hould be better coordination. 

The !!iH":JVenth quest.. i c:>n wa11u "Wh.at. mboL1t. f e~i»dbmc: k? Did y(~>u rr::-H:€1.d v11.•i 

~dequate inform~tion concerning the effect of ycur recommendations on 
~d ds whose C:i\!l!HihS yo,ut l"'f.~Vi ewrn,c:1?

11 

Although there were numerous comment~ on the efforts cf the 
li~ison workers to keep the bo~rds informed? m~ny member$ comm~nted 
thi\t f~edback w~~ ad~qu~te only when it w~~ ~pecific~lly r~qu~~t~d. 
The r~l~tively Mhort duration of the project w~~ al$O cited ~s a 
problem. Presum~bly more inform~tion would be ~v~il~bl~ on ca~e~ 
reviewed a number of time~. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Its frustr~ting when you don't know what 

happened tom kid. 

Fe~dback occurred only if you ~~w ~ kid ~g~in" 
If c~se wh~n home or to the court, we - didn't 
find out what h~ppened. 

- If we ~sked what happ~ned, then we found cut. 
I l~arned to do thi~. 
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- Thf.f l i mi son wor ~<ers were v•:~ry good" Th.-::ty kept. 
us inform~dft They tried hard to c\i\nswmr our 
qu,,st ions" 

- Restricted seep~ of project limited potential 
for feedback. We would h~ve gotten more feed­
back ~nd it would h•ve been more import~nt if 
this were a perm~n~nt institutionw 

- We got feedb~ck only if w~ pushed. Th~ court 
ignored us. Itm would be~ b~d id~• ta mov~ 
this system to th~ court~. Batter to remain in 
hum~n services --- with buffer fer citi~en 
input. 

- Feedb~ck w~s weak. Shauld be ~utomatic. We 
got good feedback only when we asked fer itu 

- Tr~ining of social workers should emphasis 
importance of feedback. 

- Li~ison worker~ re~lly tried to give u~ fe~d­
back. Therw w~s not enough time to see real 
effects on th~ kidM. 

- Document~tion of bo~rd delibmraticn~ i~ 
cruci~l" Som~ ~oci~l work~rs deni~d th~t w~ 

made recommendations that I know we m~de" 

DEFINITION OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL REVIEWS 

Thc-:1 ei ght.1, que11t i <..in w.a~ 1 11 How wr.u.,l d you r.h:~·fi ri<., '~~l..lc::c:::v~m~·h.11 ' 1i:HH.1 

'l.tntU .. l(:~c:~:,,•s·f l.ll ' r+i~Vi ewm;'? 11 

Most board members had cl~~r vi~w~ concerning tha attributes 
which distinguimhed successful from unsucce$$fUl review$. rh~ra wa$ 
wid~ ~gr~ement th~t case~ were mo~t likely to b~ succ~~~ful if there 
wa$ ~dequ~te information to guide deliberation~" Infcrm~tion was most 
likely to be ~dequate if everyone concerned with the C~$~ attended the 
meeting, if soci~l workerg were prep~red and if thar~ wa5 a spirit of 
cooperation in the meeting. Many ~l~o felt th~t the revi~w• were most 
likely to be succemmful if they were go$l oriented ~nd if criteria fer 
decision-m~king wer~ concrate. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- [Reviews were succe~$fulJ when everyone re~lly 
understood the ~itu~tion. This h~ppened only 
when ~veryone w~~ pre~ent •nd whan everyon~ 
p~rticipated --- including $OCi~l worker, 
child ~nd foster p~rents. 
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- We were ~uccessful when we had background 
information. It is important that bo~rd 
members k~~P their objectivity-

I felt most successful when something concrete 
came out of the process (when we made ~om~ 
decision that would help the child more ~long) 
~nd least successful when it w~s ju$t a bur~au­
cratic exerciue. 

- I w~s least succe~sful when social workers 
were not prep~red. 

- R~vi~ws more most ~ucc•~~ful when they wer~ 
goal oriented. When criteria were tangiblra" 

- Important for foster parents to be thereft Then 
they c~n ventil~te. Al$o, when many people ar~ 
pre~ent a kid's anger is distributed ~nd not 
focused just on one person. 

- Needed enough inform~tion to m~ke reccmm~nd­
ations. 

- Reviews couldn't be succas~ful without 
cooper~tion from ~gency social workers ~nd 
sup~rvisors. 

- Everyone needs to be thereR p~rticul~rly the 
child. 

- A $Uccessful revi~w wa~ whmn thing~ wer~ accom­
plished. When everyone w~s there and thera 
was underst~nding. 

- Wh~re goal~ ~r~ cle~r ~nd there is op~n ~har­
ing among everyone. Sometimes workers and 
supervisors h~d ~ hidden agenda --- thi~ 
hindered things. 

CASES WHERE BOARDS WERE EFFECTIVE AND INEFFECTIVE 

The ninth question was: 1'Wh~t f~ctors wer~ ch~r~cturi~tic of 
cases where the boards meemed most effective ~nd le~st affectiv~? 11 

A number of factors were identifi~d th~t board m~mb~rM f~lt 
contributed to ineffectiveness- M~ny board m~mbers ~ugg~~ted that th~ 
citizen review format is in~ppropri~te for m~ntally rutarded kid~. 
Their commentm ~ra di$CU$Sed in the following mecticn" Other board 
members felt that older children wer~ difficult bec~u~~ they were 
about to le~v~ the ~yutsm. There w~m also~ 5µggestion that th~re ~re 
b~rri~r• to helping -minority children bec~u~e of most bo~rd members 
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l~ck of understanding of other culture~R 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Older kids were difficult. M~ny h~d been in 
placement~ long time" Th~re prob~bly wer~ not 
going to be a lot of ch~ngeff" 

- Consistency of bo~rd i• important. Some beard 
members didn't show up enough. 

- If minority kids ~re being review~d, I want to 
know what kind of home they ~re pl~ced in or 
wh~t kind 0f treatment facility th~y are in. 
l want to make sure that relevant lQW~ ~re 
·foll owf.:~d. 

- Some parents were re~lly crazy. If thay ~r~ 
disruptive they shouldn't ba ~t the reviffiws. 

- There iB ~ocial pr•s~ure on par~nts to try to 
get their kids b~ck. There $hould be scme w~y 
for them to •~Y th~t they don't w~nt the 
responsibility of being p~rents" 

- Board wa~ most effective when work~rs were 
least threatened ~nd confident. The~e were 
~ame workers who talked about the f~mili~• with 
genuine re1spec:t" 

- Bo~rds were least eff~ctiv~ wh~n wcrk~r~ w~re 
defensive, hostile, gu~rded. 

PROBLEMS WITH MR CASES 

The t.f.mt,h ql.,est i or, was: 11 Some probl emm. h,n\Vfi)} b&r.em n:•~pr.wt~»c:l in 
reviewing MR c~ses using the current format. What do you think should 
be dontr.~ in n:~vi~~wing t.heae Ccii\1Se11& cHf·fer&:mt.ly?" 

A number of suggestions were m~de for changes in the revi~w 
format for MR caMe~. The most common ~uggestion wa~ to di~card or 
r~vise the review form. It ~eems to suggest a c~p~city for change 
th~t moDt MR childr~n do net ponse~s" It w~~ ~lso sugg~~t~d th~t MR 
cases do not need to be reviewed so often ~nd do not requir~ ~ full 
five member bo~rd. 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- MR cases were difficult. Form does not ~pply 
to the profoundly ret~rded. 

- MR cases ~re diff~rent from the other$. But 
process is still useful. Many p~rents came in 
angry and left pleased that we w~re intere~ted. 

- Had less impact MR cases. Nor should we have. 
MR~ are a whole different c~se. Frequently 
change is not a part cf the plan. Intent was 
to find a secure place for them. Very often 
p~rents are h~avily involved ~nd so these kids 
~re less likely to be n~glected. 

MRs need to be reviewed, but not in thi~ way. 
Maybe just~ ~ingle citizen to ch~ck on th~m 
every now ~nd then. 

Forms not appropri~te. Questions don't fit 
the C: i'UH91m ■ 

- Process doesn't work for MR case~. For the 
most part ~re they ~re long-term and nothing i~ 
really going to chang~w An ~dministr~tiv~ 
review every six months is redund~nt" 

- Reviews ar~ m~ndii\ted, but don't need to be no 
often~ maybe a year of even every eight~en 
months. 

- Reviews seem bad for MR p~rents. M~ke~ th~m 
guilty. 

- Review~ ~re needed for MR~ when th~re ~re prob-. 
lems with pl~cement. M~ybe parents should have 
authority to ~•k for r~views. 

RECOMMENDED LEVEL OF BOARD AUTHORITY 

The eleventh question wa1s= "What level of c~uthc:,ri't.y shc.-:>uld 
c::itizer, review boii\rds tu:\v«i~ ••• advisory or somethir1g e :L1i!H1?? 11 

There was ~ome di~agr~ement concerning the proper lev~l of 
authority for citizen revi~w bo~rd5. A m~jority of m~mb~r~ f~lt th•t 
the bo~rd mhould remain ~dvisory, although it w~• emphaaiz~d th~t the 
board need~ the ~uthority to rmc~ive follow-up information on c•~~~. 
Others felt th~t an advi~ory c~pacity is not enough ~nd th~t the board 
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should h~ve power to enforce its r~comm~ndMticn~" A appe~l~ mmchanism 
was suggeuted where social workers would h~ve to request permi$sion 
not to fellow-up on recommend~tions with which they di$Mgread. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- We represent the community ~nd the scci~l work­
ers represent the bure~ucr~cy. It is our job 
to educate the soci~l workers concerning 
community needs. 

- Bo~rds should be ~dvisory, with pow~r to 
monitor and follow-up ca$es. Soci~l workar~ 
should hav~ the real ~uthority. 

- With more training, bo~rd would h~v~ mor~ 
impMct it it h~d some more ~uthority. 

- It would be ne~t if there wer~ gu~rdi~n ad 
litems for everyone. If they w~r~ ~t th~ 
reviews they would put more prewwur~ on th~ 
systam to follow through on recommend~ticnn. 

- Burden should be on social workerm to provide 
proof ~s to why bo~rd recommend~tion~ werm not 
followed. Give them a ch~nce to ~ppe~l board 
recommendation~. Admini~tr~tion would ruview 
the appeal and enforce recommendations th~t 
~re upheld" As it is now, social worker& c~n~ 
and often do, ignore the board. 

- M~ny soci~l worker~ re$pected our ~wgga$ti0ns 
~nd incorporated them into the pl~n. 

- CThe bo~rdJ should be ~dvisory, but ~hould have 
power to make recommendationu --- to add things 
to the pl~n. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The twelfth ~nd last que~tion offered bo~rd m~mber~ wa~= ''Wh~t 
~re your swggestionm for ch~nging the w~y th~ bc~rd cp~r~te~?'' 

M~ny sugg~stion~ were o~fered. Mo~t of th~se highlight and 
swmmari~e i~sues raimed in the previous discuusion. Specific 
recomm~nd~tiona concern the si~e ~nd composition cf th~ beard~, 
tr~ining for bo~rd members, length and amount of time committed to 
b~ing ~ board m~mb~r, ~cheduling of revi~w s~~nion~, and th~ role of 
$taff asmist~nts tc the boardN 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

SIZE AND COMPOSITION 

- Boards could be sm~ller, but with ~n odd numb~r 
of p~rticip~nts to bre~k tie voteu" 

- Two member p~nel waM suffici~nt to do th~ work. 

- Members of boards need to respect differing 
valu~s and cultures of familiesM Selection of 
board members should p~y attention to thi$" 

- My board wa~ toe homog~neou~" Too m~ny human 
service types. We need more admini$trative 
people and people with busines~ experianc~" 

- There $hould be more effort to mix up typffi~ cf 
people on the board. To do thi~ it might be 
necessary to have larger bo~rds" 

- Not enough minority memberw" More ~hculd be 
recruited" Make sure the board is rapre~wnt­
ative of community. 

- Teo many profession~ls and people with fo$ter 
carQ experience were on the board" We n~~d 
mol"'t! 11 normai\l II people" 

- Profesaionalm should chair the bo~rd. It is 
primarily ~n ~dministrcn\tiv~ ta~k. Us~ ~om~cne 
not connected with the case. 

TRA:tNINt, 

"'" Trmdning -for tht1 bc:>ards il!S r.::r-it.ic:cml. Th~::~ 
manual was axcellent. You need something to 
t~ke ~way with you. 

Tr~ining needM to be on-going" Wh~n ycu start 
out you don't know what you are getting intc~ 

- There should be more training in m~chanic~ of 
running the board. Role pl~y ~nd pr~ctice 
would hav~ helped. 

- Ch~ir~ of five memb~r bo~rd~ should h~ve mer~ 
training. 

- There $hould b~ mor~ training in minority 
concernm. Without knowledge of the l~w, 
p~rticularly the Indi~n Child Wmlf~r~ Act, th~ 
bo~rd could make~ mi$t~ke that would re~ult 
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in court intervention. 

- There should be more tr~ining in ment~l illne~~ 
and sexu~l abu~e. Even the social worker$ w~r• 
q1..l:l t.e i gnor.ant,, 

TERM OF COMMITMENT 

- Should ~ttend to bo~rd member burnout. People 
should stay on board for a while and then get 
off (~bout 18 monthM). Thi~ ~hould b~ ~t~gger­
ed so there ~re ~lw~y~ experienced member$M 
Also, have option for membffir~ to ~erve long~r 
or to return at l~ter time. 

- Bo~rd mamber~ Bhould h~ve ~t~gg~red ~ppointment 
110 there uArt~ cal ~Hiyu ,.rn pt1r i <itriC:tol) membt".H"~,. 
Continuity with child ~hould be ~tr~~&~d. Th~y 
$houldn't alway$ be seeing new face~" 

- Pw:->opl fij on boi,\rd sh<::u .. d d hai\Vfi.~ l wmgthy r.::omm:l. tm&-mt. 
but not too long (s~y two ye~rs.) Avoid 
in$tituti0n~liz~tion of volunteer~. 

- There was~ problem with abuenteei$m. Bo~rd 
m~mbers who c~n·t honor their commitment& 
should be di~ch~rged" 

- N~ed to b~ fl~Mibl~. Good p~opla h~v~ bu~y 
schedules and c~n't ~lwayg ~ttendM Use ~lt~r-
l"'la'/\tes whf.\~n reqLll imr mt1~mbt·~I"' s c: c:\n 't at t. e:~nd N M~i\ybw.~ 
more alternatras ~re needed" 

- Th~ tim~ ~ommitment of bo~rd pcii\rticip~tion was 
m~ch more th~n expected. N~ed to k~ep th~t 
mann,\qecii\b le. 

- You need to be on it more th~n six months to 
see if it will re~lly work. 

- N~ed to ke~p the bocii\rds tog~ther. You d~velop 
constructive rel~tions with other member$. 

MEET l NC3 SCHEDUL.E 

- Scheduling of meeting~ should b~ fl~xibl~. The 
project w.a1; very con11&i der.·~t<:l «Abr.:H .. d: thli'AL 

- Th~re should be flaxibility in timing of 
review~. Bo~rd 5hould have power to ~uk for 
J mcnth r~view$. Should iml~o h~v~ the power to 
ask for mini-reviews to c:heck on interim pre-
qr f.❖~SS • 
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- Evening review meeting~ for p~rent~ who work 
during the d~y would be helpful. 

ATTENDANCE 

I Don't know if the ~upervisor should be there. 
On the other hand, reviewu may improve commun­
ic~tion between social worker ~nd supervi~or. 
Sometim0s the bo~rd resolve$ conflict betw~en 
soci~l worker ~nd supervisor. 

- It is impcrt~nt for everyone to be therffl. 
Attend~nc~ must be emphasi2ed. 

PROJECT STAFF ASSISTANTS 

- F~cilitator$ were ~xcellent. They knew what 
they were doing~ were objective and inform­
ative. 

Li~ison im very important- Liai~on wcrk~rs 
were very good" 

OTHER 

- Board memb~rs should h~ve opportunity to v~nti~ 
late. Summ~ry ~tend of se$$ion w~~ geed. 

- Need more infcrm~l and scci~l ev~ntm to build 
mor~le ~nd cohesion" Give recognition to bo~rd 
m~mbers" w~ ne~d stroke~. 

- Overall, people ~hould have more feeling~ for 
people. Should focu~ on f~mily ~nd not ju~t 
the child. 

- Citiiens ~5k questions th~t p~r~nts ~r~ want to 
ask but ~re afr~id. 

- The rola of the bo~rd ~howld be made cle~rer tc 
the sociml worker~. 

- Child protection cases should be reviewed as 
well as child welfare. 

- Bo~rd $hould have power to remove cr~zy ~nd 
disruptive people from the meeting~. 

- Need to p~y ~tt~ntion to rights and view$ of 
parents. Emphasi~e that in volunt~er pl~ce­
ments natur~l p~r~nts do not ~urrender ~11 
control. 
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- This kind of revi~w proce~~ should be impl~­
mented in other counties in the $t~te. 
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sur~VE:Y OF HENNEP I 1\1 COUNTY PEl::;:BCll\lNEL, 

I_r1troduct i tm 

In order to gather information en the opinion~ of Hennepin Cowntv 
15r.><:::ic:.\l wor ►(c❖:iir~J ,~nd 1S1.lpc:~rvii~<::>r1a wh<.? ha.d i':?.t.tr.1ndf.~d r-fi➔ v:i.t~wi:s~ 1l\t t.h~•~ 
concluMicn of the projuct, a survey (sue Appendix E) w~ffi ~~nt to all 
p~rscnnel who had attended at lea~t on~ r~vieww A tct~l of 140 
questic:>nn ✓i-:\ire,s Wt~r-€~ Sl-:~nt, 104 ··t:.r.:) Sf.'.)(:::iii:\l W(::,r~f.el"'l:!I i:,nd ~:!;6 tt::) rniup,gl'" Vili:\t','.)f'll!► u 

Sf:~ e (.\ p p ~~ r, ci i H I:~ + tl r tl p ((~ r, ~~ n d €~ d c: t:) mm.-~ r, t. ~J " T ii.\ b 1 ~~ I 1n~ h <::> .,,.~ tH~ t'. h H:~ I~) ,, •• ~:•:) i::\ k d (:.J 1rJ n 
of person~ sent surveys by unit" 

TABLE:. I 
TOTAL. £~AM1~:•1..E tW UI\I :r, T f,\FF :t L :C ~•~Tl CJI\I 

11:11 u:i 11111 iuu lllll 1t1: ::m tutti:;;: ~m r.tt1 cm 11:11 ttlll ltt:l iuu lllll mu 11111 um um 111:1 ~m l!lll um e::: mu 111:1 mu mu um 111u R~t 1:m ill! mu lUIJ 1S11111111 llltl um um ~i: ma 11.1 mn 1am 11111 11111 ~r~ i;:u 1:;i: 1:m ::~~ i::a .::11 1:11: ::m ~:): 111111111: 1::,: ,,m ui :; 

CHILD WELFAnl::~ 4 :~!; 1 l :;::i4 

CHJL.D F'F:~OTl:::'.CT :I'. ON ::;~;j :.l fl !~:i ,~::, 

ME:I\ITf~L RET?\l:<Df:,T :t ON '.~'.6 7 .;::. ,,::. 

TOT{:%!. ... :104 ::r.6 :1.40:1 

Rf.:~m.i. nc:lt~r not:. :i. c:f.:•~5 WE❖)I'" f.:~ Sl>t❖'!!n t t:. n t hc.)1me who h i::,d not l"'fl:)t. urn r:~d th 0:1 i r 
c:: <::>mp 1 «·~ t «·~ d s u r v ~? y 1:; c:\ -f t (•:+H''' t. h 1"' 1-11 c·~ w f'.(H:•:~ k ~; " T h t~ + i n <'*d ,, .. c~~ r:; po n m (•::~ ,,. i:d:. fo) 1~ v-J ti".•W (:·.~ 

qui tf.❖, 1_:,:.1<::>od., rt(~~i)L.tl t.i nq l. n the ·f <::)1 l c:,wi nq pr.:~t'"t:: ~::mtii:\ qf.❖)\H> t:)f n:-?t.u1•'T1 bv unit. 
l~s can be <.!5f~«~n, the c:::hild wel+~il'"f.·~ i1'.\r,d mc❖~n'\:i-J..1 l"'t•::~ti~1•"dl'~:..ti(~)l"l un"i.trn 
•:•:11Nhibit.f.:•1d iii\ very high rt::~spon11;v1.~ ri:1,tt❖:~ ·f<::)l"' r::, m~·fl.:lled quf.?~!>t:ion n i::,:i.r~})~ 

Tf~EtL.H I :r. 
PE:1::~CENT ClF ~.':\(;f~'. NCY PEf'~SONNf::.l... F~l:::'.SPOI\ID I Nf.::l f:JV UN .i. T 

1:lll 11111 Qlll lltll U:11 lftl tRI 11, llUI ftDI lllU ltlll 11111 lftl llltl 1111 IDI 111111111 lllll :nu lllll l~I IUI lllll ttlll 1"111:11 lllll 1111 IIIA tfll lUI ll1II mu mu 0111 DI= IUD IM 11111 rJII R111 mo l11~ lll.1 CUI lllll lflA mu :ll:l cu: Ulll Ulll cm :uu r.lll m3 1:n; 11::111111 :r.~ :::~ :i:~ 

UNIT 
lllll m:1 r,111 m:i 11:A :1:11 :n: lllll 131 AIU 11111 r.m 2C: Clll uu; Ut:t 11111 Uill 111:1 mu IUOIII Ulll lllll 11:n llftl UII 11.'ll ltlll nlll ltltl R;tl mu Oil ntll Clll Ulll ttlU llltl 1ml 11111 um lltll l«U 11111 n:u IIIU UIU mu IUU !l'.tl :::~ ;µ~ :ml 1,µ; HUI mn ~m l~U mu ~!': mu !!fol IUH 

CHILD WI::: L F ~11::~ f.~: l~lt,'¼ :U1.Hl.l '%. f:il::l'.I~ 

C:HlL..D Pr.:::(JTECT l ON 5:1.'½. 'l~tx. ('jfJ~t 

MENTAL 1::<ETAF<DAT :t Cll\l 96½ 1::l<'.:lln 94o/H 

TOT(-\1.... 771/H 1:3:]'i'ft /\;3'½ 

r r.'A b 1 f:1 :i: :t l c::) n t h (".:, + (:) 1 :l (:'.) w :i. Ii q p l~ q ~·! ~i. h (::) w r:1 ·t h (❖~ + i I") c'iA l C C) ff! p C) 1:~ :l 'l':, :i. C) n e> + 
q t.1 t❖:~~1d: 1 c:,n n ii:\i r e1!!► 1·· ec::: e i v r.:~d by ur, :i. t . 
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'T'ABLE l '.t I 
RESF'C)NDENTS BY UN I ·r AF'F l L :t AT r CJN 

UNIT 

CHIU) WELFAF~E 37 (47¾) 1 1 ( 4~i'½) 48 (44%) 

CHILD F'RCffEiC1' I ON 18 c;~3'¼ > 1 :::~ ( ~$6%) ~::: 1 ( 2B'½) 

ME:NTAL. RETARDA1"It1N 25 C31 '½) 6 C21 'Y.) ::~~ 1 C2ff½) 

ron,L 80 (100'½) :~0 ( 100'½) 110 < 10(7.)%) 

==•=====~==•=m=•======•=m~==~====~m~~====~~~===~~~~~~m~~~~~~~~~~ 

Re~ponclents were ~sked to indic~t~ how long th~y had b~~n 
~mployed in their current c~p~city~ Th~ result~ of thi™ queMtion are 
~hown below. ReMponse~ r~ng~d from l~w~ th~n one year to 28 y~ars~ 
with t.he rMUor-it..y of rt::t1isponu~•Hr• ·falling ir, t.he :L ye"':Ar c:w lfk)!mlli (:'.:1'/:\trA,qc.1ry~ 

·rAE•l ... E IV 
YEARS EMPLOYED IN CURRENT CAPACITY 

1 ye,il\r or less :21 (26¾) 14 (47'½) ::~t~; ( ::~;2%) 

''.) - II!." Y€(-t&\r11~ 18 ('.22'¼) 6 c~~0½ > :;~4 ( :;~ '.~:~ 'X. ) 
"" 

-.;) 

6 - 10 Yr:Hars 15 (19%) ~·~ TY.) l.7 ( :I. (5%) 

11 - 15 Yeei\r ,m 7 ( 9'½) '") 

'"" '7%) <y ( f:~%) 

16 Years or more 19 ( 24'½ > 6 (20'½) , ... ~ u:.. .. 

.,i;.,.J ('.~~:::f.'Y.) 

Total 130 < 100'½) 30 ( 100'½) il0 ( 100'½) 
======================Rmu===~==============~=~=~=~~~~=~~=~~~~~== 

Respondents were ~lso ~•k~d to indic~te how m~ny ruview~ which 
included citizen membera that they h~d Mttend~d. T~bla V indic~tm~ 
that ~upervisor~ ~ttended signific~ntly more reviewM th~n individual 
soci~l worker~, ~ince they may h~ve sup~rvimed ~ number of ca$~~ 
selected for the project. The majority of Mocial w0rk~r~ (75%) 
reported attending one or two reviews, whil~ 88% of ~upervinors 
report~d ~ttending more th~n 2 reviews. 

Tw~nty-one (81¾) of the uupervi~orM re~pcnding h~d act~d ~• beard 
i::htt\\i rs in Mc::>d+::➔ 1 :t I reitvi ti~w~. -
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TABLE V 
SELF-REPORTED NUMBER OF CITIZEN REVIEWS ATTENDED 

1 Review 27 (35'¼) 

2 - 5 Reviews 50 (6SY.) 

6 or More Reviews 0 (---) 

FINDINGS 

SUPERVISOR 

1 ( 4'¼) 

7 < 2l::3Y.) 

17 ( 68'¼ > 17 (17'¼) 

Table VI $Wmmarizes ~gency personnel'~ initi~l ~ttitude tow~rd 
the ide~ of citiien inclusion on review boards. The largest 
proportion of both soci~l workers (47½) ~nd $Upervi$ors (50¾) 
indicated that they were unsure of th~ ide~. Only 14 (13¾) indicated 
that they were initially positive toward the idea of citizen review~ 
however a l~rger proportion of ~upervi~ors indicated AA pc~itive 
initial reaction-

'fABLE VI 
INITIAL REACTION TO THE IDEA OF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS 

SUPERV Ism~ TOTAL 

Poisi'tive or Vt-1ry Positive 8 ( 10'¼) 6 (20'¼) 14 ( 1 :~%) 

Unsure 37 ( 4 7'¼) 15 (50'¼) UH''':> .... , ..... (4B¾) 

Negative or Very Nega.tive 34 (43¾) 9 ( 30'¼ > 4:3 < :~~ 1:rx > 
•===~==•====~~=~~=~=~~=~====~=-~=-=~===•mm=~=~~M~=~~~~=~~=~~==~=~~ 

The majority of negative comments explaining initial n~g~tive 
r~~ctions centered ~round problems with MR r~vi&ws? probl~m~ 
accommod~ting additional requirements, expected criticism ~nd non­
integration of the project into c~se functioning. 

PROBLEMS WITH MR REVIEWS- Many cf the more negative initial 
re~ctions centered around the revi~w of MR cas~s. On~ respondent 
stated, "rny init.i~l rt-~m<:tion was more i11 termi!S <::>·f MR c:U. emt.!iF> than 
clientu from other programs. I do not think thi~ type of r~view is 
needed or appropri~te for the MR progr~m. Our families ~re put 
through so much~~ it is and h~ve problams other families de not face, 
1g.o ,:\ddi.tional reviews jt.tst ,add to their bt~trd.:m. 11 F~t"H::>tlit?.r MF~ wc>rk«ir 
c::ommented,, 11 it Wffl\S a qw::,u1d:.ioncmble , .. ,sr.~ of time .. MR plii:\cemf.;mt~ i::\r"tii' 

generally voluntary, theme are long term pl~cemants, and it is rare 
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t.hat they c::hc',i\ngeR 11 €Hm:l1ffl\rly,; 11 All of my MR plmc:~men·t1m an:~ m\li'"w.·iw\dy 
over reviewed by administration, etc., court ~dvoc~teu~ MR guid~line~, 
heal th depaArt~ment., a·ti\bi.t MR r" ♦:❖tvi aw1m. 11 

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS. Soma respondent~ felt th~t the ~ddition 
of citizen p~rticip~nt~ only added to th~ problem~ of ca~e m~nMqement. 
Clne soc::i i~l worker comment.ed., 11 wht-:m there i a not ti mt~ b::> do c:111 c:,•f th(;-, 
neces~~ry work to meet practical need~, it i~ p~rticul~rly di~tracting 
t.o do things that do not se,!m to meet c'~ prcac:t i <=Ml need .. 11 At"H.':)t.hr.~r 
st iii\ t e d ., 11 the i r t CR B ' s J m\ t. t :l t 1..1 d rm s i rHI!' vi ·t. ci'z\ b l y c:> , .. ., l y add mo r e p :i. t;H:~ r.ti) 1r~ t c:> 
the ~lready complex que9tions. They have their own bia~e$, they ~re 
nr.:>t ne1..1tral, f.lH:\r.::h having thf.i))i r own cil>< to qri nd., MC'.) t.o fi~P~i:\k,, 11 

EXPECTED CRITICISM. Another aspect rel~t~d to initi~l negative 
reaction was the feeling that citi2ens would critici~~ i:'i\nd second­
gw111s worker's dec:i11io1,111 .. One reu&pondent s1':.Ji.,tf.id, "my init.i<\:\l n.:Hi:\c:ti<~m 
was th~t the bo~rds were in pl~ce to monitor the c~~ework~r and to 
hold the worker acccunt~bla <which isn't unre~~on~ble), but I want~d 
the focus to be on how tc b~tter ~erv~ th~ cli~nt ~nd th~ ~hild in 
pl.acemwmt .. I WmiS concerned th&! ·foc:u15 wm.,ld be on 11 c::omin<,~ ck>wr"l 11 <:m th4-l 
workar for not providing 5ufficient services <•~ in reprim~ndinglw My 
experiences, while not extremely helpful., war~ certainly net dem~aning 
i n an y way . 11 Si m i l Mr 1 y ca\ n o t. h ~ r w c.> r ~( er Ill~ sd d ., 11 c~, r i g i r\ iii\ l 1 y I ·f tw 1 t i t. w iii\ 1::> 

a question o·f my integrity i1U5 t.r.:, why I pl r.?\<:ed ca c:h i 1 d" 11 

NON-I NTEC❖)RAT IrJN OF THE F'ROJE:CT. One probl em;,d:. i c:: r.i\SPf.fH:~t c:>f ·t~h~:~ 
project W~$ th~t it wa9 not p~rceivad ~m ~ p~rt of tha ongoing sy~tem, 
but rather~~ ~n ~ddition~l ~xtern~l r~quirem~nt .. Thi~ WMM cl~arly 
mhown i ,, or,e wc:>rke:-,r 's commr.mt., 11 th«! 1i.u·~ riot ~n i r,t..t::tqr,·:11 pt'~rt. c.,f tlie:-1 
5ystem, do not learn or under$t~nd th~ ultim~t~ r~~pcnnibility of th~ 
social worker. The sy~tem is cumberaome enough without thi~ additionH 
Check~ ~nd b~l~ncMs ne~d to ~top ~omewhere - ~nd ~g~in - tha assigned 
soci;i\\l worker is Ltl't:.imii\b.~ly r<,::1spc:>nsible .anywMy,. 11 

Agency personnel were ~l~o ~sked if their opinion cf Citizan 
Review Boards ch~nged ~fter they had experience with the project. 
Table VII show~ that m~ny parsons did ch~nqe their attitud~s ba~Md on 
t.hei r ex per i enc:a with ·l:he proj ec~~ t.. Wh i l. e r.H 'Y.. <~'>·f wor k(l~nl> c:>p :l n i c:Jr11:1 

rem~ineci the $~me, 40% became morM positive. Amonq ~uperviacr~, 59½ 
became more positive. Only 10 persons (9%) •~id their opinion w~s 
more negative ~t th~ conclu~ion of the project. 



( 

( 

TABLE VII 
HOW OPINIONS CHANGED OVER TIME 

Became More Positive 

Rem~ined the Same 

Became More Negative 

WORl<ER 

32 (40'¼) 

41 (51'½.) 

7 ( 9¾) 

SlJPERV :c SOR 

17 (59%) 

TOTAL 

Five primary re~sons for more pouitive feelings toward Citizen 
Review Boards were giv~n, these included, support for ~ocial workers~ 
support for families mnd c:h il drW!n., aAppr<::>pr i 1J.tt:., bc:>GArd <.-:>pctH" fll\ 'ti (::wu~, 
community education, cii\nd inclu~ion of out~ide per~pectivms. 

SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL WORKERS. As a re~son for change tc ~ mora 
po~itive opinion, sever~l soci~l workers voic~d ~imilar ~Dntimants in 
that they were $Urprised that the bo~rdffl were $Uppcrtiv~ of th~ir 
wc::>r k. Chif.~ 1mt. ii:d:, •ii'/d, 11 Ci 't:. i :r. ims wer en 't.. cii\fii. j ,.,dqm.:1mt al or c.~r it i r.:: 1:·:, l ii:\m. :t 
~nticipated. In fact, most of the time they ware vmry 5uppcrtive of 
hr.>w t.he t:ni\l!!HJ wa.111l bf.:ting handhn:.1." ~\nothv:»r sl\i\id, "I ft;,1 ♦:-~l the r~:i.'t:.i:,H❖HH!~ 
review board gen~r~lly support~d me and $lso it let ma know that th~y 
,.mder5tood the rH?.eds of pl cii\C:ement in some c:i. rc:I .. Hnstc\i\nc::,:»s"" Y~::~·t i"i:\not.h1~r 
c::ommented., "I w.as impressed with the concern and sen1mitivity c:, ·f b<Jiard 
members. By and l~rge they were nice people" they cffer~d positive 
feedback to social workers ~nd generally were supportive cf their 
work." 

SUPPORT FOR FAMILIES. Bever~l per~onnel expre~aed the opinion 
th~t the bo~rds helped to facilitate th~ review procesAA for children 
and faAmilies. For exaAmple., "The citi?~ns were well t1•·;.:drH::H.:I .,mr.:I r-eii:\lly 
seemed interested in the children in placement ~nd what waM b~•t for 
them. 11 Ar,ot.her 1mtcir\b!r.:I., "Can be iii\ good proc:esm to ~,el p us k~ep ·f oc:1.l111> 

on child's needs a5 well ~s families.'' Additionally, en~ worker falt 
the citizens could perform in ways diff~r~nt from ~g~ncy p~rsonn~l, 
11 The bo,~rd WMM t'i\b 1 a, in orH! i n1mt.anc:~1, t.c::> advo<:m'l:.f.!t -f <:>r mv <:: 1 hmt /t~li il d 
in~ w~y that I and oth~r ~ervi~e provider~ could not de in qiving 
direct f eedbac: ~c to c:h i l d ,rAnd c:ommemti ng on this part:i. (::l..ll cii\r $i tl.lil\t ion. 11 

Anc::>t.her commented,, "it gavt1 pc:1,re)nt..s., who are copinq with t.he id~~c\i\ of 
pla.c:ing t.heir child, 1ft c:hanc:~ t.o 9«1t cA 11ympcii\thetic: hearing. 11 

APPROPRIATE BOARD OPERATIONS" Sever~l re$pondwnt~ were 
compliment~ry in their r~mlt\rk~ conc:~rning board cperat.icnsM Worker$ 
mcii\de t.he foll ow:i ng c:om,nentim, 11 

••• l feel th~~ perui.c:mm. i nvo:I. v~d w•:~re 1\i\l l 
qui t.e 1.:sensi't: i ve t.o t.he i uuues ca11d con-f i der,t i al r1atLw·e o-f! t.11 it;; n:~vi t:1w; 11 

11 Pw.~op :t e on t.he bomrds were g•::mer ally g.:wm.d nfi~l y • c:tmt:errH❖)d, (li\s~rnH:I 

relevant questions ~nd were not 'a pain in the post~rior ' - by asking 
not:. p i r.:: ~( y i r n~ 1 •:.·, v '"'n ·t q 1.Hii, s ·b onun - th :i. s w ie\ s much c\':\ ppr+:•» c:: i u:\ t. f1~ c:I ~ '1 

11 .""m~mbers were more fflincer~ ~nd sophi$ticated in their input th~n I 
ii\ n t i r.: i p en\ 't f.❖~ d " 11 F i r, a 1 1 y ., 11 A 11 p cm r t. i c: :i. p an t $ '"'t ·t em p t. V.❖~ c:I t rJ L.ln cJ er m. t. cm n d t h e 
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individual case, the issues ~nd dilemm~~ invclv~d, to t~k~ into 
consideration the perspectives of th~ clients ~nd worker r~ther th~n 
impo$ing their own views on th~ c~se initi~lly. Th~ beard~ op~rated 
in an f!ffective proble,,1 solving modf.~. 11 

Supervisors also had m~ny positiv~ thingu to ~•Y r~q~rdinq bc~rd 
operiation. One stat.ad, 11 Bo1·arr.iAA Wf1!re kr,01,dcidgf:iMbla c.,-f their c::h,·::\r<;1t~. 
Prapar~d prior to st~rting ~S$ignm~nt~ i.~., l~arn~d about ~gency, 
court~, re~ources. Approached ~Bfiignment with bewt int~r~mtu of 
childr~n in mind, but also ~w~re of limit~tion~ and b~rriers in moving 
t.c::>w4!Ard permanency. 11 Another st.,ated, "~l<~msiblf~., in-f<.jrmad 
p~rticip~tion. where continuity of involvem~nt wa~ ~xperien~ed, the 
consisb!ncy of insight was very good. 11 

EDUCATION OF THE COMMUNITY. Several ~g~ncy per~onn~l alno 
commented on community educ~tion being~ positive cutcoma of tha 
projer.~t. One sc:,ci al worker !!d:.at~:~d, ":t wef~' imome pomd ti ve~~ i , .. , thii:\t 
citizen participation improves communication between cur agency and 
the community. It makes us s~n~itive to the id~~~ and conc~rns of the 
community and it helps the community gain~ c~rt~in comfort with our 
cii\g~nc::y by dilmF:lellin~.~ myths w\nc:t ec'Jl .. lC:::,ii\'tinr:;1. 11 Another ~tm\te~d~ "I th:il"'lk 
it'5 important for citiz~n to know wh~t th~ir money is b~ing mpent fer 
~nd th~ qu~lity of workers in thi~ ~g~ncy, ~nd tha work done" 
Citizens need to know the difficultieu we f~ce @~ social workers and 
the high r~te of succe~~ we axperience - usu~lly the n~gativMm hit t~ 
pre1Bls. 11 

INCLUSION OF OUTSIDE PERSPECTIVEn The inclU$iOn of an outmid~ 
perspective W~$ seen~~ v~lu~ble by ~~ver~l agency personnel" One 
flil..lpti:•,rvi 111~0r 1mtat.ec:I, "lnt:ern4\',\l revi ~ws 1':\\l'"e c:>·f!t.en no't:. Vf!~ry nH~n,\1"'1 n(;af ul in 
that co-profe9si0n~ls tend to endorme each cthar'w work for~ v•riety 
of r~auons. I feel the public ~~ctor needs to b~ inform~d ~nd 
~duc~ted ~bcut the cauas we de~l with and that i$ i& important for us 
to c.~e·t:. th~i r ·f ~edbm1c: k M 

II Anoth~r 1m1 .. ,~:>ervi s<::>r 11~w'\i d, 11 At:. ·f i r"~!lt I thc::,uqh·t 
citiien bo~rd members might net under~tanci wh•t probl~m~ w~ d~al with 
and would be ~nether Mdministr~tiv~ hurdle r~thffir th~n a hHlp" I 
quickly discovered they did underst~nd ~nd wanted ta help clients tnd 
us! Having someone from out~ide the $y$tem either validate your 
thinking or offer suggestions for ch~nges prove~ v~luablffi (and 
we 1 <:: omed ) . " A soc i al wor ~~ er st. cat ed , 11 :r en joyed 11Jh c':':\l"'J. t"H_:,:1 t.. h <-:: 

experience ~nd, at times, the reMponsibility of planning fer children 
in out of home pl~cament" Like the ~ducation ~~pect of the process 
(citi%en~ came to $ee how soci~l workmrG m~de dHciuion~) ~nd ~lso the 
c:itizen11' perspect.ive1.:s from out~ide t..t,e $y9t~m." 

When ~ttitudes were reported to r~main the •~me er to beccmH more 
n~gative, other themes were identifiedN These included prcblamu with 
MR reviews~ ~mount of time ne~ded for the~e review~, a p~rceived lack 
of knowledge on the part of bo~rd memb~rs, ~nd ~ lack cf impactH 

PROBLEMS WITH MR REVIEWS" MR work~r~ continw~d to feel that thi 
type of review w~s unneces~~ry for their clientm. One worker ~tat~d~ 
''I felt just~ general non-relevance regarding MR case~ - ccnMiderinq 
beyond my case ~nd spe~king to other workers - not a re~l meaningful 
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f o ,,.. m cud i t y .. " Sp t❖~ c: i ·f i r.: c:\ 1 1 y , 11 Th e m c::> d tw 1 , i n m c::rn, t. c:: a ~11 e !!It , d i d n o t:. -f i t Mn . 11 

CRB'a TIME CONSUMING. Both worker~ and mwpervisors felt that the 
pr 1~>c:ess wrn,s ·too ti me, conm.1.,m:i n1.:.:J. One v.soc: i al wc:>r ker m~t r:ilt ff~, 11 Th(•:❖, r +r:,vi t"»Wf:i► 
are timu conmum~ng ~nd seldom helpful in determining what direction in 
w h i c:: h t:. o pr o c f.❖HZ~ d • 11 I n m\ s i mi 1 a r v f:.d n ut\ ff!> Ll p ff~,, .. vi m. or c: o lllllH❖rn t ~:,:.id , 11 Th e:w· («·> 

is ccn~iderable concern about the amount of time the review process 
takas and thin i~ a r~ality. Placem~nt unit~ do betwe~n 10 to 20 
reviews per month (60 are liuted for CW ~ervica~ -approx") with the 
i nvol Vf.❖Hn~·mt of ~!: c:ount.y S!,tmd:·f ~:Hi•,opl t~ t\\H'H:I ot.her!!a r.i\nd with r.:H'l <':':\v•~~l'" l:'\r.;tt~ o·f 
mc:>r«~ thi"~n r.m ho~.tr per nivi ew II it i !i <:011at. l y. Th :L t=:s 'I: i me❖~ mu<.S·t L·H~ 
ber\l <1:H'lC:f.iH:I «,g&\i n1i~t otrn:1~r wmy~~ t. :I. mf.~ shot.d d b~~~ ff~p€+m't. 11 

LACK OF KNOWLEDGE. Some workers f~lt that tha r~viaw bc~rd 
m~mbera did not h~ve enough knowledg~ tc adequately reviMw cases" One 
wc:>r ker 1st(7A'b:-l<.i., 11 1 ,f e+id 'i neH pc~i--i c~nced p€:.?<::>p 1 e hc:~V(!•~ ~ narl'"<:JV.J v :L f:~w <::>f th <':~ 
f 011~t ~~~r r.~ c:\r-e. f.!>y~i~t em" 11 Anr.)th ~:-:lr 11i.'l: iiltec::I, 11 Compr.❖~t ent. bi:,ar d mf!l)tnbt~I"' m Wfl!lr" e 
sslectedN they were qualified to review pl~nm but wmre net qualifi~d 
or f.n: per i f.:mc: ed t°\mough to mr.,\~o:~ c: m\fi~f.~wor k ~J1 .. lgqv1n1d.: i r.m~~. " 

LACK OF IMPACTu Suv~ral fmlt that the procmM~ did not yield 
c:: r.:> n c:: r et. fi.~ r 1t:1 lli> u l t: m~ . ~1' ~ o c: i ,ii\ 1 w c:::i r ~f. «•:•, r 1i1~ i,'i\ i d , 11 l d i ci n ' t. 111. e (❖:~ w h f.❖) ,, .. «·~ i t m .,.,\ d (•:❖, 

iim y d i ·f + (lo) r enc: e :i. Ii <:: t\ !l.lH! p l ci'An <::>r q (~, c'r':\ l ns , 11 ii:Hi d lJ.~ :L m :i. 1 c'l\ r 1 y " 11 S Ii.\ w f'l(j 

d i ·f ·f tmni:~r·, c: Ii:) i n out 1::: onu:•:~ i::w m w::: h i n p ,, .. (::>gr +:» s 1!!► • 
11 /1 not h <•:❖, r f t:❖11 t t h ;:·:\'\: t. I·; f~ 

p r <.'Jc: e f:i 1:a r r-a 1S L.l1 ·t:. a1 d i r, r ti I::> b •~ r 1st. c':i\ mp end <.-:, r 1::H❖~ m f.im t , 11 f.k1 C) ·~:. h (~ r I·, or.:, p ·f e., I'" 
workera, don't feel it w~s usHful, falt like another WMY my j wdqment 
wa$ being questioned, invasion cf my privacy for clients; ~ time 
~onsuming, anxiety producing precess tc rubber stamp an already 
ch~v~~l op~~d p 1 c'!ll"l .. 11 

Aq (e rH:: y pt::➔ r f:ii- c.m n e 1 we r e 1:·~ s k +:~ d i:. c:> ,, .. c'::"\ t f.·~ Ci t: i ~~ r.+m f:( ~:, v i ~m w B t::ht-'\ r r.:I 1!:> or, 
seven aspect~ of functioning on~ five point seal~ from strongly 
r.;\gl'"et❖) tr.:) str1::,nqly di~itt'i1\(;;Jr'fl.\w,. Th~::•>~•~ imr~:❖)u'1\fi!► of ·func::tic:)ninq int-:::l.1 .. 1dm~d ~ 
(1) CRB'~ demonstrated knowl~dqe and und~rstandinq cf tha 
administrative review proce~s, (2) CRB'• demonntratad kncwlmdqa 
and und~rstanding of the submtitute care system, (3) CRB's 
demonstrated knowledgM and under~tandinq of the leg~l mymtnm~ (4) 
CRB's a~ked questions that w~re relevant tc the <:a$e, (5) CRB ' s 
demcn~trated HHnmitivity toward invclvad pernon~, (6) CRB'n 
r.h~mr.mstr~~t~.id 4.\ 1··r.~mp~~c:t-ful i:d:.ti ·l::.ud~ towiiU"d ~ttr.mdinq ~H~l"'°l7.i(❖~ru., (7) 
CR8'$ augge~ticns wer~ r~lev~nt and pr~ctical" 

Tmble VIII ~hews the percentage of re~pondentm indicating 
thMt th~y ~ither somewhat er ootrcngly agr~nd with uach cf thm 
area~ of functioning. Rating$ of the functioning of the review 
bcMrds were ganer~lly high, with the majority of rnnpondinq 
agency personnel reporting that they either agreed or strongly 
aqrmed that performanca criteria were met for aach of tha $Uven 

c':~r~:::? ◄'i:\S,. 
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TABLE Vlll 
RATINGS OF CITJZEN R~VIEW BOARDS (CR~ 's) 
(PERCENT WHO SOMEWHAT OR STRONGLY AGREE) 

WORKER SLIP ERV l SOR 

CRS's de1on1trated knowledge and 
understanding of the ad~inistrative 
review proceu 73 ( 92%) 30 ( 1004) 

CRB 's de~onstrated knowledqe and 
understanding of the substitute 
care syste111 bl (86:4) 28 ( 93,~) 

CRB's demonstrated knowledge and 
understanding of the legal syste, 45 (58%) 24 ( 80¼) 

CRB's asked questions that were 
relevant to the case 62 (79t) 27 ( 90%) 

CRB's de~onstrated sen1itivity 
t0w1rd involved persons b9 (881/.) 28 ( 93:4) 

CRB's demonstrated a respectful 
attitude toward attending partie, 73 (95%) 28 l 93%) 

CRB's suggestions were relevant and 
practicil 52 (681.) 23 I 77t) 

10 f AL SIG. 

1~3 (94!;} fl$ 

95 (Bai:) ns 

69 (64Y,) H 

sq (82Xi .ns 

97 (90'l.) n~ 

J0! (94%) ns 

75 !70Z) ns 
aa:aaaa•••••••••=••=••=•=•••••••••••••=••=•=••==•=•=•••~•====m•~=~aMua:%===~=== 
**Chi-square difference significant at the p < ,01 level 

(N h :i, l (;,~, 1!a C) I'll((•:~ d :t of + (t~ r" (•:•:~ f'l <::: ((:~ 1:11 :l n ITI c':':\ q t"l :i. 't'. l .. l d ~:•:~ c::i of I'" ii:\ t, :i. I") q '.Ii) (I ;i, d i'.:) c~ C L.\ I'" 1::.1 ,:,J t ','! c~ (-'.·:~ n 

~,; cl c.:: :i ii:\ l w r.) I"' k ~~ r rn1 11':\ n d !mu p f.·~ r v i m; c:.i ,,.. m~ ~ t h e~ ~i1 (•:❖~ cl i. ·f + (•:i~ r ~::~ n c ~:,:.~ !~'> w <•a , ... f) , -, n t . 
~~ t <:':\ t i !!it t :i, t~ i:'~ .I. l y 11$ :i. q n :t + :1. c: ii~ n t t:•:~ H ,~ (!~ p t I'" c-~~ q i::\ r d :i. n q t . h 1•:❖, d (❖: rn c:, n fo1 t r <';';\ t. c·:•:! <::I ~:: n o v-J .I. (•:~1 ci q c;\ 

ii~ n d u n d (•:❖, r m1 t i!:1 n d :i. n q (~., + 't:. h (❖:1 l ~:;, q 1~, 1 1m y 1!1> t Ml m . I n ii:\ 1 m <::> ~;1 t. 11.1 l 1 c:; f:1 s (•:!•) 11:> ,, 
~1;;.up (❖?r v :i. 1:l;t:>I"' ~16 (~~)·( h :i. b :i. t (❖:1d ,1·~ l"I :I. q h H'.~1'" .l ,.z,iv~i~ 1 c:,f 1•:❖,n d Cll"' l !~~❖)m~::~n t t 1·1 i'h\n d ·.1. <::i S!!C:ic~ :i. 1::1 J 

w or k er ~:i • 0 n (❖:~ 1•" f:'.·) !:ii p <::) n d (❖:•) n t q u r.':\ l i f i ~:•:•) d h i mi r ff:, m) p <::> n 11!> (((~ s !!ii ii;\ y i n q •i '' 1 1'" i!.) ,~>pun d (❖: • d 
•• 1::;om~·~wh ,:i\'I'.: c'~<.::1 r 1-:~f:,:.1 ' t C) ~7. h ,.~ tnil~ j C:lr' i t y t: c:) •f :i. t (i•~mi~; :.I 1 l::l u t i t. 1:1 h 01 .. 11 d b t·~· not. r.-~ d 

t. h at. w h fi:• n p ,;'\ I'" t. :i. r.:: i p ii:\ n t ~'1> d i c:I n c:> t + u .l l y 1 .. 1 n d f:~1 r 1st r.:1 , .. , d c:> u ,,.. i::: D mp 1 f·) )•( i;:; y mi 'l-: t!,1 ,n ~ 

p ,-r~ n p l ,-:~ l.-J <~~ 1·· (!·~ v ti❖) r y «~ .;~ q c-::~ r t C) 1 t·Z~ ii:\ r n ? <'fi\ n d ,:~ ii!i i•t. q 1 .. 1 <•:i~ 1l~ t :i. 1J n .i. n a v ~:•:•1 I"' v 
c':\\ p P I'" C,) P I'°' :i c':;\ t:. ((,:,) , k :i. f'l d il'i\ n d I'" ~x~ ~!~ p f.❖) <::: t. ,f \..\ l 11) i:':\ r') n ~:(11 I'" • I I 

,, .. f.-'.-) 1Hi p c:) n d f::•) n t m~ w i"i:\ Hi> q i v en :i n t:. h f:i➔ <'i:\ l"' v.i~ 11':\ C) + ,, .. ~:,:•) rn1 p ~:❖i c: t + i::) I'" :i. n v C:l :L v t·) c:I p :r.\ I"' t i (i'.11~1 • 

1 : ::· m· t h i m :i. t ,-:1
~ m ,

1 

6 :::.:; p c-:-:H"' 1;:; <~Hi m ( l7:, r., '%. ) mt I'"<~> n q l y ii;\ q 1·· t:❖HX~ d ii.H'l d i:i\ n c::i t h 1•~-H' " .:::, 6 ( : : ::; ::rY. ) 
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UNDERSTANDING OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW PROCEBSu This it~m 
ti~d fer the highest cver~ll rating. For thiru item~ 47 person~ (43¾> 
utrongly agreed and ~nether 56 (51%) agreed thMt CRB m~mbers 
demonstrated knowledge ~nd understanding of the ~dministrativ~ review 
pr<:Jcess. A su~:H~rvisor r1oted that t.hen:~ was 11 go<:Jd m.-:mc::\q~~ment ,\l\nd 
tr m\i n i ng of vol 1 .. \f'lt.eer IS. 11 Ant'lthar m►Llp~:~rvi ar..>r 1i\\dds'>,, 11 Ci ·t. i ~•: ~•:m n~~v :i f~~w~:•~1nn> 
seem to have b~en ~d~qu~tely tr~ined fer their task in the important 
~spect~ of pl~cemants ~~rvices and l~w~. Th~y ~l$C seem to havw 
prepared adequ~tely for individu~l reviews, which is a compliment to 
the Str.:\f f As!!Si 15t.mn·tth 11 

UNDERSTANDING OF THE LEG~L BYBTEM" The lcwe~t ratings w~re given 
in regard to understanding the legal sy•tem" While 63% ~ither agr~ed 
or strongly agreed that ~n adequat~ under~t~ndinq of thu leqal ~yutnmu 
•~ it applie~ ta substitute ~~r~ was demon$tr~ted, Mncther 22% naithsr 
aqr~ed nor disagreed, ~nd 13¾ ~ith~r disagraed er ~tronqly dis~qr~md~ 
CJ11e re5pr.'lr1d<:-11"\'t: c:omment~d, "Cit i :t:€m 1:~c:~v1 <·llW l1c?~l"'d1S 11s<:,em to ii~f:it~lH .. lrll<❖~ l ~<~r.'Al 
rr.,:•~nHi1>c:li rrn.:.; where none eH i m.·t" 11 ~ 

UNDERSTANDIN~ OF THE SUBSTITUTE CARE SYSTEM. Twenty-eight (26½) 
informant~ 'strongly ~graed' th~t citizen participants demonstrated 
~f. nc:,wl edge mnd , .. ,rtder !!it. r.'1'nd i nq t)•f th~:•:•> fii► Ubm;t it 1 .. ,-t.£❖> c::: a~r ~:❖) 1«.vm1t r..~m" f..)n<::>t h1i.i~11

• 67 
(61'¼) wer~ womewhat in agreement, 8 (7%) n~ither ~greed nor disaqread¥ 

itt\nc::I ·f i Vt➔ ( 4 '¼) 1a>c::>mtiwh ttz\t di ~!.~'\qr fi.~f!hd. Onf:'~ pt-1r .f:>C~.)n ~1.uq9f.~)~a.t •:~d ? 
11 t hk'.•~\ :i r 

knowledge cf cur options in case planning was limited by their lack cf 
t::lHpti:~rifJ:,,nr.::e duri.~ t:.(::, nt:)t. wor~f.inq in 'l:hfi.~ fiw:lld" 11 f,,nr.>t.h<l❖lr- m.tcl\t:.(1❖lC'J, ''bc>,'t'1\rd 
members seemed to understand the foster care placementg but no the 
qu,ar di c'i1\n~1.h i P"'"1':i\d<::)pt, i en prc:>C:f:l~s ( wi ·t.: h ~~c:>mf.~ nt,t ~~b 1 w.~ ti?H c .-i .. ,pt i on1ii; ~ ) 

11 

RELEVANCE OF RECOMMENDATIONS" This area also received a 
rel~tiv~ly low endorsement" One agency agency respond~nt explained~ 
11 1 found the r~vi~w board memb~rs to be generally supportive cf the 
child~ but not experienced enough to offer new information fer 
p 1 ~nn i nq (mnd n~vi ewi 11g the p 1 cM::<~ment .. 11 C)n thC11 c:)'t.ht~r I·, r.:md, <:.11"\f.~ 

r e 1li► pcm d r.~ n t r.: o nHn en t ft':> d " :t w aim p 1 e ,~\ !:-Hi,\ r, t l y 111>1 .. 1 r pr i l!!H:1 d t. c:> ·f :i n d t. h ii:\'t. c:: i t i ~::. f.•m s 
war~ not off~nfflive, se~m~d und~r~tanding but mad ~ugge~ticns in the 
c:\1'"€l~as they thr.:>1 .. 1gh wr.~rr tiimt.t:wd it H 

II f➔not.her m~t ii:\b~d, "l ·f ~~1 t s:H .. 1pp(::,I"' t~~d by 
t. h e i r j t .. 1 d q m ~mt 5 ,a r, (:I r 01 c: c:i nun ar, d ;,~ 'l':. i <::>n fii .. 11 

RELEVANCE OF BOARD'S QUESTIONS" On~ third of the reupondinq 
parties strongly agreed th~t he question of the Citizan Raview board 
m~mbers w~re relevant to the h~ndling cf th~ ca~~~ 54 (50¾) Mom~what 
agraed, twelve neither agreed nor dimagreed, anci seven di~agre~d 
$C::)mewh,1'1\t. H A~;; r.:)nf:+l informant rt:;,:L cit\ti"Jd, 1•r~~vi ew bc:>tit\r"d membr.➔ r"tt;; t1tfl..•~f.•:~mr.1~d tr., 
improv~ over tha monthm in their knowledge and understanding of 
p 1 a r.: ~:~ m t1:-m t. i 1t•Hs w~ fll► , ii:\~ i n d i c:: iii\ b~ d b y ·t:. h t:w :l r q 1..1 e !mt i t::H"\ ~ • " An r.:> t. h er 1!!~ ,id d , 11 I 
cannot respond Con this it~mJ becau~e there were h~rdly any questions 
aaked on thm gu~rdianuhip CB$~~. They werffi Mll v~ry nice ~nd vRry 
respectful but had little to ~dd to the wcrk b~in; don~ with wtat~ 
w;.~rds" 11 

/ 
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f:k:hedul.i ng .,.,,of ..... Rev_i,."Hws 

For the most part, little difficulty wa~ r~port~d in ths 
scheduling of reviww~ with Citi~en Review Bo~rd$ (ae~ Tabl~ IX)" 'fha 
majority of respondents (78%) report~d that ~~hedulinq wa~ •~HY er 
very e~sy (40%) er wer~ neutral on thi$ it~m (38%)" Ona muperviwor 
rf~por·t:.r~d, ''Thr.➔ diffic::1",ltiem. prt:(:'15tx,nt.f!.~d by tht'/h Proj•~•~ct: r~'i.~111'1\t..t•~ lf\\\rqt:i♦ ly t:.e> 
logistics. The ~chedulinq i~ ccmplic~t~d~ r~maving it from cur 
control has been~ frustration and, ~t time~, a major inccnv~nianceN 
Communication regardinq scheduling w~M net ~dequat~ for tha firffit f•w 
month Iii►" but Pr oj f.·lC:: t:. st:. 11·,,f ·f rn;~df:i~ c:: or,r.:: r f!ht., ft:~ rt.,·f ·fort.. ff~ t c:> :l mpr i::)Vfl~' in th i,',\ t 
1°ii\rf.\+1'i;\11 II 

TABLE :c X 
D 1 FF l C::ULTY :c N ~:,CHE:DLJl.. :c Nl:-3 mF.V I l~WB WI TH cm,) 1 

1:~ 

Di ·ff i cult t:lr V<•~ry Di ·Hi <::\..d. t 14 < 1<:rx.> 9 < :::!: :l '1/.) 2::::: ( '.~~ '.~':~ '¼ ) 

NE~Llt. I"' f,J'\ l ~.;:~t, ( :::1;9¾) :l(lJ ( :::!: ~5 'X. ) :::!;9 C:fiB'¼) 

1;:c,?.~Y C)r V.-.?.ry E ◄:i\ ~5 y 31 ('Vi~¾) 1 ll.) ( ::~!; ~:) % ) 41 ( .<+(l.)'½) 

INCREASED COMMUNITY UNDERSTANDING~ Ag~ncy pmrsonnml were almo 
asked to enumerate what they f~lt wer~ tha bMnefitm of citiiMn 
invclvem~nt en ravi~w bc~rdm" Th~ most commonly mentioned b~nafit was 
the increaffiad understanding of pl~c@m•nt i~nu®u qained by th~ citizen 
participant$, and in turn, by the community a$ a wholeH On~ 
r r,.., s p c) n d f:? n t is t ii.~ t •:❖, d , 

1
' I ·f et:❖, 1 ·t h e mo r ~~ i r, f i::, r mm\ t i on ( I•~ n c:> w l fl:~ d q ~~ ) t.. h ~:•:•, 

<i'AVer ,t\g<~ non'"" i nvol vt-,d c: it i z en 11,:~v.it uAb<::,ut ~li<::>r.: i .a :L 1iiH11rvi <:::GHo ~ t:.h~l bq,~t t (~I"' r,:,,f ·f 
Wti.? ,ill l '.l 1i:\I"' .-1:,. 11 Anc:>-r. h ~:~r m\gr f.i:'r.~d , '' t. ha p1..1b l i r.:: mru\y I::> ec: c:,m•~ mor ~:❖~ 
'anliqhtened' ~bout the difficulti~~ involvad in the fowter cars 

~,~y11i;b~m" 11 

INCREASED INTERACTION WITH THE COMMUNITY" Bern• felt th~t thH 
incre~sed ccmmunity involvrament in th~ ~ubstitute c~r• nystem miqht 
renult in long-term benefit& tc thw providing agencies. 0nm 
re~e.pondt:mt SLt~1<:l<mmt.(,::d, 11

,. •• ·th€~ g<~ner ial p,fttb 1 i <: wi 11 h c"::\Ve a bet b:•~r 
undl~r wbrnd i n<.:.:1 1::,f th~:? di ff i c:ul ti es we t!ic:>mf.❖)t i me~i ·f a.u::e in dw~iii\l i nq wit. h 
the issue of permanency" They could in some way assist in getting 
f u n d i n q , ~·:\ d d i t i c:> n m l r e 1!1> r.:> \.\ r c: t:i! s , or s; t a+ ·f t o d c:> 1:':\ ' b e~ t t €~ r ' j c:, b . '

1 

~1r1<Jther ~~c"A i cj th,wd:. 1: it i z (•~n i nvo]. V<~rMH1t. wr.,u l d pl'·c:,v :L ch-~ ·f c.·:,v- , 11 

underutanding of thH complexity of th~ pl~~•m~nt procem~ and the many 
difficulties that can be encountered - wider exposure cf social worker 
c ,::>mp~~ t. f.im c •:❖) ., and b ~~ t t er :l n ·t f.i~ r a c::: t i on w i th t he c. r.:HlHn Lll"li t y i n q en er a :l " 11 

AN OUTSIDE PERSPECTIVE. Another frequent thema was that citizen 
involvement provided a n~w, scm~tim~s diffar~nt parnpmctive on 
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p l i:i\ c: e m~m t ""1 t E~ r n at :L v ~ s ., A~ t:H'Hi, r wh llll p (::> n d t;;m t ffi~ 11:d d ~ " M " • i t:. ' s :l mp c::w· t. iii\r'\ ·t. t t? 

view the pl~c~ment proc~fls from many p~r•p~ctive~ - qualified p~r~ona 
from the community certainly repr~sent one per~pectiv~" It h~lpm keep 
the workers within the system from dev~loping a narrow viaw on hew the 
pl acenH:1m·t proct:❖HJl.5 imhr.:>ul d operc·u\'te~. 11 

GREATEF< ACCCJUNTAIHI..ITY" 1'1<::>re th('-:An c:mr~ cii\gr~11c:y m.t.<7:\·H m<~mbc-:~r 
sugge~ted thaf citizen involvement would rm~ult in greater ~gency 
c.,cc:01..tntabi lit y; 11 t.hf-~ pll.,n.:mts c·~r,c:I ta<::><: i al wor ~f.f.?r~! c'i:\re <'i<:c::c::,unbab 1 (❖:? m<:.1r· f:~ 

di l'"ect..l y t..c, repre1!!tf::,,ntro\t.i V(❖~!S o·f t.t,e c:cJmmuni ty" 11 {~nc::>'th<•:•:~r pc::>i nt:.r.,:.~d C)U°I': 

·l:he YMl ue c:,,,f., 11 otht,r ' heii.o\ds' to ch4\i\l l (~,,~Je rHi(i~d +or pl 1::\cem<•~nt. i::md ~u~y 
tc> resolve C tht~ J neH1:~d for p :I. ac~t~ment - but. cm 1 y i ,f vol 1 .. 1ntt❖H?.r m., c'ii\r ~i:·' Vf.•:,,ry 

agtute and know 01..tr sy1srl::.f:!m (lmd chi 1 dren 'gs ·f iami 1 i es; 1'H!ed1!!t well~ 11 

CONF'IDENTH\L:tTY. Agf.mc::y pnr-c.mr.:,r·H'H~l wertt c\':\lmic:> <ii\!i'=>k«•~d t.t:> r,n·H..1m«0r1·t~t€~ 

what th~y falt ware the n~gative ampact~ of citizen involvement on 
review board~. The most commonly voiced conc~r-n waa that of 
maintaining client confid~nti~lity" Ona re~pcnd~nt state, 
11 q\..H~!5·t:. i c:>n i ng o-f c: 1 i f.•m·t-f ami 1 y v,·,i\ l lH\~4;$., dee: i s:l orH~ ~ 1 i + «•n=tt y l f.\~1!!> ~ 
e$psci~lly in a volunt~ry placement of~ handicappwd child, tiu aJ 
confid~ntiality/privacy viol~ticn for famili~m" Another agreed~ 
1.:s c:"A y i ii g , 11 c: 01, f i de ii t i a l ( i ~! ~i pr c::, b 1 t~m J a.m d t Ii G! d i ·H i (:: L.\l. t y c::> + i°ho\ pp <~UH" :I. r1 q 
befcr~ a group of ~trang~rs to dimcus~ on~'~ life problem~. Alao 
th (,'Jre i ~s thf~ p<."J11isi bi 1 it: y 'th c!A'l':. i'a\ c:: it b: an n~,v :l <~W~ll'" wc::H.l:l d krH:>w (:JI'" b•::~ 
iti\Wc:i,r f.~ t:)•f itr\ <:: l i en t i n n,m ot. h f.:~r c:: cm i:. ♦:•»>< t . " 

TOO MANY PARTICIPANTS. Some re~pondentn objected to the larqer 
number <::>f r•~vi ~~w p lii\r·t. i r.:: i p,i/\nt. m.. One mia:i d, 11 th<❖i 1 &\I"' q~:,i,r nL.1mb11t:~r c ou 1 d b (,? 

overwhelming to climntfl who may ~lr~~dy feel overpowermd by the 
'syst:. f.~m .. ' Hr.:\Yi nq only :l-2 wc>t...11 d b•~ p1•"f:❖)f f.•:w rn'\b 1 e t c:) t:, - 11 ~:H mil ,i',\r' 1 y" 11 

[ r.':\ J 
1 r.':\rqe rH .. Hnb~~r o+ pt:!Op le .... at ti m<,:.~ limit ni c J. i ~::.mt part i c: i !~'h'l•d: :l <.?I"\. 11 

TIME REQUIRED FOR REVIEWS" Another negative issu~ raised by 
agency staff wa~ the amount cf time required by citizen review boards. 
One str.:\,f f pers<::>n ru.tad.:ed, 11 Over i~\l l ~ r.:: it. :t '.:I~ f:m rf.(~v:l. ewin> ·t:.c:)<.?k much me,,, .. r❖, ti m@ 
th itl\n req1.1l r.i\r rev i ew1m a.o\l'1d the.~ <::>u tc.~om(e do<❖l~;n ' t cmpp(fHU" to tH~ c:I i ·f + <~l'"f.'H'\t. 11 

An o t. h •:;.) r s i,\ i d , 1
' th€~ mo E~ t pr i..)b 1 em at i ,::: th i n g wt':> 1 .. 1 l c:I b ~•:•, t i m f!::I r.:: c:, n mi ump ·I:: :t on ~ 

r.AS (.:>l.ll"' cwdi f'li:\l"'Y revi ewv.s hiave b.:-:\rai Ci:i\l 1 y b<-:·H•~n ii.-\ pc::\~:H!W Pl"'C:>e:«•~i:!>1~,, c'/,.\nd i ,f W(❖~ 

W<-'£'r"e tc:> te&\ln ~:Hi\r.::h c:ai\!!M::i'~ it. wo1 .. dd tcr.\kt❖) ~ l(:Jt c:lf time* 11 l:H.: ill 1i,\l"HJtli!-:-u· 

ir't'forrnc:\nt aqret~d, 11 i11 <.~<•:~nertll it seemed a 1<:Jt.. o·f t.:i.mf~ tc::, sp<fmd with 
little reuult - that i~, nc pl~c~m~nt~ w~re changed am a ra$ult of 
b f.~ i rH.~ i r1 ·t h ~~ r f~ v i ~, w .. 11 

UNDERMINING AGENCY DECISIONS" Some ag~ncy parmonnel ware 
(',:oncerrHx~d tl·icat t.he c::iti,~an r-r.evieiw b<::><':l\l"'d11~ miqht W<::>l"'k ·t('J ~.llidf:~t'"mil"H!~ ·l:'.h«~ 
pc> I::> i t:. i cm f~>r HH~~ d t'IH'; i !!Id r.m o·f t.. i"H1~ «'1\ q em c y . Cl n t::,, i mH v :l d 1..U1t\ 1 tJ ii,d d ,, 11 :i t:. 
would be a problem if the beard operatffld to criticiz~ the system in 
Child Welfare Servi~as - tha board neMd• to work ccop@rativMlY with 
the system tc devise mere h~lpful way$ to $Sl"'Y~ clients - the focus 
n •:,:.~eds ·I':. c> r •::ilmii,, :i n c)n t. h lil~ c:: 1 i (1/:)n t:. .;,~n d wh iii\ 'l':. their n ev.,:.~d 111~ t\i\Y" f.❖~ M 

11 Dn ~ 
r· <~ 11s p <::>n <:h':} r, t. r .-1.d 11!H:~d t. h (❖! p n:, b 1 ~ m c::>-f , 11 n:-?.1!H~r"I t m f.m t ·f r <:> m ii.-\ q ffi 1'1 t:: y i;:H7~ 11• f:IH::w, n el 
t h &\ ·~:. 1't'1\ n ' c:> 1 .. 1 t ~1, i de r ' i r:1> t:. €{~ 1 1 i I"\ q t. h (1❖~ m h (::> w t:. o do t:. h f.❖) i r j <:J b m> M I of t, h w1 



review i 1!!> in Ii:\ 1 ocked formmt tht❖~re may be no t::)ppc:,1"'t1.mi ty tc:> di m\l oq1.H❖> 

ovf.~r points o·f disagreement" 11 

QUALIFICATIONS OF BOARD MEMBERS. One person sugqesteci~ 11 tthmJ 
p o t ~~ ,, t t i:.' l ·t: o g et 1...1 n i n ·f <::,rm e:-1 d c: i t.. i z ~~ r-, is n o t.. ·f <t, m i l i 1·t~ r w i t. h ·t·:. h ~:~ -f c:) ~it ~:~ ,,.. c.-: •'i~ r ~ .. ~ 

proce~n who m~y ask irrelevant questiona~ or lBck undernt~nding to ba 
!S r.-H"l 1!S i t.. i v •~ . u 

II w ti\ s a p <~., 11.;r:.id b l a pr C'.') b hnn .. (.~not h <(~ r mrl':ii:\ ·t, ~~ d ~ 11 r.:> Ii ~il ' l w.un c.'> n ,, 

could cre~te quite a ~tir with media, ate" On tnm cth~r hand, a 
r■ e!SfJondcf.?nt sai c.1, 11 as l cmg it\1!5 their rr.:>h~ i im c: hui\l'" J. y c::lc~·fi r,f~~d 4::\f"ld tl"H~Y d<:, 

not becoma 'policy setter~', lines of ~ccountability ar~ clear~ 
traininq ~nd clarity of expect~tion~ ~dequat~, and board member ■ make 
taJ commitment for ci\t le~st 1 y~~r to Hn~ure continuity Mnd l"'aduction 
c::,f people involved for tthe:l cl i~im't. ·- :t (~~t'c\n 't:. thi11k <::>+ 1~r,y llh:i\ .. i<::>r" 
pr ob 1 w:)mfi:~. 11 

SHOULD CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT BE MANDATED? In rrnmpcnwa tc thin 
q u «~ 1:1 t i c::, r, , o 11 l y 1 8 r- .-~mp<::>, .. , d en t iS ( 1 E:l % ) ·f e 1 t t. h 4'i:\ ·t. c~ :l t i ~= c1.~ r, :I. n v c:) 1 v <•:i m <:-:~ n 'l: i 1") 

ravieww nhould b~ mandated. Th~ proportion of supervisors who 
~ndorsed this was somewhat higher than ~ocial wcrksrs (26¼ versus 
15%>, but not at a $tatistically ~ignificant level. Ona re~pondent 
~ ci., i <::I ., 11 ~kw1 ' ·t: k 11 c.:>w , 11 iM"t d ·t. 1-:, 1, p •~ r m."J 111S d i d r-1 c:,.t I"' r..rn• pc::, n ci to t h :l s i b:~ m .. 

NO 

TP,BLH X 
SHOULD C :c 'T :c ZEN RE~~v I l::w EU:: Mf-\ND?\TED? 

7 C26'½) 

20 (74'1/.) 

WHO SHOULD ACT AB BOARD CHAIR? The larqawt pal"'c~ntage of both 
workers and sup~rvimorn felt that~ ~ccial w~rvic~ ~uperviscr should 
~erve M~ beard ch~ir. Tw~nty pHrcant cf r~mpondwnts r~~ponded to thi~ 
item uming the 'ether' category" Many of th~~e w~re rempondentm whc 
indic~tad that aither a citizen or a ~ocial ~ervic~ ~up~rvinor would 
b~ acceptable" Thirty-cnm per~cns did net respond tc thi~ item. 
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TP,BLEF.: X :t 
IF MANDATED, WHO SHOULD CHAIR BOARDS? 

(~ CITIZL!:::N 12 (21%) 

SOCIAL SERVICE SUPERVISOR 32 (57%) 

t3UPEf~V l scm 

10 (44%) 

'+ (17'½.) 

TOT(.~L 

'.21 (27%) 

16 < 2v.'J'%,) 

HOW MANY CITIZENS SHOULD BE INCLUDED? Th~ inclusion cf 2 citizen 
board members w~~ by far the mc&t frequently andorsed mugqestion~ with 
over half cf the tot~l perraon$ refupcnding tc this item indicating this 
option. Approximat~ly a third of re~pcndMnts indicat~d that the 
inclu$ion of three citizen memberM would be prefer~bleN Thirty-four 
respondents (31%) did not answer thi~ item. 

T (,-'H:•il ... , 1:: X I I 
! F' MANDl➔TED., HOW MANY CIT :r ZEN~~ lSHOUU) BEf~VE ON THE EiO{~F:W''? 

8UPERV I SOF::: TOTAL 

:l CITIZEN MEMBER ~5 < H~¾) "ii' 
•,ul (11 %) 1:3 ( 10.%) 

~(,! CJ: TI Z E:::1\1 MEMBE:l::::S '.~!'7 ( 5::~'¼) :l :;~ (46%) :::r. i1 ( ::,7j :I, '1/.) 

··:r. 
''"' CITIZEN MEMEH:::RS :lb (~;1%) 1 ((.) < :::.~B%) :;~ 6 ( :::!;4 '½) 

MOF~E TH~\I~ :~; CITIZE::N{3 hit' ,:;. < 6'%.) :l ( 4%) 4 ( :i::;'½) 

!:iHCJULD VOUJNTARY AND I NVOLUNTAl:~y PLACl::::MEI\ITB EH~ f~F.~V I E::WED? Th(\,] 
majority of rempondant~ (59%) indicated th~t both voluntary and 
i n v c::, 1 Ltn t:. ,~ r y p l l:i\ <::: em <•a 11 t s ~; h c:>u 1 d b r.➔ r- av i ~~w fi.H"J by c i t i ~Him b <::>ill\ I"' d ~s H F <::) r ·l':, y 
respondentn (36¾> din•greed. Thirteen (12%) refused tc answer" 
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Tt,\BLE X l l I 
SHOULD BOTH VClLUNT(.\flY f.\NO I NVClLUNTf.WW F'LACEM~~:NTS 

BE REVIEWED BY CITIZENS? 

YES 

NO 

Among tho~e who thought beth ~hould ba r~vi~wed, many m~id 
,,ii mp 1 y., "I dcm 't. st.~t:il ,Y:\ny rer.:\s~c:>r1 to ·l:rea1,t:. thf.1Hn di-ff t:-:w·ent 1 y" " Th<•:❖~ 
c:,pi r,i cmm c:>·f <..1t..1,~:~r Wr.l\1!i r«~prm11iHiH'l17.r.•:~d by thfL~ r~:.Hap<:md(•:•:mt whc~1 liaii.d d ~ 11 t: it.' ~~ ::1 
probably important to review all aspe~t~ cf hew• child qRtu into 
p 1 iiA c: <~ m c;! n t ••• ii':\ ti d h c:, w 1 on q [ h ~:~ / ris ~., <l~ ::i 1m t 1'/A y w i n p l «YA<:: t❖.~ m «(~ r, t ..... h <::> 1,1~ p 1 i/A <:: c❖:~ m c•~~ n t 
p ,, .. o q r v,::~ fl11111~ fl!! 11~ , r r.+1 <i.:J a r d .l ~:❖1 ~ m► r. c:> f ::I w h (•:~ t. h er t: t h f.il p 1 ti:\ c em ~:in 't'. ] i ~:> v c:> l 1..1 n t i::\ r v c> r 
i r, vol t.l n t iii\ r y .. " S l. mi 1 m r l y ,, cl\\ r, <J th m~ r 1a i d ~ 11 I h Ji\ d l::rn ·t. h t y p C❖:H~ ,,. c❖! vi w:Hm~ d t:'A n d 
did not see any rma&on to wxclude involuntary" In practicm _we hava to 
work fer the cooperation of climnts~ Court ord~ru do net hold 
pla~~mwnt together and neem to i~premn kid~ only the firnt time 
«'~r <~l~ .. 111d ~ 11 (.~nd -0?.110'1':. h<~r 1~11·~ id ~ 11 1 i mb<::) in pl ,·~c::: (~tnf.'~1·1 t ( vc:, l u11 t ii~r y c:ll"' 

i n v (::) l u n t m r y ) i I!~ st. i l 1 l i m b C::) um t: :i t. 1 s ::1 d VI:) t r i m E·~ n t a 1 t, (~) ~( :L d fl!> " '' !3 i m :i 1 ii:\ r l y ~ 

<J 11 c~ r ~ 1l~l p t:l n d <-::111 t 11s t ii~ t f.•~ d , 11 r ·f 1m i l ·l: c:, 1m •:i~ •:~ w h «i\ t d i ·f ,f: ~~ r w:~ n c:-.: (~ t h er:, r <~ i ~i, b f:i~ t "'' (❖:~ c•~ n 
~ court-ordered and voluntary placwment with regard to amses~inq 
appropriat~ness, length of stay~ involvement cf family~ cas~ plan 1 

ntc" The providers arru the sMme~ and oervices should be meatinq thH 
li<•:•:H~d c::>·f t:.h~:i? 1:li&:\mt. .-and ·f,:imily r~mqi:.,l"'dle1is1s. 11 

Some ra~pcndentu falt that involuntary placements were upecial 
cases that dtd not l~nd th~mmelves to review by citiz~ns" One 
r e 1!!~ pc:, n d ~:1~ n 'I':, Ill► a i d , 11 l n i n v o .1 u n t. ii'1\ r y p 1 iii\ c: «Ii! m ~~ r, t ffl ► , p 01\ r f:i1 n t. m, i'l:\ ,, .. e <:.') + ·r.. t:❖~ n h c:) mi. t:. :i. l «1~ 
-· r- e11:;:t 1;;.t ar, t.. 1'1c:,r ,~ p eop 1 w! es<:: t::\ 1 c'-'.A t es ·t ~, :l r, q m. 11 D·t. h f~ns -f (·~1117. t Ii itd:. ·t. l"H~~ 

review of involuntary placementw duplicated the M~rvicms provided by 
th w: c: o Llr t 8 (J rH! re~~ pond en t 4.!Hl i d ,, 11 t 'l':.1'1 e :l c: o 1...u·· ·l-:. e:A l n~ <\':\ d y ,,.. (•:~ v i ~~ w i!Jt 

involuntary placement~ - additionm'\l r@vinws are cumberMcme; additional 
w c:>r k f t::ll'" <::> v (❖! r w <:JI"' k t~ d 15 t 1·i:d: ·f • " A 11 c:, t Ii ~~ r 111 t .·~ t. (+:~ d ~ 11 :r 111H~H~ 1·,c·) p <~d. 11 t i n h i:A v :i. i-1 q 
l onq•mt e:~r rn c: our t.. ""'C)r d«+)l1

" ed pl m\C: f:-1nlf!!ln 't ~r. r ll~V :l ((~Wewd by C: :t 't:. i '.<~ «•~n p il\r'lf.❖~ l ~i> • Th+:(~ 
sit.uaA·r.:i.on i1m n.~pt:~ll~~d out, pl,ar,111 t:>f c·mc::tic:,r, c'~I"'&~ 1::le.?i/Al'""'·<:~l.lt 111nd nt,·l7,hj,r1q 
b en e·f! i 1::: i a 1 w o u 1 d bf.❖) q «Yd n e d . " {.~ 11 r.:, t h t'7h r i1'1Hkl e d 1 

11 :r n v r.:> l l.ln t. 1'1'i\l'" y p l ru"I r.:: ~:.•Hn e~ n t s 
~r~ alre~dy reviewed by the court ~nd in this county the children also 
have gu~rdian ad litamn to repre~ent th~m -- in adciit:lcn tha uccial 
worker mu5t deal with the par~nt&, tr~atment r~scurces, par~nt5 
attornEyw and often minority advocate~ - to hav~ another uat cf pHople 
t <::> <::> v e r'1!H~ e~ th f.~ pr 1~11: c:~ $1:1 ·f r om 11 <::> l .. d:. s i d t! 11 t. he? 115 y tis t em !i:H'! ~~,Ms t o rn E) 

eH.c~f.HlH!d Vf.❖). 11 

On the cth~r h~nd~ ~ome ag~ncy renpcndentm suggested that 
vcll 1.mb~ry pl ,ac:(i~m<-:mtm wen~ r1<.1t i::\ppropri r.'.\t.f.~ ·f <::>I'" c\':\dmt 11i 1~t.11"ii:\t.i v~~ review by 

c::i.t.izv.•:~ns. Onl~ st..-1:,f+ m•::~mber r~:•:~i:'1\1!!J.OnrJd, 11 ber.~c:,u1se c:li(•:~nt:.s whr.J i:':\I'"(·~ 

v <J 1 u n t <:ff i 1 y p l ,a c: G? d q r:m <(~r <i~ l l y a I'" C❖~ i n 1 on g ~: er m p l ,,H~ t·:i·HTil-'i 11 t m, , t h Ii?. r «~ n'.H" (;\~ 
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not goals ior the family~ and th~ nbj~ct iB net to r~turn home.'' In 
<:ontriilst., ant)ther c1gt::mc:y wor-kt1r suq~~e~t.r~<::I, "v<::>l\.lr'l'l:i:i\ry pl ,ac:amt\o:l"lt:.1s i:':\t'"l·~ 
often more problem~tic than court ord~red plac~m~nta. FoMter c~re 
'drifi:' is more lik<~ly t.c:1 o<.-:(::t.ll'" in voluntc'i\ry plmc~f~merd:1is .. 11 

SHOULD MR PLACEMENTS BE REVIEWED BY CITIZENS? Forty-three (51%) 
cf agency resp0nci~nt$ f~lt th~t MR cames should bra reviewed in the 
AAame manner as cth~r childr~n · in pl~c~m~nt. Forty-one parsons (49¾) 
of those responding disagreed. Twenty-~ix individuals did not answer 
this q1..,e!'.ti on .. 

·r ,,,BU:£ X :CV 
!;:;HOULO MEN"rnLL.Y f~ETARDEO CHILm:~EN BE m~V:CEWED 

IN THE BAME MANNER AS OTHERS IN PLACEMENT? 

YES 17 (711/..) 

