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The Community and Children’s Resource Board (CCRB) of St. Charles County commissioned Berry 

Organizational and Leadership Development (BOLD) to conduct a satisfaction survey with the children/youth or 
their families who received direct services in 2010 from any of 26 CCRB funded agencies. The satisfaction 

survey process was designed to:  
 

1. Systematically reach and listen to families on service quality and effectiveness of service delivery.  

2. With the objective of: 
a) identifying strengths and areas needing improvement; and  

b) obtaining benchmark measurements. 
3. Communicate results in a meaningful and actionable report to CCRB, the agencies and the community.  

4. Connect agency staff to the 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey results. 
5. Develop goals/action plans with the agencies. 

6. Reinforce & reward positive measures and outcomes. 

 
Method  

Step 1: Development of the Database  

  Each of the 26 services representing 16 agencies, were asked to submit contact information for the   
             youth/children served in 2010 in a consistent spreadsheet format.  

 
Step 2: Survey Tool Development 

             BOLD worked with the CCRB staff and the designated CCRB survey committee members to revise the 

  2008 survey tool and cover letter. Careful consideration was placed on how questions were worded 
  and if the question was aligned with the appropriate rating scale, while ensuring that the results could 

  be compared across time. Additional questions were added for exploratory purposes, since it was 
  expected that not all of the questions would be applicable across all of the services. The survey tool 

  and cover letter were piloted before printing. 
 

Step 3: Data collection using mixed-methodology 

  90% of the clients were selected to be surveyed for any service that reached more than 200 clients.  
  100% of clients were surveyed for services with less than 200 clients. From this list, 85% of the   

  clients were surveyed using the mail method with the other 15% of the clients surveyed using the 
  phone method.  This is called a mixed methods approach, which is designed to increase sample size.  

  Both processes began in March 2011, with data collection continuing to the beginning of May. All 

  responses were confidential, and the contact data was kept separate from the survey response data.   
  The cover letter and the survey tool that were used has been provided in the Appendix. Additional  

  information pertinent to this section and the follow-up process is provided on the next page.  
 

Step 4: Follow-up Process 
             As the results trickled in, BOLD analyzed response rates which then initiated a follow-up process with 

  many of the agencies. Phone or email was used to organize the follow-up process with agencies who 

  had not provided BOLD their contact list. BOLD organized the follow-up process for all of the other 
  agencies in a random fashion.  BOLD made at least three attempts for every client listed if a phone 

  number was available and working.   
 

Step 5: Data Analysis and Report Development 

             BOLD aggregated, coded and analyzed data, including calculating the percent of each rating category  
             per item to determine strengths vs. improvement opportunities.  The mean (average), sample sizes 

  and standard deviations were calculated and provided for each agency’s service, the total sample and 
  the 9-service categories for true comparison purposes. A previously used scoring mechanism was not 

  utilized, and an adjusted percent was calculated for the general satisfaction measure only. Each    

  agency’s service will utilize their 5-page individualized report for interpretation purposes.  More   
  information about the results are provided on these pages.  

Survey Process and Method 



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  2

CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

 
Total Sample Survey Extended Information 

An in-depth table of the total sample of CCRB-funded clients surveyed including response rates for each 

agency and program is provided on the following page. Here is specific information to guide you in 
interpretation.  

 The ―2010 Population‖ column is the original number of clients, followed by a ―Targeted Sample‖ column 

which represents the clients BOLD attempted to reach.  BOLD attempted to reach all clients if the sample 
size was below 200 and 90% of clients with sample sizes above 200.  

 

 All agencies that are not highlighted gray had provided BOLD with full contact information including up to 

two phone numbers and an email address if available.  This allowed BOLD to implement a mixed-methods 
approach to increase response rates. Agencies highlighted in gray were unable to provide BOLD with client 

information for confidentiality purposes.  Information about the follow-up process is detailed below.   
 

 From the ―Targeted Sample‖ column, 85% were sent surveys in the mail with the remaining 15% selected 

for the phone process. However, if a program reached less than 15 clients, BOLD placed all of these clients 

on the phone list.  If a phone number had been disconnected or the individual was no longer at the given 
number, BOLD mailed them a survey. This prompted BOLD to mail an additional 80 surveys. As soon as 

the survey deadline was reached, BOLD calculated response rates and built a new follow-up phone list in 
an attempt to reach the targeted 30% response rate.  

 

 The ―Completed by Mail‖ column provides the number of surveys received from the mail process, followed 

by the ―Completed by Phone‖ column that provides the number of surveys completed by the first round of 
phone calls (the original 15% of clients selected unless it was a low sample size). A low response rate 

initiated a second-round follow-up process, which is summarized in the column, ―Completed by Follow-up 
Phone‖.  If BOLD had full contact information, a second random sample of clients were selected from the 

original list after accounting for the completed surveys.  BOLD continued this practice until the 30% 

response rate was achieved.  BOLD worked with many of the staff at the agencies who had confidential 
lists in an effort to increase their response rates.  With consideration to confidentiality and quality control 

measures, in addition to BOLD’s knowledge of how to receive client authorization without compromising 
the liability or integrity of the clients, multiple methods were utilized for the following agencies:  

 Kids in the Middle—BOLD created an email version to reach three extra clients; BOLD worked with 

 staff to make follow-up calls to send the mailed survey back or request clients to call BOLD directly.  
            F.A.C.T. —BOLD worked with staff to reach some clients by email; none responded to email.  BOLD   

            worked with staff to make follow-up calls requesting them to mail survey back.  Some clients gave  
            permission to have BOLD contact them directly and this resulted in a few more responses.  

           Our Ladies Inn—BOLD worked with staff on making follow-up phone calls to send back mailed  

            survey; process increased response rate dramatically.  
           Preferred Family Healthcare– BOLD worked with their quality improvement department where they  

            were guided in how to handle the phone survey process separate from direct staff.         
    

 The targeted response rate was 30%, which was reached with all but three of the programs (see darkest 

shaded area in ―Response Rate‖ column). Twelve programs exceeded the 35% response rate. There was a 

19% undeliverable rate built into calculating this percentage based on the client sample and the 2008 
satisfaction survey results.  BOLD attempted to reach every client for Youth In Need’s– Transitional Living 

program. Salvation Army did not engage in a follow-up process.  F.A.C.T. did engage in a follow-up 
process and was within 1.8% of reaching the response rate from 2008.  Every attempt was made with 

their staff to reach this client sample.  
 

 The adjusted response rate for the total sample was 33.6%.  The non-adjusted rate of total 

clients reached, using the 2010 client population of 2,922 where 755 surveys were completed 

was 25.8% (2008 rate = 16.8%.)  

See the full table on the next page………... 
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Agency Program 2010 
Population 

Targeted 
Sample 

Completed 
by Mail 

Completed 
by Phone 

Completed 
by Follow-up 

Phone 

Total 
Completed 

Surveys 

Response 
Rate 

Youth In Need Temporary Shelter 68 68 8 6 4 18 32.7% 

Youth In Need Services to Teen 
Pare 

133 133 16 1 16 33 30.6% 

Youth In Need Counseling 180 180 20 9 16 45 30.9% 

Youth In Need Transitional Living 15 15 0 2 0 2 16.5% 

Crisis Nursery Respite Care  406 363 32 35 33 100 34.0% 

Crisis Nursery Home visits or 
Parent Groups  

124 124 16 2 12 30 29.9% 

United Services Home/Community 
Based  

43 43 17 0 0 17 48.8% 

Salvation Army Counseling 68 68 1 0 0 1 1.8% 

Kids in the Middle  Counseling 79 79 23 0 0 23 35.9% 

Crider Health Center School-based 
Mental Health 
Specialists 

326 293 34 24 17 75 31.6% 

Crider Health Center Partnership with 
Families 

237 214 26 17 9 52 30.0% 

Crider Health Center Pinocchio 209 204 31 22 8 61 36.9% 

Crider Health Center Psychiatry 15 15 0 9 0 9 74.1% 

Lutheran Family/
Children's Services 

Counseling 68 67 12 4 8 24 44.2% 

Lutheran Family/
Children's Services 

Respite Care  3 3 0 3 0 3 100.0% 

Sts. Joachim and Ann 
Care Service 

Home-based 
Services 

219 210 12 8 34 54 31.7% 

Bridgeway Behavioral 
Healthcare 

Substance Abuse  76 76 12 8 4 24 39.0% 

Preferred Family 
Healthcare 

Substance Abuse   150 150 17 0 45 62 51.0% 

Catholic Family Services Counseling 49 49 7 2 4 13 32.8% 

Catholic Family Services  Outpatient 

Psychiatric  

35 35 4 0 5 9 31.7% 

Catholic Family Services Crisis Intervention 57 57 0 0 26 26 56.3% 

Our Lady's Inn Services to Teen 
Parents 

39 32 17 0 0 17 65.6% 

Children's Home Society Respite Care  9 9 2 1 0 3 41.2% 

F.A.C.T. Parent Partner 
through Partnership 
for Families  

271 244 31 0 9 40 20.2% 

National Alliance on 
Mental Health 

Home/Community 
Based 

38 38 8 3 0 11 35.7% 

Community Living Respite Care  5 5 0 3 0 3 74.1% 

 TOTALS 2922 2774 346 159 250 755 33.6% 

Table 1: Total Sample Survey Information 
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Demographic Profile Summary 

 55% of the children/youth served in 2010 by CCRB-funded agencies were male.  

 Services reached more children in the 0-8 age range, represented by 37%, than any other group, but the 

13-18 age group was a close second with 36%.  
 66% of the clients noted that the same staff member from the agency provided them with services.  

 43% of family members were in crisis when they were referred for services. 

 Only 13% (104 clients) of the entire sample surveyed was placed on a waitlist. Wait periods ranged from  

      2-days to 1-year.  Specific wait list information is provided in the individualized agency service reports.  

Demographic Profile- Total Sample of Clients Surveyed   

Underlying Findings 

 BOLD found no significant differences between males and females on whether or not the child/youth was 

placed on a waitlist, whether the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services, and whether the 
same staff member provided services.  

 There were no major differences found across age ranges for the child/youth being placed on a waitlist.  

 When asked if the same staff member provided services, an additional 13% of clients in the 0-8 age range 

stated that the same client had NOT provided services.    

 There was an increase in the percentage of children/youth in crisis in the 13-18 age range (from 43% in 

crisis to 52%) and the 18+ age range (from 43% to 67%).  
 Interestingly, there was a slight increase in the percentage of children/youth in crisis who were put on a 

waitlist than those who were not in crisis.  

N= 758 for all survey items on this page; includes clients who sent survey back incomplete or only with demographic 

information provided.  
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43%

3%

No
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Unclassified

31%

66%

3%

No

Yes
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 The highest quality area was demonstrated in timely service delivery (90%) and scheduling 
appointments at a time and a place convenient for the youth (92%). 

 Services were weakest in improving the youth’s performance at school with their grades (72%) and 
improving attendance (72%).  

 Only 11% of the clients  disagreed that the frequency of the staff’s contact with the parent or 
guardian was satisfactory.  This percentage dropped to only 5% of clients disagreeing with this 
statement when it related to contact with the youth.  

 Less than 4% of the clients rated the quality of the staff member’s ability to understand the youth’s 
needs and communicate with youth as either ―bad‖ or ―inadequate‖.  However, 10% of clients stated 
that the staff was ―bad‖ or ―inadequate‖ at getting the youth the services that were needed.  This 
slight difference may demonstrate the inability of some staff to deliver or provide services that he/she 
understands due to a lack of resources or funding.  

 Overall, the majority of clients provided a high rating for the quality of staff to understand the youth’s 
needs and communicate with him/her (87% on both).  In addition, there appears to be a high level of 
communication with the parent/guardian (86%) and providing helpful information (84%). 

 Many services are making a major impact on home and especially school life, and may not even know 
what level they are impacting.  This is an important behavioral indicator, and the results show a 
weighted score range of 72% to 79% for services improving the youth’s social skills, behavior, grades 
or attendance at school.  Remarkable.  

 

Total Sample- Satisfaction Survey Summary 

Introduction 

The breakdown of responses for each survey question is detailed in the tables on the following page.  
This table is the first time you will see the various survey questions.  The full survey tool and cover letter 
are available in the Appendix.  Notice that the rating scales match the wording of the question. The 
percent in each box represents how many clients provided that rating scale across the total sample that 
were surveyed for the 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey. The A* Score, also termed the Agreement Score, 
represents the sum of the Good + Excellent Ratings.  This is the scoring method that was utilized in the 
2008 study, and was therefore calculated by BOLD to show a comparison for the total sample. The mean 
or average can also be used for a true comparison across time, which is seen in the individual agency 
reports (the fourth page).  The W* score, also termed the Weighted Score, takes into account the 
different values the rating holds across the scale, where a Good rating does not carry the same weight as 
an Excellent rating. The W* Score is an adjusted percent of the client’s responses, where each rating 
option has a different value. For example, find both A* Scores that equal 80%, and then look at the 
respective W* Score.  Because the first A* Score equaling 80% has a higher percentage of clients that 
responded ―strongly agree‖ than ―agree‖, the W* Score actually goes up, whereas the second A* Score 
equaling 80% has a W* Score that goes down due to a higher percentage of the ―agree‖ response rating.  

Satisfaction Survey Summary—Total Sample Surveyed 

In the Not-for-Profit World, it is not realistic to reach for an achievement rate of 

100% in our performance measures and outcomes.  Seek out similarly-aligned 

services and best practices to gauge your performance.  The Satisfaction Survey 

Summary Table for the total sample is one source of this information and is 

linked to agencies that work in the same community that you do, with the same 

economic and political forces, leveling the playing field for comparisons. Strive 

to do better in your respective area, and use this data to remain in line with the 

majority of the agencies.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

The quality of the staff on his/her             
ability 

Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent  W* 

Score 
A* 

Score 

To understand the youth’s needs. 1% 2% 6% 45% 46% 87% 91% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  2% 4% 7% 42% 46% 86% 86% 

To communicate with youth.  1% 2% 7% 42% 48% 87% 90% 

To provide helpful information.  1% 4% 10% 42% 43% 84% 85% 

To advocate for youth with school. 2% 4% 12% 27% 55% 86% 82% 

To get the youth the services needed.  2% 8% 10% 36% 44% 82% 80% 

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 W* 

Score 
A* 

Score 

Situation in the home. 2% 8% 10% 36% 44% 82% 80% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 2% 7% 17% 44% 30% 79% 74% 

Behavior at school. 4% 10% 19% 44% 24% 75% 68% 

Performance at school (grades). 5% 11% 21% 41% 21% 72% 62% 

Attendance at school. 4% 10% 28% 36% 22% 72% 58% 

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to Manage 

Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful 
information to manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 W* 

Score 
A* 

Score 

Youth’s situation in the home. 3% 8% 9% 50% 30% 79% 80% 

Youth’s situation at school. 3% 9% 14% 45% 29% 78% 74% 

Total Sample—Response Distribution Tables 

Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 W* 

Score 
A* 

Score 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 

parent/guardian was satisfactory. 

3% 8% 6% 41% 41% 81% 82% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 

youth was satisfactory.  

2% 3% 7% 41% 47% 86% 88% 

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always  W*  A*  

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  1% 2% 8% 23% 66% 90% 89% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time 

and place convenient for youth.  
1% 1% 6% 21% 71% 92% 92% 

I would use this agency in the future, if 

necessary.  
2% 3% 6% 23% 67% 91% 90% 

Guideline for Interpretation: W* Score = Weighted Percent and A* Score = Agreement Score (Good + Excellent)  
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One measure of general satisfaction is to ask clients if they would use the services again in the future, if 
necessary. This is the only measure that the W* Score or adjusted percent of clients was calculated for to 
show a comparison. As stated previously, the mean or average is another useful statistic to use for 
comparison purposes, which is used in the individual agency reports.  Below is a table of all of the 
agencies W* Score for this measure of general satisfaction, which are organized from lowest to highest.  
It should be noted that low sample sizes have a tendency to be more skewed when clients provide 
extreme ratings.  
 

The fact that the lowest score was as high as 73%, indicates a large percentage of clients would utilize 
the services again in the future if necessary.  Twelve of the agencies had a score of 90% or higher, with 
another ten in the range of 80-89%.  
 

Table 1:  Rank Order of General Satisfaction Across All Services  

W* Score Agency and Service Name Sample 
Size 

73% Our Lady's Inn - Services to Teen Parents 15 

73% Community Living - Respite Care 3 

78% Crider Health Center - Psychiatric Services 9 

79% Preferred Family Healthcare - Substance Abuse Services 63 

80% Youth In Need - Transitional Living 2 

80% Salvation Army - Counseling Services 1 

80% Youth In Need - Temporary Shelter 18 

84% Kids in the Middle - Counseling Services 23 

87% Children's Home Society - Respite Care 3 

87% Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service - Home-Based Services 49 

88% Youth In Need - Services to Teen Parents 30 

89% F.A.C.T. - Parent Partner through Partnership for Families 39 

89% Catholic Family Services - Outpatient Psychiatric 9 

89% Crider Health Center - Pinocchio 58 

90% Youth In Need - Counseling 44 

90% Bridgeway Behavioral Health - Substance Abuse Services 22 

91% Crider Health Center - School-based Mental Health Specialists 71 

93% United Services - Home/Community-Based Services 17 

93% Lutheran Family/Children's Services - Counseling 23 

93% Catholic Family Services - Crisis Intervention 26 

95% N.A.M.I. - Parent Group Sessions (Community-Based) 12 

95% Crider Health Center - Partnership with Families 50 

95% Crisis Nursery - Home visits/Parent Groups 30 

97% Catholic Family Services - Counseling 14 

98% Crisis Nursery - Respite Care 98 

100% Lutheran Family/Children's Services - Respite Care 3 

General Satisfaction Measure Comparing All Services 

General Satisfaction Table Summary 
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2008 and 2010 Result Comparison Across Service Categories  

What to Look For 

The top table shows the mean for the 2008 Satisfaction Study items, where questions were more general in 

nature, across the nine service categories.  The bottom table shows the mean for the 2010 survey items, and 
interpret the shaded and bolded areas accordingly.  

 Blue (or darker) shaded area—represents a decrease from 2008 to 2010, equal to or greater than 0.4.  

 Orange (or lighter) shaded area—represents an increase from 2008 to 2010, equal to or greater than .03.  

This value was selected due to the position of the scores from 2008 and their variance.  

 Bolded mean values—represent the highest value achieved for that survey item across the nine categories 

in both the 2008 and 2010 Satisfaction Survey.   
 Note that some of the lower mean values may be due to the fact that the item is not applicable to all of 

the programs in that category.   

Purpose 

Some level of comparison with the results of the 2008 Satisfaction Survey and the 2010 Satisfaction Survey 

was desirable, as stated previously.  After much consideration the survey committee and BOLD did not think an 
individual agency comparison across a 2-year period would provide relevant information, especially with the 

wording and rating scale changes for the 2010 Satisfaction Survey and the absence of true comparison data. 
What was important though was to study trends across time, using the data from both years.  Therefore, the 

two tables shown on the following page represent a comparison of the mean across the similarly worded items 

and the nine service categories representing various agencies and their programs, which are:   
1. Temporary Shelter - Youth In Need 

2. Respite Care - Crisis Nursery, Children’s Home Society, Lutheran Family Services, and Community Living 
3. Services to Teen Parents - Youth In Need and Our Lady’s Inn 

4. Outpatient Substance Abuse -  Bridgeway Behavioral Health and Preferred Family Healthcare.  
5. Outpatient Psychiatric  - Crider Health Center and Catholic Family Services 

6. Transitional Living -  Youth In Need 

7. Crisis Intervention - Catholic Family Services 
8. Home and Community-based Services– Crisis Nursery, United Services, National Alliance on Mental Illness 

(NAMI), Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service, Crider Health Center (includes Pinocchio, School-based Mental 
Health Specialist, Parent-partner Program), and Family Advocacy and Community Training (F.A.C.T.) 

9. Counseling -  Youth In Need, Lutheran Family Services, Kids in the Middle, Salvation Army and Catholic 

Family Services.  