Among these who ;did not f~~l that tha ~ame review precess was 
~ppropri~te were thoRH who felt that it w~~ a diffi~ult and 
unnaces~ary hardship fer parent~ .. One agency $taff member rapcrted, 
"pan~nt:,s sf.•>em to ·h:-~t1~l they' rr::~ t:H❖>i ng ht~l d r~:.•>spc:m11id bl vm f 1::>r 't:ht-:id I"' child' mt 
condition, g1Jilty or ~uop@ct of nomethingM Thay experience enouqh 
pr.:1in r.·1,nd c:omplir.::i:':\t.ic>ns in rt:~c.:;Jii1\rd t.<::> thf.1~ir c::hildrft:>n'~;; c::c:>nciit.:i(Jn\:!\,, 11 

Thi s op in i on wa 15 ec: hoed by c'i:\11 o1: h <-:•H" resp <:>n d t-'U'\ 'l: wh c:> 1~~·d. d ~ 11 t l·H~ m(':'~ .·l c:w i t y 
of these placement$ arm voluntary ~nd done by parents who arm c~rinq 
and concerned and totally involved with th~ir children's health and 
welfare. Mont paranta will rmsHnt tha involvamant of 'mtranqers' in 
r.:hz., i~ 1 j, 11 q w i t: h t h «:~ p r i v r.A t <·Z~ , p r.~ r s <~> r, .~ 1 <l:o\ f + iid r 11~ <::> ·f t ~, e i r ·f r.:1 m i 1 i ~iH.; H " 

!::,c::,me r eimpond+::➔nt s ·ff:•~ 1 t ~ 11 t t ~, f.i~ ::I i sm;ut:•:•~s ~·:\I'" f'!.~ di+ f ~❖~I"' t'!.•~r, t ""' u sum\ l l y 
there iiAl"'<-:l rt<'.'lt 'qol/Als' fc:>r pi/i\rent.is/t:hildren. 1:~·<::>rmm dc:~n't <?tpply to l':>c)tl·1 
case• - many que~tions Mre not Mpplicable for voluntsry placemHnt 
situiat.icms. 11 Bimilimrly,, 11 C,7.ht-!:l r.::a15c~ pliM1 is 9t~l'H!W'<':\lly lcmq .... t,.,'(w·m <::>1 .. tt 
of home care due to the child'm need~" [The] current amphM~is of 
administrative review$ en reuniting family is usually misplacedH l 
believe case situations certainly baar r~qular raviawa (maybm ye~rly) 
but with an emphasis on appropriateness of placement and auxiliary 
rn;ervi c:t::rn►• 11 

• In contrMat, many Mgen~y renpond~nts felt that the range cf 
available ~ervices fer MR clients warranted the %~me r~view as ether 
pl ii:\C:: t:•:1mf.1~n t. t yp •~m~. A111► i ·t: Wt:\ fll► p 1 .. 1 t by c:>1i «~~ r ~!l>P on d w.-~n t ~ 11 w i t. h oi\ l 1 t. h «1:> i n .. -

home service~ and cthar ~upport ~ervic~s available fer MR childr~n, 
cut cf home plaeemMnts nhould b~ monitored am clcamly MS other 
p :t cH: ~?m~?r1 t. s" 11 (.~not. h ~~r 1~t.1q g e1!S t. !❖!d , 11 l.~ 1 t.. i~r· n cm ti v<-::.m t. C:l pl <m<::: <~mf:rm t <::: .-~n b ~m 
reviewed for their appropriatanesH - if altmrnative~ ~re not 
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m\VM:l. l iilhl t:J ~ th:i ~ dr.•?<f i r.::·i t c:r.An b~ doc::L\llHwr;t~:❖:id nmd (::lt:.h€•~1"' <J:H:•:w·vi (::em~ C::iim bf.;;. 
df~vel. Of.:Hld and imp l eme:mt~~d t.c:> <:<::>r-rer.:t this iisi t.,.Aa i~. i <::>11" 11 

H:. w n\\ s poi n t. ed out by c:m a r f/.·1 s p l~m dent th iii\ t. " Si> r;) nH!.~ MR (:: h i 1 d I'" f:•:H'l ai\ l'"f.❖) 

pl~ced for ~imilar reason~ that other children are in pla~ementu 
There should not be the as~umption that being rat~rdad ~utcm~tic~lly 
equels placement" There era already m~ny review mechanisms but they 
lr.:)O~( r.At. d:l·f·feren1:, t.hinq15 f(::)r d:l..fofr.❖~l'"fkH'l't rei:i\!ilH:mfi~ .... pt:~1"'h11·,,ps sc:HlH:'~' 

r.:oord i. nrlt. ion o·f the1:=.u:! (~•f f orbJ wc:>ul d be most e·f ·f (,'~1<:::t i vt~" 11 ?-~n<::rtl"l(~r 
iii\ q en c: y g;; ·t <ii\ f f m f/11 m b t~ r r v.~ l iii\ ·l: f.❖~ d , '' I am w c) r ~,: i n g w i t h f~\ 1::: (::l up l t'-:~ c:> + b c, r d t'/' r l :i. n (•m 
r,7!tardc:~d, l:H'l<j the mamc:~ revi (~W p1•"~"J<:~:?.1s1s m.Y~keis jj~•:•m11p,f.~ ·f <::>I'" t.h~m" u 
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Thi\; r- epc.1r- t summi..~I'" i :! <~s th€~ ,,.. f!~t~u l t 1s t1+ two + ocus qi'" c:iup i:a<·?m1~1 :i. on::.;~ 
Cl n c~:-~ w i t. h S 1 .. 1 p f.❖~r v i si. c:, r s ., r.:\ n d ii:\ not ht❖! r- w :i. t. h C 2, mi f:❖! w c:> r k c❖~1 r mi. ~ b <:> t. h qr· c> t.1 p 1:~ b f.❖l t n q 
i n v c1 l v f~ d i n th CiJ? F om t <·~ r C ia r •= 1:~ c-z~ vi «.~ w I-~• r o j <·i'J ct w hi i n ,.~ i n d i v i du,:~ .l 1s w e;,:i rt:;) 
invitec:I tc:) ii1\i:tend t~,:i\c:h ~1em;~;:ion" Th(·~~ r.::r:lt.€❖!1'":i<::ln 1.1rn;~~·~d tt) Mt:.1 .l. (·::~ct thc:>1::1r.~1 to 
b 1-:-~ i n v i ·b;.~ d w c., !!!) i:':\ t t ~~n d <':l\ n t~ t~ at t. h ~i~ <.~ I"' <•i~ ,lo\ b:~ ~; t-. n 1 .. un b ~~JI'" t1 + n~w i f•:HAI ·;:rH:-:rni r~ :i. on . 
s c:) c:: i ii,\ l w C) r ~(, f?.~ r s h ii:\ d p ii~ rt i t::: i p c'iif, t:. I!.❖~ c:I :i n 4 t <::) 6 b C:) 1'i:\ I"' d \ii> '! i::\ n d m~ up+):•) I'" V :I. ,3 (:'.,) r· Ill> h ii:\ d 
i::\t'l:.<-:-~r"l<~i~ld .t:l tc.J ~~~~; f6Fk?1;:;~·~i.onr:5ft r:'~tt~~nd :i. nq b<~J't:.h 1H;1i~\ii► 1Bic:ln1~; W<i•:~l' " <❖:l 

r f.❖l p I'" e m1 f::i n 't €:\ t i v t•:•:-, s c:> f Ch i l d Pr t) -t:. f.❖~ r.: t i 1::> n ~ Ch i 1 d W Iii?. l -f i/1\ r t❖:•) ~ t::, n d t h ~~-, Mr~ n t 131 .i. 
1:~(i~t ;ar- d i:·~t i c:,n div i !!> j, on s.. Thi•· ~I?(:,? I"' <•~1pr i~15<f»n t r..\t i V<·~~iH; ·f I"' <::>m E~ii:\C h uni -l: Wff:1,· t!f..• 

:l n v i t . F.~~ d t C:) e ii:\ r.~ h ~i; f} s !i~ :l (~, n • Th f:-:~ p u r p c:> t~ ~:-~ c::, f t h t:❖) + c:> c:: u rn; q ,, .. C) up m~ v-.,1 ti:\ m1 t cl 

obtE~in -f<~~~idb'1.,c:k +v·om ~)oc::i.;~l wc:,r-k<f:~1••f:; wh,::) hi~~d hit',\d C:i1~~;~-~!~1t l'"f)V:lc•7r.~\IH~ d 1 .. \ndwi1·· 

t h fZ~ p r <::) j ~:❖) r.:: t ei\ n d ~~ 1..1 p f.❖) I'" v i ~!>(~)I"' im w h e, h ii:\ d p ,~~ r t i c :i p ii:\ t ~:-:-id i n I"' t❖:~ v 'i ti❖! w 11;1 trJ h «,:.) v· «-~ 
<~: :i. t. i ~-~ ((NH:!- Wfff f\~ p 1'" (•:~!ia(~l"lt.:., Th~~ (l)(iiH:~t .i. Ii q l!A l (~\ !!~ t(,:i~d iYi\ 1 :l t t. l (•:;') (llC)f;• v,,:~ t.1··11(1\f 't (::ll"\G:, 

h C:) u r- ,, if:\ n d w f.❖) ,, .. 0 c: ,, n ci 1..1 c:: t. ~:,:.) d t. h ~}~ !!!'I «1~ c~ t~> n d wt?:• «1 .. ~ ~1: i n Cl c:: t n b f.1~ ,,.. ,, l 9 EJ b b v ,\\1 n 
:i. n d ~::~ p t•:i~ n d t·? n t f.?. vii~ l u ii~ t cir ~ A 1 th <:.1 t.l q h t n d i + + f:lt! r r:~ n t <::> r cit~~ r ,1 f.\~ ,,;\ <::: h q 1'" i:;) up 1;,,1 -:'!:~ :=~ . 
i~, ,~:, k +:-:~ d 'I':. h r.:•) $ H:\ m f.i~ !~> «•:~ r i fl~ 111~ c:, + q "'·' ~:~ 111. t :i <::) n flil < F~ p p ~i:~ n d :i N E ) ,, l h 1:-:•) ,, , i-:'~ (!.2 t t n q !m v-.1 i.'11) 11•• t!.•) 

ti~Ud:i.ati:lpt(-.~ l'"t-::c~cwdc-md 't:c:) inl~tll'"<c~ i~<:<::ur,~c:y :ln r~::~<:::ord:1.nq c:c1,nm~:•~ntiii>,, 

i:i: i::\ c h t (J p i i::: t'i:H'" <·'.fUi:\ :i 1~ r,:, n•:•rnH'.~•m t «:~ d i n t . I·, n1H~ l~H·:w t. t'!! : ( :I. ) t h i•:•:~ ,:H:: \':. t .. L fd q u <'::) '.~> t 1 n n 
p r.:) lll> ff~ d t. c:) t h (❖~ + C:) t~ 1..1 11\► g r t:) up m r.-:·) m b Vi.;) r lF> ~ ( ;) > i:':\ b r :i. 1;1 + 1!1~ y n n p ,m :i. im <::i + v~ h i:,, t. \,-J i::1 m; 

m .,~ i d ., .::H"I d ( J ) !!:It <::Hn ~-~ r 1-r~ p r t~ ~s ,~: n t. <:~ t :i v f:~ c <::>mm<•:·:~ n t ii~, + r om p ;~, I'" t :i. c: :i. p 1::\ n t:. <ii> ,, i h (•::-i t \tJ n 
qr· nu p rn~ c:a r f.? h +:i•! ,, .. «·'!! im r.➔ p c':l\ r ir., t (❖:) d + C:) r c ern1 p i'i:\ r- :l m1 c:> n p't.l 1'" p <::> 1:il t•:•i YH, , w :i. I:. h t:. h ❖:❖) 
C 11~ 1:~ ci~ w <::> ,, .. k ~-~ r s p r ~~ m E~ n t:. (❖~ d + :i. I'" 1:i. t w 

Th ((~ + :l 1 ... 1?.rt quest. :l <J , .. , ~.':\<::Id 1"' (1:rni m (❖:H:i b y C .~, ':HH~~ w <:1 r k (·::W 1; ~ w i:i '::* i: F 1•" cHn y c:H . .ll'" 

(•:•:~>(Pf.❖)l'"i~:,:.:inc::F.~, Wi::\C:!> th1•:❖) ii:\fflt:lunt i::>+ t.:i.mfi! thr.:\t:. yc:)u n~:❖)<(i·ld~~d t-.o p1· · e p ii:\l''f;•) +nr·· 
r f:•?. v j, (:,? w 11~ w h (❖? I'" c-:l' t~: i t:. :i. z (•!~ n ri w f~ r <~ i n v c:> l v •~ d 1~ ti '/ d i ·f -f 11!~ r (·'h.1 n t. + I"' om t h (la i:~ m c:i u n t; t:l • i: 

t :i m f.❖~ n ~:•~ F..~ d ~~ d t. c:) p t'" fa p t':\\ r 0~ + t:> I'" t h e. i~\ q ft,) n <~: y • f:l> ;~, d m :i. n :i. m~ 'I':. Y" <:;\ t i v 1-::-1 ~- .. !>? v i fii~ w • > 

M <::> 1!!1 t.: <::> + t 1·1 <::) 1~1 t❖~ r 1-x~ 1:s p <::> n d i r, q 1!!> t ii:\ t ((❖:id t h 1t\ t i t t c:) c:i 1-:: m t::l ,,. r.:~ t :i. m <v~ 'l:·. o p r ci·.~ p i:i~. I'" f-:i,i 

·f or r- f.i~ v :l ~~ w s11 w h <❖:•l r- t:❖:i c:: i t :i. ~~ r;,~ n !:l) w (•1:•l ,, .. f.-:•:i i n v c::, l v <ii~ d . T h f:'J <'1'1\ cl d i. t ;i c:i n iii1 1 t i nl <-:-? vJ ii:\ f.ri 

needed fer prep~r~tion~ org~nizinq the meutinqw, ~nd e~h8ci1Jlinq tho~8 
:l n vol v r.:~ c:I . T w C:) C ii:\ m; r.:~ w or- k (•:❖) r 1m r ¼1) po r t ~md th ti:\ t th(·'.❖) r fl.~ v i ff! w ID w h (❖il r ~'!,~ c:: :i. t i :;-.: (1;:-1 n 1•:> 

w (¥.~ i'" fi:) i n V (~) .l V 0'!! d d i d n (::l t t ii':\ k ~:~ m O I"' t·~ t i m ~:-~ t h 4i:, n u 1!S lnl i'::\ 1 M 

:( L.L.UBTR~)T I VI~:. COMMl::::l\l ·rs 

""' For" rtH':~ i t t C:)t:) k mr.w •:❖) t. i rtW) ~ I::) ec:: ~~H.l 1:!H::~ ·f: :i. , ... mi t iu\n 01"· q i::ll"i :i ;-~ t·:~I"' 

c: ,:'~ m •:~ t <::) m ~:i~ ,,·~ n d w i:i n t <-:0 d ,':'~ ,f :i. :L <?~ 1 b u 'l:. t h ~,~ rn ll'J o 1J .I. d 1/.\ .I. 1m o 
d i m; c:: 1 .. 1 liJi. ~!~ W i t h i'l1 (•:~ \l'J h (::) '\';, ('.) i n V :i. t ~:,:~ t t.) t h f:t m (l,;J f:·J t :i l"l q 11 ·r h \:❖) ;I 

w <:'H·d.: (~~ d <':~ v <·~ r b i:i\l <:~ i'i~ 11s <~~ !!:H.l mm 1·1.1 r y + r om ,nc,~~ ., f.-~ v (l(m th<::) u q h I h i:'A d 
i:'i\ d m :i. n i st ~:1\1 r e d :l t b'\ t. t:. h 1~ t i m l❖il c:> + t h ~1 1·· E~ v i f:':! '"' " 



- More tima .. I would ~p~nd more tima working with the 
coordinator, just trying tc org~nize the meetinqs. 

- Spend~ let mere time with the th~ citizan review .. 
Spend morm time scheduling ev~ryona involved« It's not 
routin~ and not worth the tim~. 

·- W<.11Jl d al s<::> ssay mor<r-! ti mt.~ C.~<'JfH&Ltmi nq,. 8c:hed1.tl i nq Wi:.·H~ 

r~al arbitr~ry .... ~I w~~ told when, and that w~• umwally 
i m:onve1, if.mt." 

EASE OR DIFFICULTY WORKING WITH PROJECT STAFF 

Th e ~ e c on d q l.1 e ,m ·t. i c:, n i n t h ~ r.J i fl!~ r.: , .. , 111~ ,i,~ i (::> n w ii,\ 111~ '' W «•:~ r f~ t h (,:1:, p r (::> ."I f.1, c:: t m> t 11,; ·f of 

~asy er difficult to work with in t~rmIB cf ~cheduling rMviwws ~nd 
putting together ca~e ~ummaria~? 

All cf th~ Ca~eworker~ r ■portad that the projact ■taff war• aamy 
t.<::> wc:>r~( wi'tl·,, ff,,lt.hol.tqh ·t.hr.~y frf!qt.lf~~r,t.:ty me-:~r,·l:'.:i.<::>n(•:\1d t.hiiAt :it Wc\i1m m<::)rt❖~ t,j,m(•://1 

consuming and th~t ~cheduling was a has~l~. Whan aak~d to axp~nd en 
th~ comm~nt that the proj~ct staff w~r~ ~a~y to work with~ two 
C ll':\ SHr.~ w c;:,r ~car Im m en·d:. i t::> rH·~ d t:. h 1'/1\ t t h ♦)i' pre:) j f.~ c::: t !lid~ c11\ f f h c'1'A d h t:1' 1 f:Hti) d :l r-1 t r'H❖) 

preparation of materials~ and one m~ntioned that the staff went out ~ 
their way to ~ccommodat~ thm •chedul~ cf the Ca~~wcrkMr¥ 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

·- Pre:, j <-:1c:: t 11.1t rl·f ,f uwl...l,YA :L 1 y pr ~,p lar■ *:~d th ~:1!! m('~t (:ar if.Al 1~ 6'~n d :i: :i t.l !!;; t 
d i d my st L.l + ·f " B c: he d 1 .. 1 :L i n q w .m 1Hi ~ b i q p i::\ :i n . " . h «~ w c.:) u 1 d m> ,m v " 
'' Y <:.i u n v.~ t:td 't <J b €-~ t h <~ r <!-! ~ ·t 1!) ~., <:: h ~ n d s l..t <~; h i",:~ t :L m (~ . 11 r:A n d :t w <::) u 1 d 
hav+~ t.c.l Piffl"Y., 11 I c:aiH'l 't bt\',\\., 11 

- Mo,,.. e t i me (:: c:m s l.HY\ i n q , b t.d~ 11 <::> t d i + f i <:: u 1 i7. t.. <~, w c::> r k w :L t h . 
St~ff w~nt out cf thair wMy to ~ccommodMta"."trying to 
~chedule things far ~nough ah~ad" 

- No probl~m working with mtaff. A lot more preparation 
than usual though" 

- Both project ~taff w~my to work with~ in many canan thay 
pr~pared the ca$e summ~ry fer mmw Thmir was a hassle with 
b~ing in Mn outlying cffica and h~ving to nend c~ass~ ~nd 
then net getting them back for a week, but that's just 
specific to my offic~" 
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PREFERRED MODEL FOR CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD. 

nu, third question .aaked., 11 Y(:>,.1 wt~re i 1, ,i:\ 1.m i ql..lfJ p(:l1:!d. ti on tc> 
p~rticipate in and ob~erve the op~ration cf beth type~ cf citizan 
r~view bcardu (1) on~ of which includ~d fiv~ citi~en m~mbars and 
wa~ chaired by one of those citi2~n~, ~nd (2) th~ two citizan 
memb~r boards which wera chair~d by ind~p~nd~nt agsncy 
Bt1r,H•~rvi sol'"~" Whi c::h c:>·f th~m.a., t .wc::, modf,>l 1m did yr.:>1..1 pn~·f ~r 4i'iHH:I why?" 

Mout of the Ca$eworkQr~ re~ponding to thi~ qu~stion 
prmferred t..he ·t~wo c.:iti:-~en member bt:>Mrr.:I .. Th~~ r<❖~c'/1\!!iH::mr:i. +or t.him. 
preference v~ri~d: one thought the ram~ller board wam l~us 
thrmatening to the child involv~d, en~ thought the two mmmb®r 
bc.·Hard n~c::Jl.\i red less prep~r cation (:,n thfM p«1.rt o+ th<~ wo,,· ~f.•:•~r ,, ,\\\nd 
ancth~r thought thMt the le~~ form~l ~tmoMphere of the smaller 
group facilitated better questioning from the citizens ~nd ware 
morf!:, mi:1\naqf~ai\b 1 f.~. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- I had both type~ ~nd I c~n·t tell you which I 
preferred. The ones with mer~ people involvmd last~d 
longer because there were more question& aak•ci. 

- :c tlioL.1gt, t ·t l"H~ ~smti.'-\ 11 v~r qr oup wc.-ir k «~d m1.1r.-: h l~>et t ~~r.. Tc:><~> 
m~ny p~ople involv~d in th~ five memb~r board~ tco many 
people for child being placed. 

- The five member board was too crowded. You had to be 
well prepared fer all the questions that they would 
ask. Too much prep~ration" 

- The small~r board~ w~re morM man~geable. The bigq~r 
on~~ tended to be more form~l. Things loosened up in 
the smaller ones, member questions w~re betterft 

Tht:❖, ·fourth ql.leffl>t i (::)n W8'~i;,, 11 Dr-, th~1 whc.ll ..,, , wc,u l c:J y<~)t.\ nallilY thi:'1\t 

citizen involvement on reviaw bo~rd$ helped er hindered the casework 
pr oc:: efll► fil>? This inc: 11 .. u::le111► c: &\1!!Hil p :t anr, in g. 11 

Two· ... th i rds c::>·f 't hti C.1:,uewor k c+~r ts pol 1 tiHl c:c:>nHYH~nb:Hi th i£~t c: it i z (•:•:m 

involvement on review boards made no difference on tha canework 
process. Two Caseworkers said that citizen involvement hindered the 
canework prcce~~ by compli~ating things and by violatinq the privMcy 
c:> + t h (..\! p a r €~ r, t s • 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Hindered. I think it complicated things in·mout 
ca~e~. Jumt another impc$ed raview board that I don't 
think served any important services" 

- I don't think it helped or hindered. 

- I don't think it made any difference ... thure were two 
occ~~ions where they brought up things that I hadn't 
thought of, and in that way thay were helpful. 

••w N,:, r.:I if ,f en:,:mc: e ~ 
or opt those that 

I think th~t it's a violation cf 

Should have a cert~in way to ooulnct 
ara in the project" 

~ .. Nf:ii·th•~•ir. I think it im> ii'/\ ffl~t--:~r:l.01..111~ brf.~>111\r~:h 1~')+ 

cc:mf i. dttmH ci\l it:. y., 

WHERE CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS SHOULD BE HOUSED 

Th ~:~ ,f i ·f t:. h q 1 .. 1 •:❖i tis t:. i c:) n w Ill\ ,m , 11 M lit r, y 11; u q q ~,:.~ m. t:. i on 111> h .~, v ~:-:-~ b •m ~:❖~ n m 1Y:\ d f'.❖) 
raq•rdinq wh~re citizen review boMrds mhould be hcuuad if they were 
,n i1:m d «'i\ ·b:,:,, d . Th «•:•nn; ~ mH.1 q g •:~ f.1d:. i cm 1m h ,':\\ v t~ :l n (:: 1 1..1 de d ( :t ) w .i t h i n t h ~ n:H::, c:: :l i1'i\l 

services department, (2) within th~ court syatam, and (3) as an 
:l n df1:•)PW.•~ndf.:-in-t: out si.i c:lr~ m'\qf:❖,nc:: y. Wh i c:: h c:> ·f: t he~i>({l~ c:>pt :i on!m · d c:, yc:)u th i r, k Wt".)t .. t :l d 
work bti1:11st, ◄·~nd why?'1 

(·~ 1 t:. houqh t wou~t h j, l"'dfi!> t:)•f th«•~ Cii1\1!ltf.:~WOI'" k ~r' Iii. r ~:(~i::'\l l y did nc)t k l")C:)W wh f:)~r" (·'.-:~ 

they would like to $ee the citiiMn review boards housed, two of thmse 
stat~d th~t they thought the boards ~hould not b~ with the ccurtM Two 
oth~r Caseworkers thought that if they could chMnqe things, the 
citizHn review boards ~hould be within the court synt~m, as that WMS 
where the most difficulty wasft 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- It should not be with th~ courts. 

- If the bc~rci could chang~ thingra~ I would w~nt th~m 
att~ched to the court b~cMu~~ in Child ProtM~tion 
that'~ where most cf th~ dif+iculty q~tting thingm im. 

Th~ court. That's wherffi the mMin prcblam i~" 

- Inappropriate to have it with the courtft 

I 



( 
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BOARD MEMBERS SUPPORTIVE OR NONBUPPORTIVE . OF CASEWORKER EFFORTS 

The si Nth ql.\eat ion liA5k<·~d, 11 Did yo,., f (-lr~l t.1·1 i:':\t c: it :i. ~: <❖m n:•?V i €-WJ ba,~~r d 
member& were gen~r~lly auppcrtive or non~upportiv~ of the work that 
yo1...l were trying to do? Why';·>•• 

All of th~ Cae~workers found the citizen board member& muppcrtive 
of the work th~ C~seworkrar w~~ trying to de. This 5upport uuually 
followed a cert~in amount of axpl~n~tion to the board mHmbers" Ona 
Caseworker maid th~t citizen reviewers a~ked appropriate quastionm 
that didn't put the cli~nt on th~ ~potw 

- Supportive. Asked ~ppropriatm questions~ Didn ' t ask 
queRticn~ that put the client on the spot. 

-· 8 L, pp o ,,. t i v e . l't. t c::> c, ~( ;a l o t of a N p 1 i:.d rli r1 q t <::> t f~ l l t:. h EHn 

wh~t we had done, but once we had done that they 
accepted what we had dons, and were suppcrtiveH 

- Supportive. Certainly~ let of axplanaticn involved 
in telling the board what I had done and why" Had to 
tell them wh<':':\t iw p(::>1m111dblf!~ in pfn1\t"~inq i:'it c~hild" 

- Generally supportive. Some people whc weren't 
familiar with the agency couldn't undarstMnd some of 
'th(~ r <::> c\:\ db l c1<:: k 111L, 

MOBT POSITIVE EFFECT OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Tl·H:1 isevc-::m th qLtf~s·t. i cm c\:\~sk~~d <::>·f C.a1s<•=Wr.1r k<•zr1s W«AW, 11 Whii.\ t Y.J<:~\.l l d yc:H..1 

identify•~ the m0nt ponitiva ~•p~ct of citiz~n involvmmant en r~viMw 
b<::lt':\\l"'d <!&? II 

The mni\ .:jc::w·i ty (J•f the Ca111HlW(~>l"'~o:,n·s ·fc:1und nc:> p<::>fii>l ti wt~ c\:uip~mc::t!::1 c:>-f 
citizen review boardu b~yond what w~m already b~inq dcne" One 
Cn:,1:r>eworker thc:,t .. u,:.:1ht ·~:.h;.;d:. c:i ti Zf.m i nvol veml-;,nt 1-H':\d t.h+:~ p1::)1tl•i t.i v~:❖~ t:❖)•f! ·f«-H::t c:d: 
incr~asing awarane~s of the placement proce$a to these outside of the 
agency" Another Caseworker was provided with mcme support in the job 
they · w~~rF.~ d<:linq +rom the c:iti~:en bt11i~rd 1TH~mb~~r~1" 
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- I really don't think th~t thera'm any pcuitiv~ 
effect, beyond whmt we're ~lr~ady cicingw 

- Provided same ~upport in l~tting me know th~t I wau 
doing a good job" 

·- C·H v t:❖~ s m\ w 1\lW" f.❖, mi:~ G 11:1 t c ~,.om e ,~>n ~:❖, CH .. l t md d ~:❖, t. h «•:,, ,w, q (Mn r.:: y ~ ru\ w.. + il1' r 
as what we do ... wh~t'M involved in placinq a childv 

MOST N f~ c-3 ~1 T I VE: E:: FF E: CT CJ F C :t T I Z ~:: N :C NV Cl L .. VI:::: M l?J'. l\l T 

f., s t. ~·, e ♦"m :l g h 't h q u ~ ~!~ ·t i r.:) n , C c':':\ ~!• e w c:, r k 10.1 r ~1. w t'!il r €·' r.\\ Si> k ei~ d ~ 11 W h 11:\ t w c:, u l d ye:> u 
id~ntify am tha moat neg~tive M5pect cf citizen involvement on rMview 
bO<ii\Y"d!!!)? II 

A majority of th~ C~Meworker~ thought that citizen involvffiment 
w~s ~ bre~ch of confidentiality. Two r~pr~sentativau cf th~ MR 
divi~ion thought citiz~n involvem~nt w~~ inappropriate for MR 
p 1 ilC:: c~mf:-?M i:.. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- There · ~ no way to in~ure that privat~ ~itizens would 
n C::> t b e c.i i 11i> c u Si~ mi i n q t h e ~! ► ~:,:,, c:: c:'i\ !li> ~:,:., 1m im t c'i:\ ,, .. (❖:•~ 1m t'. iii\ 1 .. 1 r ii~ n t <::) I"' t h (❖:~ 
ccrn~r drug ~tore or what~ver» 

- Confid~ntiality. What if the par~nt doHsn't want 
anyone else thera? 

- I think it's inappropriate for the MR's" These 
parents go through enough without private citizens 
interfering in their ~ffair~" 

- l t h i r1 k b f::.H-: ,·,:u,l 1iS ~~ <::> ·f t h ,~ s p (~.H: i il 1 n <·~ r,~ <:ha (::> ·f t:. l"H:{~ M 1::~ ' ~~ 
theme people have no idea of everything needed in their 
p 1 AAC:(•Z~ffifMnt,. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Thr.❖, l ;a1n;t qur.1)m>t :i r.:,n '1:\ ~~( m~cl tjf Cm,rn.ewor •1: er 1n1 W1':'1\!lil ~ '' F :i n im 11 y ~ ii1\r f.i~ th 'l/1)r ~:❖) 
c":rn y c.:> t l'H:•~r c.~ c:> mm «•mt 1m y c:H.l we:> u l d l Urn~ tc::> m '°~ I•~ 1-:~ r ~::~ q «l-\ r d i n q (:: i t :l 2 (,)H'I r ~:~ v :l (~ w 
t h ei\ t y c::) 1..1 wt':> 1", l d l i k t:❖) t. c:> ~!~et:~ i n r.:: l u d «-:~ d i n t:) 1.., r I"' t:❖~ p ('.:, r t ? 11 



( 
Two Caseworkers brought up tha need for effective scrmaninq fer 

potential citizen reviawars" Twice cit~d aluo was the idea of clients 
having the option of net having citizen r~view. 

- Should be tight selection and tr~ining proc~dures fer 
citiz~n review membersq ccn~identi~lity should be 
drilled. I think also the client should be abl~ to opt 
out:. of it: .. 

- MR divi~ion ~hculd be exempt~d" The parentu should 
be able to decide wh~ther or not to b~ a p•rt cf it" 

- I think we should be mora conc~rned with the 
mctiv~tion~ of board members" 



SUPERVISOR FOCUS GROUP RESULTS 

PREFERRED MODEL FOR CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD" 

Th f.~ ·f i r ~ t. q 1., e ~st. i on a 1m k &1 d o ,f t h e 8 L.l p «~ r v i ffi~ (::, ,, .. 111~ w iii\ mi. , 

11 Yo t,l ~1,1 w' r m~ i n ~·,\ 
uniqu~ poaiticn to participat~ in ~nd cbs~rvm the cper~ticn of beth 
typ~s of citizen review boards (1) on~ of which included five citizen 
member~ ~nd w~~ chaired by one cf thc$a citizwns, nnd (2) tha twc 
citiz~n memb~r bo~rds which were ch~ired by indapmnd~nt aqency 
Bt.lp <i~r vi ~!ors. Which of the~!ie two mc><::l(e l ~, did yoLl pr c;..1•f fiW 11':\nd why? 11 

Although two-thirds of th~ Supervisors did net think it was worth 
t he t i me to con ·t: i 11 L.l e h a., vi n g c: i t i um r Gl' v i €·~ w b ('.1 .~u· d s , f <::> L.lr" ,.:> + th«-~ 1Yd ~~ 
re~ponding thought if m~nd~ted, the five m~mber board &hculd be 
utilized. Controversy, variety, $Upport, ~nd balance en the iuuuem 
were the re@~ons given for preferring th~ five member bc~rd. 

(Jnl•i? Supervisor pl"'t'l!f ~rn~d t'.hf:1 t.W<.'J member bc)l\l"'d1~ ~ i::Ui. 'l·:.l·H~Y 
facilitated diaeusuion. 

On~ Supervi~cr thought neither model waw working, and had no 
pr~~f f.~r'<l':)11C(~ • 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Net worth the timm to continua ~u a model- I think 
the five m~mber board l~~d to mar~ cf~ bal~nce en ~ame 
i~~ues, ~nd al~o ~ome imsu~u would be brought out that 
wouldn't have been on a two m~mber beard . 

.... J-f it wer«~ tc) c:r.:>ntinu~~,, I wc:,uld S>c::\Y,, ''l\lc::)~ it'~ not 
w c, r- t. h t 1·1 ~:i t. i m f:~ • 11 :c q l.t t•:. ~s 11~ ~1 t ,, .. ,., ,:~ t ~., r Ii.\ l l y t.. h f:.? f i v (❖~ m c::0 m b (❖~ r 
i~ ~ lot more uound au f•r au vMriety and uupport. 

- I liked the sm~ller boards moreM People were mere 
apt to talk in the ~mallnr beards. 

- Didn't think either of them were working, so I really 
don't have~ preference for either version" 

- Don't know how much citiien input was of real value 
in ~~~•~sing th~ ~pprcpriatanes~ of the pl~cement~ I 
enjoyed the five memb~r panels more b~cause there was 
more controversy" Inclin~d to aqre~ with [personal 
riimme :l that t.l'H::? prc:,(:.-:ffidureH~ l.\1!!H:~d pr i c:w 'l':.c:> the~ 1::>rc.,..i r~c-.-t. 
•e~mad to work O"K. 

DIFFERENCE IN TIME BETWEEN CITIZEN AND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 



( 
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~mount cf time spent in review~ where citiz~na were invclvad any 
different from the amount of time needed to conduct the agency's 
ci~dmi ni fli.trei\ti W1? review?" 

Almost all of the Supervisora agreed that more tima was needed to 
conduct citizen reviews. The extra time needed was a product of 
differnnt factors including= having to mducata thm panml membarw, 
cocrdin~ting schedules, more work involved in preparation, and 
heightened anxiety fer parmnts. 

One Supervi~or did not frn~l that the tim~ &pant in c1t1zHn 
review~ w~s not all that different from the tim~ needed to do a 
complete r~view without them. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- In some situation~ it ~an CmoreJ" Ev~n whan the ~asm 
situation was quite $implill they needed to qet into it 
in ~cm~ depth, and I don't think th~t w•n annantial~ 

- l don't think the time was th~t different. I think 
t~ do the complete review, you end up with es~entially 
the AA~me amount af tima" 

- Tr~mendously more tim~ consumi~g~ bacausa in MR when 
we have~ long term placement w~'re reviewing servi~e 
plan~ ~nd reacurc~s, but w~'ra not going over tha need 
for that continued placement. It;s so in depth all the 
ti me" 

- f~evi ew1s, c:t1nduc:t.(i❖)d under the pl'"C:> .i ,/h(::'t w+::JJre !:i)Ch~:❖,dul f.,:,,d 
+ c:>r LlM, 1110 th i,~ t Wf!i h a.~d t. o w<.,r ~~ ar <'~)1.1nd 0L.1r ::~c: h ~::?du l (❖~t➔>. 

So th~t me~nt cocrdin~ting th~ ~chedwle$ cf the 
worker~, Supervisors, and in the instance of the two 
member panel, ~rranging for ~noth~r Supervisor to ch~ir 
th~t. This bec~m~ cumbmrsom~ ~t tima~. I definitely 
think it was more time consuming to utilize the pan~l•M 

- A let mer~ time wa~ needed fer the citizen review 
panelm, because you had to wducatw th~m and go through 
the whole prcce~s with them. 

- Mora tim~. Also heightenad tha anxiety cf th~ 
parents who, a lot of ti~e~, b~cam~ r~al anxious that 
their child would need to move. 

EASE OR DIFFICULTY WORKING WITH PROJECT STAFF 

TI"\(+:? th :t rd q 1.l ~~st i on as~,: <~d ., " W ((~ r f~ th t:•?. pr <::> j e ct ~~ t ◄·:a-f + (-:~ ii:\ 11;, y c:w 
difficult to work with in tarmm of scheduling reviews and providing 
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All of the Supervi~cr~ found the prcj~ct ut~ff eawy to work with­
Among the ex~mpl~s giv~n were: ~xpediting th~ involvmment of difficult 
clients, ~s~isting with ~ch~duling, Mnd fMcilit~ting th~ cMuwwork 
proc::rati1ii .. 

One, 81..1 p e:~r vi l!lH':>r' f.rt:, 111\ t t•:~d th .m ·t:. wh i 1 it th r::-, p I'" c-.> .. h~:,r.:: t md:. ,a\ ·f! + !lit ' ii,d.: t. :i tu d f.❖~111> 
were nicra, their w~s still difficulty in trying to find a ~chedule 
that would accommod.mte everyon~" 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Attitudes were real nice, but the ~ituation lock~d 
them into some rigidity .. It was hard to arr~nge 
~chedules to accommodate $Om~ cf our rmviewu .. 

- Am good as possible. Wa~n·t ~n issue with the 
prc:> .h?.c:t. ci'ilt. al :t. 

- In ~ome ca~es I think they expedited the involvcimmnt 
of some very difficult cliffinta. They Cprc j ~ct utaffJ 
took away some of the scheduling, writing, or ~alling 
for ws to~ large extent. 

- A~ h~lpful ~~ po~•ibla, didn't g~t in th• way cf 
pulling ca$e summaries. Facilitated things" 

Th .::~ ·f c:> ,., r t:. h q l.1 e !!!l ·t i e:> n r.i\ 111~ ~( ~ d ., 11 0 n t h f.•:~ ~.., h t> 1 t:•~ , h c:, w e "'' m~ y c:> I"' d i ·f f :i. t:: 1 .. 1 1 t 
d i d y r.H .. 1 -f i 1, d i t 'to w or k w i t:. h <:: i t i :u,m 1m on t i"HZ? n~ v i ffi w I:> c, <\\\rd ria? 11 

The Bupervi~or~ un~nimoumly found the citiz~n• en review bcMrds 
t o b <-i? t~ ~·~ tis y ·t <., w c:> r k w i t. h " T w t'J c:> ·f ·~. h 11~ S , .. , p t·) r v l. w c:) I'" tis + c:> u r, d t h t~ <:: i t i ~1: t❖~ 1, 

members an asaet in relaying to the clients what they could expRct 
from placement, one found it easier tc work with the citizens as the 
project went on. Also mentioned were the citizmn~ · kncwlmdga of what 
they were doing~ respect for Casewcrkffirs and Supervisors~ ~nd client 
mdvoc::;Acy. 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

••• F~e l iii\ t. l V(•~ :LY e,c:i\S'>Y • It b f:•~C: cii\lnE~ &.H1\w i er cii\V.i. t ht~ pr C) .:h:~c: t 
want en. Once they get educ~ted ~• f~r a$ cur n~eds and 
what $pecific ccnc~rnM •~ f~r ~~ the MR unit w~r~ 
c:c::>1·,c:f;ir-nc;1d,. 



( 

- I thought they ware p~rticul~rly w~11 trainedff They 
ba$ic~lly knew what they were doing. 

- No prcbl~m" C~rried their authority quit~ well" 
Respectful of workers and Supervisor~ involved" 

- Th~y ware an influence on reasonable limits as to 
what the child could expect from placement" 

- Sometim~~ they preached a little common sense to the 
client and seemed to help them understand some 
rea~onable limit~ aM to wh~t they could expect out of 
ttH:., p :L 4iAc::ement. 

WHERE CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS SHOULD BE HOUSED 

Thrr.,, fit 't. h qL,est:. i C'Jn Wc\i\1ll>, 11 l'1c'u\ny s, .. ,qgv.+~mt i t:>n~~ ht1,,ve b~:❖,twn moAdf:~ 
regarding whare citizen review boards should ba hou~ed if they were 
mand~ted. Thes~ suqg~stion& h~ve included (1) within the fflOCiMl 

sarvic~s d~partment, (2) within the court mymtem~ and (J) as an 
independent outnid~ ~g~ncy. Which cf th~se option~ do you think would 
WCJr k bemt 11 ciU1d why? 11 

Ona-half cf the Bup~rvisor~ thought th~t th~ citizan revi~w 
beards should be housed close by, but two ~dded th~ stipulation that 
they maint~in an independent function" 

One Supervisor gtated their oppo$iti0n tc h~ving citizen review 
t:H:)e:\r d111~ at r.:\l 1 . 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

·- :t r~ouldn 't Sf:i,e t..hem 1mSit being hcu111► «·»d ,,·,,w~1\Y +1•"cm t.he 
progr~m they're working on, it ju~t requir~~ toe much 
i nteqr n:\t ion~ If t.h~~:i. ,,.. qo:i. nq t.<::> bf.❖, p~:~nn'1i'H'H•mt ~ I 'd 1 :l i::w.,, 
to see them housed clc$e to Child Welfare. 

- Pr,1i\c::'t:.ic:imlly :lt. would be ~~11::>od i·f tliV::~Y Wf.~rt:❖~ c:::lc:>nH~ by., 
but have some independent sort of settingu D~finitely 
again$t them being in the court $y~t~m. 

- Clos~ by, but maint~in ~n ind~pendent functicnu 

BOARD MEMBERS SUPPORTIVE OR NONBLIPPORTIVE OF CASEWORKER EFFORTS 

Th (,,,1 fl!l i N t h q 1 .. 1 .re ill! t i <::> r, 1'11\ s k «~ d ~ 11 D i d y (:J , .. , + e ~:❖) 1 't:. h ii,\ ·t (~: :i t i ;,~ f.❖) n r i,:.:~ v :L f~ w b (~) ,m r d 
mffimb~rra wer~ generally mupportive er non~uppcrtiva cf what Caseworkers 
w r~~ r •~ 'l':. r y i 1001 g t c:> d c::,? Why? 11 



I 
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All of the Supervi~or~ pcll~d s~id th~t the citizHn r~viaw board 
members were supportive of what the Cauework~r~ w~rm trying to do. 
Two mentioned th~t the citizen reviewmr~ were an impmtwu to th• 
Caseworker~. Ona Supervi~or aaid that the citiz~n r~viewnra g&ve 
~nother stance on what tha i~~u~~ ware8 Another Buparvi~cr wonderad 
t, t what th~, s,.,ppor t o·f the c: it :L ~= t•m revi !f!Wer 1i& m~HU'l t. ~ 11 wt~I"' (1~~ tl·1t~y d<:~ i nq 
Sl..l(:h mn out 5tcmnd i ng job in c'n\l :l 'thtld r p :Lac: ~i~m~H"lt. ui.?" , c:)r "Wc:\li:1 't hr.1 pr t::)t: m~s:4111• 
rec.··\l 1 y s~~rvi ng ;my p1.1rrH1tH.·f'? 11 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Very ~upportive. Th~ir w~r~ ~ couple cf instances 
wherra thay wanted th~ uoci~l worker to gc beyond tha 
goal~ th~t were ~et fer the ca~e" 

- Very supportiveH I ~ometim~• wondered what that 
meant. Eith~r wa were doing an outntanding .iob in ~11 
our pl~cements, or else the prcc~ss didn't nerv~ much 
pL\rpc:ase. 

- Very supportiv~. Some inntanceM where they certainly 
pu~hed my soci~l worker , in A w~y that I couldn't push 
them" .. in a pcsitiv~ way. 

Th<-:~ 1;; av ~:mt h q 1..1 est i <:m w 8\ s , 11 Wheat w <Jl,\ 1 <:j y r.n.1 i d t!m t i ·f y ii.-\ s t. h m m ,::, r:; ·t. 
p o 11a i t i v ~'i~' ◄1'1\ m~ p +ii) c: t. o ·f c: :i. ·t. i ~~ en i 1, v c:, l v f.l') m f.❖) n t.: c:, n r w"h v i e w b t::, ii..\ r d ii '? '' 

Ona-h~lf of the Bup~rvimor~ thought that community awaren@ua was 
the most important asp~ct of citizen involvement on review boardRu 
One Sup~rvisor thought th~t citizffln invclvem~nt off~r~d a common senmm 
mode of •~m~~~ment. One Bup~rviaor felt that a child in placement w~n 
reaffisurad by the citiz~n member~· inter~~t. Another Bupervifficr found 
no poaitiv~ asp~ct5 of citizen involv~m~nt on r~viaw boarciu" 

ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS 

- Ganeral advantag~ cf opening up the pl~~ement precess 
to public scrutiny me the t~xp~yers have ~ome 
under~tanding that th~ kids are getting propwr 
placement ~nd are receiving the services that they 
neH .. Jd" 

- A youngster in placsm~nt in reasaured by aom~one in 
the community, soma total ~tranger, ~xpresffiinq real 



( 
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care and concern about wh~t h~pp~n•. Evmryon~·~ net 
getting dawn en them" 

- Something akin to community education. Alme, shMrinq 
responsibility for ™ervice provisions. Especi~lly in 
MR, their are inadequ~te resourc~s for the pecpl~ w~ 
serve. Spread responsibility. 

- Think community educ~tion ia re~l big, and •lso to 
kaep the providerm re~ponsibl~ fer their care and 
~ervice provi$ions. 

The e i q ht h c:p .. u:~ffl~ t. :l on w iiiH-l) , 

11 W h ai'\ t w o u 1 d y c:n.~ i d t❖m +:. i ·f y ,it\ m UH~ m c:) id:. 
r1egf:~tive 1.·:uspc.~c:t of citt,-:~~,, involve:-,ment on reviw.tw bt) ✓i:\l"'d111>? 11 

Two Supervisor~ found th~ extra tim~ involved to be thM most 
11<❖~git.'\tive ◄'mSPC\-:ct r.:>f ,:iti:;.~en i,,volvem.-~nt <:m r«~viaw bc> ◄i?.rdr:; .. Tw<::) r.ltl·,f1ri1it 

found citi~~n review beard~ to be another •y~t~m of che~k• and 
balance~ that waffi unnecmunary. Anoth~r two thought that Bensitivm 
is~u~~ might be too much for citizen m~mberu on review boards. 

·- TrH~ mo Mt rHll<.~ ci:\t i V€~ th i r,9 i 1.:s the t. i m<❖~ + iiAC tor,. (.:~n<'.,t 1··1 (❖~'I'" 
hoop t o j 1.un p t h r <::> t.\ q h . H +ii~ r e:1 i n H f:;u, l"Hm p i r; c: cnm t y w +:❖) 
already have enough checks and balances. 

- Thm time involved. The rrapeated prement~ticn of 
i n·f <::>rmat i c.m. 

- Another lay~r of checks ~nd balanceM that I don't 
think is necessary. 

- tCitiz~n review beard memb~rsJ not all that well 
trainmd to deal with the~a kinda cf $ensitive iswuesw 

- Could ba d~v~stating if r~viewers are not informed en 
sen~itivffl im~u~s. 

I...."'' 1n. t. 1 y ., ·th w,, St.I fH~ r v :i. e r.:w ~ w m r e autdo:•:~d f (::> r ~1""' y c:)'~:. her c::: o mnH:~ n t m~ t:. l"Hi'h y 
would like to mak~ regarding citi~en reviewH 

0 n 1 y cm e !:":>up f::·H'" vi so r m ti,\ d ~:0 mm ru1 d cl :l t. i r.:H"lil,\ l c:: o nHn ~n t ~ 't:. h :l. im w #:, m~ , 

11 :r t h i n k 
t h cl:\ t i t i 1:1 i rn p <::, r- t r~ n t t h l@. t. <::> u ,,. pr or.: fM 1is 1m <\'? 115 AA r, d p u I'" p cJ 4.!i v~ 11r, t'~ r c;,~ ~~ n <::> w n • 

11 
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T n c:> b t a i n '\':. h ~:•:·) v i W:) w r.> + t h 0:•) c Du 11" t ,, i n t:. f.❖) ,,. v :i. ~:•:\, w mi \ 1111 (fa' e) r,.~ p p t:❖) l"l d :i. l•: F ) ~, £~ r· (❖:-i 

i~tt.<1£~mpt~lfld w:i.'l:h :$ m(~mbi,:.~ri~ <::>+ t.h~:'!/ j1.1v~~n:llt::•) c.~ou1•"t 11;;y11!1tfJm. U-f t.hc::', :!:!-f~i~ on,:,~ 
p f:,:,, r !!!> c> n cl r::1 c:: 1 :i n t:❖) d t o p Ii':\ I"' t i c: :i p i:':\ t. (!❖) st ;,·,, t :i. ii q "I':. h iii\ t h f.-:-i h i~\ d n u t r v.ii• c:: t~ :i. v (❖:id i::\ n v 
in·formi:l\'l·:icm e)n t'.ht❖:? prc:>.:if.•H::t. 1 <r~nd did n<:>t of(❖~(~l <::::lt.i :;~(::?n invc:i.l.vrnrnr:-int Wr.1\ !l:i 
n ,ii~ c t·~ 1m s ,:·:, r y , '• t h t:-:-i w 1'i1\ y :l t lli> t ii:\ n d fil> i ,m m.1 u + of :l t::: i +:❖in t. ~ n w~ u t 11" <i:\ 1 i:'1\ n d u n b :i. ii:1 mi fo' cl • 11 

ln<::lud<·~d ir, th•:-? i.11'l:ff.1rvi~:•~ws w~:~r<;~ Chi•x~.f ,J1.1dqf~ Cl:l:i~:i·)trl1ky «'i:l.nd 01·1~~ ccJu1-"l~. 
rr.:-,+•:•?n•!H!.L, OttH❖W' j1..1dqe~:► c,;: t.l"H❖) .:l1..1v•:•:•m:i. 1 •:•:•) t:::cn.ll'"t hi:i\d nc:d:. n•:·:H~: 1-:,:d V(:·1 cl 

in-ft::ll"'tn1i':\t:ic)f'\ C)il t,hf~~ Pl'"(:)jf1<:::t, r'l(~)l'" th(i❖) pl'"<:ldl.lt: ·r..m r.:,,f l'"(•:~v:i.f.•»l.•J1,6w 

Cl n v::-) r e ~i► p c::, n d en t h a:, d r •:•:•i r.:: ,,,~ i v ~:❖) d :L n ·f 1::, r mi:',\ t:, :l c:, , .. , c:> n t h ~i~ p ,, .. o .:i (ii~ c t. i'i:\ t. f\ 

Pt~r mli\l"\ (,:im t Chi 1. cj 1:.1 1 ◄:H: ~·;,ryu:0r1 'l7. ,:::,,, .. c:> j flH~~ i:, , wh :i. l t«~ dud q f.~) Cl l i <!~1~1 k y ,, d:\ :;:) p I"' c:i'.~~ :i. di n q 
1."J u cl q f11 c::> f t. h v1.-1 ,J u v (❖H'\ i l i,:.:~ Cc:) u r t:. w i":,, mi i l"l v c:, 1 v ~:•:•) d + r rHn t h *::) b (•:•:•) t:1 i n n :I. 1 i q u -r +:. h f) 

p ,, .. t, .:i ~) <:~ t i 11 t h ~-~ 1!~ r:i l (~ r.:: t. :l <~1 l"'l , i mp l ~~\) m !❖:~ n t l~ ·I: i <:11"\ 1\Hl d ,, .. (❖:? v i (~J w o f! t. h t,:;~ w o ,, .. k 
product of citizen r~vi~w bo~rd$" 

,J 1 .. 1 d g ~:·:·) D 1 :i f.❖) t~> k y ·f! e 1 'I':. t:. h c':':\ t 't:. h K~ :I. n f c:> I'" m r.·,, t i c:l n r K·) c:: €·) i v r1 d + I'" C:) m C :i t . :i ::-~ ;;,ii n 

1;;;: ((•'.~ V :i 1-:'.~ w El C:) i~ 1'"' d 1S w i::\ fa1 V ~:~ I'" y ,'::\ d ~~ q t.U:?. ·l:, f,•~ -f! CW' t l"H•~ I"\ (~H-H1 ~I <::) ,f t. h (·:•:·) r~: 0 u I'" t. II I" l'H :-:1 

m H:\ n n f.lf! r i n wt'\ i c:: h .:J u d :i c.: :i iii\ 1 r f.1~ v :i f.i·) w ,m. w ~1·~ r (•:~ c: n n du c:: t f:❖l d d :i d n c:J t c:: h d ri q e v.J t 1.-. h 
t h t-'.~ ,~vi:'~ :i. l @ b i l i t y c:, -f <.: l. ·r.. i ~~ f.:~ n r t·x~ v i (!·~ w b c::l ~·~ I"' d i!il 1 t h l·:.•l I"' ti\~ i.~ ~~on q :i. v ti::~ n w <'Hi 1:;1 t" 1 ·, i"J, t : 
t h ~:~ :i. n + o 11• m ~ t i t~> n w ;.., mi n <::> t m, h ii:\,,. ~1~ d w i t:. h r !•:•:•) + f.❖~ ,, .. r:~' r.•:~ 1H1 ff 

·r h c,:(~ r ~::.~ w i:1\ m , h ow,~ v ~·~ r ,, -f !~!fl .l t t c> b ti:? ii:, d i f + i::.~ r- (•:i•) n c: f.i·) :L n t h f:~ c~) v v.·» F" 1:;1 .I. :I. 
p ii:\ t.. t f.❖) I'" n ml <::) + t.: h :i. l d p 1 cY:\ C: f:,:,, m t~'I! n t ,. I' Cc::\ u ¼1 f:,:,, d t hf.❖) wt'.•'.·) l ·f r.:, I'" E• 0 t:•:•i p ii:\,, •• t. mt:•:•' l"'I t t D t:. 1:'.1 k (-::•) ii:\ 

.l <~1 e> k + r nm <\':\ n <::H .. d:. 1..:;; i d 0~ po 11, i t i c:m «':'H~ t c:> w h i~ t 11~ i::, 11:; q c::l:i. n q <::H'I • CJ i:l v c::,i I': l"l ,-:-:mi ir.H •j rrn :•,) 
i n put " F' r" o d t <::> r e c:: i"~\ 1 c i t I'" 1:, n t w o ,, •• k f.0 r c:; t c::i mo v <•:•:~ k :i. d 1::; • • ,, l c:> o k ;::1 t . 
,id tc❖:H'"l'H:\·l;.i Vf::~Sff l::n<:c::>Ul"'<i.,gH~d pi::U"f~n·l7,1i~ <'::\nd c::hi :L dn~m t.n ~~P<❖ilii:\k up i:'H'lc:I vcd. c.: (·.:~ 
t:. h t:•:~ i I'" c on c: (!❖! r· , .. , 11:i • !:, <::> o d ii:\ d d :i t i on .... c:: D mp l ii:, c: t:•:~ n c: y :i n t h ~:-:-~ n 1 d p r· u c f ·~ 11:, 1::> .... ,::, 
r (~~ 1::\ l 1a. t:. :i. mu l u 1:11 t (::) ,.., or k (~~ 1"" 1:~ .. 11 

El ot.. t·l r v.~ m, pond t❖1 r, t mi + f:;;1 .I. t.'. th i::, t C :i. t i ~t (.'/:? n r,:~ f.l:1 v i c•:•:•1 w B c:> i:'1\ r d m1 h ii:\ d m iii\ d t.;,? ii,\ 

d :i. -f ·f a~ r ~:0 n c ~:~ i n p ~:-?. ,, .. m ii?! n C❖l n <:: y p l ,an 1~ ·f <::) r <::: Ii :i. l d r- (i-~ n II l t t,,J ii:I. '::ii + c-:i-i 1 t. t h ,::\ t ·i u 1;; t h y 
b •:•:•) :i. n t.:.:J t. h f!:) r (?. t h c,:.:~ I'" e w ,ii\ r:5 1:':\ 

11 w ii:\ t (::: h d t::) 9 11 ~:i•~ + ·f (•:111 c:: t:. t h ;:" t 11 k (•):,, <•:❖) p 11:i 1·::~ v t'.·'!! I'" y r.:1 n r.!•~ m ('.') r n> 

,:~,tt~~r,t:i,vt•:~ ·l:o t.h<•:~ir- dt.d.:i(•~H~ (::\l'Hl t:.h~1~ li:':\W" 11 It Wii:\1u, +<•:?..i.t to b t~ .-I:\ :1rit :i. mulu% 
t:. t::) b e~ c t::> m f.❖) 1

' m c:> r f.❖) 11:, q (~I r ~;:~ 1!i; m. :i v •:❖) , m <::) r t::•i ~!I t~1 !':':\ r c~ h :i. n q i:':, 1!! ► t c:) w h H1\ 'l':, t,; t J t 1:-:-~ r n i:':\ t i v r;:1 
thf.~1""(·1~ W<::)Uld b(❖:~ ,f:c)r c.-:hildrf;(,)f'\, l'"c':~·th<·~I'" thi:':\I"\ jumt. II .. th~:~ ~:;t, <":'AtU-:m quc). 1

' 

Th r •:•:•) ~-) lN iii\ y 1H, :i n w h :i r.:: h c:: h i 1 d I'" (·'.❖) n h ii:\ v ~ b m~ 11 v;,~ + :i, t t .1 d + I"' <::> m c.::: i t :i. ~-~ E❖) n I'" E·) v :i. ~❖) 1tJ 11:> 

w ~:f1 ,, .. (~~ :l d (❖~ n t i -f :l c❖:, d b y r t·:.!' t'l) p <~) n d <·~ n t 1:11 = ( 1 ) In. :L ·f t•~~ p 1 1Y~ 1"1 n i n ti 1:5 (•:i-! ,, .. v :i. c fi:11:~ 1 < ~) ) k i d 11!°) 

h r.,\ d t:. h f:❖~ op p t::> I"' t 1 .. , 1'1 :i. t y t.. t:> imp f.❖) c::\ k o 1..1 t C:) n t h f❖~ :i. I'" c:, w n b ~:-1? h !':':\ J + ~ ll\\ n d , ::::; ) f:} f'l 1!!\ u t"' i n q 
th i~ t. p (·!~I'" m?:\li •:7in<::: y pl <i~n n :l n (_::1 i ~~ ·f <.? 11 <::)ll\111,:,d ~ 

.El<.:) 'l':. h r fl~ m~ p r.) n d ~❖) 1·1 t 1m ·f e,,;,~ :L t:. t h ii,\ t t h fl!l ~:) r c:) j !!w r.:: t h iii' d i:'1\ n '.1. mp i:i\ c:;: t . 1::) I" 1 + t.i m :i. .. l :i. ~x-~ i:ii ,, 

+ <::> r:s t fl.~ r p r.i\ r- f:.t n t t~ , c <r:\ 1Li; f:! w c, r k ~:-~ I"' \ii) 11'A , .. , d iii\ ci v <~1 <::: it, ·l~. ~;•:~ 1i~ ~ Un t•:~ , ... ~:-:~ VJI p on d 1•;•:1 n t:. + 1•:❖) .l t . t. 1 ·1 i:'A t 
'i u d q f:i) mi w ~1~ r ~:•:~ 11i.. c:) m «(~ w h Ii:\ t. im + + f.❖~ c:: t:. c•:❖i d ~ c':':\ l'i d b (~) t h + t;< .I. t t. h iii\ t . .l 1~, V•.J v t:1 r" !HI w Wil r w., 
p I"' <::> b ◄YA b .l y t"l o t. ii:\ + ·f ~:0 c:: t (❖:~ d " Cl n ~1 I'" (•'!J \!!i p <:'.l n d <-~ n t H:1 t. i~ 'l~. 1❖~ d ij 

11 (:1 I':. t:. t::> I'" ri 1•? v 1i:I 1!~ n <.~I . ·j u d q e;11s 

w i l l 1111 t i l 1 h i::\ v f;.,~ t t:) f.YI ~( e~ r·· r.~ :l mi t:1.f t h ~.~ i I'" C:l w n i l"l d (❖:~ p (❖:~ n d &:•) n t ·; \ .. l d q 111 <fa' n t:. m1 " 11 

~-~ddi t :i (.~H'l<:'i\l 1 y ~ 11 I dell"\' t knc,vJ h<::>w ml .. lCl"I im·l~.tt::>1'"1"\(·::~~/1:!i ,i~l'"t•:~ i nvol v1-:0d .in ti'l i 1m 

p I'" o c:: ff.:1 !!!t 1::1 ~ m1 u ~ii pf❖) c:: t + ii:\ :i r 1 y mi n i m !'::\ l 1 y u n t. :i. l t. h f.7~ y q (•:•'.·) t t e) c:: o u I'" t. I'" ❖:-:-1 v :i. <1!:.' w • 11 



( 
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Both respondent~ reported th~t th~y h~ld n~gative opinion& whan 
they first heard that citiz~ng would be included in admini~trativa 
r f.•Wi ew board!S. Both ·f fu>l t. t.. h4'1'1\'t II it wt::>ul d bw, j 1 .. 1111d:. nrnot h+i.H"'· l .my«-:-)1'" c:; ·f 
burc;?~t.l<::racy."' One respcmch•:m·t cc::,mmen·tad, 11 8<::> mci.o\ny p<•:;1op :L <fJ <:::omi r1q int·.<.-:, 
court - if everyone i$ making M d~ci~ion, then nobody i~ m~king a 
dee i ai ori. 11 The othf!r 11til.,ted, 11 :C Wl\AfiS 1Bkept i c: ial ..... sc:Jme1r,l"llii\t. rH:iH5i t,iH\t tc~1 

r.:•m ck> r l!iH:t an 1:J t h f.ir t:n.tr" e '"', .. , c~ r at i c:: ., t. h i r d p a',\ rt:. y ~JI'" c:> up . 11 

f.-t<:>th resp(.">r1dents rv~p<:>r'tf:.~d thiat. tl·H~i r opi ni <~>n c>·f <:::i ti z1:.~11 n~Ni 1;w 

bon:\rds bet::cm-mf.'~ more posit.ive ovfi-.H'" 't:.imf.». "Dnr.::e :C sr.:\W t.hii,\t it w,Y1\1U> ni❖)cAlly 
run by competent people and s~w same of their work product, it erased 
mc:>st. of my dot.lbt s. 11 

Several imp~cts or contribution~ cf citizen involvemant en reviaw 
boards were identified by the respondents. One r~spondent stated, 
''Their presenct•~ c:'\S ombl..td!!► ffift!ln, Wm\t:.c~h d<,qfili. Pt~:~ <~>bjt:❖,c::t.i v~:•:~ i\nd d!-'1.-,'l':.il:\<::hed 
c:> b r:rn~ r v er s i n ·th e:1 Ch i 1 d Wt, l f .:1 re ~3 y 1s b~ m • N t:> w v i <«M th.:~ m i:':\1!i) not. j 1,\ 1i~ t 
r.:\n c::rt h e. r 1 r.:\ ye I'" of bu, ... ea LI c:: r iH::: y , b u t. ci\ !IJ im p r.:\ r t i c: i fH~ t o I"' v <::I ~:-:rnu·J <:~ r ii:\<:: y .. 11 TtH\~ 

<::>'l".har remp,Jrident i':\dded, 11 Good i mpt~t.Lts ·l:.o Bl.lr<+.14°:l\t.l o·f !Soc: :i. e:\l 8<•:ffv i <:::<~s cw 
the Welf~re DepMrtment to lock ~t alternative to p~rman~nt placem~nty 
To give independent look by p~ople from outside th~ agency. Good 
l'"f.+,\Vi r.:,w to the eH tent that. otht»,r a':\l tw.,,1'"nii,,t:. i v~~s w~~l'"r.:~ bf:~i nq mic::>uqht r.:)ut. 11 

Some problems resulting from citizen involvement were alao 
identified" Bc't:.h re5pondants felt that thM sMlection of paopl~ 
s er vi n g i n th i 1a c: a pa.\ c: i t y w ~i $ <::: r i 'l':. i <:: If:\ 1 " 0 m~ at i~ t.. •~d , 11 C:: n.1 c: :l <':;\ 1 17.<~1 r·, ii:W ~:;~ 

h i g h p I"' 1::> f i 1 ~ 1::, ·f p e op l ♦:'? c.: om mi t:, ·t f.111 d t o w <::, r ~1: , 
11 

• t he (::, t hf.❖) r ii,\ d d "~ d , 11 t i"'I f:1) m1 ~'1! 

pecpl~ are making decisions without any accountability - people are 
c:,n 1 y ,:'1\S ge.>c.;d r.1\S t:. heir r.:: on s->1::: i f.•:~nc:: r..~& ii/\r'\d t i"i,\l ViJn t. m► a 11 c:)w .. 11 Cc:>mi.t ,i"1\n d 
finances wera also m~ntioned as a conc~rn" One respondent Ml5c felt 
t h l<-:? pr r.:> r.: e llii ~.; c: (::> u l d be 11 d •:-:,,mo r ,'i:\ 1 i ~~ i n g .... ai\ s f.i) <:::on d q u t❖i ~ rn> , ii:\,, .. m c: h ii,\ i r 
q l.lt'i:\ r"t <a d1 ci~H: k ~: i n d <::> ·f 'l: h i r, g th c~ ·t: i n h i b i t 111 w or k <·~ n~ by h c:w :l n q 1im nH~ m·i f.:~ 

1 1::, o ~~ :i r'l q c:, v er ·t. hf.·?. i r 5 ht:) u 1 c:I 1ii~r . 11 

Primary benefits seen emerging from the process :included bettel"' 
accountability in child placement,~ stimulus to lock for new 
mclut:ions, an outside review - a ch~ncH cf a fra~h look. 

Neither respondent saw any legal problems associated with citizen 
review .. 

Both respondent~ felt that the reccmmand~tionm of citizun rmviaw 
boards had a role in _judicial reviews. One respondent felt that thase 
rmcomm~ndationa could plMy an advocate role. Thn ether etatedq 
11 C f~ecommen<::li·~~t i. <.1ns :l sh<::>l~tl d be qi ven S<'.:>m<•~ pr(:'3tni l"l<•:imc:~~ ct?..l'"td <:::n-~df:H"t<::c•:~, <:'.H'\d 
real queationing" If therH ia some diametric opposition betwe~n 
worker and CRB, the court should be tha f~ct find~r. Ask people tc 
justify their poniticns» In acme cas~a n~cesmitate ~ good •~cond 
look~ 11 

The one respcnd~nt who an•wered the question felt that CRB 
memberw were very aciraquatuly prmpared tc review substitutm ~are canes. 
Th i f{ w c:\ t11J b c\i\ !!:H·~ d CH i the c:> p i n i c:m th <1":\ t II th~~~ c:: C'.H.m t y c:I i d c'i:\n «•:nt 1:~ e :L l w.m t .ir.:) b i n 
tr rl i n i r, q t. h <~ is e p ~mp l «~ ~ l"'I y i mp r 1•:~ m 1!S i or, f r <::Hn m <+:, <~ i. r"t q r ~;,;~ p cw· t a.'\r"t d me€~ t. i 11 q 



Both ret;pondentu felt thcAt ·tru.~ c:m.mt y hiad br.~r11-,1-f i t~~d + n:.1m c:: it i ~\~ <~~n 
review.. Onti,, r t:,:,,sponden-t. felt th«·~I"' f.❖~ Wc/1\s 11 m1~.>r e 11'1\C: c:: c:>t,n't ,~,bi l :Lt y ..... b•:~t:. t f:-~r 
1:S(~r vi c: c-:!~3. 11 Th f.~ ot h ~?r ·f tr~ l ·t th ◄':"?.'l: th(❖~ c:>tA t 1!.; i <:le tli j, I"' d p i':Ar 1~. y (~>P :l n j, <:.1n h i'i~~i, 

rH~lly been ben~ficial in $timul~ting th~ search for alternative 
r ~:.?SOl.\r t: e,~. 

Respondents were ~plit on wheth~r children ~hould be involved in 
review . The respondent who felt thi~ was not nace$mary +~lt that it 
d 1..1 p 1 i r.:: 11':\ t r.-:~ d (~ f ·f or t s of t h r.:~\ c: o L.\ r t . Th t::-, 1:, 't:. h tm r ff!) t 11:\ t r.1~1 c:J ,, 11 I t.. ' fl~ -t:. h ~1:•~ i r :l i v (•:i~ fl!► • 

Thay sh(,".) l.\ l <:I ·f e~i 1 they have s c:> m .:, c: c:m tr o 1 <."N «·~ r wl·H.d':. 1 ~ q o i n g on + c:> 1·· 'l':. h (•:.t m • 
0iv~$ them a feeling that they have a say. Som~tim~$ not getting 
~rna.-\ct vhJw point o-f th&) kid -from wc:>r~rn,r-., gU(t"Al'"<::lic::m or ~ti:or1·,<1~y. 11 

In termn of hew CRB~ $hould be ccnatitutad if mand~t•d~ one 
r v~ s po 11 d Cl°\H'l t 1m t .. a 't e d , 11 l n c: 1 u d i r, q ~.71 m r.un b C❖iH'" ~ -· t h i ~1 i 1!S '.L ia r· (;J •:~ t:rHH)\ .. 1<11 h ,f c:> r 
b~ckground and small ~ncugh for conm~n~u~ and allowing for individuftl 
i r, put. ,, 11 Th <~ <:l t. h er 1S t cat <-.1'.P d , 11 :t 1: 11~ h <'., u l d I::> ~~ h o l .. 1 m fill/ d i n t h ~:,, w C1iJ l ·f •• ,.~ r ~'!.11 

clep~rtm~nt if they hav~ ~utoncmy. Th~ other plac~ would be the 
(:::t:>Urt n 

11 

Bot. h r fHlpr.:mdf::mt. 1m I'" ~n·u.:: ted !l.:;c:,m~,wh a/\t. rH❖~gr.':\ ·t. i vel y t.c.> t hf!.·~ f.:H..l!::1q+:))\:f;t :i c:m 
t. h ii:\ 'I: ii:\ d m i n i !!.; t. ri:\ t. i v e r e v i e w b f:1 e >< t. en d f:~ r.i t.. o c cw· r <·~ t: t i (::, n ~ ,, 11 I w c::> u l d b €~ 

11·:, q c:1 i n flit t i t . C l1 r r v.❖, c: t:. i rJ n $ i ~ ;;,\ t r.:> t m\ 1 1 y d i + ·f! !~ r •:~ n t + i ti-? l d " 11 B :i m i l ti\'\ r 1 y ~ 
11 Th(a Stcat.e hii.~s~ ~ miatriH <::>f k:i.c:l1s 1..lnd,1:ll'" tht•~ir .. iur:lm;dic:tic::>n. L.c:><::lk fc:>r- ,:?.. 

n r,,:.~ed b~:❖~ ·f c:,r e imp 1 ttt,m+~n t ai\t. ion. Ar«•:•> t. hf.❖~r •::~ t c:>c:> mi,71n y kid Hit in c~ t:)r r (•:•:•)t:: t :i. on Ii:> 

fer too long under that juri$diction? My impresmicn im that there is 
i:\ push t o qt:~ 'I':. ~( i d m. <::> u t of 'the c c:> r r r.➔ c:: t i cm¥.!> 1M y 1st. ~ m q u i (:~ h: l y . 11 

Both l"'ffi ■pondents ~greed that involuntary placements should be 
reviMwed by citizen~, how~ver th~y di+ferad somuwh~t on voluntary 
p l i:\ c: ~~ m E~ r, t. 1s • W h i l e ,:, 11 1.~ r esp c:> n d (,.~ n 'l: st c'~s\ t (~ d ,, 11 ~J u tl?i t i n v <~> :I. u n t ct\ r y I::> t::~ c:: il, u ~~ t~ 

t. h e-i) y h c'i',\ v e n r.:> b , .. 111s. i n t:.~ si► 1m be i n q i n v r.J 1 v f~) d i n pr i v c:\ t. f~ m\ ·f! f f:,, i r !!!> C'J + t hf.-:) ,f 1'i'1\ mi 1 y 
••• a •fi~mily iis ~ very delic:,~t.t!~ , .. ,nit .. Thim. wc:>L.\ld t..f.:\kf~ i:Al"\th<::>1•·:lty i~~W ◄-:·~y 

-fr om p~·,,r ent. 1m, 11 ·t. hr.➔ i::>th•:~r m;.'t:. at ~:❖)d, 11 Tr.:, m~,::>m«i~ +mx tent :l. nvol unt 111\r" y '"" 
obviously a need to get a kid back in a heme or permanent placement~ 
I don't knew about voluntary - if it is an abwMed Rystum~ Support for 
bc::rt.h. l...t:•~w\v•~ ldd!; t.o<.1 lc:,ng i.11 limbo, ... te.•md 'l':.c:, l:n:~ mc,n~~ P ◄':\\nmt·· .. c:w· :ltxm ·t,<❖~d 

than kid-ori~nted. Our ~y~tem giveM pMrants ch~n~a Mftar ~hanee, in 
t.,h(·~ mec':lr"li7, i me, t.ht+'~ ~(id i 1~ ·l:h~m C:H"I(~ th.-~'t:. Sl"lf ·f (l~~r"l!T." II 

As ii:\ c: on,; 1 ud i nq (~: c:lmmer"t·t c:>nf.:~ r esp,::>ndent st:. r:,,t ~,d, 11 :r t. hi n k Cf~B1s h 4!1\ v~z~ 
"'' v c~ r y h ~ r:-\ l t h y r o l e - 't l·u~ y en r..: o , .. , r c::\ g e ·th (:J 1::H.~ c'::\ 1s k f.~ d t o ~H'A 1·· ·l~. i r.: i p <'t\ b7.1 • " 
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.I NTf~ClDUCT _:C,ON 

:l4l 

BUF~VE.Y OF F'(.,\REI\ITS ?➔ND FClf::;Tf.~1::~ p~.~1::~f.:::NTI::) 
ATTENDING FOSTER CARE REVIEWS 

Th i ¥.~ r- ri~ p <::) , ... t. m, um m ii:\,, .. i :z f.❖~ S!1 t:. h ~:❖) r «•:•) w.~ p c,') r11:!J. fi1) \!:1 o + 1'r.\ 11ii u r v «i•) y f.:i + p !':l\ r t~ r '1 t Hr. iii\ n d 
-f<.';)f~t.(~I'" pi!~rent'illl Wh(J hi::\d p.rtr't.i(::ip4mtt:~d in th<H) fc:imtfa~r" Ci!1\l"'f7~ Hf~Vi(❖~~•J 1,::1l'" C) ,i~~1(~~t..u 

.t n t. f!~ r v i •:❖) w \!~ w ti~ r €❖) 4\':\ +.. t r.·) mp t:. ti~ d w i 'I':. h ~:; Ill p ii':\ I'" !❖:~ n t . 1H> m, n d ·f c) !~ t. (9 r p iii, I"' r1 n t mi w h C:) h i1'1t d 
<'i~tt~~r1d~:ld Ci ti :::~c•~~r, f3o~·~rd F(t:~vi ~~Wif~~ ,:.\ trJ 'l':.i1\\l <::,·f tw<ii~nty·,--(~i qht. i nt:.1-:i·)l'" v l t❖:~~1\1 \i; 

<er:::::'%,) Wf:W'fl'!! r.~t)mpltWte~d= +i+t:.~:,:,,v.,:m o+ f:L-ftti~1-::-H'l (:l.(i:l(l,)i~) ft:)!H>tfa,)11" p1'i;lt···C/11nt'.1ii; i:;\nd 
thl.l'"'t,(~(11'n C:)U'\':. (::)•t: -fi·ft(❖l(:wl" l ((a6'½) n.~tUr■ ii;\l pii~l"'(•!~ntJ!i)w E .l((~Vf~·)n D 'f' l:. hi•:~) 11;!(·:,-1 

:l n t , f1U" vi e w~> w ~ n:•~ e;: om p l (lit t:. f.❖) d i n FHI.·) r ~,~ em t'nd:, t h ~:-:,) c~ c:, n c l u 1l! ► i on c:H· b c:) riH " d 
m~:w<i•~i~.inqm cjL,lrinq ,July ii:\nd /~U(.Jumt." Th<·Z~ l'"(wtnil\l.t"ldti~r c~+ th(:-£1 int«;;,1''· \-1:i.c-:;;)lt'J::~ v,J(fll'"(;:~ 

c. c:> n d 1 .. 1 c:: t.. f.❖) d b y t t❖) l e~ p t·, c:> n f.❖) w i t h r &\ n d c:, m l y ~~ f::•) l fl! c:: t.. «•:•) d t'" e} ~ii p r.1 n d f.1:1 n t Y::> v,1 h o ttJ c;, r- (•:•:~, 
kn<::>Wf'l tc, hr.'AV(~ i,~i~.t,~r1d(~d i':'i\t.. l•:~i:'i\~J>t (::)l")fi.•) rtx~v:L(l;:•)Wu f·~ <::'.(~)PY (::) •f t.hm j1:iUl"' VO\/ 

:i. n !ll\ -t:. ,,. um•:❖) n t ~·:, n d I"' f!~' !::> p t:) n d ft:~ n t ' m~ r.:i p ,::) n .... f.❖) n d w.~ r.:l c::: C) mm v.❖i n 'I':. 1,11 c:: r:,, n b r~~ · f o t Ir, d :t r· 1 
f.\pp~::,ndj, H C3,. 

T l"'I (❖~ r (;;~ 1!!H . .ll t ~3 c::m th <i~ i n d :i v :L d t .l t'i:\ l q l.1 <•:•rnrt. i t::) l"H~ i n t h r:) :L~ t,11•·" v t·~ y :i. n :::i t t"' 1. urH:•: rd: 
( f'.~ p p r-.·) n d i :-: C·, ) ,r:, r (,:;~ fu11..1 mm ii\,, .. i ~·~ ff.~ d b fl.·) l ow " l>J h c,:.:,) r- (·~·) p ~:1:) r t :i. n c;1J n t , r r;,;, ·!i:) p on 1!:\ c~ 1!:; o + 

f1 c::\ t U I'" iiA l p (~I'"(!•:~ r, t % c~ l"'l d f (:) 1$ t ~~ r p if.\ r ~:-) l"l t Si t'i~ I"' c;:~ C: C} IYl p ,;~ I"' ~z~ d ,, 

CLARITY OF PURPOSE~ 

Th t:❖) ,f i r l!l> t:. q u f.•:~ 1!!) t:. i r., n i n t h f.,:,, q u ft.~ Ill> ·t:. :i C:) n n iii\ i i'" rt~ ii:\ % k ~::•l d : 11 I.> :1. d v c) u 
und~rut~nd the Administrative Review Procmss, that is? wau the purpo~R 
mad ~'!l! c:: .l ~:•:•1 i:\ ,,.. t c:> y ('.:l u? 11 f➔ m; c: e:, n b e !!:1 ~:❖l ff:' n i n T ii':\ b 1 ~:❖) :t 41 m c:) m; t t::) f t h c:i n:) (❖:) w h 1::l 

,, .. 1-:: t u I'" n <❖~ d i-l q tl f~ 1ia t i c.1 n n tA i I'" e ·f <..I? 1 t t h (❖~ p u r p r~> 1!!> <~ c::, + t h ,~ ,, .. c-:-l v i t•:•:~ w p r c:> c c-~ m 1!ii w <(:i. '.J 

c::lt:•:•!111\I'"~ twr..~l"\t.y (7 :l'X.) +ti~lt thc'i:\t the Plll'"PC:)liii'i!! W<':':\IH~ V<•:•~'l"'Y c::J!i1.•lii:\r",, + iv~:•:•.o t,:IH,~) 

ffn~lt thii:\t.: thr;•~ pl .. ll'"p<::>tli(i~ W1?.1l.l lm<:'.lm(~:?Wh,;·~t. (~~l(-i~c;~I'" i~r1d thr(❖'/'/f'.❖) (:1.1'1~) f: f:l.l.t. th1:,;) 

pro~em~ w~• ~omewhat uncleMr. 

F' c:, ~:, tf::H" r,H':\ r v;,-,r·d:. ft~ w ti~ I'" &1 ~> c::> m (/:? w I"\ ,ii'\ t m c:, r !•:~ 1 i ~rnd y t:. o .;: i n d t. h ri rn'" t:1 c 1❖:HJ f.l} 

c:l(❖:~!'~t"' thi:'~f'l r1i,~'t.1.1r,::~l pi:Al"'~i?l"lt:.m. Nt:::,4':\\l'"lY ·fc~ur "·"+:i.+th!ltt <,:~7 '%.) c:>+ Fo 1:~trnt'" 
p i:'1\ I"' ((❖) n t rn1 '·' c:: C::) mp c':':\ I'" f!:~ d w i t. h ii:\ b C::) LI ·t:. t1 ii:\ :l + ( f:j ~:!; ·x. ) C:) + l'1 <'i':\ t u !'" i?:\ l p ,:':\ i'" m n \':. 1:l) + nun d t li t}'.•) 

p u r po 1~; c•::~ c:> ·f th f~~ r- *~ v :i. ~ w ffi 11 v <r:, r y t:: l c,::~ i'iA I"' ft 
11 Cl n f~~ + <::> 1:1~ t t❖:·) r p ii~ 1··· Min t . <::: c::l m rn (❖:•) n t . c-;H d ,1 

1
' T h t❖) l f.1~ t. t ff.·~ 11" w r.:\ m1 + u ~·~ ~~ y :i. n tZ·) ►i p l <'i:\ i n i n q t h t:❖) c> v f.•i I"' iii\ .1. l p u r" p t) mf (((·~ ;:;\ n d .( d D n • t 

b <-:-:~ l i (e v (:~ i t w ~·~ s ~~ p fh) c:: i ·f i c::: ~·~ l 1 y ~~ p (❖::1 .I. .l <·~ <:j C) 1,1 t t:) ~·~ • 1: C:) r C❖~ t'. h (❖~ I'" 11~ v :i (\\) v-J ,. 11 
(\ c: c~ c:i I"' d 1 n q 

t c:l cW\ n <::) -t:. h ,,1,1 r ~ 11 
ff .. • n c::l b e d y llil II:\ 'I':. d f.:l w n ii:\ n d £❖) )·( p .L ,::1 :i. n ~:❖) c:I t. h n) p u ,, .. p c:, 1H> ~1~ t o rn (("' .. l 

.;iu11st i"i:\ill>1HiUm€~d t.l'H1\1y wclul d qt) tl1rc:H .. 1qh t1·,ci~ <:::iii\Mfa1)" :r woul u l"\ii:\Ve.-:•) .I. i l,u:,:~d ,;:, 
(;~ c:) p y C:) + th(•:·:•) + c.:) r m b t:•:•) ·f c:l ,, .. t:❖, t h t:i~ y h an d ~~~ d :i. t <::) u t:. ,. 11 



PERCEIVED CLARITY OF PURPOSE OF REVIEWS 

Fosb:•~r Nru\tt.wu:~1 T <~;t c'i~ l 
P fl.' r f/1,n t. m► P ,i:\ rent. ~1~ f::, 111\ mp l t::, 

Very t~ l e:Hi\r 1 :~ 7 20 
(87'½) (54%) ( 7 :l %) 

Somewhiat. cl (•~ar 2 ·~r. i::t. 

'"' 
, .. , 

( 1 ~~¾) ( ~:):::r.½) ( :I. 8'½ > 

Ur,c:<~rt.:~i r1 0 (l) ll.) 

0'½,) v.1½) (7.)¾) 

~3t"Jffif:Mh l~ t Lm c: l r.~ .,i\l'" (l) ":i' 
'"'' :::~ 

tlJ'½) <:~?.~:~%) ( 11 '.1/,,) 

Very L.,nc l a,YAr (2) llJ 0 
v.1'½) 11.)'½,) 0%) 

TDTAl .. 8 11;:: 
.. ;J :1.:::r. '.~'?.8 

(100'½) < .100'.%) ( :l 00'½,) 

Overall, nineteen of the twenty-eight informant$ (68%> reported 
they had attended more than one review" El~ven foster parents (73½) 
ccmp~red with eight n~tural pMrentM (62%) hMd ~ttendad more thMn ona 
reviewH The s~mple median number cf prior r~viewu attended wara three. 
There was no difference between foster and nMtur~l par~nts in number 
of prior review~ attended; the median for each w•s thrweH Six 
informants (four fo$ter parents Mnd two naturMl p~rents), ~bout M 

fifth cf the total s~mple, had ~ttended both citiz~n and non-citizen 
revi elws. 

ENCOURAGEMENT TO ATTEND 

Twenty seven informant~ (96¾) repcrt~d thMt they had been 
encourMg~d to attend the review" 100% cf fomt~r par~nts Mnd 94½ cf 
natural p~rentM reportRd b~ing urged to attendH Encowrag~ment 
typically took tha form cf~ l~tt~r ~nd in scm~ ca~~~ a follow-up 
phone c~ll from th~ child'~ CM~~ worker" 

PARTICIPATION IN REVIEW 

Twenty-six informant& 
particip~te in the revi~w. 

(93%) sMid th~y ware enccur~ged to 
Th~re w~~ no differ~nce in perceived 



( 
C:) f ·f <:) ~!~ t rn r par ~in t ~~ iii\ n d 9 :~:: ¼ c:) + n ,:':\ t u r if.\ l p iiit r fl!! n ·t, S!I r f!h p t1 ,, .. t ~~ d l':. h i:\ t t i ·, 1-:-:•1 i ,,,. 

p iiAr t., i c:: f p@t. :L <:>n i,sJt1~t~ ur q <❖~d.. 1:~:nc: <:Jt1r i!ilqts-,mtt~t"l t: u11,.u,;~ .I. l y c:: ,i'Amc,;:~ + ,..., <::>m t h c:1 tnt-:-;)iHt) (f.tl"' 1m 
r.:) f t h ~·) t) C) t\\\ r- d . 