1. There were more decreases than increases in the mean from 2008 to 2010 for the various survey items.  
Although the most recent means are not considered low scores. Any mean above 4.0 should be considered 

good service quality.  
2. The Respite service category remains at the highest level of service quality, particularly with the quality of 

the staff to understand the youth’s needs, communicate with both parents and youth, improve the 

situation in the home, frequent contact with parents, timely service delivery, and future use of the services.  
3. The largest mean increases from 2008 to 2010 were seen with Transitional Living and Crisis Intervention 

Services, where in some cases the mean increased by 1.2-2.5.  
4. Transitional Living services provided for a significantly greater improvement in the youth’s behavior at 

school (2008 = 2.0 and 2010 = 4.5) and situation in the home (2008 = 3.0 and 2010 = 4.5). 
5. There was a sharp increase from 2008 to 2010 for the Crisis Intervention services improving the youth’s 

situation in the home (2008 = 3.6 vs. 2010 = 4.6). Seven of the ten comparable questions showed an 

increase from 2008 for these services.  
6. There was a sharp decline from 2008 to 2010 in how well the Counseling Services’ staff communicate with 

and provide useful information to the parents.    
7. Not one service category had a mean of less than 4.0 when clients were asked if they would use the 

agency in the future if necessary, which is considered an ―overall satisfaction‖ outcome indicator.  

2008 to 2010 Service Category Comparison Table Summary 
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Table 1: 2008 CCRB Satisfaction 

Survey- Means for Nine Service 
Categories 
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The quality of the staff on his/her ability…...          

To understand the youth’s needs. 4.6 4.8 4.2 4.4 4.3 3.3 4.1 4.6 4.6 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  4.7 4.7 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 3.4 4.6 4.5 

To communicate with youth.  4.7 4.7 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 3.4 4.6 4.5 

To provide helpful information.  3.8 4.8 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.0 3.6 4.5 4.2 

Services improved youth’s…...          

Situation in the home. 4.2 4.8 4.7 4.0 4.3 3.0 3.6 4.5 4.2 

Behavior at school. 3.2 4.5 3.3 3.7 4.0 2.0 3.7 4.2 3.9 

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage the youth’s situation in the home.  

3.7 4.7 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.4 4.4 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 

parent/guardian was satisfactory. 

4.7 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.3 2.8 4.0 4.5 4.5 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.3 4.5 4.2 4.3 4.1 2.5 4.0 4.5 4.4 

Overall, I am satisfied with this agency.  4.7 4.8 4.7 4.3 4.4 3.3 4.0 4.6 4.5 

Table 2: 2010 CCRB Satisfaction 

Survey-Means for Nine Service 
Categories 
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The quality of the staff on his/her ability…...  

To understand the youth’s needs. 4.4 4.5 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.4 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  4.2 4.5 3.6 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.3 

To communicate with youth.  4.3 4.5 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.4 

To provide helpful information.  4.1 4.3 4.0 3.9 4.3 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.3 

Services improved youth’s…...                   

Situation in the home. 3.6 4.8 3.8 3.6 3.7 4.5 4.6 4.1 4.1 

Behavior at school. 2.9 3.8 3.9 3.2 3.4 4.5 4.0 3.9 3.8 

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage the youth’s situation in the home.  

3.4 4.1 4.0 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.1 3.9 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 
parent/guardian was satisfactory. 

3.8 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.1 3.9 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.2 4.5 4.4 4.5 3.8 3.5 4.6 4.6 4.6 

I would use this agency in the future 4.0 4.8 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.7 4.6 4.5 

Guideline for Interpretation:  

 Blue (or darker) shaded area—represents a decrease from 2008 to 2010, equal to or greater than 0.4.  

 Orange (or lighter) shaded area—represents an increase from 2008 to 2010, equal to or greater than .03.  

 Bolded mean values—represent the highest value achieved for that survey item across the nine categories in both the 

2008 and 2010 Satisfaction Survey.  Note that some of the lower mean values may be due to the fact that the item is 
not applicable to all of the programs in that category.   



CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).  

 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  

Individualized 
Service Reports 
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Youth In Need—Temporary Shelter 

 Survey sent to 68 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 10 
 Total surveys received by mail = 8 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 18 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 32.7%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 33.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Four 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 2 days (1 client),  
1-week (2 clients), and 6-weeks (1 client).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 31.3% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 94.4% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 88.9% of the youth were in the 13-18 
age range. The remaining 11.1% were 
19 years old.  

Introduction 

33%

67%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability to….. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 6% 0% 0% 38% 56% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.*  6% 0% 6% 38% 50% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 13% 38% 50% 

To provide helpful information.  6% 0% 12% 41% 41% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 

To get the youth the services needed.  19% 0% 0% 44% 38% 

N = 16-17.                                                                                                                                         

*Not Applicable Outcomes for Service- N = 1 for staff advocating for child in school and N=7 for staff 
communicating with parent/guardian, indicating these items are not applicable for this program.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 13% 20% 0% 33% 33% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 25% 17% 33% 8% 17% 

Behavior at school.* 20% 20% 20% 40% 0% 

Performance at school (grades).* 38% 13% 38% 13% 0% 

Attendance at school.* 38% 0% 38% 25% 0% 

N =  15                                                                                                                                                

*Not Applicable Outcomes for Service- N = 8-12, indicating these items may or may not be applicable for this 
program.  

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 20% 7% 13% 40% 20% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 33% 11% 22% 22% 11% 

N = 15                                                                                                                                              

*Not Applicable Outcomes for Service- N = 9, indicating these items are not applicable for this program.   

Youth In Need—Temporary Shelter 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
12% 6% 6% 47% 29% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
13% 0% 6% 56% 25% 

N = 16-17      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  6% 6% 6% 28% 56% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 6% 6% 19% 69% 

N = 16-18      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Youth In Need—Temporary Shelter 

11% 6% 11%

17%

56%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Strongly 

Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   

W* Score  

80% 

Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings were in the quality of staff understanding the youth’s needs (56%), delivering services 

in a timely manner (56%) and scheduling appointments at a time and place convenient for the youth 
(69%).  

 Ten of the twelve questions linked to actual outcomes of the program had a mean value higher than 3.8, 

which falls right near the ―agree‖ rating (see table on the next page). Eight of them were above 4.0.  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest ratings were seen with the quality of the staff getting the youth the services needed, the 

parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home, the frequency of 
the staff’s contact with both the youth and the parent, and timely service delivery. 33% of clients 

disagreed that services improved the youth’s situation at home. Although there were relatively high ratings 

for the quality of the staff’s members ability to communicate to the parent and separately with the youth.  
 Overall, this service is in line with similar services in it’s category and falls in line with the total sample 

averages. For the relevant service outcomes, the agency could focus on providing the parent/guardian with 

more useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home (3.3 vs. 4.2 for service comparison 
group).  
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Survey Items Youth In Need - 
Temporary Shelter 

Total Sample-2010  

  Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school (grades).  2.3 8 1.16 4.3 667 0.86 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  2.5 8 1.31 4.5 732 0.89 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's 
situation at school.  

2.7 9 1.50 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, friends). 2.8 12 1.42 4.1 690 1.04 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  2.8 10 1.23 4.3 674 0.93 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's 
situation in the home.  

3.3 15 1.45 4.2 710 0.86 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.5 15 1.51 4.1 691 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian was 
satisfactory.  

3.8 17 1.30 4.5 729 0.81 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving services was 
satisfactory.  

3.8 16 1.22 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the services 
needed.  

3.8 16 1.47 4.0 631 0.99 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.0 18 1.41 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful information.  4.1 17 1.05 3.9 579 0.96 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with school.  4.2 5 0.84 3.7 447 1.05 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.2 18 1.17 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with parent/
guardian.  

4.3 16 1.06 3.6 384 1.06 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the youth's needs.  4.4 16 1.02 3.6 430 1.10 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with youth.  4.4 16 0.72 3.9 467 1.02 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  

4.5 16 0.89 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 
agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 

identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean* and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 
the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 

sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 
communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).                                              

*YIN Temporary Shelter is the only service in this category.  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Youth In Need—Temporary Shelter 
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Youth In Need—Services to Teen Parents 

 Survey sent to 133 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 17 
 Total surveys received by mail = 16 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 33 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 30.6%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 0% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services.  

 
 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 83.3% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 19.4% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 87.5% of the youth were in the 13-18 
age range. The remaining 12.5% were 
19-20 years old.  

Introduction 

9%

91%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability to….. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 83% 17% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 43% 57% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 0% 76% 24% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 74% 26% 

To advocate for youth with school*.  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

N = 25-29;                                                                                                                                         

*Not Applicable Outcomes for Service- N = 1 for staff advocating for child in school and N=7 for staff 
communicating with parent/guardian, indicating these items are not applicable for this program.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 11% 83% 6% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.)* 0% 0% 43% 43% 14% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 0% 67% 0% 33% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 

N =18;                                                                                                                                               

*Not Applicable Outcomes for Service; N ranged from 3-7, indicating these items are not applicable for this 
program.   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 6% 77% 18% 

Youth’s situation at school.*  0% 0% 22% 44% 33% 

N =17;                                                                                                                                               

*Not Applicable Outcome for Service; N =9, indicating these items are not applicable for this program.   

Youth In Need—Services to Teen Parents 



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  16
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 6% 77% 18% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 6% 50% 44% 

N = 16-17      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 28% 72% 

N = 28-29      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 
with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* 
Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each rating 
option has a different value.    

Youth In Need—Services to Teen Parents 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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W* Score  

88% 

Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings were in the quality of staff on his/her ability to communicate with the parent/guardian, 

delivering services in a timely manner (71%), and scheduling appointments at a time and place convenient 
for the youth (72%).  

 All of the actual program-related items had a mean higher than the average for the entire service Category 

(see table on the next page). Many of them were above the total sample averages as well.   

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest rating seen in the applicable program items was with the services improving the youth’s 

situation, with 11% of clients responding with a ―neutral‖ rating.  This is not an area needing improvement 
considering the two lowest ends of the rating scale were not provided by any client.    

 Overall, this service is in line with similar services in it’s category and falls in line, if not above the total 

sample averages on the following page. Since the relevant service outcomes received high ratings, the 

agency could focus on the results for non-program related outcomes, specifically the fact that 57% of 
clients stated that the program improved the social skills of the youth.  
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Survey Items Youth In Need - 

Teen Parents 

Service Category

- Teen Parents 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.3 3 0.58 3.9 14 1.14 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.7 3 1.15 3.9 15 1.22 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.7 7 0.76 3.9 22 0.81 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.8 4 0.96 4.1 15 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.9 18 0.42 3.8 34 1.05 4.1 691 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 

youth's situation at school.  

4.1 9 0.78 4.1 20 1.02 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.1 17 0.49 4.0 32 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.1 17 0.49 4.0 32 1.00 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.2 29 0.38 3.9 46 0.86 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.2 25 0.44 4.0 39 0.86 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 27 0.45 4.0 44 0.94 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.3 30 0.48 4.2 46 0.82 4.3 674 0.93 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.4 16 0.62 4.2 31 0.93 4.3 667 0.85 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.4 30 0.81 4.2 45 1.15 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.6 7 0.53 3.6 24 1.35 4.3 689 0.88 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 28 0.46 4.4 45 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 29 0.45 4.6 45 0.58 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

5.0 1 . 4.1 14 1.23 4.3 325 0.97 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Youth In Need—Services to Teen Parents 
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Youth In Need—Transitional Living 

 Survey sent to 15 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 2 
 Total surveys received by mail = 0 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 2 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 16.5%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 100% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Both 
clients reported a 1-week waiting period.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 50% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 One client was 19 years old and the 
other client was age 20 years old.  

Introduction 

0%

100%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability to….. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To advocate for youth with school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

N = 1-2; interpret with caution due to low sample size.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 

Behavior at school. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Performance at school (grades). 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Attendance at school. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

N = 1-2; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                                                                          

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1-2;  interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                      

Youth In Need—Transitional Living 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1-2      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 

N = 2      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 
measure in that there is no better 

way to demonstrate a client is 
satisfied with services than to ask 

them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 
is an adjusted percent of the 

responses, where each rating option 
has a different value.    

Youth In Need—Transitional Living 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   

W* Score  

80% 

0% 0%
0%

100%

0%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

Strongly 

Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree

Major Strengths of the Program 

 With only two clients responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement is difficult 

to assess so interpret results with caution.  
 The highest ratings were in the quality of staff on his/her ability to get the youth the services needed, 

services improving the situation in the home, and if applicable, improved the youth’s behavior at school, 

grades in school and attendance at school (all 50%).    

 15 of the 18 items had a mean value higher than 4.0, many of which were in line or greater than the mean 

for the entire sample.  This is the only agency in its service category and is therefore not compared to any 
service category.  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest rating was seen with appointments being scheduled at a time and place convenient for the 

youth, where 50% of clients stated ―rarely‖.  With only two clients responding, interpret with caution.  

 Another area that could use improvement is in delivering services in a timely manner, which is evidenced 

on this page and the next one when comparing the mean for this item with the total sample mean.  
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Survey Items Youth In Need - 
Transitional Living 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and place 
convenient for youth.  

3.0 2 1.41 4.6 717 0.73 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, friends). 3.5 2 0.71 3.9 579 0.96 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  3.5 2 0.71 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the youth's needs.  4.0 2 0.00 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with parent/
guardian.  

4.0 1 . 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with youth.  4.0 2 0.00 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful information.  4.0 2 0.00 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with school.  4.0 1 . 4.3 325 0.97 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's 
situation in the home.  

4.0 1 . 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian was 

satisfactory.  

4.0 1 . 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving services was 
satisfactory.  

4.0 2 0.00 4.3 667 0.86 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.0 2 0.00 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the services 
needed.  

4.5 2 0.71 4.3 674 0.93 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.5 2 0.71 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.5 2 0.71 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school (grades).  4.5 2 0.71 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.5 2 0.71 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's 
situation at school.  

4.5 2 0.71 3.9 467 1.02 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 
agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 

identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 
due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 

provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean* and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 
the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 

sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 
communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

*YIN Transitional Living is the only service in this category.  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Youth In Need—Transitional Living 
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Youth In Need—Counseling 

 Survey sent to 180 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 25 
 Total surveys received by mail = 20 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 45 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 30.9%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 20.9% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Eight 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week (1 client), 
4-weeks (5 clients), 5-weeks (1 client) and 12-weeks (1 client).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 75% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 37.2% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 60% of the youth were in the 13-18 age 
range, with 11.1% in the 0-8 age range, 
and 28.9% in the 9-12 age range.  

Introduction 

56%

44%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability to….. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 2% 61% 37% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 5% 54% 41% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 7% 60% 33% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 7% 55% 38% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 14% 0% 43% 43% 

To get the youth the services needed.  5% 3% 0% 58% 34% 

N = 38-43                                                                                                                                         

*Not Applicable Outcome for Service- N = 7 for staff advocating for child in school, indicating this item is not 
applicable for this program.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 5% 13% 41% 41% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 3% 7% 28% 45% 17% 

Behavior at school.* 4% 4% 27% 42% 23% 

Performance at school (grades).* 4% 4% 33% 41% 19% 

Attendance at school.** 0% 6% 50% 39% 6% 

N = 39;                                                                                                                                                                                              

*N=26-29; potential future outcomes of program, but high not applicable rating for these items.                      
**Not Applicable Outcome for Service- N = 18, indicating this item is not applicable for this program.   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 10% 5% 59% 27% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 7% 15% 44% 33% 

N = 41                                                                                                                                                

*N = 27; lower N indicates this is not a current outcome/goal of program, but could be potential future 
outcome of the program.  

Youth In Need—Counseling 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
5% 5% 5% 51% 33% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
5% 3% 8% 55% 30% 

N = 39-40      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  2% 2% 5% 26% 65% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 5% 30% 65% 

N = 43      

This item is the ―overall 
satisfaction‖ measure in that 

there is no better way to 
demonstrate a client is satisfied 

with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 
services in the future. The W* 

Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    

Youth In Need—Counseling 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings were seen in timely service delivery and scheduling appointments at a time and place 

convenient for youth (65%). The next highest ratings were in the quality of staff on his/her ability to 
communicate with the parent/guardian and services improving the situation in the home (both 41%). Don’t 

overlook the high ratings for staff advocating with the school, a potential future outcome.  
 All of the applicable program items had a mean value higher than 4.0 (see next page).  Most of the mean 

values were right in line with the service category average.   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with the parent/guardian getting useful information to manage the youth’s 

situation in the home and the frequency of the communication with the parent/guardian (both had a 10% 

combined score on the low end of the rating scale).    

 Beyond the relevant theme tied to parents/guardians, this program could work on slight improvements to 

get in line with the service category averages on getting the youth the services needed.  
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Survey Items Youth In Need - 

Counseling 

Service Category

- Counseling 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 18 0.70 3.6 54 0.82 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.7 29 0.97 3.8 86 0.96 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.7 27 0.96 3.7 68 0.91 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.8 26 0.99 3.8 72 0.93 3.7 447 1.05 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 41 0.85 3.9 98 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.0 40 0.97 4.1 97 0.86 4.3 667 0.85 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.0 39 1.04 3.9 95 1.08 4.1 690 1.04 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.0 27 0.90 3.9 75 0.96 3.9 467 1.02 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.1 38 0.96 4.3 86 0.86 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.1 7 1.07 4.1 32 1.01 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.2 39 0.85 4.1 97 0.97 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.3 42 0.59 4.4 101 0.70 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 42 0.60 4.3 99 0.73 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.3 43 0.53 4.4 103 0.64 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.4 39 0.58 4.3 97 0.81 4.3 689 0.88 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.5 43 0.88 4.6 103 0.72 4.5 729 0.81 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.5 44 0.66 4.5 104 0.72 4.5 732 0.89 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.6 43 0.58 4.7 103 0.55 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Youth In Need—Counseling  
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Crisis Nursery– Respite Care 

 Survey sent to 363 clients or 90% of the original 406 client names that were provided.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 68 
 Total surveys received by mail = 32 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 100 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 34%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 18.2% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Six 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week (3 clients) 
and 2-weeks (3 clients).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 28.3% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 36.5% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 84.8% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 13.1% in the 9-12 age range 
and 2% in the 13-18 age range.  

Introduction 

51%

49%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability….. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 1% 0% 42% 57% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 1% 0% 43% 56% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 1% 42% 57% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 3% 0% 58% 39% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 8% 3% 26% 63% 

N = 96-100                                                                                                                                         

*Not Applicable Outcome for Service- N = 10 for staff advocating for child in school, indicating this item is not 
applicable for this program.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 2% 6% 92% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 9% 49% 41% 

Behavior at school.* 5% 0% 30% 20% 45% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 0% 0% 45% 55% 

N = 87-97; Note lower sample size on social skills indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the 

program if not currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                               
*Not Applicable Outcome for Service; N=16-20, indicating this item is not applicable for this program.   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 4% 2% 7% 54% 33% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 0% 29% 54% 17% 

N = 82;   lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not currently an 

outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
*N = 24; lower N indicates this is not a current outcome/goal of program, but could be potential future 

outcome of the program.  

Crisis Nursery– Respite Care 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
2% 3% 3% 35% 57% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 0% 29% 71% 

N = 92-98      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 18% 5% 77% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 12% 8% 79% 

N = 97-98      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 
with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* 
Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each 
rating option has a different 

value.    

Crisis Nursery—Respite Care 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 Twelve of the 18 items had more than 50% of the clients give the highest rating, and this includes some of 

the non-program related items.   The highest ratings were with services improving the youth’s situation in 
the home, where 92% ―strongly agreed‖.  The program was even attributed with improving attendance 

(55%) and grade performance in school (69%).   
 All of the mean values were equal to or above the mean value for their comparison service category group 

shown on the next page.  All program-related items had a mean value higher than 4.0, with two of them 
having a mean of 4.9.  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest level of ratings were linked to the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the 

youth’s situation in the home, but were not highlighted since they did not exceed 9%.    