F i of t t1 •~~ n i n ·f or m iii\ n t ~~ < ~:i 4 'X. ) 1r.4 i:1\ ,i d t. h ii:, t. t h ~t~ y h ii:\ d :ii\ 1m k i~~ d -:-~ u «:i lll> t :i i::i n i:;I 
dt,ll'"inq the r~~YJ.(❖'.?Wu Thi.11~ w,a!u1 l>V.11~ C.:).f -fe)1~1tml'" p,::\l"'fi:)f"l-l:.iu. i:ilf'ld ' ·~6'i'H c;i+ l"l,:~'l':.l.ll"" ;~=i.l 

p i:\ ,.y t:❖) n t g_; " T h i r- 'l:: F..(l t:':) n o + 'I':, h f.:•) + i + t fl!! 1,:,:.1 n w h t) h ii:\ d c'i:\ s k E·i d q u i❖'!! mt :l or, 1m, ( fl 7 1 .. ) + t:•\' 1 l':. 

t h t:\ t t h t:~ i ,,.. q u fa 11n t i <::> n f:l) h <'i! d b fi~ 11~ n ci n gi; w ~~ r f~~ d " Th :L m; w il~ tS f3 6 '.%, c:> + n d t u ,, .. ii:\ J ii~ n d 
E:l B '.%. c:> + f (:> ~'> t ~-} r p Hi1 r +::~ n t ~:, w h c:) h 1':':\ d ,·::\ 1~ k E•:~ d q 1..1 ~:i~ f:l> t i on m, ,. 

T w f:•? n t y .,_ ·f c:) u r i Ii + (::l I"' m ii~ n t, s ( 1:3 "l '½ ) me~ cl (1,J i.~ C:) mm(-~~ lu) t :~> d u t"' i n q t. h t~ I'" ei I/ :i. (·:•:·1 w '::li • 

Th i s w c::H:► 86 '½ (~, ,: f r.:) ind:. •:•:•) ,... p ii\ r f:m t mi ii:H1 d i::l 4 '½ <::> ,f n n:d.: t.11"" m\.l p ii:1 ,,.. ti:H'l t rui " r,,fl. l but 
r.:> n <:.~ o + t l·H:, r~ t~ w h o m ai\ d G•:, c: r.1 !YHn C\?. n t 1:; f ~:-:d 'I: t I·, <·~ y ~" <i-H" (i·? 1 :i ~at r.:H'I c,:-:~ d b y CJ t h c-~ ,, .. 

p<"iAl'"i::~c::i~:lantsH Cll"H:'.(l l"Hi1\tu11"e:\l prml'"+::~nt Wimlir> nc,t'. 1~:<fa1rt.H:\inH i'IOr"(·Z·~ ti"H:M"1 l':':\ t ni1•" c:i 

o + :t n + c::, r- m i:a. n t !S w h c:> rn (·~ cj ~:-~ <'"~ <:1 mm c~ , .. , t'. !!!> ( :::r. 9 '½ ) ·f t1::~ 1 t 'l7. h (l·~ t c h <':;\ n q f~~ 1::~ 1··, ;~id I::) (❖'.) 1·:-:;, n m <':\\ d <;~ 

in the propos~d pl~n baaed on their r~msrks" Thure WMM no diff0~~nce 
between fester and natural parents in feeling that chanqes ha d b P~n 
IYl ii:\ d f:❖) : 4 :l % C) f + t'.) ffij, t f/1! r' p 17/\ I'" fl,~ n t:. m r.:\ n d ~;;; I.:>% c:) ,f I") i/1\ tu r cW\ l p ii:\,, •• Ci·) n t: f::\ t:. h Ou q h l':. C h f:\ n q ((·'.:11H> 

W fi'.~ r f!.~ b <:'~ t:it (❖~ d <::> 11 ·c: h «?. i I"" (~: (~)mm(~:, n ·r., f:!I ~ 

r~bl~ 2 mhown informant uugq~stionM con~~rninq who show!d 8 t t~nd 
-f e) !Srt:. H:w c ~l r (~ 1':i\ d m :i rd i~ ·I::,,,.. lid:. f v €0 r ~:❖) v i t0 w ,~ ~ Th<::> 11u~ nH.-:, 1~ t !'" (';H:: c~ 111tt1 (,::;,) n d (~Hi b v t. t ·1 v.•~ 
t nt. 1'/i\l l!llc:~mplr,❖~ :il"lC:lt.td°(l:~rj~ n;.,turr.:,l pl1':\r€❖)1"'lt.% (79½) ~ ·f(::)m;tf!,~ I"' P t':\1"'17:·int !:i; ( / t!J'1/., :) t\ l"id 

the responsible caem worker (57%)H 

Th rn r €1~ w M) r fi~ 1m om f.·~ d :l + + fo\' I'" «-:~ n c:: I❖:) 1m b (¥.·) t w rt:) t❖) n n 1::\ t u 1"" 1i1\ l p i1\\ r· f::1 r 1 t 1u1 ;1,, n d f u !!i> t ii-'.·) r· 
p ii~ r ~1·) n t 1,is " F o !Hit (•:~ r p ,~ r ~-~ , .. , t 1ui m <~1 mt + r ew q ,.1 c❖:~ n t l y m f.•~ n t :L c~ n c❖:~ (:j + <::, M 'l':. t•:i~ I'" p <'i.t r · (•:'.➔ n t. ~ii 
( t::I 7 '% > 'J + c:) l l c:> w •i~ d l::.l y l"l ii:\ t u r i:\\ l p r.:, I'" r.:~ n t. tt!> ( 7 :::!; 'Y. ) ~ t h t❖) c on c:: fl:,, vu n (·~-, d c: 1':':\ 1m hi• 1,1,,1 e> r k r,i t' 
(4"/'Y") ,:~nd th<•:•~ child (4"/'1/"). N~·~turr:~l p iJ·~rr.,;)nt!ffi m<::l!t?t +r(01qU<•:•:?ntl y m,.9n 'l':.J c:)nc,:·:·!d 

11 ii:\ t:. u r ii:\ l p r.:\ r fi·~ n t. !::, ( B f:S '1/. ) , -f c:l 1 l c:l w ~❖~ d b y !!!► C:l c: :i i:':\ l w q ,, .. k f.01'"' ~:~ < ~:i t'.) 'Y~ ) ii:\ t"i r.:I + u 1~1 t . 1::'.J :· • 

p HW' (·rm+:.':!!) ( 62'1/..) .. F c::m t ~•?r p 11.-1.Y" t~n t ~~ W<f:ff 0'~ m<::>r ~~) 1 i k (•~~ 1 y th 1',H'\ n ii~ t UI'" ii~ .l p H:\I'" (::~ n t 1:!1 

'I':. D r· ~:\-.:- c: om m €·:! n d p r ~:•:~ fo1 •:-:-~ n r.:: f.❖) c:> ·f t h e c i t :i ;~ •~ n m; 1'i1\ n d t h f.,:,) c: h :J. .l d c: <'. :> n c:: fi~ r .. n t:•) d 1 n t . h 1-:-:•1 

C:: (1~!5(•:~ • 

r h E:1 ~,~ €·~ n m; €·'! c:, ,f m c:, 1:1> t c:: r.:) mm(,:,:~ n t:. ~; w ii:, 1it> t. h &\ t t h t!..•:~ r ti·) v :i (❖:·) w ll:!- h o u .I. d b c•:•:•) ,·u, t 'l". f!..-~• n d c) d 
by Hd l c: cm c: <-.~ r n f.-:? d w :l 'l~. h th E:➔ c:: 1YA ~~ ((~ " (U th <~1u q h i:Hl m (•:i~ n ,~ b..t I'" Jd 1::l a,, .. 1'.·\) n t ~; i,.J (:::~ ,, .. (❖;) 

c: (::> n c:: €!~ r- n 1•:❖) d i:'i\ b o 1 .. t t t. h Ei~ t h r f::11 at t. c:, c c:, n + i d f::J n t :i 1'i:\ l :i. t y o + i n c .l u d :l n q c: i t. :i. ~.~ ~:-:•) n % i n 
t h I·? r<i·~ v :i, c1~ w ,s , inc, ~id: :l n -f c:.w· m i:7\ r·, ·t. is rnH~ (~:) 1Mn:I 'l':, c::, w ri0 1 c <::l m (~:~ p 1t;1, I"' t i c: i p ,·:~ t :i. <::) n c:> + 
c: om mun :i. t y v o 1 u n t. f:❖) ti:;1 r- 1u; " !VI r.1\ n y i n -f c:l ,, .. m iii\ n t 1!:> ~:; u q q /!!.\1 ffi> t . ~::~ d t h 1:-:1 t:. t hf::, c: c:) n c <1·:•) r n <,·'.·) cl 
chi .ld 1!$h0l .. \ld bf:f~ :ir,vt)'.LV•r.~d~ bln\'l7. iiit, lil"\mb(❖lr" (\'~1 1:S(::) C:4?\Utic:ll"l(·~~d thi\'~t. on.Ly 0J1".".l v::r 

c:: h i 1 d Y" ~:❖) n ii:\ n d t h o fl!>•~ r.i\ b l r::) t: c:> u n d f~ r r.➔i t, r.\ n d t h <:~ p r t:l (::: v.❖, ~:❖) d i n q iii ► i:l) i .. , o u ,I. d b (,::-,i 
:i, 1,vi t:.(•::id. 
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l\l 11:\ t u , ... tll'\ l p ii:\ r ff~ n t l!!► 

Child 

All persons involved 

F (::) f:S t, {\0 I'" I~ ti~ t lnl r i!~ l 'I' (~1 t .:::~ J, 
f=• il\ r «0 n t s r:;:, l/1\ ,, .. «❖) n t;, Ill► E> i,i, mp J «i~ 
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ATTITUDE TOWARD CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS 

Tcmbl e 3 show1m the rf.»spc:w11!iH~~1~ c:lf i nf1~>rm&H1t1m wht:.H'l ,u;kcwc:I, 11 Wl"H~1, yr..>u 
were fir~t told that the ~dminifitrative r~view bo~rd would includ~ 
citizen~, how did you feel about h~ving citi~~n~ (per~on~ not ~mployad 
by t.he County) involved in h4i:\tid 1 i nq c: cl\Sf~,11.:s,''? 11 

Nearly three quart~r~ (72½) of the tot~l ~~mple of informant~ 
were i 11i ti ally "very po11si ti ve 11 or 11 p<::>1i1i ti ve 11 ii.'<\bOt.\t:. c.i ·U ~<·:.H1 
participation in the r~view proce~$. Fo&t~r p~rentM tended to b~ more 
positive t..han n;~t.ural pa.\rf.m'l:s. Two thirc:h~ c,,f fomst<ar r,>ci.H"en ·l~.f:i> (67'½) 
wer~ initially very poaitiv~ compar~d with two fifth~ (39%) of natur~l 
pciAr-ents,. 

There wer~ many po$itive comments about citizen review boards,. 
One n~tural parent remarked, 11 

••• it was good to hav~ somecn~ in there 
who didn't knew anything about what was going en and could h~ar from 
b<:>th g,id.-~!s a11d form ,an l.mbia11sed <.jpini<:mH" (-\ -fc::>sb~·w· piH"€1mt sc1dd, 11 1 ' m 
impressed with the citiz~n involvement because I feel more action will 
take place. The citi~ens are p~rt of th~ c:cmmunity who aloe want 
c: h i:'1\r'l g es tr.:> t:H: c: l.lr" • I th i r, k t rm~ y ' 1 1 g +:~ t t h m b r.:\l l r o l 1 i t'lrd ,. 11 P, th i r d 
·f osh·ff parent <.:ommented, 11 t.h is kind o·f r-wcc:f~S~i gets c: it:. i ~~ f.•ms :l nvc.;1 V(•:~d 

amd r.➔ duc:: at.e5 them abot.d: f r.:)ster C::<\'i\l"'f.❖,. 11 

About a fifth cf informants (21%) were initially neutral and two 
(8¾) were negative. Most of then~ were natural parentffi who WHra 
c::c:mc::r.➔r11ed about r.::<::>1if i dent i aH t y.. CJne stt.\tE~d, 11 r did n<:>t. 1i k<·~ t-.h~~ i d0:~c':.'\ 
of strBngnrs giving suggestions ~nd advice ~bout iumuffis they have no 
kn('.,wl adq<~ c:,•f" " 

When auked whether their viaw of citizen revimw boards h~d 
changed, ~bout~ third (36½) ~aid th~ir view had become morm positive, 
61% said it had remained the same, one (4%) ~aid it had become mer~ 
n t❖) q nt\ t. i v e . S i H f o s 'I':. er p cl"A r r.m t. is ( 4 0 % ) r.:: c:, mp «1\ I'" r.~ d w i t h ·f cn.1 r· n «·1\t:. 1..1 r it1 :L ( :; 1 1/. ) 

parent~ became more po~itive; 9 fester parents (60%) and eight natural 
parents (61¾) did not chang~ their opinionM; nc fo~t~r par~ntm and one 
(8%) n~tural parent became more negative. 
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INITIAL REACTION TO IDEA OF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD 

Very pc.1si ti ve 

Positive 

N<:-H.d:r.al 

l\lf~g j:JI. ti V(fl 

Very n<~1q.1Ati ve 

TOTl~L. 

Fost~r Natural Total 
P~rants P~rant~ s~mpl~ 

10 ~.:,:; :L ~ls 

(67'½) c:~~ct% > rn4%> 

:~~ I") .~:. K:I' , .. , 
C20'X) ( 1 i:,:,1;1x.) ( ;L fl%) 

2 4 I.:, 

< 1 :~rx. > <:::H ½) c:;:~ :l 'X.> 

(lj :t :L 
0%) B'½.) 4'½) 

(?.) 1 :L 
0'½.) l:~'X.) 4½.i 

U3 1 "ii' ... ~ 2i::~ 
( 100%) ( :l 00½) < H10½) 

Cl v •:•:•~ r n\\ l 1 , 't'. h r (❖'!! e q 1 .. 1 cii\ r t t❖, r S► ( 7 5 '½ ) c:> ·f ,,.. •i:,, ft'► p c:> n d t:{~ n t ~i► Si> c't',\ w i:':\ d v ii:\ n t iii\<] (❖~ Hr> t c) 

c: it i :•~ ~~11 i r"I vol V<•z,men 't on rev i r.~w l':>01'i\rd 1.is ~ This Wi:A 1~ <:,;!.'%. o+ ,f c:>1st (❖~I"' p 1~:i.r f~n 'l:. fo'\. 

t'tt'U'ld f54'½ of ncnd:.L.trc:i\l p41\\rentm►~ F'i Vt❖~ i n·f c:wman't:fi!) ( .LI::~%) ~ i:i\l l ni:1,'tut"'ti':\l 

p<i.,rf:-:mts,, 1s1aw n<::> adv1antc'aqes. Tw<., l, 11f c,r,M:H"ltm ( l=J'½.) , C:>l"l<~ + <::>1~b:1~r p i:i\n:,:mt i::\nd 
one natural parent, did net ~nuwer the que•tionw 

Many who saw advant~ge~ commented on th~ ccmmitmant of citizen 
b or.:\ r d m•7,> rn be r s . I n t h ~l word 1!!~ <::> f iii\ f t:> ~, t v.+w p c::H" f.❖H'l t:. , 11 

[ Th~·~ y ::I r ~:H;\ l l y !!!Hm r11MH::I 

to care for these fcst~r childr~n" Their f~eling~ went a let d~aper 
·tl"Hiln the c::01..mt y author it i ~n-~ ( who cii\pp~:~al"' tc, bc:)t.1m::~x~ them ii:,rt::>L.tnd .. > 11 

Others thought citiienm bring an important outmid~ perspective to the 
p r r.:> c:: e e c:I i n g 1n. " ,.~ n c1\ t 1..\1,. ml l p iii\ r f.-'.m t r em ~',\I'" ~rn, d ~ 11 t t tH❖> :i ,, .. J c:: om m ~m n t im ~'i\ n d 
<:: <::l 11 c: <·~ r r, m; w fl~ r c~ ,,.. <-~~ f r e~ sh i Ii q m n d i n v i t i n q .. " 11 ,f o s b:•~ r p ci\ r (·~ n t. 1s 1:\ i d , 11 T 17 <-:~ y 
brought cut new fact~ and prcvid~d n~w ideau. Twc headM are better 
th rln Of'H~ M 

11 

A quarter (25%) of all infcrm~nt~ ~•w probl~mu in the citizen 
review beards, while 71% saw no problem~ ~nd one (4%) w~s unc~rtain~ 
Natural parent• w~re more likely th~n fo~tnr pMrent~ to fflaa 
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d i + f :i c u 1 t. i f.❖) !¥.~ : + :i v t~ n i,:, t u I"' ii:\ 1 p ii:\ 11" i❖:~ n t 1u1 ( :::!; (:3 ½ ) c:: c:> mp i::\ r «•:~ d w i t h 'I':, h ,, .. f.i') fh) ·f cl \Hi t . '!!:] ,, .. 

parrantu (13½) s~w problems with citizen rMview boards* 

Mo E~ t w h c:, m~ ii:\ 1-'II p c:> t r.~ n 1':, i ii:\ 1 . p I'" r~ b 1 c,~ m ~J w :l t h t~'. i t :i ~,~ ~1:,1 n :i n v r,;, .I, v f~i iri f.:.• , .. 1 t 
<:::c::,mmf.?f1ted C:311 th(\i~ c::c,mpl~:•?Hi't,y <:J+ ,f(::)11:ttH·~r ,~ ... ~r~-:~ Ci{j!Jl>f!l!\!l,u (.,,cc::ord:i.nc; tc:J ii.:\. 

f o ~-;; t. ffrJ r p r.\ r ~:•) n t.. , 11 I t ' s d :i. of + :i 1::: u l t + c> r t'. h t:-:) ~m c-.•~ p 1~ c:> p 1 V!:) t:. D d r ii:\ w t'" t::·) r::, 1 i !:ii t. i c 
c CJ n c:: l u <..~ i on !~ ii~ b C) u t:. i r~11s u (-t~ l:» t. h iii\ t t. h fl~ y h ii~ v (❖:~ n <::> p r· <·!·) v :i. <:~ 1.1 <.il► k n <:J w l !-~~ d q (,:(1 o + ,. : 1 

C) t h t~) r !!:> w f:~ r f.❖) r.~ C) r1 c er n f!f! d ii:\ b c:> u t c a r-1 ·f i d t'.❖) r l t. :i. i:'1\ 1 i t y ,, f:~ n ii:\ t u I'" c'i:\ l p ii~ I"' f.❖) n t:. 
I"' t:•:~mi~t'" k <·;)d , 11 Th 0~r t-:~ ii.,r (·:.:' p t~i~s~s i b :L 1 it i ~❖)S <::>+ run n :in q :i. n t c, th (·:::.'1~ci·~ c i t. :i. ~-~ <·:-;)n 1::1 

i~~ ·f t e•) ,,.. t h fl.-) m t:i~ e:-1 t i n q .. I r.:I c:, n ' t 1 i k fl~ t. h ~:•~ ·f f.:1 c: t t h ii:\ t. t h +:•:•) y h <'~\ v f.·:·) k n u ~,\J .l <·:7) d !:_:1 1::0 

a:\bout p<·!ffsc.,n,al thin<,::ps tl"H:\t (i:\n~ <::,c.:c:u1'"l'"inq in my li·fl.1,, ,: 

T ~H!~ r:i; :i :•: i n + c:w mm\ n t ~:; w h c:> , .. , ii:\ d '*' t t «·rn d 1·m d b c:> t. h r.; i t i ~-~ t,m r · c,:.:.) v :i. f.0 ~.., !::i i\ \ l"l ( I 

reviews which did net include citizens were asked tc compar~ their 
e N p !❖?r" :i. f.:H'\ c f.❖) r~, . 0 w :i n q t. o t he t t·H:i•, l!!Hn i::'1 1 n 1 .. 1 m l'Hh, r· c:d: i n -f c:) ,, .. m ii:\ITt:. fa w i t h d 1,1 i::d 

<:-~ N per i ti~ n c:: r.:~ , th f::~ v :i 1,:.~ w ~~ t:i of + t';) 1~ t <~ ,,,. p 1:':\ r ~ n t ~; t'~ n d n ,1~ tu,, .. 1,\ :l p ,a r t·::~n t ~n \N i 1 1 not 
b f/1~ c r.:> mp ii\ r •:❖) d i n t. h :i si. l!.'¼ t:❖~ c: t :i on " F ,:, LI r ( 7 2 % ) .;: c:> 1.1 n d c i t :i. ~~ ~❖1 n b t:, i~, I"' c:l 1:;1 m c:1 \HI \:. 

1.l s ,~~ + u 1 ~ ('.:> rH•~ ( :l 4 '%. ) + c:H.m d i:, h ~0 r.1 t t-u:-:,w 11• e~ v :i. ~:~ w p ,,M rJ c:: «~ 1:Hij m c> I'" ~~ u 1HH❖~ + u 1 d l"l d cH1 f·:•i 

(14%) thought neithRr w~~ . usefwl. 

{~ ·f o Si► t e I"' p a~ r t;~ n t w h c., f c:) Lt n c:I c: i t i z fm n I"' fl:, v :i ~):•) w m c:, I"' m h (❖:•) 1 p + u l ,, .. i{ ! /'(l i:':\ r I,,: «-:~ d , 
11 I r1 t h <·~ t w o <::> t h •:•:? r ~~ 'l:'. h c·~ t d i d n ' t i 11 c: l 1.l d f~~ <::: :i. t i ~·~ ~:•D n 11) • w <:z ·j um t v~ (,::: n t: t. h ,, .. ci u c:i i"I ";~ 
c h e.~ c:: k l i ~i. t. 1~, r1 d 'l':. h t:❖, m\ d mi n i :::: t ,, .. ii:\ t i r.:, n m. c:) l (·'.❖) 1 y r iii\ n :i t " • 1· h ~" r <•:~ w ,\';\ f:l, n n • t:. i::1 :I k i n q 
<::\nd no int..(i~rii:\ction" 1\1<::> Vf..\lUiii\t'll<•:i~ :i.nput Wt'~~!> <::lbt'.l~:i.nti:1:1d .. 11 f~ n :i,tuv" <'t~.l. 
p i~ r r.l! n t. w h o ·f r.:, u n d c:: i t. i ~,:-: (,:,:., n r v.i~ v :l e w m r.:) ,,. e (•:•~' ·f + (i❖) c t. :i. v (•:•:•~ c:: c::) mm <i❖) n +:. f!J d , 11 I t. 1.\1 i,;\ ,2; m <::1 t· ❖:-.-i 

ci 1:·H:rn " C i. t i i &:H'H:S i:\l. f.i k f:•:~ d rYH~ q t.rn:,i st i. c:, n ~; w h :i. <:: h n•XUil\ :l 1 y ~:m l :l <::1 h t (❖'.·) n f i d ,ri<:'.: .. " 

CJ n <❖:) n E:\ t u r i/1\ l p 11'1\ ,, .. f:'~ n 'I':. w hr.:> f r,:) u r; d non"'"<::: :l t i :ii': f.-'.,, n ,, .. v.lf! v :l •:❖) w mo,, .. m,, um. f.❖) + u :i. ~ 

h t:) w ~·~ v ~:1 r , ,, .. <~~ m 4':~ I'" k ~:~ d ~ 11 t 1\1 Cj r, .... c: t t i z ~~ 1·1 :i r (❖~ v :l t~ w f.•:~ I'" iii 11-\ ~ k 1•:0 d m CJ,, .. (,:i~ ':!; f::i• n fli> i t i v (ii~ ii.\ n cj 
p F·) r t i n tim t. q l.H:•:rnd:. i c:, rH:; ·- ..... ""' ir.H'H.:l I"' i q ht ·f 1..tl 1 y \!!H) ? ii:H; t. l"H•:•) y tH:H:I mt:: ) r ~i? b r.:1 c: I:: qr <::) u r H , :I 

i::-\nd krl(fJW th<~ <::hi 1 d .. 11 

:r r. t. h l~ i ,,.. qt~ n 1,:.~ r i::'t l r.:: <::>mm en t !r.1 m nm~ t. i r, + or m r.:\ n t !:;; w <!i~ ,, .. r.~' pt.) \ii> i t.-. i v 1-~:l i:':\ b C:) 1..1 t 
c i t i ~t E~ n r rt v :l (om w " F o i:ri t f.❖~ r- p i:\ r f:(o) n t 1.1:; t !·~~ n d ~1 d t c:> b t•:~ m 1 i q h t :l y m <::) r <~:~ p o ':~ :i. t :i v <·~ i n 
t. h f.·~ i ,,. i,'1\ p p ,, .. ii:\ i 1!;; i:':l l o ·f C i t :L -:i~ en r~ 'If! v :i. ~'11 w BC.) ii:\ r d <.li ► " Un ff~ + n f.ii t 1.:-:~ r p i:':\ r t::\ n t 
c: r.:) mm <fl n t ~·'!! d , 11 :t <f~ n c: c, u r ,:~ q <i·~ t h e:~ l ~~ q :i. tii l if~ t u r- ~, -l: c; (~~ c:, n t :i. n u ti.? h i~\ v :i n q c :i. +:. 1 ~\~ c-:;~ n 11:; on 
t h Ii~ b c:> e:\ r d . I t ' \!:> q ,, .. e ii:\ t ,f or er.\ 1 1 p ~"\ r t i r.:~ s i n v o 1 v ((~ d " 11 

;;~ c c:: u ,,.. d i n q t. n <'::\ 

n ,1 t ur- iiA l p iiilr <•?.n t ~ 11 
:C ' m V<·~I'" y imp r- f/:1mmc,:-:1d w :l t. h th (i❖) W ✓i~ y H~·~n n (•:•~P :i. n Count. y i f.H-

h c:, n c:l 1 :i n q t h <::? I'" e v i f~, w 1l!► ( :i. n ,:~ l u d :i. n q c:: i t:. i ~·~ 1❖:~ n !!i► ) • I ' m q l i:':\ d t o b ~,:.~ p ii:\,, .. t o + 
t h i 1:., p r c:, c: 1:::1 i~ m . 11 

{,~ + <:J m t. (·!~ I"' p i:'~ r r.~ n 'l':. c.~ c) n c~ l u d t:·~ d ? 
11 I • d ..i u l:i t .I. :i. k f:t~ t. o :i& (•:~ <·:·:•) i t. :i. n 

m c:, r ~~ c C:) u n ·\':. i f::•) s ~ W f!l h r.:\ v ti~ c h i l d r f'!:) n r: ·f I'" c:> m J t. h r 11~ ~:❖) c, t h f,❖) r- c:: o u n t i i::·) 1i:1 " 1 t. .. ii~ i::; o 
b ~·Ad i n c, t h er c:: <::) u n t i f:•:~ m t l"l e~ ·t: w f~ ,':\ I"' ~::~ 1·1 c> 'l:. <•:i~ v (·~ ri i l'"I + <::> r m <·~~ d c, + <::I :i 1::1 c; u 11~ 1:~ :i. t> n ,~~ ci I"' 
~:•::in c:: c:> u r ii:\ g t-:) d '\':. c'.l ,iii t:. t fh) n d . 11 



I 
I 

.I.NTt::::ODUCT.:t ON 

Th i ~. r t:❖) p or t:. fi:• um m ii:\ r :1, ,~ «•~1 s t. h <-:» r ~m 1m p r.:> n ~?> €❖) 1m (::> + <i:\ s u ,, .. v <i❖) y ( ?.:~ t;;,,1 e:l' (.:~ p p f;,,1 n d :i )·t H ) 

c:, ·f <:: h i l d r ((,~ n w h c:, h ;~\ d p ('iA ,, .. t i c: t p <':'~ t <:-:, d :t r1 t h ~:~ F c> ™ 'l:'. fi~ ,,.. C i,·~ r c\:\) 1:~ ti~ v i l-'.i·) t;,,J P , .... o ·i (•:•:? <::: t ~ 

Dw:•:~ t.c:> ·t:.ht:+) ~i>flH:d 1 numb+::111
" c:'Jf n,:,:.1vi f::-iwl!li ht:d d c:lul"' i nq ,h\l y l',·,,ric:I nu<::1L1!!;ft'. v.Jh<❖;~r1 

in ·l: f/~r vi ti·~~, in q WI':'~ 1~ d (Jl"l 0»,, ,':'~ t r.:,t <::\ 1 <:;)•f c:)r-1 l y 'l':. hr (❖'.~f.f) :i. n t e,, .. v :l <•:*1t-J11!) w~::•:•r t:•~ c: urnp l t:-~t (•:•:1d 
with children fellowing thMir rnview•" 

A 1 l t hr· ~:❖) f.'J! c:: h :i. 1 d I"' en :l n '\':. r.1:1 r v :i. 1❖:•) w f•:11 d w M) r ~:•~1 + ,, .. om Ch i l d W (❖:lt :i. + i:i\ r· ft.~ " 

experiencmci Model I review~ nnd the third~ a Mod~l 11 r~viMw. 
w MI'" f.:'1 f •:•:~ m e1 1 (❖~ !!~ r.':H'l d r.:>rH:~ 11,\ mm\ 1 f.'.·> ff Pd 1 w 1,:.:w <•:❖) r.:> l d t1:H" ,~: h i l d r <•:·:-:ir·, " 

·1·w1::) 1·11f11d 

Two 

All three children had previowwly b~~n amk~d tc att8nd r ~vi~ws. 
TWt:) o·f tht:❖) c::h :ild1,..r.❖)r'l h,':',,d m\f.i► hE~d qu(1/:)~:bt:.:lc:,n1m dur :lnq t,h(·Z·) l"' t::•) v:1. ~:❖)t,.,J n::1nd + e:)lt 
t h ◄:':\ ·l7. t h (1·~ i r q ~.1 ~·~ f~~ t :i. c> n 11s w c:;,,i r Ml 1a n 1;;; w ,,:,~ r f:•~ d " D n <H) ,, .. (•:w mp <::l n d (!·~ n t i:;1 d d i-:,;) d ,1 i 

I t n 'l'·, h 1•\1 

b t;·) !!!It <::> ·f t h (•:❖) i I"' liil b i l j, t y " 11 

·rwc:) o·f th~ th11"f..:)t:❖) r.::h:i. .l drt:i~n h1i,,d mi:':\dfx~ c::ommfJintm1 d1 .1t'"J. nq ti·· ,t::•l 1•" r? \1:i. c❖)vJ 

~ l r <:> c: (·'!J1 r:~ ili> ,, <'i~ n d b ei 'l':. h ·f: ~~ l t:. 'I':. h (:•? i r c: om m ~❖) r, t s1 w 1,:.~ r 1-:~ :L :i. mt en n f::~ d t . c:, ., U, .. , f::~ _ c 1~"> mm 1❖:1 n t 1,::~ d 
h C:) wt:❖) v +:•:•) t'" ~ 11 iF.> c:> me. c, f t. h f.~1 q u f.:•) m) t i (::, n ,n iii\ d (❖:~ m (·Z·) m i:71 d ,.... i t w (0i:, ~> 1:1> o + ,, .. 1..1 rn +:. , ... <'::, t :i n c:t ri 

I ' m n i.l t .~ b it~ b y -·· t h <·:) y t.. ,, •• fJ~ c~ t m ~~ l i k 1•?. ii~ c: h :i. l d w I\J t'.l t r fl~ 1::\ l .I. \I .I. :i. l-:; :-: :: ,~·., c:: h :,. 1 c:! ,, 

b u t l h i:':\ d ·t <::> ~1: f:i) ~x~ p (:.1 o i n q C:) v f'!:J 11• my q u f.i·~ 1!:) t:. :i. <::> n ~:!> 1':':\ n d 1\':\ n m) \l,J ~::·? r % .l i k (!❖~ I \rJ ;,·:\ ::!i r.:\ 

k i d n 
11 

1,1,::) f"I (·~~ ·f ~~ 1 t -t h rJ\ t t h (•i~ i I"' (~~ (:)mm(!::~ l"l t m~ b I'" C) u q h t ii~ b c:) u t i~\ n y c:: l"l i:'.~ n q (•::·: 1!~ '.I, n 

their~~-~ plans. 

~·~11 t. hr eti:•~ ind i c f.:\t f.'~d th i::\t th <l~'Y h f.:\d b (@fi:~r, 11~1f:i k 1JJ.11d wh ii:\t t. h r..'!Y t . h nuc:1h t 
d u r :i n q t h ti:~ c c:, u ,,. t:;; e <::> + t h (•:~ ,,. f.,~ v i (❖? w • ~~ d d i 1;. i (~l n cA 1 l y , i:?.. l :I. t l'1 ,, .. (-~'.) f:i~ + (1\) l t t. h <:~ 'I':, 

t:. h f.~ i I'" ii:\ t t r:~ n d c\\'\ n r.:: ~~·) m\ t. t:. h ~·:) ,, .. f.i? v i f.-:~ w h ii:\ d rn ,r:, d ~:-~ er.\ d i + + (,a r f.(~ n c <~·) • U I") f::•~ r f;' H:\ p on d ff1 n t 
m; t ~·~ t ((\"~ d ,, 11 'f h t:? y W •:-~ r' f~ i~ b l t•:~ t c:) 1!5 f:~ (,;,::- (."~ h c':'~ n q (❖:-:- S :i. n /0 y c:·~ t: t, :i t U d ((·~ + I"' Cl m (f:~ i;~ I'" l '.I. (,;,:~ I'" 

r t!1 v :i. 0:.1 w mi .. 11 Th fr.~ m; f:'~ c::: tJ n d % t 1r.\ t t::~ d , 11 I w ii:\ m~ i:i\ b 1 <-:\-';I t t:) ii:\ m1 k q u t::) m; t . :i. c:> n 1~; i~, 11 c:I ~.,., c::, f::~ 

i:~ b 1 (~ t. c1 :i. n + c:, r- m t t1 f2~ m ff 11 F i r, il\ l 1 y ,, t'. h (i1.~ 1 iii\ f:!> t. r- t~ 1!:1 p c) n d ~::~ n t c:> + + (,:,:-i r cii·' d ,, 11 J h £::\ d <'i:\ 

1 (~> t:. <::) f i n put . I •:❖) }( p l iii\ i n e d t h i n q H~ t h ,'i,\ t t.: h «•:•) y p I'" c:> b ii,\ i::l l v ~"' o u .l d n o t h ,:;;1 v (,::·) 

get had l not been there~ likm my 'h~nd mad®ling' jcba Lf you iust 
r- ~w 1'i1\ d i t:. , i t w c:> 1"1 l d h ,':':\ v •:•:~ !!!.\ f.❖) fl.·~ m <'I? <::I d um b , b u t :t h ii:1 d t. c:> ~:•:~ H p .I. i/1\ i n ii:\ n d n o tr~ 1 
m :i. ~~ h t q (❖~ t t h t:❖) Ill (~i r1 f.:➔ y ••• 0 l"l t:(,) (::) + t h (i·? V (:) l l..\ 1'1 t (❖'.·) •:•:•) 11" rn, I::) I"' Cl U q h t. i t. Up " I.. f W t'i:\ l:il 

also able toJ ~lnMI"' up wh~t th8 eo~i~l worker wrote down ~bowt if l 
w ii~ n t c:::~ d t: <::) !~I(~~(\\~ my m c, m iM."" d d iiA d , ,1:1. n d w h y :t win\ <.:1; i ·r~ t h c> m (:·~ ,, ''f h ti~ p o i n t t 1··i i·:·~ y 
q c:) t:. r.:) u 't. c:> + :l t d :i d n ' t m ,/:\ k flt) rn~ •:❖) n tt~ ~:•:❖ ~ l h ii',\ d 'l':. t:) E·, ,.: p ,l iii, :l n .i t H 

1
' 

Cl n :I. y c) r1 t:.~ r c,:.~ 1:~ p (~) n d c~ n t. r i•:l') p <~) r- 'l~. t:•:~ d ,f <•i~ c•xt :t i. n q 1,A n c <~) m + c::l ,, .. t ,iA b l (❖'!/ b ~':} (:: d t .1 fai i:;~ t h e;~ 1·" r•,') 
w <:~ r ~:❖, p (❖:•) c, p 1 t:❖, c~ n 'l':. h «•:~ b o i::\ r d w h c, d i d n ' t. w <::> r k ·f C:) r t h +:❖) r.: c:> u n t y " F~ h (·::) c:: :i. t fad 

h1::~vtnq tc:) qc, <::>V«o:)t"' •f(:im:i. ly dt•:i~t'.i!i\i 111~ ,~\m~ une~c:,m-f!c~>l'"t::~b.l.<1•:~.1 ~'Add.:i.tic:1n i1:1.l. l.y,, 11£hc·~) 

~!It mt. t fh) c:I t. h iii\ t c:, l"l t1 C i t :i ~\~ F.:) r'l m f.❖) m b I:::) r" In i:':\ k ~:•:•) 1i!I h ~:❖) I'" rn ii:\ d <i'il I") d q (❖~ t:. l:i\ (:;) I") h (\·:) r" rt id I'" V ff;) I!\\ ;;u• 

n <:J t -t.: h i n ~d r1 q rn1 h ~~ •• ~~ ell d c•:iH'H"J u q h of <;.> I"' th :i. n q m , b t.rt 17. h (❖'!/ <::rl: h (,:-:w· C::H'1t(1) w 1'1:Hr1 

i, c.:: c:>c:, l 11 II 

l\l m·Hm c:> f t h (❖:, t h ,, .. (•:~ f.❖J i d t·:.' n t i + i f:-:~ d ir:H1 y b ,1:H.:I t h :i. n q f::i h i:'1\ 1::> ~:) f.:H'l i n q i:':\ 1fa 1:·,, I"' ~:-::' 1!!> u 1 t 
<:> ·f c::: i t :l ;.~ r-:~ n 1 n v <J 1 v 0:~ m fl~ n t ? a.~ n d «':'~ l l t. h ,,,. K'I/ (¼~ :i. d ~1 n t :i. + i <i•~ d p <::> i::; :i. t i v 1-::~ I:. h :i. n q rn; t h i::1 t 
h i:':\ d h ii:\ pp f:i) n &:•) d . 11 Th f.❖) y b r c:> 1 .. 1 q ht. up w.; t u + ,f: :i: w if:\ 1!!> n • t:. t, h i n k i n 1,::J ii:\ b c> u t .. f.:l 
vc, l un t C❖~e•:~r b r ouq ht up t, hi r1 q s rny 1::~oe ii':·~ .I. wc:,r k ((-:~r 1:~h 01.1 l d hi:'~ vc-~•) ... .. my m1oc::: i a . .I. 



( 

l 

worker seemed likl~ he Wc't\m o·ff in hi~ r.:,wn world .. " Anot.ht;~r statlwr.:I ~ 
11 there wa~; a new i d~1a a.bc::>ut. wc:w ~d rig N• ii'~ vol 1Jnt ~H'ff pi c: 1-::<•~d 1.tp tl"h'l-\t I wc.,!S 
i r, t. ~, r E·:? 1m t f.:~ d i r·, d C.> i n g t h iii\ t .. 11 Th e t h i r d 1u~ ii\ i r.:I ,, 11 r.:> n f~ <::> ·f t. h •:•:•i v o l u n t . t❖~ f:i, r m; 
meemt.~ci rt:.11l-\l per~rnnal - he sf':H~m~~d to r,o·l:ir.:e my ·h:el ings.;. 11 

When asked what th~y would like to ••Y to the people in ~harge, 
all three had positive things to say. One respondent~ while 
qualifying hi~ statement thnt ·he ju~t didn't like muetingu, ~nd this 
C:ll"le W•'i.-\S toe, lonq ~,dd&1d, 11 It di.d help in t.l .. ,in~dr19 flbot .. d: whct.'\t. ' ?.i. q<::>i1;q c;n 
w:i. th me" 11 The m~er.::ond h.;,,c:I sc:,mewhat:. mi Nr.~d f f:•:~el :L 1;gn~ ~ "r l i kf~~ i 't:. , .... I 1 :i. k.:•:~ 
the pc~op l 1~,, 'th€iy 're n<:>'t. ~el ·f ·-c: i::~r, b,r ed.. Clr, e vol t..in t <~er 1 il-\dy :c 1 :i k '*~ 
because sh~ wa~ up on things •nd paid att~ntion. Thm oth~r ona getu 
<:m me and 1 don 't ~mow why .and the ct.her vt-:>1 ,_,r,t~t~r mt i c: k ll l.tp -f <."JI'" in«-~" 11 

The t .h i rd r espr.:>nder,t. w~i,~~ €❖)nt. i rf.❖)l y po1n~i t: i VVI.-), 11 Th~mY ~,~hc:>u l d kf-~1/::-,p c:lc:>i n<] 
this. It h~lp• kids t0 know th~re are a lot of pacple who are 
i ntere~st:ed i 11 t..hem. 11 



Effectiveness - 150 

This report swmmarizas th~ reMpcns~u cf~ ~urvey (~ee Appendix l) 
o+ intc~~r~,,~~t.<❖~d pt:•~11•"1son~~, r.:)th«~,,- t.hHAn Fc>11J1,'l':.f:ll'" CliAI'"(~ Elc)ii?.l'"d mt0mb(iwl'·•rnt 1 1 .. 1,.:,:,) 1"11"1<:•:~ p:i.n 

Cr.:) u I"\ t y $~ t c'i'1\ + f ~ c: h i 1 d r (•:f~ r, ~ p ~·,, I'" r.:•) I"\ t !!l~ (1°1\ n d ,f c:) !!!) t f:'~ I'" p 111\ I'" f.i.~ n t, !ill ltj ,. , (:;) h i/1\ d iii( t t t1i• I") d f.-:/ d ii.\ 

F t"J ti 'I':, <-:~ r C 11~ r- f.l\l f~ e v :t H·l w m (❖~ r~ t. :I. n q ~~ w Th t:~ !ill (w1 p «(~ ,,.,. !:~ C) n \1. i n c; l t .. , d «~~ d p (·~t ,, •• u~ o 1 ·1 !h~ :I. n t'. h ~:•:~ 
r o l f.:•) s c::) of g u ,'ii\ r d :l ◄'i:\ n <r.\ d l :i t ~ m , re\ t t c:) r n f:❖) y ') r t:i) ~11 i d r.-:•~ n t i ii,\ l t r· <❖:•) 1H, t m Ii:) n t c r -1 n t h:i r 
mrr. r.:\'f + ,, (;:) t: Ii f.(W' I"' ~::d t'i:d:. i V ff!~ ~ p I"' i V c':'d':, ~~ l?H:) <::: ;i, !':id v-H::w h: (•:) r ,, ~''.)I'"(:,) l::l <'iA '(~ i (::) n <::) -.;,;; :i C ( ~~ I" ~ 

d o 1::: t 1::·, r c:) r t h f.:•1 I'" r.:\ p i mi 't ') m :l n c:, r i t y or c:> t:. h !·Z1 I'" 4'/:\ d v c:> r.: 4':':\ t:. (·:•:•l ~ ii:\ n d c':':\ + t·:·) H 1tJ h o 1ii> t·:·) I'" C'.l J (•:•:) ii!► 

were unspecifi~d. 

!~> f.i~ v f.❖) n t y ••• ·f i v ~:~ :i. n t:. ~:❖) ,, .. r::~ \!~ t ~:❖) d p it:\ r t i r.1~ 11:, w (1❖) r ~:,:,) :i, d 1fa1 n t i + i (·:❖) d i::, 1m R:\ t t t:? n d :i. ,,, , (~J 

l"'l!.·~Vi(l:~Wm i.11r.:l1.1d:in9 c:iti;•~f.❖)f"l!-:i► thl'"<:3Uqh l'1ii:\Y ::::.:l, :Lc:,£16 .. U·f th:lrnt qroup o+ 'Jfiii,, 
<::> n 1 y 6 ::;:\ h c:\ d m r.:\ :l 1 i n q !'::\ d d ,, .. t:•:•l !:i► m, r~ rn► m~ 1 .. 1 + + :i, t::: i •:•~ n t:, t:. c:) b <ii~ i n <::: 1 u d !•:•:·) d ,, U + t h t-:· 6 :~·~ 
q u e 1st i <:'J n n a :l r •~ m ma i :L l!lJ d to i n d i v i d L.1 <:11 l!! who h ,:?. d ,1~ t t fl.·! n d ~::~ d L i t. :i. ~~ <•,:! n 1-:,1 n i*\ I"' d 
F~ r.:,, v :i f.~ w 111> , '.2 we I'" +~ r f:❖l t. u r n !❖1! d b r.•:•! c: c::'I 1 .. 1 !H> f.~ c\\ d d I"' +:❖! m~ ~=> f!.·! !!l> h c'i:\ d c:: h 1£:, n q E~ d , J. 9 ht(❖:•) J'" (•:•:·i 

c: omp 1 !•::t ~:~d M Thi 1.:i; i. r:,; ◄·::1 ,, .. (~~~l>p CJl''l ~~((-~ r (;A 'l':. e o+ ::~; :l '½ w 

COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE 

The wample includ~d ~ix non-H~nnepin County 8oci~1 Work~rs (3~½> ~ 
+ t v e q t.1 <'l\ r d i iiA n ~·~ d J. i 'I: ~~ m 1L; ( 2 c-:> '½ ) , ·f c., u r c,:_~ r- <:,up h <::) m fm I"' ~x~ p r (•:~ i~ (,):-, n t <:':\ t: :i. v ~:~, 1~1 ( \? :l ;,·, ) ~ 

C') l"l ~\, r'\ ◄::· V "~ t'\ C') 1 ("\ C') •t' m• ,In r-. r" L'/,\ I") I"' r') t"I ','\ t ~ (") f'' (") .i: ·f ·1' ("' l!//J I"' r" I") I!:,, ,n .,· r; (''\ "" .; 'l" y 4111 ( '' ) r" ·1· •:.\ I i::· (,'.',, I'" '✓ .,· ('" •;;,\ I 
1 '1.'u ('"' "') , '"' ' • "' :~ • 1/ ;J ,.. ,, \ul ' fu, r· \,1 ,, C,t, ·" 11 I II l I t "' r,,, ' '"' lu, I , ,,,I I '" If • I , ;,, " \11 1 , I (,. I • . ~ Ill • , II• \!:-., 

repranentative ~nd one ~ttorney~ 

Th(\l~ r(•~~;pc:)r,mf:l•)1r.-1 t:c::) tht•:{~ :i, nd iv :i, du,s~ 1 quE•!!!i>t :i C)f"l\i!► :i. n the❖:~ rni! 11- ·· Vfo)Y 

inatrument (Appandix 1) ore summariz~d bwlcw. 

T h v1.,, ·f :i ,, .. 1li► t. q u <:J.~ mi t :i c:> n :l n t h ~:❖! q L.t f.·J Ii!► t i on 1"1 ci:\ :i. r ff! i\'1\ mi k 1-::-1 d 11 11 O i. 1::1 \/ o u 
u n d ci•~ I'" 11~ t 1~14. n d th f::¾ (..~<::Im i n i !rn- tr ,m 'l':. :l v (•:~ f~ r.~ v i ~:~ w P 1·· r.:l c t•.~ 11» m1 , 1:. h ,i:\ t :i. 1:~ ., w ii:\ fat t. h t~ p u I'" p <::) !)1; ci 

mi:\ d f:~ r.:: l f:•:•) a,,.. t o yo t..1 '? '' t5 +:❖! v v;,-~ r1 t ~:•~' £❖! n :l n + r.:, r m ,1:, n t ~~ ( 9 V.l 1~ ) ·f ff! l 'I':. t h ,0:1 t t h (ii~ p u ,, .. p o HH-r:1 

w 1'L\ 1:, v C❖~ ,,. y c: J, <•:~ J~ 11• f.~ n d t. w <::> ( :I. 0 'Y. ) f f.~ l t t h c::\ t t h (•~~ p u I'" p <::> !S (·!~ v~ ii., !!ii m 1~·l d (i·~ ·;:~ u, n t·~' v-J h 11:1. t 
c.:: l e ci':\ 1·· " T w c:> :i, n -f <::l I"' m ii:\ n t 1~ c:: om m fl:) n t (•:❖) d t h ii:\ t t. h ~:❖) y w f.❖) I'" (❖? u n c f.-:~ I'" 'l':. i:':\ :i. n t:> + I':. h f-:) 

c:AUtl"l<:11'":i.ty (.'J,f c::ttii~f~l"l bc:l(~o\rd lilf.❖)IY\b(~l""rn;. 

l::i :i, N t. e f.❖) r, i 1"1 ·f c:> r m ff:1. n t fl!> ( fl 4 ½ ) l"' (,'.,,:) p !~> r t ~:❖1 d ,\':\ t t. fl:•) n d :i n q mo,, .. (•:❖) -I':. h iii\ n D, ·, ~::•) t'" t•:•) v i Gl vJ • 
Th(:·? mt:~d :l c:*n numb (❖~I"' o+ 1r• (❖:~v:l fa~WlS Hi\t t end(·~~d Wi:~~i) 1i:t((·.1V(~~n , i;:\. J. t 1·,c:)UC_:Jh C)flG) p (•l:~ 1'" '.iliCln 

!l!> ii:\ :i d t h ii:\ t t h f.❖) y h r.:\ d p r;;\ r 'I':, i 1::: :l p r.:\ t ~:❖) d :i, n 11 Ill c:) I"' f.❖) t;, h c\':\ I") 2 ((.j V,J I"' ff~ y i (::'.·)will ► • : i r wt:•) l V t:•) 

i n + c, r m ii~ n 1: s ( '"/ 1 '%. ) h i::\ d 11.o\ t t ~-:~ r, d f.i·) d b ('J t h c: i t :i, -::.~ t•:i~ n l~ n d n c:l r·1 .... c: i t i ~~ (❖:l n ,, .. \l•'.·) v i Ci•:~ v,,11;11 • 

ENCOURAGEMENT TO ATTEND 

S €•:~ v ~:•~ n t •:❖~ <•:❖, n :i. n + c:> r m 1':'1\ n 't:. i:r> < 911.) 'X, ) r ~~ p (::) r t r,,;;, d t h F.:\ t t h f.•:•, y h ,:':\ d b ~:❖l (1i.-) n f::) n <::: !~) u r i::\ q ei . 
to il'~ttfi~l"ld th~:-~ l'"(•:i~v1,e:-~w .. l:incc,ur,:':\q~:~m,,i~nt typi<:::f.?..lly ·t.(~Jc:ik t..h~,:.~ +orm c1+ i,Y1. 



( 

letter ~nd in m~ny case~ a follow-up phon~ call from the child'w 
rl3<:H:: i al w<:,r ~( er . 

Table 1 ~hew~ informant sugg~stions as to who ~hould participate 
in such reviews ... 

TABLE 1 

SUGGESTIONS AS TO WHO SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN REVIEWS 

Nc::\'tl.lrcml pi:\rentrn. 
F<::>mter pcare11t.11n 
Bc:)c:i ~al workerim 
Gu~rdi~n ad litem~ 

Child 
Th•~r<mPi ti:;t~ 

All person~ involved 
Group heme represent~tiveu 

S>L.lpervi s><::>rfit> 
School represent~tives 
Court represent~tives 
Ci tb:~~ns 
Nc:) r.: i ti z ~~n s 

PARTICIPATION IN REVIEW 

N '½ 

1 '"> ,du 6:::;·x. 
H1 ~7jlf½ 

l:3 (.~:;,~'1/,. 

7 ~~!:71/,. 

6 3:;~·x. 
11~· 

'"' 26'½ 
4 21~'.%. 
":r 
'••' 16'½, 

~·> .~ .. 10½. 
1 !:5% 
:L ::::i½ 
1 ~S½ 
1 ~:.'i'½. 

Eighteen informants (94%) maid they were encouraged to 
participate in the reviewH The source of thia encouragement was 
usually the memb~rs of board. 

Twelva informant$ (63%) s~id that they had asked qu~sticnw durinq 
the review and ~11 twelve felt th~t their qu~utions had be~n anMwrarad. 

~U l ni net.t:•:•rnm ( 100%) :i. n·formc\\\nt1!!> mffll(~lra> c:ommw.mt.111~ duri nc;, th«•~ l'"f:(~vi f.:,~w11~ 
Mnd f~lt thMt they were li$tened to. About~ fifth cf the informant• 
(21%) felt that change~ had ba~n made in the prcpc~~d plan b•~~d on 
t.hei r r.~(~')mment s,, 

EVALUATION OF CITIZEN BOARD 

Table 2 shown infcrm~nt r~spcn~ea to a ~•ri•~ of queMtiona 
concerning the performance of the Citizen Review Bcardu" 

The ov~r~ll ton~ of avalu~tive r~markn ~as positivaw A guardian 
<:Ad l i t fJ m c: ('..')mm <•:mt e d ,, 11 (-H: + i nit l we~ s 1-a~p t i c: i::\ 1 c:, of C <: :l t i :•: ~:M'l :1 
involvement, but they made a believer cut cf me» All ~cted in a very 
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courteous ~nd profes~ion~l m~nnerw'' A privat~ ~gency ~ocial wcrkmr 
remar"' ked, 11 The citizen review m•~mbern 1r,(❖~&iHn~~d w.-~11 inf <::>l"'m(l-,d, 
~en owl f.:~ d g ea b l e ;;m c:I c: 11, r i n <;;J • l h ~ v «~ m:, c:: r.:,m p l 1m :i n t:. im or- c: r.:H'\ c .. ~ v;,~ r n 1i!~ " I w ~i\ 111~ 

i. rn pt· trn:11r.H':)d " " 

?\ pr ob at. i c:m o,f f i c t:•:•)Y- , hr.:>weV(❖:~r , Wii\1!~ not;, sr.:, ~.!i,1 .. 1r (•:❖) » " " . " my (:: 1 i f.,:,mt. 
resented 'outsiders' being involved in h~r c~sew Without spwnding 
t. i me w i t. h h f.'.W , her p ~l yr.~ h c:rt:. i c:: m (:)'t h W.•) r ., h f.1~r ,::: r n'1\ z y ·f Hi\ t h fil\r Hi\ n c:I her 2 11 th i c:: ~~ 
file, I don't think they could maka ~ me~ningful ~--~~~ment. A 
g u a r d i an r.1\ d l i b:.~ m 'th t:H .. ll.:;J ht , 11 

• " • 1.H!~ €(:\ 1::, of 

citi~enm for ~dminimtrative reviewra $eemm to be th~ samm rclm am 
gu~rdi~n ~d lit~m without h~ving ~ny training or invclv•m~nt in th~ 
t-:cASe c:c:>11c:er11 i 11g thl:: wel ·f !':\re of the chi :L dr en N 

11 

TABLE 2 

-------------------------------------------------~----------------------------
STRONGLY SOMEWHAT NEITHER SOMEWHAT STRONGLY 

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

---------~--------------------------------------------------------------~-~-~-
CRB 1e1b1r1 showed knoM- 1n 16X n 5X 0% 
ledgt and understanding of (15) ( 3) ( 0) ( 1) ( 0) 
rtVitlf prDCHI 

CRB 111ber11how1d know- 53X 42% ax er. 5t 
ledge and under1t1nding of (10) ( 8) ( 0) ( 0) ( 1) 

1ub1titut1 care sy1te1 

CRB ~e1bers 1h0wed know- 531 37X 0X 0X 10X 
ledge and understanding of (10) ( 7) ( 0) ( 0) ( 2) 
legal 1y1ta1 

CRB 111b1r1 questions were 63X 2U 51 5% 5X 
relevant to the case at (12) ( 4) ( l) ( 1) ( 1) 

hand 

CRB 1e1b1r1 que1tion1 were 741 2U 01 5X 0t 
sensitive to persons and (14) ( 4) ( 0) ( 1) ( 1) 

ci rcu11hnc11 

CRB 1e1bers de10n1trated 84X 111 0Y. n 51 
respect toMard the parties (16) I 2) ( 0) ( 0) ( 1) 

attending the reviews 

CRB rec011endation1 were 421 37l 51 0X 16Z 
relevant and practical ( 8) ( 7) ( 1) ( 0) ( 3) 
to tht c11e at hand 

·----------------------------------------------------------------"·-----------
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ATTITUDE TOWARD CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS 

'fable ::$ sh<::>ws the responaeil of in·fcrmati'l':.CJ& whf.m l'~ti,~rn~d, "Wht~n ycll~l 

were first told that the admini5trative review board would includ~ 
citizen~, hew did you feel about having citizens (persons net ~mployed 
by the Count. y) i nvol vt➔d in ha:1md 1 i nq c 111\!IIH't?'=i► ?" 

INITIAL REACTION TO IDEA OF CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD 

N % 

Very posit:i v.:~ "ii' 
1,nl 16'½. 

Positive 6 ::~::t½ 

Neu't:.rr.i\l 4 :21 J½ 

Neg<i'At.i W:! 4 2:l 'X. 

Very nf.:~qcii\t i ve 1") 
JI" 1 ({)'1/,. 

TOTAL. 19' 1 QHll¾ 

Many of those who were initiMlly positive about citizsn 
involvement saw a need for outside input in the reviewn. A 
psyc:hc::>l<:lqist c:omme-mted, 11 Sc:Hne·r.ime1s I ·hH?.1 thr~ soc:i~l 11-,c:>r-kl\-:l'"(Ja in 'th<-i~ 
~ystem' gat c~ught up in procadures and it ig good tc get fresh 
peni;pec:·t i V€~f! .. 11 Acc:ord i r-1q to a grol.tf.:> hc:>mf! repre1::H:m'l:.ll:\t i YI·:!, 11 

[ l] tl·1cJ,.lqht 
having community input would be helpful t~ndJ also educational for 
c: it i ;-! em memb<~~r- !i" 11 

Most c:, f t h 1~> s •:-:~ r1 e u t. r ii.\ l r:1, d 1::-, p t ~~ c::I n'i\ 11 w ii:\ i t <1't\ 11 d KS~ fi.~ 11 
c"ii\ t.. t :l t. l .. l d 11,~ • Ty p :i c: i1\ 1 

are t. he r.em'7Ar k ss rJf m + O$t er hc:,me wc::>r k er= 11 (.➔ t ·f i rr:iit I Wi'::\a nc:>t tiur (❖:l <~,+ 
their role. I felt that they may net under~tand all thu reasonu for 
referral into M fc~ter heme. It wa~ more cf the ~ttitud~ cf unknown 
on my part"" 

Among thc~e initially n~gativ~, the great~st concern had to do 
with c~p~city of citiien~ to de~l me~ningfully with fc~t~r care ca~es. 
An tli'rt, torn.::~y c::<::>mmrmt.11,(,,d., 11 My in it, i cii\:l c::c.mc::e-:~rn wai\s thii\·t. the nH:•:•)mt:Hl'l'"1ffi wc:H,d d 
not Lmdr~rstiimd t.ha dyn.:~mi c.-:s c:,·f 'l':.he t::i:i\1!H!1!5, ~1:S mo1st. ar~ quit~:~ <:::("1mpl eH" 11 

~~ g l..l a r d i an ad 1 i t, em ~s ll~ i d , 11 I c:: r,:, Ll l d n ' t q ~.ti t fl.❖? 11:1, f.·~ e t:, h t1:~ l'H❖) c:: ~ ,m m► i t y &\ 1; d :r 
guess it would have mad~ m~ really angry if they ov~rturnad thm 
,:ounty 's U:H1d my) pc:>F.titic:.H'l. 11 

CHANGE IN VIEW OF CITIZEN REVIEW 

When asked whether their view of citizen r~view bcMrds had 
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ch~ng~d, ~bout hAlf (47¾) said their view h~d becomn mere positiv•~ 
32% said it h~d rem~ined th~ same, 16¾ ~~id it h~d b~ccm~ mcrm 
negative ~nd on~ (5¾) did not ~n~w~r~ 

ADVANTAGES OF CITIZEN REVIEWS 

Around thr~e quarters (74½) of renpond~nt~ saw advantag~M to 
citizen involvement on review boards" Thr~~ informant™ (16%) raaw no 
adv~ntag~s and two (10%) did not an&wer. 

Mout of theme who s~w advantages to citiz~n r~viewu commented en 
the enh~nced objectivity of the proceem" According to a group home 
representative, an important contribution of citiiens iu 11 uu,having 
intere■ted per~on~ with no !tlk!I providing input" 11 Many ~lnc thought 
·t:. h mt, c: i 't:. i z en i n vol v em €\Wd:. i s ~ i n the w C:l r r.:11!~ c:> ·f ·f ,~> II!> t·. f.❖~ r ht:> m fi:~ vm r" h: er '! " " ~ a 

~n account~bility check~ m~king sure wh~t iM be$t fer th~ client is 
h ii,\ p p en i n t:J .. 11 A $ t:) c: :L lif\ 1 w or k ~:❖, r cm r i;;i u e r.:I , 11 r.:: l i r.➔ , • .., t. lilt :i d fi.~ n t i ·f y w i 'l':. h c:: i t i i~ f~ n In> 

«M'ld ·f c~<~l mt:,rt~ c::omf or-t.abl f.:+. 11 

PROBLEMS WITH CITIZEN REVIEWS. 

/,\ J. it t 1 v.❖~ ovf':► I"' h cu'\ l ·f rn3%) o-f i , .. ,for miirn t. flit m~;~w pr C:)b 1 ~:(llm1m in 'l';. t'H❖l 
citiian review boards, while two (16½) aaw nc problems and $ix (32%) 
wr.-:,, n:•~ 1 .. m c:: tir t end n " 

(. 

M~ny of those who saw probl~m~ with ~itizen involvement warn 
c:::1:111t-::er1,c❖~d ,ab,:>1.,'l: the cc:.,p~·Ac:i·l:.y <:>·f 1·1on··1::>rc:3•f~<JS1=11.c::>1"\ ◄~l.s t.o d<·~~,i?.l w:lth c::c:,mpl<.;~)•: 
Cii1\Sf.~$;,. /·\t-::t:<.'lr"ding t.o Iii\ ~;Jrc:>1 .. ,p hc::>mf!:► ther1i"i\pi ·1r.~t.~ 11 f.-3c:)mf.'~ V.!>f~~mf:'~d L1nin·f1::)r-m~:❖)d,, 
sometime~ dr~gging the prcc~s~ down with qua~tion~ which were ... 
irrelevant.'' Others w~r~ con~~rn~d Mbout ccnfidantiality" Th~ s~m~ 
t h f.i¾ rap i !!.; t. no ·l:<:1! d ,, 11 ts c:> me f.HA re r, t. m r., f c:: .-a 1!!Hi? 11S b t~ i n q r (,:r, v i (i-:~ wt~ d + t❖~ 1 t 
u n c:: om f or t. «1\ b l E~ w i th ~-: i t i ~~ ~nm. i n v t".> 1 v «:J r.:I " 11 A g , .. , ,YA rd i 111\ n 11·,, d l i t f.·~ m w ii,\ fl:> w ;;,\ I'" y 
of 1: h r.i i mp a.'\ c t <::l ·f II 

w • ft nA ' do q o (:l c:I <~ r ; th l~ t m ia y n c~, ·l':. b f:it w fl:d :L i n + eJ I"' m «1H:j i~l ·f <l';\ 

p a:\ r t. i r.:: L.1 l r.H" m. i t. L.l red:. i on • 11 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER REVIEWS 

Tha twelve inform~nts who h~d ~ttmndad both citiz~n ravimwM and 
reviews which did not include citizens were asked to compar~ their 
e►eperi r.mc:em. Thf.:, rr~imul t.m~ are depi c:t.t7.H::I :L n Tr.~bl (❖:~ 4n 

Au c~n be ~een,, there w~s no re~l cons~nSU$w Many informantw 
expressed diuw~tisfaction with acimini~trativ~ r~vi~W$ in genar~ln 
~kc:or ding t1:> Qi a<.':><:: i rl .1 wc::,r k<iff, 11 All pl ac~~nHar, ~:. p 1 G°HH~ ia11d rt~v i t~w111; mer:.,s . 
th~ boat in re~p~ct to for~wlating truly h~lpful planu and goals for 
t7.:l i ~-i.lr,'t9n II 
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TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF CITIZEN AND NON-CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS 

Other revi~w more helpful 

Citizen review more helpful 

Can't D~cide/Dcn't know 

Both hel p·f ul 

TOTAL 

SHOULD CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ·BE MANDATED? 

4 

2 

17'½ 

:l '7'½ 

17% 

17'½ 

E: :L f.1~ v f::,, n i n ·f r..> r- mi:\ r1 t !ll ( ~.1!; E-3 'X. ) ,f e 1 t t:, h a:1 -t:. c: :i. t:. :L z ~({' n i n v r.:> 1 v wi m fi:~ n t i n .,: t::) ~,~ ·(·:. t~ r 
care review9 should not b~ mand~ted, thra~ (16%) f~lt it ~houlci be 
mli\\ndatt~d imnd ·five (;U:,½) did r,ot. hGAVwl ,iiH'' t".)pi'r'li(:>n. 

Mr.-\ny <:>·f t.h<:>me who ·fel·t. t.hi;\'t. c:i·t.i,:fa~r, rt~vic~iwm ~.;li<Jl..lld nc>t.. be~ 
mandated were conc~rnad ~bout maintaining th~ quality of the procM9&. 
111 the~ W<.':lrds o-f it~ guardi,an .-ad lit.r.-Hn., 11 CCit.i~!(~li r·0.~Vi(❖~w1::;:J t:;;ht':llndd (.".H'lly b~:~ 
u ~1; f!.~ d w h t;~ n h i g h q u a 1 i t y i is ma i r·, 'I':. a i ri r~ d . 11 f~ p r I.".) b 1i:\ t i r., n r.:> f + i (: l@r" a 11:; mi <1::·) ,, .. t f.·~ d , 
11 
••• i+ <::ompr.-rt.f.!.ll''lt:. p~mplt~ hold tl"\<f?' ..iobis irwo:Lvf~d in -f<'::\<:.::i:l.itlid:.inq 

plMc~menta, l think they can bm trusted without all the review 
procedures involving people who never have had any contact with th~ 
1: l i ent,, 11 l\lc:>t. :i nq t:. hiii\t. 11 Th&"~ qLlii1\ 1 it y (::,•f rev i r.~w~i I h1i1\Vfi1) tti\t t endt:-:~d Vt':':\Y" i ~::lc:I «i, 
l<~'l~7 . ., 11 

,::\ qroup heme wo_rkf.:?r c:on<::lLlded, 11 I bel iev(~ the p1"'c:><::f.~su; o·f l"'<:-"~Vi~~w 
is between the county Mnd parents and p~rtinant prof~ssion~lu when 
apprcpri~te for input. I think the disadvantages cf citiz~n input 
out.wq,~i qh th(•~~ ii:\dVci\r,t.a<;,«i~!s" 11 

Some informants recommended against mandating citizen reviews 
even though they had a pa$itive vi~w of tha procffi■~. According to a 
gu,i:\rr.:li c:m iad 1 :i te-:~m, 11 My expt::~ri «•:mc:t:.~~!> W ♦iiWf.\~ ~>tr.::«11pti CH'Hi\l but I dc>n 't 
believe [citizen reviewsJ may b~ ~11 th~t gccdH There arm mMny people 
! k n c, w :r w ,~., \..l l r.:I n t':l t. w 1'i1\ l"l t:. i n t h r.1, t p (~) s i t: i on . 11 A p r i v iii\ t f.\~ 1i1\ q f!:~ n e: y Y~ t'.) e i iii\ l 
w c:,r k <~ r r ~~mar k e d , 11 J. h i:l\ v ._~ Ii 1·~ d <.·m 1 y po s i ·t. i v t-:: •:~ H ~, e ,, .. i £~ n c: fas :l r, . bk~ r,r·1 ~~~P i n 
County. Thi~ is not tru~ in a different county whera a direr.::tor 
domin~ted the review ~nd e~~~ntially vetoed th~ plan of Mll other 
m«~mbf.:-~1"'1::;." 11 

ThosM who +~lt thmt citiz~n raviuwu Rhould be m~ndat~d not~d m~ny 
,~ d v 1·~ ,, ·l: ,~ q es <::) -f t. h r.1~ p I"' c:, c:: c-~ 1~ fta • (.\ 9 r r.> ,.1 p h om t~ r e p ,, .. (\I'~~~(❖~ n ·l:. HA t i v c-~ c:: c, mm(❖:~ n t'. (•i~ d ~ 11 1 
hope thMt ·citizen parti~ipation will ~ontinuM and that it remain• 
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separate from County policy/procedure in ordar to be useful aw Rn 
eval 1 .. 1~t. ion t.c::>ol. 11 A sr.:,r.~ i ad wr..w ker li~rgued., 11 Thf.~ r.:: it i z ens br i nq ii:\ rH❖)W 

perspective to the process and bring mere comfort to th~ child and 
fami :Ly and bring i:.'mothv.i~r lf.:,,ve:L c:>f c::\c::c::ount.cii\bi 1 i·ty -t:.o tt'H~ sy!!!>t'.€i~mff 11 
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?\t. th(•:~~ c::c:)nc::lu1il>ic:,n c:>·f th(❖:•i pi--c)jHct~ d(·~br:i. e·f:inq :int<❖:!l' " v:i. <:·.~ W~:; \AJ<•:❖ir·i:•:•l hi:-~ld--_,,, 
w i t h i~ 1 l. p ,,. c:> ..i <i~ c t. 1:s t ,~~ + + ,. l n t <•::~ r v :i. <❖~ w 1~1 w <(-: r <(❖) t ,~ p <~~ d b y t h Cl f::-1 v i:'.\ l u c,~ t . (:; r .. i:H • 

I n put w c, ~:) mi ou q ht. r e q a I'" d :t n q t h ~:❖) i r pr c:> j <•:❖l c:: t rt.~:•: p f/;,' r- i <:::•) n c:: v.-:1 mi ~ <'i:\ c:: r.:: <·::·~ p t d n c 1.❖:-) n + 
t. h r~ p ,, .. c:> j <·~ <: t b y c:> t h (;f:' r is , :l mp l ~~ m <if! n t iiA t i <'.1 n i:·~ n d <'.1 t h f.i~,,.. c: <J n t H~ H l:'. u ,i~ l ·f i::\ c t o ,, .. 1:!> ,_i 

and suggestions for future use of the citizen review model. A ~opy of 
tlit~ in'l::~~r-vi<•:1W s.d··1<~~dul<~~ c:am b<~ -f<::>t.md :ln (.,1pp~:~r1diN 1J. "f'h0~ fo.l:l.ow :i.nq :i.t:! d 
~11 urn m car y o+ t. he :i. r cc:, mm f.❖) n t s . 

Am w i th l~ l"'I y n <~ ,.,., pr c::> .i e c:: t. , t l"l ~·~ r f~~ w r.~ ,, .. m <:.':er t ~~ i n p r c:> b l <·::•i , 11 B du I"' i n q t. hi!-~ 
i rn p 1 em t·~ n t i:t t i c:, n p h a m; ~ " l n i t :i ii:l l l y t:. h ir~~ r w .. , w ~'1\ ~r1 ~l~ c::) m t:,:.i r «1;1 tt11 :l ru~ t 1::\ n e: ti',~ t r:) t:. h ~:i~ 

p 1·· o j <e➔ f:: t by ii?. qt!~ n <:: y st a ,f ·f ~ f~ n ,;,.l >: ◄'IA mp 1 <·~ <::> + t'. h i l!:1 w ii:\ i!:I d i + + :i. c u l t y :i. n 
c:) I::> t ,~, i n i n q :i n f ,., r m ◄'l\ t:. i c:> n c::> n Mc> d F!:~ l :t r I r.:: r.':\ 1i!I f.~~ ffi> i n :i. t :i.. ii:'1 .L l y . P ¥" c:, . 1 '.;;., r.:: t rn; t 11·1 + + 
+ ra 1 t t:. h i:'i\ t r ~z~ ~!l> :l ~i; ·~: ~"Ar, t~ f~ m <1~ y h ii'.\ v f.❖) I::> t1J t:, n p I'" c:~ m c> t:. t•:~ d w h (;•~ n t h <•:❖t y t c:i o k C3 v t :i I'" t h c~ 
r" +:•:•) V i E❖) W fJ> C: h e d t .. \ l i n q p I"' t) t:: ((❖) ~JI 1!!1 ,. Th fi:) W t:1 y i n W h :i c:: h t h E~ p , ... (::) j t:•) t'n~ t v-.! r.':\ 1:} 
!!:)tr1 .. 1et1.1r(❖:?d d:l<:.i n,:,i.: q:lvi•7.i th~~m i':\\ny p<Jt.r,t-~I'" tr.> c::h,r~nqm 'l':.h:l,~~ .. f•it t:i.1n1!i•);:J, 

p r o j ffff c:: t ijli t r..~ + ·f + ~:•:) l t t:. r, t:❖, y w ~:,:., ,,. «❖, n <:J 'I':. b f:❖) i n q t 1t\ k r.» n m1 f.:·i r :l r.:) u ii:1 :l y .. 

Th <~~ ,,. ~~ i:.; t r u <:: t L.t r i n q (:> f Ch i 1 d 1.>l <~~ J. -f ◄·~ r <(·» 

d :i. f + i c:: u 1 t i fa) !!.I> r ~::~ q 111\ I'" d i n q :i, d f:~ n 'l':, i ·f :i, c~ ii:1 t i ;~: r·. t) •f 
' .. . <::: e:, m; t❖~ w; t::) c :t J;\ .I. ~°" u r l•i: ~:-:-i r- 1::,, .. 

Pr C) . ·.i ~~~ c:: t i~ t ~~ of ,f fi5 <::l m (.:? t i m (❖:? ~it + <!~ l t. q t .. l i t f.i·) i m <~1 l ii~ t. <·J❖ d .. ~J l"l i 1 ~:;~ h o u !:, (•:•id VJ :i. t h i n 
thw:) r.:\r.:J~•:•)nc::y ~ t.ht~'Y ·ftm:I. t. thiii\t:. r.::e,mml .. tni c~c'1'1\'l':.i on wim~ miomw:~t.:i m11.~•,1111 pc;it)t"'.. l....,fi1ck c1·t 

t ,, .. u «·~ i. r"I d ,~~ p G·? n d f~ n t. r.:, p t?. r c'~ t :i. c:) n p u t t h ~:i~ m :i. n i~~ n ii~ w k w ;,·~ ,, .. d p <::l 11s :,. t :i. on ., r,:; n 11" 

!¥.·) >< ii,\ mp 1 f.::, , th~:~ ·f m\ et.. ·~:. h <'fit t t h fl:) Pr o j (❖:~ c:: t C rJ Q ,, .. d i n ii:'I t u r d i d n c) t d i 1'" ,,::-) r.: f'. .L v 
1iS up 'i~ I'" v i m:, t:~ p r o j c-:-:~ <:: t r:S t 1-A ·f ,f w c'iit 1;; s c> m f~ t. :i m (,;".? 4.l:► p r ob 1 <·~~ m <:':\ t :i. c: ., 

Pr- c) j ~::•) c:: t. ~; t:. ir,, f + w iii\ I!!► 1::\ s k f.~·) d t o i cl f.:-) r; t. i + y t h c) ~:> <•:❖) + u n c t i an m; \::i 1,:,:,1 f;;1 n ,:~ ~:i 

(~~ l:1 IL\ (~J n t i i~\ 1 i + <:: i t i ~~ (❖? n I'" (·i.t V i (f.? w w (,,-1 I"' (❖:~ ml°;'~ n c:I c'iA 'l':. (i,~ d ft 'r h f.:) + C:) .l .l t) w :i. n i::I VI(~~ 1··· (,'.(~ :!:'- ((7) (❖:❖ n i;il, ;:;( 

c:: f;:o~ n t ,, .. t-\ l i n q t•:•i ·t. t:, i n q ~; u t::: h r.:\ n e~ f f r.:> r t <::> p 1~ r ci:\ -t:. :i n q u 

(1) recruiting ~nd tr~ining volunteffir~, 
(2) review notification, 
( ;~~ ) P I'" ~~~ P ,'ii\ I'" ()~ t l. <::) r1 C) ,f c;: i1'1\ ~Hi *Z~ li:) IJ m lfl i!~ I'" '.!, f.~ l!K ? 

(4) file maint~n~nce, 
< ~, ) + +:,:., fa c:I b ~ c::: ~,: c:) + I"' ~~ v i ~:~ w I"' f.~ s u l t Ii! ► t r.:> I'" e 1 <•:::) v 1::\ n t i t"i d i v :i c:l u ,w, .l µ,H ,, 

< ~!)) ii~ t'::<l•mtr,·,,1 i ;.~ ~~d, <~~(:><::>rd i nc1d·.:t(Hi ¥.!!y1~;t~1Hn l'"t•:-:rnq::>cH·111~ :i. I:.) J. f~) + OI"' 

t I'" ii:\ c:: k :i. n g when I'" f.:~ v :l (,:,:,, w !!!► i.\ r t:❖, r.:I u f.❖! iii\ n d n c:l t i + v :~ n q p 111\ 1"· t i t:: i p <':':\ ri t:. !: ; ► .. 

W h i l. e ;~ 1 .l 1!:d:. 11~ ·f ·f nHm m b ~::ff t, ·f t·Xt l t t h •/:\ t t. l"H:.:, i~ q c❖:H ' \ c: y t~J 'l'. i::\ + .f • •~;> v,.1 ~i 11~ \I!! CHrH:•:~ v., !"i ,j·d ·. 
n t:❖) q m 1,', i V (-~~ 1~\ I"\ d ii:\ p p I"' ~:~ h f:'/1 I") ~:> i V f.❖) ? t h ((❖) y c':':\ l fl!►(::, ci':\ q I"' (❖~ fi!! d t h ii:\ t t h ff/ '.I, I'" ii:\ t . t.. :i. t.. \) t.l i':~ b f·l r,:· r,:\ m t·) 

m C:) r ~1~ p c::, ~; :i t i V ~~ n (..~ \!?, lh1 t c':'~ -f ·f b (·~ c: c?~ m «~ m c~ ,,. ~:~ f (0~ m :i. .L i c'/~ r" W :i, t h t. h ((;~ /YI ~ t:. h (•:;f y b (·:·a c:: i:J. inf:;·) 

m QI'' ~:•:•~ c':':\ C c::: fl:! pt i n q 



B •:i~ v •~ r-- ii1\ .l st. 1'i1\ f ·f m c❖~ m I::) e:~ r \H• f «•:~ l t ·t h ;1,\ t t h <i❖, p r CJ j f::•, c:: t q !::> ,,.:, l lllJ ~J e 11" ~ n c:) · ~~ r,: l ~::•1 r.:"\ r " 
i::;• c:> r m ~~ i~\ mp l e , w h :I. :L <~ t h e ,, .. t•X·l w «~ 15 ~H:l m ~~ <!<~ H p f.:t <:: t:. c"::d:. i c::, n t l·H~ ·t t 1"1 <~ ~:n • ,J :hiH:~ t 1rH::, u l d 
f:~ f + t::, c:: t. c I::) mp 1 i ~·:, n r.~ v.i~ , :i t:. w ln\ 1i!~ r1 (~1 t.. <~1 I'" q ,'i'1\ n :l z tt d t. c:> d c:> 1111 <::> " l t iii\ 1 !ii> c;; :::i 11/t ,, •• v (C:·~ d t c:) 
:l .l l um :I. n AA t. t~ t-: c::>n .f tH:.:i. <:J ,, r- m q 4:ff r.H n q w l'Hi~ t l"l a I'" c <~) u ,, .. t r f:~ v i <ifHt>J 1ro t: i~~ n 111i 1.,t b 'ii:d;, :i t \.,d~. ,-::~ 
for ~dministrative r~viuwm. 

I... :l k M~ t: r <·? <i:, t m f.·)) n t c:> ,f r.i\ l .l c:: ,:·~ v.i~ •~~ u11 ( m'\ II!! t ,, .. :,, c:: t ii,l d h lilh r' <~~ n (;,~ &.) t c:, 'I' c:, ,, .. m ) w E.1111i 

~:1 c:> m f.-:~ {;. :i. m f:.;~ $ iL\ p , ... c:, b l ~\~ m ,, E 1!i ,~, ~•:~ <::: :I. im 11 y n <~1 t ~:11: d w 1-~1 r <•::~ l"I i:~ r ~ti v :i. (\•~ w :1~ " I h :i. :i~ 

11n c:l m ~ t :i. m f!:) !S r fl~ 1ll> u l t r::,, d :i n :i. n s:J ti/! n ~». :i. 't. i v f:'1! q 1 .. 1 ~,:, Ill> t. i r.:> n P.:. b «•:•, i n q 11:1 tm k 1·::•l d <f 1J r· t h 1;~ ~iii::, k 1•:i~ 

(;:) + ,f C) t'" m 11 s~ t rl + ,f !!$ l'ii\ w t h (❖~ 1"1 ((•~ (❖:~ d + (:) I'" <Y~ d :i, ·f + (❖~ I'" ~::t n l':, + t~) 11
" Ill .r~ t t':. t::) d \•;~ (/~ .l. II~ i t , h t h (·X~ :!Ji i·;;~ 

c:: .~, !!!l!:-~fl~ N 

L ii:\ c:: ~,: t::l + d a,, y t. t:> di:':\ y fl!I up po r t ·f r <::l m ,li\ ~~-' t❖) n c:: y ◄'ii\ d m .i n :i. !ii► t r ii:\ t. :i. <::) n L.;.,1 ,1,1 l!I► 

1s <:, rn K';I t i m ~·~ 11i1 iiA f I"' l..l mt r ri:\ t i <::l n i 11 d ~:i~ ,,~ l i n <:~ w i t h t::) p ft·),, .. ii;1. t .i. <~) n i~, .l d :i. + + ;i, c~ u .i. t'. .i. 1.;.;-;, rn . 