 Beyond that, the agency could review the small percentage noted on the low-end of the scale for some 

items, and work on addressing these or designing ways to remedy this situations in-house.  
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Survey Items Crisis Nursery - 

Respite Care 

Service Category

- Respite  

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.9 24 0.68 3.8 28 0.88 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 20 1.12 3.8 23 1.23 3.7 447 1.05 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.1 82 0.91 4.1 87 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.2 10 0.42 3.9 12 1.00 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.3 87 0.64 4.3 92 0.72 3.9 579 0.96 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 98 0.64 4.3 107 0.71 4.2 710 0.86 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.4 98 0.86 4.4 107 0.90 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.4 96 0.90 4.4 104 0.94 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.5 100 0.56 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.6 100 0.56 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 716 0.74 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.6 20 0.51 4.3 24 0.92 3.6 384 1.06 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.6 97 0.52 4.5 105 0.64 4.4 684 0.75 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 98 0.79 4.5 107 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 97 0.69 4.6 106 0.77 4.6 717 0.73 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

4.7 16 0.48 4.4 19 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.7 92 0.46 4.6 101 0.61 4.3 667 0.85 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.9 98 0.41 4.8 107 0.56 4.5 732 0.89 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.9 97 0.37 4.8 104 0.55 4.1 691 0.99 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crisis Nursery— Respite Care 
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Crisis Nursery– Home Visits/Parent Groups 

 Survey sent to 124 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 14 
 Total surveys received by mail = 16 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 30 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 29.9%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 23.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited for 1-week to receive services.   

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 36.7% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 44.8% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 80% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 20% in the 9-12 age range.  

Introduction 

60%

40%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 59% 41% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  3% 0% 0% 50% 47% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 0% 52% 48% 

To provide helpful information.  3% 3% 0% 47% 47% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 8% 0% 31% 62% 

N = 26-30                                                                                                                                         

*Not Applicable Outcome for Service- N = 3 for staff advocating for child in school, indicating this item is not 
applicable for this program.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 4% 0% 18% 78% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 0% 0% 11% 42% 47% 

Behavior at school.** 0% 0% 50% 17% 33% 

Performance at school (grades).** 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 

Attendance at school.** 0% 0% 0% 40% 60% 

N = 28; *N=19; Note lower sample size on social skills indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the 

program if not currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                               
**Not Applicable Outcome for Service; N=5-6, indicating this item is not applicable for this program.   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 58% 42% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

N = 24.                                                                                                                                                  

*N = 6; Not an applicable outcome for this service.  

Crisis Nursery– Home Visits/Parent Groups 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
3% 3% 3% 37% 53% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
4% 0% 0% 39% 57% 

N = 28-30      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  3% 0% 10% 7% 79% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
4% 0% 7% 11% 79% 

N = 28-29      

This item is the ―overall 
satisfaction‖ measure in that there 

is no better way to demonstrate a 
client is satisfied with services 

than to ask them if they would 

come back for services in the 
future. The W* Score is an 

adjusted percent of the responses, 
where each rating option has a 

different value.    

Crisis Nursery—Home Visits/Parent Groups 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were in the quality of staff on his/her ability to get the youth 

the services needed (62%), services improving the situation in the home (78%), delivering services in a 
timely manner (79%) and scheduling appointments at a time and place convenient for the youth (79%).   

 All 17 of the program-related items had a mean higher than 4.3, many of which were in line or greater 

than the mean for the service category comparison table on the next page.  This program appears very 

effective in improving the youth’s situation in the home (4.7 vs. 4.1).  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with the quality of the staff to provide helpful information and getting the 

youth the services needed, but the level of client’s disagreement was not above 9% and therefore not 

highlighted.  This is also evidenced on the next page, but should not be viewed as a weakness with the 

lowest mean value for any program-related item being higher than 4.0. Even the lowest mean values are 
above or in line with the service category averages.  
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Survey Items Crisis Nursery - 

Home visits/
Parent Groups 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.8 6 0.98 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 30 0.92 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.3 30 0.96 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.3 6 0.52 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 

parent/guardian.  

4.4 30 0.81 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.4 19 0.68 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.4 29 0.50 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.4 24 0.50 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.5 26 0.86 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.5 28 0.84 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.5 29 0.51 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.5 6 0.55 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 29 0.95 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

4.6 5 0.55 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.6 28 0.92 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.7 3 0.58 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.7 28 0.66 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.8 30 0.82 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crisis Nursery—Home Visits/Parent Groups 
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United Services-Home/Community-Based Services 

 Survey sent to 43 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 0 
 Total surveys received by mail = 17 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 17 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 48.8%  

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 5.9% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. There 
was no specific information regarding length of the client’s wait period.   

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 75% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 12.5% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 100% of the clients who responded were 
in the 0-8 age range (N=13).  

Introduction 

76%

24%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 6% 29% 65% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 24% 29% 47% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 6% 31% 63% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 12% 24% 65% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 6% 19% 6% 69% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 6% 12% 24% 59% 

N = 16-17.        

*N = 9                                                                                                                         

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 6% 56% 38% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Behavior at school. 0% 0% 7% 36% 57% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 0% 9% 55% 36% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 0% 11% 56% 33% 

N = 14-16;                                                                                                                                          

*N=9-11; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 19% 25% 56% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 7% 0% 27% 67% 

N = 15-16                                                                                                                                          

United Services– Home/Community-Based Services 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 18% 18% 18% 47% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 6% 0% 38% 56% 

N = 16-17      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 35% 65% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 13% 87% 

N = 15-17       

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 
with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* 
Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each rating 
option has a different value.    

United Services-  Home/Community-Based Services 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 Twelve of the 15 program-related items had more than 50% of the clients give the highest rating.    

 The highest ratings for program-related items were in the quality of staff on his/her ability to understand 

the youth’s needs (65%), to provide helpful information (65%), communicating with the youth (63%), the 
parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation in school (67%), timely 

service delivery (65%), and convenient appointments scheduled for youth (87%).   

 17 of the 18 items had a mean value higher than 3.9, many of which were in line or greater than the mean 

for the service category comparison table on the next page.  This program appears more effective in it’s 
counterparts at providing the parent/guardian useful information to manage the youth’s situation at school 

(4.5 vs. 4.0).  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest rating was seen with the frequency of the staff’s contact with the parent/guardian with 18% 

disagreement.  This is also evidenced on the next page, but should not be necessarily viewed as a major 
weakness with the mean equaling 3.9.  
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Survey Items United Services - 

Home/Comm. 
Based Services 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.9 17 1.20 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.2 9 0.67 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.2 17 0.83 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

4.3 11 0.65 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.3 16 0.60 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.4 17 0.93 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.4 16 1.02 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.4 16 0.81 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.4 16 0.81 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.5 16 0.52 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.5 14 0.65 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.5 17 0.72 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.5 15 0.83 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.6 16 0.63 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.6 17 0.62 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.6 17 0.61 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 17 0.49 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.9 15 0.35 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

United Services—Home/Community-Based Services 
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Salvation Army– Counseling 

 Survey sent to 68 clients*.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 0 
 Total surveys received by mail = 1 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 1 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 1.8%*   
*BOLD was unable to confirm the total number of surveys that were sent out. There was no follow-up process with clients.  

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 0% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services.  

 
 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 0% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 This client was in the 0-8 age range.  

Introduction 

0%

100%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her             ability 
…. 

Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To advocate for youth with school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                        

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Behavior at school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Performance at school (grades). 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Attendance at school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                 

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                

Salvation Army– Counseling Services 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 1      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

N = 1      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 

them if they would come back for 
services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Salvation Army– Counseling Services 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 With only one client responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement cannot be 

accurately assessed.  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 With only one client responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement cannot be 

accurately assessed.  
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Survey Items Salvation Army - 

Counseling 
Services 

Service Category

– Counseling 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

3.0 1 . 4.4 101 0.70 4.4 684 0.75 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.0 1 . 3.8 86 0.96 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.0 1 . 3.7 68 0.91 3.6 430 1.10 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

3.0 1 . 4.7 103 0.55 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.0 1 . 4.4 103 0.64 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.0 1 . 4.3 97 0.81 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.0 1 . 4.3 99 0.73 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.0 1 . 4.1 32 1.01 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.0 1 . 4.3 86 0.86 4.3 674 0.93 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.0 1 . 4.1 97 0.97 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 1 . 3.8 72 0.93 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.0 1 . 3.6 54 0.82 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 1 . 3.9 98 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.0 1 . 3.9 75 0.96 3.9 467 1.02 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.0 1 . 3.9 95 1.08 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.0 1 . 4.1 97 0.86 4.3 667 0.85 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.0 1 . 4.5 104 0.72 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.0 1 . 4.6 103 0.72 4.5 729 0.81 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Salvation Army—Counseling Services 
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Kids in the Middle– Counseling 

 Survey sent to 79 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 0 
 Total surveys received by mail = 23 (3 of which were email) 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 23 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 35.9%   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 4.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited for 4-weeks to receive services.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 81% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 31.8% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 60.9% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 39.1% in the 9-12 age 
range.  

Introduction 

39%

61%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 14% 41% 27% 18% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 9% 46% 32% 14% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 12% 35% 41% 12% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 7% 47% 33% 13% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 17% 17% 17% 17% 33% 

To get the youth the services needed. ** 0% 7% 21% 21% 50% 

N = 22-23.                                                                                                                                        

*Not Applicable Outcome for Service- N = 6 for staff advocating for child in school, indicating this item is not 
applicable for this program.                                                                                                                 

**N=14                                                                                                          

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 14% 41% 27% 18% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 9% 46% 32% 14% 

Behavior at school. 0% 12% 35% 41% 12% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 7% 47% 33% 13% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 8% 54% 31% 8% 

N = 22                                                                                                                                             

*N=13-17; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 4% 17% 22% 35% 22% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 25% 20% 35% 20% 

N = 20-23                                                                                                                                        

Kids in the Middle– Counseling  
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
4% 30% 17% 26% 22% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 5% 5% 65% 25% 

N = 20-23      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 4% 22% 74% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 9% 13% 78% 

N = 23      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 

with services than to ask them if 
they would come back for 

services in the future.  

Kids in the Middle– Counseling  

Graph 2:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were in timely service delivery (74%), convenient 

appointments scheduled for youth (78%), ,and for a lower sample of clients (N = 14) who gave a high 
rating to the quality of the staff to get the youth the services needed (50%).  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest rating was seen with the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s 

situation in the home and at school (21-25% disagreement), services improving the youth’s situation in the 

home (14%), and the frequency of the staff’s contact with the parent/guardian (34%).  This is also 
evidenced on the next page where the mean for these items fall below the service category averages.  
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Survey Items Kids in the Middle 

- Counseling 
Services 

Service Category

- Counseling 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.3 23 1.26 3.9 95 1.08 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

3.3 6 1.63 4.1 32 1.01 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 13 0.77 3.6 54 0.82 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.5 20 1.10 3.9 75 0.96 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.5 22 0.96 4.1 97 0.97 4.1 691 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.5 22 0.86 3.8 86 0.96 3.9 579 0.96 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.5 23 1.16 3.9 98 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.5 17 0.87 3.8 72 0.93 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.5 15 0.83 3.7 68 0.91 3.6 430 1.10 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

3.8 23 1.20 4.3 97 0.81 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 

information.  

4.0 22 0.98 4.3 99 0.73 4.2 710 0.86 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.1 20 0.72 4.1 97 0.86 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.1 14 1.03 4.3 86 0.86 4.3 674 0.93 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.2 23 1.00 4.5 104 0.72 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.3 23 0.86 4.4 103 0.64 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.3 23 0.88 4.4 101 0.70 4.4 684 0.75 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 23 0.56 4.6 103 0.72 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 23 0.63 4.7 103 0.55 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Kids in the Middle—Counseling  
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Crider Health Center– School-based Mental Health Specialists 

 Survey sent to 293 clients or 90% of the original client list of 326.   
 Total surveys completed by phone = 41 
 Total surveys received by mail = 34 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 75 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 31.6%  

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 8.1% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Three 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 2-weeks (1 client), 
4-weeks (1 client) and 12-weeks (1 client).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 77% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 44.6% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 19.2% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 39.7% in the 9-12 age 
range, 39.7% in the 13-18 age range 
and the remaining 1.4% were above the 
age of 18.  

Introduction 

61%

39%
Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her  ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 3% 12% 38% 47% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  1% 5% 7% 35% 51% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 5% 10% 37% 49% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 8% 5% 38% 49% 

To advocate for youth with school. 0% 4% 6% 23% 68% 

To get the youth the services needed.  1% 1% 11% 29% 57% 

N = 71-74                                                                                                                            

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 14% 11% 46% 30% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 2% 15% 12% 45% 27% 

Behavior at school.* 3% 16% 13% 40% 28% 

Performance at school (grades).* 3% 21% 16% 35% 25% 

Attendance at school.** 2% 16% 24% 35% 24% 

N = 74 *N=67-68; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further 

developed or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                           
**N=51; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 

currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 1% 11% 8% 45% 34% 

Youth’s situation at school. 1% 6% 14% 50% 29% 

N = 72-73                                                                                                                                       

Crider Health Center– School-based Mental Health Specialists 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 10% 7% 45% 39% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 7% 12% 36% 45% 

N = 73-74      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 10% 21% 69% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 7% 18% 75% 

N = 71-72      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 
with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* 
Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each rating 
option has a different value.    

Crider Health Center—School-based Mental Health Specialists 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 High ratings for program-related items were seen in the quality of staff on his/her ability to communicate 

with the parent/guardian (51%), to get the youth the services needed (57%), and one of the highest 
ratings seen across all agencies with 68% of clients providing the ―excellent‖ rating for quality of staff to 

advocate for youth with the school demonstrating a major success of this program outcome. The highest 
ratings were seen in timely service delivery (69%) and convenient scheduling of appointments (75%).   

 All of the confirmed program outcomes  had a mean value higher than 3.9, many of which were in line 

with the mean for the service category comparison table on the next page.  This program appears more 

effective in it’s counterparts at assisting clients in advocating with the school (4.5 vs. 4.4).   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with services improving the youth’s situation in the home and the parent/

guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home (12-14% 
disagreement).   The level of disagreement for the school-related outcomes could be tied to the fact that 

the program does not directly seek to improve these areas with every client or the program is not as 
effective in these areas.   
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Survey Items Crider Health 

Center - School-
based Mental 

Health Specialists 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.6 68 1.16 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.6 51 1.08 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.7 68 1.13 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.8 67 1.05 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.9 74 0.98 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 73 1.00 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.0 72 0.89 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.1 74 0.91 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.2 73 0.91 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 74 0.90 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.3 74 0.85 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.3 74 0.92 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.3 74 0.79 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.4 72 0.85 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.5 71 0.79 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.5 71 0.82 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 71 0.67 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 72 0.60 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crider Health Center-School Based Mental Health Specialists 
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Crider Health Center– Partnership with Families 

 Survey sent to 214 clients or 90% of the original client list of 237.    
 Total surveys completed by phone = 26 
 Total surveys received by mail = 26 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 52 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 30.0%   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 25.5% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Nine 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included a range of 1-24 
weeks (1 week, 2 weeks, 10 weeks, 12 weeks and 24 weeks noted by only one client each).  
Three and four weeks were noted by two clients each.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 64.7% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 66% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 9.8% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 33.3% in the 9-12 age 
range, 49% in the 13-18 age range and 
the remaining 7.8% were above the age 
of 18.  

Introduction 

71%

29%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 2% 4% 4% 31% 60% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 4% 2% 35% 60% 

To communicate with youth.  2% 2% 6% 34% 56% 

To provide helpful information.  2% 4% 12% 29% 54% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 5% 10% 24% 62% 

To get the youth the services needed.  4% 6% 6% 31% 53% 

N = 49-52                                                                                                                                      

*N=42; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 2% 6% 14% 34% 44% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 2% 6% 15% 46% 31% 

Behavior at school.* 2% 7% 19% 43% 29% 

Performance at school (grades).* 5% 12% 26% 41% 17% 

Attendance at school.* 5% 14% 35% 30% 16% 

N = 48-50.                                                                                                                                       

*N=37-42; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 2% 8% 8% 44% 38% 

Youth’s situation at school. 2% 9% 11% 41% 36% 

N = 44-48.   

Crider Health Center-Partnership with Families 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
2% 0% 0% 47% 51% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
2% 0% 2% 42% 54% 

N = 50-51      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 2% 4% 14% 81% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 4% 10% 87% 

N = 52      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that 
there is no better way to 

demonstrate a client is satisfied 
with services than to ask them if 

they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* 
Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each rating 
option has a different value.    

Crider Health Center—Partnership with Families 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 All of the items relating to the staff’s quality (53-62%), the frequency of their communication with both the 

parent and youth (51-54%), timely service delivery (81%) and the convenient scheduling of appointments 
(87%) had more than 50% of the clients give the highest rating.  

 All of the confirmed program outcomes (10 out of 14) had a mean higher than 4.3, many of which were in 

line with the service category means (see table on the next page).  This program appears more responsive 

than it’s counterparts with the frequency of their communication with the parent/guardian (4.5 vs. 4.1)  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The highest level of disagreement (10-11%)was seen with the parent/guardian receiving useful 

information to manage the youth’s situation in the home and at school, in addition to getting the youth the 

services needed. There were some higher levels of disagreement demonstrated in the lower sample sized 

items suggesting they may not be program outcomes.  The agency will be able to interpret these results 
accordingly.   
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Survey Items Crider Health 

Center - 
Partnership with 

Families 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 37 1.09 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.5 42 1.06 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.9 42 0.99 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.0 48 0.96 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 

youth's situation at school.  

4.0 44 1.03 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.1 48 1.00 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.1 50 1.00 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.2 49 1.09 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 52 0.96 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.4 50 0.86 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 

youth's needs.  

4.4 52 0.89 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.4 42 0.86 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.5 51 0.70 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.5 50 0.73 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.5 52 0.73 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 52 0.63 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.8 50 0.59 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.8 52 0.47 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crider Health Center-Partnership with Families 
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Crider Health Center– Pinocchio 

 Survey sent to 204 clients of the 209 total clients served in 2010.    
 Total surveys completed by phone = 30 
 Total surveys received by mail = 31 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 61 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 36.9%   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 1.6% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited 26-weeks to receive services.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 89.8% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 20% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 85% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with the remaining 15% in the 9-
12 age range.  

Introduction 

69%

31%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her  ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 2% 0% 7% 29% 62% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  2% 7% 11% 35% 46% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 2% 5% 26% 67% 

To provide helpful information.  2% 5% 16% 33% 44% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 3% 0% 28% 22% 47% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 2% 7% 26% 65% 

N = 54-58                                                                                                                                     

*N=32; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 2% 20% 46% 32% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 2% 10% 47% 41% 

Behavior at school. 3% 0% 7% 71% 19% 

Performance at school (grades). 2% 2% 17% 65% 15% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 7% 31% 47% 16% 

N = 54-56.                                                                                                                                       

*N=45; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as an indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 5% 8% 23% 46% 18% 

Youth’s situation at school. 5% 8% 18% 49% 21% 

N = 39; lower sample size indicates this may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or viewed as 

an indirect outcome.  

Crider Health Center– Pinocchio Program 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory.* 
2% 21% 13% 36% 28% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 4% 67% 30% 

N = 57                                                                                                                                                     

*N = 47; slightly lower sample size, may or may not be a program outcome.  

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 6% 15% 80% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 2% 24% 74% 

N = 54-55      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services 
than to ask them if they would 

come back for services in the 

future. The W* Score is an 
adjusted percent of the responses, 

where each rating option has a 
different 

value.    

Crider Health Center—Pinocchio Program 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 High ratings for program-related items were seen in the quality of staff on his/her ability to understand the 

youth’s needs, communicate with the youth, and get the youth the services needed, all with higher than 
62% of clients providing the highest rating possible. The highest ratings were seen in timely service 

delivery (80%) and convenient scheduling of appointments (74%).   
 All but one of the confirmed program outcomes  had a mean higher than 3.9, many of which were in line 

with the mean for the service category comparison table on the next page.  This program appears more 
effective in it’s counterparts at improving the youth’s social skills with family, friends and others (4.3 vs. 