Bti:'.\·fcf Wf.(11"'(•:•:~ i:'r\blf.·~ tc::) pc:lint tc:, r.iH~V~:w&d ac::(:::c:rn1pliw~hnH~'H')t1m l· .. hrc:n .. tql ·H~n.d,. 
the prcject · s ciur~ticn~ Th~w~ included~ 

.1 • f' r c:) v f:)~ d t h ii:\ t y C:>\.,\ r.: r':I\ n q (·~d:, q r.:i t::) d c:: om m :i. t t (t·) d p ~i:HJ p 1 f::•l t ,~>­
p i,~r ·t:, i <: i p i:i\ t ~:1 c:>r, 'I':. h (❖:~ b <::>i:\\11

• d WJ 'I i::\n d t l"l ~., t th <·~·)Y Wt•:•:•!r t-~ 

r ti:1 rtl~ p •:•:,, c: t. w.,, cJ • 

2 * E, h C'.) w ff.~ c::I t h li:\ t. c:: l i (,):,) n t t~ r~> n + i d (l❖) n t :i. ii,\ l :i t:. v w ii:\ m~ n c:) t. H:\ p l'" c:> b .l 1-:-:-~ m 
dl..ll'"i nq t.h<'Z~ (~~c~1nduc:t. cJ+ 'l':hi m. Pl'"<:Jj(,:.~c~t" 

:J II p I'" t~) j fl.·~ t~ t w 1\':\ lit► f.l V i 1:J\ b 1 ~:❖) ,, r.:) b j f~~ t:: t i V ~:❖) ii:\ d V <::) <::: r.':\ t (❖~ + (::) r" k i d !!!I 
i n ,f (:~ ~~ 1~. tf.+ I"' <::: i~ I'" f:~ ., 

4. T'h w~ p I"' t::> j E❖)c:: t:. h t:0 l p ~:,:.~<::I t:. c:> mH1\ ~,: (fa' p i~r tnii:,n f.J,n c~ y o l i'i:\n n i n q ,:',\ 

pr :i. <JI'" it y :i. mr~H.t~:ff" 

t, . :r n (~~ r v.i~ c'i\ !S «(') d c: r.:> m rn 1 .. 1 n i ·t y t\\\ w '"' r- (❖~ n ~ !!11 Ill> , m> «,:,, r v «•:~ d 11·,, ri ~;~ + u n c: ·I~. 1 c:) n 

cYAnd k c~p t kid im ·f l'"t:>m b~~<:~<::ltn:l nq :i nv :l m:l b .I. fa1· tc1 tl"1~;;1 t:: c,mmun i l':, y u 

6. Pr-r.:>vidf.0d l!l► l.1ppc:>1'"t:. +t:ll"' 111><::>t::ii::\l WC.)l"'kt:•:~r1H;,1 r~:,:.)pl1"(ft1~1t;ntV:~c.:I ii~ 

+rt:1,mh F)(❖~r1Jijp<1•,e~ti v~:(~ tY~nd <.~~•:~nf~l"'i~i~(-:-:~d l"l(❖:iw .i. dt~l~~r:!}., 

B " F' r c:> v :i d (w1 d 4Y~ my mt ,,i~ m ,~.., + c~ t'J n w i mt (ii~ n t n r.:) t i .f .i i::: ii:\ t. :l c:l n + c:l V'' 

I'" f):,, v :L ~:•~ w 11!1 ,. 11 Ch 1::1 n c.:.:1 ~:~ d :i t ·f r Cl m ,iii rn~ t r i t: t 1 y iii'\ q ((~~ n <::: y + u n c t t <J n 
t <~, l!A 11 i~ q (•:~ n <':. y / + ii m i l y / c:: c) mm u n :l t y + u , .. , ,~ t :l ci n ~ 1 t l (❖~ 'l':. (\'/,~ v (:·:1 Y" y ·"" 

C:lnr..~ knc.1w :i. t Wm\li!I :i mpC:)Y"t1'r'1'\r'lt." '' 

l:3 ·l;, <'i~ ,f ·f i d (if.~ I"\ t l, ,f i t:•~ d 1!S (·~ V (❖! I'" ii.\ 1 + ,~ c::: t <::) r- 1$ 't, h i,!i{ t Ill; h C:l u l d b f::.., ;~, d d I"' (f:? ~; t~ fJ1) d .i. + 
r.:: i t. :i. ~-~ 0.:-, n r €•:~ v i t~ w i !!!• m iii\ n d r.':\ t. fl~ d u {~ h i q h p 11" i c:) ,, .. i t y w ◄1:\ 1m t h f.:.1 n ~:::) ~❖) d + u ,,.. iii1 n 
i d t:i p fi!.~ n d cf:~ n t l y <::i p <f'J r <Y~ t :l r, q 11~ y m ·l: <•z~ m t c, ·r.. r ~'Ac: k ii~ n d 1s <::: h tt·l d 1.1 l ~~ r c•:* v :i. ~~ w M ~ i'i~ I"\ d w i t h 
t:. h <!:~ .·~\ b i 1 i t y t t:) ,,: <::l l l c'.l w ""'up on c:: ,'i:\ !!!> fi~ s t:. h 1\'1\ t h iii\ v t❖:~ b <❖il •:•:~ n r r;.~ v :i to\~ t-,1 f:,:,) d t o (i❖l )•( t?:, m i n W.·~ 



( 
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p r 1~, q r a-1 \!! ► s t h :i 1m ""' C:> u :L r.:l h e~ .l p t C:> 11 
(;:J i v (•'!;.1 me 11:\ t 11 t C:) t:. h «❖~ i 11" r t~ c: c:) mm~:~, n d 1i:\ t. :i u n mi , 

• I' h <:-ff •~~ w <::>t.t l d r1 ~·H~~ d t c, b <~ ,:A h i q h d •~H.~ r (oi'H~ c", ,f c:: <.".) <:l ,, .. d i l"l ,i\ t ;i, cm 11 w :i, t h (:: c:n,H" t 
r Vi~' v i ~~ w t o b r i n q t o 1 :i. q h t i mi 1:~ u t:~ ¥.!, t h f.:\ t n ti·~ t'::.1 d t c::l b ~w h i q h l ;i. q h t:. (~~ d ff 

11 l L ~-J 1~\ \::) 

cA 1 s <~.) 11,u., <,:J q Gm 'b:! d t., h •i:\ t <'-l '.L i c'ld 9.H:> 1; tH'.1-) t.. w f.~ t·:N'l I~> <~) i:\\ ,,.. d ttJ> .1~ n d t 1·1 <11~ 1m <:; c:: i i:.d ~, Ki r v :i. <::: (-;;) 

i:\qf.::.,nc:; y i !!l> n e•:❖)ded" 

Good training of beard members WM~ seen MS essen ti ~l" This w~~ 
':ise~~1·1 i:l\1S (::(l"l onqcl:i nq p1·•tj<::<~l1!!!S <~ddt•"et-5s:i l"lq pt:'!11'" mii.,nenc:y i iia1!:>Uli~ 1:i> ,, c 1:>mmun i c: ,~ t :I. <Jn 
and negotiation skills" It should encompass training regarding t he 
lc;\W 11 in Dr"der tc:> ~~~.st,rlblimh l~ <:::<Jnsiistc~nt 1aqt•t~nc:.:y .-~\nd c~om,nun it,y i::\ppr<::i i:·~c l--) 
in r.:t:1r"rying out thw~ 1~:•:~qi~!>lati<::>n 11

• 



Recommendations - 160 

088EkVATlONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

:C n (+:?ii ,?.mi ,·1 i nq the~ out c::om<•z~~s c:,·f ·ti', i m pl'"(:> .i <•i~c:: t ~ it :I. rn, imp <::}I'" t:. i~\n t t. c> 
be~r in mind u~verMl important fMctor~» 

i. Th~:•~ shc>rt d\.ll"'c?.'l:ic:)n t)f t.ht•:~ prcl,;Jc❖:~c:'t:. m,,:~vt~l'"(i·~ly 1:i.mi'l':.,,::~d t'.hi•:i~ c,:.:,,v~·:,llJ J:AtivK·:• 

f:~ ,f! -f C:) I'"' t " B <•:•:•) C ii:\ Int ill) f;:~ t h f.:i' p r- ('.'.) j f.,:,, c:: t w i:it f:i~ i n i t /:!) i mp 1 ~~\1 m f!.·1 r) t <'i:\ t :i. C) n \:\~ t 1:it q ,,:,:-~ Ill\ 
t h r c:, t.1 q h <::H .. rl;. mu c h <:l ·f t h f:71 t7. :l m <·~ ,f , ... (irnH:.1 <:> ·f t7. h t·~ ,,:(~ v 1:·d u .-1rd~. i c, n ,, mu c h <::> + t h (.;.:-, 
f.❖) V f.:\ l U ii:\ t :l c:, r1 W i.:\ 1S b ((~ :l n ~a C:: (::) n d 1 .. 1 c:: '\'.: ~)~ d W l"l i ;1, ~:~ 't:. h f.❖) 11 t:> U q S 

11 W f.❖! I'" <·:•:•) b ((·'.~ :i. n q ~\In I'"' k (,:(,Id 

e>t..t'l: <::>-f th<❖:t sayi,~t~~"'" For f~l•c,m.mpl~~ inc:::c:.1r1•"~:~c:t d1,·~t~:-:~1il~ W<•:❖,rl!l:~ 1i~<Jmff1t:i. mf•~1:i) 

g :I. v•:❖,n ·f rJr t:. :r, v;.~ ·f :i , ... m~t. rev :i ~:,:.,w tr.:, b ~:;, c:: c:ir1 d uc: t ed by t:. h W!! p ,, .. C:l j f❖,c:: t ,, ,i:"tn c:I 
r1~v:i.•~)Wfij w~~rr,;~ f:ic,m~•~timr~1:!S l·icf~ ld by Ht1~n1"'1~•11pin Cc:>1...1nty ~nt~~+ ·f 1,r1tthc)t"tt:. 

pr r,:, j flt) c:: t i n v o 1 v fl!! m ~r~ n t . M ~·1\ n y t: h i 1 d r «(~ n p t'i:\ r- t i c:: :i. p (1:\ t w~ cl :i. n ci n 1 y c:1 n ,,:❖~ 
rt~ vi ~z~ w t hr c, i..., q h <.'Ju 17. t. h •:~ d w· 41,~ ·I:. i cm ~j ,f th(,:,+ pr c:> j (•:/} c:: t: ,, p ,, .. o .'i c❖a c::: 'l'. ;L ,n p i:1\ c ·t·:. 
t::1i'1\nn1Jt:. bfJ l:':\lll•1ll•<•:❖)l!l>m► •:•:•)d meii1\r"li nq,~tu\l l y c.;n t:.hi !tt► bf.:\11!1:i, ll:~11 (.,~ J onqt:i-11"" tf!t)l'" fn 

istuc:jy would b~~ 1·,~r.~<~+d<«¾d in c~rdc1t,r ·t.c::> t❖:~lim:tt"ll:':\'l°.:((·~ t.ht•:!t1r.,;c,;~ prt::1blc•~~;r11n1 .. 

:;:~ . f.1 t t:. h f.~~ o 1..1 t. 111 w.~ t o ·f t h e:,, p r c:, j f.lil e t , i 'I':, w 11':\ 1m !!!~ t ('i~ t. ~:i·l d -t h (',':\ t 11 i • h If:~ p ,, .. :i. m bi\ 1 • .,.,. 

ob .i <-:-~ c: t :l v tf.~ c) ·f! '\':, h (·~ H <·:•1 n n f.:~ p :I. r, Ct~) 1 . 1 r, t y F c::> ~~ t i:f) ,,.. C ii:\ r c-ri fl (•x.~ v :i (;·~ 1r, f ,;, ,,,. (;:) 1 (i•:i c::: t i i:i\ t o 
t;) )·< 1i\\ m i n r.:•) t:. h , ... f.❖~ «~ m 1::, d Vii) l fu"> c:, f r ~:,:.~ v i li!J w j n or d m~ Y" t:. el d mt:. !❖:1 r m t n r;;) t h (❖:1 m ~::;1 t:. h o d 
whi c:h pr<:)V~. dci~is 'l:.hfi~ bf.:~1:St <'a1ppc:)l"''t,un:l t.y c:,+ l/~~~IH>Ul'" :i, nq p(·2~1"'ini1:\l ''(•:(,)f")C:: v .f;Ul '" 

c:: h :i .I. cl r t❖~' n f!f~ n ~l. !f.:, i;. t.1 l ~ y t n SJ ~~- i;] m E~. :t. j,.,. ib\ n 1:;:. f:ii ~ .:.I: .. :th. L'. HI:;~. J. i. (;:; L 11::1 IAl ? () ·:: .. :?? >: ii:l r) d 
l,v,I t 1:::i, 1:,, ~t~ ;.~ 9, ·t:. ~ ~:? ·t. Mt.. qt:,~«~ ;;i~ fJ Z ::::: ~ Z J ~ '' Th i m. w Iii\ 11:1 r.:\ n 1.1 n ,, .. t:i•) ii~ 1 :i. ~1; t :i. <::: q o i::1 .I. . ·i' c:, 1'· t t 1 1 1::1 

projec::t,. rhr.~ t~-f+et::tS:> o+ 1::iti"~(❖:•~1 .. , r~:i~v:i.~❖~w iJ. .t1 .11~'Lri::\t r i11t\ th ,:.1t 
c:c,mplil~nc:.r:i :lm b,·i:\tl!i(~~d c:>r, mt~v<~t··(:·~l di ·f!+<·~~r<❖:~nt +(:·~ctc:>t'"lm,1 'l':,Q ;~, l:i. ,n :i.Lf::~d 
f.❖):,: t ti~ n t ,1 t h e~ p r- r.:, j e:-:i c:: t w ii:\ s. c:> n l y m\ b l (❖~ t c:) i n + 1 u ~'!:) n c::: (•:❖) c:) n 1-:•:·) C:) + t:. h Li :1;1 ,,:-:,1 t. " 

1 

·f l~, <::: t.. or ll3 H I r1 *~~ :•( ,~~ m :i n i n q t h ~x~ c:: <::)mp 1 i 1~ n (;~ ci❖~ i ~! tt:i u (·:.~ 1 (~~ <::l rn p .l :i. i::\ n c: r,~ it\ l "i d c:: ;,:\ ::i; (•::·: 
r~:,:,,v:i.ew ~1;hr.:)u.ld bt&) v:lt:i~Wl(❖)c:I ('il\~11 IH>f:'!!pi~\l"'ii:\t:.,i❖~ i~l► lmUfa~rJ\,.1 it imi :iti'1pur·td1 ·1'l':. tr::, 
n~~ ,/.-\ l i. ,~ t::+ t h ,:d.: <::: i t i ~~ f:•~ n ni1 v i (❖~ w w i :l l 1·1 cJ t. 1❖:H"I it:H .. tr'' (~~ c: c::rn1 p l :i. i"M'l c: (;·:~ ,, <'~u·, cl i!ii urn c;•) 

r.:, t h er m fli' c:: h iii\ n i m~ m mu ~i• t b «+~ m. c:, u q h t ·t. <~> ii,\ c:I d r t:-:-) 11:~ m~ t. h :i ~i• :i, 11:~ rn1 um " 

.:::; " "I· h <!* :i. !~ m; u 11.•:~ <:) + w h «·~ r f.~ C :l t. :i. ~·~ (·Z~ l"l 1::~ e v i ~~-) w X-:'.i CJ l°1:\ I'" d 1!ii ri1t h c:l u 1 d b (::~ h <~11.1 mi(,::-) d .i. 1m .... , n 

important onaH On~ of th~ problemH in providinq tim81y rfuvi~w~ □ t 
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CHILD 

FOSTER CARI REVIEW PROJECT 
ADMIHISTRATIVB REVIEW SOMMAR? 

CASI 
HAMB ________________ _ HUMBER_··-------------

LAST THIS START 

MEM 
HOM __ _ 

EHD 
REVW - ----- REVW _-_·. __ _ 

BOARD 
NOMBBR ---- TIMB: __ _ TIMI:_· __ _ 

PARTICIPANTS: 
01 father 
02 mother 

(circle numbers or all present) 
06 rte start 
-~.7' social worker 

03 child 
04 roster parent 

as~ unit supervisor " • 69 • independent reviewer 
05 group home staff 10 guardian ad litem 

11 attorney 
12 therapist 
13 Indian advocate 
14 other (specify) 

Placement plan for the ne~t six months as presented by the social worker 

.,- ·o 1) continue current placeme-nt 
-02) change placement facility 
--03) child to return home within six months 
-04) pursue termination of parental rights 

OUTCOME: (check all that applyi 
_plan accepted as presented 
_plan accepted with modifications 

__ plan not accepted 
(it not accepted explain below) 

Modifications made by board members were included in, the plan: 

services to child yes no visitation plan yes 
services to parent yes no permanency goal yes 
services to foster home yes no other yes 

IS THERE A NEED FOR AH ADMINISTRATIVE ,APPEAL? yes no 

IF THIS Is· A MINORITY CHILD, IS CHILD IHA MINORITY HOME? t__es no 

IF NO, DO PARENTS AGRES WITH PLACEMENT IH NON-MINORITY HOME? yes no 

IN THE LAST SIX MONTHS: # of parental visits with child 
I of social worker visits with child 
I of social worker visits with parent(s) . 
I ot social worker vis~ts with foster parent(s) 

BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY (circle numbers that apply) 

THE CASE PLAN 

01 Permanency goal not clear 
02 Time frame for accomplishing goals not clear 
03 Goals/expectations tor child not clear 
64 Goals/expectations tor parents not clear 
05 Major problem/issues not addressed 
06 Placement does not meet needs or child 
07 Other • 

no 
no 
no 



THE AGENCY 

01 Lack or resouroes/servi~ea 
02 Lack or training 
03 Caseload too high 
04 Statr turnover 
05 Agency policy 
06 Other 

THE CLIENT 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 

Inability or parent to m~ke progress toward goals 
Inability ot child t~ make progress toward goals 
Lack or cooperation from parent(s) • Lack ot cooperation trom child 
Lack ot parent/child contact 
Other 

LEGAL SYSTEM (attorneys, juvenile court etc.) 

01 Lack ot permanency training 
02 Disagreement with agency plans 
03 Case load too high 
04 Start turnover 
05 Time delays in obtaining TPR 06 Other ______________________ _ 

NO BARRIERS TO PERMANENCY 

00 None 

COMMENTS OF CHILD: 

COMMENTS OF NATURAL PARENTS: 

CO"MENTS OF BOARD MEMBERS: 

COMMENTS or OT&ER PARTICIPA~Ta: 

. signature ot board member) 

,I , 

(person comp~eting rorm) 



( 

1n? Ci:HH❖, (.,\ud it 
CaMe Record Survey 



( 

( 

Date, -------
CIDLD WELPAU - CABE. BBCORD SURVEY 

D Voluntary Placementi ___________ _ 
(Agreement bate) 

D Court-Ordere~ Placement: 
(_C_o_u-rt----O-rd_e_r_e_d_D_a_t_e) 

• •. D State Ward: --~~----------­
(T.P.R. Hearing Date) 

CASE NAME: CASE RECORD NUMBER: ------------ --------
CASE DATA: 

A. DATE PLACED: 
_(_D_a-te ___ M_o_/D_a_/_Y-r)- 8. WRITrEN CASE PLAN: 

---(ll'l!!b-a-te-)"'"'". --

C. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS: ______ .....,. ___ (_D_a_t-es_C_o_m_p_le-t-ed __ ) _______ _ 

D. DISPOSfflONAL HEARINGS: ----------(7:D~a"""!'t-e-.s) ________ _ 

PINDINGS: 

Major Safeguards: 

Written Case Plans 

All Periodic Reviews Within the Prescribed time 

Dispositional Hearing Within the Prescribed time 

FY 86 
None 

Yes No Due 

--- of the 18 protections acceptable. (Must have-15 or more to be acceptable.) 

FY 86: ACCCEPTABLE ( ) NOT ACCEPTABLE ( 

A. WRITIEN CASE PLAN 

. (1) Does the plan describe the type of home or imtitu-
tion In which the child ls to be placed? • 

(2) Does the case plan discua the appropriaten~ of the 
placement? 

(3) Has the case plan been designed to achieve place­
ment In the least restrictive (most family-like) 
setting available consistent wl th the best Interests 
and special needs or the child? 

(4) Have efforts been made to place the child In close 
proximity to the parents' home consistent with the 
best interests and 1peclal needs of the child? 

(5) Does the plan make provl1lon to earry out any 
judicial determination made with reapect to the child 
In accordance with Section C72(a)(t )t • 

) 

Yes No N/A 
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App~nciix C 

Qu~~tion Re~ponme Che~klist 

( 



( 
Qu11tion R11pan11 Ch1ckll1t 

H1nn1pin County F01t1r C1r1 R1vi1w Project 

QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT AEICY BOARD OTHERS PJCT ___________________________________________________________________________ PERSDNNEL ______________ ATTEND ______ STFF 

1. Did yau und1r1t1nd th, AR proc111? 

2. Nhat didn't you und1r1t1nd? 11 la 
What infar11tion 1hauld h1v1 
betn r1c1iv1d? 

3. Hive you 1tt1nd1d other AR'1? 2 2 

4. Haw 1any r1vi1w1 hav1 yau 1tt1nd1d? 2a 21 

5, N1r1 any r1vi1w1 you 1tt1nd1d in th, 2b 2b 
p11t not canduct1d by tht FCRP? 

6. W1r1 you 1ncourag1d to 1tt1nd th, 3 3 
Ad1ini1tr1tiv1 R1vi1w today? 

7, How w1r1 you 1ncour1g1d? 31 31 

8. Nha 1hould bt 1ncourag1d ta 1tt1nd/ lb 29 3b 
participat, in th111 r1vi1w1? 

9. N1r1 you 1ncour1g1d to p1rticip1t1 in tht 4 4 
Ad1ini1tr1tiv1 Review today? 

11, How wert yau 1ncourag1d to p1rticipat1? 41 4a 
Who encour1g1d you? 

11, Did you 11k qu11tion1 at tht AR today? 5 2 5 

12. W1r1 your question, 1n1w1r1d? 51 21 5a 

13, Did you 11kt co111nt1 during th, 6 3 6 
r1vi1N prac111? 

14. W1r1 your co111nt1 li1t1n1d to? 61 31 61 

15, W1r1ch1ng1111d1 in th, propa1td pl1n 7 Jb 7 
b111d an your co111nt1? 

16. Nhat kinds of chang11 wtrt 11d1? 71 3c 7a 

17, When first told, haw did you f11l about a 7 9 16 
citiztn1 r1vi1wing tht c111? 

18, Nhy did yau fttl this w1y? Ba 7a 161 



GUEST IONS PAR/FP CH CRT ASCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------.. ·--------PERSDNNE~--------------ATTEND ______ STFF 

19, Nh1t i1 your opinion of 191ncy 1t1ff'1 36 4 
initial 1ttitud1 toN1rd Citiz1n RtvitN 
Bo1rd1? 

21. In Nhat NIYI h11 thtir 1ttitud1 ch1nv1d 361 41 
ov1rti11? 

21. Did your participation chan91 your 37 
your attitud11? 

22, In what way1? 371 

23, Ov1rti11 hat your view of citizen r1vi1N Sb 8 11 16b 
boards changtd? How? Why? 81 11a 

24, Art th1r1 advant1911 resulting frat 9 11 12 17 
citizen involv111nt an AR ba1rd1? Nhat? 111 

2S, Art there di1adv1nt19e1 r11ulting fra1 11 11 13 3S 18 
citiz1n involv1unt an AR ba1rd1? What? 111 3S1 

26, Co1p1r11xp1ri1nc11 with AR r1vi1w1 with 11 19 
citiz1n1 v. no citiz1n1. 

27, Dth1r co111nt1 r191rdin9 th, AR proc111? 12 B 21 21 38 21 

28. N1r1 you 11k1d what you thought? 4 

29, Do you think your b1in9 1t th, r1vi1N s 341 
11d1 any diff1r1nc1? 

31. In Nhat way, ha1 it 1ad1 1 diff1r1nc1? 34b 

31, Ntrt you unca1f0rt1bl1 b1c1u11 of p1apl1 6 
an board who don't work far th, county? 

32, Mhy Ntre you unca1fart1bl1? Nhat 11d1 61 
you fttl unco1fortabl1? 

33, Did goad or bad things happened far you 7 
b1cau11 of ptoplt on r1vi1w board Nha 
don't work for the county? Whit? 

34. Hav, you r1c1iv1d infor1ation about th, 
Citizen R1vi1N Board Proj1ct? 

35, How h1v1 you r1c1iv1d thi1 infor11tion? 11 



( QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ASCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 
------··----------------------------------------- __________________________ PEBSDNHgb ______________ AITE~D ______ STFF 

36. Fr01 Nho1 have you r1c1ivtd this lb 
inf0r11ti0n? 

37. 11 tht infor11ti0n r1c1iv1d fro■ CRB 2 
1d1qu1t1 for th, n1td1 of tht court? 

38, Nhy da you f11l tht infor11tion r1c1iv1d 21 
is in1d1qu1h? 

39, H11th111nn1r in which judicial rtvitNt 3 
art canductld ch1ng1d since the CRB? 

41, Ha~ hav1 judicial r1vi1M1 chang1d? 31 

41. Da you think that CRB h1v111d1 any 4 
differenct in patt1rn1 of plac111nt? 

42, HaN h1v1 CRB 11d11 difftrenct in tht 41 
pattern, of child pl1c111nt? 

43, Do you think that CRB h1v111d1 any 
diff1r1nc1 in p1r11n1ncy pl1n1? 

44, Haw h1v1 CRB 1ad1 a diff1r1nc1 in Sa 
p1r11n1ncy plan, for children? 

45. Art there othtr way1 children have Sb 
bentfited fro1 citiztn r1vi1w1? 

46, Da you think that CRB have had i1pact 6 
an1 fa1ili11, FP, CN, Atty, judg11, 
1dvacat11? 

47, Nhat have bttn tht larg11t i1pact111d1 9 34 
by citizen involv11ent an AR boards? 

48, Do you fttl thtrt 1r1 l1g1l problt11 12 
1110ci1t1d with citiz1n·r1vi1w? 

49, Nhat typ11 of ltgal prabl111? 121 

SI, Nhat rolt should r1ca11tnd1tian111d1 by 13 
1 CRB play in judicial r1vi1w1? 

51 Art CRB 111ber11d1qu1ttly prtp1r1d to 14 2 
r1vi1w substitute cart c1111? 

52, Nhy or why not? 141 2a 



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT A8CY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 
-------------------------------------------------------------------~-------PERSONNEL ______________ ATTEHD ______ STFE 

53, H11 the county b1n1fit1d fro■ citiz1n 15 
rtvieN? 

54, HoN ha1 the county b1n1fit1d fro■ 151 
citizen r1vi1N? 

55, Should childrtn bt involvtd in AR? · 16 

56. Why or Nhy nat? 161 

57, If 11ndat1d, Nh1t far, do you 111 CRB taking? 17 

58, What Nauld you rec0111nd r1g1rdin9 th, 18 
i1pl111ntatian of 1d1ini1trative r1vi1M 
of children undtr the jurisdiction of 
c0rr1ction1? 

59, Should both voluntary ind involuntary 19 19 45 
plac111nt1 bt r1vi1Ntd by citizens? 

61. Nhy or Nhy not? 191 191 451 

61. Nh1t it your job title? 1A 

62, Nh1t unit 1r1 you Mith? 18 

63. H0tt long h1v1 you bttn 11ploy1d in your IC 
current capacity? 

64, Ho• 11ny of your c1111 Ntrt r1vi1Ntd by ID 
bo1rd1 Mith citiztn p1rticip1nt1? 

65, HoN 11ny r1vieN1 h1v1 you p1r1on1lly IE 
1tt1nd1d Nhtrt citiz1n1 w1r1 included 
11 board u1b1r1? 

66. Which rol11 h1v1 you p1rf0r11d during th, lF 
AR praj1ct1 CN, Sup1rv., bo1rdch1ir that 
include 2 citiztn 111ber1? 

67, Board 111ber1 d11on1tr1t1d knoMltdgt 8 
and under1t1nding of the 1d1inistr1tiv1 
r1vi1N pr0c111. 

6B, Board 111b1r1 d11on1tr1t1d knoMltdgt 2 9 
ind und1r1t1nding of the substitute 
cart 1y1t11. 



( 
IIUEBTIONB PAR/FP CH CRT A&CY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 

-------··-----------------------------------------------------------------fiBIQHlb ______________ eI!gHR ....... l!EE 

6t. Board1 111b1n dtaonstrahd kna,d 1dg1 3 11 
undtrstuding af th1119111y1t11 
a1 it i1 involvtd in fo1ttr cart 
i11u11. 

71. Board ■1U1r'1 qu11tion1 Ntrt r1l1vant 4 11 
ta the handling of c1111 in •hich you 
Ntrt involved. 

71. 801rd a11b1r'1 qu11tion1 d11on1tr1t1d 5 12 
sensitivity ta persons involved. 

72. Board 111b1r1 d11on1tr1t1d I r11p1ctful 13 
attitude toNard tht p1rti111tt1nding 
th, rtvieNs, 

73. Board Htb1r'1 r1ca111nd1tion1 Ntrt 7 l4 
r1l1vant and pnctical to tht c111 
situation. 

74. Co1Hnt1 regarding th, 1r111 of board B lS 
functioning rated in the pr1viau1 11v1n 
1htH1nh, 

75, HON did you f11l about tht Nay your ti11 19 
w111eh1dul1d for training and conducting 
r1vitN1? 

76, Ho• difficult NII it to 1ch1dul1 r1vi1N1 11 21 
far th, proJtct ba1rd1? 

77, Do you think that citiztn involv111nt on 14 39 21 
r1vi1• board, should be 11nd1t1d? 

78. Nhy or why not? 141 391 211 

79. If 11nd1ttd, whtrt should th111 citizen 15 41 
r1vi1N1 bt hou11d? 

Bl. If 11nd1ttd who should chair th1 bo1rd1? 16 41 

81. If 11nd1t1d, hoN 11ny citiztnt should bt 17 43 
on the board? 



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT A&CV BOARD OTHERS PJCT ___________________________________________________________________________ PERSONNEL ______________ ATTEND ______ STFF 

82, If 11nd1hd, Mhlt hcton 1houl_d. bt hktn 18 44 7-9 
into account during tht i1pl111nt1tion? 
How ■ight i1pl1Hnt1tion bt different for 
111ll1r counties? Nhat co1pon1nt1 of tht 
proJ1ct do you f11l 1r11111nti1l? If 
you could 11ke an, r1caHtndation th1t 
you kntw would be in1titut1d, whit would 
that bt? 

83. Should 11ntally retarded children in 21 46 
place11nt bt reviewed in th, 111111nner 
11 othtr children in pl1c111nt? 

84, Nhy do you fnl this way? 211 461 

85. Haw helpful w11 your initial tr1ining in 
·preparing you 11 1 board 111b1r? 

86, How htlpful w11 tht initial tr1ining in 2 
tt::htng you the fo1t1r cart sy1t11? 

I 

87. How htlpful w11 tht initial training in 3 
t11chin9 you the 119111y1te111 it is 
involvtd in fo1t1r c1r1 i11u11? 

BB. How htlpful w11 tht tr1inin9 11nu1l that 4 
you r1c1iv1d? 

89. Na, tht 1aount and typ1 of infor11tion 
contained in tht training 11nu1l htlpful? 

91, How htlpful w1r1 tht vid1ot1p1 
pr111nt1tion1 u11d in your training? 

91, Haw htlpful w1r1 th, 1p11k1r1 u11d 7 
during your training? 

92, How htlpful w1r1 tht rolt playing a 
1itu1tian1? 

93. Pltlll CONtnt on th, IKtion, of training l·Bb 
above which w1r1101t u11ful ta-you 11 
1 board 111b1r 

94, Did you u11 th, project training 11nu1l ' 11 a r1f1r1nc1? 



QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 
( -----------·-·-·------·-----·--·-··-·-----·-····-----·······-········-····egng!M~ •••••••••••••• 8!!1~~ ••••• -l!EE 

9S, Haw htlpful wtrt 11ch of tht fallawin9 91 
11ctian1 af th, 11nual in your Nark 11 
1 board 1ub1r1 R1vi1w Proc111, P1r11n1ncy 
Pl1nning, Child N1lf1r1 L1w1, Strvic11 
Provided, For11, Organizational Structure, 
6lo111ry, RICDl■tndtd R11ding? 

96, Pl1111 co111nt on th, stctian1 of th, 9b 
11nual whir.h w1r11ost useful ta you 
in your wof'k Ha board 111b1r. 

97, 11 thtrt additional tr1inin9 you would JI 
h1v1 likl1J to rtetivt at tht b1ginnin9? 

98. On what 1ubj1ct1 would you h1v1 liktd to 111 
r1ceiv1 ~ddition1l training? 

99, Ntrt th1r1, 1r111 of training that you 11 
fttl should not h1v1 bttn included? 

111, Nhich subj1cts would you havt dtltttd Ila 
fr01 th, initial training? 

111. N11 tht 11ount of ti11 spent on training 12 
appropriate? 

112, Should th1r1 havt bttn additional 13 
training far Baird Chairs? 

113, Nh1t topic, should bt includtd in 131 
additional training far Board Ch1ir1? 

114. Ho• would you r1t1 th, tr1inin9 r1c1iv1d 14 
to prepare you 111 board Nlbtr? 

1e. Any additional co111nt1 you would likt IS 
to 11kt regarding your training? 

116. Pl1111 rat, tht d19r11 to which project 16 
stiff havt been helpful ta you in 
carrying out your ralt 11 a board 111b1r. 

117. Additional c0111nt1 you NDuld like to 16b 
11k1 r1g1rding the project 1t1ff and 
haw they provided guid1nc1 and 111i1t1nc1 
in t1r11 of this project. 



DUEBTIDNB PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------P(RSON~E~------- ______ AITEND ______ STFf 

llB, N11 th, ti11 co11it11nt a1k1d of you 17 
sufficient to do 10nthly ca11it11nt1? · 

119, Opinion r1g1rdin9 1 tNo y11r co11it11nt 18 
to ltrYI II I bo1rd 111b1r. 

111, Haw ad1qu1t1 ••• th, 11aunt and typt 21 
of f11db1ck r1c1iv1d on tht c1111 fro• 
staff a11i1tant1, proj1ct coordin1tor, 
court, c1111aci1l Nork1r/1up1rvi1ar? 

111, Haw did tht f11db1ck or lick of it 1ff1ct 211 
your functioning 11 a board 111b1r? 

112. What••• the financial co1t ta you of 22 
your p1rticipatian 111 r1vi1w ba1rd 
Hlbtr? 

113. R1t1 each of th1 r1vi1w co1pon1nt1 in 23 
t1r11 of ov1r1ll ad1qu1cy far you ta do 
your job during th, r1vi1w proc1111 
background c11111t1ri1l1, a■ount of 
ti ■t 1llac1t1d, infor11tion pr111nt1d, 
board 111b1r p1rticip1tion, 1ttend1nc1 
of parent, and children 1ff1ct1d, bo1rd 
rteo111nd1tian1, proj1ct social wark1r1' 
p1rticip1tion, 1g1ncy workers' 
participation. 

114. For 11ch of th, co1pon1nt1 you indicattd 24 
11 n11ding i1prav1Hnt, indic1t1 haw it 
n11d1 to bt i1prov1d, 

115, Do you think you wtrt given tnaugh 2S 
infar11tion to h1v1 a fir■ gr11p of 
p1r11n1ncy planning? 

116, How largt of a prabl11 wtrt 11ch of th, 26 
fallowing factor, in p1r11n1ncy planning, 
v1gu1 plan,, Norktr turnov,r, lack of 
ti11lin11 far TPR, court action, policy 
r191rding holding p1tt1rn, v1gu1 court 
ard1r1. 

117, For 11ch of tht ca-,an1nt1 indicatt 1bov1 27 
11 being 1ith1r I large or slight probl11, 
what would you r1co111nd to ov1rca11 
these prable11? 



( 
QUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ASCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT 

-------------------···-·----·--------··-····--·······-·-··-·-····--------·eEBIQ!lb •••••••••••••• eII~H~-····-§lEE 

118. Nh1t do you 11111 th, gr11t11t b1rri1r 2B 
to p1r11n1ncy pl1nnin9 for children in 
fo1t1r c1r1? 

119. Do you fnl that th1 AR for11t it 1i1pl1 31 
1nou9h for p1rticip1nt1 to understand? 

121. Nh1t would you ch1n91 about th, curr1nt 311 
far11t? 

121. N11 tht ti111p1nt b1n1fici1l to 1oci1l 31 
NGrktrs, fa1ili11 and children involved 
in th, prog,11? 

122. In whit ways? 311 

123. Nhat da you 11111 tht 11jor purpa11 af 32 
citizen participation on r1vi1N bo1rd1? 

124. Nhat would be the 1ff1ct of rotating 42 
( Board Chair1? 

125. Art you 1war1 of any ob1t1cl11 to h1vin9 33 
citizen, invalvtd in th, r1vi1w proc111? 
Art thtrt b1rri1r1 to your 1ff1ctiv1n111? 

126. H1v1 thtrt bttn any pr0bl111 in th, Focu1 2 
gtn1r1l op1r1tion of th, ba1rd? 

127. lnclu1ion of "R c1111 in tht 111plt, Focus 

128. Nhat wtrt th■ ch1r1ct1ri1tic1 of the Focu, 
childrtn who wt rtvitNtd 

129. How da you feel the project 1ff1ct1d Facu1 
th111 kids? 

131. Haw did you f11l about tht a1ount of Facu1 
f11db1ck you rec1iv1d r191rding your 
reco111nd1tion1, your 1ff1ct an kid1? 

131. What about b1rri1r1 to your Focu1 2 
effectiveness? 



DUESTIONS PAR/FP CH CRT ABCY BOARD OTHERS PJCT ___________________________________________________________________________ PEREONNEL ______________ ATTEND ______ STFF 

l32. HDM would you co1p1r1 your 1xp1ri1nc11 
an 2 and 5 citizen baard1? HoN 
difficult i1 it for 1lt1rnat11 to 1av1 

fra■ board ta board? Mould yau pr1f1r 
ta 11rv1 on on, board or h1v1 th, 
ability ta rotate ba1rd1? [Far 
1lt1rnat11l 

133. Rel1tion1hip b1tW11n th, project and 
the ag1ncy in Nhich it w11 hou11d. 
How do you f11l th, Social Strvic1 
Marker, r11pond1d to you and ta th, 
r1vi1w prac111 in g1n1ral? 

134. What l1v1l of authority should citiztn 
r1vi1w boards h1v1, advisory or 
1011thing 1111? 

l3S. D11crib~ your Jab duti11. 

136, Nhich of your jab functions 1r1 
1111nti1l, and who could carry th11 out? 

137. Nhat w1r1 tht 101t po1itiv111p1et1 
of this praj1ct? 

138, What w1r1 th, 101t n1g1tiv111p1ct1 
of this project? 

Facu1 

Facu1 

Facu1 

3 
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a" Beard M~mber Questionna i re 
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501 Park 

Minneapolis, 
·c 6 1 2 > 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 24, 1986 

Avenue South 
Minnesota 55415 
34B-7B11 

TO: Board Members and Alternates 
Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project 

FROM: Nancy Larsen 
Project Evaluator 

RE: Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project Evaluation 

As the Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project begins to wind 
down, we begin the most important part of the evaluation process -
gathering infor·mation from those who participated in the project. 
Board members and alternates are being asked to help us in two ways. 
First, by completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it to 
us. Second, by attending and participating in a group interview, 
called a focus group. The reason that we are collecting this 
information in two stages is that some issues that have been 
identified are more easily "talked about" than written about, and 
these issues deserve some discussion. 

We request that you complete the enclosed questionnaire as soon 
as possible, and return it to the Program Evaluation Resource Center. 
Please have the completed questionnaire in the mail to me by August 4, 
1986. It is important for us to receive them quick! y so we can 
analyze them for inclusion in the final report and also identify 
additional themes for discussion during the focus group. We realize 
that this questionnaire is rather thick, but we wanted to make sure 
that you would have ample opportunity to express your opinion on 
issues related to the demonstration project. 

Please remember as you complete the questionnaire that your 
responses are confidential, so please be as candid as possible. No 
one but the Program Evaluation Resource Center staff (which is 
independent of both Hennepin County and the State of Minnesota) will 
see your questionnaire. Your individual responses will not be shared 
with project staff, Hennepin County personne~ or those persons 
involved in the project at the State of Minnescita. Your input is 
anonymous in the analysis of the data - your name will never appear 
together with the comments you make. 

Below are listed three times during which focus groups will be 
conducted. Within the next week a Program Evaluation Resource Center 
staff person will be calling you to find out which of the three focus 
groups you can attend. We will be limiting the size of the groups 



to ten persons in order to facilitate discussion. We will do our best 
to accommodate you at your preferred time. Focus groups are expected 
to last approximately one and a half hours. Scheduled times far the 
focus groups are: 

Tuesday 
Thursday 
Monday 

August 19, 1986 
August 21., 1986 
August 25, 1986 

9:00 A.M. 
1:00 P.M. 
7:00 P.M. 

We hope ta be able to make use of space in the Hennepin County 
Government Center for these meetings. You will be notified of the 
precise time and place far your group when the schedule for these 
groups has been finalized. 

Thank you for your interest and participation in this project, 
and thank you very much in advance for your help in this evaluation 
endeavor. If you have any questions, please feel fr,2e ta call me. 
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CIT I ZEN_ REVIEW __ BOARD_, MEMBERS·~· QUEST J ONNA,I RE 

CARD 1 ( 1) Name ____________________________________________ _ 
IO C2~··3) 

Board Number ( 4) 

Date ____________________________________________ _ 

********************************************************************* 
SECTION I 

QUESTIONS REGARDING INITIAL TRAINING• 

INSTRUCTIONS1 PLEASE USE THE GRID BELOW TO ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS. CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER QUESTION. 

QUESTIONS VERY SO"EWHAT NEITHER NOT VERY NOT AT 
_____________________________________________ HE~PFUL ______ HEL~FUL ______________________ HELPFUL _____ ALL_HELPFUL ___ _ 

1. Overall, how htlpful wa1 your initial 2 3 4 5 (5) 

training in preparing you to 
participate as a board 1e1b1r? 

2. How helpful Nas the initial training 2 3 4 5 (6) 
in t1r11 of teaching you about the 
fo1t1r cart 1y1te1? 

3. How helpful w11 tht initial training 2 3 4 5 (7) 
in ter11 of teaching you about the 
legal 1y1te111 it is involvtd in 
foster care issues? (These include 
TPR, court-ordtrtd goal,, 18 1onth 
reviews) 

4. HoN helpful Nil th, training 11nu1l 2 4 5 (8) 
that you r1c1ived? 

~. W11 tht 11ount and type of 2 3 4 m 
infor1ation contained in the training 
11nuil htlpM? 

6. How htlpful w1r1 th, vid1otap1 2 3 4 5 (19) 

presentations used in your training? 

7. How helpful w1rt th11p11k1r1 u11d 2 J 4 5 (11) 

during your training? 

e. How helpful were the role playing 2 3 4 5 ! 12) 
si tuation1? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

( 1 ) 



1-8b. Please use the space provided below to comment en the 
sections of training (i.e., 1-8) which were most useful in 
you as a bo~rd member. 

9. Did you use the project training m~nu~l ~$ a reference? 

Y t:'i!'B • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No •• II • 11 ••••• 11 •• 2 

9a. How helpful were e~ch of the following ~ection~ of the 
manual in your work as a board member? CPLEASE CIRCLE 
ONLY ONE RESPONSE CATEGORY PER MANUAL SECTION.] 

NANUAL SECTIONS VERY SONEWHAT NEITHER NOT VERY NOT AT 
_____________________________________________ USEFUL _______ USEFUL _______________________ USEFUL ______ ALL_USEFUL __ 

Chapter 1- The RevieN Process 2 3 4 s (141 

Chapter 2 - Per■anency Planning 2 3 4 5 (15) 

Chapter 3 - Child Nelf1r1 LINI 2 3 4 5 116) 

Chapter 4 - S1rvic11 Provided/R11ourc11 Used 2 3 4 5 (17) 

Chapter 5 - For11 2 3 4 5 118) 

Chapter 6 - Org1nization1l Structure 2 3 4 5 (19) 

Chapttr 7 - Blo111ry 2 3 4 5 (21) 

Chapter 8 - Reco111nded Reading 2 3 4 5 (21 l 

(2) 



( 

9b. Please use the sp~ce provided bmlow to comment on the 
sections which were most useful in your work as a board 
member. 

10. Is there additional training you would have liked to receive ~t 
the beginning of the project? 

Yes •.......•. c • 1 
No . ............ 2 

<Go t.o 10a > 
(Go to 11) 

On what subjects would you h~ve liked to r~ceiv~ addition~l 
training? 

11. Were there any areas of tr~ining that you feel mhould net have 
been inc::l\..,ded Mt the beginl'iing of the project? 

Y €¼.'S • • ■ • • • ■ ■ • • ■ • 1 
No . ............ '.2 

( (3o t. o 11 at\ ) 

(Go to 12) 

( 3) 



11a. Which subjects would you have delfflted from the ~niti~l 
training? 

12. Was the amount of time spent on tr~ining ~ppropriai\te? 

Much Too Long ..........•. 1 
Somewhat Too Long •..•..•• 2 
About Right ............ 11.3 

Somewhat Too Short ....... 4 
Much Too Short ...... 11 •••• 5 

COMMENTS= 

13. Should there h~ve been ~ddition~l training for Bo~rd Ch~ir~? 

Yes ••••••••••.• 1 
No •••..••.••..• 2 

( Go to 1 ::$cu\) 

< So t.o 14) 

C24) 

1:$a, What topic:11 should be included in ;~ddi ·t.icH'lii'~l ·t:.rain:lnq ·few 
Board cr,i"u\i rs? 

14. Overall, how would you r~te the training th~t you rec~ived to 
prepare you for your role ~s ~ bo~rd member? 

Excellent .......... 1 
Very Gcod .......... 2 COMMEN"rS1 
Good .......... 11 ••••• ~$ 

Fair .......... ,, .... 4 
Poor 11 11 •••••••••• 11 11 • 5 

( 4) 
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15. Use the mpac:e bel o"' ,for any add it i ori,·il\l c:ommen·r..11 th.at. y<:Ju wm.ll d 
like to make regarding your training. 

16. Please use the grid below to r~te the degree to which proiect 
st~ff h~ve been helpful to you in c~rrying out your rol~ as a 
bo~rd member. Rate only the goci~l worker (st~ff m\$Si&t~nt) who 
is ~ssigned and works with your bo~rd. Alternate~, please rate 
bot.h tmoc:i al workers if you hr.\\ve ha~d c:::c:mt:.m\c:'t with t:.hem. -C~00IE::c•i:: 
ONLY ONE RESPONSE CATEGORY PER QUESTION. 

QUESTIONS VERY SOMEWHAT NEITHER NOT YERY NOT AT _______________________________________________ HELPFUL ______ HELPFUL ______________________ HELPFUL _____ ALL_HELPFUL ___ _ 

A, The Project Manager (Shirlty B1rfkn1cht) 2 3 4 5 (27) 

8. Tht Projtct N1n1g1r (N1rg1r1t Lonergan) 2 3 4 5 (28) 

c. The Pr0j1ct Coordinator (Dianne Dee) 2 3 4 5 (29) 

f). Project Social Marker (J11n Lindgr1n) 2 3 4 5 (31) 

E. Praj1ct Social Worker (Richard Spratt) 2 3 4 5 (31) 

F,, Praj1ct Cltrk (David North) 2 3 4 ~ (32) 

·-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------"·-----------~--~-~·--~---ffl---~~--~--·-

( 5) 



16b. UtHl the apace bttlow for any addition~l c:omment,i&l th&d: y<::>!.c,\ 
would l i ~a.1 t.o ma\ke regardi nc;1 the pr· c:) j ~c: t !St. r,j\•ff cmd how 
they provided guidance and c"u111i 11t.~nce in ·t,:)rmw of t.hi 111 

projec::t. 

( 6) 
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SECTION II 
QUESTIONS REGARDING BOARD OPERATIONS: 

17. Was the time commitment you were ~sked to m~ke sufficient in 
terms of fulfilling your actual monthly commitment$? (i.e.~ w~~ 
your original time commitment of 8 hours per month sufficient to 
complete your work as a board member?) 

Time Committed Was More than Enough ............. 1 
Time Committed Was About Right .................. 2 
Time Committed Was Too Little ........•.......... J 

COMMENTS a 

18. The proposed time for an individual to serve~•~ bo~rd m~mber in 
this project was 2 years. Is~ two ye~r commitment: 

Too Long .•••••••.. 1 
About Right ....... 2 
Too Short ......... 3 

(Go To 18a) 
(Go i'o 19) 
(Go To 18a) 

18a. How long time commitment do you recommend? 

(:34) 

19. How did you feel about the way that your time was ~cheduled for 
training and conducting reviews? (e.g., did you get enough 
notice, etc.) Please comment on any iMsues or problem~ r~l~ted 
to scheduling. 

( 7) 



20. How difficult wa~ it to schedule reviews for the project bo~rds7 

Very Difficult .......... ! 
Somewhat Difficult ...... 2 
N~ither ................. 3 
Somewhat Easy ........... 4 
Very Em•Y•••••••••·•••••5 

21. How adequ~te w~s the ~mount and type of f~~db~ck you r~c~iv~d on 
the c~ses you reviewed from the following sources? 

Sourc11 Very Sa,ewhat N1ith1r 6011wh1t Very 
_______________________________________ Ad1gu1t1 ___ Ad1guat1 ____________________ In1~1gu1t1 ______ Jnad1guat1 ______________________ _ 

•• staff 111i1tant1 

b. project coordinator 

c. court 

d. cast social worker/ 
1up1rvi1ar 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

13h) 

(37) 

(38) 

(39) 

21a. How did the feedback or lack of it effect your functioning 
as a bo~rd member? 

22. What was the fin~ncial cost (e.g~, taking time off from work, 
using vac~tion time, etc.> to you of your p~rticip~tion ~s ~ 

review board member? 

( 8) 
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23. Based on your ~Hperienc~s AB a reviMw bo~rd m~mb@r, r~ta a~ch of 
the following review components in term~ of overall adequi\cy in 
order for you to do your Job during thm review proce••• CPLEASE 
CIRCLE ONLY RESPONSE CATEGORY PER QUESTION.J 

Very Good Adequate Need~ _____________________________________________________ Improvement* __ 

a. bi\c:kground c:ase materi ii\l s 1 2 ~~ (40) 

b. amount o·f time allocated 1 2 3 (41) 

for the reviews 

C:. information preeu:mted 1 2 "lf. 
'tut <4~·n 

at the reviews 

d. board member at t.endanc:e 1 2 "IP 

'"':, ( 4~3) 

e. board member part i <: i pat i.on 1 2 3 (44) 

f. at.tend&mc:e of parents 1 2 ~:; ( 4~:;) 
and children affected 

g. boci:\rd rr~r.::ommendtii\t ions 1 '"~ Jiu :~~ (46) 

h. pro..ie<::t soc:ial workers' 1 2 "W 
'"'' (47) 

part:. i r.: i pcmt ion 

i • ci:\gency moc:ial workers' 1 2 ":r ,,,.I (4B) 
participation 

•24. For each of the components that you indicated above a$_neadlnq 
~mprovement, please indic~te how it needs to be improved. 

~. background case materials 

b. amount of time allocated~-------------------------------~=-

( 9) 



(Question 24, continued) 

e. board member attendance 

f. ci:\ttendanc:::e o-f panrent.s mnr.J c:hi l r.:lren m-f-f er.:ted ......................... ,.,~ .... "m••·"~ ......... ~ ... , ..... "' 

i. agency social workers' participation ______________________ _ 

25. Do you think that you were given enough information to h~ve ~ 

firm grasp of permanency pl~nning? 

Yes .......... 1 
I\Jo . ...•..••.• 2 

26. Based on your experiences as a review board member, how l~rge of 
a problem was each of the following fci:\ctor~ in perm~nency 
planning for children? CPLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE 
CATEGORY PER QUESTION.J 

Large Blight Not A 
_____________________________ Prob~em* ____ Problem* ______ Prob\em ____ _ 

,a• v;1guen~:a131~ of plcanm 1 2 ::~ ( ~~(l)) 

b. worker ·turnover 1 2 ::~ ( F.ii ) 

c. l ,ac:k r.Jf timelines for 1 2 ":r. ~.;i < ~-5~n 
TPR 

d. initiaticm of C: Ot\r t, mc:tion 1 2 3 (5:::r.> 

e. county policy regcarding 1 2 3 < ~.:i4) 
holding pattern 

f. vcagt.teness of C:O\..\rt. orders 1 2 ::r. ( f,55) 

( 10) 
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For each of the compona~ts indic~ted ~bove ~~ being either 
l argel X:nM,or _sl i,ghtl v Mprobl emmti r.:.,_ what would you recommend t.o 
overcome these problem areas? 

a. v~gueness of plans 

b. worker turnover 

c. lack of timelines for TPR 

d. initiation of court action 

' ' --------------------------------------------------------------------
e. C:Ol\nty 

holding 
policy regarding 
pattern 

f. vagueness of court orderB 

28. What 
·for 

do you see 
children in 

as the 
foster 

greate~t 
C:cii\re? 

bmrrier 

( 11) 

to 



29. 

30. 

31. 

From your perspective, who should ba invited ~nd encour~ged ta 
att~nd administrative reviews? 

Do you think th~t the administrative review format i~ ~imple 
enough for all persons participating to underst~nd? 

Ye11. . . . . . . . . . 1 
No. ........ . . 2 

What would you change ~bout th~ current form~t? 

Was the time spent b~neficial to uocial worker~, famili~s and 
p~rticularly the children involved in the progr~m? 

Yes •• ....... . 1 
No . .......... 2 

((3o "l"o 31a) 
(So To 32) 

31a. In what ways? 



32. 

( 

33. 

34. 

What do you see as thf.Y.t major· purpose of c:it.izen paArt:.icipcii\tion on 
ravi aw boards'? 

Are yet.., aware o-f 
review process? 

any 
Are 

obsta,:l es 
there any 

to h~ving citizens involved in th~ 
barriers to your effectivene~$? 

What woLlld 
of r.:i ti zen 

yoLl identify 
involvement 

as the largest impacts 
on review boardM? 

< 13) 

tor 



34a. Would you say your own participation has m~de ~ 
difference? 

Yes •••••.•.•• 1 
No . .......... 2 

(Go To 34b) 
(Go To 35) 

34b. In what ways? 

35. Do you see any problemM resulting from citizen involvem~nt on 
review boards? 

Yes ............ 1 
No . .............. 2 

((3c:, to 35a) 
<Go to 36) 

35a .. What problems do you s•e resulting from citizen 
involvement'? 

:36. Would you say that the it'~gency stmff '111 ini.ti,al. ~ttitude t.c:wrn-\t'"d 
Citizen Review Bofflrds w~s1 

Very Positive ............... 1 
Somewhat Positive .......... 2 
Neutral ............................. 3 
Somewhat Neg~tive ......... " .... 4 
Very Negative ..................... 5 

36a .. In what w~ys has their attitude changed overtime? 

Became more positive ........... 1 
Remained the same ................... 2 
Becmme more negative ................ 3 

< 14) 

(61) 



37. 

( 

38. 

( 

Did your participation a& a r~view board member change your 
attitudes in any way? 

Yes. ....... .. 1 ( C',o 
(Go No ... . . . . . . . .2 

37a. In what ways? 

to 
to 

Use the space below for 
you would like to make 
boards, or the current 

37a) 
38) 

(1.:,2) 

any ~dditional comments or sugg~stione 
regarding citizen p~rticip~tion en review 
review prc:lc:ess? 

( 15 > 



:39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

SECTION II I 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION 

Do you think that citizen inclu~ion on review boards $hauld ba 
m"ndeted? 

Yes •••••••••• 1 
No . ... ,. ...... 2 

39m. Why do you feel this w~y? 

If citizen review is m~nd~ted, where should the~e citizen reviaw 
boards be housed? 

If citizen review is mandated, who should ch~ir th~ boardw? 

A citizen member ..................... 1 ( f.:,4) 
A social service supervisor ........... 2 
Other (pl£H\se spec:ify1 •.•..•.. ,. ..... 3 

What would be thQ effect of rot~ting Bo~rd Ch~irs? 

( 16) 
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43. If citizen review is mandated, ~ow many citizen• uhould be an the 
board'? 

Persons ( 65·-66) 

44. If citizen review is mandatnd, wh~t f~ctor~ ~hculd be t~k~n into 
account during the implementation. How might implementation b~ 
different for smaller counties? WhMt components of thm proj~ct 
do you th~nk are essential? If you could m~ke one recommendation 
th~t you knew would be instituted, what would that be? 

45. Should both voluntary and involuntary placem~nts be review~d by 
c:i tizer,~? 

Yes ••••••••.• 1 
No •• 11 • 11 11 ••••• 2 

45a. Why do you feel this way? 

46. Should mentally retarded children in pl~c:mment b~ raviawed in the 
sam~ manner as other children in placement? 

Yes ••.•• ,. •.•• 1 
No . .......... 2 

< 17) 



46a. Why do you fe9l this way? 

47. Within the next month, you will be asked to attend~ diMcussion 
group to further help us evalu~te this projectr Below you will 
find a listing of topics we are pl~nning to include, ple~Me ~dd 
any other topics to the list th~t you think need to be dimeufflued. 

FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION ITEMS1 

A. Have there been ~ny problems in the gener~l oper~tion of tha 
board? 

B. Inclusion of MR c~ses in the s~mple. 
C. What were the char~cteristics of the children who were reviewed? 
D. How do you f~el the project ~ffectad th~Me kid$? 
E. How did you feel about the amount of feedb~ck you received 

reg~rding your rRcomm~nd~tions, your effect on kid~? 
F. What about barriers to your effectivene~~? 
G. How would you compare your experiences on 2 ~n 5 citi~en bo~rd~? 

How difficult is it for ~ltern~tes to move from board to bo~rd? 
Would you prefer to serve on one bo~rd or h~ve the ability to 
rotate bo~rds? CFor altern~tesJ 

H. Relationship between the project and the ~gancy in which it w~~ 
housed. How do you feel the Social Service Workers ra~ponded to 
you and to the review process in gen~r~l? 

I. What level of authority should citizen review bo~rd~ h~v~, 
advi~ory or something else? 

Thank you for your assistance in this evaluation. 

( 1 f3) 



( 48. 

49. 

FOR ALTERNATES ONLY 

How would you compare your experiences on 2 and 5 citizen bo~rdg? 

How difficult 
Wou 1 d yo'-' say 

i 111 it 
that 

Very Oi ·ffic:ult • . . . . 
Somewhat Difficult. 
Neither ....... . . . . . 
Somewhat Easy .. . . . . 
Very Easy. II 8 ■ a . . . . . 

for alternmtes 
it i •= 
. . . . . .. . . . 1 .. • • It .. • :2 . . . . . .. . . .3 .... . . ■ ■ II .4 . . . . .. .... 5 

49a. Why is it difficult? 

to 

Would you prefer to serve on one board or h~ve the ~bility tc 
rot.ate boards? 

Serve c:>n 
Have the 

one board.................. . ... ! 
ability to rotate board•"••·••••••2 

50cii\. Why would you prefer this? 

( 19) 
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50a. COMMENTS CONTINUED1 

Th~nk you for your ~ssist~nce in thiM ev~lu~tion. 

(20) 
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FOSTER CARE REVIEW PROJECT 

BOARD MEMBER GROUP INTERVIEW FORM 

Auc;;p.nmt. 18., 1986 

INTRODUCTION 

HELLO, MY NAME IS________________ I REPRESENT THE PROGRAM 
EVALUATION RESOURCE CENTER, AN INDEPENDENT ORGANIZATION RETAINED 
BY THE STATE TO HELP DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FOSTER 
CARE REVIEW PROJECT~ 

AS PART OF THE EVALUATION., MEETINGS SUCH AS THIS ONE ARE BEING 
HELD WITH FOSTER CARE BOARD MEMBERS TO GET THEIR VIEWS ON HOW THE 
BOARDS HAVE FUNCTIONED AND HOW THEY COULD BE IMPROVED. 

YOUR REMARKS ARE CONFIDENTIAL, BUT l WILL BE TAPING THE INTERVIEW 
SO THAT I WON'T HAVE TO SPENO TOO MUCH TIME TAKING NOTES. 

( 1) 



1. Over•ll, how do you feel ~bout the time you spent ~s ~ board 
member? Was it worthwhile? 

\ 

2. What kinds of problams, if ~ny, were therm in the oper~tion 
of the board? Were there barrierw to your eff~ctivene$a? 
Was the relMtionship with the ~gency satiMfactory? 

3. How, if at all, did the project effect the kids who$e C~$es 
WfJl"'e reviewed? 

4. Does it seem to you th~t some kids r~m~in in pl~c~m~nt too 
long? If yes, why? WhQt can be done ~bout it? 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

PROBE1 Some difficulties with TRP~ h~ve been mantioned" 
Do you see speeding up thi~ proca~s ~~ ~n 
alterna\tive? 

Did it seem that acme kids were sent hcim~ to ~void review™? 
What could be done about this? 

Wh~t would be the best way to time review~? Should they be 
every six months even when a court review is being done? 

What about feedback? Did you receive adequ~te infcrm~tion 
concerning the effect of your recommendations on kids whose 
cases you reviewed? 

How woL1l d yell define 11 s1..,c:c:ess·fl.1l II m\nd "1..tnfi1 .. H:c:~u .. s·f ul II n1.~vi f.~Wm~? 

Wh~t factors were characteristic of c~ses where th~ beard 
seemed most effective ~nd l~~nt effe~tive? 

Some problems hava been reported in reviawing MR c~mew U$ing 
thfa current for mat. What do you thin~( 15hC.')1..11 d bfr.P d(::me i r"I 
reviewing these c~ses differently? 

What level of ~uth0rity •howld citiz~n revi~w boardM hav~ 
... advisory or something else? 

Wh~t ~re your recommendations for c:h~nging the w~y the board 
operates? 

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THE MEETING! 

( 2) 
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SECTION l: QUESTIONS REGARDING INITIAL TRAINING 

(~Ju<•:•?!Stir,:,q ... J .:~·BI;>,: Cc.1mnH~nts l'"f.:?<.~Ji~rdinq the mc:>1i.,t 1 .. U:i)t-1J-ful m:~ct.iclns o+ initir.:-\l 
t r i::, i n i 11 q t c::, p m r t i c: :i. p at ~:➔ r.:\ s ii:\ b c:> i.:;t. r d m ~, m b If:~ t'" • 

,... :t f ~z~ 1 t t. h !';t t t he p f:.~ r n, c~ ,, 1::1 n <:: y p l car, 11 i r, q t h ~m <:J , ... y / p h i l <::> ~i; op h 'Y b y M <:\\ r d i. 
Louisell, and th~ role of the court by Molly Flowers w~re the mont 
3. r, + <:,r rn1:~t i ve f <:ir m+:~" 

~ Information ~bout the Indian Child Walf a rm Act and Minority A~t" 
Information en the legal wy~tem. 

..... F~ !❖? nH:I i , .. , 9 t. h m m !im L.1 ii:\l on i m11u1 L.1 s~ 1m c> ·f T Pf~. c:: o u I"' t. c) r r.fo, r f.l d q o li1\ 1 v.~ «1\ , .. , d ·I::. h ~:i.~ H :l 
month reviews trying to get families together" The role playinq ww 
learned h~lp to nm~ raal lif~ mituaticnM of how important our 
p<::>isi.tic:m (~1:5 bt')/i.·Wd mt-1mber15 W♦~1'"e :i.r, l"H:?lpi, .. ,q -firrndli(❖»m bl'" <::>kt:wn t.c, bc•:i~ mi::~.d(i:1 

whc::>lt:•:-, r.:'tqc,':\in in sc:,mr~ c:::imtt,.em." :C -fe«•:•>1 Wfih fllg\r.:lf!.·) 1m di·f!-ft:•~r<•:•:•ll"'I(:::~.~ :in ot..1r 
,,. (i,1 V j, f:~ W i:ii, " 

- The general knowledge from experiencad pecplau 

:( ·f i::~ l ·t. i t w iia s ('i:\ l l v ~'-1 r y h e l p ·f , .. , l " :t t h i n k 1~ + e w ~';~ H t r- cA !!:1 <·~ i~, ~J :i. <::) n i:, <::) + 
trt'i1\ininq., <11\ ·fter the f:ir-i:;t. -ff~W c::in\lll>el!!I pii:\rtic:::ipl~\ttnq 1/1\fil> bo,i:,11"d m~::-~mbrar ·~ 
m i q h t ,, .. t~ i n + <Jr <:: f~ c.J r c: l r.:\ r i + y c: «·? r- t. ii~ i 1·1 p r c, b l a~ ms . P ,,. C:) b 1 ((~ m ~! :::-\ n d c: ,:\\ 11~ ~•) ~!> 

ha'i\VE•) morE~ m+:•:•>~,n i nq 1::\-f t~~r t~ ►, per i fi.•>nc:: i nq being on thf;.,, bc)ii:\I'" d1n." (.Jf.❖lt t :i. nq 
l::H:> ii:\ r· d m ,~ m l-:H:·:w s t <::>q •~th f.f! r· w i t. h 115 t. ca+ + v f:.m t. :i,-1 i1'A t f.·~ !S p n::, b l f:(~ rn s <'i.-\ n d :i. n <:.~ ,, •• (·Z~ ~H~ (\❖~ '::i> 

sharing knowledge with everyone ' s ~Hperiencas. 

i::~ol<~ playinq <;J~?.V~~ mt~ a\n ir1siqht. c·~~i t<.1 how it. will +e(i·!' l bf~inq :i.n 
t. h f::~ i I"' m; i t 1..1 r.i\ t. i cm ~ 

- 1 found the spe~kers to be~ resource of knowledq~ and 9kill within 
their disciplines. 

..... :i: :L i ~~ t~ c: c:> n t: r (¼'.•~ t e,:., r (I!:~ !fil r.:> Ll r c~ e 1111 ., t h e m a1, n u cA l w r.t\ m1 e H t r «~ m fm l y 1.1 $ (•:•:•~ + 1..1 l t t:) m fi.~ " 

Mr., st , i + n <J t. ;,"1 1 ~ <::> + my c. or, (~~ e rti 1:a ab <:J t1 t. m e-Hu·li 11 <.:;J ~!s @Hl d t (,'.1W m i n c:) l c:, q y w il-\ 1!B 

~nawer~dM Biggeut w~~te of tim~ wa~ the rola pl~yinq» I had 
+ c:> r <.~ t':> t t a~ n j1?. b <~) u 1:: i t ~ w h :l c: h i n d i c: 4':i\ t. f.~ ll.~ h C:) w 1.1115 t:iil + L.1 :l i t:. w .:~ i:~ • 

,._ :t thc:luqht +:.•,ver"y'l::h:inq wa!n> ht~lpf1 .. 1l.. I n:\pprr.,:.~(:::i&,tf.1id thr.:~ wr:Lt t.'. f.•:•,n 
materials b~ing available for referfflncra (although I nevfflr M~em0d to 
h c:l v fJ i t w h f-' .. m i t. w 4'u\ 111l rH~ tm de, d , I (:: o 1..11 d l c, c:l k th :i r, q !5 1 .. 1 p l ti:d:, ti~ I'" > .. 'T l"H~ 

speakers in the later traininq war~ very halpful~ especially mine~ l 
knew more ~bout what w~~ being discunmed. The tr~ining wam very 
Wf~l l ... ~p 1 <r.\1"'11'"1(·~·,d. 

.... :ij :t. ( :i. n :i t :l «:, 1 t: ,, .. r.i\ i n i n g t c:, p r f.❖~ p f::\ r e t r.:, p r.':\ r t. i c::: :l p ~ ·t. t!I:) f.1\ ll~ ii:l b c ii:\ I"' d m @) m b er ) , 
:t1'.~~ ( i n .t t:.:i. <r~l tr<":i\i ni ng tc.1 t:.(•YJ~<::h .·,\b<~l .. l't: +011a.t(,:.~r cµ~ il.,t'"(❖~ my1Bt.em) J~1 .. ,<::1 :t~ '? 
< ~; p r.) ;,·:, h ~?. r- ,~~ LI fill (•:1~ d du,, .. i n q t r i~\ i n i n q > . 



.... As c~ prc:,·h:s1Sional soc:iml wc::>rl<e:11'" ii:\ll'"(fHil\dy v~ry fi'i:\milir~u· w:lth +c:,1:l>t~❖W 

C:i:':\n~~ a:\nd the 1:1\dnd. ni m~tr-ati Vf!h review r.-;.~qtd r«1:~me,·\'t.t!i• ~ the m(::>1mt. 171~1~«,:,~f t.11 
p r.:\ ,, .. t. 11 tr;, me we r €\? <,;1 et.. t i n q .Ac: r4 tl a i n t e d w i th th¼\~ c:, th c•i~ r" r" (~ v :l v.•~ w (,:.~ r M ~ th c•:~ 
c: o, .. ,nt y ~nt c1·i,f ·f r.:\nd pr oc:t•»dur E-::'1il►, cn\n d t hf.,:,, r r1n111~<.,1 .. 1r c~~ f.❖~111~ ii'i\ VM :i l 11,b .1 !ii:, t c:i H~n n [~p :I. n 
CO W"t t y ,, Y C:>U Sh OU l d 110 t j L.I d q e th f~ lHl (i~ •fl..A 1 Ii f.·~ ~B l!S ·l':. (~J IM·~ c:~ of th f:•» t. r 11d. n :i. 1'1 q 
aa ~ geed meMsure of its U$~fuln~s• to other ■ not as fMmili~r with 
th~~ ser-v:i <:.(~ 11 

... , T h ff~ 1m p e iii\ k m~ r a an d d i !!i> <.~: u mi 11~ i e, n m w h i r.: h ·f r f!.·~ q ll fl:,, n t l y ·f c., l J c:> w f.❖~ d «·~ 111~ p 1ey ,i'1\ k tfl r- • ttl► 
prarnentaticn were the most h~lpful to me. 

D v <~ r e:\ l l i n i t i ca l t, I"' ,~, i n :i. r, q w ii'i\ 15 m 1::) fl!) t h t:❖) 1 p ·f 1 .. 1 1 't r.:> m r.t ,. My p r ~:•" v :i. c) u m~ 
training and ~xperi~nce had alreMdy provided mm with knowledge of 
t h e f c:> b1> t'. er (:: f.:\ r v.❖, l!!J y 15 t. mi m . Th ~ r e ·f (:) r t:i~ t h t:~ m~ H p l oi\ n i1'1\ t, :i on c:) ,f t h f~~ d u t i (~~ Iii• 11'1\ n d 
(~>tp~•~ct1i~'l:i(::>t1s c.,-f .:.':\ bo,iArd m<,:.~mbf~r .... which :t h,'i;\d nc:,t bf~f.•:~n pl'"(❖:~v:L<::lu~~ly" 

WMS moat helpful" 

- Training in the legal systHm was ~xtrem~ly interesting tam~. I had 
n <:) i d (f? a t. hi:.' t. s <:.1 m c., n y p f.~<::>p 1 f~ we r c~ i 1'1 v c> l v e d ,, + 1·· <::> m ,Jud q ~~ s ~ Gu ,'i~ ,, .. d :l ii~ n P1 d 
l i t F. .. ~ m ? :( l"l d i r.:1 n Ad v r.:> r.:: c·~ t;, ~:❖, s , ~3 c::> c: i ,'I.~ l W (Jr 1-:: (•:❖) r 1:11 , !::l up (i❖) v· v i 111> c:> ,, .. s iii\ n d + c:, Hi> t er 
p~rentu" Am a private citiz~n I had no notion en how the placement 
c:> of of o 1~ t. r.,:., r c~ h i l d ,, .. fl~ n p ,,. o q r f!h 1:1, sf.:~ d f I"' c::, m ~i> h e l t:. <~l I'" t o h om f~ t c:> e❖i m t:1 n c:: i p 1«, t:. J on . 
The training if nothing else ham made m~ a ccncern~ci and carinq 
advocate of citizMn boardm~ 

.... 1 b«~l:i.f:~v(~J ir1 thf.~ ·ft .. ,tur~~ t.t1.~t m<~>r<\;, :i.1"1:it.ii:~l t..r.-c\:lr1inq~ qr"c:1up 
diucunuions au well as actu~lly going through mev~r•l mock r~vi~wM 
would b~ vary h~lpfwlw H~v~ more initial tr~ininq ~• it in v~ry 
difficult time wise to come back for additional trainingH 

.,_ L ~-:rn~ r n i n g ,·i\\ t.:> t:H .. l't. t 11 ~~ 1 e~., i::\ l ~! y 1st em w !l'HU m (::> 11.1t ·l~ l'H:.t :l p h.'1 ~ c"i:\ ~a ·f ,·i:\ ,,.. i':\UU~ 

p Ii\\ r t. i r.: :i. p Ui\ 1':. i c:; n :l n ·f o im t. t:❖! ,,. c:: ii:, r f.❖~ I'" w~ v i ~i, w fll~ :i. m ,:~ (::) l"l c:: e-~ r" n flt! d .. 

'"" w h i 1 ((~ 1: e: (•:it r t. 4:,_ i r, 1 y d C:) i-1 (~') 'l':. ~( n Cw iiA 1 l t r, ({,~ r- f.·~ i 1bt ·t. (::) l·( n (;J w c:\\ b CJ l~l t t h (l/j + <::) int t:. f.:·) r 
car• syntem, pluaue know that I had been working in the ~yutMm f~r a 
l"l Um l':l (~ I'" (::) f y t1HH" 9! H 'f hi~ t: :i. 1S Why ·r..11 (·~ t I'" c:d r··d. n q W ca i~ pr"(::) I::, i':':\ t;,l y l (,srnHH> In\ liS (/❖) ·hd, 
to me than to otherm to whom thm ~ymt~m w~m new~ 

.... 'Tr aA:i n :i rig 1:1>e.~fa1!S i c,r11s w•~r(•~l W<❖! 11 pt"'(•:.~p i:'.r *~'d j:ind mf:1~1i.-\n in q f u l • Hc:)W<❖:~v(-~,)I"' ~ I d :i. d 
not appr~ciatn Mr" Wiker'n comments r~garding the role of ~oci~l 
workers but I may be too critical of my own prcfessicna~ 
Pr f!.~ j L.td i c:: i al me::\ yb fl.~ ci:\ br.:~t:. t. ~·~I"' desr.:: rip ti r.:>n. 

.... Th*~ 1 ~:7fq ;a 1 Wi:A~~ mr.,111>t usc~,f 1..1 l " :t <~n j (::>y~i-,(~1 t:.h e i:ap f.~~-A k (•:•:~r ~l:l ru\ r.~ th ft~'y' c..~ clu l d 
answer questions. I am a foster parent, so I understood th8 gy~tem" 

- The individual pr~•~nt~tions from d~partment employees was the mc~t 
i n gr,. t. I'" u c: t i V VI! if:\ Iii, f r:i\ l'u <i:\ s b ~ c:: k g r O LI r, d i n + r.J r m iii\ t i C:) n ' t'iA n d p I"' 0 b r.\\ b .I. y h f.•:) 
videotape was mcnt instructive (in the beginning> as to how~ board 
would oper~te~ juat aa an example cf th~ MttitudMM and prob!Mmffi that 
would be presented" 



( 
Comment~ on tha mo~t u~~+ul •~ction~ of t hu trMining 
manu~o\l,. 

- I mm sure all the sections ~re very uHeful~ but l felt there was too 
much information to absorb before the reviews begany Perhaps some 
condensing would be appropriate" 

- Indicated use of the project manual as a reference, but aluo said 
II but l i mi t ed " II ( 1) For fl\!!!) c~n f~ e V i ff,,, w p V"[:) (::: e ~i> trl ( ~n C) ,, .. q ii:\ I'') i t~ at. :i. C,l"h':i\l 

Struc:tur«~ 

- The Review Process - qu~stions needing answers having names and 
t.~~lephcme lil..ltntH.:?rl!S of l:J(f'.?l"'S(.ms ir, 'tl■H¼1 pllil\rrning ~Jrc:>up .. The r~~vi<·~1w 
take& place every 6 monthu unleYs in court. Review the ~xistinq 
plac:em~nt/p~rmanency plan .. Evalu~te progre~~ toward p~rman~nc:y make 
re<::ommendat i m,s rel at~ i Vt~ ·t.<~j ii:\C::h i evi nq p~:.Wl',\c\nent~y 1;;}(::,al s" :i: c:h::H1 ·t:. i + y 
and document barrier$ to placemmntM• 

- The more information M beard memb~r hau the batteF - and sh~r1ng 
•:•:~,,qH~l"'i~n,::~ms m~,k•?11~ bt::>t\i\l'"d 11H•:~mb~:1:w·11~ mc:,r·e ~«•:H1-1mitivr~:1 ,. l wc:H .. 11d l :i. kv1i; t:. tj l!ll~:i~(wl 

the ~ttorn~y · $ office hav~ ~ama r~pr~~ent~ticn sc th~y understood 
t:. h e t o t ◄!'1\ l ~11 i t 1.1 ii:\ t i r.:> 1"1 i n ·f r.> 1ili t: er r.:: «:\ r ~:1, r v.-:~ v :i. e w .. Te><~) m t.t c:: h t:. :l m w;1 f:❖~ l r.:, p 1n fJ~ !~i :l r; 

·f <::)st:. ~ r <: i:A r f.~ f <.1 r d £~ c: i s i cm 1::> t o b Cii mt'!\ d ~?. :t ~~ q l:A l 1 y " T tH~ t: c:> Lt n t y :i. 11~ n C:) t. 
t hf.:•l':" ~:~ ,f: t.')I'" t. h ~\ c:: 1 :l •:❖)n t:. • 

·- Li mi.t. i nqs (::)•f t.hf~ 1 li.-\W!!:1 iapp l i Ci~~b l <•:~ tc:> Pf~l"'m ◄'iMH::m,:::y p 1 r~rnn i nq ,and th~❖) 

I n d i AA n Ch i l d W ~:? l ·f ;a r t? A(::: t w •:-:-, r t:.'1! v fi~ r y ht:•:•, 1 p ·f u l i n d t❖, ,::: i p h ~:-:•) I"' i n q i:':\ mi !5 m~ :i. on . 

- Glossary - helped to define things more clearly~ Recommended 
Reading - useful, helped re-dirrect the initial focus. 

.... ;( n i t i al 1 y ., t ht? ~, i st c.> r y C:l f t he pr o j er.:: t and t h •:❖, c\:\ c:: t. u r.i\ l pl"' r.:, c:: em\\~ w f!.·1 I'" ~;) 

mcHist Vc':alt.l<'abl,~" (.~~ 1 bec:<':~mf~ f<:imili.-:\r with th<~ p1"'0<::(1.::rnl!!ii c:>+ l'"ffNi~~wiis, 

the sections on permanency planning, and lMWB be~ame more import~nt~ 

- #1 (the review process), #2 (perm~nency planning), #4 (services 
provides/resources used>~ ~nd #5 (forms),. 

- Sea 1-Bb (Au a profe~~icnal social work~r already very famil i ~r 
with foster care ~nd the admini~tr~tiv~ review requirement•~ th~ 
m(.11s t u t'>f:~f u 1 p <i~r ts t <~1 mf.:i w~~¾r .-~ q €•~t t. i I"\ 1;1 8<'.: c.1 t..lliA int <:·~d w i th t:. h <❖~ c,t:. h •~~r 
l'"r.,:.,v :LE❖~W6~rs? thf:i 1:::t~)t1nt.y st.mf ·f cmr'ld p11"oc.:ed1 .. lr<•»>~., 11:,nc:l t.hwn r~:~11m<:::iu11"r.::<1!iff~ 

availabla to Hennepin County" Ycu ~hould not judge the uaefulneum 
t t:> m El? o ·f t:. h f.1~ t r r.:\ :i. Y'l i n g m ll!l 11~ i;..1 c:) c:> d m (❖:,, '"'fi~ u r e <::> ,f: i 'I':. s IJ Ill>«•:~ f u 1 n &.~ !5 1it. t c:) c;) t h <«Jr fii• 
not am familiar with th~ ~~rvica") 



·- There were not so muc:h pu:,rt.ic::1~tl1'i~I'" 1m~c::t,j,orH!> that in.b::>or.:I r.)ut. but.. 
knowing the manual was al w,~yis tl"HIW"(;-: 1'iHS ia n~f (,l'H"'(•~t"l<:~~/r<i~-f l'"f~~1al"HZH"' dt.\l"' :l nq 
the time l w~s a board member . 

... PertnciUH:mc:y planninq ,._ why ~r"ld :lm~1l ic:,,~t.i<:ll"\1~ wt:ifn~ t1Hfo:~qu<li\b1ly dtiH:dt 
with. Excellent ex~mpla~ w~re given" 

.... ?H t er ·t 11 t3 i r, i t i 1al tr a i n i 11 g ., I put my m ci~ 11 u a., 1 ,~ w i'::\ y 1'::1 n d d i d l"H,:)'r,, r er,~+ f:-:i r 
to it ~gain. It may be a good idea to reBd ~nd refer to them dwring 
the tr~ining and then return th~m afterward~" I did read through 
th~m during these d~ys of tr~ining ~nd did refer to it Mnrl found it 
useful under~tanding th~ sy~t~m" 

- lniti~Jly I uMed the m~nu~l tc wnder~t~nd th~ lawM aftmr th~t I 
never umed the m~nual. 

- tin re&pon~w to Chaptwr 4 of mMnualu Servicms Providad/Rwsourceu 
u~edJ What · ~ available in our community i~ nec~ru~ary inf0rmatioM 
for~ par~on making racommwndMticnm. 

·- Chapters :l ..... 4 me.>st u~-;e~+ ul in br i nq i. nq me~ L.tp t <::> diiil.'l:.~:i•~,, Md~r-v~:•:~.I. t:>Ul!J:, 

m Ill"\ r1 u c:i\ l ,m l"l d hr.:) pf.➔ :l t h m, 1m f u I"' t her u mi fi.~ r.:: on m1 i d f.:1r i n q st iii\+ ·f t. i m ~:~1 ~:,:.) l·l pf~ n r.l (I/:) d 
i:~l"ld el{p(,:.~ns.'>e" 

- 1 found thM resources most helpful" 

- Knowing that I had it to refer to wa~ most helpful, but actuMlly I 
didn't US8 it very much after the fir%t few months~ ~xcept to review 
the Child Welfare lawrn er find a term in the glca~aryff 

CJ1Jt)»Sti .. on .... J.0e1\.=,_ On wh.-1:,t lliH.1b.:i~:(:'r.::t111~ wm,1:L c.:J y(~'H..I hc,1,ve l i k,~~d tc) l'"@H::~::d vrm 

addition•l training? 

..... Y,,:.~1s.., :tndii'iAl'"I r-:lght11 as f1ar .·a1s wh.at :l.s tlie.t l,mw t.h1i:\'t. pfz~r't.1:Ain1:~ t:.<~> 
pl~cement in fo~ter hem~" 

- (1) Can there ba soma objective p~ychclcqiat presMnt to try and 
e N p l i~ i n c:: a-~ r t a i Ii ':.:s i t L.1 c:~ t i o l"l t~ 11 f.~ l p L.1 ~ l.t r, d (,'~, ,,. ~~ t <'1~ r, d t h a n~ i t: L.1 i~, t i <:;) n t1 <1~t t t'. (I/.~ r ,, 
F' ~yr.:: h c:> l c::l q :l ts t. !~ t o h e 1 p ever y t:) n t❖~ t..l n d f.❖~ r st &\ n d c: if.\ s (❖~ b «•:•, t t er " < :;i ) Cm\ n 
beards demand the court$ to follow through quicker - maybw call 
~ertain cases priority one~. 

um r h •:•:•~ f.❖) nl (::) t. :i, C:) n ii:\ :l j_ 5 fl\ i l'"I V (::) ,l Ve t:I \ t:. h fl.~ h l.l fn U1\ n ~l\ fll~ P ♦:'!/ C'~ t C:,') ·f r f,(~ V i t'tt) W !!l~ ) H M f.\·) I") t i:':\ l 
rRtardaticn options. 

:t wo1 .. 1ld hii.,ve 1 :i ked m<::>re.! tr,~in:i.nq f.')r"I di+ ·f«~l'"fa'.!l''lr.~~11~ in c~,i ld 
welfare/child protection and what regul~tions relate to •~ch~ Bl&o 
t1 t + + f~ ,,.. c~ 11 c:: f:·~ 4.!li j, 11 p e c.1 p l (~ we m i ~.~ h t. 1m .-.e ~:·~ ~ <i·? ~1 p t~ <'.: i ii.-\ 1 l y i n ,~~ h i 1 d p r o t C❖~ c:: t :i. <::) n 

r.:: a m. •~, !ta " 



( 
- Mor~ inform~tion c~ wh~t othe~ ~t•t~~ wurn d~inq in ar•M af citizen 

raviaw - maybe even vidac tape$ from v~riou~ citizen r~vi~w• dona in 
C>'tht::,r st.irltes. 

- I w~s a qroup chair~ I feel it would havo bean helpful to work with 
the welfare department to learn how to get thra most out of the 
review process. 

( 1 > On r.i\ number o-f o,~c:a1:!)i r.:>ru> p,,wv-intffi> who ~·:\r<1~ 11H1.mt4'i:d l y i 11 (~":i. th 
children in foster care) came to tha review. All participants in 
the review seemed un~ble to deal with this s i tuation. Much 
information, I felt, w~s not addr~$sed b~cause of a fear cf 
up!mt-,t't:.inq thfi mentally ill pc::,rent. (2) Fi::\I"" m(::>rf.:~ :i.n·fclrrnr.:\tic:>n iii1bout 
the dyn~mics of sexu~l abu~e $hould be includ~d" 

,._ Th (,:,~ r f.❖hYt\ 1 i 'f:. i «·~ lff> (::) f W h 41~ t: ~·\(~\ p p f.•:m ffl► i n <: C:) lnff t. l~ n d r.:: cn,\I"' t l'"I @ l!t\ I'" :i n q 1:l> 1k\ I") cl t h ~:•:~ 

W4'i:\Y t..ht~ <:::<:H.mty is tid c.ie'"·steppr-.,H.i and th1;•~ <'.~<~1, .. u-,t.y r.At.t:.ort"lt«ty (:::i·:'H'\ ~i chr\1, .. ··r:11·b❖:~p 
r •:❖)C: (::lmmf:'f!n cl e':\ t :i. on s" 

CJur.fH!!d: . .i_on .,. .. 1 .1,::\: .. What ~JLtbjec:t1::1 wc:)Ll:td you h4\\\Vt❖1) d+~lt:•»tf..~d -frc:)m t.ht~ initi<':':d 
trai r,i n~;,? 

.. w Nc:rt:. h:l nq l c::i::H'\ th:i nk c:)+,. 

(,)u~::i!St,i .c:,n " ... . 12.~ .. Cc::immt:~nt11i> regii11r-r.:linq thi•i c:,ppr-r.:->pria ·t:f:~Mt•:•,m1i11 c:>·f thfi.~ c'~\lllC:)unt c:>+ 
time ~pent en training~ 

Too much to absorb in rnhcr-t l~nqth of tima. 

- People could 1~av~ ~arly if had to and thoAAM could utay if hMd ewtra 
qt.1t•:❖~i!llt. :i, C'.lli1i" 



- Didn ' t cover the vital are~s" 

Gh..1 w:~111~ ti .. cm . 1. :::;m .=.. vJh in\ ·t:. t. op i c:: 1~~ ~h Olt 1 ci b +?. i n c:: 11..1 d 0~d i n mH:I di t. :I. (~H .. , f-'!11 t ,, ... ,·id n i n q 
for Board Ch~ir~? 

- How to b~ttffir interpret the qu~ffition~ on thm form thMt WMM filled 
out ~t th~ me~ting~. 

~.. :r. ' m t c:> t .·~ l l y tin in'\ w iii\ r fib c:, ,f: t h ~ p u r p o 1m wil o of t.. h «i~ Br..> ir.\ r d Ch .1i, i r " 
HH~mber bc:H·~rd,. 

- More f~miliar with law~. 

What boMrd chairs could de to asmi~t their boardM, mxMmpl~~ of 
d :l -f f i c:: u l t r.-ri i t l.t at i c:> r, <:1 t: h at:. m i q h 't. c:'~ r i ~& ~~ , q u «~ 1~ 'l':. :i c) n s t c> I n r.:, t t c:> ,, .. i s k .. 

- Our bo•rd chair wa~ v~ry crganiz~d and kncwledg~abl~ and hmlpful a nd 
I c:I i c:I n ' 't. f f.❖~ e 1 fl!~ Ii riff w c:\ ~~ l •m r.:: ~f. i n (.~ i n cm t"l y t h i n q t h iii\ t w C:) 1..1 1 d h m\ v fi!! :i. mp r c:> v f❖! d 
that specific skillw 

~ .. I~1c::,,, .. e tl"'n.dn:inq c;m l"lOW t,rj c::onc:ll.lt::t r.i\ m~~et..inq,, mc::>ve thinqm~ i::dc:mq,1 f.•:•~.l.:l<~::it 
r~mpon~e from all pr~affint, etc. 

-· He> w t. t:) 11!l c:> l i (~: i t c:: !::) mm tm ri t ~ r.i\ n d g r1.,, t th 1-~ g 11" r.:>,.t p :l n vol v t~ d " W <:Jr- k ~:•~ d m rJ r ~:•:•) c:> I") 
fhe options that were available for placemmnt" 

- A little more in depth of the alre~ciy ~hcmen topicru" 

••• W<•'IJ h <'ad an <~>: <:: <~ 111:~n 't:. (: 11 ia i r p t~r sc,n ? bu,-:. 1111 <~ w,:~ it~ (~Hp <il~I'" :l <1J~n c:: <•Yid" 1~: (:,r th c::)1:i>f.·'!! 

w h c:, w fm r f:i' n <::> t. ~ t. r r.i\ :i l"l i n q :i n 't:. h ~:~ me,::: h m\ n i r.:: im o of c: h ;~ i r :i. n q i~ m@~ (,:.:-~ t i l"l q w c:i u 1 d 
b f-' v i t (i~ 1 H 



( 

Qu~stlan-~4~ Comma ntu r~garding thw cv~rnll trmininq re~wivecl to 
prapar~ for the role of ba~rci m~mb~r~ 

- The information giv~n clearly AAnci thm manwa, for rMviMw anci 
,, .. t•:~+ ar ffin<:: ~:-?u~ tt 

..... l ::k:r~~ti:~ninq 1:H::H:,ple properly .... m.o t.h.mt yot"t q+:wt:. or,n:•:H·\ m:ind~~d nD1··1·~· 
j1Jdq<➔:Hr1f:mt;::\l l:HHi\r'd mf:-:~mb,~r1s ... t.h<•zm . c,z.n,:~H~ric-:i~11c(❖~ i.1m tl"I<❖~ W«~Y tc:, lc-:{H;\l'"l"l 

learning thru experience cf participating on the boards . 

.. - Y c:, u r"~ i!:m <::m l y t €·~ a. c.: h s c:> m l.lf:: h . Th ~, r (f'Hirl':. v, :l l l l·H~ l <i•:Hi\ ,,.. n <❖Hi i, n t h t1;,~ p v· n <:~ ,,:,~ i::i 1:ij 

n·f dt)i r,q M 

·- Cm.\ld hi:\\vt:·:~ b~men bet.:te,r; bu't:. did prov:i.df.❖, sc~)m~~ infc:,1•"mttA·t.ic:>1"\ which Wi:'~l~~ 

t.Jsef ul,. 

lt ' H difficult to rel~tM tc proce&H until you ' ve done review~n More 
tr,·i.-\ining c'~+ter ii.~ f(f)W r~vit~Wl.!&, i::\nd le<.m!lS in:l·l':.i;.~ :~ ly wcJuld b~~~ h<0)J.p+t.1J. .. 

- Se8 1-Bb (An a prof~$Mion~l $OCial work@r mlra~dy very f~miliar 
with fo~ter c~rra and the Mdminietrativ~ raviaw requir~mentm~ thffi 
mc~t useful parts to me were getting acquaintmd with tha ether 
revi~werra 1 the county ~taff and proc~dura•~ and th~ r~mourc~• 
availabl~ to Hennepin County. You should not judge the usefuln~MM 
to me of the training ~m ~ good measure of its unufulnemw to cthwrm 
net•~ familiar with the nervic~"> 

1n hind~ight I would h~v~ lik~d ta hav~ had $Om~ training in t he 
pmychology cf dealing with peopleM 

..... Mn:\ nu iii\ :l v Ci-~ r y i mp 1"' •~~ m~ fitt :i. v f.❖) i n d r.~ t e11\ i l rii\ n cl st t1i\ ·f ·f pr r:~ m► f:❖) n t n:\ t i on c> n t:. h fi,, w h o .L m 
v«~ry w<::>rtl"lWhi 1 <:~ c:.u·id pr<::>·f fmsrnd cm ◄;;\l. 

- Perhaps the section about the legal ~&pect by tha attorneys could 
have been more rnpecific" 

- Appreciatad having the in-service lat~rw 

·- Th~ tr u?.i 11 i i-,q w,:u1.u ii?.thz~q,.1,'11\t(~ :mnd tht~ n.;r,HH~l-o::-w·tis f c.>r t.ht~ m(~'>!!:1'l:. pi,U" t • f.ir ~:1::l)~m t 
their material well~ Som~ I think could have been a little more 
p<i~r1s<.1riil.,bl~:\' c::\nd d<::>Wl'"l to ~~liArth, ri<:~t talki11g in init.ic':Al1s bt .. \t llli~lC·:~llinq 
out wh~t the initialm meant. 



..... l ·f c>unc:I t: l"lf.:~ di sr.:: 1 .. 1 ~J!li~ ion 1!!> m·f 'l':. ~~"" th t➔ (::: r.:\l!Gem\ v~:❖~r y i mpc:)r- t w\n t.,. I + <-::•~<•:1:11 th 1:a 

-:;t 43-f f i nvcJ l. ved wi t.h my r.:.-ases wert::~ h<i-~ l p-f ul c':\\nd <~ ►: p<~r· i r:mct~d. Th<•:•:~y 
helped me a lot - ag~in it might be int~resting to refer c~rtain 
problemti t .,1 puychr . .,logists tc.., eHp:l.:\:irl clt"ld <:::l@ri+y pl"'oblf.Nn!m , ... <•:~.q. :i: 
felt.: some par ent.s w+»,n?. pathol oq i c:: i,,\l :l i ii,\l"'fli• t:n.,t Wi:l"\!!iHi 't. .t 00'1/. !l!IUl'"t~1" 

- I'd preferred the training either (~) on a continuous b~sis; once• 
month~ a different area cf r~viewing coverHd or (8) more intenMiv~ 
i 1·1 it i i,d 1 y. Not !!iH:> 11.:.preci\\d <::>L.lt ·f <.-:>r Mh<::>rt ,~,<❖~I'" i odti:. (:lf t:. :I. tM~ ~ 

- See 14 comment~ (i.e, It'~ difficult to relate to proceww until 
ycu'v~ done r~vi~wm. Morra training aft~r • few rMvi~wu, and lm•s 
in it i r.i\1 :l y wot.ll d t:H~ hr.d pf u.1 • ) T11

" 11:\i l"d ng iirnd m,i:u11 .. la.l w~z~r («~ qr.:)c:)d .irnd 
1 .. 1 s ~~ ·f 1.d .. f-H 1 <:J ·f th<~ i 11 ·f r.,r m r::d:-. i tj n w <:U~ ,~ b i t <J v ~ r w 11 ~» 1 mi n q ,~ t ·f i I"' 1:s t ~ 

e$pecially wh~n we h~d no ideM how r~vi~WM would go. SmMll groups 
di$CU~sinq MR/CP/CW would have b~en halpful" CP CAMMm warM most 
d:l·ffic:1..ll't:. ·fc.1r- m+:❖) bf~t::cY:\1..1111~a :( ·ft::~lt lf.:•)#l\15t in-fc:>rmed~ whilm~ I ~t'.n(::,~, ot.ht:i~l'"!!l~ 

felt that way about MR c~rna~. 

..... r h ~:❖.1 m, p ~:❖) ca ~,: f.:w m~ t. h c:i, t w .:~ rrt <::> v f.•:H" t h t1i1 :i ,,.. t. i ,rm•> 1 :L m :l t:, c: a:, Ll ffiH•:~ d ,m c; h t-:-n::I u 1 i n q 
prc::,b l t~rna .. ~ 11.':i.lid i r, ('Jn ·~ c:: tt\~j;~';, l t h(;'.)t.1<;1 ht th fi~ 1ii.p f~c'iAk ~:1,11

" Wiu\i!lt l")C)t W<•:f) l l 
organized ~nd mtill went ovmrR 

·- r h t❖-e t r r.1\ i n i n q w cii\ 11~ v +:•~1 r y he l p ·f ,., l . :t w o u :t r.:I r, 11·,, v fl.~ 1 :i k tii' d m el r- t❖:•) t:) pp t) r t u n :i t. v 
t c:, t1 iiA v (❖~ d <•ri + i rH!¾ d r <::> 1 ti.! c:, + b <::>.ii\ r d mo,, .. (~ iiA n d 't:. <::> h Ii:\ v f.e me•~ t 1:Hi ii;\ b <:H'A r d ( ~.:. 
me m l'H❖W' > pr i c~;r t c:) d c:>i n ~.:J r ~:, v i +:❖) w tm t . <::) h n,, v 1~ don f.❖) 1n<::) I"' f.•~' I"' cd "i~ ••n• p l 1Y:\ y i n q , 
discussing appropriate responses, mtc. At times I felt board 
membarM got into per~onal atorinu, etc" whi~h took ~way from the 
C)'✓ .:?.ri/:\l l 11 pn::>f <:.~1:st~i c:,n.~l II typ(·~ atmo1:~pl·1e:-,re,, ! th<::>t..tqht m,hclul d l"HlWt❖~ l::H~H~l"l 

c~ r e i1'1\ t. f.❖) d " I t h i r, k t I'" ;.:, i 11 i n q i n c\\ r e c':':\ of 1::1 pp I'" C:) p r i iii\ t. t❖:•) t:. h :i. n q Y!> t c, t r.:\ l k 
about~ etc. would have helped. 

- We were trained in the Mtructure cf the foster care nyatem~ the 
legal my~tem and the various ag~nci~s that support it" Wh~t w~ were 
not trained in was hew net to be intimidated by irat~ parents or 
c: h i 1 d r (❖, n ~ h <:> w t c:, b <~ c'~ t. e <ii ~Pit:~ i r, i1"A t::: <:, r, + r (~) n t 4':A t :L <~, n <t~ l ~ (,:.:~ t 'l':. i n q ? h c) V-J t . <::) 
make othera fe~l comfort~bl~ in cur presence, how to b~ 
compassicnate er not compas~ionate whmn thM ~ituation ~res~- l 
really ~culd have us•d som~ pMycholoqy training" 

- I feel the tr~ininq was vary u~eful but that it would hava been juut 
a:, !!i> e, ·f + f!:' r.: t. i v E~ i ·f 1111 p er.:\ k r.~ r 1m w c:> t.1 l r.:I h iii\ v ~:,:,, b ~:,:~en 11 l (:.1i !i:1111> w i r1 d •:❖, d " 11 r h i s w <::) 1 .. 1 l d 
have made the sessions shorter; it i$ difficult fer full-time 
(·!?mp 1 r., y f!P. f~ 1:a t o t: n,\ k rr!1 :~~ d ,i,\ y 1111 C:) 1 .. 1 't:. + c:, r t r 111\ :i. n i n (;;J " Th ~//, fil~ ~:1~ ffil im :i e, n ffi~ c:: C:) 1.1 .L d 
possibly be reduced to 1 dayft 

W o u l d i 'I':. b ~~ p o 1u~ s :l b l e f r.1 r rn\ l t e I'" n in\ t fl~ 1lll, t. t:) m ♦:❖) Ii~ t. m ,i:\ y b t.-1 ·t w i c.: «~ y w~ iii\ I"' 1 y t (::, 
discu~• mutual experience~ and probl~mm? 



( 

( 

C~ t..t ri ,J. t. i . on ,_ .l t:, b .= Add :i. t:. i on 1m l c: c:> mm ~:1~ n t tit• r trh q .~~ r d i n ~~ th(❖:•> pr o ..i ® r.~ t im t i"i,\ of ,f ;i1, n d h c) w 
they prcvided guid~nce and •~HiatancM in t~rm~ o~ tha 
p I"' C::l j t: (~~ t " 

... HI felt th~·:,t Jt1~ari Wl.li\S Vf:i~l"'Y r.:)bjer.:tive:~ with the in-f!e)r"mii:\'t:.it::,n th,·1:,t:. i!f~hf!.,~ 

qmve to Beard M~mb~rm. 8hffl wau able to ~wpl~in variou~ rcleu and 
what responsibility that worker& had" 

f~ir.::hi~rd Wi':'AS help-ful in h,?iving <::ii.,~.;«~ mt.udifi~11» l'"<w1ady u.,nd ir·, :ir1t~:~rpl'"(·X~tit"l<.~1 
the r8vi f.,~1w pl""t':lce1r..1ia -f<::>I"' Lus" ;-1e g~i\Vfi.~ f.·:nH:wil '.I. ent i nt.rc:>c:h.H:ti <::>n1i~ b~::~-f 01•" +:~ 

~~ f~ c: h n~v j, ~~-~·W. 

- Jean Lindgren sent out notice~ a week or mere baforn revi~w• ~nd 
discussed materials with us a half hour before reviewsu After 
r l~vi r-~ws ~ c::I id our f.iY.i~l Ucii\t ion c>·f c:: aff!les i!:tnd c:,ur r•:❖?c<::,mmend iu\ t. :i. <::>n s ti:\n d 
barriers to permanencyM Dianne answered questions we had about the 
Project, also furnished un with nmwal~ttern ffind update traininq 
d <t~ t e i!:l <::> ,f d tl\ r1 Ll ,a r y 1 <~ 8 6 . Stt pp 1 j, €-~ ci t~l lS w i t.. t1 r c,:~ i m bur iE; em ci:~ , .. , t + c::>r ms + (::>I'" <Ju I'" 
parking and lunch. 

••• Di ,iAl"lft+., R i c::h ii.,r d and ~I t~<:i\t"l ,.. Wf.~r e t.. ht:~ 1at,·~f + :i: wc:11·· k t❖:~d w :i 'l':, h,. Th t·Z~V Wfa~r <i•:~ 

excellent and $Upportive in every way" l feel they listened to me 
,~n<::t 1mhi~rf~d th<❖~ir :ld<:•?i~\!~" r (l,Jr1j, . .,yc~d wt.,rking with th0:~m .. 

- Richard Spratt was very h~lpful in every way with thw review 
pr c,,.: €~$!~ V 

- X feel st~ff werH excellent. EveryonM waM h~lpful and friendly,, 
Th (:•~ y w r~ r- c~ ~sup p c:, r t . .i. v a , i~ n $ w <f.~ I"' e d q l.t <~~ t:it t i c::> r1 i!l> ( <•:•:~ v (~:~ n t h <~')~a~•:~ t. h ii~ t l • 111 :Ii u r <❖:) 

seemed pr~tty dumb at times), and tr~at~d us very profm5%ionally» 1 
v ;~ l t.l f:1 d t h <-~~ i I'" <J p :i. n :i, c:, n ~i ~ n d il\ p p I"' c~ c: i 1~ t €❖~ d ii"- s 1:!l i 1$ t:. iY~ n c: ~~ ,i:\ n d m c::> r ,1~ l. <1·:) t.:l <::> c) mt lH> • 

lnfcrmMtinn (backqround, upciateM, ate~) provided at reviews w~rQ 
invaluablen I can only imagine the frustrations involved in 
coordinating reviews with so many people and getting necess~ry 
in+r.1rm;at:.:l.c:H1 .. The~ <:mly l~r~:4::\ l W<.":>L.ll.d have li~rn~d ll'H::)l'"fr.1 w<::>uld havei l::1(;-:H:~ 1"\ 

in re= to updates en c~aes we had reviMwed, i»nu, ~curt rasults, 
returning home? etc. It seemed as if many cases just disappearecih 

- In my opinion, the Project Coordinator did an excellent job. The 
pro j f~<::t t:i.•r~emed t.<:> rur, !Sm<::>oth 1 y n The r e<::c::~pt i, on w~1 rec: (•Z?:i Vfad + ,, .. om th c:~1 

Hennepin County staff was fairly po•itive - much more mo as the 
pl'" o..i ec:t. proqr<:-~~!!-1sed,. Tli(~i pt'"tJ j t?.(::t S(.jC: t i:Al W<Jr k r~r ( ,J e~n 1....:l ndql'"C❖:~n) Wl'i~rn; 

ex~eptional; I ' m not ~ure we would have functionHd ns~rly as w~ll 
without liar concise summaries of the cases and her very tactful 
1 :ink i1':\g~ with ist a+ ·f and c: 1 i f.❖~r"lt. Si►• I c: r.:'lnr, (.~,t i mii1\g :i. n e~ LI 111) w~,d i nq t. ht'" !::)Uqh 

the tons of case material prior to each review! 



- ,:J em n Li n d qr en w ii\ tm t h t·:i' s ·t it'i\ ·f ·f p ~'/1) r 1:n c:, n I w (:~ ,,. k t:11' d m c::, '*~ t c:: l o 11~ el y w i t. h !rt\ r 1 d 
she:, was e>«:ellen ·t. ·rh~?r~~ were ·t.imc❖n~ wh~:iH1 :1: ·f~~lt. c::H .. tr bt':>c:w·d n<:iH~~df:❖)d 1i:\ 

1 it t:.1 e q1~1 i danc €·:? iii4rld shf~ hi=\nd .l c1~d s:i tur.nt:. i <::)ns 'l: r.1,c:~ tofu l .1 y r.':\nd y~:-~t. 
hone~is·t:J.y. 

- All questions rai~ed by me were ~~tinfactorily ewpl~ined - such a& -
what happened in certain cases - continued fellow-up~ etc. 

"'" n i t::: h 11:\ r d w 1'/:\ s V f/1 r y h f!.~ 1 p ,f! Int l .. Hf;:~ t I'" i ~:❖) d V f:~ 11" y h i':':\ I'" d t C) p ,, .. t:) V :i d f.❖) l f/~~ ii:\ d ~:❖) I'" ll!I h i p " 
:c ·h:~el t.h~? ~H.tpport he rec0~:l v~::?d ·f r-c:,m trH~ u1"1 :L t. w«:H~ l :i. mi t1•z¾d. Oi ,'i:U'H:) Def~(~~ 

was always ~v~ilable to help .. Shew~~ very kncwledge~bl8 •nd w~n 
't.ht~ <:Ir i vi ng ·f orc:e ho 1 di r,g th El' prc:,gr a:\m t c:>(.:~e•~t h.:.~r" Tl·w.» trw-:~ 1nH .. u::c:(i•~11~Hi) <::)f 

the program was due directly to Di~na'~ influenceN 

- Net only did Jean Lindgr~n provide mxcall~nt summArisw cf mAch c~•~ 
c:>n pi:\pf.i:~I"' ., sh t:❖~ sp~nt:, ti 1111:'f~ di 1:i.r.: u~~m. i n<;i t•:•,m\C~ h c:: w\fi~t'\~ with u~1~ b f!H-r c:)I'" ft~ t:. h «~ 
r ~~vi tll w b (l,,l'<;:J i:.m • I l:.H:., 1 i (~ v e t. h i 1~ t y p r,., o ·f t I"' f:U:\ ·b1H~1·1 't C'j'f th ~it <::: ill\ 1i1u1;:H~ i 1!11 

n f.❖~ 1:: f.,~\ !l:l s n':\ r y " 

= The ccordin~tcr and two project ®ociMl wcrk~r• w~re alwayw 
p r o ,f c•t~ 1;1; ti!¼ i t:, n e.\ l a., n d e: <~, c, p ~:~ r w. ·l':. i v •~ . 1 w ,·~ 1,:;; v <~t ,,.. y i mp r (·1~ ~~ 1is ~:~ d w i t h t h i m m, t ,:i + + 
and enjoy~d my aYRoci~tion with them. They wer~ hulpful but not 
i r1 t j, mi di~t i nq wi 17.h l «'~,y l::l<::>~rd m~mb(!~l'"1Hi. 

-·· f~ t c:: h ;~ r- d B p r ~\\ t t w (\1\ 111> <~·H.t r p ,,.. i mar y q u i d ,~ n r.: C'~ !I!) <::l L,l r- c.~ f.~ ii.\ n d "" ;.A ii~ ~r•) H c:: ~:•:~ l 1 1\:-~ n t ~ 

bc::,t.h in the:1 •~·~>it.r"r.:\ :Ln·fc~l"'llli*\tion hti!~ r,>l'"C.')Vid«❖~d ii'1\1"1d him. dr;.,~mfJj11,,norH H•~ Wii:\!Hi 

v<~ry e,nr.:ou1"'1t-\qinq ir, hi1~1 p<::>4.:1i.tiv•~ ·f<·Z~<·~~dbi::1.c::~( 4::\l"lc::I ~(f.~pt ( .. l!i:) Cln tl'"i:r.<:::k .. l 
c.~ i:':,n 't spf.:?iii\k hi qh 1 y ~l'not.1(;;Jh c:)+ th•:•~ j c:,b h~ did. 



( 
Quention_l7l Comm~nts regarding th~ &uffici~ncy of th~ timru 

commitment in fulfilling actu~l monthly commitment•" 

,ua Th(/~ t. i me C:t')mmi t.mC!-1n t w.am 1"'1(~1i7. h(::>l"l~mt-. 1 y (~~('.:)(OrYll.lr''I :I.<:: M·t ~1d '"" it, Wi1.~1ii> (:.') ·t t. C1~l"l 

m,~,r•:❖) then 8 h<::>Ltrr:r. a mr.:,nth .. _ p1:·~rtir.~1 .. ,lm1rly in tht:❖~ bt:i:1q:i.nni1·1q11 

·- l c 1~, u l d h i~ v •~ 1M p en t, m <::l r (7.? 't i mm i ·f i t h ,~ d b <~ <•:i~ , .. , I"\ e~ c: G·~ u; ~s ii~ I"' y ., 
felt good about helping famili~~ find p~rman~ncy. 

A~ an alternate it w~s fine - l could a•mily giv~ mere of my time tc 
thrt.~ pr"ojec::t iii\'t:. the pre~e)nt t.itnf.i~ i+ nf.•)(•:1~dr:.•)dH 

·- :B ~ :l n q b o r.1\ I'" d c::: h ti:\ :i r a.\ d d E~ d iii\ d d i t i ('.:, n ffi\ l h 1::, u ,, .. m. • Ht) tl I'" \~► viii\ Y" i t,, d q ,, .. t❖~ at. l y 
month-to-month, e.g.,. $Orne months no revi~ws, other mcnthM 3-4 days 
requi rH:•)d. 

- l k~ep fMirly d~t~ilwd time record• for mywelf; the projeet took an 
averaga cf 16 hourm p~r month. While same cf this time wan spent 
representing the two-lay-member panels 8$ ch~il'"~ th~t was limited. 
ThfZ? b\..ll k c:>·f ·t-.he ti m(:~ WflS 1spr.~n t in l'"(l-1V i ~~wm J~n<j pr (l.l?j:)i:~r a't. i en + or 
reviews and follow-up after reviews. 

- A~ it meemed more then 8 hours som~ month~ it was leIBs ether months 
and mu~t have ~bout ~verag~d out" 

.. n V iil\t'" i 1-i"H:i ·fr' c:,'Hfl mcm t. h t. (::) mon ·th - l!IH:.1CYH~ fn(',Jn th 1m w 1,'I:\ ffi ffi(~)r" t!{t th fi),l"l ,~. h {•:(•~ 
commitment of B hours. - other monthw was lessN 

··- The t i m ti:~ 1:: t:) mm i t: mr .. m t i n i t i c·:·:\l l y w m1 Ii~ m \..lC::: h mo r fh~ t, h a r; I~~ h c.:H"l n~ i;:rn~ r m <::) n t h 
which caused quick burn out~ 

A~ an ~lternMte I found it difficult to ~ttend reviews with ~hcrt 
notice as my sup~rvi~or is net willing/ablm to accommodate thim" As 
~ r~~uit I did not do as m~ny review~ as I wculd have likwd to. 

- Actu~lly, I wish 1 h~d be~n scheduled for more reviews" People who 
m\l"'w:> ii:\bl ff~ tr.:> vc>l untf!.~er their ti me often hii,\Ve mr..)I'"(❖:•) t:i. mF..? ;::\Yii:\i .I. u:,b.l f.W th(i;.~n 
wa5 required for thi~ project" 

As an alternat~ I ~arved on 22 reviews a~ccrding to my noteu. 

M ... Sc>mt:.i m<.'Jr"lthm it r((~q,.l:i. rmd more t.h@n t:3 hc:>t.,rs but <::rt.l·H~l'" mcmt·.hs ,,c,t 41m; 
muc:h ti me We:\S spfiH''lt" 

- lt v~ried greMtly from month tc month - some mcnthw involved 4 hours 
while ether w~ra 16+~ 



It taka~ Blot of time to g~in expertis~ - P~rhMpu J or 4 y~Mrw 
wmA 1 d l:,e b•:>·t:. ter,. 

Once a p~r~on is involved in thin projgct I think 2 yaarm im f~ir" 

- Judqing from my own experience, I would suggest one year - anything 
longmr mMy cause burn out. Th~t freuh ~pproach iu vary important .. 

- My ~ctu~l involvement was less th~n a yenrff Thu citizen in0olvmmmnt 
nhcwld have been 2 years not one ygarN 

·- Al th(JL,tqh i ·t. w<1.,1s ~ '.2 yetAr prc:>..iec::·t: bo.-::trd11a (·~V<i~l. t,~t(•~d t::cl.\\i!!Hl ·f clr ~lH)ld: :I. 
yem,r" 

I think thi~ varies from p~r~on to per~on? dwp~nding greMtly en 
cth~r ccmmitm~ntsN I feel~ minimum commitment i~ neceMMary to 
.:J u ~ t i ·f y t:, r r:i'\ i n i 11 i;;i ,, t:, L\ ·t. i1:, ·f t r.-e r 't h ◄'i'~ t, ,m 1::) m f.❖~ m i c;;, h t w El, .. , t. t (~) (~: t:) n t:. i n u fl! l r.:, n (~ +~~ 1"' 

th<":H'l ottH~ris .. 

·- This w ◄ms Si>t,1ppofflH0d tc:) t:H:•:t rn\ 2 y•:u~r r.::r.)11Hni ·t:.mw.mt bt.d~ iiU~ P./\ boii,\r'd nH::•)mbt1W :( 
p er~ r t :I. <:: :l p «A 'l':. (~ <:I + <.'Jr j 1.~ ti:; t ,..., v re r on t, ye::, ii~,,.. ;,i ·f ·l;, (❖'.tr 1~ h ~~ p r- t':l .:J (•~~ <~~ t h <'IA d b ~z1 q \ .. l n ..... 
th~t w~H ju~t right, two yHarM at ~n 8 hour/month commitment is 
di·f-fic.:ult,, 

rw1::) Y<•:•:•)arm. !m~H:~m~id tt:,ppropr :i. m\'bY.·). I wrJtll d l'"f.,:,ic:::om,·1-,.:,md ◄\'J\ min :l mwn ,::)+ .1 
y f.·h·~ r . < 1 ~~ 1s n t I"\ ii.'U1 t.. h at w c:.n.\l. d bf~ a w w\ fit r~ t:l ·f t. r ,a :l r1 :l n g ,, <i~ t.t::: M ) 

- I recommend that th~ commitment b8 only 1 yaMr no mor~" Also that 
the monthly tim~ be 8 hcurs or l~us no mcra" 

If a volunteer perform& to level desired by a project sup8rviscr~ 
that perraon should be able to be called upcn fer as long as thwy 
indicMt~ ~v~ilability. 

- I fael 2 ye&r$ i~ about right, but fa~l you ~hculd be able to 
continue if you wish. It takes 2 years to learn and underwtand th~ 
prcc~~s" Also to b~ nbl~ to see ~om~ ch~nq~• .. 

Tw<."J yei1~1'" 1!1j !~c:>unds id (·~1ia l ·- ◄'IA•f t ~,r ·t , .... c~, :l 11 :l r,q. l t W<::>t,11 d t~l iv~:~ (❖~n<::>1 .. ,q h ti me~~ 
to be ~omewhat experienced ~nd knowlecige~ble, but net mo long that 
you could pca~ibly lome ~ome of your obj~ctivity. 



( 

( 

GlUf.:~1:lit i OJ'\ -,1_9: How cl i ti yo, .. l -4: f.~el ◄'i1\bi.>1..1't t:.h~ way y1::)ur 'I':. i fnfu') Wil1\lli we:: fH/h(::lu l ~(::I 

for tr~ining ~nd conducting r~vi~wm? 

- l feel there waa ~nough time and notice" 
with t.his. 

I didn't h~v~ any problmmM 

- I wa~ Mati~fi~d with scheduling ~nd timing. 

-~- ~k>t er1ough r1<::Jt i c:t~ ON bi.rt it w@t15 momf-Jt.. i m~!~ di of ,f i <::ult to qt::~t HidN ◄'i~Y ,f rc.,m 
wcrk to attend th~ reviaws" 

- The scheduling was ju~t fine» Had ~11 of two weeks to make plMns. 
No prcbl~mm with the tim~. Knew ~l~o ~ yeAr ah~ad a$ cf the 
tentativ~ dat~s for monthly meeting~" 

I was ~lway$ informed ~bout meeting~ two wmeks prior to aach. and 
that was ~fter tha board had already ~et times and ciMY& 6 mcnthm 
◄'!1.h(,r.~;.~d" 

.. _ I c~ oul d be vr;.~ry f 1 eN i b 1 ti? no prr;>b 1 r~m rule of t:.h1 .. 1mb ·- mc.')r (·'!~ pl ann i nq 
longer notices prob~bly could b~ helpful in schedulinq" Ev~rycne 
wam able to come to the training session&» 

- The schedule was fine,. But a few times it interfered with my 
schooling - therefor~, I had to miss a few reviews. 

·- F' :i.1 .. ,e,. 

Enough notice w~s giv~n" 
r.:\ v (::\ i. 1 ('i~b l (:-~ N 

I appraciat~d having the alternat~• 

All right, but not very much invclv~m~nt in the review& by pMrents 
and b~caU$S cf the county's premence th~re wa~ r~luctance on the 
part of board members to be ccnstruc:tively critical er ctherwis~ of 
county performance,. 

- I felt $cheduling went exceptionally well~ ~specially Ecn&ider i nq 
t. l·'H~ r1 wn b er of p (=op 1 e i rw <:> l v f~ d • My b <::> iu\ rd ·h.1 l t. t h icd7. i t i s n <11H::: e ti 1:~ <:Ary 
to hav~ ~cci~l wcrk~rs ~t r~view~ and revi~ws &houlci be re=a~hraduled 
ifs/ha is unable to attend. Am we set dat~• for reviews 1 I fe~l 1 
had anough notice. For ~ue~tion~ 20? I f~~l project ~t~ff could 
answer this que~tion bmstft 

- Ne problem• - everything wa~ well crqaniz~d. 

..... m :i. n c: t~ th t·IW' ~~ were on 1 y t. 1,-,0 <::>-f t.U3' , 1Sc:: he du l :l 11 <;., w r.H::; n <::> p n:> b 1 t:~) m F.d:. ~1:d l N 

One related problem: children scheduled for r~vi~w would suddenly 
go hems. That may or may not be a problem. Did thay qc home f or 
th~ right reason~??? 

= I + I r ~:)me m b r;,., r c r,:, ,, .. r •:❖) c:: t. l y th~:•:~ t i m Vt'!! n r.:> t :t r.:: ~:❖) + or i n i t i nit l t r ,·n1 i r, i n q w ii:\ i:i; 
quite short - the notice fer scheduling reviews was very ~daquate. 



um r~ i r.: h r::\ r d r.:: (:'.) 1..1 l d n ' t, h 4'/J\ V ,:~ a,, I'" r ii~ r"I (,:;i e d t h w,~ r" t!!! V i ~~ w ffl~ m O I"' (ii~ r.~ (;;) n V ~1:•) n i (/4" l'"I t l y w h ((·'i.1 'f,, h fl:) I'" 
there waa one er five in a dayw I ~lw~ym r~c~ived notice in 
'1':\dYeiH'\C(❖~. Trf.dninq, i.:'IS :r 11"ecr.1\ll, invc::)lved tirnrly mt::irnir1qs; t:il 1N1\t.f.0 

lu\-f tern(:.i<:m,, probffll::l J. y nec~~~!Stii:\ry in c::ird«•~r t.o ~a~~P 1"tuml::H1:W" c:,,f d1·11\y1!1) tk)w1·, 
but. not:. r~0ti1\l c:c:mveni ~Zl'nt f ,::>r me .. 

,.... S<::: l"Hl'HJ Ll :L t 11 q was d cm~ w i th b <::>,~rd m ~mt,~~ r 111~ 1l!H:: l"H:.~d u l fa1 ~ i n mi n d ,,~, .. ,('.:I d c:m (~ 
for J er 4 month~ in advanc~" Onu rucomm~ndation would be to meet 
in rooms with windows!! 

- Nctic~~ w~re ncmetim~a ~hcrt - :r ~m not sure thin w~e unavoidable 
bt:-lc: r.1\LlSe n<Jt. i c::(~ f rc::im ,a rt:.,q1.11 r.:\r boi'iArd meimb er mi qht hi*' vw.~ bc❖:~c\•?.I"\ shr.1r· t" 

The mtaff was very supportiv~ in letting us~• a boMrd chooue our 
m:hedl.ll <~ ·ftjr boc.i\rd revi ew11S C:J\.lnSf~l vt~f!!l.. Tl"H1~ rt~mj, n<:h~r l f~t~.tc-!w·iia w.-~1-·(~ 
extremely helpful to me ~nd much ~ppr~~i~ted to ~how to my bomu to 
q€~t:. time <:J•Hff l Wt.,$ nc::,t i1,c:01·1vc1:.H1if!mc::c•~d by t.ht,;1 ·t:1"'e.dninq bMH::.·1n.11.'li<~ cl+ 
my ·f :i t:,:,,x :lb .l 1-i:~ wor ~~ h<::>l,\r !!:l" 

W~ alwBy~ h~d ~nough time to pl~n for rwvi~wu" WH alw~ya knew the 
date~ well in •civance. 

-- 8 ~, f::•) :lil1 :L 7 ( i " ~ " , f·~ !I!~ iiil r1 11'1\ l t.. ~:\~ r n at e I ·f o 1 .. 1 n d :i, ·t, d i ·f ·f i c~ 1..1 l t t:. c::l 1'1'1\ 'I':. 't f.1~ n d 
11·c•~v:l.ew1~ w:L·t.h imhort. nt,'ti,c:;f.~ 11"A11s my 11s~.1pervifl~c:,r imi nc.1t. wil:Linq/1::~blf~, t<:) 
m\c::: r.:: c:rnHn o 1::I at ~:~ t h i !fa " f,, 1n~ 1r., r ~1:rn~ ti l t:. .I d i d n o t d c:> 111\ 1m m ii',m y I"' f,:~ v :i, «❖H'-' ¾i> 01\ mi l 
would have liked to"> 

J Y" ~:~ 1::: ~ :i V ff! d Wh M C:) u q h n c:) t i c:: f.:i' w i -~ ... h i r1 ·f (::) r m c'/1\ t i On 111\ b t:) l,1 t:, p l 01\ c:: ti~ 0 ·f I"' fl,, V :l ~:~ w ~ 
,❖, t r.~ " Th «•111"' f7" v~ ~'!l ne rH.:> p r ob l ~--:,rn 4.m M Th :l !i w iii\ 1i d 1..,u,:ii t c::> t.. h •~~ c:> ,,. q (11 rd. ~I! i1'~ t i Cl t") c:, ,f 
1J fi»~n Li l"\dqr v.:Jn. 

..... ~.~ m; ii'il n iii\ l t:. t;~ r n e:, t:. ~~ I <::) c: c: .-,,\ s :i <~') n ii·,, l 1 y m1, +.? r v Md • <::) n 1m h c:> r t n <::) t i c:: +::, b u t t h :i 111} d :i. d 
n <::> t. p r (❖~ 11:H:m t. p n::l b 1 f:~ m r~1 -f c::> r m <~ " 

- Richard was very accommodating to the wchHdulu& of th~ bo~rd 
member™· w~ oftan time~ w~ra able to combine separat~ dates into 
one longer day or work ~round inconveniant times~ @tc. 

G~t.l<•zrn1,t_i,c:,1, ..... 2J<i.'\.~ .. Hr.:,w did ·f<~~~dbi:H:k c:>r li":At-:k c:,•f :l.t f~++~~<:~t y<::)L.w fune:t:.:i.c:)n:lnq 
~s a board mmmber? 

- l~<❖'!lq,i'~rdiriq 11$C.:lmf.?. ffi<::>t:i,t':Al wc:Jrl-i:e~r1!5, :t •f(•:.,lt. 'l':.h~~t t:.h<-:~Y W(❖»I"'<~ Vfjl"'Y ;~~r"l'"1::,q1i'~nt:, 
and felt as though they wer~ doing me a favor by bainq th~rMu 

- I felt that ~ny information a~ked for w~s given suffici~ntly" 

·-· D i d Ii / t:. I'" ~:❖) c:: ir.'\ 1 1 r f.:' c:: ~i :i. V i n q m l..l C: h + e •») d b 1'i1\ c:: ~( 0'1\ t 1\'1\ .l 1 . w C:) lnl l d h c'/1\ V f.❖) 

appreciated updates. 



( 
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- The f~~dback helped to know that wh~t w~ w~r• doinq wan •ff~ctivaly 
help i 11g f mmi lies arid + rJs ·ter- c: (1n· €' c::h :l. l dr en iiAnd t~❖)t~r, Ii hcAVfJ ~,m,M~ f'H:iH1;'H::I 11; 

1Mtt. while waiting to knc:>w t:,f pt❖)r m11'1\nt»mc:: y of t')r t hed r 1 i Vt~!ffl" 

- Without feedback~ you ~re always wondering if the bo~rd has made ~n 
i mpar~:t 1::lr not. 

- As an alternate I got no f~edback on c~s~H - I feel very cbjactive 
in my contributions to th~ bcardM" Ka~plli m~ le$~ ~mcticnally 
involv~d - mixed feeling~. 

- If suggestion~ or recommend~tion w~re follow~d through. That 
rei ri·f orc:ed the purpo':l~e c~,f the f"'(rJV i (~M b<~'l!'nl"'d" l •':i\l , .... u~yi~ v1(.1nd~w· 1:At:>c:)ut 
c::r.':\ff.Hi:•)~ wi ·l~.h ,,o ,f reedbac::k,. 

""' l:>i d r-,c:)'t l'"fi:H:'.:~~~i ve ·ft:-:tedbm\t:::~r. frr.:,m pv.,ir-m1on1m c:)'th« ❖w· thw.m 1::~u ~:,pr,u,t.t iti\r'l(:j 

D:l 4:?.f11i(\~ Dee.. Ckc~si cma:l :Ly ·f rem !:,W i::md/or ~l:Hnlf::H•:w■ v1, 1:rnr , ... m<~>rfh) !l:10 -f n::,m 
MF~ Di v:i. s:i c:m,. 

·- ~3tii1\+f ii:'\1!~simt:.11·1,nc:e w1mm~ u~~e·ful w 8ht~ mirnde only (:>ilf:~ n~qt'i:\t:.iv«0 m11"lr.;J<;;J<-i:~r.-;tic)n 
t <::> mii,,,. t:3h *Z~ i:\1!ll k c{~d th c:"A t. :t n c:>t o·f + e:~nd t. h <¼~ me.1th t,,,:r c::>+ ~A , •• 0:t. ,iAI .. d(•:~d i!Ad <::)pt. i•:(~d 
child; :it'.!?.) in\ :lonq !ll~tory, bL.tt :r ·fv.1i.,:tt ffi~h•~ Wi1':\!!!> 01 .. tt e)f linf!.~. 

Scrnuz~ Wc:.\S qc:>t;d but in:i.tii\i\lly ~.tia·f·f Wfi>re li<wsit(~nt j,n beinq 11 c)p€m 11 with 
~·:, 

11 Bt)f.:\I'" d" 11 Bom•:•:\,wh;1:,t. Ltnc: om+ (:)rt cab 1 r.,:,, mt the bfb,q :inn i nq" 

- It made a gr~at difference whmn ~ocial workers ware ~baent or 
uninformed th~m•elvas (new to case, et~.)N It was difficult to make 
r ~:?r..:c:lrnm~111<:l ;at i <Jl"'Hs when w•~ d :id no'l: have i 11-f or,M:\t. :i. c:,n + 11"<:>m tli ~:~ p.-::\mt ~ 

•:-:-~ ~;. p e, c: i a 1 l y r e 1 at. i n q t o r f.:) r.:\ son s f or c: our t ·f i n c:I i n q 1111 ( i M r-:~ " , T F:, F~ d f/:~ n i •:~ d , 
<:-:?tc::) " 

- I remember two social workers who seemed somewhat burned out and did 
not reelly appe~r to be on top of their cas~s, sc I wondered abcwt 
the effectivene&s of their follow-up service•" · 

- Since one of the major system problems as I see it is the 
interrelationship between social service and th~ court, the lBck of 
any court feedback W~ffi indicativ~ of that problem. I think the 
court functioned as though w~ did not exiRt. On the other h~nd~ 
f f.~t~db m<.: k f l'"C'lm the pr<.-:> ..i r:.~c t. !~t.i=\f ,f w~1:i1 t-:~H c:i~l 1 ~~r'lt. 1'1And .r." h :l qh mc:~t:. :i V<:':\t :i. nq 
·f ii1\C:: t (::)r. 

..... r h e~ f e f~ d b ii:\ c: k r fill c •~ :i v fl.~ d w w.\ ~,~ o ,,: t. Cf:, n ci\ !~ k f.·~ d f c.> r m1 p ft:~ e: i ·f i r.~ 1/1\ 1 l y 1·11, n c:I w i~~ m~ q :i. v en 
t l"l (❖H"I (::ll1

" ,,.. (~ 1!H~ i:\ I"'(:: h <:-: d " 'l: h tim q i y f?.H"I • r d i d n <::)'t iii\ 1S k (n\ l"l y liiitl UI"' t-: €-l <::rt:. I")~~,.... t:. l"U::\ I", 

Richard Spratt about faffidback. 

,,,. I did n ' t + (·SHi'J l WE~ ni~c e i v<-:~d Vf.~r y muc:: h f (f.H:id b 47:\C k a-l>< c:: e:~p t ,fr c1m 'l':.1·1 t:❖} !5 t:. i:'.d: + 
~nsiatant. I think more fe~dbac:k would h~v~ b~en vary helpful in 
reviewing M CA$ffi for a ~econd time and also Just as a learning tool" 

.. , . W rr.•~ m\ l w i\~ y 1ii ► h 1i1\ d tii\ t . : .:1 ~~ n f~~ r 1'i1\ l up d l:\ t'. e ·f r c.> m ·t:. h ~ st 1.i, ,: + ,:~ 1n> s :i ~1, t r.'i\ n t r..;; 1::\ n ci ifi1 

d<~te.\ :i J. ~~d C:Jrl(~ + r<.1m the <::: i,\1s(~ ~;c:)c: :i r.\l wclr k f~t'" I t:SLlpe-:1rvi is<:>r be+ <::>1""(1~ Cl'❖-'V(·~I'" y 
l"'€❖)Vi•::1)W" I ·h:dt :t Wru\~!• W(-idl in·f!::>rm«wd ·for f.·Hi\c:h Ci:\t~e l'"evi•:❖)W~:>d~ 



.. ~ RidH:\rd did an t:rnc:elle1,i~. job ,:,f pr(::,vid:lnq "t.lp ·fr<~m'l':. 11 ir,·fc.~1•"m,at'. :l(::m 41~nd 
Mummeries of c~~es. Som™timas it would hMV~ b~wn nic~ to knaw what 
h c\}pptm~~d t.c::> t.ht?. c:am:n ,af trar we l'"w':tV :L ~lW<·~d t.t, '.l~tn,. 

- 1 wc::>ul d hc1,ve :Li kt:~cl to hclilve hr.❖~ia'\rc::I mo,•"«(~ 1'1'1\bt:>L.lt, 01..,r !!~uc::c::r::•}fll~~/·fr.i\:l ltll'''(ll 
r c-a'tem in parmar,ency pl .ani, i n9., t~~>< et\mp 1 .:es~ of <::til\1liHS~1!it wi ·th q<::><~,d <'i'rnd trn\<:.i 
pMrmanency pl~nning by review board~ ms~ t~~ching tool, atcw 

- If you ~r~ asking if we received follow-up inform•tion, it wa~ not 
adequate .. And for me, that mean~ thMt not encuqh prcgruan h~d been 
made $ince l~st review" 

- [r~spcnding to question# 20uJ A~ an alternatn I seldom recmived 
C~$BS more th~n once. 

- Wffl raceiv~d excell~nt f~edback, both~~ a beard and individually, 
It greatly enhanced cur performance" 

Quu~t~on_22~ Wh~t w~s the financial comt ta yew cf your participation 
~$ ~ revi~w bo~rd m~mber? 

- I tried to arr~nge my 9Chedul~ to be at th~ beard mMetinq" It 
wamn't toe much cf an inconvenience" 

••• :t r ~H:d :L y (~~ i'~ l"I ' t t~ !'ii\ y b trH::: iiHA 1s e my l!S<~: h (·~du l <~~ w 1,:\ 1m :L Ii ~rnHv:~ p l. 1·1 ~1 w i 't. h my d <iii. y 
1::> ·f ·f w C) r k . Th~~ tr ll:\ i n :i. n q r.:I :i, d :i n v o 1 v +:~ mi r.:> m f::~ t. i mt~ o of ·f w <::> r l,1: ~ b t.1 t th (1/1) 

rffirnults out weighed the cost. 

- Au a r~tireci person, my schedule wan vary open, my coats were only 
parking and lunches ~nd even thcuqh 1 could have received mcme 
r.: r.:> mp en s ;.,, ·t:, i r.:m ,, I rHz~ v E~ r t.L.11•· rHi:•~ d i n ii'i\ v c:> u c h t~ I'" ·f (Jr- e :i t.I", f.':? r . 

- I am v~ry flexible at thi~ time in my life - matter of s®ttinq 
prioritie~ for me nc problems in parti~ip~ting. 

:c m i !Li ffi (•:,~ d I°~ f r;~ w m (::) r Ii i r, ,.~ me f:~ t i 11 q s ·f r Om 1S c::: h (::) (~11 n Th (•:•:~ I"' <l·~ V i (~ w b <::) iet r d f~ r, d 
my ~chocl meMting wer~ en the sam~ morning for about 4 months. No 
time was taken off from work" I worked eveningsA 

••• N c::, n t:❖~ ~- b u ·l·:. :l ,f 1 w 1i1\ s n C:l t. i r; t. h «'! p ,~., ,m :t t. i on l c: Ll r r rein t.. l y h r.:) l d :r ·f t:❖i ~» l i t 
might hav~ baan differenttt 



( 

( 

""' I h,:i\Ye Vf!:~ry li't.t.lf.i~ f:inn,\nC::ici'\l C.:fn'7~'t,, mt~ th~ tnii:\j(::)ri't.y c:,·f my v~<::>1-'" k iim :ln 
t:. hf:~ •~vc,~11 in (.J. 

- My primary problem was time off from work~ AA& after the prcj~ct 
started, ,ny time spent ~ttending commitment tcurt heari·nqs increased 
Ml.lb st r.:\ n t :i. iii\ l l y . 

NW 1\1(:;)f')t~; 

job,. 
my employer p~rceived this project au AA bonafide part of my 
They picked up all incidental expen~es, like parking" 

- MinimAAl - only I wish the reimbursement schedule would hMve been 
discussmd early in the s•lection prccems. I almo~t didn't get 
involved because I didn't realize child care would be a covered 
(•~>C 1:H•H11SC\~ • 

- The financial cost for ma was minim~l. 

= No financial cent AA& lam now retired. 

. ... r h ~::•~ c:> n l y t. i nrn~ 1 l <~) m> t w ,i~ iL~ ~Hi.-~ r !.:!H:m a l t.. i l'iH:::i w h i c::: h l (.:.:J l tY~ d 1 y w o u 1 d c:kH'i ,·id:. 0» 

ii:\ <.~J i:'~ i Ii " 

..... ( ne~v~:•:H· n::~al l y m<❖~i:\\f:l~L.\r'f.~d th<i~~ ·f i nanc:i c:d <::c::Hmt. or thc:H.1qht r.,+ it :in tt·,1::\'17. 

way. I felt I was giving back something fer all 1·ve received +rom 
the county over the years. I think I'm still way ahemdft 

- I honesty do net know as I did net k8ep any record# For me th~ 
CC$ts were not as important as having a review beard. 

- I wan fortunate in that my company counted it as if I'd worked sc l 
d:idn ·t 11f."1.?<~d tr., 1.,mc•::~ v,'i:\C.:<':~tion t.ime. Ot.hf~r- thii.\n <::>c:c::,:~si(~ni~l bi~by11l)i'l':.tt~~1'"1~ 

fer training, I incurrHd no financial coat" 

@Y~!t19□-~1! Ramolutions fer r~view ccmpon~ntm idantifi~d Mm nmedir,q 
:i mpr rJvenHi:mt = 

.... V 1:1\ r i t•:Hi ·f I"' (:> m <::: ii:\ ~1H~ t t:J <::: ci:\ SH::~ - ~ c:) nH1::i rH❖H❖~ <:1 f;;I d mo r («,) i n f CH" m cid:. :i cm .. ~ 1~; C:) nH:•:•) 

the county workers needed to update themselvesft 



F tJ r- 41":\ l t f.•~ r nit:\ t.. r.H~ g c:> i n q t. o a ~ t7.->e: c:H·, d ,,. f.❖~ v i fJ w l d :i. d n ' t (;J t❖rt:. q f.:l t:)(:;J 
information ~t wh~t happened in first revi~w" 

- Frequently didn't have psychcloqi~t/pmy~hi~tri~ report~ on 
cl i ~smt su who w~w e 1!iH!r!i ng sc:,1neont1::~ r~iqu 1 aAr 1 y p r fi,,pc>r t 1~ • of! l"'<:Jm 

schools, group home~, etc. would hAAvm often b~en helpful but 
W<❖~r' fA~ r1 (~J t ◄'iAV r~ i 1 mb 1 (•~" 

- I can think of mevaral c~sm~ where w~ w~re net made aware cf 
c:: w~1 r t G1\ i r·, V i t. c/1\ 1 c:: i r (: 1..1 m 1!lt t ml f'l C: ~:•~ !ls'!, ' LI 1!U lul .,~ .l l y b e c:: w."I \.,\ !ll> flt' t h ~~~ <: ml m, ~❖1 ji!) 1::) c:: 1 ii'1\ .l 
worker didn't want LIM to know» 

B. AMOUNT OF TIME ALLOCATED FOR REVIEWS= 

- Sometime so~i~l worker wasn't prepar•d er knew very little 
i~b('.:)U t <::: i:l\ ffil(❖~. 

..... 8 c:> met i me., !!Ii t:. h vi~ p l t't\\ n w cl\\ mir·i ' t t:~ l t:lh ◄m r oM'H:i of or ~1~ r,:, nH11, c:> + t h (i~' w (::w k ew r 111~ n <::)'t'. 
all had cle~r information" 

··- De~pwmdi ng c:m t.he w<::>r~1:~11•"9n. :it.. Wm\!!!~ e..:d 't:.hr.•~r V~'!WY q(~)(~)d c~ir l'"~i'.~H:\ l pc:)OI'" , ... 

d (·X~ P ~~ rl d ~~ cj <:) r\ 'l':. h (-r, 4:A t 't', :L t lnl ('.j ti! <::> + B II W A 't_ (::> .,., i:~ t"' d b (::) ii~ I"' d " 

= Generally good~ 
vet'" y nt&~W ~ f.-?t. r.: H 

~~'l':.c::" 

but inndaquate if mo~inl workuru w~r~ ~b•ent, 
N~ed mere participation from p~rants, childrHn~ 

- High worker turnover often lffift n worker trying to present~ 
c: ,,'Amt~ 't.hii.1t Wmti br- ;,~nd new with i n·f <Jrm4\\\t i c:>n nc:,t ;~l 1 thi·~1t. r.: :I. f~ ◄'il\l"' + or 
1ii (::l c.~: i it',\ .1 w <::.i r k f.❖) r ; h :i g h t::: ruts~\ 1 r.:, .r:, d l!i> <::> + t tlf! n m <11~ r.:\ n t. t h 11'i\ t 1m \ .. I q q e 1::; t :i. c.:i n 1~ 

made previously had net been c•rried out - no time! 

-· .8 y t. h t::) p ,,.. t:> j f.❖) r.:: t soc i a l w or k •:❖~ r !!l> we r t:1~ f.1~ H c: v-::.\ 1 l V.❖) n t. ""' s (::) m fi.·) r.i\ q f.❖) n c:: y 
social workers were not toe well prepar~d. 



( 
D. BOARD MEMBER PARTlCIPATI □Nu 

- No m~ating was ever cancellad ~van if one couldn't coma. 

-· Thf~Y l"l€iH~d to be t.H~t ter pn~pared tt1 m.l\ke SH.l<,:.rn,~~ist :i <:ms + c::>r c: ◄'ar:H.:H:, 
~nd the county - suggestions didn't start until ~pproximatruly 5 
or 6 months into progr~m. 

- More guideline~ on Appropri~ta response~ etc. would have b8en 
h~::-1 p-f ul .. 

E. BOARD MEMBER ATTENDANCE= 

·- I l!!Hm l dom m~cat. on it'~ bc:>fii\r c.l wher r.•~ ffl\l l mEHnb•:.~r' m. t:)•f my bc.:)ffllY"d wr.;11•" rm 

pnzrnH~t"\'t. F.::1 i m:l t'H1\'t~e ~5 memb~r bo,:ffd!~ iiAnd ~J<::> t.<:l :;!;. 

r" ATTENDANCE OF PARENTS AND CHILDREN AFFECTED: 

- l q u fl~ t i c::, r1 w h f~~ t.: h t:) r t'~ l l !i o c: i ii:\ l w <::l r I,,: f~ ,, .. 1:l (~ n (;~ <:l l., ,, .. c'/A q !i~ d p i \ r· t!~ n t 1ij <"i~ n d 
childrmn to attend. 

- 1 fm~l it iH difficult to m~ke decinions when you have no 
f.H~l'"S<.':)f'li=\l <::t:.\l"lt1'i:\<:~t wi't:h t.t,os~:?. involv~~H·.1 .. :c ·ft~lt mtu::h mc)I'" ~~~ <:::i'iAPi\'Abl~;•) 

w i t h ·f a c::: e ·t: r.:> f m1 c: ~~ c: on ·t. =' c: t. w i t h t h e-:~ r.:: h i 1 d r ~:,:.in ,. 

- Bometimea th~y were notifi~d by lett~r but I f•~l the 
impcrt~nce cf the meeting and affects on their liv8s wasn't 
stress and more effort put forth" 

- Very few parents or fcnter p~rent~ attended. 

- Many times they are just not there. 
to mf.:)f:0t th ¥1,~m" 

- lt would help us with recommendations if W8 could speMk with 
the invclvffid child ~nci parent" 

- Oft~n did not attend" 

- Raraly did the parentn come/ children~• w~ll. Di•covaring •• 
i-:~ r f~V ~. t~w~~r" 

- A 1 C:) t:. c:, ·f ~H\ I'" em t. ffl~ d i d n ' t 1!11 hr.') w Ll p - Cc, tint. y n 1-:.H.1.~ d rn~ t. c:> st I'" f::) s m! t h f.❖) 

review morn remph~tically" 

- VHry helpful when they Mre ther~" 88•med drcp ~off on Me ccnd 
t i ma ii;\ p p (f': c~ r <i,'.\ l"H::: e wru~~ n t"l(::) p r C:> ~~1 r (\l'Hri~ !5 h itHi tH:irnm m ilHh, • 

- It wan vary helpful when th~ familien and/or children at t 8nded. 



- F~r too few p~rent$ and childr~n. I'm not $Ura how tc get 
batter parent attand~nce - court order~? I would like tc think 
th~t lay involvement might b~ ~n inc~ntive to p~r~nt 
pMrticipation. Your ~tati~ticn would be~ better indicator of 
t h ia t t h urn my 11 ·hn:., l i r, g 11& " '' (.his ·f ,~ r 11·~ ~~ c: h i l c· . .ir· [·m ,u\ r «~ <:: f~H'l <:~ ,,i~ ,, .. l'HZt d ~ I 
renlly believe thftt the children ~hould be th~re ~xcept in 
these few cas~M wher~ it could be damaging to them" Cl would 
i 11 m c> n~ t:. :L n 15 t ,,1\ n c~ t~ im n1\ 1 m. o e N r.: fl::~ p ·t: m Vt~ n t 11\\ l :l y r «•it. ,'i1\ , .. r.:I 1~f d c:: h i :t d r Fn~ n . ) J 
dcn't agree with thm county philcmcphy that axsmptn children 
under thu ~ge of 12. I remwmber one r~vi~w wher~ the fo®ter 
parent brought along an 18- month old child - who had~ grwat 
time! Having th~ child there de~~~ numb~r of vsry pcnitiv~ 
t I, i l"I q 1:!J I ( 1 ) :l 'l7. b I'"' i n q (Ji h (..1 m f! t h (?I I'" ~f ,~~ l i t~. y O ,f d f,~ "~ l i n <,~ W :t 't. h (~ ,, .. (,:(t ~:\ l 
l i Vf.~ human bei n~.:J to l::>r.:>m\l"' d fnf.;1tmb+i~I"' ~.. Thi 111. i ~~ n1::> u hypc;)'t hw~t :l t::: ~·Al , 11 

(2) it allow~ the child to particip~t~ in what iM undoubtedly~ 
very important event" P~oplw are mMking deci~ionn ~bout whMt 
w :l l :l h c'IA pi:> e11 to th•~ ch i 1 d 'l: h •·~ -t . ii~ ·f ,f <·~ c::: t.. ii~ l w. r- g •~ 1:> I"'<::> p Cl I'" t i c:> n <:> + :i, t !*~ 

l i -f e" The kids knc:>w what. ' s going on.. :r thi r1k it's wn:lnq tc:> 
e ~{(:; 1 Ltd ~~ t h em , c2; ) ,f C::)I"' t: h (.~ o 1 d ~} r c. h i 1 d w h (:) d mirn-i q ((~ t :l n v i t (((·) (:j ,, l 
think mandating att~ndan~e is just on~ more push toward 
r (~~':iip (::)I"\$ i b :i, 1 i t y f (:)r (;Jn ((•~ ' (Ji) ii.~(: t. tm i~n d pr ii~(:: t. i c.~ c-:~ in d (·~C~ :i. s :i (~)n ""'lni:':\ k i n q n 

l don ' t think it's right to hMvm reviews without them, (4) it 
miak~":?~i th~, revi '1:Wm mw:::h _mor~~ tli,im pv~r-functc,t'"Y .... wh:l c.::h tl"l(•i,y C:<'M '\ 

get:. whf.:in th<7,~re 'm~ c:>nl y r.::1::.,1 .. 11·1t:.y tt~te:"l·f ·f ,'t':\nd re,:.)q1 .. 1l ,i':\1'" t'"e~vi t~)Wf!.~t'"l!!~ thf❖)l'"f.❖) ~ 

( t~5) ·for bc.>th p cli\r<.~r, ts •'iAtid <:hi 1 dr 1;~11 ,, it ,'/:\ f ,f <:>rd 1s th<·~ + <~11'" 1 .. 1m wh ~•:ir (i❖) 
n v.:~ f.:~ c::I e c::I c:: <::> n of r or, t. m\ ·t:. i c:> n r.:: a r, 1::, ~ c: 1 .. 1 ,, .. ,, F r.:> ,,.. i:'~ 1 l t h <•:❖) 111. 1-:~ ,, .. +::~ r.i 111~ c::) n m~ l w <::> u l d 
1 .. ,rgc•~ the.>.'t. m1 .. ,c::h more ~,tr~~1ss ba pt.tt c~r, pi!.,rent~-c::h:l ld ii~tt«•~r1d1::\1··,c1~ .. 

l w<::>ul d like to l!!H?.w, 111~ome mc:>r ·t:. of "pc::>1 i t:.e mci1\l"ldci'1\ 't:.e 11 on 1l!H .. tc::h 
,:At t . .-~ r, d iiA n c: f.\¾ • 

- Perhnp~ the wording cf letter~ sent and fellow-up by uocial 
workr.-:w. 

-· Tr y t:. c:> 1::> b t. n,\ :i. n m c::> r t:❖) c:: 1::> mm i t m f.❖) l"'I t i f r r.:> m p <i1\ r- I/~ n t ~ / c~ h i l d ,, .. W.·) ri t o <',':\ t t (•:•:•) n d 
and give group hcmes/fc~tmr parffint~/etcw mor~ pr~smur~ to 
attend or ffland r~port at lea~t~ 

- Too many time~ thffire were no par~nt~ pre~~nt~ I don ' t knew who 
r.::an ·f:tx t.hiim but it. shL".>t..1ld bf:'tt 1mt.11"em~~.:-~d t.hm1t p,·i,\l"'rti!ntlll> b~ t.hfa~l"'f:1~" 

- More parents and the old~r children need to be in ~ttend~nceu 

- SWn (in Home cas~s) did net appear to raalizm importance of 
parentn and children participating. SWu should be more 
~ggressive in thiw ar~a. 

I . 



( 
BOARD RECOMMENOAfIONS1 

Commenta in 6 months time our recommendations w~ren ' t 
i mp l twmffrm 't. ed . 

- Bo~rd membmrs hesitant to be critic~l of county" 

- Nat very cle~r exactly haw or if beard reccmmend~tionn really 
lHt.ed" 

H. PROJECT SOCIAL WORKERS' PARTICIPATION= 

- R~raly aaid much other than read what ~h~'ci written" 

- I think the project leader• both Richard Mnd J~Mn need gr oup 
dynamic skill training" 

lw AGENCY SOCIAL WORKERS' PARTICIPATION~ 

~· :t ·f e! l ·t t. h i'i.1' t •.!!HJ me 1!H .. ') c: i 11:d w or i.-~ er ~ m <::> r (,:, ra o t h c\'Hi <~) t'. h ~:ri r 1s w <❖:w· (·~ q l ,':'Hi 
to hav~ the inputH · 

- Some seemed to be unaware of p~rtinent information, WMitinq 
until the day af reviews to make c~l1 far soma af the work th~t 
I felt Mhould have been an ongoing working of the workers - not 

<:A 11 , 1HH~imm ~ 

- Seemed dafenaive. Always seemed threatened by swqge&tionsH 

- Good to very peer depended on attitude toward citizen beard -
need to improve the Board& importance and/or positive 
involvement for county~ 

- Ran the whole npectrwm. Often excellmnt and wall infcrm~d; but 
at times not very helpful ~tall, ~a thi~ end n~~ds work~ 

- Only an described in 24-c (i.e.~ High worker turnover oft~n 
:L (❖~·ft iiA wor kf!~r tryi nq t.o pr t1f!P>G~r,t L~ <:41At!i<:-: 't.h 1a t WciAtlii br ,~nd ri<•:~ w; hi (.~Jh 
~~™e loads often me~nt that suqg~sticna madm previcuMly hMd net 
tH~en ('.:;;Arri f!~d (~Jl .. d: ·~ n(:> ti mt~! ) ~k,l t.,t i <::m WOl..d d it.,p,:H:!i,~l'w tc, be(~ l (::wrnw 

case loads and le~M turnover. 

·- Somet i m•~11 then, wt:~re sor.:: i .d W(:Jr k~1rs wl,c:, l ·f wiU:. W(❖n1·<·~ mc:>n~ <::>+ a:\ 

hindrance th~n an assetN 



- Some SWs $poke of case work ~sonly manipulating thm 
~nvironment. A few poorly pr~pared ~nd did not app~~r tc be 
doing ~n adequ~te job. However, m~ny w~ra doing a really 
prof~u~icnal. thoughtful job~ 

'"" Mr.J1ist pt'ii\r t :l <: :i. pated vc~ry wel 1 , bt,·l: ,a f f:~w :t wJ•H:. iiA 1,1·l~. t<:~ br.~ 
d(;:~Si r"E~(L 

GlL.tf.\'~ti!)t: .. :i .. on , .... 2t'.'J .u .. Commt❖~r,ttL" rrmqifi\rdir1g 'thv1h ,mmot,n't. o ·f :ln ·f!ormatic:>n r~iiv ♦:❖,n 't:.t:, 
I Hi\ v f.i~ iii\ ·f :i rm gr c:"\ fll► P c:, f p f.l;,r m 4'f.\ mm c:: y p l in"\ n n :l n q ft 

- Th~ child ' % plan •~em~d in m~ny CM$~• to havw alr~Mdy b•wn dwcidud 
c,r nc.:, eht'i~nq~~,, 

- I felt I und~rstcod it, but often wasn't aura th® ccurtu, nociMl 
v,H~> r ~:: (~ ,, .. 1m , <•:1;1 b::: . d :I. d . 

Qu~st~onm _27~ Resolutions fer fB~torn in p~rm~nency pl~nninq 
indic~t~d ~• b~ing either larq~ly or slightly 
Pl'"C::>b 1 em~'t i c::" 

A" VAGUENESS OF PLANSn 

••• 1:::i l «'iA n 1/S f CJ r i!A c. h i l d s Ii o ,., 1 d t:> •~ v •:er y tIH 1::> ~ c:: :i. ·f i r.= ii.~ n d t J. m <~~ l i m l. t m~ 
placed ~nd ~dhered to .. 

·- T' his qc:>r~t'> . 4?.\l c:mg with II c: 11
.. Thw:~Y" e m~ht::>tt l d be c~ c:mc:: r ~t e p 1 ii\l"\ is m'\nd 

t i m <~ 1 :l 11 f.~ s '"" l"l <'.J 1:.·H: t i o 11 , <:> r n <:l t en o t.A g h ii\ c 't i on ,, 'l':. her, T Pi:~ 

Tc:> qt:.➔ 't wi ·th supervisor., c:ourt.. c1uid al\ 1 :L i nvc:.\1 Y('ld in t:JH~~ mtii\ k :l nq <::)f 
the pl~n~ ~nd each one undrar~tmnding what i~ rffiquirsd to meet 
t.h(f:? pl r.:\n M 

- l felt $Cm~ pl~n• w~re jumt holding patt~rnm waiting for 
j 1 .. 1dqm~:❖~n 'l: 1m M 

Plan~ and mH~ti~qs were often YMgue ~nd evasive to the issue of 
PIP .. 

- Training in specific planning and setting mere guidellnas 
within the 6 month pl~n. 



( 
- Simply m~r~ wp~cificity with r~q~rd to ~Mch ~~p•r•t• ~l•m~nt 0f 

the pl iM'I. 

- Us~ MBO $tand~rds for writing plMns. Can yow tell at the ~nd 
<::l-f t.h<~~ ti ma P•~r i <:ld whether or n<:'.)'t ~scrnlet.h i nq hi":i\!i b~H~n 
r.:'\c:: r.::c:>mp l i ,.shed? 

- In on~ case in p~rticular it didn't seem lik~ thw work~r waM 
using community services available to the child" 

- More •upervi~icn en cases - · lower casalonds and SW and 
supervisor r~view in between 6 month reviewn" 

~➔ Vt::>:i.d 1 .. ,sf'f.,, r.:>+ "pe:,t. 11 phrc\';\St:+Hi crnd give 111>pfl~ci+ic plr.rir·,m> w:l.t.h 
frequ~ncy/timelines/who respcnmible to do it includ~d. 

- Thi~ improv~d after working with social worker~ through 
ffluccessiv~ reviews. 

- Require ~pacific rMther th~n g~nural ruccmmendaticn~ be madw. 
Have scme farm of ~ccountability. 

- More input from ~everal pMrtie~ in dev~loping caRa plnnu~ 

.... Ob vi <::n .. 11:s l y , th a an ~wer here i 1m ·for m<:~r ti lmp t-2<:: i ·H c: i n ·f <~,,, .. mi:;\ ·t. l. <~H'l ~ 
Parent~ would c~rtainly b~n~fit from mor~ aaaily wnd~rRtood 
q<:lc:i\ l 1:'S 11 

- I saw an imprcvummnt while being a mmmb~r - I firmly beli~vm 
that working with thm board instigat~m mere up~cifics of the 
pl at"l .. 

8. WORKER TURNOVER: 

- One er 2 canes this had happ~Mwd, seemed to b~ somewhat a 
p I'" ('.')bl f.(W\. 

- SometimHs a problem - when turnov~r 1$ nmceswary, maybe 
outgoing and incoming worker could work together fer - ~ whileH 

- Some had juut gotten the case and had to gc with what the 
·f <::>l"'tn<f~I"' worker hrid W<:>t"'ked on.. :r. t..h:l r-,k t.hey 1,e((•~d t~1 ~m<:>w t.hc~~ 
person invclvmd on thmir own and work with them on th~t b~~is" 

If a wcrk~r ha~ had the cam~ for a ~hcrt time, thM pr~vioum 
worker should attend" 



- If there waa turnov~r it took work tim~ tc wnd~r&tnnd th~ whc1• 
prc:)b l f~m .. 

- I wi~h I knew" Pafflmibly bett~r crient~tion of n~w wc~iMl 
we:,r k t:❖,r by r~) l r.:I" 

- Ch~nge county policy about rrn-org~ni~ing ev~ry week and 
4:!~hi H:.:i. nq C:::o\\~Jf.❖~l Olli'ldfui. Yo1 .. 1 'l :l ili\l Wli1\Yl!!I h,·11,vt~ wH:HM,> t1,.lr''l"IOV(❖:)I"' ~ but. :i. t 
doe~n't hav~ to ba ~s axtan~ive ~sit has been" 

·- D :i. ,f f ~1:•, r f.:,, n t p c;+) ,.,. ff!~ 1::, n &\ l p h :l .1 1:, s 1::> p h i e ffi~ c1, f ·f ~:❖) 1:: t. r.:, r +i:•) ,f ·f (•:❖) c:: t:. d :i ·f f «~ I'" f.❖) n t 
n <·~ t~ d 11.i~ c:I ~ ,f! :i, n i 't. i f.m 1m m 1.11nd:, b m h s~ :1" d on 'the ,f ,~ m :l l y " 

...., Nr.:> r«•:~r.::(::)mm«~nd,r1,tir.;)n 1~)thl~r th111\n 't:.he~ u1n.1 .. 1u'1\l 11 lowq;~1r (:::Hi\11!~+'!!lc:)c'ii1c:lm~ 11 e"And 

"perk~" 11 

- I dc:>n 't. ~mow t.he11\t. :i. t r.::r.m bf~ 1::)verc::omw.~ c:r.:>mp l f.❖)t<-i:d y but ii:H;;1enc:y 
rnh01.1ld try ta be $en~itive tc itH 

,.,. I t. h i r'd( t h i !l!i r.:\ r e i:71 i !!:1 i::\r"I (::) l.d:. V" :i ~l h t:. r.:I i !I~ c:Ud:, tJ.•) 11• ' t:. h 1-::~ m (::) V f:❖) m f.❖H"d;, t::) f 
work~rs is nothing but harmful to th~ kid• and the ~ntira 
usystfim .. 

··" T f.') o m am y w o 11" 101, r mi f (::, r ·tt::)(:i m c\':\ r·, y r.:: h i 1 d r en t: m::) t, ·f ·t:, ~~ n / c'i1\ 1 l ow 
promot i c.-:,11 ~5 <'i~nd r ,~ i t\<es ,f c)r wc,r ~~ i nq w:i. t.h thfi.~ 11:ii':l\mf:~ <::hi l drf.-:)n,. 

- Not knowing th~ erg" ~tructure of HunnMpin County~ £ c~nnot 
<.: (::)nllTHi~I"\ t " 

-" Ch ~ n <.::J Iii:> s i l"l !tti t ii:\ f f c r.1\ Lt mi fl,~~~ c~ iii\ 1m (❖~ 1111 t 1::, mo v <•:❖) t o b ir.i c: k b u r n ei~ r" mi . 
Supervisors need to pr~vant thi~ from h~ppmning" Ther~ im no 
•xcu~m for this happ~nin;" 

A prcbl~m in ~ny agency but continuity in workinq with childrwn 
should h~v~ priority. 

- Ona of th~ qreatent probl~mn Mnd is where rwvi®w bo•rcl in 
nffieded so the child does not f~ll b~twe~n the crack~~ 

·-· Th :i. !!:'> s E~ em$ t O b €~ C: h 11" t:) n i f.~ - h i q h f:'~ I"' p c'/:\ y ~ .I. C,:) w fill I'" c:: a~!!, (❖:ll l C) 11:\ d ~ i::~ f/.·1 I'"' h i:':1 p \Ii} 
some sort of rotation my~tam er str~mm and burn out m~naqemmntw 



C. LACK OF TIMELINES FOR TPR: 

- Ne child should b~ in limbo fer mere th~n 1 year" 

- Some had bHen ca•~~ fer m~ny yearn. It wan as if thHy were 
afraid or could net enforce working en the plan and the 
timelinem were not considered. 

P.~r<::,nt s ntjt me?et i r,g qc>~ ls,, ~ig ai 11 cand e.-\q ii:\ in, ii:\r'ld ,~ourt k ~f1(·~ P~~ 
giving another chanc~. 

- Set time limits and stick with th~m for the sak~ of thra child" 

-· W<::>rker <::>·f:t:.•~n 1"1r1willinq tc:, ar.:ldrr:'/11.11~1:1> TF'f~ <:>r prv.1~!!!1(1:.?nt tc:> r.:t:)1 .. 1nt.y 

attorneys officra. 

Cr.:)1 .. ,n t. y 5h ou l d p 1 .. 1r !In u e T PR w :l th i r"I 2 y v.-u~ nm o ·f (:::hi 1 d :L n + t::)~!d:. E~r 
('; 11.H"t~ • 

- Terrible problem - nmmds to move much more quickly to ke8p 
ch i l d I"' ~m ·f r <:>m b f:H: <:>1n i n g 11 'tor.:> <::> 1 d 11 ·f <::> r md <::>pt :L c:>n w S fJrt. t. :l rrrn:~ l i r-H:~ ~!~ 

at time of firmt placement, ao parent~ knew th~y muat move NOW 
to get kids b~ck~ 

- Hinges on (a) ~bcve (i"e", umm MBO ~tandBrd~ for writinq pl~ns. 
Can you tell at the end of the time period whether or not 
something has been acccmplimheci?) But also requires a 
commitment by the county to act when cnrtain goal& aran ' t met. 

- Th G0 i dee.~ J. w o L.11 d be n i <: a ••• :C r- e~ ci.'\ 1 i ~~ <I:.? t t'l e I'" e ,~ :l i t y <::> + <::: C) u I"' t ~; i:'~ n d 
l (❖l.11:;J :i, s 1 i:\ t. i c::m • 

- More supervinion and attention p~id tc timelinen. 

-
11 Second ch i:inc:•~1:; 11 qi Vf~r, and re-g i v1:.~11" Wc>r k tc:> ~~e:-~t ci i:At f:•~1~1 -f e>t'" TPf~ 
early on and fellow thru with check pointu prior to TPR. 

.... TF'R 1il► fi:~emti~d t. o b t\~ a'\ dirty W(::)r ~< .... !!!)end in q t:, ht·'!! c~ hi l c:I r t:i~n h C:)tn~~ W ◄':'1\ fil> 

the goal" Im this alw~y~ realiwtic. 



- Some workers don't even know the ~t~p• nmedaci to be tMk•n to 
initiate~ TPR. More training iru n~edmd ~lfQC~ M workur is 
given such~ c~seload" 

·- f•\q11:):trlc::y ph :l l c:>1!1>c>p hy qr r.:>l.1nd to p t•" (~')t. «•:~c: ti c:ln r.:>-f p i",1,1'" V:?n t. 11,, 1 r i ~ah t us" 
Great reluctanc~ re= TPR'IB. 

- If bett~r case plan~ and follow thru wer~ dona - thm tim~linMm 
could be $hort~r, as they ~r• too long" 

D. INITIATION OF COURT ACTION: 

- Any situ~tion n~~ding court action ~hould b~ ~c~cmplishad 
within one monthH 

"'u Th e t~ ii~$ f'.❖~ !f!J we r f:~1 V i ewe d t. h f/h r.:: (::) l.l r t ,mt: t i c:) ii w m\ ~ LI n c:: 1 t~ 1\\\ r '"" t h (w.1 

int~rpret~tion of what Court w~ra looking for" 

~- Cr.'> , .. 111 't. y ~ ·t. 'l:. <:Jr n <·my of t ~:\? n n C.') t. w i l l i r1 q t cu1 p r (~ 1:1 (❖! 11 t t o <:: <:31..11'" t ••• p (·:~ I"' f:3 W ft 

··" Bt:-si('.:: ii~Lt 1sHfl t~)f b ,·~~<:: k l (:>q ·f c:>r c: <::>~Art. ill\ M w~w 1 1 i:rn "war k t•~r d c❖:,c:: i. 1~ :i. t:ln 

II t c:) 

initiate court Mction i~ a concern" 

••• Mt'Jr' e! n~H.:: •~Pt i. V(❖! C: <::>Ur 'l':. 1~ Y1L'I, t.(,~m ( 0 ~ ,~ n ' 11?) l:SC) mc~1c:: :i. c:~ l wo, .... ~: (f~I'" ~~ i:~I"' (•:~ l"l c::)'t.', 

sc reluctant to pur~ue TPR'n" 

- Written crit~ria by ~curt $ynt~m on wh~t cMnen will bw 
accmpted. wh~t evid~nc~ i$ ~ufficimnt, ~tea 

- Werk with court ~ynt~m to ~peed up court dMte~~ etc", cn~a 
i:1 c: t i or, i ,s t ,::~ kt~ n t. o g <:> ,f CJ r T 1:~1 ~:< ,., e e d ·l7. <:J i mp r c:, v Vi c::: <::l u r t + l <:J w 
~.omt:❖~hc>w ! 

- ~anier access to ~•st. county attys" must occur fer the 
WC::>!'"~:: ~~r'1$ • 



( 
F' F.~ w SW s "~ g c;,ir en>~ i v ffh :i n t:. h i 11~ &'\r ti•~~ 11 M '11\ y tHi» i n 't :i. mi c:I it:d:. ~» d b y c:: ~, u I'" ·t. 
~nd <:A ·t ·t:orru~y. 

- BociMl work~r hand~ ~re m~ny tim~• ti~dH 
c:hamgt~ti in lii:\Wf:1" 

••M :r. i,·~m nr..rt:. ~i► LU"'f.~ ju~t. wtH:\t thi Iii> meii,\r)m> b1 .. 1t if it m~:0ii,\t"lfm hc,:t di nq 
dfficision$ about children? too much time im taken" 

- See number 28 Ci-e", b9W The legislature ne8dM to ~nact n~w 
1 aw lH> t h iil\ t. l :i m :i t t. hr.~ ho l d i r1 g p ii:\ t 't:. e I'" 1, ..... p 1...1 t. t i m +:•:~ 1 i n e:, rn; t. <::) 'f Pf:~ ""' 
b f~c:c,mf:\~ r.1.dvoc: Mt:.e~s f <:,r t:.he ~b.11~1 ncJt. t .h•r~ ~?..ff~r.fi~nt1~1.~.. Tcip n<Jt <::h 
l aw y <:-11'" !I;'> who <: 4:~ r e ab c.1 u t.. r.:: h i l d r f.iH"I ffi h c:>L.l l d r i. 1s k i n T 1~> 1:~ c::: a~ 1Hrn~ 1s .. 

Counties ~hould have a paid advocate working with the . 
leginlature av~ry rnffissicn - making r~camm~ndatians in the law 
where it needs to ba changadu I feel y~[X - !t~;ngly ~bout the 
irit1f-fff1c:tiv«~l"'lt~1a1s o-f c:,1 .. 1r l.q!qal r:iyst(,;~m t..hiat tif~m tc:~ hr).nd1:!. c, ·f 
Si>O<:~ i ii':\ 1 wt::>r k •:❖,rs~ ! ! 

- Th f.:) c:: 1 ii:\ r :i t y h f:-~1 r t❖~ w l!A ,m v a q L.I t'!:) • Why pr o l c:, n g t. h €~ i!:\ c:: t i (~) n + t.) r y f~ r.:\ ,, .. ~1; 

(some 10-12 year~) b~fore TPR. 

- Esp~ci~lly with the court proce~$ or r~$i~tanca to initi~tm 
court procesM. Al~c worksr~ unwillingne~u tc addrems lcng=t~rm 
mt.~l:>i l i ·t. y" 

••• :( ' m r"I (:rt m.w e W l"HA 't ·t. h j, 1!S m (..\) <'i'H'l ~~ b lul t :t t 1:1 l"H') 1.d d I"\ (i~ V f.H' bf,;~ t,l ll~ t::H~l W tH~ t"' (❖:~ 

children arM involved" A little progress every 6 month• for 
years is net enough .. 

- If thi~ m~an~ tha county ·~ t~ndancy to ~it on a ca~s where no 
movement is noticeable, then I think the annwar is strict 
ii:\dh•:❖)l"'e.'nc:f.,:,, t.c:) (ii:\), (c:), (d) !'11,nd <f). 

·- Uni ·f c:)r m qu:i df;,~1 :l rles en·f orc::r.~d wi 'th wr.:)r ker s r f.:.i'l;;J«1\r c:I i nq i!:\m<::)unt:. c:)-f 

·t J. m•~ qi ven s :I. 'l:l.A,~t i clns t.t.J c.:11 ar'lqf.~ i~nd wh~t :i. s <::<::>n si dw.~1-·<·~~d 
11 p«1~rmir.'ln~~ncy 1

' ... I1!1~ cm pw.•~rmMr'lf.❖,n·t. ·foster home r«•:~m\11 y p•:~rm,i':\nt::;1nt <nc:)t. 
i~ l. Wea y1e;) 

·~· Wh ii:\ t.,? 

- I'm not sure what you're asking her~" 



F~ VAGUENESS OF COURT ORDERS: 

- Too m arn y c: cn.111
" t or d «~ r 1m w er &) nc:)'t, 1:1. p «w r.:: i ·f! :i. c:: fim <::n,t ~;J h ·f (~> r w Cl I'" k ~:•:•) ,, .. 1m t c:) 

have mcmething substantiated to go on. 

I wa~ in ~ome review wher~ en@ a lin~ or nantan~m •~Ying whMt 
wa~ expmcted and it all seem@d ~0 unclmar as to what was 
t:❖l x p en:: t t~ c:I • 

- I f~el thes~ orders Mre ju~t • holding pMttmrn - p@rhapa 
~xpart~ could be involved wccn~r t0 expraditM mituations ~ 

f!.h:f) m c:w (Po s p e c::: i f i r.:: i n i n i t i in\ l r.:> r d t•:~ I"' mi c:> ,,.. i n r.:: 1'iA l!IH½) p l a:'lrH:~ I::> ii,\ 111Hz~ d c:H'l 

<: c,ur t7. c:,r· cj t:~r m" 

- Bae (a) above (i"~., une MBO standMrd~ fer writinq p1Mnu- Can 
ycu tell ~t the and cf the tim~ period wh@thar er nor Momethinq 
has been ~cc~mpli$h~ci?) 

•N• Cl,,',\l'"i·fy :ln r.:r.:)l.lrt~ <::>rdw.~l"'fit~ hc:>w 1'l(::)nq 11 pa,,rentim h~·,,vr;;~ 't:.e) c:lrj m~p<•:❖)(::::i · f!.i(::: 

t h i. n q f~ 1 i 11a t. e d i n <.'l ,,.. d ~:-~ r t o m (~ c❖:t t t. h ~\~ c: c·.> L., r· t, r.) r d t:J r " < 1:~ t➔ m ~~ i n 11s <::) b ~:•:~ r 
- 1 week, 1 month, 6 month~?) 

- l don·t think unlesM there wan a court/police problem th~t they 
were ev~r more than standard" 

- Not enough timelina~" 

Q u f.❖) m~ 1:. i . ,~)n .... , '.~i 8 ~. ('.~,r •:~ cii\ t: .. •:~et b ~ r r :i t:❖) r to p f.'11 r m ~·,\ n •~•) n c:: y p 1 it:\ n n i n t;;.l f <::, I'" c:: h :l 1 d ,, .. f!ll n :i l"l 
f Offi>t tl:·H'" t: r.:'\I"'~" 

- Lack of an effect on the ~oci~l work~r part to place child in a 
permam~nt home.. Sc:,me wer<i\~ to c:c,mf c~1r ·t.i-ab 1 f:~ in hi:i\vi nq (::h :t:I. d in ·f <:Hid~. ~:•H" 
~Mre ~nd didn't want to rock the boat .. Alme qwentioned hew much th~ 
mup~rvisor w~s awar~ of wh~t w~~ going en in th~ caww~" I qu@mticn 
thi !!SN 

- As l ••~ it~ the qoMl of the County. i~ to patch thm fMmily 
tog~thar. Thi~ i$ not always r~~li~tic. If a child iM removed from 
t ht:•~ h r.:>m e b w~ f c::w f.❖) t. tH❖l r.:\ q (•:~, r.:> ·f ~!!, rum d ·t. l"H~ ~H,"'" t:-m t.. s d cm ' t pr o v i d m~ li:\ p n::, p f.iW' 

environment within 1 y~ar - the child uhould b~ placed fer adopticnn 
One y~ar cf a 5 year olds lifw ia i/5 of thi~ lif~" Whan you ~re 
50~ a year i~ only 1/50 of~ lifffl. Time is long to a childft 
Timalinas should be judgmd against the child's tim~ fram®" 



••• L. AW Th t'?. l €'.? q i 1$ l ~ t u r r~ r1 ~i~ m <j 1m t. c.1 <~~ n i!A c:: t n <.~ w 1 ,'ii\ w ~s t h o'A t. l J. m i 'l':. '17. h t~ h (::l 1 d i n q 
p «':\ t. t m~I'~ n - p Lit t. i m<•:•:,, l in el!!~ tr.:) TPI~ - b !«•~c: <::)In'-~ m\dvoc:: 01\ t ~:,:.,~:; ·f <::)F t. h(·~·~ \:;;_t,,.~_1.tj n c:)t 
the p.!.,t'"f.~r"lt.m .... T<:Jp n<~1tr.:h :lc'AWyGer~~ who <:::c·~nl.? ~,bout c:hildn~~n ,i~l"H~H-tld ri ·nak 
:i. n T Pi::~ r.:: a ~i; ~;:,, E!~ • Count. i ~:;~ !::> m. ho u l d h «~ v f.~ a" pa :i. d a <::Iv(::, r.:: ii'i\ t <«~ w r.:> r k :L n q w i t h t h <•:•:•, 

1 r~q isl i~•d:.urf.~ ew~ry 1nH:~1::Vi~i cm ... llH'A~d nq n::n:<."JtntM~t"H.1i::\t. i <.~H"l~~ in th<i~ l i:~w wl"l<i•:~n~~ 
i t. n f::•~ r.~ d gi; t o b (❖i) i::: h r.,, n g f.❖l d . :r f t:❖) t:.f 1 Y.. ~:~ r:. Y. ...... ~~ t. c !:?. n ~;i l. Y. r.~ b c:> u t t:. h t\~ 

ineffectiveness cf our l~gal ~ystem that ties to handw of 5Pci~l 
wcw· k t-:,r is ! ! 