4.0).   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s 

situation in the home and at school, in adding to the frequency of the staff’s communication with the 
parent/guardian, with 23% of clients disagreeing.    There seems to be a common theme on the low end 

of the mean ratings where parents knowledge and communication is concerned.  This may be an area of 
focus.    
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Survey Items Crider Health 

Center - Pinocchio 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.6 39 1.04 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.7 47 1.17 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.7 45 0.82 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.7 39 1.05 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.9 54 0.74 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 58 0.76 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.1 56 0.77 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.1 32 1.03 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.1 57 0.98 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.2 57 1.00 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 

services was satisfactory.  

4.3 57 0.52 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.3 58 0.72 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.4 58 0.82 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.5 58 0.78 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.5 54 0.72 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.6 58 0.68 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 54 0.49 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 55 0.55 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crider Health Center– Pinocchio  
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CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

Crider Health Center– Psychiatric Services 

 Survey sent to 15 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 9 
 Total surveys received by mail =  
 Total phone + mail surveys = 9 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 74.0% 

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 0% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services.  

 
 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 88.9% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 11.1% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 33.3% in the 9-12 age 
range, and the remaining 55.6% were in 
the 13-18 age range.   

Introduction 

56%

44%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 11% 78% 11% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 89% 11% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 0% 78% 22% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 78% 22% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 11% 0% 67% 22% 

N = 9                                                                                                                                             

*N=1; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not currently 
an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 33% 11% 44% 11% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 0% 11% 22% 56% 11% 

Behavior at school.* 13% 13% 0% 75% 0% 

Performance at school (grades).* 25% 0% 25% 50% 0% 

Attendance at school.* 13% 13% 13% 63% 0% 

N = 8-9; *Note that Psychiatric Services do not specifically focus on improvements in school, which may 

explain the strongly disagree and disagree ratings on these items.  

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 7-8 

Crider Health Center– Psychiatric Services 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 11% 11% 78% 0% 

N = 9      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 22% 0% 78% 0% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 11% 0% 89% 0% 

N = 9      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Crider Health Center—Psychiatric Services 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 There were no program-related items where more than 50% of clients provided the highest rating.  

Therefore, mean values presented on the next page were used to identify the highest rated item. The 
highest rating was seen with the quality of staff to provide helpful information and communicate with 

youth, with a mean of 4.2.  
 This program appears more effective in it’s counterparts at providing the parent’s useful information to 

manage the youth’s situation in the home and at school.   (4.0 vs 3.8 and 3.7) 
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with services improving the youth’s situation in the home and services being 

delivered in a timely manner (for program-related outcomes).    

 Nine of the 18 items had mean values less than 4.0.   
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Survey Items Crider Health 

Center - 
Psychiatric Serv 

Service Category

- Psychiatric  

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.0 8 1.31 3.3 14 1.38 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.3 8 1.16 3.7 14 1.14 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.3 9 1.12 3.7 17 1.10 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.4 8 1.19 3.4 15 1.18 3.7 447 1.05 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  3.6 9 0.88 3.8 18 1.10 4.5 729 0.81 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.7 9 0.87 3.8 17 1.09 3.9 579 0.96 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

3.7 9 0.71 3.8 18 0.73 4.3 667 0.85 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

3.8 9 0.67 4.1 18 0.76 4.6 717 0.73 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  3.9 9 0.33 4.2 18 0.51 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.0 9 0.50 4.2 18 0.55 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.0 1 . 3.8 5 1.10 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.0 9 0.87 4.1 16 0.96 4.3 674 0.93 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 8 0.00 3.8 17 0.73 4.0 631 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.0 7 0.00 3.7 15 0.80 3.9 467 1.02 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.0 9 0.00 4.0 16 0.63 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.1 9 0.33 4.3 17 0.47 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 

youth.  

4.2 9 0.44 4.4 18 0.51 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.2 9 0.44 4.3 18 0.46 4.2 710 0.86 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Crider Health Center-Psychiatric Services 
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Lutheran Family and Children’s Services—Counseling 

 Survey sent to 67 clients (1 could not be sent).   
 Total surveys completed by phone = 12 
 Total surveys received by mail = 12 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 24 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 44.2%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 12.5% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited 2-weeks to receive services.  

  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 91.7% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 70.8% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 17.4% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 34.8% in the 9-12 age 
range, 34.8% in the 13-18 age range 
and the remaining 13% were above the 
age of 18.  

Introduction 

37%

63%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  63

CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her             ability 
…. 

Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 9% 30% 61% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 5% 36% 59% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 4% 26% 70% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 9% 30% 61% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 8% 33% 58% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 5% 36% 59% 

N = 22-23                                                                                                                                             

*N=12; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                        

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 14% 9% 32% 46% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 9% 9% 41% 41% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 6% 22% 39% 33% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 6% 24% 41% 29% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 7% 21% 43% 29% 

N = 22                                                                                                                                               

*N=14-18; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as an indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 14% 48% 38% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 6% 6% 56% 33% 

N = 21                                                                                                                                            

*N=18; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as an indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Lutheran Family and Children’s Services– Counseling 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 5% 10% 38% 48% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 4% 9% 44% 44% 

N = 21-23      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 4% 22% 74% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 22% 78% 

N = 23      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Lutheran Family and Children’s Services—Counseling 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 More than 50% of the clients provided the highest rating possible for all of the staff quality items.  The 

highest ratings for program-related items were seen with timely service delivery and the convenient 
scheduling of appointments, with more than 73% of clients providing the ―always‖ rating.  

 All items, including non-program related outcomes had a mean higher than 3.9 (shown on the next page). 

All but one of the items for this service had a higher mean than the service category mean and half of 

them had a mean greater or equal to 4.5.  This is a very effective program.  
 Notice the high level of agreement for the items linking services to improving attendance, grades and 

behavior in school.  At least 70% of clients agreed with services having an effect on these areas.   

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest ratings were seen with services improving the youth’s situation in the home, where 14% of 

clients showed disagreement. This should be an area of focus, in addition to exploring some of the 

potential future outcomes relating to improvements in school.   
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Survey Items Lutheran Family/

Children's 
Services - 

Counseling 

Service Category

- Counseling 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.9 14 0.92 3.6 54 0.82 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.9 17 0.90 3.7 68 0.91 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 18 0.91 3.8 72 0.93 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.1 22 1.06 4.1 97 0.97 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.1 22 0.94 3.8 86 0.96 3.9 579 0.96 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.2 18 0.79 3.9 75 0.96 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.2 21 0.70 3.9 98 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.3 23 0.81 4.1 97 0.86 4.3 667 0.85 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.3 21 0.85 3.9 95 1.08 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.5 12 0.67 4.1 32 1.01 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.5 23 0.67 4.4 103 0.64 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.5 23 0.67 4.3 99 0.73 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.5 22 0.60 4.3 97 0.81 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.5 22 0.60 4.3 86 0.86 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.7 23 0.57 4.4 101 0.70 4.4 684 0.75 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.7 23 0.57 4.5 104 0.72 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 23 0.56 4.6 103 0.72 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.8 23 0.42 4.7 103 0.55 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Lutheran Family/Children’s Services-Counseling 
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Lutheran Family and Children’s Services—Respite Care 

 Survey sent to 3 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 3 
 Total surveys received by mail = 0 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 3 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 100%  

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 100% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. No 
information was provided on the length of the wait period.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 0% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 2010.  

 

Child in Crisis 

 0% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 100% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range.  

Introduction 

0%

100%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To communicate with youth.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

To advocate for youth with school.*      

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

N = 3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                          

*N=0; Not an applicable outcome or not responded to by any client.  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).*      

Behavior at school.*      

Performance at school (grades).*      

Attendance at school.*      

N = 3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                              

*N=0; Not an applicable outcome or not responded to by any client.  

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home.*      

Youth’s situation at school.*      

*N=0; Not an applicable outcome or not responded to by any client.  

Lutheran Family and Children’s Services– Respite Care 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

N = 3      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 3      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 
measure in that there is no better 

way to demonstrate a client is 
satisfied with services than to ask 

them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 
is an adjusted percent of the 

responses, where each rating option 
has a different value.    

Lutheran Family and Children’s Services—Respite Care 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 With only three clients responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement becomes 

difficult to accurately assess. The highest ratings were seen with the quality of the staff to provide helpful 
information (100%) and to get the youth the services needed (100%), in addition to the frequency of the 

staff’s contact with the parent or guardian being satisfactory (100%).   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 There were really no low ratings provided by the three clients who responded to this survey.  The mean 

value analysis on the next page demonstrates that all items had a mean of 4.0 or higher.  
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Survey Items Lutheran Family/

Children's Serv. - 
Respite Care 

Service Category

- Respite 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.0 3 0.00 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.0 3 0.00 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.0 3 0.00 4.5 105 0.64 4.4 684 0.75 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.0 3 0.00 4.8 104 0.55 4.1 691 0.99 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.0 3 0.00 4.5 107 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

5.0 3 0.00 4.3 107 0.71 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

5.0 3 0.00 4.4 104 0.94 4.3 674 0.93 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

5.0 3 0.00 4.4 107 0.90 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

5.0 3 0.00 4.6 101 0.61 4.3 667 0.85 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  5.0 3 0.00 4.8 107 0.56 4.5 732 0.89 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 

place convenient for youth.  

5.0 3 0.00 4.6 106 0.77 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

      3.9 12 1.00 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

      4.3 92 0.72 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.        3.8 23 1.23 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

      4.4 19 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.        4.3 24 0.92 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 

youth's situation in the home.  

      4.1 87 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

      3.8 28 0.88 3.9 467 1.02 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Lutheran Family/Children’s Services-Respite Care 
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Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service—Home-Based Services 

 Survey sent to 210 clients of the 219 total clients served in 2010.     
 Total surveys completed by phone = 42 
 Total surveys received by mail = 12 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 54 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 31.7%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 11.1% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Five 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 2-weeks (3 
clients), 3-weeks (1 client), 6-weeks (1 client) and 8-weeks (1 client).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 67.9% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 66% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 64% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 14% in the 9-12 age range, 
and the remaining 22% were in the 13-
18 age range.   