- Waiting fer the case plan to bu complwted by par~ntw or applyinq for 
TPH wl"l~:-~n th~~ j:li~r~'.:'nt:.~ f:-\l"'f~ t"\t>t. intf.•11'"V.·?!!','(:~d <':\l"ld ·th<❖~ <.:h:lldt'"(•:-tn «Al"'l·J 11,7,,,ft ln 
·fc:)st.f,i~r C::<'i:\l"'ti:•, c:,r l!!)hf.i~lt.f:~rm~, qrt:>L.1p ht::>me~11 c::,r trv.❖,,~,t:.m~r,t t::f:i,nt(,:.:,,r1!11 • 

.... Cc~)mp:l <"ac:«•mt c~c:>L.ll"'t ' 1~ c:H1<::l t-sr.J<::l.,":Al w<::>r-11:«•ill'"M~ nc;)'(: l·H.idnq -f i .rm t:iH'H;:)uqh wit.h 
p~rents to meet goa!m er TPR. 

.... Tr..➔ r mi n '=' t i n q pa, r f.·~ n t. r.:\ 1 r i q ht ~l r.:) + :l n ad e qui:\ t •~ m\ n ci pr ob 1 t❖, m p ,i:\ ,, .. f.❖~ n t. m; "·" :i + 
the•~ court <.:c:>ul d i nter-r.:ci~de soc:11,c~w· mc~ybe mc::,m<i~ k i <:h:s c:<:H.d d be;~ in ii.-\ 

p <G? r m ~:, n (•:::, n t h C'J m f.:~ lH> o t:) n e I"' M Un r.:: t-1 p a r ~:•:~ n t s ii:\ r <O:::.' r r:~ c:: rJ q r1 i ~·~ <•:❖) d c·:, ~:► u n + i 'l:: :i t 
t c~ I•~ ci-il t:is t m:> 1 on <.~ t o t (1W' m i n 1:'~ t ~~ r i q h t i~ i n m c'i;\ n y c: c\\ ~!H':St s H h c: t u ad :t y :i t t. ii~ 1•:: <•:(rn} 
us too lonq to find parents unfit when they really are 

- The real parents who state they will change but meet likely neve r 
will - everybody keeps hoping including the courts-

- County worker and court~ unwillingnffims to begin TPR when necmmm ~ry 
and to be asmertivw to planu 

- L. i::\ <::: k C.) + d ,, .. i v ~~ on b eh ◄':':\ :l ·f c:,-f t. h *~ % c:) ,~: :l r.:\ l w 1::, r 1•1: e. r tr.• / p H,\ f" <•:•:-, n t ~!~ ii:\ n d + <::> Ii:> t (·~ r 
pi:i\rmntr:; .. T<::><:l m~J.ny P®<:,plt~~ b~~1·,1:1 ·fit. +in1anc::l1:·~lly bt:!~::il\t.i~~~·~ <::hild1•·"~:•~1'1 u.\l'"(•~·) 

:i. n p .l ii:\ c: t:.rni+:•:m t:. " Th «•:•l ~H::> c: i ii:\l ~..,or k er p I"' o .l cm q f:3 th~~ r.:: h :i. l d ' ffl1. ii:\ b rna:,:m t + ,, .. c:l m 

home, the parents feel lens than human 1 because of their 
:i. n 1::\ d 1&1 qua c::: :i. f.:~ l!~ 'I':. h ~:~ y ·f fl:,, 1-:::.1 l d f.❖) h um r.:\ n :i ~·~ ~:~ d ~\ n d p c:> wt❖) r 1 ff.~~!:> r::1 ~ t: h t.:i~ FD m~ t (fl,~ r h c, m (:01::> 

r.~ c::m t :i n u <-:? t c, c: <:l l l fi.H:: t d :l ·f + i c: 1.11 t <::: 1::\ ,,. <❖~ r .~ t <·!~ 1~ + C.:) r c'?. c: h i l d vJ h <::l :i \!!) (:: on + t .1 i:~& ~:-:-, cl 
Bnd biologically homeless" 

.. - Or.❖)Vt:-:,,lc)pm~~nt:. e:>·f r.::l•~r.i\r,, cr.:>nc:is•i:) C::li~\mt:•» plr.:,ns~ rr;:~1:1>01.1rc i;~rn> ili\V i:\ :i . .li::\blfi.? in\nd 
<::: o u ,,.. t d 1:-? c i l!i) i <:> n <:~ m we l l i:\\ 1~ (::<:Ju rt b ,a<'.:: k l <~1q 1s . 

- I feel th8 qreatewt barr:Lwr i• th~ reluctance to pursue TPR ' M on 
<:: h i 1 d ,,. e.m " (-~ b ,~~ b y m c:~ y b ~~ p 1 ,,:-\ <:: f.;) d it\ n d p i;\ , ... ~zm ·l7. m ii:\ k (·~ m i n :l m ~·:\ '.l p ,, .. <::><~I r· ~•:~ 1:~ m 
f:-:-~vr::w y 6 melnt. h s f c:w y<1❖h::\r" 11~ un t. i 1 'l':.l·Hh~ c:: hi 1 d :i !::> c::<::>n md d•~·)Y" ,~c:I t c:m o 1 d «\\l"i d 
u n l i k ,,:i•) :t y t c> b <·~ i:i\ d <::> p t <~~ d .. 1 t <."J ·f t <:~~ n 111) f!~ ~1 m fill 1s <::> <::> b v i r.1 u !Li 1 c:> Cl k i n q + ,, .. c::) m 
outside~ but w~ are told it's toe eftrly~ net enough evidence . too 
late, not in the best interest of the child ( ? ), etc - very 
+ r u t:;->t. r" c'i':\ t. i n q ,f C:)r 1..1 \:a ii:\n d I ' m s:;.1.1r ~:,:,, + <::>l'" imoc: :i. 1\'i\ l Wt::)r" k f.+)r ~!> .. 

"'" Pr-c:)l:>1!-\bly tht?. l<~ngth C)•f t:i.m€~ f<::)r a TPI:~" In 1:S()ffi(i~ <:: r~-\!lii,(❖~151 th((~ TF:•n ' i:H 
sh o u 1 d h 1:1\ v E.' pr <::lb ii/\ b 1 y be ff~ n b r::, g 1..1 n tic:> c:> n €~ I"' c:: on ~l) i di:~ r i n q t h (?. m iiil n y 
opportunities some parents were given to get involved and never did 
+er any significant period of timeM 

..... r h ~? c o u n t y ' s u n w i l l i. n q n t·~ 1:~ '=!) t <::> 11 m 1=\ k E•, w ◄-i~ v C❖? ~:s , 11 t:. c:> c: on + ,,- <:) r"I t:. p i:·~ r <(~ n t i~i w h c, 
ar~ j unt drifting along. 



. I 

·- L c:, (::, k i n q at fr:i p «;;1 c:: :i. ·f i r.: n et:•~ d ft!I c> ·f m1 p e,, ,::: :i ·f i c~ r.:: h i 1 d r II!.·' n • Cl n c:> n (❖:•) h ;';\\ n d w 1;;., n <i❖) <(1~ d 

qood leqislaticn and timelines would appffiar to mak~ th~ prcc~us 
f.❖)ii:\ si t:?r on the ot:. hr::)t"' h<111n d wt~ nf!.~!f.~d t, (:J r t:-~ii:\ 1 :i ~·~ ~:•'j th~:•~ d :i .f 1: H:~r (1•:in c::: .:•:•~m1 1i:,n d 
uniqusness cf al! peopl~, i.e., adoption is net the anMwer fer all 
c:: h :i :l d r· f.·m • 

- Caseloads too high and worker turnover. 

Willinqness cf wcrkers/agsncy/ccurt system to enforce child's riqhts 
c::> v r.:~ r p ii:\ r I❖? n t s I'" i r;J ht m1 ""' 1v1 o vi n q t CJ w ii:\ rd T PR I 

f.:i s 1::> C:) n ~ n CJ 1..1 q h t h i~ t ch i l d h 1':':\ •~; 

n at. i~~ 1 ,,. c~ <:1 d y mi=\ t + CJ r y f.~ ia r 1s i n ·f <:> 1L~ t (❖~ 1·· c::: ii~,, .. (•:~ 1i:\ n d 1·, ii:\ 1s m (~l I"' f!~ p c:> 11~ 1:~ i. b :i. :l :l t :l f.i~ i!i) 

fr.:>r ii:\dopt:lc:m~ 

Th•~ q ,,. ~~ ia t. c•:!t mt b (l;\ r r i f~ r· :C h 1:w a 1!HH•m i ,~ t. h c1 w<::, r ~O;f) r t l..l 1'" 11 c:> v f~ r " I r t .. U!il t .t r, ,t, 
worker is h~rd to comE by and eHtr~m~ly import~nt tc thH wwccwMMful 
c.:: ('.') r, c::: l U 1m i On f.') ,f .. ~ p l .~ t-:: ·~ ffl ~~ n t • Th f;) k j, d !1!. .. ~ I"' f::➔ t r (::) L,l b 1 (•i~ d (•:~ l''l (::, U q h W i t h ('n1 U t. ◄:~ 

different work~r coming :ln every few months. Al~o, 1 've noticmci ~ 

s 1-::~ r- :i o u ~~ l ;;~ c: k <:> f m :i. n (:Jr i, t y w <::) r k •~~ r 1r.~ ·f c:> r m :i l"l <.1 ,, .. l. t y k i d 1~ • 

,.. Th t~~ ~ y m1 t fi~ m ! :( 't. l m~ .l (~) r.:: k f:•~' d :l n t;, C) c'iJ\ C: (❖~ r t ~ :i, Ii W i;':\ y <::) of d t:) i r'\ q t:, h :i. n t:1 1!!i • f F' ~;~ 
i m n ' t c on 11s i cfozi r<·~~ d i n «, v f:m 'l':. h f~ m 1::>111 t n ,7~ t l..l r ii., 1 <~: ~·HH~ 1L~ • T i::\ ~(. (((•H!il t c:l c:> mu t~ h 
t i m f.❖, 1::, n d ~❖~ + f c:> r t t. o b u e ~( ·t h «,;,~ f:l> y 1111 t. t:,;,~ m H "I" h w.~ q r.:> C.'l d p w:, c:, p 1 f:,:,, t.:, u 11• n i::, u t " l\l o 
lonq ranqe goals ar~ looked at for the childr~nH It falt likM 
l~~ v •:•:~ r· y t. h i n q i m> d c:> n f1:•) i n 't. ~:•:~ r mm~ 1::, f f.:, m c::i n 'l':. h m► r ,':':\ t h ~i:) r t h i,1\ 1"1 r.:\ l :i -f ~z•~ t i m w.~ " 

.... V cl c::J 1 .. u:i~n <~~; ~!i. c:> f 1::, 1 <:m 1is cUHi t ~1m c:fom (::: y t (~> ~1: (;(~ e p t I'" y i. n q w h (•:im t l'H0 I'" r.\'l ii:~ p ~Hth'i:l , , .. 1n. to 
be little hopa of improvement. 

- !::in r.:: i ii:\ l w o I"' k f.❖1 r ~. 1:1\ l l t::, w i n q c: ii:\ 1!!> W!! fl!> t c:, £❖) N :i. !f.-. t.. :i n -f c:l s 'I':. &:·) I'" 1::: ii:\ r (·7!! H:\ 1!!1 t h «,:.) y i:':\ ,,,, fa~ / i + 
nc,t:.11:i. nq 01Jtr·c:Aqei7.'0l..1$ :i 1s h~:App«•'!!n:i. nq; l")(::,t;, knc:>wi n9 th(,:,~ 11~yi1st:.f~m i:And wh ;"i~'l':. 
lfr~qr.:,-1 stf:-:ips i'i:\r"t!!!! ~,v~·:,:ilablt•:,:,, t:.o prov:i.d~:❖) ·f!t1r· pr::~rm«:\n1,:,:,)nc::y +c:)r'' thf:❖~ 

children; m!ow to provide intensive c~e•wcrk. 

.... r h ~~;) c: c:) u r t. ~:1 y % t. «•:~ m f c:) 1::: u ~:• c:, n p ~·:, r w:, n t ~·:, l r- :i. q h t m> l1'1\ n d r i q h -t. Iii► ,::1 n d p r C:) t. t? c:: t . :i. n n 
c,-f child CJ(•~tr::; iEih<:Jl'"t. rn;h:lft ir"I Ht-:~nl"lf!~pin C<:>t.1nty~ Hf:i-innf:~p:i.n County,. 
philosophy alno interfaren with purm~nHncy p1Mnninq .. WH mr~ pl~yinq 
ii:\ w 1·~ i t :l n q q i::\ m ~1 a ri d <::) n «~ t 1·1 <'i:\ t d (:Jc•:~~!'> r, <::) t. b t❖~ r1 «~ ,f :i t t. h f:,::i ~: h i l d ,, .. <·:.~ n :L n m <'i:\ y 
i nm, t ci:\n r.:: f.+)s" 

- We n~ed a ~horter tim~ frMmH for pHrmMnency" When thHre is M workwr 
t u r- n o v <i~ r ... .- t. h <1~ l"l<❖~ w w <:~ r k f~ r- m t'l o u l d rr.·rl':. ii:\ I'" ·t. w l"H1iW f.·~ t h ~~ <::rt:. h <•:•:~ I'" <::HH~~ l t·i:? ·f t <::> + + 
not from nqu~rffi on~ ~qainM We nemd mtrictHr laww and thHy mu8t bu 
+ CJ l 1 ~'JWf.~d • 

-· I n Mi n n t➔ s c:> t. iLI\ 'J t:. h ~:•~ I n d i cl-\ n ~ n d Mi n c:> r :i. t y Ch i 1 d W €~ :L ,: r.:1 r m~ ,~~ c:: t " Th m•~ r ~» 
i:i>imply .-~r€•:?n 't <•~noL.lqh m:i1·1ority +c:>1t;t<❖:~r h<~imc~1~ c!And t.ht❖:~ pliiAC(·'!Jm(iitt"1t lN:i.th 
t:❖) }( t e, n d ei' d ·f i1':\ m :i 1 y ,n •:❖) m b ti~ I"' s i r:r. t., 1111 u a l 1 y t. r.:> t .·~\ l 1 y i n f!.,, + ·f! «~~ c t i v f/~ + I"' c:) m t:. h f:•'11 

<::: ii~ !!l) (•~ 1$ l/\1 '!.·~ <JS ,i'~ W " 



( 
Gh.testi_r.:>n . .. :29u.. Pft.~r1mc:>n1~ wht::> llJt'n::n.Ll el btrj i nv:i. t.+~d t'/1\l"HJ «•mr.~t}t .. tr~i!\~;~:id tn t';'i,'l~ trmd 

administrative review&. 

The soc::i f,:\l worke~r ~ c:h:i l d i ,f ol d<~w t'irnc.1 pian:-:~nt.~ <'.~nd in !:H:~rn<~ c:lt\~r>~~!fi) t1·1(❖l' 

,f ost.+:-:~r pci1'1'"ent. 

·- Fr.:) st.: er pcm r er, 't 5 , b :i rt h p ii:\ r Vo❖) n t:. ~~ , <;i r- 11'1\ n d p ~ r ff~ n t ~1 r.:\ n d ,i':\ 1 ·, y c:: h i l d O y f::•1 ii:\,, .. ,ia 

(:>-1 d <::>r c~l der-" They kmJw what.' 5 qeJi r"lq <:J11 -

.... Ch i l d ( p +:❖) r h ,i1\ p ~11 o :L d f.1~ r 1':. h tl.'.\ n :L el ) ,1 p 1m r w~ n 't !:!> , 1111 t::) r.: i ,·~, l w c::, ,, .. k ~~ r· l!l> 11 ,:~ h i :t d 
advccata, etc. - I gues~ ~v~ryon~ who curr~ntly iw invited" 

-· Th +:•? p i::\I"' f.4Hi t $ ~ + c:, ~li- t:. er· p a I"' ~:m t m; C.) t"' <'.:: r.n.ir, s ti~ .l c:, I'" c:) ·f! q I'" c:H .. l ~~, h (::Hn €~ 1!11 <~l 1"' c~ + e; t. h ~;,w· 
+,i11ci l i'tit~sA Chi ldr,~,, whf~t·, old «l!!l"\O(-tqh. 'Tlif1~11~w~ fl°A11·t~~ thf·~ ptr.~r11~clnAA 

immediately concerned with the children. 

- Social workers? $Lipsrvisors of social workeru~ parentm fcMter 
p 1i\\r ff~~n i:. is, qr t1up h om•:❖, r.~ c:,un ~st:•:~ 1 or m. ~ qt.tii'1\r' di ii,\n 1il>., c: hi 1 d pr <:)t r:~c:: ti c:,n w<:>r k <❖:~r rn1, 

<:1 o c: t c::i r rn •• 

,._ Fo11:;t..<-:-:1r par~:-~nts t . h~:,:,,y sv;~e:-~m to ii~dd i n·f<::>rmc.'.\ti <::)11 ;1/\bc'.lL.1t (::hi l d1•"f.i~n vJf.i•~ ca:,nn<::)t 

get in any other w~y, especially when children are shy and quiet" 

- Natural parents; foster parents; child; social worker, and anvcne 
c 1 <::>i::u?. :t y c: em rH~r.: t. tiH.1 t. <::) t. he~ <::hi 1 ,'j • 

- ParentM/foster parents, pomsibly extended family if appropriate to 
th~:~ p J. e~n. 

Any and everyone who haM entered the child's life since the 
l'"<~mc::>v,a 1 /pl t·~c:eme:-1n t aWi:~y + rc,m hom•~ N 13<::h<::>ol t:. fiii.\<'.~h~:1~r , p ii.~I'" e.~nt ~~., + c:,i:~tf1:,1·· 
parents, minister, closest rulativ~. 

- Everyone involved - Fester, natur~l, P.O., countyv 

- (i) Child - ~ven if very young the child could be introduc~d ~nd 
then qo play in anothar area - would help a let tc meet each chilci~ 
<2> parent~ and/cl'" ether involved rel~tives~ (3) guardian ad lit®m., 
( 4 ) d (.~ y p r <::) q ,,.. ii~ m r t~ p r t•::~ ~; e r1 t. Hi\ t :l v t-':' $ , < ~5 ) t. h c❖~ r <iA p i 1S 'l: ~ w 1·1 ~·~ n iii p p 1 i <~~ i:.\ b :l ff1 ~ ( 6 ) 

fo~ter parentffi~ residential mt~ff~ ate. 

... I w i. 11i h mo r ~:~ -f f.! m i l i ~m fii u.~ 11 d / CJ,,. -f <::, 1n! t.. fm r- <::: h :i. l d ,,. f.·':! n w <:) u 1 d f If.~~~ l <~~ om+ c~ I"' t iiA b 1 , .. r.-i 

i::\ t . t (❖'?! n c:l 1 n q " 

Everyon~ .. , whc:, iu!) c::urrent.ly :i.nvolv~~c:I with thf:'!1 ,:::hild ..... ~'!:~!!i~Pfl~c.::l.r.:\lly 
parents and children uee 24(f) 

,,_ ?•' l l p c.'>- r t i <·!? r.1 i n v <::l l v ~:~) d ~ t h <:> m f~~ r e p r e ~~:; <+:•1 n t :i n q t t'l fZ~ p f.\ ,, .. t. i (;!~ s ,i~ n d ,:·~ t. l ~.1 <:~ is t 
on r:~ <::)b j ~~i•c:: t. i ve r v.::~v i t:,:.,we1•"" 



"'" f;~ n y <::) n <❖:~ i n v c:> l v tz•~ d w :i t h t h (1fi r.:: h i l d 1:> n 111\ r· t❖~ q u 1 r.:\ I'" b ii:\ s :i. 1111 WU p ◄'ii, I'" ~~ n t fli ~ f C) 1111 t (}~ 1+» 

P<i':\l'"~:mt.1s <::w f ClLlr h<.1me s·l:r.:\·f f ~ the❖} <:::h l. l d (if <:ll d (❖:H·1c:l1 .. u;Jh) i~nd 
pMycholcqists (counselors) meMn on a regular bM~iu er M r~pcrt form 
t. h :l !~ scJur <::: e. 

..... P ,,i\ r !•:•:mt. ~1 ch :l .1. d re n ( f c:rnrt. er pa n::n"d:. l!S ii'/d S!> t::) ) " 

iH~t..tp ti+,r vi. ~{..c:>r K Ci ti :•: f:-:in b c:>i::\r ej . mc:i.~mb (!\~, .... 1m. 

- I had no problem with this~ l thought 1t w~s very wall planned en 
who would attend these review&" 

- Review bo~rds, parents, fcmter parents, gr~ndparent~, social 
workers" Anyone who cares! 

- The guardian Md litem, parents, fowter pMrentm, Mt:::hool te~chers, 
e> .l d Hir~ <:::hi l d r ~::~n ~ mi<::)('.~ i ,:t. J. W(~')I"' ~( f!~r" .::'Al'1 d nup <❖~r vi HB<:)r , mp,,:\~<~: i ;~ .1, .l y t ,, .. i:\ i n ,,:;,)d 
citiien revi•wers. 

"'" :r n 1.:, d d :i. t i i::~ n t.. r.:, ei\ p p r t, p I'" i &.:'\ t t❖) c~ C) l,\ n t y 1r.> ·t. cY1\ ·f ,f ~ p &'ii r (1:'~ n t. tt11 , ·f r.:) 1111 t ~1:) r p ii':\ I"' (1•:•) n t H!• ~ 
q r (::> u p h c.3 m ~:~ !!]) t i':A + ,f , c~ h :l 1 d ,, .. c-:~ n ( p r r.1 b iii\ b :L y t:, y ~:~ 11:\ ,,,, ii~ -:i'~ n <:J <::, l d tx~ I'" ) ,, m (;•:? n t .::.\ l 
heQlth workers, Mducation ccun~elor. 

- Parent™1 child, fowter parentm/staff~ 
foster par~nt• tc attend ~nci they ~rm 
<:J n <·~~ 1=' t h i~ t l i v K, w :t t h t h <(·~ c: l'1 :l 1 d ,. 

M4ny workmru h~n ciiucouraq~d 
v ~:-):! r y i mp c::i r t ii:\ n t. 11'1\ ~!> t h <•:❖) v 11,\ ,, .. f::•:i t h 111.,~ 

~.. r r, (•:❖) c h i l d ,, n c:) 'I':. n (❖:•) c::: « ❖~ 1!1► m► e:\ ,, .. :i l y i ;;;:~ iii\ l"l d CJ v f.i) r H ·f c:, mi t. t\~ ,,.. p 11':\ r- (,•:in t m~ ~ b :i, c:) 1 c:) q i (·,:: H:, 1 
p i:·~ r «·? r1 t 1:a , c•~~ t <:: • M ,, r !\•:~ <:'.l 1'" 1 f? Mr.~ t h <::,~<•:{II t h iR\ t:. ,1~ ,,u ~:•~ c:; t.~ r ,,. <(❖) r·i t l y :l n v :i. t-. (i❖) d ~ 

!) ~}. 1❖::i i.~ ·t . .:.1: .. q !:'.! ..... ;:;1; 0, f :~ !L W h ,/:\ t wt:> u l c:I v r.:, 1 .. 1 c:: h ,:·,, n <.:.:J f.ih ii:\ b e) u t t:. h (fa1 c:: u I'" I'" ~:•~ n t ~·:\ <::I m :i n :l gt ,, .. i~\ t. :i. v t:❖~ 
r" ~:•~V :i t~W ·f C)f'" ffii1':\ t. ·"? 

Make sure all parsons unci~rstand whMt's going on or what in b®inq 
said especially if the parent and child ar0 preuant* 

Tc:) o m ii:\ n y t f.❖~ r m ~i> 11:\ r (1❖) u m~ f.❖~ d t h .:~, t. ·t:. h •~ p t:❖~ op 1 t:❖~ :i. n v r.:> .I. v ~:❖, d c:: 1i:\ n ' t u n d ~❖) I"' m~ t iii\ n c:I .. 
Many people birth par~nts seemed cf low mentality and Himplifi~ation 
i r:l> n t❖) r.:: r.:~ Ji!I ~r> n:, ,, .. y v 

"- T h <~~ + or m 1~ + r", r t t1 <·~ 1i!! p ~ <::: i r.i l l'HiHi:H.i m~ <:: h :I. :l d H !:~ r,:rn~ :L l (::> u t t l"H«-) i n i t i 4·d :!!¼ 111> Cl 

8veryone knows wh~t each en~ is talking about" 

Make the questicnn mere to the point, to many could be t~kMn in 
di ,f-ff.❖~t'"r.;:in'I':. way111>" 



( 
, .... Thfa'H"ll-~ i 1m f::t.l w,i':\Y~ roc.'>tn -for r.::r.:>romf.~mt.m~ , .. I t.h:L nk ·tht,h';I (tl"H-i,r~ <~~c:Hnt'IH.(;)rlt~ffi► 

should b~ recorded and understood better" 

Format is confusinq for lay people. 
j ;~ ,,. q r.l r, / l ;,~~ r, q u i:\ 9 f~ • 

- Th~ format is misleading and threaten$ the biological p~rentm" fhe 
review should be a 5yncpsi~ of the past 6 monthaN Net a guesMinq 
gQme; full of conflicts. 

"'" U nr.:I t~ I'" 1Hd:, c':':\l"HH n q t h e me nu·li n t;;1 an d r at :i cm i"i't\l ·f c:>I'" 11:\ mi k i n q q \,,lti~· 1:id;, i c:HH:; r.H'l ,.:I t h (·2·' 
impact :Lt ham on each casew 

•= Th(❖'!! c:hf:,:,,r.:k l:im~t iii:. r.::umberffic:)m+::,, c:\nd o.ftf11,n m1t..i ·fl~:❖~~1. dif.nt:~l .. lffi► 11!► iC:ln" :i: wru,m> 
never sure what its· purpo~e wam or hew it was umed aft~r r~viffiw" 

~ Questions are not wrall worded; thray try to cover all th~ l~q~l b~~au 
I::) u t;, d c:> 1"1 • t c: on v t~ y mu c t·1 t. 1::> 1 o·,, y p e,, c:> p 1 fi~ " Ev(❖:~ n t h (❖:•1 p ,, .. c:> ·f «•:-1 mi!:¼ i i::) r1 f , 1 m► cl c:l n .. 'l':. 
undf:~rt~ti",~nd th~·?m ;al w,-ay1~" 

- Some of tha wording on front page needs to be very simple as 
involved parties are likely to be too nervous to auk questions and 
t rJ b r::,1 f.:"\b 1 ~:i~ t . C) int E~r pr f:'~t ~t.c:>m•i:•~ p i"ii\r" ts" 

.... , Fc.:wmi:1'·t. m;hr.Kdd b(l,~ d"1mnt~,(~1d to st.lit v;~ri<::>u!s 1Hipf:H::ii1:d n(•~rn~d~~ <:~1··cH..1ps • .,,, Mn 
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QY@§tign-~111 Ways in which the time spent was beneficial to social 
workers, families and childran involved in tha program. 

- It gave the child a chance to talk on his or her behalf, to say what 
they would lik• to••• happen in thair life regarding placement. 

- Presented new ideas - provoked thought - supported families and 
children. Sood to have people "outside" the agency involv•d in the 
process - I think families and children felt supported. Social 
workers felt supported - got new ideas - also falt challeng•d at 
ti ,nas. 

- Some suggestions were considered and wan helpful for children 
involved in program. One of our reviews a black youth was able to 
have her hair taken care of in the special way needed. Some 
children went home to live with family. 

- I hope so - I hope the children feel we care and progress is being 
made for th• clients (them). l do feel when these problem situation 
are aired in this setting clients and families have every 
opportunity to get help and hopefully learn to understand the 
variety of help available. 

- The families and involved children pleased that citizens was trying 
to help them. 

- Hopefully, not able to know in most cases. 

- Social workers seemed bored, routine! 

- Worker felt better about the board and reviews as well as families 
able to publicly address their concerns when thay felt it or they 
were being heard and not ignored. 

- (Q 31) I certainly hope so. (Q31a) I feel that when social work0rs 
were receptive they liked discussing their cases. the work they had 
done, the problems they were having, etc. They also listened mnd 
were open to new ideas, some requested aasistanca. Hopafully new 
suggestions and perspectives benefited children. Social workers 
seemed to appreciate board's support for TPR, and I feel families 
and children generally appreciated that others cared and listened. 
I was surprised at openness during reviews. 

- Primarily because of the increased sense of emotional support for 
all concerned in working toward the same common objective. 

- Broader source for input to social workers; evidence of community 
concern to parents and children~ more substantive reviewsw improved 
plans for children and parents; support to social workers wanting to 
take action, but thwarted by system. 
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- Parties involved knew someone othar thar, the system were committedM 

A forLlm make• it clearer that all involved feel "something" needs to 
be done. 

- eave social worker a sounding board, varied ideas, feedback, etc:. 
(if worker not defensive - a few were). Gave families support at 
times, feedback other times and probably a push sometimes. Gave 
children feedback from someone besides S.W., supportive often. 

- Pertinent questions were raised. 

- To the social workers because they were challenged to provide good 
reviews. To the families because I felt they falt some one was on 
their side. And to the children because our greatest concern was 
for them. 

- I think the children benefited the most. I think that we brought a 
new perspective that the children may have benefited from. The 
families felt that their was someone there who represented their 
needs, wants and wishes. I also felt that the parents who came 
opened up more. 

- There was always plenty of time to ask many questions and become 
rela~ad around one another. 

Hopefully, for children, with so many people involved, nothing is 
1 ef t unexplored. 

- I can't answer for tha SWs but sev•ral families and older children 
actively participated and appeared to gain from the process. 

- If one of tha above did not having a good wor~cing relationship with 
workers the board was a good sounding board and was non bias. I 
feel also that families and particularly teens felt that Bomeone 
else c:ared. 

- To the children and foster parents especially - they were without 
exception pleased with being involved in the process. 

Question_32~ Major purpose of citizen p~rtic:ipation on review boards. 

I feel that the citizen can be objective and not caught up in the 
system and have the interests of the child at hand. 

- Private citizens bring a fresh perspective to the problems of 
children and can in many cases help suggest new avenues of thinking. 



- To open up• •om•what clo••d •Y•t•m ao that all of th• po•Mibilitias 
for children in foster care are explored - i.e., to ensure 
permanency planning for foster care children. 

- To help the agency see some points in the case they have overlooked 
and if not the agency evaluation of itself. The people involved 
feel they have someone to listen to them and make suggestions on 
their behalf. 

- To have honest and concerned citizens more involved. 

- Citizens bring in community values to the whole picture and support 
program ideas opportunities for children to develop their potential. 
I hope we question the professionals to speed up permanency plans. 

- To be objective in suggestions and recommendations for the child's 
best interests.· 

- To offer sugge~tions to the plan from a lMy perspective mnd to 
monitor/guaran·tee parent involvement in the plan and process. 

- Hopefully to help find a balance in the placement plan. To offer 
suggestions and express concerns. To listen and learn. Also to 
exemplify a humanness to the review process, so the parent doesn't 
feel alone or inadequate. 

- Providing an outsider perspective and quality suggestions for 
wor~<ers. 

- It brings a new perspective and support, especially on cases that 
seem to be stuck-in-place. Sometimes people not directly involved 
can be more objective and make objective recommendations. It c~n 
also give support and a "pat on the back" that this case is going 
well - good job. 

- To provide increased overall perspective, to contribute v~lid 
suggestions as appropriate as the citizen are not so close to the 
situation, and to provide a sense of support to all concerned ~s 
everyone shares the same objective. 

- To ensure the most appropri~te and least restrictive plans for 
children leading to a permanent family for every child as soon as 
possible. 

- Weighing community understanding and philosophy into how legislation 
is being interpreted by_ agencies. 

- Objective viewpoints - "fresh" minds. 

- (1) Giving new/fresh insights or validating old ones. (2) keeping 
the county agency on top of each and every case so that kids not 
"presently" ca1Llsing problems aren't lost in the shuffle. 

- To help identify needs of children and to make recommend~tions to 
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workers, agencies, legislature, etc. 

- Provide a broader perspective on case progr••• and goals. 

- l feel the major purpose is that an outside source was ensuring 
permanency for tha kids, the county was also challenged to provide 
good and thorough plans because these plans were subject to support 
or criticism by the boards. 

- To provide fresh new outlooks. To assist the social workers and 
reconfirm their decisions or to disagree with their decisions. 
Healthy disagreement may provide new insight. Citizens hopefully 
can help with the burn out factor. 

- To enhance permanency planning. 

- To ask questions from a non-agency point of view ~nd to make 
recommendations from the same perspective. 

- (1) Education process for lay board members, (2) improvement in 
community support for program - considering cost etc., (3) resource 
for SWs - depending on their attitude, of course. 

- They are more concerned about time frames and permanency than 
agency. They also had different ideas and were more in tune to 
permanency for the child. They have non bias viewpoint b~Med on the 
needs of the child without adhering to ~ureaucratic policies. 

- Objectivity. It can be very easy to get a narrow perspective when 
working with this everyday as a social worker. The input of people 
o'-,t in the .. real world 11 is es1111mtial to provide a balance. I must 
also note that most of the workers I met on cases were either not 
married and/or had no children and these things also can affect the 
vision or tha balance of what a 11 normal" family life and childhood 
should be. 

Question_331 Are you aware of any obstacles to having citi~en 
involved in the review process? Are there any barriers 
to your effectiveness? 

- Sometimes I felt that the supervisor of the social worker tried to 
influence the board about how they were to handle cases. This could 
be an obstai,cl e. 

- Nona. Nona. 

- None. Only barriers to my effectiveness were timing - there were 
times that I could not leave my job to attend reviews. I also hmd a 
baby in Feb. which kept me from attending some reviews. 

No I'm not unless the Social Workers feel they are being checked 
upon by someone other than their supervisors. Yes thara ~re if the 



work•r• don't cocp■rate with th• citizan ravi•w•r•. 
this true of th• reviews I participated in. 

I didn't find 

- Time off for working people, parking. I had no barriers. 

- I feel listened to but maybe we could be organized so we could 
impact system with cne voice. This group of volunteers should have 
a meeting evaluating this queationnair• so we may ba abla to act as 
board members. I would like to see citizen board members meet to 
brain storm on these questions 32, 33, 34 and spaak with one voice. 

- Too long period• of time may cause burn out, therefore a decrease in 
effectiveness. ~1 can see no obstacle• to having citizens involved 
in the review proca•• if selections of board members continues to 
the best. 

Yes. Soma supervisors and their units are overtly r••iatant a• 
indicated by their attitudes and verbal/behavioral responses .. This 
hinders the pro~ess. These supervisors naed to re-evaluate thair 
positions withi~ the structure - i.e., it doesn't matter where their 
values and opinions are. 

- Perhaps too many opinions would inhibit the already questionable 
productivity of the system. Too many options seam to not get 
prioritized which could prolong the process even longer. • 

- No. 

- When I consider the total number of children involved in foster care 
and the few we reviewed, the task seems staggering (but definitely 
worthwhile). The laws, policies, etc. are so numerous - might help 
to have each board member have in-depth knowledge of a different 
area, i.e., Minority Child Welfare Act, Native American legislation, 
etc. Greatest barrier was lack of information in some cases - also 
not seeing cases consistently dua to court revi•wn. 

- The only barriers are wheth•r or not our recommendations are taken 
seriously by the professionals involved. 

- Cost of the system? System attitudes (both worker and 
administration). 

- No - not a~ter the initial learning process - any new experience 
leaves us on different wave lengths. 

- Non•. B~rri•r• - th• TMCt that th• social work•r• do not hav• to do 
anything that is suggested. 

- No - as long as the citizens are very aware of the confidentiality 
laws. My only other concern is for families of MR clients, where 
the family can no longer care for the child and therefore places him 
- I think families feel uncomfortable with "outsiders" (especially a 
large group - as with the 5 member board) looking at their case. 
Barrier to effectiveness - some S.W. felt citizen boards should not 
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have access to all the records - not claar or uniform guid£linas in 
this area. 

- Privacy laws. 

- It's a good process and selection was good to weed out unqualified 
peopla. 

- No. 

- The confidentiality issue always presents a problem,. The time 
commitment another. The load must be light. In out state people 
may be harder to get as they know each other. The barriers are: 
the initial resentment of social workers, the initial learning curve 
of board members, the feelings of inadequacy in an overwhelming 
situation. 

- The biggest obstacle may be attitudes of staff. In rural counties 
there could be a problem with confidential nature of information. 

- No, e~cept they ~ust abide by the confidentiality. I feel citizens 
can be very effective. I would like to see Minnesota Review Board 
more like the Delawara Review Board. 

- I believe the department feels more positively about the Bomrd 
members now but we did encounter negative attitudes in the 
beginning. 

Question_341. The largest impacts tor contributionsJ of citizen 
involvement on review boards. 

- To get social workers to focus on the child's needs and if go~l~ are 
set follow through on them and try to make decisions on what should 
happen with child to get him or her placed. 

The fact that a private citizen is willing to give time and effort 
can be a large support to everyone concerned. 

- Questioning the plan/system for child. Giving fresh and creative 
input - new ideas. Showing that the larger community cares about 
our children. 

- I feel seeing soma of the areas of their cases and plans that are 
unrealistic and suggesting some helpful ways to get people to 
cooperate with plans. 

- Getting the social workers to think and work harder on permanency 
planning. 

- The freshness of out looks. 

- Serving as an unbiased observer/participant in addressing the 



direction of PIP for the child. 

- Again, I'd have to ·say the greatest contribution I feel, is the 
aspect of "being one of the outsiders. 11 Parents can appreciate 
someone else other then case workers, paper work, etc. being 
involved. 

- Better perspective for workers on case planning and supportive role 
in suggestion for TPR's. 

- I feel everyone felt they were being heard and what they had to say 
was important. Again, we could be objective in questions ~nd 
recommendationsD I feel having to come before the same people every 
six months might give some parents more motivation to work on goals. 
It would be nice if we could help speed the processes. 

- Providing an additional •xtarnal (extra-agency) check or reviews on 
the services provided by the professionals. Sometime• having_ an 
objective non-professional viewing the situation from a gra~ter 
distance and possibly a slightly different perspective can be 
helpful. 

- Community awareness of the problems, the kinds of children needing 
county intervention, the lack of resources for children. 

- "Fresh," objective ideas. 

- (1) Pushing the system to keep on top of all cases - I seem it as a 
type of quality assurance - a group of people (with no vested 
interests) looking at all the alternatives for a child and saying 
this is our best alternative. (2) A way of establishing more 
uniformity between social workers and how cases are handled. Ma~cing 
less dependent on an indivldual social worker's perspective or bias. 

- If used effectively boards may be helpful in bringing about pressure 
for change. Members may be able to take action which an employee 
may not be free to take. 

- Broad perspective. Get ideas from others who care. Fresh 
perspective by people who don't have to deal with same issues 
everyday. 

- It shows commitment and concern for the situation and the children. 
I don't feel that it was in any way a negative response by citizens 
to change the system but a way to help. 

~- W• enter the revi aws fresh, without "burn out", and may perhaps 
enhance case plan by filling in the gaps and adding new 
perspectives. 

- Same as# 32 (i.e., To ask questions from a non-agency point of 
view and to make recommendations from the same perspective.) 

- Minority board members made signifi.c:ant contribution to staff and 
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white board members. 

- A non bias viewpoint basad on case history. 

- Objectivity. It can be very easy to get a narrow perspective when 
working with this everyday as a social worker. The input of people 
out in the "real world" is essential to provide a balance. I must 
also note that most of the workers I met on cases were either not 
married and/or had no children and these things also can affect the 
vision or the balance of what a "normal" -family life and childhood 
should be. 

Question_34b: Ways in which your participation has made a difference. 

By making suggestions to workers encourage the~ to place kids in 
permanency as far as their placement are concerned. 

- I have seen both foster, birth parents and children respond to the 
care we show. 

Support for foster parents involved in the review process - I think 
I came across as a foster parent. My questioning of the legal 
system. 

- Some changes were made and the children's n•~ds were met and the 
parents. Some of them· saw the need to change for the good of 
family. Special needs children's families felt good about their 
decisions and not guilt. 

- Enlightenment for myself and the social workars that too many 
children were getting lost in the system. 

- (1) Opened up discussions on points I felt important. (2) Insisted 
some shy or quiet people (parents) or foster p~rent or children 
comment when process was moving to fast. 

- Some of the involved children wera the age of my children. I could 
see what were missing and offered suggestions that may be helpful to 
these children. 

- Have frequently as~<ed., if the plan was vague, - "What direction is 
this going or How long is it going to contin~e. 11 Important to P/P 
to identify a time frame and proceed accordingly. 

- I've made suggestions which have bean implemented. I'm an 
opinionated person. I've noticed a sigh of relief in the fa~es of 
the biological. parents. I've made a difference because I care. 

- Providing a minority perspective as well as being knowledgeable mnd 
understanding the system. 

- I feel I was able to make participants feel comfortable and often 



glad they came. l think racommandationw and qu••tion• from myMwlf 
and my board were intelligent and helpful to those involved. 

- Not really because of the many reviews I have had to miss because of 
my work conflicts (going to court hearings for continued 
commitments) . 

- Have identified and expostulated on system problems. Have made 
constructive suggestions both on individual plans and system. 

- As an experienced social worker in another state, not currently 
employed in the system, I believe I had the resources to contribute 
some suggestions that I had personally tried. As an objective p~rty 
to the case I could at times, perhaps naively suggest alternatives. 

- Opportt.1nity to emphasize "permanency planning" for children who have 
been in foster care for a number of years already. Sometim~s 
someone f rem the outside can see the II ideal II i\nd enc:01..,rage people t.o 
work towards it - even if it can't ba obtained completely. 
Sometimes people within the the system know the ideal will never be 
reached so don't try for it - but by trying something better th~t 
"status quo" might be i\chieved. 

- I think I participated - asked pertinent questions and made some 
suggestions as to resources, etc. 

- Helped with making parents and children feel like they're involved, 
doing something good. Helped workers to better formulate specific, 
measurable goals. Helped to resolve conflict between family and the 
system. 

- I tried to play devil advocate by not taking sides, i.e., the 
county, the foster kid, or parents. I made my decisions on what was 
good for the kids. 

- I felt that some of the decisions that I made with the help of the 
board members were made through the eyes of a parent rather than a 
social worker. The biggest difference was made in me. I know how 
large a problem we are faced with. 

- I feel I contributed by adding a different perspective and 
suggesting alternative case plans in a team effort. 

- I usually stress the fact that while we adults take our time in 
making plans, etc., the children continue to grow older and more 
needy. 

- Actively urged lmy board to participate and make recommendation• for 
case plan. 

- Because of my role as a citi~en I can support or oppose any entity 
than would benefit a child. 

- My main concern is the screening process ~nd how citizens would be 
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chosen. 

Questi.on_35a: Problems resulting from citizen involvement on review 
boards. 

Acceptance from social workers and supervisors. 

- I suppose some people could be overbearing or so quiet as to be 
ineffective. 

If no contract is made ... some board members may back out of the job. 

- Perhaps too many opinions would inhibit the already questionable 
productivity of the system. Too many options seem to not get 
prioritized which could prolong the process even longer. 

- Personality conflict or opposition from social workers could 
interfere with effective planning. Some parents, children etc. 
might be hesitant to attend reviews. In smaller communities 
confidentiality might be a problem (although coming from a very 
small community, it seems everyone knows that's going on ~nyway)" 
What could liability be if recommendations were followed with 
negative results? 

Probably not if review boards become accepted~• a pa~t of the whole 
problem. 

- Perhaps some initial uncomfortable feelings from staff regarding our 
knowledge - questionable or accurate. 

- Possible_Problems - breach of confidentiality - if it occurred who 
is responsible. Liable suits - if family were to sue for a decision 
made by a review board with citizen on it - who is responsible. 
These are only possible problems that need to be ~ddressed but ~re 
not reasons in themselves to not have citizens on review boards. 



- There i111 a ris~( of "untrain•d" c:itiz•n• ••king :t.n.-ppropr:LoAte 
questions. Screening would eliminate this error if done in 
conjunction with an emphasis on professionalism (i.a., at interview 
stmge ask "what sort of questions might you pose to a pii\rent). 

- Data privacy issues ... 

- Maybe threatening to staff - but not ii\ll instanc:es. 

tluesti,on,_37a:, Ways in which your participation as a board member 
changed your attitudes. 

- Someone needs to look over the social workers shoulder to make sure 
they follow through on their cases and make them accountable. 

- It made me realize that nothing is cut and dried and when you are 
dealing with the lives of families, it can be very c:omplic~ted. 

- Made me more aware of our ineffective and cumbersome legal systam. 
Mii\kes me question how muc:h children really are important to us -
made me more angry about our foster care system. 

- I understood better that the work load of some of the workers w~~ 
heavy and may have caused them to be negligent because of $0 m~ny 
clients. The changing of workers for clients and not hMving tha 
information and time to work out the best in a shorter tima before 
reviews. 

- l had no idea how many resources were available for foster children 
and parents of foster children. 

- I went from participating to enthusiasm for getting involved. 

- I'm more determined to remain involved in the issues pert~ining to 
children; specifically foster children. 

- I no longer have the confidence that the best that can be done is 
being done - more realistic, I guess. It brought me f~ce-to-face 
with types of people I had only heard and read about - most aren't 
terrible, just need help. I had to face the fact that there are a 
lot of needy children, and a lot of people who care about them" 

- It gave me a greater appreciation of the complexity of the entire 
foster care situation - from the worker's point of view, from the 
child's, and from the family's. 



- Became acutely aware of some system problems - especially between 
social service and court system; gained a great deal of admiration 
fer volunteers as well as county staff, struggling against 
overwhelming case loads and a system that often gets in the way OT 

doing what they're hired to do. 

- Social workers need to be aware of their need for continued 
training. 

- I had a really good feeling that Minnesota was open to the idea of 
citizen involvement as it could easily be judged as irrelev~nt or . 
interfering. 

- Made me more aware of the problems in obtaining TPR's. M™de me more 
aware of how important the S.W. - is - a client who enters the system 
could have very different things happen to him/her based upon ~bg 
his/her worker is and how they approach things. 

- I don't think my attitude changed because of my long term 
involvement with children and families. 

- More respect for the social workers and families. 

- Like most citizens I was unaware of what happened to foster kids, I 
didn't know who cared or if anyone cared about them. But when I 
personally became involved in a non professional role in the 
planning decision I found that I cared. 

- I realize how busy the social workers are and what a toll it takes 
on their lives. I also understand more about why things are and 
aren't done. 

- I am more understanding of all parti•• involv•d in fost~r c~r•. 

- Reaffirmed my belief in the need for citizen review boards. 

Question_38~ Additional comments/suggestions regarding citizen 
pMrticipation on raviaw boards or the current review 
process. 

- l like the process. I felt very positive about being involved. I 
think its open the system. It reminds worker that someone is 
concerned and someone is looking out for the kids and it makes 
workers more concise about what is going on. 

Update the boards on previous cases. Make clear parameters for 
beard recommendations. Good to have diversity on citizen reviaw 
boards. Wish we had a little more prep time for cases. 

- I would like to see citizen participation continue because I feel it 
has a definite impact on the results of some of the cases where the 
plan is not clear and the case is carried for years. Suggestion and 



recommendation• ~r0m citizen raview• halp th• work•r do~ mare 
effective job and frees some of their trying to do other thing• that 
are needed to bring families together or establish permanency for 
children. 

My writing is not the best - please call me for clarification. 
Essentially I feel cit!zens help the process move along. Citizens 
also can express their honest opinion without feeling any political 
or bureaucratic pressure. I feel more professionals should be 
called in to label mentally ill participants ill or inadequate and 
the courts should be called in to Cactl sooner so the young client 
the child can be placed in the best permanent situation for his 
mental and emotional deve1opment. 

- The social worker has a let of work its just a continuous process. 
That's why the review board is needed -- fresh ideas and 
suggestions. 

- The current review process was okay. I understand that it was only 
a pilot program. There'~ room for much improvement. Citizens need 
to remain involved to add some equilibrium to the review process. 

- After seeing such a wide spectrum of social workers and plans, I 
feel it is very important to have objective citizens on the bo~rds. 
I would like to see a policy regarding what to do with review 
recommendations, aa this varied from wor~(er-to-worker, and within 
the court system. I feel people from the court systam should be 
more involved as there seemed to be a wide g~p between what we felt 
and what the court's •ctions were. (I hope this will be mandated as 
is or with constructive changes). 

- There is a large system effect of a project like this. First, one 
gains a group of knowledgeable advocates for children - potential 
usefulness unlimited. Second, the system itself takes notice. 
Staff make conscious efforts to look at system problems. A kind of 
Hawthorne effect. So the overall system improves. (That's not to 
say that the improvement lasts beyond the project). As we know 
well, fiscal incentives drive any system whether its a county or a 
family. An improved system would evolve from fiscal rewmrds for the 
appropriate movement of children into families. Likewise, I believe 
that exempting low-income families from iD~ fiscal responMibility 
for a child in care is to encourage longer placement than necessary. 
I know this is state law and you can't change it. But th~ 
incentives are wrong! 

- I was disappointed to note that most of the people on the review 
board were social service in background - i.e., ex-social workers, 
teachers, etc. I think some caring, sensitive, corporation 
management would have helped give the program a different slant. 

- I think citizen review should be mandatory -for any "public: service" 
agencies dealing with ch~ldren as clients. Children often aren't in 
a situation to speak up for themselves or to be heard i-f they do. 
Need to determine, though, if citizen review boards are 
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"recommending" boards or "decision-ma~dng" boards. Important to 
educate all staff/social workers with respect to purposes of citizen 
review and try to make them less threatening. 

- In some cases the agency and social workers involved already know 
that permanent arrangements cannot be made. Going thru the review 
process may not be necessary. 

- I think it is a must that citizens be included in the review 
process. Social workers burn out, parents and children feel lass 
threatened when there are private citizens involved. I also think 
that the review process has just become a rubber stamp in many cases 
and with outside participMtion it makes everyone stop and think a 
little more. 

- MR cases should not be included in citizen review process. There 
are already more safeguards for this community of people. 

- Serving as alternate on the lay board has bean a positive 
stimulating experience for me and I am sorry to have it terminated. 
The project staff and board members were dedicated to their goal ~nd 
I felt they made a significant impact to that goal. 

- I feel they should be all citizen review boards. I believe all 
agency staff should be more informed about the function and benefits 
of citizen review board. 
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SECTION III1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION 

Question __ 39a1 Comments regarding mandating citizen inclusion on 
review boards. 

- It bring• outsiders into tha system. The accountability is there. 
I fael that some kid ara forgotten if this wasn't in place. 

- If it is not mandated, I believe that we would see in house boards. 

Opens the review process up to new ideas. Proves to parents, 
children, families, social workers that the larger community is 
concerned about the welfare of children. Bacomas a "safety valve" 
to ensure the best plan possible for children. 

- That way the agency will know that it is something that they have to 
include in their reviews and that it will be helpful for them. If 
this project was mandated I feel it would work well and many lives 
were ch.nged for the better because of it. 

- To get fresh ideas and to get citizens involved with community 
problems. 

I think citizens bring objective community values to the board. 
Citizens also listen and relate to all the participants which may 
help burn out - when they request clarifications or support of 
special positions - hopefully leading to resolutions, 

- Because without mandate few counties would involve citizen~/lay 
persons. 

- Citizen participation, from my e~perience, will offer diversity and 
room for suggestions. If a board is mandated by legislature or/and/ 
Commissioners of Human/Social Services the public would be more 
acceptable to the issues and concerns. 

I think it is very valuable and feel that if it is not mandated, 
many areas will not use it, as I am sure the organization of such a 
program is a tremendous amount of work. All children should have 
the benefit of such a review process. 

- It would be premature to decide they should be mandated until we 
have had an opportunity to review the results of the project to 
assess whether or not they did make a significant difference. 

- I think the system is better off for the added input in reviews and 
the added public awareness for the system. It will never happen in 
87 counties unless its mandated! 



- Provides a checks and balance to (at least in large counties) county 
administration interpretation of legislation. Also, a citizen may 
well say what a county social worker may feel like saying but 
because of the politics OT the system can't. 

- At least one or two objective parties should be involved - I guess 
that would be citizens - certainly not someone within the system - I 
guess because of the objectivity and naivete involved. 

- (1) A way of establishing quality assurance. (2) a me~ns of 
advocating for the child (not a part of system and all th~t 
entails). (3) a means of establishing both support and devil's 
advocate roles for agency's sec. workers. 

- I think the inclusion of citi~:ens on review boards decreases the 
possibility OT children being "lost in the shuffle." By t.hat I mecil\n 
that children would no longer ba left in foster placement for long 
periods without some action. 

- No, I feel that it is something that can -be done on a voluntary 
basis. When the successes are seen, and there will be succes~es, it 
will become adopted in most areas. I think it should be mandated to 
get it going, but I say no because there will be so much re9entment 
from the Social Service Community that will just hinder the entire 
process. 

- It is an effective way to enhance permanency planning. 

- When I first heard about this project and the proposed legi~l~tion, 
I felt that the children already had the safegu~rd of the guardi~n 
ad litem. However, all the children do not have a g.a.1. because 
they are not involv~d in the court, yet. Because of thi~ there i$ 

need for someone to be concerned only about the best interests of 
the children. Citizen reviewers may fill that need. 

- (1) Objections of st~ff in some instances, (2) expensa and (3) 
privacy problem in rural counties. 

- So agencies can't have the option of using or not using review 
boards. 

- It would be the only way to ensure the objectivity and tha very 
purpose. Obviously, the less bureaucracy involved in affecting real 
children's lives, the better and within just a county framework 
(i.e., before citizen raviews) th• reviaw boards could not help out 
but have their own narrower scope in dealing with permanency and 
homeless kids. 
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Queetion_401 If mandatad, where would citizen review boards be 

housed? 

- Outside the system if possible. 

- I believe they should be statewide mandated with uniform standards 
and with individual board established for each county. This should 
be under the jurisdiction of child protection. 

- The present structure seems to work. 

- A special office building where information is easy accessible for 
the reviews and people will feel they are a part of the reviews and 
not in and a part of the agency. 

- At Hennepin County Building. 

- Convenient for wor~cers and clients. The government center is fine -
children and foster parents should be included in reviews if 
poBsible. 

- In Minneapolis. 

- Unclear question. 

- In the facility for which most of the cases are heardJ . Sov't Center, 
Sabathani, etc. 

- Within the county Gov't Center. 

It would be nice to be on 11 neutral ground, 11 but I think c:orwenienc:e 
is a priority so as many as possible are able to attend. 

- NOT in the court systam, ~• has been suggested. That would just 
promote greater rivalry between them and less trust. I think it 
needs to be within the social service system with safeguards for the 
citizens (such as the right to appeal). 

In a separate agency with a liaison staff in the soc. service dept. 
or as a separate branch within the agency (2nd choice). 

Same building as social service staff for convenience and time 
saving of social work staff. 

- ? 

- In a comfortable setting away from the institutional setting which 
now prevails. 

- With the county. 

- Volunteer services. 

..., 



- Wherever the board and agency agree on. 

Question_42: Effect of rotating Board Chairs. 

- He or she c~n participate in.the overall process and worry about 
keeping notes. 

- You would get diversity of perspective 

- Not sure - Nice to have the same one so can work well as a team. On 
the other hand - that can get too comfortable - might be good to 
have revolving chairs. 

- It would help others conduct reviews and new questions asked and not 
the same one. Some people are more personable than others. 

- I found as a chairperson, that being so involved with tha completion 
of forms that I couldn't get as involved as I would have li~(ed to in 
the conversation. 

- I have no opinion or Joint sharing. 

- Everyone is not willing to chair. 

- Inconsistency in skills/time/willingness. 

- Provides others with the opportunity to enhance their leadership 
abilities. 

- Yes. 

- I would like this as I feel it gives a different perspective. I 
know being chairperson made me talk more than I might have 
otherwise, but it also led me to leave questions to others, as my 
role seemed more of a moderator than a questioner. I would like to 
see the process as a non-chair. 

- I like the idea of rotating the chairs. 

- Less consistency, which is already a problem with rotating sociml 
service supervisors as chairs. But, please provide special tr~ining 
for chairs! 

- In my opinion it takes some time to adjust to a board chair position 
and if rotating it should be done every fifth review or so. 

- I don't see it as real helpful. 

- I believe there would be no neg~tive effect. 

- Good. 
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- No continuity. It would giv• th• ch•ir • br••k but would probMbly 

be disruptive. 

- Not sure. 

- No continuity. 

- It should have another purpose besides giving members an 
opportunity. The chairs should be well trained and diplom~tic. If 
this would be possible with rotation - great. 

Quest~on-44, If citizen is mandated, what factors should be taken 
into account during the implementation? How might 
implementation be different for smaller counties? What 
components of the project do you think are essential? 
If you could make one recommendation th~t you knew would 
be instituted, what would that be? 

Keep it open to outside review. Make training for social worker ~nd 
board member dealing with minority. 

- Board members sholtld have a high degree of interest in the welfare 
of children and knowledge of how the system works. They should be 
required to attend comprehensive training. Fewer board members and 
less frequent reviews. Strong citizen involvement. Diversity. My 
recommendation is that the boards not be advisory but to have 
decision-making authority • 

- Felt we had a good number at 5. Board members should make up a 
diversity in terms of experience and exposure to social services. I 
liked our mix of foster pMrent/MR experience/minority 
experience/past social worker/caring citizen. 

- The selection of board members be persons concerned with f~milie~ 
and what can be done to help them be together and live together with 
success. 

- For smaller counties, if volunteers are not available, either h~ve a 
traveling board, or review cases in county where board is available. 
The one recommendation I would make would be that there always would 
be a staff assistant at all meetings. 



- I think 2 or 3 people are enough to brain storm situ~tion ~nd 
discuss facts. The training of volunteers is essential. The book 
is essential. I think there should be a review of experiences of 
volunteers in the beginning after the first one or two board to be 
able to ask general questions and listen to others point of view. 

- Geographically dispersed to cover equal services to all county 
residents. The forms should be designed by the stmte and consistent 
across the state. 

- Too many questions! (A) Careful screening of each bo~rd member, CB) 
Implementation of suggestions from board members, (C) Evaluation 
after each cas e hearing. 

- The various laws. ICWA (Indian Child Welfare Act), MNICPA 
(Minnesota Indian Family Preservation Act), MHA (Minority Child 
Heritage Act) 

- I think having 5 people gave our board~ variety of backgrounds mnd 
experiences that really made us e ·ffective. Smaller counties might 
require a discussion at time of scheduling so memberD could 
disqualify themselves at that time and alternates found. My one 
recommendation would be that aocial workers attendance should be 
required. 

- I would have to think more about thi~ one. 

- Confidentiality; caseload size and turnover; pool of volunteers; 
travel factors; staff and administration attitudes~ # of children in 
placement; court attitude and willingness to coopar~te; g~ner~l 
awareness of permanency as a goal (need for permanency tr~ining); 
volunteer training. Look at multi-county boards and/or swapping 
citizen volunteers between counties; travel time ~nd dist~nce could 
make a big difference in some counties. Training for both 
vol 1.mteers and staff; some sort of "projec:t. st.af·f "; vol unteermq 
sufficient funding; acceptance by ~dministration~ appe~l route for 
volunteers. Guaranteed access to court with court orders (clearly 
written) to compel cooperation <Ha!) 

Need to look at what number of reviewers is essential - 5 member 
boards are nice, but not necessary. In smaller counties may even 
have to have 1 or 2 citizens on a board and have them supervi•ed 
from a staff in a larger county. Essantial that soma separateness 
be kept between citizens and agency so citizens don't become just 
another staff member. Must feel some autonomy. Recommendation -
have all information available to citizens and all involved parties 
at reviews! 

- An integrated review board - age, ethnic background, sex, etc. where 
possible inclusion of minority board member whan reviewing minority 
children. 

- That the end goal would be Permanency! I don't think we did anymore 
towards obtaining permanency than has been previously done~ The 
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system is stuck in a rut. Everyona talk• big but no ona tak•• 
action. Have long range planning done that looks at as many 
permanency goals for each situation as possible. The real problem 
is not citizen review or not it's permanency planning! 

- Screening, training, staffing. Smaller counties might face issuR of 
conflict of interests. 

- If review is mandated, I would recommend that it apply to only 5 
counties - Hennepin, Ramsey, St. Louis and also St. Cloud and 
Rochester. 

- 9mall counties may need to use exchanged board members. All. All 
citizen review board. 

Question_45a= Comments regarding whether both voluntary and 
involuntary placements should be reviewed by citizens. 

Yes, again the social worker should be aware they have a job to do 
that is placing the child in a permanent home or back in their home 
and not in limbo. 

- A voluntary placement is probably done with a great deal of care and 
concern. 

- Because both carry . the concern for permanency planning for children. 

- I feel this way because placements are very important and a citizen 
will be able to see some things that the workers may not feel is 
important. 

- The permanency planning for the children is needed regardless of 
type of placement. 

- The client is the child - since the community pays for the child it 
should have some impact into the placements, understanding this 
whole problem by citizens participating may be able to educate the 
rest of the community. I think a special review board can do these 
cases together 1/month - they seem mor• or less cut and dried with 
staff understand options best. One board member suggested a picture 
of client in every review to parsonMlize. 

- Just to check out facts. 



- A voluntary placement can becoma an involuntary on• if neceasary. 
The goal of the board is to provide P/P for all childr•n in 
placament. Choosing to place your child does not me~n non­
involvement. 

- Voluntary placements are as important as involuntary placements. 
Each situation involves a child in placement. 

- I saw no differences in the need for reviews in CW/CP cases, and 
some seemed to go from one to another. Plans were often similar and 
children's needs did not vary greatly. 

- I don't feel citizen reviews should be mandated for voluntary 
placements, but they could still serve a valid purpose. 

- It is often accidental as to whether a place~ent is voluntary or 
not. The problems are not always that different. Children need the 
protection regardless. 

- There are countless options to ways of thinking in ~ny case - court 
action doesn't mean a placement is all it can be. 

- Both can get lost in the system. 

- The format should ba different but tha purposes are the s~ma" 
Parents "voluntarily" place their children and never decide that 
they are ready to have the children return home - county is in 
position of having children in placement where decisions need to be 
made as to what next. Involuntary placements need to be coordinated 
with court system but still reviawad by citizens. 

- In either CMse on occasion, children have baan in foster placement 
for long periods of time. Hopefully reviews would decrease this 
possibility. 

- I think that an outside opinion is always helpful whether or not 
it's voluntary or involuntary. People are always looking for help 
in confirming or denying decisions. 

- Citizens could provide useful info. 

- Vital to protect welfare of child in •11 instances. 

- Because both kinds of placement can get lost in the system. 

- The suggestions that a Board member might make or a Board 
recommendation should not really be affected by a voluntary or 
involuntary placement. 
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Quastion_46a1 Commant• regarding whathar ment•lly ret•rdad childran 

in placement should be reviewed in the same manner as 
other children in placement 

- The forms should be different for mentally retarded kid. 

- I believe that we need an entire new format and form for MR's -
because their problems and needs are entirely different from that of 
an abandoned or abused or neglected child. 

- Parents are too guilted - they need to have this guilt removed - not 
adcied to. A different form needs to be used. 

- Because they are persons the same as others only they have special 
needs and the forms can be changed to meet their needs. 

- Because a large majority of the MR cases, were children that really 
had no future except where they already were. 

- But listening might be important. But I feel I have no input int~ 
the problems. The problem is more or less cut and dried - child is 
evaluated by professionals - foster care is special - there are only 
so many options - I feel I just listen and have no input. 

- Forms and process does not apply to this population. 

- Usually MR cases as already pre-determined. There should be, 
however, some way of evaluating the structure. 

- Limited resources available and no reunification problem and 
basically clear, understood agreed upon case plan. 

- Although many (most) will not go home, they may not be in the best 
placement available. It struck me in reviewing these cases, that 
everyone involved (parents, social workers, children) seemed open 
and pleased to have someone listen to their concerns, joys, fears, 
dreams, etc. 

Their needs and situations are so different that they require a 
different kind of review. 

- The form used is clearly not appropriate for the vast majority of MR 
cases. At the very least, that should be changed. Most MR cames 
are just that, with parents heavily involved already. The cause of 
placement is different from CPS or CW cases. For a few MR cases, 
there is also parental failure of some sort and the review is 
appropriate. But for most it's not. 

- This I've given countless hours of thought - at first my inclination 
was to say no. Yet, the more I become familiar with MR cases the 
more I realize that some of these people are not serviced to the 
extent if what is available through existing programs. A point in 
case would be Title 19 waivers. Also, the community at large needs 



more understanding of the issues involving the MR popul~tion. Even 
a "rubber stamp" review affords the MR person with the same riqhts 
as the non-MR person - and gives the community at large a citizen 
review person with more understanding of the struggles of famili~s 
connected with MR relatives. One way the citizen raviaw board can 
promote human relationship understanding. 

- Form and forum coL,ld be simpler due to fewer possible altern~tives. 

- Often times there were no alternatives to placement for the family 
as they could no lQnger care for the child and thera are no 
opportunities for the child to be returned home or moved to a less 
$tructured environment, etc. Still should be reviewed - maybe fewer 
citizens involved and a different format. 

- In all of the MR cases reviewed in which I was a participant plans 
remained about the same - resources are somewhat limited in MR 
cases. 

I felt in this process that the MR Social Service Unit has their ~ct 
together better than any other. This area is very specialized and 
few citizens can step in ~nd offer help. 

- MR format inappropriate. 

- There are already more safeguards for this community of people. 

- A retarded child should have some rights and protection~• any other 
child. 

- I feel the MR forms should be different. 
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FOR ALTERNATES ONLY1 

Ques~ion_481 Comparison of experiences on 2 and 5 citizen boards. 

- The smaller boards seem to move along faster. The discussions on 
the larger boards are more interesting. Trade off - 3 citizens. 

- I was only on a 2 member board. 

- I felt there was more participation from a greater number of 
citi~ens in the 5 member citizen boards, although parents may feel 
more at ease with fewer participants. 

- Five members is too "heavy" - sometimes overwhelmed the fosbir c:cii\re 
provides, etc. 

- Prefer 2 rather than 5 but would recommend 3 person bo~rd. Five 
member board is simply too large in number and an agency supmrvisor 
tak~s over with 2 member board. 

Question_49a, Comments regarding difficulty in moving from board to 
board. 

It is not because· the focus of helping the child is the priority and 
everything falls into place. 

Questi on.)30cu, Comments regarding preference in serving on one board 
vs. having the ability to rotate boards. 

I think it would facilitate optimum - resolution of cases moving 
them along as fast as possible to allow child, the clients, ~nd 
foster parents to participate more. 

- I believe serving on one board would provide more opportunity for an 
alternate to become a better functioning member of one group of 
individuals by (a) getting to know group member& better ~nd Cb) 
hopefully to function better as a group because of increased 
knowledge of how and why members of group respond in a cert~in 
manner. 

- I would be ~ble to make a stronger commitment if allowed to 
participate in advanced scheduling. 

- Considerable differences in attitude and skills of the bo~rds. 



Additional Closing Comments1 

- To summarize my feelings I'd like to say I fael as an ombudsman for 
the family in crisis helping all the f4cts and option uurfaca ~nd ba 
understood by the family. I feel strong and adequate for thi~ 
experience bect!use essentially I'm a '.'good consumer" and know my 
right or more import~nt how to protect them and ask for them. I 
feel frustrated when not enough facts or knowledge ~bout the 
situation is presented and will auk for more input - psychologists 
etc: and more leg~l advice from attorneys but on the whole of f~mily 
court could keep up with the case good decisions could be made 
fastero I would like to see attorney general's office or judgew 
hear our frustrations on lack of continuity their delays cause young 
clients. 

- Because of some personal health issues my time commitment was 
severely limited. Yet because of my community involvem~nt in the 
aspects of children in "crisis situations" I would have 1i ~ced more 
opportunity to have been more a part of this program. I continue to 
believe that family dynamics are extrem&ly complex and the more 
facilities we have to exploring needs and how those ~re being 
met/not met the more communities of people will live with ~n 
increased feeling of security. I think citizen review boards could 
have the ability to foster a positive link between tho~e needing 
$ervices and those providing services. 

- Citizen review bo~rds should operate at the advisory level of 
authority and the opportunity to follow the case and to be heard if 
there continue to be objections or qu&stions. 
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( 501 Park 
Minneapolis, 

(612) 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 23, 1986 

TD: Ray Ahrens 
Mike McGraw 
Carol Ogren 

FROM: Nancy Larsen 

Avenue South 
Minnesota 55415 
348-7811 

RE: Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project Evaluation 

This memorandum will serve as a follow-up to the June 24 memo 
regarding the evaluation of the Hennepin County Foster Care Review 
Project sent by Carol Kuechler. 

The first phase of data collection from caseworkers and 
supervisors is about to begin. Within the next week, the Program 
Evaluation Resource Center will distribute a brief questionnaire to 
all 107 caseworkers and 36 supervisors who participated in the pilot 
project. A small subsample of these individuals (appro>:imately 10 
caseworkers and 10 supervisors) will also be asked to participate in a 
focus group near the end of August. 

In order to increase participation of the Hennepin County staff, we 
would appreciate your assistance in doing the following: 

-Let your social workers and supervisors know that they may be 
contacted to participate in the project evaluation. 

-Let them know that they have permission to participate in the 
evaluation. 

-Encourage them to respond quickly to any invitations or other 
correspondence they receive regarding the evaluation. 

-Let them know that their input is anonymous in the analysis 
of the data. 

-Thank them for their interest and participation. 

Thank you very much in advance for your help in this evaluation 
endeavor. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. 

cc: Marian Eisner, Connie Cobb, Carol Kuechler, Carol Watkins 
Charles Hogan, Dianne Dee, Shirley Barfknecht, Margaret Lonergan 
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501 Park 

Minneapolis, 
(612) 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 29, 1986 

TD: Hennepin County Staff 

FROM: Nancy Larsen 
Project Evaluator 

Avenue South 
Minnesota 55415 
34B-7B11 

RE: Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project Evaluation 

As the Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project begins to wind 
down, we begin the most important part of the evaluation process -
gathering information from those who participated in the project. 
Caseworkers and supervisors who participated in the project are being 
asked to help us in two ways. First, by completing the enclosed 
questionncdre and returning it to us. Second, a few individuals will 
be asked to attend and participate in a focu~ group. The reason that 
we are collecting this information in two stages is that some issues 
that have been identified are more easily "talked about" than written 
about, and these issues deserve some discussion. You will be notified 
within the next two weeks if you have been selected for inclusion in 
one of our focus groups. 

We request that you complete the enclosed questionnaire as soon 
as possible, and return it to the Program Evaluation Resource Center. 
Please have the completed questionnaire in the mail to me by August 4, 
1986. For your convenience in returning the questionnaire, a PERC 

. mail label has been enclosed. It is important for us to receive them 
quickly so we can analyze them far inclusion in the final report and 
also identify additional themes for discussion during the focus group .. 
Please make use of the areas for comments, this is your opportunity to 
express your opinion on issues related to the demonstration project. 

Please remember as you complete the questionnaire that your 
responses are confidential., so please be as candid as possible. No 
one but the Program Evaluation Resource Ce~ter staff (which is 
independent of both Hennepin County and the State of Minnesota) ll'.till 
see your questionnaire. Your individual responses will not be shared 
with project staff, other Hennepin County personnel, review board 
members or those persons involved in the project at the State of 
Minnesota. Your input is anonymous in the analysis of the data your 
name will never appear together with the comments you make. 

Thank you for you interest and participation in this project, and 
for your help in this evaluation endeavor. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to call me. 
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Name 

HENNEPIN COUNTY FOSTER CARE REVIEW PROJECT EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS FOR AGENCY CASEWORKERS AND SUPERVISORS 

CARD1 
ID 

( 1) 

( 2'"·4 > 

********************************************************************** 

A. Wh c!:\ t i 5 yet.tr job tit. l e?,_.,.,_ ...... ~-·•-Muum .... , ... - .......... w ................. - ..... w, ............ , ....... .,., .... ., . ... , ....... , .............. . ........... .. , ........ , . .... "'"""' 

B. What unit are you with? 

Child Welf~re ............. 1 
Child Protection .......... 2 
Ment~l Rat~rd~tion ........ J 

C. How long h3ve you been employed in your curr~nt cap~city? 

Years 

D .. How m~ny c~ses in whic~ you h~vm been involved were reviewed by 
bo~rds which included citizen p~rticip~nt$? 

( 13 ... ,,(:_i)) 

E. How m~ny reviews h~ve you perecn~lly attend~d in which citiz~n~ 
wera included~~ bo~rd memb~rs? 

Review1m 

F. Which roles h~ve you performed during the project's ~dministrative 
and citizen reviews? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

YES NO 

casework•:?r .......... ,. ............. ,..,. ... 1 2 ( :I. 2) 

sLtpervi!!!i,or ................................. 1 '"> £, ( 1 ~$) 

c:hair of board 
that include 2 citizen members ......... ! 2 ( 14) 

********************************************************************* 

( 1) 



.INSTRUCT.IONS: PLE~,SE USE THE (3R IO BELOW Tt1 f~NSWER THI:~ FClL.l .. OW l N(.:i 
SEVEN QUESTIONS. CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER 
QUESTION. 

QUESTIONS STRON8LY SOHEWHAT NEITHER SOHEWHAT STRONGLY ____________________________________________ A6REE _____ ,A8REE _________________ DISA8REE ______ DISA8REE_ 

Citiztn RtvieN Board 1e1ber1 d11on1trated 2 3 4 5 ( 15) 
kno"l1dg1 ind understanding of 
th, ad1ini1trative revieN proce11, 

Citizen RevieN Board 111ber1 de1on1tr1t1d 2 3 4 5 116) 
kno"ledgt and understanding of the 
substitut, care 1y1te1. 

Citizen RevitN Board 1e1bers de1on1trated 2 3 4 5 (17) 

knowledge and understanding of th, 
legal 1yste1 as it is involved in 
foster care i11u11. (ThtH includt 
TPR, court-order,d goals, 18 1onth r,vie"s) 

Citizen RevitN Board 111b1r'1 qu11tion1 2 3 4 3 (18) 

Nert relevant to the hand!!~~ of the 
case, in which you "ere involved, 

Citizen RevieN Board 1e1ber'1 question, 2 3 4 5 (19) 
de1onstr1ted sensitivity to persons 
and circu11tance1 involved in th, cast, 

Citizen RevieN Board 111bers d110nstrated 2 3 4 5 (20) 
a respectful attitude toNard th, parties 
attending the revieNI, 

Citizen RevieN Boaid 111b1rs' rec0111ndati0n1 2 3 4 (21) 

Nert relevant and practical to the c111 
situation, 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8. Use the spac~ below to m~ke additional comment~ regarding the 
are~~ of citi~~n review bo~rd functioning that you rat~d above for 
the seven questions. Beth positive and negative commentn and 
example~ ~re important in the ev~lu~ticn cf thi~ project. 
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8. COMMENTS CONTINUED 

Wh,.en you 
Wc.-\5 your 

fir~t he~rd of the propoa~d 
initial re~ction? 

Very F'r.:>imi t. i ve. ..... 
Positive ........ . 
Un st.tr e .. ... . 
Negative ..... . 
Very Negii\tive .. 

• " 1 . '.:;~ . ~:~ 
.4 

Ill' •• ,:J 

citizen 

Has your opinion of citizen review boards changed ov~r time? 

Be<:: am•~ more positive. . . " . . . . . . 1 
Stayed t.he ~nllme" 

,., . . . " " " . . . •• 
Became more negative .. -:r. . ,. " '••' 

10a. Why do you feel this w~y? 



11. 

12. 

14. 

How difficult was it to schedule revi~ws for the project boards? 

Very difficult ............ 1 (24) 
Somewhat difficult ........ 2 
Neutral........... ..3 
Somewhat easy. . . . . . . . . . 4 
Vary e~sy ................. 5 

What benefits do you see re~ulting from citiien involvement on 
review boci:\rds? 

What problems do you see resulting from citi:um, inv(::>lv~~ment on 
review boards? 

Do you think th~t citi2en involvement en revi~w bo~rds ~hculd ba 
m«mdatc~d'? 

....• 2 

( 4) 
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16 .. 

17. 

18. 

Why or why not? 

If citizen review is mandated, where should these citizen review 
bo~rds be housed? 

If citizen review is mandated, who should ch~ir the boards? 

A citizen member ■-■ M ■■■ w••··••MH ■■ •-1 
A social service $Upervisor ■ M••·•·"·2 

Other (pleas~ specifYD•••·••·•·•-··•3 

If citizen review is m~nd~ted, how m~ny citi2~n~ $hould b~ en the 
b<.jcmrd? 

Persons 

If citizen review is m~ndated, wh~t factor~ shculd be t~ken into 
account during the implementation. How might implement~tion be 
different for smaller counties? What components cf th~ project 
do you feel ~re essential? 



19. 

20 .. 

21.. 

Should both voluntary ~nd involunt~ry pl~cementM be ravimw~d by 
r.:itizens? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . 1 
No ..... .2 

Why or why not? 

Should ment~lly retard~d children 
s~me m~nner as other children in 

No .. 

20a. 

. 1 
'"> ••••••••• ..c. 

Why or ~!hy not? 

in pl i:l.C&:~ment:. 
pl ac:eme-mt? 

Use the space below for ~ny ~ddition~l comments 
make regarding this project or the inclusion of 
administr~tiv~ review board~ .. 

in 

y r.:H..t w <::H .. tl d l i ~rn-~ 
<.-::it. i z fiu·,1~ cm 



21. COMMENTS CONTINUED, 

( 

Thank ycu fer your ~~~iMtMnce in thi~ ~vMlu~tion. 

( 7) 
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CASEWORKERS FOCUS GROUP OUTLINE 

I ntroduc:ti on 

Hi, my name is Scott Lenz and I work for the Progr~m Ev~lu~tion 
Resource Center. The Center has been retained afi th~ independent 
contractor to evaluate the Foster C~re Review Project. Momt of you 
have already ~ompleted a written que~tionn~ire for UM (we hav~ 
received responses from slightly more th~n 75'¼ of c~seworker~ who h~d 
<:iiUU~s reviewed by th&1 prt"Jject and from cal mo11t 85'¼ o·f s1.q:.it,rvi 1a;r.n··~ whf.l 
participated in reviews where citi~ens were pre~ent.) We want to 
thank yow for your interest and participation in the ev~lu~ticn 
t h tis f m r . 

Today we will be spending some time di~cus•ing iM~ues th~t wer~ 
not covered in that questionnaire. Before we begin, I would like you 
to introduce yourselves and ~l~o say which unit you ~r~ ~ffiliated 
with. CLet them introduce themselve~ ~nd make note of tho~~ 
at trmdi rlg J 

If there are no qu~stions, let's beginN I will be t~p~ recording 
our discu$sion so I can ensure the ~ccuracy cf my notet~kinqN Ple~$e 
be ~s candid as pos~ible, no one will be mentioned by n~me in the 
report. Okay, let's bugin. 

( 1) 



1. From your experience, was the ~mount of time that you na~ded to 
prepare for reviews where citi~ens w~re involv~d ~ny different 
from the amount of time needed to pr~p~r~ for th~ ~g~ncy ' B 
~dministrative review? CProbe for diff~rences, waM ~ longer or 
shorter amount of time needed? Wh~t for them w~~ diff~r~nt in 
preparing for a citi2en review?] 

2. Were the project staf·f easy or difficult to work wit.h ir\ t.f~rms ('J•f 

scheduling reviews and putting together case $Umm~ries? [Probe 
·for ex ampl esJ 

J. You were in a unique position to particip~te in ~nd obs~rve the 
operation of both types of citizen review bo~rdM (1) on~ cf which 
included five citizen members ~nd w~s ch~ired by one of tho~e 
citizens, and (2) the two citizmn member boards which were ch~ired 
by independent agency supervisor~. Which of the~e two models did 
you prefer and why? 

4. On the whole, would you s~y th~t citizen involvement on revi~w 
boards helped or hindered the casework proceuu~'? "fh:ls ir1cltH:hui? 
c~se planning. CProbm ~n to why or in wh~t w~y~?J. 

5. M~ny suggestions have been m~de reg~rding where citiien r•viaw 
bo~rds should be housed if they wer~ m~nd~tad. Th~~~ uugg~ationM 
have included (1) within th~ •oci~l Mervices departmfflnt, (2) 
within the court sy5tem, and (J) ~s ~n ind~p~ncl~nt outMid~ ~gRncy. 
Which rJ·f thesu:~ opti or"IM df.') you think woi...tl d work t:rn,~t, ~"And why? 

6. D:i d yc:n., ·feel that c:i ti ~•xm revi •~w botmrc:I member11 Wf.•~rr.:➔ gm1~rmtl l y 
suppc:,rtive or nr.m~upportiv~ of tl'rn work thc:\t yc.1u wer<•m t.ryinq t..<:, 
do? Why? 

7. Wh~t would you identify~~ the mo~t positive ~~pect cf ~itizan 
involvemant on review bo~rds? 

8. Wh~t would you identify ~s the mo~t ne;~tive ~spect of citizen 
i nvol vem.-:mt on rf:!Vi aw b<:Jin\rds7' 

9. Fin~lly, ~re there ~ny other comm~nt~ you would likffi to maka 
reg~rding citizen review th~t you would like to see includ~d in 
01..,r r epc::>r t? 

Th~nk you very much for your time tod~y, 
your commentm h~ve been very h~lpful, 
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SUPERVISORS FOCUS GROUP OUTLINE 

I,,, t. rod l\C ti, ('Jl"l 

Hi., my name is Scott Lanz and I work -for the F"rr.:>gr';i,\111 Evm,lutii\tir.:m 
Resource Center. The Center has been retainad a~ th~ ind~p~ndent 
contr~ctcr to evaluate the Foster C~re Review Project. Mr.:>~t of you 
have already completed a written questionnaire for u~ (we have 
rfficeived re~ponse$ from slightly more th~n 75¾ of c~~eworker~ who h~d 
caMes reviewed by the project and from almo$t 85¾ of muperviMcru who 
p~rticipated in reviews where citizens were pre9ent.) We want to 
thank you for your interest and particip~tion in the evaluation 
th1 .. umf ar. 

Tod~y we will be spending some time di~cu~~inq i~$Ue~ th~t wer~ 
not covered in that questionnaire. Before we begin, I would like yew 
to introduce yourselves and ~lso s~y which unit you ~re affiliated 
with. CLet them introduce themselve$ ~nd m~ke note of those 
at.t.f.,:mdi ngJ 

If there ~re no questions, let's begin. I will be t~pe racordinq 
our discussion so r can ensure the accur~cy of my notet~king" Pl~a~~ 
be as c~ndid ~s possible, no one will be mentioned by name in tha 
report. Okay, let's begi~. 

( 1) 



1. You were in a unique position to p~rticip~te in Mnd obs~rve tha 
oper~tion of both types of citi~~n reviMw bo~rd$ (1) on~ cf which 
included five citizen members ~nd w~• chMired by one of those 
citizen~, ~nd (2) the two citizen m~mb~r bc~rdM which w~re chaired 
by independent agency supervisorm. Which of th~ffl~ two mod~l~ did 
you pr~fer ~nd why? 

2. From your eHperience, was the ~mount of tim~ ~p~nt in r~vi~W$ 
where citizens were involved any different from the ~mount cf time 
needed to conduct the ~qency'~ ~dminiMtrm\tive r~vi~w? - CProbe for 
differences, w~s a longer or shortmr ~mount cf tim~ na~dsd? What 
for th~m was different in~ citizen revi~w?J 

~5. Were th~ project $ta·H easy or difHcult. t.o work with in b.~rms <."J·f 
~c:heduling reviewB m\nd providing you with c~se ~umm~ri~~? CPrcba 
·for em mmpl esJ 

4" On the whole, how easy or difficult did you find it to work with 
citizen$ on th~ review boardm? [Probe a$ to why or in wh~t ways?] 

5. M~ny swggamtion~ have been m~de reg~rding where citizen review 
boci~rd!! should be housed if they were! m,·,u-.d~tad. Tl·,(~1~~:;, 1isu~HH.Hrl-:. i c::>1"11~ 

h~ve included (1) within the $OCi~l 5ervice$ dep~rtment, (2) 
within the court system, and (3) ~s ~n independant out~ide aqencyff 
Which of these options do you think would work b~mt~ ~nd why? 

6. Did you fe~l th~t citi~~n revi~w bo~rd member~ w~re generally 
supportive or nonsupportive of what c~~ewcrker~ were trying to do? 
Why'"? 

7. Wh~t w0uld you identify~• th~ moMt po~itive ~~pact of citiz~n 
involvement on review bo~rds? 

8. Wh~t would you identify ~s the mo~t n~g~tive ~~pnct of citiznn 
involvement on review bo~rds? 

9. Fin~lly~ ~re there ~ny other comment~ you would like to m•k~ 
reqmrding citi:um rvavi~w that yoL, woi...,ld lUrn? to s,1:·.rn~ in(~~luc:.h~d :i.n 
Olwlr' Y"~~pr,:,rt.? 

Thm\nk you very much for your tim~ tod~y, 
your comments h~ve been very helpful. 

I • 
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QUESTION 8. 

001 I was surprised to find the citizen were unaware that we pay "extra" 
for difficult kids. Also these women were unaware that people can and 
do earn·their livelihood throe foster caring. 

003 Competent board members were selected. They were qualified to review 
plans but not qualified or experienced enough to make casework 
suggestions. 

006 My first citizen board reyiew was early on in the project - so some of 
the knowledge/understanding that was not apparent then - became 
apparent at later reviews. 

009 My only involvement with the panel was nearly a year ago so I do not 
recall all of the details, especially regarding legal issues in regard 
to how knowledgeable the panel was. 

010 It was all done very nicely but I think it was also unnecessary. The 
MR cases are already subjected to several review processes to 
determine appropriateness of placement. 

013 I only was present at one r.eview. My client was not present. 

015 CR Bd. members reviewing ce.se material in CPS should be prof. trained. 
It is not enuf to be sensitive with respectful attitude e.g. I don't 
think a hair dresser ·can be much help. 

017 The "knowledge and understanding" that apparently was needed re: the 
above issues was generally not relevant to MR issues - MR placements 
are by-and-large voluntary placements . On items 18, 19, and 20, my 
thinking would be more adequately expressed by stating I "agree" 
rather than defining them with "strongly" or "somewhat." 

018 I did have the feeling that I would have appreciated more support from 
the citizen review board members regarding the difficulties and 
frustration I was experiencing in dealing with this particular family 

022 The last citizen review cases have been several months ago since I am 
with the prevention of placement unit now . I felt that the citizen 
Reviews were really not necessary in my cases since the circumstances 
mandated placement; and the parent had to have placement . 

025 Many of the participants had their own ax to grind - world view -
hidden agenda and they were not professionals. 

033 Review Board members did not appear particularly enthusiastic. 

035 MR cases did not need to be reviewed. 

4 



QUESTION 8. 

036 In my two cases, the Board did not make any recommendations, but 
rather reviewed the situation and commented on how they say the 
placement going. I don't know how knowledgeable they were about the 
legal aspects of the cases, as it was not raised as an issue (the 
county had legal custody in both cases). They did seem experienced in 
the administrative review process. In summary, the Board system did 
not produce any results or recommendations or issues that were 
different from any that a "regular" Administrative Review would have 
procedures. The Board system did not bring in any different insights 
or perspectives that could have been discussed. 

037 I was pleasantly surprised to find citizens were not offensive, seemed , 
understanding, but made suggestions in the areas they thought warranted 
it. 

043 Case ·can't give an adequate perspective - this was my only experience 
- plus I think MR cases don't lend themselves to the value of citizen 
review - tend to be stable, long term unlike CW/CPS. 

046 Having done only 1 review, my comments may or may not be pertinent. 
Procedures worked extremely well during my client's review. Parent 
was also absent during the review process. 

051 Generally competent reviewers in only one case did a reviewer seem to 
want to rush through the review without much discussion or thought. 

052 I found the review board members to be generally supportive of the 
child, but not experienced enough to offer new information for 
planning and reviewing the placement. 

054 Review board members seemed to improve over the months in their 
knowledge and understanding of placement issues, as indicated by their 
questions. 

058 Citizens come to the reviews with their own area of expertise, their 
thoughts many times were useful and appropriate and showed 
sensitivity. There were a couple of times when a member seemed to go 
off on their own crusade about their pet area of concern. 

059 Please change the administrative review format for MR clients - it 
doesn't really apply to their situation. 

062 Not helpful - just took up a lot of time without serving any 
purpose. 

063 Do not thing that the citizens' participation added anything to the 
process on the cases I had. 

066 Some members somewhat naive. Good interest shown by members. 

5 
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QUESTION 8. 

068 Although the conversation was animated and interesting I don't 
believe any 'change' or unique solutions came forth from Citizen 
Review Panels I participated in. 

070 The first review I had involved a Citizen Review Board member who 
asked inappropriate and insensitive questions. 

071 Little 11nderstanding of the lifestyles of clients and their problems. 
Well meaning people, though. 

078 One citizen on the panel did not seem to have an understanding of 
client's situation and made wha.t I thought were inappropriate comments 
and questions (other two citizens seemed to understand). 

080 Members of the citizen's panel became involved in discussions about 
case plan details not related to issues of placement. I did not feel 
they always had the experience or knowledge to do this. It was not 
clear to me if this was part of their commission. 

081 CRB seemed to assume legal remedies where none existed. 

086 The case I was involved with were reviewed more than 1 year ago 
therefore my memory is sketchy. 

087 This single case was a very different situation which probably was not 
completely understood by the board. 

090 They, in general, extended great sensitivity and respect, both for the 
client and his/her situation and for me as a worker. Their knowledge 
of our options in case planning was limited by their lack of 
experience due to not working in the field. 

093 This was a waste of time for me, my clients and staff time. Nothing 
ever came of a review, no different discussions or recommendations 
were made. 

097 I thought it was a positive experience for my client and that the 
board did a good job! 

100 Citizen's knowledge and training is not the issue here. The 
administrative review for mentally retarded children is so routine 
that there is no need for citizen's knowledge and understanding in 
order to carry out the process. 

104 It was helpful in certain instances to meet with the board prior to 
the review to provide some background and to suggest that some areas 
of interest/concern to the child not be aired in the review because of 
the child's sensitivity to the issue. 

6 



QUESTION 8. 

106 Board members seemed to understand the foster care placements but not 
the guardianship-adoption process (with some notable exceptions). I 
cannot respond to the relevance of the questions because there were 
hardly any questions asked on the guardianship cases. They were all 
very nice and very respectful but had little to add to the work being 
done with state wards. 

107 I think the project was beneficial in bringing so~e more realistic 
impressions of what we do to those few who participated. I don't feel 
it had any positive impact on my client. However, therefore I feel, 
putting clients first, staff time could be better employed elsewhere. 
OK for PR purposes, but not as a rule of thumb. 

200 On the whole, board members' participations were high quality. MR 
"substitute care system" is complex, but the citizens became well 
informed over? of relevant issues and resources. 

203 The citizens' comments generally added a refreshing note of realism 
and candor while still being supportive. 

204 Board members were not real knowledgeable about substitute care for MR 
children. All MR placement reviews that I attended happened to be 
long term stable placements. Subsequently, the review boards had very 
little that they could offer in the way of recommendations. 

205 Board's can be influenced by the type, skill and personal strengths of 
the presenting Social Worker and supervisor. 

209 At times (2) I felt the less assertive citizen members allowed 
themselves to be dominated by one very assertive member -- would not 
express their own viewpoint unless actually requested. The Boards 
were generally good. I do question having so many foster parents 
involved as "Independent" reviewers, as it is difficult for them to be 
truly independent of the agency. I am personally in favor of having 
all placements reviewed by the court at 90 days and every 6 months 
thereafter. For children under the age of 4 - a court review at 30 
days. This is the age where children are most damaged by separation 
and lack of permanency. I firmly believe in Court ordered goals for 
parents so reunification or permanency planning can be accomplished. 
I know our present staff could not handle this at first but I believe 
it would save in the long run. 

214 I felt board members were committed to their role. The fact they 
really cared about these kids was obvious. I felt supported by their 
judgments and recommendations. I can recall only one instance in 
which a board member seemed impatient, rather cold, even a bit 
hostile, and likely to disagree with "the plan," whatever it might 
be. 

218 Several citizen members seemed critical of caseworkers plans without 
understanding said plans. 

7 
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QUESTION 8. 

223 Some of the panel members seemed more cognazant of the overall 
circumstances and our role. Some seemed to take a more authoritative, 
direct role. All, I believe, were sensitive to the needs of the 
retarded child. There was some expression of opinion that the 
retarded child's circumstances were, in most cases, dissimilar than 
those children placed because of dependency or neglect. 

224 As the project progressed I saw a much better understanding by the 
citizen panel - but based on entire experience I had to circle +2. 
Overall I saw the panel as responsive but never saw any change? from 
the panel that was different from regular review. I always felt that 
the review was a positive experience but felt it served more as 
education to the panel. 

225 I consistently felt the citizen boards were knowledgeable re the 
review process. From time to time recommendations were made for 
services we had overlooked and were of benefit for the children. 

226 The citizens seemed to be selected well. They seemed child oriented. 
I have had both positive and negative reactions to the 5 panel format. 
It is very hard for clients to face 10 or more people in what has to 
be a rather formal atmosphere and one in which allows for all to 
participate. The chairperson is too often an uncomfortable position 
with the need to observe time restraints on important barrier. Its 
costly. 

228 While it was nice to get citizen input regarding placement cases, as a 
general rule there was little that was provided other than support for 
the existing case plan. It took considerable time familiarizing panel 
members with the uniqueness of MR placements, but once that was done, 
their support. Understanding of the inappropriateness of the form 
was appreciated. 

229 Board intentions not always knowledgeable about CPS casework 
realities. 

230 I answered "somewhat agree" to majority, but it should be noted that 
when participants did not fully understand our complex system, people 
were very eager to learn, and ask questions in a very appropriate, 
kind, and respectful manner. I only had one poor experience with one 
citizen reviewer, but it was handled appropriately, and there were no 
follow-up problems. 

231 Do not believe that the Review Board made or makes a significant 
difference in planning for children. 

232 I found that the issues discussed in the reviews had already been 
discussed in court and that the Board members never had any ideas 
which had not already been tried. I saw this as primarily and 
educational experience for the board members. 

8 



QUESTION 8. 

233 The units I have supervised -- intensive services? and CPS intake do 
not have kids in placement, they the 2 I was involved in were as the 
vectral party. 

9 
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QUESTION 10a. 

001 People in the community need to know more about foster care, this is 
one way they can learn (and spread the info so to speak). 

002 They were able to present a different perspective to the placements. 

003 I don't see the need or purpose in having them. They can't make 
policy decisions. 

006 The process was not as time consuming as I thought; some of my 5 
selected clients were disqualified due to age . The project 
coordinators were easy to work with. I am hopeful that positive 
changes may evolve from the process . 

007 Did not find?. 

009 My initial reaction was more in terms of MR clients than clients from 
other programs. I do not think this type of review is needed or 
appropriate for the MR program. O~.r families are put through so much 
as it is and have problems other families do not face so additional 
reviews just add to their burden. 

010 When there is not time to do all of the necessary work to meet 
practical needs it is particularly distracting to do things that do 
not seem to meet a practical need . 

012 Confidentiality - data privacy concerns and a feeling that some 
citizens were very critical of social workers. 

013 My one experience was positive. It was a state ward in a stable 
living situation and there was little to discuss . 

014 Altho my direct participation is extremely limited -- I feel the 
persons involved were all quiet sensitive to the issues and 
confidential nature of this review . 

015 I saw no benefits. 

017 It was a questionable use of time . MR placements are generally 
voluntary, these are long- term placements, and it is rare that they 
change. 

018 1. It seems important for other people to be aware of the complexities 
and difficulties of certain case situations. 2. The review persons 
were supportive of this particular child's situation and that was 
important for him to hear. 

020 In the case of MR placement the Administrative Review is just one more 
time consuming step. Following the mandates of OHS Rule 185 I feel we 
are expected to evaluate the placement process in a comprehensive 
manner . 

10 



QUESTION 10a. 

022 I guess because I became used to it and it was ordered. Originally I 
felt it was a question of my integrity as to why I placed a child. 
Some reviewers were on state wards or those we had legal custody. 

025 I feel inexperienced people have a narrow view of the foster care 
system. 

026 It gave parents, who are coping with the idea of placing their child, 
a chance to get a sympathetic hearing. 

027 I didn't see where it made any difference in case plan or goals. 

028 Review process re: MR cases seems irrelevant. 

029 Our clients are in long term, voluntary placements and rarely involved 
in situations where permanency planning is an issue. Therefore, the 
review process is simply not very useful in most cases. 

030 I saw nothing accomplished by this project. 

033 They are not an integral part of the system, do not learn or 
understand the ultimate responsibility of the social worker. The 
system is cumbersome enough without this addition. Checks and 
balances need to stop somewhere - and - again - the assigned social 
worker is ultimately responsible anyway! 

034 Although I still am not sure they are needed, now I have found of 
their effectiveness as only satisfactory, where previously I was 
concerned about breech of confidentially and their possible lack of 
knowledge of our functioning. 

035 All of my MR placements are already over reviewed by administration 
etc., court advocates, MR guidelines, health dept., state MR reviews. 

036 My experiences with the boards were basically positive. My initial 
reaction was that the boards were in place to monitor the caseworker 
and to hold the worker accountable (which isn't unreasonable) but I 
wanted the focus to be on how to better serve the client and child in 
placement. I was concerned the focus would be on "coming down" on the 
worker for not providing sufficient services (as in reprimanding). My 
experiences, while not extremely helpful, were certainly not demanding 
in any way. 

037 Although my experience with review board was positive, I'm not sure 
that would have been the case, if I had had more cases involved with 
citizen boards. 

042 The reviews are time~consuming, and seldom helpful in determining 
what direction in which to proceed. 

11 
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QUESTION 10a. 

043 I felt just a general non relevance regarding MR cases considering 
beyond my case and speaking to other workers - a not real meaningful 
formality. 

046 Appears to be a duplication of effort -- most probably should be 
available as· an option when unsure of case plan. Repeats several 
internal mechanisms already available. 

048 Saw no difference in outcome or much in progress. 

049 It depends on the citizens on the board. 

051 People on the boards were generally genuinely concerned, asked 
relevant questions and were not "a pain in the posterior." By asking 
not picky irrelevant questions - this was much appreciated. 

052 I feel we do a very responsible and responsive job in reviewing need 
for placement and placement progress in the child's interests utmost. 
Staff time with independent review person is most agency should 
expend. I found review board members rather naive and not well enough 
informed to challenge our thinking/planning with the children. Extra 
work and expertise in arranging review as well as another staff person 
to organize this didn't seem worth the benefit to the child. 

054 Citizens weren't as judgmental or critical as I anticipated. In 
fact, most of the time they were very supportive of how the case was 
being handled. 

056 I only have one case to base my opinion on. If went well but I do not 
have a generally idea from this. 

058 Initially I thought this would be just more hassle to endure. I did 
not expect citizens to override case plans and they didn't. I don't 
see any compelling reason to include citizens but it was OK and did 
not change the outcome of the reviews. 

059 The citizens were well trained and really seemed interested in the 
children in placement and what was best for them. 

061 Although citizens involved in reviews seem to be trying hard to do 
have some knowledge of the system. Their attitudes inevitably only 
add more pieces to the already complex questions. They have their own 
biases, they are not "neutral," each having their own ax to grind, so 
to speak. 

063 Just more people to have to schedule with and explain things to. 

064 Participated in only 1 such review; would have better assessment if 
had several opportunities. 
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QUESTION 10a. 

066 The reviews did not take anymore time than those? citizens and the 
input participation, questioning, was of high quality. ---

067 Can be a good process to help us keep focus on child's needs as well 
as families' 

068 Discussion is always good -- on principal. The reviews I was in were 
'good' -- no one missed the point or got off track. There seemed to 
be some wishful thinking about what could be accomplished. They 
certainly weren't "bad" for anyone. 

069 It is important for citizens to be aware of the critical issues facing 
children in out of home placements. 

070 The whole project was conducted in a professional manner; discussion 
at the reviews clarified some points and there were some good 
suggestions from citizen review board members. 

071 If the general public only knew how poorly chil~ren are treated by 
parents in CPS . I hoped they exert pressure to change policies 
laws. Also, pressure the courts into more expedient rulings. 

073 The reviews seem unnecessary for MR clients. 

076 I feel that the citizens review board generally supported me and also 
it let me know that they understood the needs for placement in some 
circumstances. 

077 Helped me education review board members re: special needs of MR kids. 

078 Another hoop for workers, don't feel it was useful, felt like another 
way my judgment was being questioned, invasion of my privacy for 
clients; a time consuming, anxiety producing process to rubber stamp 
an already developed plan. 

080 I feel we spend valuable time being "reviewed to death." We have 
foster care plans, administrative reviews and judicial reviews. In MR 
we also have detailed individual service plans. If there are goals 
our agency, other gov't units (and society at large) want us to 
achieve with children. They should be clearly stated and a system of 
accountability be set up that is direct and less cumbersome. What we 
have are layers of oversight systems and no real social 
responsibility. 

081 CRB acknowledged the difficult task of child protection casework. CRB 
asked appropriate questionsp including questions of parent(s) and 
child(ren) . 

082 Because members were more sincere and sophisticated in their input 
th&n I anticipated. 
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QUESTION 10a. 

083 This can go either way depending on panel members may be well in 
formed, may have strong feelings toward system. 

087 I feel the process is a duplication. It is hard to present all the 
information necessary for a person to understand a diffi~ult case 
situation. 

090 I feel that the process helped them gain an appreciation of the types 
of problem areas that we typically encounter on our caseload. It did 
not help me do my job better, however. 

091 I see some positives in that citizen participation improves 
communication between our agency and the community, it makes us 
sensitive to the ideas and concerns of the community and it helps the 
community gain a certain comfort with our agency by dispelling myths 
and educating. 

092 Less trouble than I expected. 

093 The administrative reviews already perform the same function. 
Citizens in review boards require more meeting time to enlighten and 
educate. I didn't find any of their comments enlightening. 

094 Board was able, in one instance, to advocate for my client/child in a 
way that I and other service providers could not do in giving direct 
feedback to child and commenting on this particular situation. 

096 I feel they can bring other perspectives to cases. 

097 I think its important for citizens to know what their many is being 
spent for and the quality of workers in this agency, and the work 
done. Citizens need to know the difficulties we face as social 
workers and the high rate of success we experience - usually the 
negatives hit the press. 

100 Because they do not contribute anything substantial to the process 
I think we waste their time and maybe money (if money is involved 
here). 

101 My experience too limited. 

102 Because of events or feelings in a child's life being dredged up from 
the past that may be better off forgetting. Also because of the 
current supervisor being ill-prepared in handling the reviews. Also 
it makes for more paperwork for the social worker. 

104 All participants attempted to understand the individual case, the 
issues and dilemmas involved, to take into consideration the 
perspectives of the clients and worker rather than imposing their own 
views on the case initially. The boards operated in an effective 
problem solving mode . 
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QUESTION lOa. 

106 I am speaking only in regards to state wards. Their situations and 
goals a~e fairly set. There is no family involved. There was nothing 
the citizens could add and it became quite a waste of time to travel 
from a branch office to downtown for what seems to have had little 
purpose. 

107 Because my clients were treated respectfully, and also because, thank 
God, none of my really messy controversial cases got drawn! 

200 I enjoyed sharing the experience and, at times, the responsibility of 
planning for children in out of home placement. Liked the education 
aspect of the process (citizens came to see how social workers made 
decisions) and also the citizens' perspectives from outside the 
system. 

202 Board knowledgeable of their charge. Prepared prior to starting 
assignment i.e. learned about agency, courts, resources. Approached 
assignmerlt with best interests of children in mind but also aware of 
limitations and barriers in moving toward permanency. 

203 Sensible, informed participation. Where continuity of involvement was 
experienced, the consistency of insight was very good. 

204 At the very least, the review boards did not have a negative impact on 
the client or their families. 

205 I am interested in knowing if the families and children have been 
served better -- with the focus of children, staying in? homes with 
"home base" service -- children in placement will, has, decreased and 
project had a neutral affect. 

209 Internal reviews are often not very meaningful in that co­
professionals tend to endorse each others work for a variety of 
reasons. I feel the public sector needs to be informal and educated 
about the cases we deal with and that it is important for us to get 
their feedback. 

214 At first I thought citizen board members might not understand what 
problems we deal with and would be another administrative hurdle 
rather than a help. I quickly discovered they did they did understand 
and wanted to help clients and us! Having someone from outside the 
system either validate your thinking or offer suggestions for changes 
proved valuable (and welcomed). 

216 While the concept is excellent the problem is the task(s) required to 
do this right have added to the job over and above any workload 
adjustments in other areas. Duties/expectations rise but caseload 
size hasn't been reduced enough to take the new demands into account. 

218 Panels were generally supportive. The cost in staff time and panel 
expense doesn't seem to warrant using them. "In-house" reviewers are 
adequate. 
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QUESTION 10a. 

· 220 I have no information at this point in time as to what impact the 
citizen review has regarding permanency planning. 

221 I did not have enough experience with the boards to form a more 
definite opinion. 

223 Perhaps their role could be something else rather than direct review 
of cases. The model, in most cases, did not fit MR. 

224 I felt that the panels did have a better understanding of the system 
than I had expected. 

225 1. Helpful for citizen review of children in out-of-home placement. 
2. Their concerns are the same as professional staff involved. 

226 There is considerable concern about the amount of time the review 
process takes and this is a reality. Placement units do between 10 to 
20 reviews per month (60 are listed for CW services - approx.) with 
the involvement of 3 county staff people and others and with an 
average of more than hour per review it is costly. This time must be 
balanced against other ways time should be spent. I believe most 
reviews do open up new understanding -- especially if family 
participates . . 

227 Citizens are more objective. 

228 I was impressed with the concern and sensitivity of board members. By 
and large, they were nice people. They offered positive feedback to 
social workers and generally were supportive of their work. 

229 Due to the many demands upon workers -- this seemed to be an added 
burden. 

230 As expected above, people were very respective and wanting to learn 
about our process -- has potential for serving useful purpose (for 
certain situations). 

231 "Permanency planning" has been an issue for the 18 years I have been 
employed as a social worker. I do not believe and the experience with 
the board did not change that social workers intentionally or 
unintentionally allow children to "drift." In fact, it is something 
of a charade to believe that once parental rights are terminated that 
permanency has been achieved even though it is considered so within the 
scope of the reviews. 

232 It's probably useful as an educational tool for the public and 
somewhat affirming for our staff to have citizen approval of the case 
plans. I doubt if it's wort~ the time and money, however. 

235 I don't see the need for them in MR cases but have had direct 
experience with them for CPS cases. 
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236 Overalli good management and training of volunteers. 
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QUESTION 12. 

001 I feel the more information (knowledge) the average non-involved 
citizen has about social services the better off we all are. 

002 The parents and social workers are accountable more directly to 
representatives of the community. 

003 The board members may have learned a little about how we operate or 
·how kids end up in placement. 

004 None. 

006 1) Citizen education and understanding of substitute care systems. 2) 
Positive changes in reviewing voluntary placements vs involuntary 
placements. 3) Better credibility from citizen panel on how 
well/poorly we accomplish our tasks. 4) Discussion of subjects that 
are sensitive. 

007 ·None other than that they may have a better understanding as to what 
is irrelevant in the placement process. 

009 In some programs there can be value in helping the agency to examine 
its policies and procedures in regard to -placements -- their necessity 
and longevity but I do not see a need for this as an on-going 
procedure. 

· 010 None. 

012 Some of the citizens were bright and became quite enlightened and 
empathetic to social worker's dilemmas (the "law" etc.). 

013 They seemed to have the benefit and care of the child foremost in 
their minds . 

. 014 Perhaps educational from the standpoint of the public regarding 
specific situations the REAL family's that find is necessary to 
utilize alternative placements for children. 

016 Helpful for parents who feel system is against them to have non system 
people on board can offer suggestions outside the usual scope. 

017 I am not in a position to respond positively or negatively re: child 
welfare or child protection placements. I do not think it is 
necessary for voluntary MR placements. I think it is over-kill. 

018 In this particular case, they were supportive for the child -- his 
parents chose not to be present -- if they had been there, the review 
persons would have been confrontive to the parents -- this might have 
been helpful to all concerned. 

020 I would like to see them recommend the termination of the Adm. Rev. 
Process for MR placements -- except for situations in which the case 
managers sees a 
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022 It helps to inform the committee on what we are doing, why, and the 
issues/complexities involved in there situations. It does make us 
more aware of why we place. 

025 The public may become more "enlightened" about the difficulties 
involved in the foster care system. 

026 No opinion. 

028 Citizen support for agency position. 

029 None in our division. 

030 None. 

033 I'm not aware.of any. I do not feel they were particularly informed 
-- therefore could not be a real asset in the process. 

034 None "specifically" that can't be accomplished with two supervisors. 

035 None. 

036 I think it's important to view the placement process from many 
perspectives -- qualified persons from the community certainly 
represent one perspective. It helps keep the workers within the 
system from developing a narrow view on how the placement process 
should operate. 

037 It adds an additional overlay of monitoring what is done with cases. 

041 Citizens became more aware of the process and our job for children in 
placement. 

042 Very few some people who didn't know learned a little more about 
our jobs and the people we deal with. 

043 I do see value with cases in which kids are drifting in the system 
tho such reviews must be tempered with support as constructive 
criticism has value, however there are very real constraints that 
outsiders may not truly comprehend -- particularly CPS cases. 

046 If all boards are well informed and function as a group decision 
making body can provide input to assure effectiveness and 
appropriateness of case plan for child. 

048 1) Politically -- agency less vulnerable to criticism. 2) Can see 
good questions arising -- practical viewpoint. 

049 I don't see any benefits. 
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QUESTION 12. 

051 Understanding of the complexity of the placement process and the many 
difficulties that can be encountered wider exposure of social worker 
competence, and better interaction with the community in general. 

052 Other "heads" to challenge need for placement and ways to resolve need 
for placement -- but only if volunteers are very estute and know our 
system and children's families needs well. Community knowledge of 
Child Welfare placement concerns; resonice deficits. 

054 Citizens become more aware of the complexity of child placement 
issues. 

056 I had one case and the questions they asked were good. 

058 Citizens do bring a different perspective and sometimes have 
additional ideas that are useful for the children. Possibly citizens 
will take with them a feeling for the difficult cases we deal with and 
provide the public a knowledge of needs of our clients. 

059 Better community understanding of foster care. Perhaps a more un­
biased review. 

061 They do ask some legitimate questions. 

062 None. 

063 None. 

064 Objective input; different perspectives possibly invaluable; satisfy 
wishes (demands?!) of the community; citizens learn about the 
complexity and difficulties connected with placement issues. 

066 Helpful to gain broader perspective, new insights into dynamics of 
situation these unique citizens come up with. Educates citizens as to 
kinds of services, families, personnel, problems we deal with. 

067 Gave additional perspective. 

068 PR maybe. The process may occasionally correct a mistake or provide a 
new direction although I didn't see this happen. 

069 Broader community awareness of the issues facing children in placement 
and their families. Realizations that there are no easy answers. 
Citizens able to give a fresh outlook on cases that may have become 
stagnant. 

070 Nothing. 

071 Greater awareness of CPS clients, problems CPS faces. 

073 Citizens learn about the system and the clients. 
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QUESTION 12. 

076 It provides? with an unbiased party. 

077 They became more aware of MR kids special needs. 

078 None. 

080 I don't know. Whom do citizen advocates represent? Only the gov't 
bodies can have a direct responsibility to do the public and be 
accountable for their policies. 

081 Support for case plan (out of home plan). 

082 Affirmation that the direction taken with case made sense not only to 
professionals closely involved but to community at large. 

086 Community may lose hostility toward substitute case system as out 
files would be subject to review. 

087 Educate the community as to family situations which do require 
reviews. 

090 Greater appreciation for the job we do, for the severity and direction 
and chronic nature of the problems we encounter every day. 

091 Already stated. 

092 Easier because special unit took care of the mechanics. 

093 Enlightening to them re: out courts and our system. 

094 A sense of shared responsibility, as opposed to "watch dog" effect, 
was my experience in working with board -- brought community 
role/function into perspective -- helped me be more clear, thorough as 
I was "member of a team" responsible for client service. 

096 Overall better decisions. 

097 We need to let the public how what this agency is doing!!! 

100 None for neutrally retarded population. 

102 Issues can be raised that may not have been before that need to be 
addressed. 

104 Plans for children may be made with less professional bias, less 
contingent, perhaps, on an agency's current view of service delivery 
or its present organization. 

106 For state wards -- nothing. 

107 Allows the public to gain a more accurate idea of our work. 
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200 -"Outside the system" perspective. -Education of the public to child 
welfare and m.r. issues. -A model for community -- cw system 
cooperation. 

202 That somehow the general public will have a better understanding of 
the difficulties we sometimes face in dealing with the issue of 
permanency. That they could in some way assist in getting funding, 
additional resources, or staff to do a "better" job. 

203 Public information, understanding and support. Agency perspective. 
Client awareness of "peer concern" and also that the agency was open 
to constructive criticism. 

204 None for MR placements. 

205 In Hennepin County because of large population, the involvement of 
citizens to education, other citizens, to be the voice of the 
community standard will be lost. It appears that social work, foster 
parents and the agency has been more sometimes to children or out of 
home placements. 

209 Education of citizens. Another viewpoint for SW and supervision of 
parents. 

210 None. 

211 Citizen involvement. 

214 1) Placement plans weren't changed drastically, but 
tuned" better as a result. Improvements were made. 
system more honest, less "incestuous." 3) Helps to 
community about what we do and why. 

they were "fine-
2) Keeps our 

educate the 

216 A. Another point of view. B. Improved relation with community. C. 
Better planning. 

217 Input from parties outside system provides objectivity. Community 
education re: services, issues, needs. 

218 Some improved awareness of the agancy's role by certain citizens. 

220 Community awareness about problems we face in permanency issues. 

221 Care of children is a community responsibility. By involving 
citizens, tqere is an active way for this to be expressed. The 
process also keeps foster care open to public view. 

223 Perhaps some support that a review system for children placed 
primarily because of mental retardation and related conditions should 
be .modified to reflect the circumstances of those children. Overall 
-- better citizen understanding . 
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224 A better understanding in the community -- but question that it would 
outweigh the time commitment that the panel require of workers -- or 
how far the panel's views are shared in the community. 

225 Expose citizens to a very sensitive issue of children out-of-their 
homes. Gain community support for placement where needed. 

226 Highlighted concern for case planning with client and professional 
response to this interest. Opening up the system for analysis and 
scrutiny with support for change anticipated. 

227 Community awareness. 

228 For me, the primary benefits were of an educational nature. It 
provided lay peopl~ and professionals outside the agency with the 
opportunity to see the kind of work we do, the nature of the problems 
with which we deal, and how the review format does not fit with the 
placement situations for MR clients. 

229 Community awareness of the difficulty in casework -- esp CPS. 

230 Very appropriate for child welfare, child protection situations, for 
assistance in providing feedback to legal system, etc. To help 
resolve difficult, "stuck" -- long term unresolved placements. 

231 None. 

232 The public can get a more realistic picture of the work we do and of 
the barriers to permanency planning. 

233 Objective, ? observations. 

235 Citizens gaining more understanding of placement process -- esp. 
helpful in CW and CPS cases. 

236 None. 
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QUESTION 13 . 

001 There are times when "too many cooks spoil the broth." 

002 None. 

003 tis not an effective system. They only know what we told them about 
a case, and we certainly came from a prejudiced point of view. It was 
like a rubber stamp. 

004 Delays -- disagreements between reviewers over action to be taken. 

006 .-Questioning of client-family values, decisions, lifestyles especially 
in a voluntary placement of a handicapped child. -Confidentiality/ 
privacy violation for families. 

007 None. 

009 Confidentiality concerns. time wasted with meetings. 

010 Unproductive use of time. 

012 One "lemon" could create quite a stir with media etc. 

013 None as long as they are competent and trained and understanding 
confidentiality and all the problems that currently exist in making 
and maintaining placements. 

014 I continue to have some reservations regarding the issue of 
confidentiality. In the (one) situation that I was involved with 
neither the "family" (foster or biological) nor the child in placement 
attended. I suspect the format could be somewhat intimidating. 

015 Delay. 

016 Parents can feel the need to "justify" placement and can become more 
rigid. Citizens needs to be trained in placement issues. 

017 See . above. Also, I think the confidentiality of clients/families is 
an issue here. 

018 Possibly not understanding the complexities or frustrations or 
difficulties in certain situations. 

020 None. 

022 An occasional member sometimes fails understand or "see" the issues 
involved. 

024 Confidentiality and the difficulty of appearing before a group of 
strangers to discuss one's life problems. Also there is the 
possibility that a citizen reviewer would know or be aware of a client 
in another context. 
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025 Unweildly -- time consuming. 

026 No opinion . 

027 The meetings were scheduled for me. This made it easy. If the worker 
had to schedule; it would be very cumbersome. 

028 None. 

029 The most problematic thing would be time consumption as our ordinary 
reviews have basically been a paper process, and if we were to team 
each case, it would take a lot of time. 

030 Lack of pertinence. 

033 Failure to be fully informed and sometimes failure to be objective on 
in an adversarial position to the system does not? in help to the 
child -- who is the client I've been in positions to advocate for. I 
worked . in Child Protection prior to this position and the? involved 
in those cases are too complicated for the interested party from the 
community to fully comprehend or advise on. 

034 None except I don't still feel an absolute need for this procedure. 

035 Waste of time and money. Citizens not familiar with MR situations . 

036 

037 

041 

043 

046 

048 

049 

It would be a problem if the board operated to criticize the system in 
Child Welfare Services -- the board needs to work cooperatively with 
the system to devise more helpful ways to serve clients -- the focus 
needs to remain on the client and what their needs are. 

I wonder if citizens are as committed to confidentiality as agency 
personnel. 

The dynamics of multiple and complicated considerations for a child in 
placement were sometimes viewed rather simplistically. This may be 
more true for our mentally retarded clients. It did improve by the 
time project ended. 

See above. 

-Significant problems if uneducated and unaware of issues involved. 
Need to leave ability to arrive at group consensus or at least respect 
differing opinions. 

None in Metropolis . 

There weren't any problems . 

051 Potential to get unififormed citizens not familiar with FC process who 
may ask irrelevant questions, or lack understanding to be sensitive to 
difficult? by social workers or?. 
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QUESTION 13. 

052 Suggestions to be followed up that have 
child or family. Not enough experience 
comment on child's situation helpfully. 
intimidating for many children, parents. 

been tried before but confuse 
with particular child to 

Too many people --

054 I didn't see any except that in general it seemed a lot of times to 
spend with little result -- that is, no placements were changed as a 
result of being in the review. 

056 Lack of experience in working with placements and sensitive issues. 

058 Setting up a review with additional people is cumbersome and not 
flexible to foster parents etc. work schedules. Program staff briefed 
citizens prior to reviews. This and other additional tasks would 
revert to the worker. There is less consistency in the reviews than 
with our system of one supervisor being the independent reviewer. 

059 Parents may sometimes not want to share information with other 
community people about their own private situations. Extra time and 
money spent for each. 

061 As previously stated. 

062 Time consuming for SW. 

063 None. 

064 Jump to conclusions, opinions, recommendations, etc. based upon 
limited knowledge of the individual case in point. 

066 None. 

067 I didn't run into any but had only 2 cases. 

068 A relatively expensive, time consuming process. 

069 Resentment from agency personnel that an "outsider" is telling them 
how to do their jobs. If the review is in a locked format there may 
be no opportunity to dialogue over points of disagreement. 

070 Confidentiality. 

071 Some members feel workers aren't doing the job right as they don't 
understand the severe limitations caseworkers work under. 

073 It appears to be a waste of time and money for MR clients. 

077 No problems. 

078 Hassles. 
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QUESTION 13 . 

080 1) Invasion of privacy. 2) Question of accountability (see above). 
3) Again, multiple laytrs of accountability. 4) Lack of 
professionalism. 

082 None. 

086 Panel may come in with biase against system. 

087 His understandings that are normally generated by a'misrepresentation 
of facts, by oversight or by a lack of knowledge of federal and state 
laws. The more people involved, the more chance of misunderstanding. 

090 It makes for more people to explain a case to their suggestions 
generally were not helpful in making revisions of case plans, its a 
somewhat more stressful and confusing environment for the children 
being reviewed, as more strangers are? their situation. 

091 They should not get directly involved in cases. 

092 They tend to be naive of what is possible on a case. 

093 Much extra and wasted staff time. 

094 As long as: their role is clearly defined and they do not become 
"policy settlers," lines of accountability are clear, training and 
clarity of expectations adequate, and board members make commitment 
for at least 1 year to insure continuity and reduction of people 
involved for client -- I can't think of any major problems. 

096 Hopefully not but may know family from community. 

097 None. 

100 Parents will resent it. 

102 Confidentiality. 

104 None occurred that I had anticipated. 

106 Waste of time and money for state ward cases. 

107 1) Administration pays no heed to panels' recommendations; 2) often 
the panelists have not real comprehension of the factors effecting 
implementation of cases plans, and it is frequently not a good ideal 
to explain everything due to the complexity and personal or agency 
politics entering in. 

200 I haven't seen any significant problems. 

202 None from my experiences with the current board. 

203 None, really. Scheduling was a hassle at times, but it worked out. 

27 



( 

QUESTION 13. 

204 Additional time in coordinating for the review. A duplication of the 
many reviews of MR children in placement. 

205 Problems are best seen by project personnel. 

209 Occasionally where there was court involvement also, the client and 
the citizens seemed under the impressions that their recommendations 
were binding. 

210 None. 

211 Repetitious -- areas covered anyway. 

214 Don't believe I can identify any other than lost time if scheduling is 
a problem and people begin not to show. 

216 None that can't be worked out . If the overall caseload size allows 
time to the job. 

217 The larger number could be overwhelming to clients who may already 
feel overpowered by "the system . " Having only 1-2 would be preferable 
to 5. 

218 Cost -- scheduling of staff time. 

220 It is a time consuming process! Some clients are difficult to deal 
with and the social worker can be "on the spot" when clients "attack" 
them in this setting. I am sure the clients will find it also a 
"painful" process at times. 

221 None at this time. 

223 The (some) social workers feel some demands to get a case ready for 
review and perhaps feel some imposition on them. 

224 As indicated, the time commitment. Overall, citizen reviews took 
much more time than than regular reviews and the outcome doesn't 
appear to be different. 

225 Scheduling. Large number of people -- at times limits client 
participation. 

226 None I identify at this point. 

228 Time-consuming in terms of arranging meeting times -- another thing to 
fit into a worker's already-too-busy schedule. If boards are 
mandated, I would like to see a selection process which guards against 
loss of objectivity and freshness on the part of members. Once such a 
board becomes instituti onalized and permanent, it loses it perspective 
and simply becomes another bureaucratic layer . 
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229 None really. 

230 In MR situations, the only purpose would be to add another layer onto 
an already cumbersome review process already in place; it would also 
continue to add stress to parents that are continually dealing with 
th~ir grief in having an MR child and needing to place that child; 
they usually have "told" their story many times over, and providing 
another place to do so is not helpful. 

231 Case confidentiality. Really don't see how this involvement will 
necessarily further permanent planning. 

232 1) It's more time consuming for our staff. 2) I have some concerns 
about this process in regard to the client's privacy -- I think this 
is an invasion of privacy which the children have no ability to say no 
to. 

233 Need training that informs them of the resources, placement process 
and HC services. 

235 Violation of clients confidentiality. 

236 Cumbersome, particularly with hostile clients. 
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001 Keeps us "honest" -- we now have to be able to say exactly why a kid 
is out of the home -- and when he is to return. A piece of paper to 
the state office is somehow different than your neighbor and your 
client's neighbor sitting at a table with you. 

002 The child benefits from knowing that the citizens care what happens 
to him/her. 

003 Supervisors and administrators should or could be capable of doing 
this function. 

004 I do not believe they made any significant change in what he has been 
doing. 

006 I don't think mandated citizen review boards will be positive; I would 
prefer to be more flexible with citizen review boards being 
voluntary. 

007 I do not see sufficient benefit. 

009 Mainly wastes time that can better be used in other ways. 

010 In some areas it may develop community support for improved services. 

012 Cumbersome -- not natural. Social workers have too much to do without 
the added pressures. 

013 From my one limited experience it is impossible to answer your 
question. 

014 I'd hesitate to mandate this position. 

015 No redeeming value. 

016 I don't think they make that much difference. It is probably good 
"PR." 

019 See 12 and 13. 

022 It informs the public and keeps us disciplined relative to placement 
issues. 

024 Because the problems mentioned in question #13 would outweigh the 
possible advantages. 

025 We have too much bureaucratic red tape already. 

026 Not necessary. 

027 It didn't seem to make any difference. 

028 Not important enough. 
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029 For the above reasons. 

030 I saw them serving no great purpose. 

033 They do not strike me as having the expertise to deal with some of our 
complicated legal-social-psychological issues. This I apply primarily 
to CPS. In the case of MR -- it seems to be an insult to the parents 
of those clients to be called in for these reviews -- also painful for 
them. Again -- how many checks and balances do we need? 

034 I have previously stated. 

035 There is already too much review of placements. See #13. 

036 It depends on how clearly their role is defined. Refer to #13. I'm 
not sure if their involvement should be legally mandated, but I'm not 
opposed to their involvement. Their purpose needs to be defined as 
well as who they would report to, what authority they would have over 
the placement process and county personnel, etc. 

037 I don't think it is necessary for citizens to review each case. 

041 Not for MR clients. 

042 Not worth the effort necessary. 

043 I'd truly like to see and hear what has been the outcome in other 
states also faced with fiscal cutbacks, the social service delivery 
system will be greatly stressed -- I'm not sure how sensitive citizens 
would be to this in light of what's realistic vs. not feasible to 
change in a case. 

046 Most mandates serve to change the focus or function of group and 
effectiveness is lost. 

049 I don't see any advantages. The citizens have no power to make 
changes. 

051 Not sure -- gut level feeling -- mandating may lead to less adequate 
citizen involvement -- adversarial rather than cooperative venture and 
short-circuit cooperative feeling? 

052 In these questions, I can see that I so strongly oppose mandating the 
service that I cannot give thought to these following issues. 

054 Doesn't seem applicable in MR. Where placement issues are usually 
much different than Child Welfare or Child Protection i.e. children 
are placed because of the difficulty of care vs problems with parents-. 

056 Can be too subjective. 
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058 The system is too unweildy for 100% of reviews. If citizen review is 
needed for whatever reasons, a sampling of cases would serve the same 
purpose. 

059 Would be very time consuming to do on all cases. 

063 Adds nothing. 

064 Need to consider the parents' (of child in placement) perspective, 
feelings regarding confidentiality, etc. Some cases (i.e., state 
wards) are routine and the AR's are redundant and it would serve no 
important purpose in having such formal reviews. 

066 Helpful, supportive, educates community. 

068 Time and money ration to results did not appear high to me. 

069 Provide a varied approach to issues facing children in placement. I 
found this particularly helpful in cases involving minority children 
especially in situations with someone of the child's same race and 
ethnic heritage on the board. 

070 Another layer of bureaucracy. Gains made by having a citizens review 
board do not justify_ time and expense. 

071 Public should know what goes on. 

076 It is still I think too time consuming a process. 

077 Because it has citizens involved in a very essential process -- foster 
home placement. 

078 Reasons stated previously -- don't see any benefits. 

080 It may be useful at some time to use citizen review boards as a 
sounding process for new ideas and treatment experiments. It may not 
be desirable or feasible all the time from the standpoint of efficient 
use of time and money. 

082 Should be available not mandated. 

087 believe that what might be a good process for one area of the state 
is not necessarily need for others. I previously worked in a rural 
area of the state and am well aware of how easy it is for 
"confidentiality" to be lost in a small community. 

090 I do not feel that it benefits the children in any substantial way. It 
is in my opinion, more effective to have the worker, immediate 
supervisor, and someone knowledgeable in the system independent and 
objective, like Jim O'Brien, to be the independent reviewer. This 
services the children just as well. 
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092 I did not find it helpful just more people to include. 

093 It serves no useful purpose for our clients or our work. They learn 
something and it is good PR and there certainly is some value in that. 

094 Have other counties tried similar projects? My response would be "up" 
if bureaucratic mechanism(s) were stipulated. 

097 This may be one of the better ways to involve citizens and to build 
support for. what the agency i s doing . 

100 Please keep in mind that we are dealing with the retarded population 
here. The issue is different, the situation is different. 

102 See #lOa. 

104 Plans for children would be made with less bias of the agency's 
particular political perspective i . e., workers may be obliged to spout 
agency dictions when those may not be most appropriate in a specific 
case. 

106 Again I can speak only about guardianship cases. I saw nothing gained 
in reviewing these cases. No recommendations were made that resulted 
any changes. 

107 I feel that such reviews might be (voluntary) used again, 
periodically, for public awareness, but I feel that we have a number 
of checks and balances in the system already to avoid abuses, and 
certain other very negative aspects can't be avoided anyway, like 
changing workers frequently. 

200 In my field -- MR -- I don't think the citizens' involvements have 
made significant changes in overall case planning so I don't feel 
mandatory involvement is warranted. 

202 Same as stated in question 12. 

203 I think a group of 2 or 3 is adequate. More than that are hard to 
integrate effectively. 

204 A duplication of already mandated reviews of MR children in placement. 

205 As stated in #12. 

209 As stated. 

211 Repetitious. 

212 More cost than its worth. 

214 Because I feel they are beneficial for all concerned, and review by 
someone not in our system is simply good practice. 
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216 Because the profession needs? community input. 

218 Basically, it isn't worth the time or the expense. In house reviews 
are adequate. 

223 If mandated? for all cases I feel that is counterproductive. 

225 Primarily, I do not believe staff review of placements results in any 
different decisions. 

226 See previous answer. 

227 To assure involvement of persons in the community rather than only 
bureaucrats. 

228 My limited experiences with the board suggests that, while they have 
given board members and the lay community opportunity to learn about 
Community Services placements, they are not necessary. I sat in on no 
board meetings that resulted in any significant recommendations for 
change in the case plan. 

229 Too time consuming. 

230 I think the option would be good, for a social worker or unit 
supervisor to utilize as another resource. If mandated, as stated, it 
should be for CPS and child welfare. 

231 See above comments. 

232 1) It's too time consuming for staff. 2) Most of our cases are court 
ordered placements in which any administrative review is not very 
useful so why have one that takes even more time? 

233 Not on ·all reviews -- primarily due to the difficulty there would be 
in scheduling timely reviews. 

234 The more input from various sources the better ongoing planning will 
result. 

236 There are innumerable "checks and balances" in the system -- another is 
not necessary! 
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001 Here. 

002 McDonald Building or Gov't Center. 

003 Away from this agency. 

004 Gov't Center. 

006 Hennepin County Government Center . 

007 At the office where the case is! 

009 ? 

010 Government Center. 

012 With professional in the county. 

014 No opinion -- altho it just occurs to me -- perhaps downtown -- with 
reviews at the satellite offices if appropriate. 

015 ? 

016 In social services office (Court is already on independent review). 

017 Unbeknownst to me. 

018 Do not know where would be most advisable. 

020 No opinion. 

022 Government Center or at the other offices in/near the area of parental 
residence. 

025 I don't know. 

026 No opinion. 

028 N/A. 

029 Don't know. 

030 Government Center. 

034 I don't know, perhaps still at the Government Cente.r. 

035 At the placement sites. 

036 Depending on how closely· they're mandated to work with the county, 
they should be easily accessible, but I have no specific suggestions 
as to the location. 
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037 They should be housed in the agency. 

041 Does it matter? 

042 ? 

043 Not at Government Center -- at neutral setting. 

046 No comment. 

048 Shouldn't. 

049 Government Center. 

051 Unsure. 

054 Government Center. 

056 ? 

058 In the office -- the same as other reviews. 

059 County Social Services. 

063 In Government Center. 

064 Need for flexibility, i.e., Government Center, satellite offices, 
community location. 

066 Government Center. 

068 Government Center. 

069 Preferably in a place that would provide a degree of comfort and be 
easily accessible to all parties, particularly clients. 

071 Don't know, probably Government Center. 

077 Government Center, court side. 

080 I don't have an opinion. 

086 At Government Center. 

087 A well known yet neutral area, with easy access for all. 

090 In the office where the caseworker and his/her supervisor work. This 
would therefore include satellites. 

091 ? Don't care. 

092 No opinion. 
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093 Anywhere. 

096 In offices of Child Protection. 

097 Probably the Government Center. 

102 Government Center. 

104 I don't know. 

107 I feel the reviews should be set for locations that are reasonably 
convenient to workers and clients. 

200 In a community setting. Not in the Government Center. 

202 The Government Center appears to be a suitable central location. 

203 I can't imagine. 

204 Within the Government Center. 

205 At the state level - OHS - they should all rotate thru state (all 
county social service agencies). 

209 See when time must be considered. If we had space, it would be mine 
to have a set of rooms reserved for this purpose. 

214 I'd like to see reviews conducted where the families and staff are 
located -- Ridgedale, Brookdale, etc. as well as at the Government 
Center. 

216 With CPS staff. 

217 A state level organization outside the social service system perhaps 
administered by Supreme Court or Department of Administration. 

218 Do not mandate them!! 

220 Within the agency, so that as little time as possible is required in 
completing the review. 

221 No opinion. 

223 A place away from where the used agency business is conducted. 

224 Government Center. 

225 1st Choice - Agency. 2nd Choice - placement facility. 
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226 I don't know. Accessibility to clients very important. As informal a 
setting as possible and still retain privacy and professional 
(businesslike) atmosphere. 

228 At the Government Center. Case workers/managers have too much to do 
already without having to schedule additional meetings in other, less 
convenient, locations. 

229 Foster care. 

230 At the gut center; otherwise, too much travel involved. 

231 ? 

232 Don't know. 

233 ? 

234 In the agency to be as convenient as possible for agency people and 
clients to participate. If agency worker is in a decentralized office 
and the family lives near there, the review should not be in the 
Government Center. 

236 In the office of the managing social worker. 
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007 Do not come! 

014 No opinion. 

017 It doesn't make any difference to me. 

018 Do not have an opinion on this. 

020 No opinion. 

022 Either. 

030 No opinion. 

0:,5 Social worker. 

036 A citizen member and social service supervisor could co-chair. 

042 Rotational basis. 

051 Social worker associated with project full time to coordinate reviews. 

066 or persons on staff supervising citizen review. 

068 Jim O'Brian has added real consistency to the Ad. Rev. process in 
general -- and to the reporting and correcting of data. A citizen 
member simply could not be knowledgeable enough to take the power 
position -- would be asking for trouble, in my opinion. 

078 Uninvolved worker specialist. 

080 I don't know. 

091 As long as a citizen member handles that job responsibility I am OK 
with that, but not if they have ax to grind. 

093 Social worker. 

097 Either and or social worker or combination. 

10.2 The social worker whose case it is. 

209 I have no preference. 

214 Why not both? Might want to compare results of each and see if 
"chain" has an effect? 

226 Dependent upon qualifications. Either party OK. 

227 Either or both. 

229 Not sure. 
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231 Head of community .services or a counter commissioner. 

236 No opinion. 
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001 Citizens from all levels of society be involved, perhaps some 
professionals -- teachers, social workers too. 

002 Implementation should be the same for large and small counties. 

003 Let citizens have some clout or influence with county boards or policy 
makers. 

004 Reduce size of board to one citizen only. Always have the date/place 
the same for every review -- other wise we are frantically trying to 
negotiate a place, other reviews, etc. Much to much hassle. 

006 -Training of citizen members. -Explanation/discussion on issues of 
substitute care. -Training is essential. 

007 I cannot relate to this and some other questions! I do not have 
sufficient value to the citizen review! 

012 Smaller counties know more about each other and who is "bad" etc . 
This could present a tremendous problem in people being fair, 
sympathetic, etc. For our county -- it's still a small world and 
people do know about each other. Who selects these people for the 
Citizen Review - - they should be very cautious . 

014 Confidentiality -- some training for citizens relative to this 
agency's functioning and role in the use of foster care -- role of 
foster parents, workers, court, family's etc . is essential. Brief 
history and goal of placement. All parties should be aware of the 
expectation of such a review committee needs to be aware of shove 
of the "restrictions" of our purpose -- community resources etc. 

017 I don't agree with a citizen review panel being mandated for MR 
placements . It would perhaps be necessary with child welfare or child 
protection placements, but I have no expertise in those areas. I 
think smaller counties would have to address the second part of the 
question above. 

018 Do not have any thoughts about this -- my experience was really 
limited. 

022 1. Reasons for placement. 2. The legal situation. 3 . Length of 
placement. 4. Goals and achievement of goals during placement. 5. 
Child's and parental attitudes . 

024 Confidentiality -- this would be particularly significant in smaller 
counties also in minority groups such as American Indians. 

025 The citizens should be carefully screened 
stressed. Training is important. 

026 No opinion. 
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027 Don't know. 

929 I don't have adequate knowledge of the project to answer this. 

030 No opinion. 

034 Difficult to answer since I don't feel they are necessary. 

035 None. 

036 Not familiar enough with these issues to comment on them. 

037 One factor is that it becomes harder to schedule the more people there 
are involved. 

042 No components are essential because it's not necessary to have the 
reviews in the first place. 

046 No recommendation. 

048 Voluntary nature -- no mandates. If citizens wish to participate 
fine tenure a review panel needs to be limited time period -- say one 
year. 

049 Confidentiality would be VIP especially in small counties. 

051 Adequate screening of citizens for competence, knowledge of process, 
vendettas against social sciences, etc. I found 2 person panels to be 
the most efficient. 

054 Citizen should make certain time commitment; that is be on the board 
long enough to become knowledgeable but not long enough to become 
complement. One year might be good. Smaller counties have many fewer 
resources and people are more likely to know each other which creates 
confidentiality concerns. 

056 Smaller counties may be more conservative. My concern would be 
in picking the citizens for the board who have not had hands on 
experience with issues of placement. 

058 There may be problems getting enough appropriate citizens. 
Confidentiality may be a real problem. I have talked with workers 
who were previously in small counties. They recounted nwnerous 
incidents or know about people and that affected their decisions re: 
benefits etc. I suspect that citizens would have a good chance of 
personal contact at some level with placements they review. 

059 Smaller counties would have smaller budgets -- need to scale sown 
maybe just l or 2 volunteers. The case managers might have to 
coordinate each review. Essential components would be a standard form 
and the members of the review team social worker, parents supervisors 
and citizens. 

42 

I . 



( 

( 

QUESTION 18. 

063 As little involvement as possible. 

066 No comment. 

068 Review at random i.e. not every review. Maybe choose cases to 
review again when it seems necessary to the panel to follow-up on that 
particular case. 

069 1. Training in following: placement procedures, cultural similarities 
and differences, separation and attachment, conflict between law and 
social work. 2. Preparation of staff including how, what, when, why 
of CR's. 

071 Training. 
different. 

Better screening of members. 
3) Same as #l. 

Few do-gooders. 2) No 

077 1ssential citizen input and knowledge of what foster-placement 
entails. Citizens serving need solid knowledge base about placements. 

080 Training for board members about professional behavior -- objectivity, 
confidentiality, education about family dysfunction, behavior 
disorders, MR, etc., etc. and treatment alternatives. 

081 Could case confidentiality be maintained in smaller communities? 
Also, what would happen if a CRB were related to a case, such as, part 
of a multi-generational incestuous family? 

086 For smaller counties perhaps reviewers should come from other counties 
to protect confidentiality. 

087 See #l4a. I believe confidentiality is a prime consideration for 
continuation of a good working relationship. I am afraid though that 
the more individuals that are involved, the more risk there is of 
confidentiality being broken. Perhaps each county could have the 
flexibility to design their own program. Also, I believe clients 
should have the choice as to whether or not their case is reviewed by 
citizens. 

090 Not sure. Keep the scheduling out of the hands of the caseworkers, as 
it gets too cumbersome. Limit involvement to no more than 2 citizens. 
Make recommendations by citizens non-binding on the worker, as 
professional judgment should prevail. 

092 Knowledge of C.W., system court process, what resources including S.W. 
time and uncooperative parents are available. 

093 Concerns I have already expressed. Have fewer reviewers. I feel none 
of the components of the project are absolutely essential. 
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097 Confidentiality is essential -- especially in small counties and 
education and training of citizens would be important. Some balances 
would be necessary in case someone got in power who was biased in one 
area. 

102 None. 

107 Cii.izen panel members should be carefully screened for personal issues 
which might color their input to the reviews -- they should be neutral 
parties. Also, how to protect confidentiality of the client? Clients 
should be allowed to decline citizen reviews. 

200 Training: initial and on-going of citizen members. Specialized 
training for MR board members. Clear delineation of roles. Clear 
information re: citizen review functions to parents involved. 

202 Cannot address the issues of smaller counties. Nwnber of children in 
placement, type of placem,.mt, reasons for and length of placement - -
legal status (court involvement) parents efforts to correct problems 
are all things essential for the board to understand in making 
decisions on permanency. 

203 Keep the boards small. Establish an office for program information and 
management. Offer training sessions related to aspects of the 
programs, e.g. CWS versus CPS versus court services. 

205 With "minority" board members make sure not just the "vocal" part of 
the community becomes board members. All other board members should 
come from "all citizens" -- maybe reviews need to be done -- evenings, 
weekends to get best citizen involvement can draw from all citizens. 

209 Citizens must have enough information to understand the situation well 
enough to make recommendations. 

211 Unknown. 

214 1) Important for staff to understand purpose. 2) Important for 
citizen participants to be "quality" people with something to offer. 
3) Pre-training to citizens. 4) Minimize scheduling difficulties, 
paperwork requirements, etc. Keep time costs to a minimwn. 

216 A. Workload of staff needs to be reasonable. B. Adequate time to 
train citizen review. C. Periodic formal evaluation of the process/ 
procedure should be ongoing. 

217 Some check to assure that this system does not become "rubber stamp" 
over time but that it continues to look critically at cases and at 
system. 

218 Don't mandate reviews by "citizens." 

220 Do not have enough experience to comment. 
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221 No opinion. 

223 If mandated, the boards should be primarily advisory and not have as 
primary function to directly review cases. 

224 Someone, beside worker, would have to take on massive job of 
coordinating the schedule -- workers cannot be simply told a date to 
appear, nor can a reviewing supervisor. 

225 1. Training. 2. Helpful to have same people over a period of time. 
3) Mi.ght be helpful for citizens to attend/participate in court 
reviews of same issues. 

226 Clear definition of purpose based on the spirit of the law. People 
with authority that comes form knowledge and being creditable and not 
people who impose authority because of own needs, preconceived ideas, 
or power. In smaller counties issues of confidentiality could be 
overwhelming. l know how much of a problem it can be for county 
commissioners who involve themselves in welfare programs. The client 
feeling about privacy must be recognized. 

227 Good recruitment. Time limited terms of office. Adequate training of 
citizens. On-going assessment of program effectiveness seems 
important -- especially in earlier stages of program. 

228 I do not know whether results warrant continued review of placements . 
by the lay community. If they do, then I think they should be done in 
a manner which least intrudes on a social worker/case manager's time. 
The format focus needs to be changed with regard to MR placements. 

229 1) Training -- department specific. 2) ? Smaller counties. 3) ? 

230 Again, apart from MR situations, maybe mandating a case before the 
citizens review only after a child has been in placement for a period 
of time, i.e. 1+ years. Essential to have minority input. 

231 No comment. 

236 Reviews should not be done on court involved cases, at all. It only 
causes extra work, confusion and chaos. No opinion about smaller 
counties. 
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001 Volunteer placements are often just a short step away from court 
actions. Just because parents have agreed to cooperate, etc. does not 
mean they or us will automatically do what's best for the child. 

002 All placements should be reviewed so kids aren't lost in placement. 

003 I don't see any reason to treat them differently. 

004 If the feeling was/is that social workers need other is 

010 Not for MR. 

012 Involuntary placements usually involve hard core people with multi­
generational problems. These are very difficult for the general 
public to understand, especially sex problems, incest, etc. and 
should be excluded from private citizens. 

014 Perhaps -- altho I'm not certain how I feel about this -- I'd have to 
think more about it. 

016 Court already reviews involuntary placements -- additional reviews are 
cumbersome; additional work for overworked staff. 

017 See previous response re: MR placements. 

018 Probably important to review all aspects of how a child gets into 
placement -- and how long stays in placement -- how placement? 
regardless whether is voluntary or involuntary. 

022 Certain placements need only one review -- wards, legal custody of 
certain types, etc. 

024 Again, confidentiality. 

025 In involuntary placements parents often hostile resistant more people 
escalates things. 

026 No opinion. 

028 Only voluntary placements - - involuntary placements are monitored by 
the court. 

029 Because clients who are voluntarily placed generally are in long term 
placements, there are no goals for the family , and the object is not to 
return home. 

030 No opinion. 

033 Placements are already reviewed by a series of individuals employed by 
and responsible to the system . 

034 All placements need to be reviewed. 
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035 Neither. 

036 If the purpose of the review is to monitor the appropriateness of all 
placements, involuntary placements can be reviewed. 

037 If cases are to be reviewed by citizens, they would be selected from a 
larger pool of cases if both kinds of cases were reviewed. 

041 Only involuntary . 

042 To be consistent. 

043 Question of confidentiality and perhaps with involuntary issues of 
resistance would be heightened by some "strangers" coming in. 

046 Do not feel involuntary placements should be a part of the process. 

048 That's two questions. 

051 Involuntary often involve the need to treat with "kid gloves," great 
sensitivity. Large need if due to have component -- well-informed 
citizenry. 

052 If one is the other should be. 

054 I'm not totally sure about voluntary placements although involuntary 
or court-ordered placements are hard to get so I don't believe there 
are very many of them. Certainly not in the MR division. 

056 Involuntary and voluntary should be reviewed by the court as they are 
in 18 months. 

058 I had both types reviewed and did not see any reason to exclude 
involuntary. In practice we have to work for cooperation of clients. 
Court orders do not hold placement together and seem to impress kids 
only the first time around. 

059 I think both situations should be treated with the same type of 
review. 

061 Voluntary placements are by nature more influenced by parents. 

066 We are responsible for both. 

068 Duplication of effort on court related cases -- we already have plenty 
of that with Court Services. I don't have State Wards -- but might be 
good to bring in state wards and "parent them 18 via the board -- that 
"someone is there." 
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069 Unlike typical dichotomy between social work and recipients, citizens 
provid~ a middle ground to ask probing questions of to both the agency 
and the recipients of the service. 

071 Better understanding of the problems of kids -- limbo in placement 
(voluntary or involuntary) is still limbo -- detrimental to kids. 

073 Not for MR clients. 

077 As an overseeing focus -- getting their input -- objective viewpoint. 

078 If any a~e, all should be. 

080 If you are going to use the system at all, it would make sense to do 
both. 

081 Involuntary placements are already reviewed in court. 

082 Because I don't see that even involuntary status of case would change 
the rationale for using review board. 

087 Again there would be a duplication of services. When a child in 
placement has court involvement they potentially have the services of 
a guardian ad liteum, public defender, American Indian Advocate, 
social worker, counselor, etc. (This is also true of voluntary 
placements.) 

090 I see no point in having long-term court-ordered placements reviewed 
by citizen panels. The situation is spelled out, plans of action are 
clear cut and nothing beneficial would be gained. 

091 I see no real difference. 

092 Only voluntary since nothing can be changed once the court has made an 
order. 

093 There is probably more value, if any, in reviews of 

102 Just involuntary placements. Since the court placed them they should 
be made to be more responsible. 

107 For a reality base; if citizens are regularly to participate in these 
reviews, they should be exposed to a cross section of all such 
placement situations, voluntary and involuntary. 

202 Just because a placement has been court ordered -- and goals for 
parents/children have been ordered doesn't automatically insure that 
things are going to be resolved in a smooth orderly fashion. Boards 
could be effective in making other suggestions to parents/staff or 
pushing court to move foster toward termination. 

203 They both neglect essential aspects of the system. 
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204 Some voluntary placements exhibit elements of neglect. In Child 
Welfare cases, some parents might be less motivated to change once the 
child is in placement. 

205 All placements need review since they all involve a familiar child/ren 
being separated and is a serious community concern. 

209 It is confusing to clients and reviewers when a case is being decided 
by the court. I think all placements should be reviewed by the court. 

211 Better overall picture. 

212 Too costly. 

214 The review process can serve a two-way educational, check/balance 
function for the court vis-a-vis the community re: court-ordered 
placements. I would hope the court would welcome citizen review. 

216 No matter how sharp the surgeon's knife -- placement always leaves 
some scar. 

217 If the citizens' recommendations have some power and are not merely 
advisory they could impact court cases but there's also the danger of 
creating a parallel system with attorneys, etc. in control. 

218 No citizen review panels at all. 

220 Voluntary placements are often more problematic than court ordered 
placements. Foster care "drift" is more likely to occur in voluntary 
placements. 

221 Foster care, whether voluntary or involuntary and the purpose of 
foster care are community concern regardless of the nature of the 
placement. 

223 The board should address the issue of all placements. 

224 Involuntary imply court and court is already reviewing the placements. 
I do not believe court placements should have? reviews, ? as they 
give parents a false since that something outside of court can make a 
change. 

225 Issues are the same. 

226 The court in itself is only as good as those who administer it and 
indeed this can lead to great abuse (as a system) which needs 
evaluation. 

227 All placements need reviews. 
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228 I fail to see what difference there is between a court-ordered and 
voluntary placement with regard to assessing appropriateness, length 
of stay, involvement of family, case plan, etc. The providers are the 
same and services should be meeting the need of client and family 
regardless. 

229 Providers general understanding of the total picture in placement. 

230 If mandated, both should be included; it is as easy for voluntary 
placements to go on unresolved. 

231 Children in placement are children in placement. 

232 Involuntary placements are already reviewed by the court and in this 
county the children also have guardian ad. litems to represent them -­
in addition the social worker must deal with the parents, treatment 
resources, parents attorneys and often minority advocates -- to have 
another set of people to oversee the process from "outside" the system 
seems to me excessive. 

233 Involuntary placements are already reviewed by the juvenile court. 

235 All cases should be reviewed where goal is correction of family 
situation and return to home but not cases where placement was for MR 
or special needs of child that can't be met in the home. 

236 See #18. 
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001 Just because a child is "different" does not (or should not) mean he 
is to grow up in a family of foster homes. I feel very strongly we 
need to give the message, this child is your responsibility, not ours 
-- we will help you, but we will not do it for you. 

002 Same as #19. 

003 There seems to be significantly different reasons why retarded 
individuals are placed out of the home. 

004 Those with a very retarded level of functioning will not understand 
the proceedings. On the other hand, it might be OK for the reviewer 
to actually see the child and they would understand some of the 
problems. 

006 Issues are different -- usually there are no "goals" for parents/ 
children. Fonns don't apply to both cases -- many questions are N/A 
for voluntary placement situations. Parent lifestyles, judgments, 
decisions, etc. should not be subjected to review in voluntary 
placements. 

009 Usually mentally retarded children are placed out of the home for 
different reasons than are other children. The level of care the 
child requires or behavior problems can be overwhelming to parents and 
have detrimental effects on siblings of the retarded child. Rarely are 
MR children placed because · of dysfunctional parents. 

010 MR placements are reviewed through Rule 34 provisions and DHS and DPH 
and Federal licensing agents. They are also periodic court reviews 
and in some instances reviews by the Welch?Nevine Court monitor. 
Furthermore, clients accepted by the MR division for placement 
services must go through a screening process that includes OMRPD RSS 
review before placement. The nature of the need also makes it into a 
very different situation than other placements. 

012 MR is more easily understood as a condition for placement. However, 
MR children are extremely vulnerable and are mistreated in so many 
ways that I don't think anyone from the public should hear or have 
this information. 

014 Perhaps ?? Some questions I'd? with question 19a. 

015 Because of the inherent dangers of too long placements with little 
visible change. 

016 With all the in home services and other support services available for 
MR children, our of home placements should be monitored as closely as 
other placements. 

017 See previous response re: MR placements. 

018 Important to review all aspects of placements. 
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QUESTION 20a. 

020 See previous comments. 

022 There should be no exceptions. The reasons for placement and parental 
attitudes should be explored. 

025 I don't think retardation is necessarily the only issue in placement 
and many concerns are similar. 

026 Placement was not necessitated by a lack in the home situation as is 
true in other placements. 

028 Situation completely different. 

029 Because of the reasons already stated. 

030 Same. 

033 Parents seem to feel they're being held responsible for their child's 
condition, guilty or suspect of something. They experience enough 
pain and complications in re: to their children's conditions. 

034 Their placement status is also important and needs periodic review. 

035 See 13 and 14a. 

036 Alternatives to placement can be reviewed for their appropriateness -­
if alternatives are not available, this deficit can be documented and 
other services can be documented and other services can be developed 
and implemented to correct this deficit. 

037 I'm not sure. 

040 Should have same rights as other children. 

041 The painful decision of placement being reexamined time after time by 
persons not having a part in that decision is an unfair imposition on 
the parents. No wonder they usually don't come. 

042 To be consistent. 

043 Most of the ad review form is not applicable much less the review. 
Tend to be much long term with long range plans of not returning home. 
Whole different dynamics for placing. 

046 Goals and objections/family functions/ needs of the child are all 
significantly different. 

048 Same answer -- voluntary -- invitational. 

049 There are all kinds of advocates for the MR who watch these 
placements. 
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QUESTION 20a. 

051 Could be longer time between reviews conditions do not change 
rapidly and 6 month reviews are not needed once/year may be more 
realistic. 

054 Placements issues are totally different. Families have strong guild 
and shame feelings about not being able to come for their child. I 
believe it's unfair to publicly scrutinize their decision. 

056 Can get lost in the shuffle. 

058 I am working with a couple of borderline retarded and the same review 
process makes sense for them. The severely retarded are serviced by 
MR workers and they have a different system to monitor them. 
Extending this review process to them may result in a duplication in 
accountablility. 

059 Usually the reason for placement is different and because of the 
child's handicap. 

061 Even more difficult to determine without detailed knowledge of child's 
needs and what resources in community are available to meet them. 

066 Same issues apply. 

068 No experience here. 

069 Often the issues are different and more complex. Resources and laws 
impacting retarded children have a greater variance than those 
impacting dependent and neglected children or children in need of 
supervision. 

070 Their situation is stable -- usually children are placed because of 
their problems not their parents' problems. There is nothing to be 
done to un-retard somebody. Existing regulations and laws mandate 
training, staff ratios, etc. 

071 Mentally retarded kids are people too. 

073 Because MR clients tend to be in necessary long term placement. 

077 Feel their special needs need to be considered. Likely goal is not 
"reuniting families." 

078 Same as above -- if the process has merit at all, should have for all 
cases, situations, why discriminate? 

080 Yes and no. In some cases placement could be avoided if other 
resources could be brought into the home. On the other hand, 
alternatives have already been explored by social worker and family 
prior to placement. 
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QUESTION 20a. 

086 No opinion -- not my area. 

090 I don't feel qualified to answer this question. 

091 No difference. 

092 No opinion. 

093 No opinion. 

094 However, review criteria should be rewritten to meet needs of MR 
child. 

097 They have enough reviews and advocates .already. 

100 The majority of these placements is voluntary and done by parents who 
are caring and concerned and totally involved in their childrens' 
health and welfare. Most parents will ~esent the involvement of 
"strangers" in dealing with the private personal affairs of their 
families. 

102 Why not. 

106 They seem to have the same or similar situations to state wards in 
that goals are more defined. 

107 Because those workers are already inundated with mandatory paperwork, 
and most of it is to justify their case plans to meet state and 
federal guidelines. Why add to the burden, when it amounts to further 
duplication of efforts. 

200 Case plan is generally long-term our of home care due to child's 
needs. Current emphasis of administrative reviews on reuniting 
family is usually misplaced . I believe case situations certainly bear 
regular reviews (maybe yearly) but with emphasis on appropriateness of 
placement and auxiliary services. 

202 If you exepmt MR children you imply that county staff are capalble of 
making decisions without outside assistance it would follow that staff 
in child welfare services would say they are no different than MR 
staff and should be accorded the same privileges. 

203 Labels should not preclude review and involvement, of the child and 
parent. 

204 Most MR placements are due to the severity of the child's disability 
and are not due to parental neglect. Through Rule 185 all MR 
placements are reviewed stringently . 

205 As above. 
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QUESTION 20a. 

209 I believe their needs are more similar than different from other 
children. I believe this is the area where we all need to work to 
make it easier for these children to remain at home via special money 
respite care etc. Profoundly retarded children may be special cases. 

212 No opinion. 

214 Same purpose as stated earlier. Can't think of a rood reason why not. 

217 Some MR children are placement for similar reasons that other children 
are in placement. There should not be the assumption that being 
retarded automatically equals placement. There are already many 
review mechanisms but they look at different things for different 
reasons -- perhaps some coordination of these efforts would be most 
effective. 

220 They are more vulnerable as a group and often cannot express what 
might be lacking L.1. their care. 

221 No opinion. 

223 Often these placements are not made because of family dysfunctioning 
but are made because of a joint decision between the family and the 
agency. The decision is based on evaluation factors and mutually 
agreed on. 

225 Need for review exists in both cases. 

226 The role of the family in seeking remedial therapy is so often 
different. The length of placement and the purpose to be served is 
very often different. 

227 Same as 19. 

228 See earlier remarks. For the most part, MR children are in long-term 
placement due to no fault of the parents. The current format is 
insensitive to the situation of most of our MR families, and it is 

229 

230 

231 

232 

easy to conclude from the form that parents are somehow at fault for 
the placement, need to make changes and look toward reunification when 
this is unlikely the court reviews these cases less frequently . 

Same as above. 

See question #13. 

See 19a. 

I'm actually not sure only if there is no other system of 
oversight. 

233 Ambivalence on this as there are so many MR children in long term 
placement, which is the social service plan. 
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QUESTION 20a. 

235 Placement reasons are not the same as for CW-CPS cases -- current 
forms ad review process does not apply to MR cases. There are better 
types of placement screening devices for MR. placements this is a 
duplication on many cases. 

236 No opinion -- I don't know anything about this field. 
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QUESTION 21. 

001 I don't regard this project as a way to avoid placements, but as a way 
to make placements "work" for the family. I feel we are already 
avoiding placements, but need to take a look at what can be done to 
shorten the time, as well as make the placements more effective. 

003 The citizens were competent, well selected, and do a good job in what 
they were asked to do. The system of having them is unnecessary and a 
waste of time. 

004 I do not believe that citizens review accomplish anything that is not 
accomplished in house. 

010 The administrative review process for MR has been a costly waste of 
time. 

012 I feel we should be working for our clients and that Public Relations 
should and could be handled in another way with "concerned citizens." 
Let them volunteer to assist our clients. 

014 I must confess -- I've not spent a lot of time thinking about this 
project in part du.e to my limited direct involvement and my "job 
change" to a Home _Based Service Unit. Have had my hands full with 
that!! 

015 Eliminate them. 

018 None. 

033 I do not wish to ignore the gentle accommodating attitude of some of 
the board members. It's just that these review sessions have seemed 
to be either perfunctory, insulting to the client or a place for a 
board member to "rebell" against the system (I only saw one of the 
later incidents). 

034 No further comment. 

035 Entire process was a waste of time. 

037 None. 

046 If the process needs to continue I would suggest non-mandated 
continuation -- I have no problem with citizen participation in my 
limited experience -- citizen reviewers were experienced in MR. 

052 I hope I am not chosen for inclusion in a focus group. 
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QUESTION 21. 

058 The 5 member panels were intimidating to both kids and foster parents . 
The same purpose can be served by two citizens. I strongly recommend 
that if these reviews are to be mandated that the citizen reviews be 
limited only to a sampling and a maximum of two citizens. If the 
citizens uncover problem areas the county administration needs to give 
serious consideration to resolving those problems. The citizens need 
to be carefully screened and trained to they don't approach the 
reviews with an ax to grind. I think that their input needs to be 
seriously considered or the whole program would be a farce. 

063 Would hope such a project is not undertaken. Cases get reviewed so 
much by to many people already including a host: of players when they 
hit the court system, it gets ludicrous. 

068 Review boards are a monitor on worker performance, beyond the 
supervisor. Purpose then would be to "keep worker on their toes." 

069 I think that the review process was very usef~l. Many times the 
citizens asked thoughtful and insightful questions regarding the 
specific cases. Frequently I felt that my case plan or the case plan 
of the worker I supervised had been affirmed. The major drawback in 
many of the reviews is that while there is support for the citizens in 
the form of a chairperson and a conviener, and there is support for the 
worker in the form of a supervisor, there is no support or advocate 
for the parent of the child in out of home placement. (As a result many 
parents feel threatened by the process. This would also hold true for 
the standard administrative review.) 

071 Richard did an excellent job. 

078 I greatly disliked the whole process (including this questionnaire). 
However, if it had to happen, the fact that it was chaired -­
coordinated by a competent uninvolved fellow worker made it bearable. 
If the process is continued, I would see the involvement of these 
specialized workers as essential. 

087 There~ children, who despite of the close existence of biological 
families, will still need out-of-home placement until they live 
independently. In some cases these situations are well known and 
reasoning for continued care is straightforward. I feel that further 
review of such cases is sometimes disruptive, a waste of time, and 
should also be dealt with in a different way. People are different as 
are their histories and situations. The reason for the existence of 
"case workers" or "social workers" is to assess and discern these 
individual differences and make plans accordingly. As far as I am 
concerned it follows that onep inflexible review system is not 
enough. The process of review is necessary, but perhaps there should 
be different review processes available for different case situations 
such as mentally retarded, handicapped, minority, long term 
placements, guardianship cases, adoption cases, children with non­
cooperative parents, etc. 
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QUESTION 21. 

090 I feel that the citizens level of concern and respect for both worker 
and client were high. Some recommendations were well made. However, 
on balance, I feel that their involvement adds nothing beneficial to 
the process. Nothing at least, that an experienced objective 
independent reviewer wouldn't provide. I feel that Jean Lindgren and 
Richard? did a good job in coordinating the whole process. They were 
a pleasure to deal with. 

100 As stated in 20, parents who chose to place their children are under 
the most difficult circumstances, that they feel they could no longer 
endure the physical as well as emotional hardship (and? too). They 
overwhelmingly feel guilt in placing their handicapped children. 
Thus, to have "strangers" interfere with their affairs is so unfair 
and unjust, and to create unnecessary defensiveness in them. Placement 
of the mentally retarded children in all? is a completely different 
matter than placement of ordinary normal children in group homes, 
foster facilities . . . TI1us it should be administered differently in 
terms of delivery of ser'.,ices. Parental involvement is very important 
in the process not only because their children are placed. I am 
against citizen involvement in this affair . It is already bad enough 
that too many people are involved in their son or daughter's life just 
because these unfortunate children needing the services -- who wants 
to "show off" their retarded child to the public? 

102 I think that supervisor should know more about the case background. 
Also he and the caseworker should review the case prior to the review 
so as to avoid embarrassment. 

106 Thank you for the opportunity to comment . 

203 I think a total board involvement would be counter-productive, losing 
a quality control while inundating the program with another staff 
level. 

204 It seems to be a more worthwhile process for CW and CPS placements. 
It is a duplication of effort for MR placements. Efforts should be 
made to coordinate this program with the state MR Division. 

209 I think the citizens might use their time more profitably by taking 
the training and becoming guardian ad litem -- they would have legal 
standing before the court and can have some direct influence in the 
plan for a child. There were too many foster parents on the board, I 
sat on - - great people and concerned etc. but hardly "independent" of 
the agency. 

214 Just to say again that my experience was a very positive one. These 
were good people who were supportive without being rubber stamps. I 
think families and kids benefited from citizen review and I'd like to 
see it continue, at least on a percentage basis (which I think would 
accomplish most of what I've discussed). 

59 



QUESTION 21. 

216 Despite clear instructions my experience that few staff did the 
prework in the way it was supposed to have been done. the forms were 
sometimes filled out partly or not at all; the questions were 
interpreted to mean different things for each panel. Quality control 
overall, in my opinion, was very poor. This same problem ripples into 
the whole preplacement, placement, just placement process despite 
clear requirements the actual? has wide application. As a result 
children are haphazzardly served by the luck of the draw in worker/ 
supervisor. Hennepin County, in my opinion, has a very very poor 
system to see that each child in placement has ha.d all the required 
activities actually completed. Part of the problem is with the heavy 
staff workload, but the bulk of the problem is wtth poor management 
that look only to what appears to look good and not what is really 
going on. The case records, the case plans, the placement REAL 
documentation is, in most cases, TERRIBLE. 

223 Citizen participation should lead to a better understanding of the 
involved problem a public agency deals with, anl can be helpful in 
finding better ways to deal with the problems. Feedback to the 
agency and to the public (through the media and other means) 
hopefully has an overall positive effect. 

226 I would like to have the system involved to that point that review is 
only routine on a randomly selected sample basis, reserving major 
effort for those cases that are unusually troublesome. It would be 
good to consider "a class action" type of philosophy where case 
examples could serve as the basis for administrative, legal and 
perhaps legislative change. 

228 My involvement with board members has been uniformly cordial and 
positive. They are a fine bunch of bright, concerned, enthusiastic 
folks. However, I question whether the time, effort and expense 
involved in maintaining such a group is warranted. Has it had a 
significant impact in terms of County placement activities? Do the 
results indicate that this type of monitoring is warranted given the 
amount of time required for each review, e.g. case worker, family, 
supervisor, community representatives? From my perspective, it has 
been nice to have an outside group confirm that our case managers are 
doing a good job, and the lay community has no doubt gained 
considerable insight into the workings of community services and its 
placement responsibilities, but I would have trouble supporting such a 
proposal unless there is significant evidence that our work is of such 
quality that continued, regular monitoring is required . 

230 Again, do not use citizens for MR cases. 
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QUESTION 21. 

232 I think the project staff did an excellent job of preparing the 
citizens and of preparing the material to be presented to them I can 
see some value in this review process for voluntary placements -- I 
can see none for involuntary placements and in fact view it as a waste 
of time and money and another violation for the child. I think the 
voluntary placements it might feel to clients like the community has 
an interest in them and there is more latitude in decision making so 
there is more purpose for citizen involvement. 

236 Mandated citizen review boards are not necessary. With supervisors, 
budget cuts, limited resources for placement, advocates, legal aid, 
public defenders, tribal ir,(Volvement etc., why employ yet another 
hurdle for everyone to jump!?! 
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NAME: 

Questions for H~nnepin County Court P~r~onnel 
CAF<Dl 
:to 

I NT ERV :t e:~WER a 

COMPLETION DATE1 

( i) 

('.2•·<~) 

********************************************************************** 
INTRODUCTION 

We would just like to spend a few minute$ with you to discuss your 
opinions regarding citi~en review boAArds. 

1. H~ve you raceiv~d ~ny information ~bout the Citizen R~vi~w Board 
Project? 

Yes .......... 1 [GO TO #1~] ( 4) 

No ........... 2 CGO TO #2] 
D~~ ••••• 8 
R~~ ••••• 9 

1a. How have you received this inform~tion? 

lb. From whom have you received this information? 

( 1 ) 



2. Is the inform~tion you have received from Citizen ~~view SoAArd~ 
~dequ~te for the needs of the court? CDO NOT READ~ 

Yes, very ~dequ~te ............ 1 CGO TO #~~ :J 
Yes, ~cmewh~t adequate .......... 2 tGO TD #3J 
Unsure/Don't Know ............. 3 
No somewh~t inadequateaaaaaaMM4 r.r:m ·ro #2e:\J 
No, very inadequate ........... 5 tGt1 TO #2aJ 

RA . .. ... 9 

2a. Why do you feel the information you h~ve recffliv~d is 
i nadeqt.tmte? 

3. H~s the m~nner in which judici~l review~ ~r~ ccnducteci changed 
9ince the av~ilability of Citiz~n Review Bo~rd~? 

Ye$ .......... 1 tGO TO #3~] 
No ............ 2 CGO TO #4J 

me .... s 
RA ••••• 9 

3a. How h~ve judici~l review~ ch~nged? 

( 2) 



4. Do you think th•t Citizen Review Board~ h~v~ m~d~ ~ny diffmrfflnc~ 
in the overall patterns cf child pl~cement? 

Yes .......... 1 CGO TO #4aJ 
No ••••••••••• 2 CGO TO #5J 

o~~ ..... a 
RA ••••• 9 

4a. How have Citizen Review Bo~rds m~de ~ difference in the 
patterns of child placement? 

(7) 

5. Do you think th~t Citizen Review Boards have made any difference 
in permanency plans for individu~l children? 

Yes •••••••••• 1 CGO TO #SaJ 
No ••••••••••• 2 C GO TO #6 J 

DK .•••• 8 
RA ...... 9 

5a. How have Citizen Review Bo~rda m~de ~ differenc~ in 
permanency plans for children? 

( 3) 

( 8) 



Sb. Ara there any other ways in which children h~ve benefit~d 
from citizen reviews? 

6. Do you think th~t Citizen Review Bo~rdM h~ve h~d ~ny impact on the 
following interested parties: 

Fam i 1 i es .••• ,, ••.•.••....•.••••• 1 
Foster parants ........... 1111••11•1 

Caseworkers ................ " ... ! 
Att.orneys ..... 11,. •••••••• II II,,.,, •• 1 
J t..u:I <.~es" " " II • ~ •••••••••• 11 •• " .. 11 .... 1 
Advr.:>c:et.es ....• 11 11 •••• 11 •• 11 ••••••• 1 

COMMENTS~ 

No 

( en 
( j, 0) 

( 11) 

( 1 :~~ ) 
( 1 ::~) 
( 14) 

7. When you were first told of the project in which ~dministrative 
review boards would include citi~en~, how did you feel about 
having people not employed by the County involved in reviewing the 
case? Would you say you felt= CREAD CATEGORIES] 

Very Positive ........... ! 
Positive ................ 2 
Neutral ............. 11 ••• 3 
Negative ............... 4 
Very Negative ..... 1111••·5 

D~~ ..•• ,, 8 
RA.,, ,, ... 9 

( 4) 



7a. Why did you feel this way? 

a. Has your opinion of citizen review boards changed over time? 

Yes •• 
No ... 

• ti ••• .. . 1 CGO TO #BaJ . . . . .... 2 ((30 TO 4+9] 
DK. .. . . 8 
RA. .. . . 9 

In what way has your opinion ch~n;ed? 

Became more positive .. . 1 
R•m•ined the 111am•••••H ■ •••••••2 
Became more negative·••••••-••3 

COMMENTS a 

DK ••••• 8 
RA ..... 9 

< 16) 

( 17) 

9. What h~ve been the largest impacts Cor contributionsJ th~t citiien 
involvement on review boards has made? 

' "'" ,.,H - · ""' '"' .. .,, ·- ...... M .......... -·"'" •• , .. ,. ... _., .-n, - - - ...... , ... _ • t ..... - Mftt ...,, ..... '"" '"" .,,... - MN4 ......... .,._ '""' .. , .. - "'" ""' UUI " " ' 11111 '"" "'" ,,, .. Ultt U lt1 u ,n nto 111» "'" ,., .. u,u 11 11 , n, u "'" ' '"' "' . .... " '" 111 11 IU'U 

( f.J) 



10. Do you see any problems resulting from citizen involvement en 
review boards? 

Yee •••••••••• 1 [ GO TO # 104ii\ l 
No ••••••••••. 2 [GO TO #11J 

Df< ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

( 18) 

What problems do you see resulting from their involvement? 

11. Do you see any benefits resulting from citizen involvement en 
review boards'? 

Yes ••.••.•..• 1 
Ne:, . ..... ,. .... 2 

I)~~ ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

i:GO TIJ #11aJ 
CGO TO #12J 

( :l 9 > 

11 a. What benefits do you see resulting from their involvement? 

( 6) 



( 

12. Do you feel there are any leg~l problems associated with citizen 
review? 

Yes .......... 1 [GO TO #12MJ 
No ........... 2 CGO TO #13J 

DK ••••• 8 
RA ...... 9 

12a. What types of leg~l problems? 

13. What role should recommendation~ made by a Citizen Review Board 
play in judicial reviews? 

14. In your opinion, are Citi~en Review BoMrd member~ Mdequat~ly 
prepared to review substitute c~re c~ses? 

Yes, very ~dequMtely prep~r~d ................. n1 
Yes, slightly prepared ........................ 2 
Unsure/ Don ' t. ~f. now ..................................... ~:r. 
No, slightly unprep~red ........................... 4 
No, very inadequately unprepared ............... 5 

RA ... ,. •• 9 

( 7) 



15. 

16. 

Why or why not? 

Has the county benefited from citi~~n review? 

Ye$,.,.. .... 1 tGCJ TO #1 Sa:J 
No ... ,. , .. , CGO TO #16J . " •• ,ti:=. 

m<. N II . . 8 
f~A. .. . . 9 

15a. ln what ways has the county benefited from citizen review? 

Should children be involved in Administrative Reviews? 

Yes .•. 
N<..1 ••• 

. 1 

. . 8 
H If 9 

Why r,r why r'\Ot 7 

( 8) 



:L 7. 

( 

18. 

19. 

lf mandated, what form 
That is, where should 

do you see citi2en Review Boards taking? 
citizen review bo~rds be housed, how many 

etc. What would you recommend? citizens members, 

Administrativ~ review of r.:hi l dren 1 .. tnder 
currently being discussed, 

the jurisdir.:tic:m 
what wot .. t l d you 

c::>-f th i a proc::es$? 
correcti 011s is 
recommend regarding the i mpl ement.a\t. ion 

o,f 

Should both voluntary and involuntary placements be reviewed by 
citizens? 

Yt➔s ... .... . . . 1 (24) 
No. . " ... . . .2 

D~~ • • .. . 8 
RA. ... .9 

19a. Why or why not? 

( 9) 



20. Before concluding our interview, are there ~ny other comm~nts you 
would like to make about Citizen Review Board$? 

Well, those are all our questions, thank you for taking the time to 
t~lk with us today? 

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS: 

( .t 0) 
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Dear 

FACSIMILE OF LET.fER SENT TD PARENTS & FOSTER PARENTS 
PRIOR TO ATTEMPT TO INTERVIEW THEM 

-- _______ , 

Since June of last year, Hennepin County and the State of 
Minnesota have been conducting a project to examine what effects there 
might be when persons who do not work for Hennepin County are included 
on administrative review boards for children in foster care. The 
Program Evaluation Resource Center has been asked to find out what 
people think about this, and if there have been any changes for people 
since this project started. 

Since you have attended an administrative review for a child in 
foster care which included citizen review members, we would like to 
ask you a few questions about your experiences. I encourage you to 
participate, since it is only through getting information from persons 
who participated in the process that we can understand how people feel 
about this project. 

Within the next week, a staff person from the Program Evaluation 
Resource Center will be calling you to ask about your feeling about 
administrative review, and how you participated in this process. 
Individual names of people who answer the questions will NOT be used. 
The answers you give to this survey will be put together with answers 
from ff'any other people. Grouping answers this way will help give us 
an overall picture of how people feel about this project. Before you 
are called, you should know: 

1. You do not have to take part in this survey. 

2. Whether or not you participate, the services that you 
are now receiving from Hennepin County will NOT be affected. 

3. Your answers will not be given to project staff, review board 
members, your caseworker or anyone else. 

4. The individual answers will be seen by the evaluators only, 
and they are not connected in any way with either Hennepin 
County or the State of Minnesota. 

Again, we encourage you to participate in this telephone 
interview. Your view are important in helping us to evaluate this 
project. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Dianne Dee 
Project Coordinator 
Foster Care Review Project 



INFORMED CONSENT TO BE INTERVIEWED FOR THE 
HENNEPIN COUNTY FOSTER CARE REVIEW PROJECT 

For a little over a year now, Hennepin County ~nd the State cf 
Minnesota have been conducting a project to examine what effects there 
might be when persons who do not work for Hennepin County are included 
on administrative review boards. The Program Ev~luation Resource 
Center has been asked to find out what people think ~bout this, ~nd if 
there have been any changes for people gince thim project started. 

I would like to spend a few minutes talking to you now about your 
feelings about administrative reviews, and how you participated in 
this process. I encourage you to participate sinc e it is only through 
talking with people like yourself that we can really underst~nd hew 
people feel about this project. Before we begin, there ~re~ few 
things that you should know" 

1. Individual names of people who answer the questionu will no~ 
be used. The answers you give to this survey will be put 
together with answers from many other people. Grouping 
answers this way will let us know how people feel about this 
project. 

2. You do not have to take part in this survey. 

3. Whether or not you particip~te, the services that you ar~ now 
receiving from Hennepjn County will net be affected. 

4. Your answers to this survey will not be given to project 
staff, review board members, your caseworker er anyone else. 

5. Your individual answers will only be seen by the av~luators, 
and we are not connected in any way with either Hennepin 
County or the State of Minnesot~. 

I underst~nd this form as it w~s re~d to me ~nd ~gree to be 
interviewed .. 

Name Date 



( 
INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS 

Before beginning the interview, be $Ure to introduce yourself and read 
the informed consent statement and get the client's signature, if 
possible, otherwise initial the form and state that verbal agreement 
was given by the client. 

SAMPLE INTRODUCTIONa 

Hi, my name is__________________ I understand that [Jean or 
Richard] has already explained to you why we would like to talk with 
you today, but before we begin, I'd like to tell you a little about 
what we'll be doing. 

tREAD INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENTJ 

Do you have any questions before we begin? If not, I would like you 
to ~ign this form which indicates that I have explained the 
information to you and that you agree to be interviewed. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate. Let me remind you again th~t I 
am not an employee of either the county or the State, so please be S$ 

candid and honest as you can. -If you liked something we w~nt to know 
that, and if you didn't like something, we want to know that too. 

Let's begin. 

CBEGIN INTERVIEWJ 



( 
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CARD 1 ( 1) 

NAME1 

Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project 

Questions for Parents and Foster P~rents Attending Review$ 

CHILD'S NAME: 

r-·tC)OEL... NlJMBER: .. ~·-······ .. ··· ........ ,.,u .... , ... ___ -·-·--... ···-·-......... '" .......... ~ ................................ ~ ........ - ............................................ • • ,. ......... .. .. . 

I NT ERV I EWER : ·-··-· -···· ·- .. - ---·- -·-·--__ ..... -··· _ ·-·- ... .... ·- ____ ···- ._ .. _ ..... _ .. _ ,,_ ...... __ ......... .. _ .......................... ·~· ........ . 

co,...IF·L.E1· I Cll\l DA ·rE: ....... - ............ ·- ········· ··· ·- ........ ---·-·-··· .. ·· ........ _ .. _ ... ,- ......................... ......... ......................... ..................................... .. 

********************************************************************* 

INTRODUCTION 

( 2·-9) 

( :l (1.)) 

Ycu have just attended an ~dministrative review, and we would like to spend 
just a few minutes with you to find out what you thought of that processff 

1. First, did you understand the Administrative Review prcces~~ that is, 
was the purpose made clear to you? COO NOT READ CATEGORIESJ 

Yes, very clear ............... 1 
Yes, somewhat clear ........... 2 
Un s ll r e / Don ' t know . . . . N • • • • • • • ,. 3 
No, somewhat unclear ........... 4 
Ne, very uncle~r ......... - .. --5 

RA• • • n 11 9 

1a .. If purpose was not clear, probe to find out what they didn't 
underst~nd and what information they felt they should have 
received but did not .. 

( 11) 

2. Besides the one today, have you attended ether administrative reviews? 

Yes ............. 1 CGO TO #2aJ ( l. 2) 

No ............. 2 • r: IF NO, (~0 ·ro #3 J 
o~~ ........ s 
RA ...... 9 

t .1 ) 



2b. Were any of the reviews that you attended in the 
p~st NOT conducted by the Foster C~re Review Project? 
[INTERVIEWER NOTE: These reviews would have occurred prior 
to May 1985 and would not have included citizen review 
board members] 

Yes .....•.•. ,. 1 
N<:> .. .. • • ,. ,. ,. .. .. • • 2 

DK ...... 8 
RA ........ 9 
NA ...... 0 

3 .. Were you encouraged to attend the administrative review you came to 
todc·::-\y? 

Yes ........... 1 CGO TO #3aJ 
Nc ................. 2 tGO TO #3bJ 

D~~ ....... 8 
RA ........ 9 

3b. Who do you feel should be encouraged to attend and 
participate in these reviews? 

( 15 > 

( 16) 

4. Were you encouraged to Q~Cti,l2~t~ (i.e .. , actually take part) in the 
~dminiatrative review tod~y? 

Yes ........... 1 
No. ,. .. ,. ,. ,. .... 2 

D~~ ••.•• 8 
RA •• ., ., • 9 

CGO TO #4mJ 
CGO TO :!+SJ 

( 17) 



( 

4a. In what wayg were you encouraged to p~rticip~te? 
Who encouraged you? 

5. Did you ask any questions during the review tod~y? 

Yes ............ 1 
Ne:> ............ 2 

D~:: .•... 8 
RA ••••• 9 

CGO 'TO #5a.\J 
C(30 TO #6:t 

Sa. Were your question$ answared? 

Yes .............. 1 
No .. 11 •••••••• 2 

D~~ ••• " "8 
RA ••••• 9 
NA ••••• 0 

COMMENT13: 

CDMME:NTS: 

6,. Did you make any comments during the review proces~? 

Yem;,. •••••••.. 1 
No ..••..• ,. ... 2 

r.: 130 TO #6G:\] 
(GO "r□ #t~J 

Yes .••• ,. • " •.. 1 
l\f o ........... 11 2 

D~~ ••••• 8 
RA ...... 9 
NA. " " • II (7.) 

COMMENTS• 

( 18) 

(20) 



7. Were any ch~nges m~da in the propo~~d pl~n b~$~d on your comm~ntM? For 
example, some of the things that were talked ~bout tod~y - i,.e.,, where 
your child is living now, what's going to h~ppen with th~t, numb~r of 
cont~cts with your child's SW, services provided by Hennepin County, 
visits and go~ls for your child. 

Yes n ••••• 11 ••••••••••• 1 
No. 11 ,. •••• ,. •••••• ,. ..... '.2 
Made no ccmments11 .. ,..,.3 

tGO TO #7aJ 
C(30 TO #BJ 
tGO TO #8:l 

7a. What kinds of changes were made? 

8. When you were first told that the admini~tr~tive r~view beard would 
include citizeng, how did you feel about having ~itiienm <pecplm not 
employed by the County> involved in reviewing the c~se? Would you ~ay 
you felt: tREAD CATEGORIESJ 

Very Positive ............ ! 
Positive ............... 2 
Neutral .. 11 ••••••••••••• 3 
Negative ...... 11 ........ 4 
Very l\legcmt.ive •• ■- ........ 5 

DI·< ••••• 8 
F<A ••••• 9 

Ba. Why did you feel this way? 

8b. Now that you've gone through a review in which citizens were 
included, has your view of citizen review boards changed? How? 

Became more positive .......... ! (24) 
Remcmi ned ·r.he ~;ame,.,. ........ ., .. 2 
Bec~me more neg~tive ........... 3 

D►< ...... 8 
RA .• ,. •• 9 



9 .. Do you see any advantages resulting from citizen involvem~nt en r~vi~w 
boards? What ~re they? 

Yes .... ,. •.••••• 1 
'"C) It ■ N ■ • ■ II • ■ .... 2 
Mmybe ............ 3 

DI< ••••• 8 
F~A,. ,. .... 9 

COMMEI\ITS: 

10. Do you see ~ny disadvantage~ or problems r~$ulting from citizen 
involvement on review bo~rd~? Wh~t iii\re they? 

Yes .... ,. •• ,. ..... 1 
N<::> • .. ,. .. • .. ,. ,, ,. • • 2 
Mc:tybe ............ 3 

me .. e 
HA .. ""9 

COMMENTS: 

11. [INTERVIEWER: ASK ONLY IF THE RESPONDENT HAS ATTENDED OTHER REVIEWS 
WHICH DID NOT INCLUDE CITIZEN BOARD MEMBERS - BEE QUESTION #2bJ Ycu 
mentioned e~rlier in the interview that you h~d ~ttended some 
~dministr~tive reviews that did not include citiz~ns en th~ pan~l, hew 
would you compare your experiences with the~e two types cf boards? Fer 
example, which type of review w~s more helpful, ~nd why? [PROBE FOR 
CfJMPARlSCJNSJ 

Other review more helpful ............ 1 
Citizen review more helpful ...... "2 
C~n't decide/Don't know .......... 3 
Both helpful ........................... 4 
Neither helpful .................. 5 

RA ••••• 9 
NA ••••• 0 

Ct1MMEN1"B ft 

12. Fin~lly, do you h~ve any other comment~ you would like to make 
regarding the administrative review process? 

(27) 

That concludes our interview, I'd like to thank you very much for taking the 
time to let us interview you. [INTERVIEWER COMMENTS: USE BACK PAGEJ 
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PARENT AND FOSTER PARENT COMMENTS 

FOSTER PARENTS 

qla. If_eureose_was_not_clear£_eroba_to_find_out_what_thev 
di dn 't_understand_and_what_i nf or-mat i,on_ the'i,,. felt .... thev 
mbould_have_received_but_did_not? 

- I'm not sure. 
it this year. 
year. 

It was last year. We didn't go over 
In part, I'm sure it was clearer l~st 

Being new, I got the imprassior, that "they" J(new what 
it was - reviewing the case - nobody sat down and told 
me what a review was. I just assumed they would go 
through the case - case planning. Would have liked a 
copy of the form they handed out. 

Didn't understand the first time, but understand better 
today 

- I understood it from before. 



3a. How_were_~oy_ancouraqed_Cto_•tt•nd]? 

- Child's social worker. 

- Informed by my social worker. I felt is was important 
to get a foster parent's perspective. 

- Through a letter and my social worker informed me. 

- Received a letter and also talked with the social worker. 
She encouraged us to be here. 

- I · received a letter from the social worker . 1 don't have 
to be encouraged, I think its really important. 

- Sent a letter and a follow-up telephone call to see if 
I was coming today. 

- The case worker sent us letters. Earlier we were never 
informed. 

- A letter informed me. 

- Caseworker informed me over the telephone. 

- Received a letter. 

- Social worker told us and followed up with a letter. 

- Was given an option through my social worker. A 
letter was also received. 

- Social worker. Letter. 

- Letters informed me. Social worker also encouraged 
me. 

- My social worker encouraged me. 

- Social worker sent letter and called. 



3b. 

( 
Who_do_~ou_feel_should_b•_•ncour~g•d_to_Mttand_Mnd 
eartlcieate_iQ_these_raviews? 

- Foster parents. Major caseworkers should be involved. 

- Parent, child, social worker, members from the comm~nity, 
county attorney's office <because they hava some clout.) 

- The social worker, the social worker's supervisor, the 
guardian of the foster child. 

- Social worker, guardians/foster parents, natural parents 
<very important). 

- I feel very strongly that foster parents should attend. 
Too often foster parents are not listened to or even 
encouraged to participate and that's the person with 
the child all the time. Parents should be there also 
I do like the citizen committee. Its encouraging to 
see that many people participating. 

- Ita covered pretty well. We've got citizens, someone 
from the community, foster parents involved, biological 
parents. She did forget in letter, but I reminded her 
- an~ therapists/counselors. I invited my foster child. 
Children should be involved only if they are old enough. 
Teachers or school representatives should be there too. 

- Certainly the parents. Jf in foster care, the foster 
parents should also attend. Also someone from the 
school or placement. Though I see potential problems 
in that some people might be uneasy about speaking them 
them there. Obviously the social worker ~hould be there 
and in a sense those in a position to evaluate the 
circumstances of the child and perhaps be disinterested 
enough to review the placement in an appropriate way. 

- Foster parents. Board members who understand our 
cases (i.e., one who was a student who was knowledge­
able about issues.) 

- Foster parents. Birth parents. Foster child. 

- Foster parents, birth parents, child (not under 12 or 13) 
social worker, supervisor. 

- Foster parent, parent, social worker, supervisor. 

- Child. Foster parent. 

- Foster parents. Volunteers (citizens). 
listen better than county authorities. 

I feel they 



- Natural parents. Foster p~rants (a lot ~re not informed 
about these meetings.) 

- Parent. Foster parent. Child. 

- In part the reviews have been a stressful experience. 
The cases presented usually ~ren't re~olved. Everyone 
involved with the child1 natural parents, foster 
parents, social worker. 



( 
.In_,what __ w.w•_w•r•-~ou_encouragad,M_to~Npartici,pate? ...... Who 
encouraged_:i:ou? 

- The board member• asked us to respond and ask questions. 

- I was asked direct questions from the board and the 
facilitator. 

- The board members asked me direct questions. 

- The board chair asked specific questions of me and other 
members of the panel asked specific questions. Also the 
social worker referred certain questions that could 
better be answered by myself. 

- Asked questions. The unit supervisor of social worker 
would ask a question and social worker would answer if 
it pertained to the child and then he would ask "is 
that true" and direct the question t.oward me mnd I wo1.1l d 
answer "yes, that's true,." 

- Citizen review member asked me a que9tion. Social worker 
asked me a question. 

- Board asked us to offer our information that happened 
within our house, so I offered a lot of input,. I felt 
that I know more than the social worker at-i~ut my foster 
child's real mother. 

The facilitator and the supervisor were very encouraging. 

- A review board member encouraged all parents and foster 
parents to participate. 

- I was asked questions by the social worker and the 
independent reviewer. 

- Chairman asked me direct questions. 

- The social worker's supervisor (moderator) asked me 
questions about my son's problems. 

- Asked questions. Everyone did. 

- The facilitator from the board askad many questions and 
made me feel very important. And my concerns were well 
taken and responded to. 

- They listened to me. 



- Juat gave some information. 

- When I didn't understand a question on the form. 

- Just a couple. The review was explained very well 
so there was no naad to ask many questions. 

5a. Were __ ;tour __ guest i,ons .... answered? 

- Very much so! A lot of good suggestions were offered. 

- They weren't all answered to my liking, but yas they were 
all answered. 

- Yea, but not all to the point of my liking. No actions 
w•re immadiataly taken. 

- Very well answered. 

- Although nothing seemed to change. 

- Whan I asked a question, I was answered with~ question. 
Nothing was resolved. 

- The responses were unclear bec~ume the citizen~ did not 
known the legalities of foster c~ra ~nd tha MR popul~tion 
They weren't familiar with the system. 

- To a small dmgree. 



6a. 

( 
Were_~o~r_comments_listened_to? 

- Again, m~ny ideas were discussed but no action was taken 
after the review. This was frustrating to me. 

- Short discussions followed the comments that I made. 

- I think they've seen our commitment. The child has been 
with us over three years. 

- They were noted --- especially by the mother. 

- For sure. 

- I felt very much a part of the process. 

- Very much so. 

- I brought in a bid for a worker to continue working 
with my son. They listened, but not very much action 
was taken. 

- Reflected appropriately. I was impressed with the 
citizens' responses. They were very caring people and 
were very interested in my son. 



7a. What_kind_of_changes_ware_m~de? 

- I •ttended two reviews under this system and felt very 
frustrated; although they were good, they wera net power­
ful (in other words they didn't push to get things done.) 
Fer e~ample, the termination of p~rental rights could 
have gone to court, but no action was taknn. I question 
their clout. 

- The moving out of our home and into another setting ~nd 
the type of setting and the extra needs he needs (psych 
testing). These have been written into the order and 
are in the process of being done. 

- My issues were well-taken and reflected upon. 

A lot has changed. The mother has decided she is going 
to give up her rights. I don't know if it was a quick 
or thought our decision, but a lot of people from the 
community had spoke up about the children telling the 
people that they did not want to go home with her 

- Since I know the real mother, sugge~tions I m~da wer~ 
realistic. I felt I could relate better to the 
problems than the SW because I knew more. 

- Social worker brought up TPR. 

- Not much was changed. It seemed like everyone waB 
satisfied with the status quo. 

- Will help support us more •nd come up with more definite 
pl•n (house rules). 



( 
- I'm impressed with citizen involvement because I feel 

more action will take place. The citizens are part of 
the community who also want changes -to occur. I think 
they'll get the ball rolling. 

- The more people who know about it, tha better. I feel 
that citizens should know their rights and the power 
that they do have. I feel they are a bit overwhelmed 
by their power and don't exercise it. 

- If you're not involved in the system, you don't know 
what's going on. This broadened others' awareness of 
foster cara issues. 

- Because its our county. The more people are involved 
the mora and better balanca we have throughout our 
whole community. It• encouraging to sea participation 
and c~ring for children and families 

- I think for citizens or .persons who do not know anything 
about the•• cases to come in here ~nd help with the 
decision-making is good and good for the children 

- We need someone out the the Hennepin County system and 
without an emotional relationship with the child to 
help with decisions. 

- Because sometimes I feel its too bureaucratic. With 
the involvement of citizens who aren't wrapped up in 
the system. Their comments are refreshing and 
important. 

It• essential in life to have outside observers, 
because not only do they offer nonobjective suggestions, 
but they become educated in the issues. 

- This gave them a chance to get involved. My disagree­
ments were listened to and they gave me the opportunity 
to voice many of my personal opinions. 

- I think some people outside the agency can carry some 
clout when needed. Helps kids getting lost in the 
shuffle. 

- They need another outlook other than what tha staff 
work with everyday. 

- The purpose of the review as changed and needs to be 
more clearly defined for citizens. 

- Seemed "for" the child. Seemed to know what they 
were doing. 

/ 



- Because we've always had trouble with county authorities. 
They brought about many new ideas and the comments were 
very nonobjective. 

- Just felt it was accepted practice. 

- Naw ~nd interesting comments were mada. 
learning experience. 

It was a good 



9. 
( 

l 

Do_~ou_see_an~_advantagea_resulting_from_citi.zen 
involvement_on_review_boards? __ Wh~t-•re_the~? 

- The more tuned - tha syatam will get with citizens 
involved. More things will get accomplished with 
the community being educated to these issues. 

- After while, when one works in the system, thoughts 
and ideas become hardened. By having new people 
attend new ideas are introduced. Also it makes them 
more aware. 

- I think the outside citizens become more aware of 
problems auch as personal placements for these foster 
children. 

- Accountability of •ocial worker and CP to the aystem. 
Another method of holding people accountable for what 
they should be doing, what we should be doing, to help 
children and their families. 

- I don't think its right to leave it totally up to 
Hennepin County to make the deciaion regarding plac~ment. 

- Offers a different perspective and in a sense advocates 
for the child. 

- To bring somaone new in who is not involved in the 
system. Their ideas should be highly considered. 

- To oversee the movement of birth parents in refflching 
their goals and in personal planning. 

- They gave us a chance to discuss matters about our 
child. Issues concerning sending our foster child 
back to his natural parents were not favored. 

- Have an objective opinion. They asked questiong that 
clarified the situation. 

- Can be more objective than social worker and foster 
parants. Impartial. 

- It was refreshing to have an unbiased opinion irom 
the citizens and their intentions ware good. 

- People who ara not directly involved offer a lot of 
new insights. Thay are unbiased and neutral. Show 
no fMvoritism to either sida. 



10. Do_~ou_see_an~_di sadvantages_or _0r0bl ems.'"resul.ti n<L.f rom 
citi;aa_invglvement_on_review_boards? __ What_are_they? 

- C•n't ••Y anough good things about it. 

- None. 

- Power issue. Must ba able to stand up for what they 
baliava and take action. This has not been proven 
yet. 

- If it got into pol i ti c:s. If peopl et got voted in and 
say we're going to terminate parental rights and sand 
kid• out to be adopted. 

- Only that some people might feel threatened by it. 
Soma people are very closed regarding private f~mily 
matters and might f•el that the increased number of 
peopla involved is a thraat. 

- I like the idea of outsiders being involved in the 
board. 

Intrusion of my privacy, because they really h~d no 
previous knowledge of these situations. The ffldvice 
thay gave appeared to be very psychotherapeutic. 

- Got a cross-section of opinions. Felt sympathy and 
encouragement. 

- Bring out new facts. As they say, "Two hecii\ds cii\re 
better than one. 11 Brought out new idems. 

- These citizans really seemed to care tor the foster 
children. Their feelings went a lot deeper than the 
county authorities (who appear to bounce them around.) 



1 1 . 

( 
How_would_~ou_come•r•_•xeeriences_on_the_two_typ~•-of 
boards? __ For_examele£_which_tyQe_of_raview_was_more 
heleful_and_wh~? 

- The two others that didn't include citizens we just 
went through a checklist and the administrator solely 
ran it. There was no talking or interaction amongst 
each other. No valuable input was obtained. Very 
upsetting. 

[Citizen reviewJ is much more informative. It gets 
fresh ideas and viewpoints of how things are moving 
and how child is moving, parents are relating to 
their children, how foster parents need to move. 

- Be nice to know how they chose citizens. The ones I've 
been to it seems like they do what they're trying to 
accomplish. 

- I think it can be positive if they have permission to 
enter. Permission from everyone involved. SWs 
and other professions may feel resentful if they just 
pop in and ask questions. Any time someone from the 
outside is involved I can see someone resenting it. 
I'm not one of them 

- [Citizen reviews more helpfulJ when citi.zens are 
involved. 

Objective. 

- It tended to be more a group therapy with citizens in­
stead of an administrative review. No major objectives, 
but the purpose of the review was changed. Its frustrat­
ing to me to listen to these bureaucratic meetings. I 
only reason I go is for my foster daughter to see her 
mother. 



12. Finall~£_do_~ou_have_any_other_comment•_~ou_would_l,ike_to 
m~ke_regarding_the_admi,nistrative_review_procesa? 

- No. Although a definite follow-up should be done within 
tha first month after the review. 

- I think it would be very good for the County to contact 
foster parents about the reviews; where they will take 
place and when (if this is not already being done). The 
only way I was informed was through my social worker. 

- None, except I'd like to see some action taken. Since the 
review I've seen no changes or follow-ups. This is very 
discouraging. 

- Just like to see it in other counties. We work with~ 
couple of other counties that do not. We'd like to see 
more participation. Its so bad in some counti8B we're 
not even informed of any discussion or encourag~d to 
attend. 

- Its a good idea. I wonder if it would have made more 
of a difference if we could hMve attended earlier, but 
we were never informed until recently. 

- I encourage the legislature to continue having citi~ens 
on the board. Its great for all parties involved. 

- I hope the project . is kept. Let me know if I can help. -

- Very positive. The review made everyone f~al good. 
Sometimes it isn't so much with regular county workers. 
I could see concern for the client and child. It really 
showed. Tha citizens do not represent an authority 
figure. They really talk to you. 

- The forms that were used are not important to me and its 
not my responsibility to fill them out. 

- I would like to see the review board continua with 
citizens. Its nica to ba asked question• from people 
on the outside. 

- I enjoy the review meetings and I think four or five 
members is a good number of have on the board. 

- The process is getting better. I've had the child and 
his brothers since 1978 or '79. ·They've placed the kids 
and they just stayed there. There were no reviews. The 
social worker would - come out once in a while or would 
come if I called (you know, had problems) and there were 
some meetings, but nothing like a review where a plan was 
discussed step-by-step like they do now. Yes, the 
process is getting better. 



( 
NATURAL PARENTS 

qia. If_eureose_was_not_clear£_erobe_to_find_o~t _what_they 
didn't_understand_and_what_information_the~_falt_thev 
should_have_receivad_but_did_not? 

- A review on how effectively the system worked was the 
purpose that was explained to everyone --- after the 
review. I definitely questioned it. 

- My state of mind that day was not clear and my emotional 
state was poor. 

The letter was fuzzy in explaining the overall purpose 
and I don't believe it was spelled out before the review. 



3a. How_were_~ou_encouraged_tto_attendJ? 

- Social worker informed me. Sot a letter. 

- Social worke~ sent a letter and I got a call (but I 
was out of town. 

- A latter through the mail informed me. 

- Child protection said it was mandatory. 

- Letter from social worker said it would be essential to 
be there. 

- Letter. Through communication with our social worker. 

- A latter. 

- Letter informing me. The social worker. 

- Sent a latter by CPS workarM I was ancouraged to come 
but it wasn't necessary. It was left up to me. 

- Child's social worker invited us by letter and phone 
call. 

- A letter informed me. My social worker told me about 
it. 



Jb. 

( 
Who_do_~ou_feel_should_ba_•ncourMqed_to_att•nd_•nd 
e~cti~ie!t~_in_tb@!@_C@Yll~i? 

- Parants/guardian, social worker. 

- Only people half way knowledgeable about what it means 
to have a MR child or in the system of what people go 
through - they structures they work with. If you take 
anybody off the street or even the most wall meaning 
person and put them in a chair you end up being their 
educator, not someone whose there to help you or to 
oversee what's going on. Parent, social worker resident 
people should be there. 

- There should be an organization that deals with families 
and how they are affected by the social service's 
decisions. Certain accusations were made which were 
false and people (the social worker) who attend should 
have facts and evidence before proposing accus~tions. 

- Foster parents, the child protection worker. 

- Foster parent, natural parent, the foster child. 

- Parents. Anyone working closely with my child. Citizens 
(the community.) 

- Whoever is involved with the child's well-being and bene­
fits the child. The social worker. The parents (natural 
and foster. 

- Natural parents. Foster parents. 

- All people involved in the case. Soci~l worker, 
supervisor, foster parent and parents (myself). 

- Biological and foster parents, counselor Genesis II 
program should have come, but she didn't. Gu~rdian 
ad litem, I suppose. 

- Parents, social worker. I don't know the positions of 
the others, but they're all involved in the child's 
placement, so I assume that it was important for them 
to be there. Someone from the school was invited but 
couldn't attend. The social worker has been at the 
parent-teacher conference so that part was covered OK. 

- Foster mother. Natural parents (at least one). Social 
worker. Supervisor. 



4a. In_what_wa~•-were_~ou_encouraged_to_particip~ta? __ Who 
encouraged_~ou? 

- The conductor of the board asked many questions. 

- My social worker always encourages input. She's never 
made me feel like you're not part of what's going on or 
we've got control. The letter mmde that pretty clear. 
I was asked some questions, but not many ... like before. 

- The board leader asked tha group many questions. 

- The board member5 and my child protection worker. 

- People on the board asked me questions. 

- It was a very informal approach. Everyone from the bomrd 
encouraged the entire group to interact. 

The board members wera vary encouraging. 

- I was questioned by the citizens. My foster child also 
encouraged to participat•. I was very pl~~sed with this. 

- Asked questions by some of the people. I felt it was 
necessary to answer regarding by feelings on some of the 
things they were talking about. 

- The letter was encouraging to me. 
spelled out the pros and cons. 

It specificmlly 



5. 

( 

( 

Did_~ou_ask_an~_questions_during_thn_raview? 

- Issue was about my child ste~ling money and concerns 
about school. 

Were_your_guestions_answered? 

- Our question why visit~tion rights were cut off were not 
answered. 

I w~s asked many questions concerning our child's well 
-being. 



6a. Wera_your_commants_listened_to? 

- Sure. The board came back with a lot of good responses. 

- A little bit about my child's background so they know 
where he's coming from. He's always had Sharon as a 
social worker, so there's nothing to fill in with her. 

- Our needs were looked at and acted upon after the meet­
ing. She was admitted to a mental health facility as m 
direct result of this meeting. Also, she was taken off 
meds that were not needed. 

- I recall that a discussion followed after I commented on 
something. 

- Yes. I enjoyed the responses the citizens gave. 

- The issue of not being paid enough for being a foster 
parent was discussed and wall ~greed on. 

- Something said about my son helped to ch~nge the plans 
regarding giving him up. 

- I talked a lot about my feelings ~nd son ~nd his f~ther. 

Very definitely. Very interested in le~rning about the 
school. We like it and the social worker h~s been there 
and likes it. These other people were int~rested in 
learni~g about the school, so I talked about it. 

- I was concerned about my child's age. Now that he's 
turned 18 he's no longer involved in Hennepin County. 



7a. 

( 
What_kind_of_changes_were_mada? 

- We were looked on as a family with naeds and were not 
ignored. 

- Have been thinking about giving up my kids. 

- At least I never heard of any. 

- Agreements were made to have better communication between 
foster parents and natural parents --- having closer 
contacts about child's social life. 

- Everything is going the way it is supposed to happen now, 
except for I brought up fact that the f~ther is going to 
get out of prison and Hennepin County is going to work 
with me on that. 

- I've been sati~fied with the placement. I didn't ask 
that any changes be made. At this time all of her 
needs are being met very well. 

- Since my child constantly got in trouble, action would 
only be taken if it was reported within 90 days. If not, 
these incidents would not be followed through on. 



- I p•raonally wondered why they had to be there. lT 
Hennepin County wanted them thar• I don't objact 
because I have nothing to hide. 

- I guess I thought it was probably a good idea. I didn't 
feel threatened but I wasn't overjoyed" I thought, ''it 
sounds like one more time to tell the story.'' You tell 
the story over and over again. 

- [Citizen review] is more comfortable ~nd they m~kM you 
feel you are not alo~e with your problem~" The commenta 
made by outsiders were not biased and opinionated. 

- Due to the specific personal m~tters, I did not like the 
idea of strangers giving suggestions and advice about 
issues they have no knowledge of. 

- Because it was our business and didn't involve the 
outside public. I felt as if my priv~cy w~s b~ing 
violated. 

- Because its geed for them to be concerned ~bout where 
their taxes are going to. They're also being made aw~re 
of related issues concerning fo~ter c~re. Their id~~B 
were non-objective CsicJ. It was great" 

- It brings thasa issuas out in the open" The public new 
has a better underst~nding of foster care i~sue• th~t 
they would never h~ve been subjected to otherwise" 

- To have someone of the committee or board say something. 
The kind of questions they ask. 

Because I felt it was good to have someone in there who 
didn't know everything that w~s going on and could hear 
both sides and form an unbiased opinion 

- Because I'm happy to share what is being done for my 
child at the school. I'm so excited that she is 
receiving OT and PT, which no doctor recommended. 

- Its nice to have an outside point of view, but they don't 
get the whole picture of all problems that are related to 
each case from sitting in on one review. 



9. 

( 
Do_~ou_see_an~_Mdvantagas_rnaulting_from_citizen 
inyolv.ement_on_review_boardg? __ What_@re_the~? 

- No. They ask basic questions. They should know. 
I've been through it with doctors and social workers. 
Some of it is pretty tender. The questions were pretty 
insensitive, like "what does an institution have to offer 
that you don't. 11 They weren't informed. They don't 
understand what its like to have an MR child. 

- The social worker must account for the things they've 
done and must answer to where he received his inform­
ation. More facts are brought out when citizens are 
involved. 

- Definitely. Comments and concerns were refreshing and 
inviting, but I'd like to see a follow-up of action. 

- They now have a better and broader understanding of the 
social services. How different each cas~load is. 

- They now have a better understanding of what foster 
parents go through. Job ethics seem to over-rule. 
Having nonemployed people en the board, opinions were 
very non-objective. 

- I t~ink things were looked at more fairly. 

- They learn from parent more about the facility where 
placed and there's a genuine interest on the p~rt of 
these people in learning more about all these facilities. 

- People who come in once don't see the whole picture 
of what is really happening. 



10. Do_~ou_aee_•n~_disadvantagaa_or_eroblams_r••ul,ting_from 
~itil~D-lD~9l~gmfflnt_gQ_Cft~l@~-~gic~!2--~bit_tt!_tb!~? 

- You could really shake up a sensitive par&on if they have 
just placed a child and you bring in an outsider to be 
judging again. They problam is that there is not enough 
information before hand and its hard on a sensitive 
parent. 

- It doesn't make any difference to me who attends. I 
Just go along with the flow of things. 

- My husband became angry because he thought he was being 
judged --- which he has been in the past. 

- There are possibilities of running into these citizens 
after the meeting and I don't like the fact that they 
have knowledge about personal things occurring in my 
life. 

- Many of their comments were silly. They wanted to t~ke 
parent rights away from us. They don't really know 
what's going on. 

Its a good idea to involve the community in such issues. 

- I can't imagine there would be any. 

- Its difficult for thesa people to draw conclusions about 
issues that they have no previous knowledge-of. 



11. 

(. 

How_would_~ou_compara_ex?•riancas_on_th•_two_t~ea•_of 
boards? __ For_eKamele~_whi;b_t~pe_of_reylew_wa,_more 
helpful _and ,~,wh~? 

- [The administrative reviewersJ asked more pertinent and 
sensitive questions and rightfully so --- they knew the 
child and his background. 

- More open. Many citizens asked me questions which 
really enlightened me. 



12. Finall~i_do_~ou_have_any_other_comments_~ou_would_like_to 
maka_raqarding_the_administrativa_review_process? 

- Today's meeting was quick. The first one was long and it 
got pretty static in the room because tha social worker 
knew thesa people were asking~ lot of questions. Maybe 
someone told them or maybe they leMrned. 

It should baa reviaw for social service •dministration 
as well as for us. 

- None. Although daughter was afraid that I might want to 
give her up too. 

- Foster parents don't get paid enough for their services. 
I feel more people would get involved if they would. 
These concerns should be looking into more. 

- I'm very impressed with tha way Hennepin County is 
handling these reviews (including citizens). I'm glad 
to be part of the process. 

The child's benefit could be improved by having citi~~n~ 
on the board. 

- I think its a good idea that they have it becau~e of 
reasons I said before. Its in the child's best interest. 

- I'm impressed that the county follows-up &o closely on 
placement of children. There's a rmal concern that the 
child be placed appropriately. 

- I feel these reviews are very good to have because 
problems occur with my child. Its good to know that 
action can be taken from tha county to prevent him 
from being institutionalized. 



( 

f~ p p f:❖~ n d 1 H H 

Ch :i l dn:,m ' ti ln'l':.(,7.H"'Vi <·~W i:kl··1(i-n:lu.l. tt~ 



( 

( 

Hennepin County Foster C~re Revi~w Proj~ct 

Questions for Children in Foster C~re Attending Review~ 

CHILD'S NAME; 

CASE NUMBER: 

MODEL NUMBER: 

INTERVIEWER: 

COMPLETION DATE: 

CARD 1 ( 1) 

(2-9) 

( 10) 

********************************************************************* 

I N'TRODUCT I rJN 

You h~ve just ~ttended an ~dministrative review, and we would like to ~pend 
Just~ few minutes with you to find out what you thought of that meetingu 

1. H~ve you been ~sked to come to~ review before? 

Yes. 11 • " ,. •••• 11 1 
Ne.') ... 11 •••••••• 2 

o~:: • ■ • II • 8 
RA •••• 11 9 

2. Did you ~sk ~ny questions during the review today? 

Yes ............ 1 CGO TO #2aJ 
No ........... 112 [GO TO #3J 

DK ... 11 •• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

2a,. Were your question$ answered? 

Yes ............. 1 
No,. .......... 2 

DK ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 
NA ••••• 0 

COMMF.rnTSn 

COMMENTS: 

( 1 ) 

( 11 ) 

( 1. '.2) 

( 13) 



3. Did you make any comments during the review process? 

Yes .......... 1 CG□ TO #3~J 
No ••••••••••• 2 CGO TO #4:1 

DK ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

3a. Were your comments listened to? 

Y •1s ••..••..•• 1 
No . .......... 2 

I>K ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 
NA ••••• 0 

COMME'.NTSD 

COMMENTSn 

( 14) 

( 15) 

3b. Were ~ny changes m~d~ in your pl~n b~sed en ycur ccmm~nts? Fer 
ex~mple, some of the thingM th~t were talk~d ~bout tod~y - i"a", 
where you're living now, wh~t'u going to h~ppen with th~t, number 
of contact~ with your SW, ~ervices provided by Hennepin County, 
visits and goals for you. 

Yes ........... 1 
l~o ............ 2 

J:)~~ ••••• 8 
RA •• "". 9 
NA ••• "" 0 

4. Were you ~sked wh~t you thought? 

Yes ••••• " ••.. 1 
No . .......... 2 

o~:: ft II ■ ■ II 8 
RA •• 11 •• 9 

( 16) 

( :L 7) 



S. Do you think your being at the rMviaw made ~ny diffar•nca? 

Yes ........... 1 
No . .......... 2 

DK .••.• 8 
RA ...... 9 

COMMEN'T'Sa 

( 18) 

6. Were you uncomfort~ble because there were people on the bo~rd who don't 
work for the county? 

Yes ............ 1 CGO TO #61mJ 
No ........... 2 [GO TO #7J 

DK .•.•. 8 
r~A . .... 9 

6a. Why were you uncomfortable? Whii\t m~de you feel 
Ltnc:omfortabl e? 

( 19) 

1 
7. Do you think ~ny good or b~d things ~~ppened for you because there were 

people who didn't work for the county on your review bo~rd? Wh~t were 
they? 

COMMENTS a 

_____ Good things 

( 21) 



8. Are there any other things you would like to s~y about reviews tc the 
people who are in charge? Any particular things you like or don't like 
~bout the reviews? 

INTERVIEWER COMMENTS: 

( 4) 
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Pr-c:,gr-a.m 

501 Park 
Minneapolis, 

< 6 1 2 > 

Dear Interested Party: 

Avenue South 
Minnesota 55415 
348-7811 

For a little over a year now, Hennepin County and the State of 
Minnesota have been conducting a project called the "Hennepin County 
Foste•r Care Review Project," to e>:amine what effects there might be 
when persons who do not work for Hennepin County are included on 
administrative review boards for children in foster care. The Program 
Evaluation Resource Center has been asked to find out what people 
think about this, and if there have been any changes for people since 
this project started. 

Since you have attended an administrative review as an interested 
party for a child <or children) in foster care which included citizen 
review members, we would like to ask you a few questions about your 
experiences. I encourage you to participate, since it is only through 
getting information from persons who participated in the process that 
we can understand how people feel about this project. 

Please complete the enclosed survey and return it to the Program 
Evaluation Resource Center in the enclosed envelope by September B, 
1986. Individual names of people who answer the questions will not be ___ _ 
used. The answers you give to this survey will be put together with 
answers from many other people. Grouping answers this way will help 
give us an overall picture of how people feel about this project. 
Your answers will not be given to project staff, review board members, 
your caseworker or anyone else. The individual answers will be seen 
by the evaluators only, and we are not connected in any way with 
either Hennepin County or the State of Minnesota. 

If you have attended several reviews in the last year and need 
further information regarding which revie1r.1s were included in the 
project, please feel free to call me at the Program Evaluation 
Resource Center. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy E. Larsen 
Project Evaluator 



( Hennepin County Foster Care Review Project 

CAf~D 1 
!I) 

( 1) 

( :..:~ •- :~;) 

Questions for lntere~ted Persons Attending Fo~ter C~re Revi~w~ 

ROLE: 

M(Jl)EL NUMBEF~ 1 

COMPLETION DATE: 

********************************************************************** 

1. Did you understand the Admini$trative Review proce~~, that i~~ wa~ 
the purpose made clear to you? 

Yes, very cle~r .... " ........ " .. 1 
Yes, somewhat clear" ............. 2 
Unsure/Don't know ................. 3 
No, somewhat unclear ............. 4 
No, very uncle~r ................. 5 

RA ......... 9 

1a. If purpose w~s not cle~r, wh~t didn't you underst~nd? 
What information did you feel you ~hould h~ve rec~ived? 

2. H~ve you ~ttended other ~dminimtr~tive r~view~? 

Yfi11 ............. 1 ((30 TfJ #2aJ 
No . ............. 2 CIF NO, GO TO #JJ 

OK ...... 8 
RA ••••• 9 

, .. _., ..::.m. About hew many reviews have you ~ttended? 

( 1 ) 

( 7) 



I . 

2b. Were any of the reviewffl th~t you ~ttended in tha p~~t NOT 
conducted by th'-! Foster Care Review F•rc::,jer.:~7.? tThes(l3 rf~views 
would have occurred prior to Miii\y 1905 ~nd would not h~ve 
included citizen review board members] 

·v es . . " ....... j, 
l\lo . .......... 2 

me .... s 
RA •• "". 9 
NA ••••• 0 

( 1i) 

3. Were you encourmged to ~ttend the ~dmini$trative review you c~me 
to? 

Yes .......... 1 CGO TO #3aJ 
No ............ 2 tGO TO #3bJ 

D~~ •.••• 8 
RA ...... 9 

3b. Who do you feel should be ~ncour~ged to iii\ttend ~nd 
particip~te in thege review~? 

4. Were you enco~r~ged to Q~Ctl;1eit~ (i.e., ~ctu~lly t~ke p~rt) 
in the administrative review? 

Yes .... " ...... 1 
No ............. 2 

I:H< ••••• 8 
RA. " • " • 9 

CC➔O TO #4mJ 
CGO ·ro #SJ 

( 2) 

< 12 > 



( 

4a " In what ways were you encour~ged to p~rticip~tffl? 
Who encouraged you? 

5. Did you ~•k any question• during tha r~view? 

Y :F.tfl&" ............ 1 
No . ... ,. ...... 2 

n~~ ..... s 
RA ••••• 9 

CGO T() #5<iAJ 
tGO TO #6J 

~a. Were your questions answered? 

Yes .•.•.• ,. .... 1 
No . .......... 2 

D~~ •••• " 8 
RA. ,. •• ,, 9 
NA ••••• 0 

COMMF.rNTSa 

CClMMEN'T'S: 

6. Did you make any commentg during th~ review precess? 

Yes ................. 1 
No II • II .. 11 ........ 2 

m< ..... s 
RA .... 11,. 9 

C(30 TO #6aJ 
CGO ·ro #8] 

6~. Were your comment~ liwtened to? 

Yes. ,. ••.• ,. " .. 1 
l\lo. II ••••• II ,, •• 2 

DK. 11 ..... 8 
RA • • II II " (~ 

NA ...... 0 

( 3) 

COMMENi'Sa 

( 17) 



1 .. 

l 

7. Were any ch~nges m~de in the propos~d pl~n baM~d on your ccmm~ntm? 
For ex~mple, some of the things th~t might h~v~ b~mn included in~ 
pl~n are: where th~ child ia living now, wh~t·~ going to h~pp~n 
with th~t, the number of cont~ct$ betwe~n tha child ~nd the 
child's Social Worker, ~ervices to bQ provid~d to tha f~mily by 
Hennepin County, and visits and goals for the child ~nd f~mily. 

Yelm • •.•••.••.•.•.•••• 1 
l~o ••••••••.••••••• 11 11 • 2 
Made no comments ..... 3 

CGO TCl 1ij7iii\J 
CGO TO #SJ 
CG□ TO #BJ 

7a11 What kinds of changes were made? 

( 4) 



( 

l~SIBUCilQNS~ PLEASE USE THE GRID BELOW TO ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
SEVEN QUESTIONS. CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER QLIESTIONw . 

QUESTIONS STRONBLY SOHENHAT NEITHER SOHENHAT STRONSLY 
___________________________________________________ ABREE ________ A8REE __________________ DJSA6REE ___ "_DISA6REE _____ q# 

Citiztn R1vi1w Board 111b1r1 d110n1tr1t1d 2 3 4 5 (19) 
knoMltdgt and und1r1tanding of 
th, 1d1ini1trativ1 rtvie" process. 

Citizen Revitw Board 111ber1 d11on1trat1d 2 3 4 5 (21) 
knowl1dg1 and und1r1tanding of the 
1ub1titut1 c1r1 sy1t11. 

Citiztn R1vi1" Board 111b1r1 d110nstrat1d 2 4 (21) 

knowledge and und1rstanding of th, 
ltgal 1yste1 as it is involved in 
foster care i ssiJes, (The11 include 
TPR, court-ordtrtd goals, 1B 10nth reviews) 

Citizen Revie~ Board 1e1ber'1 qu11tion1 2 3 4 (22) 
were relevant ta the handling of the 
ca111 in which you "ere involvtd, 

Citizen Review Board 1e1ber'1 question, 2 3 4 5 (23) 

de1on1tr1ted 1en1itivity ta persons 
and circu11tanc11 involved in tht ca11, 

Citizen Review Board 1e1b1r1 d11on1trat1d 2 3 4 5 (24) 
a respectful attitude toward the parties 
atttnding th, r1vi1w1. 

Citizen RevitN Board 1e1bers' rec0111nd1tion1 2 3 4 5 (25) 
w1r1 r1l1vant and practical ta the ca11 
situation, 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

15. Use the space below to make addition~l comments regarding the 
areas of citizen review board functioning that you rated fer the 
above seven questions. Both positive and negative comments and 
examples are important in the evaluation of this project~ 

( 5) 



15. 

16. 

COMMENTS CONTINUED: 

Wh~:!11 you wc~re ·first tcJl d 
WOLll d inc:lL1de r.:iti~ens, 
( peop 1 ~:e not employed by 

Wo1"1l d YOLI say 

Very Poid ti ve .. 
Poi!iitive,,,. " .... 
Nt-:i1..1tral .. . " 
Negative. . " " " . " 
Very Neqati ve .. 

yOLl felt.= 

II II II ■ • " 1 . " . .. • '.2 
N •• ti W • " :3 . . " . " . ".,4 

" . . . .. .. r.~ 
D~~ •••• ,. 8 
RA ••••• 9 

thMt the c:admi r, i !iltraAt i. vc:11 revi <·iW bor11'"d 
how did YOLI ·f €~el cmb r.:>1 .. 1 t. h~ving r.: i t. i ~ en m) 
the Co1..mty) i rwol ved in revi fJWi ng <:: iii ~i (:/J j:i)? 

(26) 

Why did you feel this w~y? 

( 6) 



( 

16b. Now that you've gone through a review in which citizens 
ware included, h~~ your view of citiien r~vi~w bo~rd~ 
changed? How? 

Became more positive .......... 1 
f~emai ned the fiiJAme • •••••••••••• 2 
Became more nagative .......... 3 

DK ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

17. Do you sea any ~dvantages resulting from citizen involv~ment en 
review bo~rds? What ~re they? 

Yes •.••..•••• 1 
No . .......... 2 
Maybe ........ ~!. 

D~~ ••••• 8 
RA ••••• 9 

COMMEN'1"S1 

18. Do ybu ~ee any dis~dv~ntages or problems resulting from citizen 
involvement on review boards? What are th~y? 

Y•!s. " ........ 1 
No . .......... 2 
Mi\ybe. N •••••• ~; 

DK. 11. 8 
RA ••• 9 

COMMENTS• 

(29) 

19. CANSWER ONLY IF YOU HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN REVIEWS THAT HAVE NOT 
INCLUDED CITIZEN BOARD MEMBERS] How would you comp~rm your 
experiences with ~dmini~trative reviews th~t did •nd did not 
include citizens? For ex~mple, which type of revi~w Wff~ mer~ 
helpful, and why? 

COMMENTS a 

Other review more helpful ........ 1 
Citizen review more helpful ...... 2 
Can't decide/Don't know .......... 3 
Bot h he l p f '-' l . . .. . . ,. . . " . .. . . . . .. . . . . . 4 
Ne i th er he l pf u 1 ............... 11 •• 5 

RA ...... 9 
NA ••••• 0 

( 7) 



21. 

Do you think that citi~en lnvolvemant on review boards $hould be 
mmmdat.ed'? 

Yes. 
No .. 

. " ..... . . 1 ....... . . 2 
DK ••••• 8 
RA . .... 9 

Why or why not? 

Finally, 
rt!gardi ng 

do you have ~ny other comments you would 
the ~dministr~tive review proces~? 

t:.o 

Thank you very much for t~king thm time to complet~ our survey. 

( 8) 

(. 



COMMENTS OF INTERESTED PARTIES WHO 
( ATTENDED FOSTER CARE REVIEW BEBBIONS 

q 1 a. l ·f m .. QLlreose~_Wc::\S,J'tOt _,c: 1 ear ·'- ·~·probr.~ .. - t .o.,_ f i nd ..... out, .... what 
d i,dn.:t .. YOL1, .... under,mt and? ttN .... Whim t '"_i_n·f prmmt i,on ..... do ..... vou .... ·f,+:~el .. .. ,.. Y<:>u 
should_hmve_recelved_but_dld_not? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER= 

(016) - I was not sure of the citi~en'~ role in the proc~sa ~t 
first, whether they would ch~nge placement or not. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM: 

(013) - EHcept for the "citizens 11 ii\\..tthority" 

( 1) 



PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER1 

(001) - Letter and SW call. 

(006) - Letters, mo~tly. Occ~mionMl c~llM from th~ ~oci~l 
worker. 

(007) - Letter. Social worker contact" 

(011) - Supervi~or required attendance, per county policy~ 

(016) - C~lled by SW ~nd letter. 

(019) - Letters and calls" 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM: 

(003) - Letters. 

(009) - Letter. 

(010) - Letters and cmll from SW. 

(012) - Letter. Call from social worker. 

(013) . - Phone c~lls 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFFa 

(008) - Letters and the social worker c~lled. 

(014) - Invited by letter. 

(015) - County social worker called and attempted to 
schedule review taking into consideration my 
schedule. Also mailed letter. 

PSYCHOLOGIST: 

(004) - Phone call and letter from soci~l worker. 

(2) 



( PROBATION OFFICER: 

(002) - I was primary on the ca.se and the review w;as set abol.\nd 
my availability. It was discussed by phone. 

ATTORNEY= 

(018) - The social worker encouraged me to attendN 

( 3) 



3b. Who_do_you_feffll_Mhould_ba_encowragffld_to_~tt~ndL.and 
part i c i,Pate ... in.,. these~_rev:l,w,w,s? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER1 

(001) - P~rents and child ~nd foster c~re per~onn~l (r~pra­
sent~tives from residential tre~tment progr~mM only 
when presence is neee~s~ry to detsrmine pl~ns.) 

(006) - All persons involved in the child's tr~~tment plan 
(foster parent, therapist, etc.) 

(007) - Foster parents, foster child, n~tural p~rants, SW, 
priv~te agency SW if ~pplic~bl~. 

(011) - Yes, ~s the active so~i~l worker it is impossible 
not to conduct a proper review unless you ~ttend. 

(016) - Client, SW, parents, foster p~rents. 

(019) - foster parents, foster child, all SW's with program 
perhaps ther~pists. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM= 

(003) - Everyone was present who was needed" 

(010) - Child protection worker, p~rents, gu~rdi~n ~cl litem, 
Hennepin County Child protection Supervi~or, and fost~r 
p~rent~ if po~~ibla" 

(012) - Parents, fo9ter p~rentm, social worker, gu~rdi~n ad 
1 item. 

(013) - Guardi~ns, p~rentw. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF1 

(005) - Depends on the purpo~e of the r~vi~w ~nd wh~t n~ed~ to 
be discu~sed" I would only like to be there if it wauld 
be valu~ble or necess~ry. 

(008) - P~rents, guardians, group home/foster home represent­
~tives, when ~ppropri~te the re~ident" 

(014) - Soci~l worker, supervi~or, parents, repre~entative 
from placement, guardi~n ~d litem. 

(015) - Parents, foster parent~, therapi$t or tre~tment pro­
vider, child - if mge appropri~te. 
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( MINORITY ADVOCATE• 

(017) - Parents - County workers - court worker~ - feater 
providers - agencies clients known to work with. 
School social workers and teachers ~re seemingly 
~xcluded. They know children better than a lot of 
parents or social service providers. 

PSYCHOLOGIST1 

(004) - Guardian ad litems. Therapista actively working with 
client being reviewed. Citizen review membersff 

PROBATION OFFICER: 

(002) - I don't like inclusion of citi~ens. I think p~rtinent 
p~rties involved with the client are in the be~t 
position to judge propriety of pl~cement" Other ~g~ncy 
profe•sionals would be ~cceptable if oversight iM 
necess1mry. 

ATTClRNEYs 

(018) - It is my impraMsion thmt profe~~ion~lM th~t ~r~ 
directly involved in the ca~e ~hould be encour~ged 
to at b:·md. 



4a. Jn_what_wayu_were_~ou_encour~qed_to_p~rt~cip~t~?~ _Who 
encour-aQed_v,ou'? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 

(001) - Everyone involved in the meeting (p~r~nt, client, 
social worker, other ~dministr~tive st~ff, other 
review board m~mbers.) 

(006) - The facilitator. 

(007) Person conducting the review. 

(011) - Panel members asked numarous questions. 

(016) - SW encouraged m~ to prement writt~n report ~nci I al~o 
was encouraged to verbally explain how the client w~s 
doi r,g,. 

(019) - All members of the review te~m ~sked questions or if I 
had anything import~nt to s~y. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM: 

(003) - The le~der encour~ged me to ~p~ak on my knowledge 
of the present pl~c~ment. 

(009) - Questions from citizen~ bo~rd ~nd c~~eworkar~ .. 

(010) - As a guardian ad litem I was asked to ~ttend the 
review .. 

(012) - Atmosphere was very open ~nd comfort~ble. Everyone wa~ 
free to pMrticipate. 

(013) - Usually the person who took charg~ of th~ review. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF: 

(005) - Group members asked que~tions. 

(008) - The f~cilit~tor ~nd the revi~w p~n~l ~mked qu~mtion~ 
and made comments and problemsn Encour~ged me to 
share inform~tion. 

(014) - Asked to report on child's st~tu~/progr~ss. A~ked 
for recommend~tions. Both the soci~l workers ~nd 
review members. .. 

(015) - I w~s directly ~sked que~tion~ by the county ~oci~l 
worker his/her supervisor ~nd the independmnt 
reviewer. 

( 6) 
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MINORITY ADVDCATE1 

(017) - All persons from the review bo~rd h~v~ ~Kk~d qu~~tion~ 
of persons invited to the reviews. Tha ch~ir persons 
usually go around and listen carefully to ~11 p~rtic­
ipants,, 

PSYCHOLOGIST1 

(004) - Several people at the review a~ked me qu~stion$. 

PROBATION OFFICER: 

(002) - I encourage me, but everyone present sought p~rtic­
pation by all those pre$ent,, 

ATTORNEY1 

(018) - Que~tionz that I could ~dd inform~tion to" 
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GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 

(003) I have kept in close cont~ct ~nd knew the Mitu~ticn 
well. 

(010) - Discrep~ncy of inform~tion concerning welf~rID of the 
child« 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 

(010) - Could h~ve be~n ~n~wered with respect to helpful 
information shared. 

MINORITY ADVOCATE= 

(017) - I feel the proce~~ i~ ~lw~ys ~n excellent w~y to get 
a picture of c~se progresw. 

(8) 



( 
Were_your_comments_listened_to? 

PRIVATE SClC l Al. WOR~~ER: 

(016) - I felt the information prem~nt~d w~~ t~k~n into con­
sideration .. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEMn 

(010) - Somewh~t rushed because of ~mount of number and 
time cases need for review .. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF1 

(008) - Comments were listened to ~nd que~tionH were ~~ked 
~nd suggestions made for progr~ms .. 

(014) - Some citizen members seemed bi~s~d ag~in~t re~ici~nti~l 
treatment and appeared to believe clinical reasons fer 
continued pl~cement were merely jumtification for 
extended stays .. 

MINORITY ADVOCATE1 

(017) - All p~rticipants h~ve ~n imp~ct on th~ rmview Mnd its 
ol.ltcome. 

PROBATION OFFICER1 

(002) - This occurred 1 1/2 ye~rm ~go ~nd it~ h~rd to r~c~ll 
specifics .. 
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7 a. What. .... k :l nd,_o-f _,ch l1A1,c~'-'• ..... wcart:t .. ~tne.de .... :l,1, ..... tha ... ,r.>ro~.,f..')fllcad ,,., P 1.oAn 
based_on_your_comments? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER= 

(001) - Difficult to ~n$wer bec~use there w~~ ~graement on ~11 
points. 

(006) - I do not rec~ll sp~cific~, how~ver in &ev~ral inatanc~~ I 
was more verbal than others present. 

(007) - My comment~ were to expl~in f~mily $itu~tion And fc~ter 
f~mily ~tt~chment to citizen member~. My comment~ $~rv~d 
to protect the child from in~ppropri~tra recommend~ticn~ 
which were being mugge$ted by citiz~n memberse Wh~n 
citizen members under5tood th~ situ~tion they withdr~w 
their suggestionm. 

(019) - I did not ~sk for ~ny ch~ng~s, yet I feel th~t had I 
~sked for or encouraged a riiff~rent plan it would have 
been liM:cepted .. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 

(003) - No changes ware needed. 

( 01 :3) - F'ossi bl y in the w.ay o·f perct:ei ved pr<::,b hims or g<:J<:\\1 s? but 
generally I've been in ~greement with thc~e identified by 
the social workers. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF: 

(014) - Decisions to pursue fester c~re following discharge from 
RTC and decision to extend placement beyond oriqin~l 
disc:h~rge d~te. These decisions were ~upported by th~ 
county worker but not necessarily the county over~ll 
philoscphic:ally. 

(015) - Comments regarding Bpecial educ~tion need~ ~nd pc~t­
discharge therapy were disc:us$ed ~nd incorporat~d into 
the c:ase plan. 

( 10 > 



( MINORITY ADVOCATE: 

( 01 7) - Si nc:e pt,rti c i pcm ts ffl\re making lit\ "mi ndm;+i:rt. 11 
rf.H t.he r.::ii\111rnf., 

they are able to see where they can all support, 
protection or their p~rticwl~r ~xpertiae ~nd •~rvic~• can 
be better utilized. At times~ case is going pearly 
toward re-uniting a family - I feel that ~cci~l worker• 
and court L.uii ts t,re "unabl e 11 t.o me.k~~ Mny hr.H'Adw1my. They 
f requemt l y tii\re II evmded" by c: l i ents. Others whc:, p1.tt. ·f r.:>r-th 
the effort are allowed access. Sometimes it <;l('.'>f~!Jit W(l~ll 

for the client ~nd sometimes it becomem mere ~pparent the 
clients ~re not willing to m~ke changes rath~r than 
un~ble to make changes. I find it is possible to give a 
push to resistant clients in an un-enabling m~nner~ I 
feel that generally services are mvailtii\ble but client~ 
don't hear this from soc. services even tho they are 
told! They juBt shut it out. Hearing thi$ from ~omeon~ 
else help~. Frequently they m~ke some progress. Th~t's 
what its nll about. Progress. 
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15. lJ••~· t:.hM .... •PMC::«t ..... bf.tl.c:.,w ... to .... mak «t ..... odd i. t. i. r.~m«A 1 ...... ec:rnun~n ·t ~ 
regard i,nq .... , the .... areas __ of ..... c: i. ti z em.u,boc:\rd, .... ·f t .. tr,c:t. i.on i,r,q,K_ 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 

(001) - I have had extremely positive experiences with the review 
process. When I was able to ~ttend there w~s no undue 
pressure. 

(006) - The citizen review members seemed well informed, 
knowledgeable, caring. I have no compl~ints or concern~. 
I was impressed. 

(007) - Recommendations were relevant but not ~ppropri~te, and 
were withdrawn after further discussion. 

(019) - The review board listened and responded to ~11 
participating in the review. 

GUARDIAN AD LlTEM: 

(003) - I h~d previously known the~e paople. Some have been 
guardi~n ad litems and had full knowledge of the 
proceedings. 

(010) - Citizen review could be~ risk to children'~ welf~re if 
they have not personally interviewed person$ h~ving 
direct contact during court jurisdiction or the children. 
Hennepin County's use of a citizen for ~dmini~trative 
reviews seems to be the same role of the guardimn ad 
litem without h~ving the tr~ining or involvemant in the 
case concerning the welfare of the children. 

(013) ·- l rec:al 1 2 reviews with 11 citizens 11 invr.Jlved. All 1':'.~<:t(~d 

in a very courteous and professional m~nner. At first I 
was skeptical as to their involvement, but they m~de ~ 

believer out of me. In f~ct in the one I w~s very gl~d 
they were there to witness the mother's ~ntics ~nd li~ten 
to her abber~tions. I'm sure they c:~me ~w~y firmly 
convinced of the need for the child's pl~cem~nt. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF: 

(008) - The review bo~rd appeared genuin~ly int~rested ~nd 
concarnad. They m~dn good suggewtion~ for progr~m 
c:hmnges. 

(014) - I would encour~ge members to visit locml RTC~ to get 
inform~tion about differQnt progr~ms. Ov~r~ll, citiien 
participation w~s helpful ~nd provided ~ddition~l 
feedback, check~ and balanc~s. 
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( MINORITY ADVOCATE: 

(017> - They're sometimes a "devil's mdvoc:ate" in t:he c:iase, 
usually the county social worker" Some usually has taken 
a standard and cannot relinquish for child protection 
reasons. The review can help resolve, ~ plan to progress 
c:an be worked out without compromising ~oci~l norm~ ~nd 
standards. If a client refuse~ to do a Chem. Dep. Eval" 
because they do not feel they ~re chemic~lly dap~nd~nt" 
But they were in Detox when the children were removed 
-from an 1..,nsafe situation wit.ha known violent "1mpolHi.+?." 

<usually a boyfriend) the client m~y be willing to (1) do 
a psychological eval, (2) work with~ b~ttered wom~n•s 
program, (3) go to woman's resource center er Mcme other 
resource (the City, CUCCH clinics) (4) they may have 
underlying problems - Depression, PMS Car something)" 
Problems being medicated by ~lcohol. When the c1ients 
see their ideas are respected they usually ~re willing to 
take another look at the c:hem dep problem to see how f~r 
the disease has progressed in them and what effect it has 
on their family .. 

PROBATION OFFlCER1 

(002) - I think the reviewers ~re prob~bly fine and c~p~ble 
people but my client resented "outsiders 11 bt!ing involvf.~d 
in her c:ase. Without spending time with h~r, her 
psychotic mother, her c:razy father ~nd her 2" thic:k Hlf!, 
I don't think ~nyone c:ould make a meaningful a~~e$~ment 
about the appropriateness of foster cmra etc. 

A"f T(JRNEY: 

(018) - I was eHtremely frustr~ted with the r~view bc~rd memb~r~a 
l f~lt they didn't understand the proc:es~ nor the 
compleHity of the caRa in which I w~M invclvedH They 
also g~ve very little consideration or respect to my 
client. Decisions that had been m~de in court they 
questioned. They also had little or no under$tandinq of 
legal process. I felt they served no useful purpo~e at 
the review I attended. I felt that only professionals 
involved would have m~de the ~dministr~tive review mere 
appropriate. 
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PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER= 

(001) - It is good to h~ve someone not involved directly in the 
service system involved. Th~y ~ppe~red to be cbJ~ctiva, 
yet very concerned th~t the needs of the client ar~ baing 
addrer:ssed and that t!veryone is doi 11<~ their II job. 11 

(006) - It is always helpful to have ~n objective opinion as long 
as the citizens ~re ~w~re of fo$ter care dynamic$ and 
proced,.,res. 

(007) - W~ry ~bout wh~t might happen. H~d not eHpmrienced ~ny 
problems with former administr~tive review proca~~, ~0 

s~w no need to change the procetis. 

(011> - I took a "wait auid 9ee" attitt .. ,d1~ primei\r:i.ly d, .. u-:, to ·t.h(+:~ 

unknown, untried system of citilen review. 

(016) - At first I was not Mure of th~ir rola ~nd l felt that 
they might not under~t~nd ~ll r~~~on~ fer ref~rr~l into 
foster home. It was more of ~n attitude of fear of th~ 
unknown on my part. 

GUARDIAN AD LlTEM: 

(003) - I w~s ~pprehensive until I s~w th~t they were people who 
hr.:~d tHAd en per i enc:e in the ·field in <.1th er 4i.,n::Hi\f:l., "l"h(,iln•~ 

were some who had not but their insight added to the 
review. 

(009) - The citizens could be unbi~~ed ~nd perh~ps see the 
situ~tion from~ clear, fresh viewpoint. 

(010) - As gu~rdian ad litem for the child or children, ~ per~on 
serving as a citizen review member never interviewed me 
of my opinions or facts concerning the welf~re of the 
children before the review. 

(012) An outside objective opinion is often very helpfulH 

(013) - I couldn't quite see the necessity and I gue~~ it would 
h~ve really m~de me ~ngry if they overturn~d the county'~ 
C~nd my) position. 
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GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF: 

(005) - Felt it would be a waste of time. 

(008) - I think its often beneficial to have~ neutr~l p~rty 
involved for an objective view of the ~itu~tian. 

(014) - Thought having community input would be helpful - r.i\l~o 
educational for citi~en member~. 

(015) - Although I felt I understood the intent of the citiz~n'$ 
particip~tion, I was skeptic~l to wh~t dagra~ mo~t 
citizens would understand the hum~n ~ervice ~y~tem a~ 
well ~M dyn~mics of ED or speci~l need youth. 

MINORITY ADVOCATE: 

(017) - Having~ great deal of f~ith in Sen. Berglin~ I waa 
willing to listen to her concepts since she listens to 
ours (minority pomi ti or,s). I feel as a vc:>l unt:. r.:H❖-'r I hmvt➔ 
an impact on situations, so people (citizens) who are 
trained should have a positive effect•~ well~ 

PSYCHOLOGIST: 

(004) - Sometimes I .. feel the soc:ii\l workers in 11 the system" q~~t.. 
caught up in procedures ~nd it is good ta get $Ome fresh 
perspectives. Also import~nt that citizen~ in gener~l 
become more aw~re of how complex c:~Mem are" 

PROBATION OFFICER: 

(002) - If the profes~ionals CSWa, P□s, l~wyer~, judge) can't ba 
given concrete guidelines and then follow them w/cut 
citizen checkup, I think something is r~dic~lly wrongH 
Supervi5ors should have thia func:tion, not $UCh citii~n~. 
I see this as another acc:ount~bility gimmick or no 
usefulness ~nd one which l think adds to our heavy 
workloads. 

A'T'TORNEY= 

(018) - My initi~l concern w~s th~t the members would net 
understand the dynamics of the case$, as most cf them are 
ql\ite c:omplex. 
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1 7. Do_ you ... 111afll~ .. nAny ... «Advtii\n t .·~g t1111 ..... r ,a11u.A l, t i.nct. .. -f 1'"(.1m ..... r.: i,'t, :l.z. et11 

i nvol vement, .... on_~r•:tvi,e~( .. bo,<Ards?, . .,_Wh~~t.w ~r-e .... :t.h~y? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 

(001) - Holds 9veryone account~ble. Bring~ fremh per~pective" 

(011) - Clients identify with citizens and feel more comfor­
table. Citi~ens also bring~ fresh perspectiv~ to 
workers that get caught up in the system. 

(016) - They c~n serve as ~n account~bility checka making $Ure 
what is best for the client ira happening. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM~ 

(003) - They may look at it with~ different p~r~pective than 
the county workers; working with it every d~y it may 
be ju~t a business or job th~t need~ to be don~. 

(009) - Citizens can see types of cases being worked en 
and they c~n contribute ide~s th~t might be mere 
creative from fresh viewpoint. 

(013) - They $hould reinforce steps t~ken ~nd provide po~itive 
PR when needed .. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF1 

(005) - Reviews were more in-depth ~nd less of~ routine 
proc:t·His. 

(008) - Objective~ neutr~l viewpoint. 

(014) Having interested persons with no stakes in cases 
providing inpL1t. 

(015) - Brought forth some different perspectives th~n tho$e 
of the profes$ional~. 

MINORITY ADVOCA"rE1 

(017) - They reinforce objectivity. 

ATTORNf.::V: 

(018) - Review members should be profe~sion~lM who h~ve know­
ledge of the system, but no knowledge of th~ Mpecific 
c:a!!e. 
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18. Do_~ou_see_an~_disadvantaqes_of_problems_resultinq_from 

c: it i z en .. _i,nvol vement,_on ,_revi.ew .... bot\\\rds? ...... " .. What '""8\re ... :t.hr.,f'? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 

(001) - If members are not informed, they could interf~re 
with the treatment process. l have not experienced 
t.hi s however. 

(006) - Confidentiffllity 

(007) - L~ck of underst~nding of specific c~~e dyn~mic~ can 
lead to wasted time and in~ppropri~te recommendations~ 
Can have negative effec:t on child to di~cug~ p~r~onal 
issues with more str~ngers. 

(011) - At time~ the p~nel got~ littl~ mid~tr~ckad off 
is$ues ~t hand, but generally no dia~dv~nt~ge$" 

(016) - If the review committee does net under~t~nd the c~~e 
well. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 

(003) - A do gooder th~t m~y not be well enough inform~d 
of particular situation. 

(009) - Only if uninformed c:itizen$, and depends on the 
amount of power citizens ~re given. 

(010) - Gu~rdians ~d litem serv~ ~s a full p~rty to pro­
tecting the best interest of the childr~n in 
-foster c:care. 

(013) - If they have the power to overturn deci~ion~ m~de by 
the c:ou1,t y. I • m not sure i-f t,l'H:~y do. If it i r, ..i u115t 
pro -forma, I would queMtion th~ nece~~ity ~l~cw 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFFa 

(005) - Time c:onsuming for provider~, %oci~l workerB ~nd 
expensive for t~x payer~. 

(014) - Not enough time in reviews to educ~te re1 specific 
diagnoses ~nd needs. 

(015) - Some seemed uninformed ~ometimes dr~gging the prcce$~ 
down with questions which were b~sic or irrelev~nt. 
Some parents of cases being reviewed felt uncomfortable 
with citizens involved. 
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MINORITY ADVOCATE• 

(017) - They can help u~ re~lize ide~ls Mnd high ~t~ndard~ with 
minimum compromise" 

PSYCHOLt1G I s·r = 

(004) - Issues of confid~nti~lity. 

PROBATION OFFICER, 

(002) - Its simply in~ppropri~te. Do ~oci~l work~r~ r~vi~w 
engineers construction plans? Client ~nxiety is 
also a byproduct. 

A'T'TORNEY: 

(018) - I feel that in this specific c~Me they Merved no 
purpose but to m~ke my client even more ~ngry. 
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19. How_.woul d_~o'-' __ comeare_~our _ex eer j,_enc:es ..... wi. th _ .. admi.,n t ,1m"" 

trat i ve __ revi.ews .... that_d i d,_and ,.md i.d ..... not ..... i.nc: l,ude ..... c: i 1: i.z.ens'? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 

(001) - Positive experience with both" 

(007) - Review process is mand~ted by lMw ~nd is~ formal 
situation" If change in case plan is needed or if~ 
problem arises, I talk with the social worker right ~way 
instead of waiting for a review" Most reviews I h~ve 
attended have not been problem-solving ~itu~tion~. 

(011) - I feel strongly that clients identified more with the 
citizens and felt mor~ comfort~ble with the proce~$ Mnd 
outcome. 

(016) - Ones without c:itizenn s~em to be le~~ thre~t~ning to the 
r.:l if.mt .. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF: 

(014) - Required more thorough present~ticn of ca~e~ - led to 
more discLtssion/evaluation. 

(015) ~ Reviews without citizens were gener~lly mere productive# 

MINORITY ADVOCATE: 

(017) - Because counties answer to outMide opinion. 

PROBATION OFFICER: 

(002) - All of these reviews satisfy funders somewhere, but 
they're basically not really meaningful. All the 
placement plans, reviews, etc. mess the boat in respect 
to formul~ting truly helpful pl~ns and go~ls for clients, 
I thin~(. 

ArTfJRNEY: 

(018) - I have been involved in review~ where county wcrk~r~ 
review the cases. I thought thi~ w~~ ~ better w~y to 
handle these r~views! 
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Do_~ou_think_citi,zen_~nvo\vem~nt_cn_rev~~w_bo~rdoo_~hcwld 
be_m~nd~ted? __ Whv_or _whv_not? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER1 

(001) - Only helpful if inform~dR involved citi~~ns c~n be found. 
Should not be m~ndatad. 

(006) - To ensure th~t f~ir tre~tment i~ given tc th~ child an 
well as the natural f~mily. 

(007) - Administr~tive review~ m\re ~lr~~dy ~ ~cure~ of great 
anxiety to the teens I work with. The presence cf 
str~ngers who are not f~miliar with the family ~itu~tion 
creates more ~nxiety and resultm in difflCUM$ing very 
personcii\l i s111H .. tea be·fore m\ grc>t.tp of ,r:;t..rn'1H'H.;Jer-1nt. 

(011) - The citizens bring~ new perspective to the process, 
bring more comfort to the child ~nd f t mily and brinq 
another level of accountability to the system" 

(016) - Both can be helpful, but I do not f~el th~t it ~hould 
always be mandated. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 

(003) - My experience was exception~l, but I c~n't believ~ th~y 
may all be th~t good. There are a couple people I knew 
th~t wouldn't work in $UCh ~ ~itu~tionu 

(010) - The soci~l work~r should be pre~ent during~ r~view or 
h~ve ~11 ~n$werB documented true or f~l~~ for revi~w. A 
gu~rdian ad litem should ~lgo h~v~ th~ opportunity to 
~nswer true or f~l~e ~nsw~r9 to que~tionn~ir~~ Th~r~ 
wouldn't be~ n~ed for citi%an involvement if the child 
advoc~te were pres~nt during the review. 

(012) - Qu~lity is import~nt. They should only be U$ed when high 
quality is obt~ined. 

(013) - I h~ve mixed feelings. If it~ juat ~proforma review, I 
see no ~dv~ntage. On the other hand I don't want th~m to 
h~ve unlimited power. If they only h~ve pow~r tc ~ugge$t 
or recommend I believe they have a purp0$e. Obviously I 
don't know enough ~bout their jobs - how they're 
selected, etc. Also, as~ guardian I have~ ~trong voice 
and believe I might be as effective~~~ citiz~n, sine~ 
th~t·s what I ~m also, when you really think ~bout" 

(20) 



( GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF= 

(014) - Guarantee ongoing involvement from the community - make 
citizens aware of county and RTC policies. 

(015) - I believe the process of review ig between county and 
parents and pertinent profession~ls when appropriate for 
input. I think the di~adv~nt~ges of citizen involvem~nt 
~utweigh the ~dvant~ges. 

MINORITY ADVOCATED 

(017) - Does this mean legisl~ted? Would it be like~ jury? 
Could it be optional to counties? I think it is very 
positive committee. I'd like to know more ~bout 
mandating this particul~r bo~rd. Scm8 p~r~cns m~y view 
it as politic~l. 

ATTORNEY: 

(018) - I don't find it necess~ry. 

(21) 



21,. Fi,nal l,.:i ~._do_yo,.,,_hi~ve, .. "a1,y_~,othetr ..... c:omm~mts ... yc:,u, .... wc.,ul.c:(,), i ~:~ 
to ..... make_ regard i. n g ..... the ..... ci\d mi n i, st rat i. ve .... rev .i. ew, .... pro<.-: em t::;? 

PRIVATE SOCIAL WORKER: 
(001) - I have only po~itive ewperiences in Hennepin Ccuntyy 

This is not true in a different county where~ director 
dominated the review ~nd essentially v~to~d the pl~n cf 
all other members. P~rents, child in residenti~l 
tre~tment, therapistB, county probation ~nd $CCi~l work~r 
all agreed to a plan ~nd it was vetoed by ~dmini$trative 
personnel. This has not been my experience in Hennepin 
Cc:,,.mt y. 

(007) - Citizen members were well trained re: leg~l proces$. 
Citizen members seemed good. It is the involvement on 
boards which l object to. Citizens review membera 
questioned extensively about areas which previously had 
been settled in the bast possible m~nner. Child and 
other involved persons had to educate citizen members 
about the specific c~se. Citiien membars then ~greed" 
Perhaps the citizen involvement would m~ke sense for 
children placed in county foster homes. The children 
with whom I work are in private ~gency fomt~r heme~ and 
the private agency social worker is very involv~d ~• an 
advocate for the child when needed" 

(011) - The physical setting of the review should be chang~d to~ 
les~ intimidating setting, i.e., ch~irs in~ circle~ nc 
table, etc. This is~ person~! bi~s, but~ fr~qu~ntly 
overlooked r.me. 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM1 
(010) - Review questionnaire• could be completed befor~ the d~y 

of the review and only answers that raiMe conc~rn in the 
case pl~n be discussed during the revi~w h~~ringR 

(013) - I always find it educational. 

GROUP HOME/RTC STAFF1 
(014) - Would hop~ th~t citi~~n particip~tion will continue ~nd 

that it remainffl separ~te from county policy/proc~dure in 
order to be useful ~B ~n ev~lu~tion tool fer the county 
as well as pl~cements. 

(015) - The reviews l have ~ttended h~ve v~ried ~ lot. Some tand 
to come ~ccess as an interrog~tion of the p~rent. Othar~ 
the members were sensitive ~nd supportive- In ~ome 
reviews it would be helpful for memb~rs to be mer~ 
informed ~bout the case before reviewing so not~~ much 
time would be spent reviewing b~Mic inform~ticn cf the 
CaUH!. 

(22) 



MINORITY ADVOCATE1 

(017) - I'd like to see a community meeting ~gm\in. Or~ public 
hearing. 

PROBATION OFFICER= 

(002) - Ag~in, if competent people hold the jobs involved in 
facilitating placements, I think they c~n be trusted 
without all these review proc:eedi ngs i nvol vi ng pec:,pl e who 
never hfflve any contact with the client~. 

ATTORNF.E:Y: 

(018) - 'I believe the principal of cmdministr~tive r£~vitr.~w iim Vf.11W·y 

good! However, I strongly 5upport county work~rs, 
spec:ific:ally people ~mowh~dgemble in t.he field. 

i " . j . 
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HENNEPIN COUNTY 
PROJECT 

FOSTER CARE REVIEW 
STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 

NAME 

JOE• TITLE,_, ___ ,.,.•-•••-•'" --••--- •••-•n•-•-••••~•••""''"""'""m"'"""'"'"""'""' "'" '""""'"'""'u '"""'" ""' '"" '"" '"" "'" '"" ""' ""' moono , .,, ... ''"" "'"em ,.., 

HOW LON8 EMPLOYED IN 1'HIS CAPACITY 

1 . 
the 

First., 
foster 

c~n you briefly describe for 
care review project staff? 

me 

2. What 
project? 
in trying 

problems if any., 
any barriers 
job? 

kinds of 
Were there 
to do yo\..\r 

were thfMre 
or ('Jbstach?s 

( 1 ) 

in the oper~ticn cf the 
to your effectiveness 



·.I 

I 
I 

3- If citizrm revi«tw,. ,w11ra : mi\'ndtii\ted,, whic:h 
you see as essenti~l? Who could or should 

of your .job function~ would 
C:4~rry them out? 

4. Thinking about thfs implementaticm phase of thev1 projec:t,, i·wh.i!Jt do 
you feel Wt:\S the agenc:y stm•ff 's initicii\l mttit.1..tde towmrd c-it:l. .t eh ·11review 
boards? 

Very Positive .••••••••••.•. 1 
Somewhat Positive .......... 2 
NeLttrml /Unsure .............. 3 
Somewhat Negative .•....•... 4 
Very Negative ............... 5 

4a. In what ways has their ~ttitude ch~nged ov~r time? 

Became more positive ..•...••... 1 
Remained the sama .............. 2 
Became more negcii\tive ..•..••.•.. 3 

5. From your perspective, what were the most positive ~$pects of this 
pro_h,lc:t? 

( 2) 



L 

6. From your perspective, what were the most . negative ~•pe~ts of this 
project'? 

7. If mandated, what factors should be taken into account during the 
i mpl emen.tati on-? ,. 

---------------------------------~------------------------------

( 3) 



e. How might implementation be different for smaller counties? 

9. 
c:ould 
WOl.lld 

What components of the project 
make one recommendation that 
that be? 

do you feel are essenti~l? If 
you knew would be inntituted, 

you 
what. 

10. From your perspectivM, whcit 
pro .. htc:t? 

,-about 7 
know in looking at th~ 

do yc..1u hH!l 
Wh,~t. ,f cii\ctonn~ 

the 
c:lo 

~v~lu~torM Mhould 
yr.:n., t:. hi r"I ~( it. :t. 1m 

essenti~l we know 

( 4) 