Introduction 

46%

54%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs.* 0% 6% 0% 58% 36% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  5% 5% 2% 56% 32% 

To communicate with youth.*  0% 3% 3% 58% 36% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 10% 5% 54% 32% 

To advocate for youth with school.** 0% 9% 0% 18% 73% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 9% 2% 51% 38% 

N = 41-47                                                                                                                                      

*N=31-36; Note lower sample size indicates this may be a potential future outcome of the program if not 
currently an outcome or clients stated this item was not applicable.                                                                                                                         

** N=11: indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 4% 0% 47% 49% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 0% 0% 22% 44% 35% 

Behavior at school.** 0% 0% 15% 54% 31% 

Performance at school (grades).** 0% 0% 20% 47% 33% 

Attendance at school.** 0% 7% 14% 43% 36% 

N = 47                                                                                                                                          

*N=23; lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or viewed 
as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                              

** N=13-15: indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 6% 3% 58% 33% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 11% 6% 50% 33% 

N = 33                                                                                                                                           

*N=18; lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or viewed 
as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service—Home-Based Services 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
6% 6% 8% 44% 35% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory. * 
0% 3% 14% 28% 55% 

N =  48                                                                                                                                                   

*N = 29; slightly lower sample size, may or may not be a program outcome.  

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  2% 10% 4% 35% 49% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
2% 8% 8% 34% 48% 

N = 50-51      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services than 
to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 

W* Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    

Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service—Home-Based Services 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were seen with the frequency of the staff’s contact with the 

youth (55%), and although not a likely program outcome, the high percent of clients who stated the staff 
advocated with the school (73%).  Many items came close to reaching the 50% level on the highest 

response available.   
 All items, including non-program related outcomes had a mean higher than 4.0 (see table on the next 

page). This program appears more effective than it’s counterparts in the Home and Community based 
services for improving the youth’s situation in the home (4.4 vs. 4.1).   

 Notice the high level of agreement for the items linking services to improving the youth’s social skills, 

attendance, grades and behavior in school.  At least 77% of clients agreed with services having an effect 
on these areas.   

 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with the quality of staff providing helpful information, frequency of the staff’s 

contact with the parent/guardian, and timely service delivery.   

 This program could work on improving communication with parents and scheduling appointments that are 

more convenient for the youth (see mean service category comparisons on the next page).  
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Survey Items Care Service - 

Home-based 
Services 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.0 48 1.13 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.0 41 1.00 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.1 18 0.94 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.1 14 0.92 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 

information.  

4.1 41 0.88 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.1 23 0.76 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

4.1 15 0.74 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.2 13 0.69 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.2 50 1.02 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.2 33 0.77 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.2 47 0.85 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.2 51 1.04 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.3 36 0.73 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.3 31 0.68 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.3 29 0.86 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.3 49 1.27 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.4 47 0.71 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.5 11 0.93 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Sts. Joachim and Ann Care Service-Home-based Services 
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Bridgeway Behavioral Healthcare– Substance Abuse  

 Survey sent to 76 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 12 
 Total surveys received by mail = 12 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 24 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 39%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 8.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Two 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 8-weeks and 12-
weeks.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 82.6% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 56.5% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 95.2% of the youth were in the 13-18 
age range. The remaining 4.8% were in 
the 9-12 age range.   

Introduction 

79%

21%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her             
ability …. 

Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent Mean 

2008 
Mean 

2010 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 14% 55% 32% 4.5 4.2 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 5% 65% 30% 4.6 4.3 

To communicate with youth. 0% 5% 9% 50% 36% 4.6 4.2 

To provide helpful information.  0% 5% 9% 55% 32% 3.6 4.1 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 67% 33%   

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 10% 5% 25% 60%   

N = 20-22                                                                                                                                      

*N=6; for staff advocating for child in school, indicating this item is not applicable for this program.                                                                                                                  

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Mean 

2008 
Mean 

2010 

Situation in the home. 0% 10% 5% 65% 20% 3.9 4.0 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 18% 18% 53% 12%   

Behavior at school.* 0% 27% 27% 33% 13% 3.5 3.3 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 29% 7% 50% 14%   

Attendance at school.* 0% 33% 25% 25% 17%   

N = 17-20                                                                                                                                          

*N=12-15;  indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful 
information to manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Mean 

2008 
Mean 

2010 

Youth’s situation in the home. 6% 11% 17% 56% 11% 3.9 3.6 

Youth’s situation at school.* 7% 13% 27% 53% 0%   

N = 18                                                                                                                                          

*N=15; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Bridgeway Behavioral Healthcare-Substance Abuse Treatment 

NOTE: This agency was selected as the pilot agency to run comparison mean analysis with the 2008 results.  

CCRB and BOLD decided not to include this level of analysis for all agencies, but BOLD is providing the data to 
you since it was prepared.  
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Mean 

2008 
Mean 

2010 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 

parent/guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 6% 6% 61% 28% 4.1 4.1 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with 

youth was satisfactory.  
0% 5% 14% 41% 41%   

N = 18-22        

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always Mean 

2008 
Mean 

2010 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 4.3 4.7 

Appointments were scheduled at a time 

and place convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 27% 73%   

N = 22        

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better way 
to demonstrate a client is satisfied with 

services than to ask them if they would 
come back for services in the future.  

Bridgeway Behavioral Healthcare– Substance Abuse Treatment 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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4.3 4.5 

Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings were seen with the quality of staff to get the youth the services needed (60%), timely 

service delivery (68%) and the convenient scheduling of appointments (73%).  The highest increase from 
2008 to 2010 on the quality of the staff member on his/her ability to provide helpful information (2008X = 

3.6 vs. 2010X = 4.1).  
 Significant increase from 2008 to 2010 for timely manner of service delivery.  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The highest level of disagreement was with the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage 

the youth’s situation in the home.  
 Overall, this service is in line with similar services in it’s category and falls in line with the total sample 

averages. For the relevant service outcomes, the agency could focus on providing the parent/guardian with 

more useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home.  

 While the average is not considered low for the quality of the staff on his/her ability to communicate with 

parents and with the child/youth, there was a decrease in the average score from 2008 to 2010 most likely 
attributable to staff turnover or changes. This could be an area to focus on improving.  

W* Score  

90% 
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Survey Items Bridgeway 

Beh.Healthcare -
Subst. Abuse  

Service Category

- Outpt. Subst. 
Abuse 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.3 12 1.14 3.4 65 1.19 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.3 15 0.96 3.5 69 1.13 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.3 15 1.05 3.2 67 1.17 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.5 14 1.09 3.1 67 1.27 3.6 430 1.10 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.6 18 1.04 3.6 79 1.16 4.0 631 0.99 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.6 17 0.94 3.5 65 1.03 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.0 20 0.83 3.6 80 1.15 4.1 691 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.1 18 0.76 4.0 80 1.14 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.1 22 0.77 3.9 80 0.97 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.2 22 0.66 4.1 84 0.80 4.3 716 0.74 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 

services was satisfactory.  

4.2 22 0.85 4.2 84 0.89 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.2 22 0.80 4.2 81 0.88 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.3 20 0.55 4.0 82 0.96 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.3 6 0.52 4.0 44 1.14 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.4 20 0.99 4.1 71 1.02 4.3 674 0.93 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.5 22 0.67 4.1 85 1.03 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.7 22 0.48 4.5 84 0.73 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 22 0.46 4.5 84 0.81 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Bridgeway Behavioral Healthcare-Substance Abuse Services 
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Preferred Family Healthcare– Substance Abuse 

 Survey sent to 150 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 45 
 Total surveys received by mail = 17 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 62 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 51%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 4.8% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services.  
Two clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week and 2-
weeks.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 73.3% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 41.7% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 98.4% of the youth were in the 13-18 
age range. The remaining 1.6% were 20 
years old.  

Introduction 

73%

27%

Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …... Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 3% 21% 37% 39% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  2% 8% 24% 27% 39% 

To communicate with youth. 2% 3% 14% 39% 42% 

To provide helpful information.  2% 7% 31% 28% 33% 

To advocate for youth with school.** 5% 8% 18% 24% 45% 

To get the youth the services needed. * 4% 4% 16% 39% 37% 

N = 58-62                                                                                                                                      

*N=51                                                                                                                                                 
** N=11: indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 8% 17% 17% 40% 18% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 6% 10% 25% 44% 15% 

Behavior at school.* 10% 21% 21% 35% 14% 

Performance at school (grades).* 17% 21% 17% 34% 11% 

Attendance at school.* 9% 13% 23% 36% 19% 

N = 60                                                                                                                                          

*N=48-53; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 10% 10% 8% 53% 20% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 6% 17% 17% 39% 22% 

N = 61                                                                                                                                           

*N=54; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Preferred Family Healthcare– Substance Abuse Treatment 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
5% 13% 11% 27% 44% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
2% 2% 16% 31% 50% 

N = 62      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  2% 0% 10% 37% 52% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
2% 3% 8% 21% 66% 

N = 62      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Preferred Family Healthcare– Substance Abuse Treatment 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were seen with the frequency of the staff’s contact with the 

youth (50%), timely service delivery (52%), and the convenient scheduling of appointments (66%).   
 Many of the program related outcomes had a mean value that was right in line with the mean for the 

service category, as demonstrated on the next page.   

 Notice the high level of agreement for the items linking services to improving the youth’s social skills, 

attendance, grades and behavior in school.  These could be potential future outcomes of this program.  

 
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 The lowest ratings were seen with the quality of the staff to communicate with the youth, services 

improving the youth’s situation in the home, the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage 
the youth’s situation in the home, and the frequency of the staff’s contact with the parent/guardian.  A 

definite theme to focus on would be the home front and providing more ways for parents and the youth to 

combat the issues.   
 The service does not appear as effective as it’s comparison group services at improving the youth’s 

situation in the home (3.4 vs. 3.6; see next page).  
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Survey Items Preferred Family 

Healthcare - 
Substance Abuse  

Service Category

- Outpt. Subst. 
Abuse 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.0 53 1.31 3.1 67 1.27 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.2 52 1.21 3.2 67 1.17 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 53 1.22 3.4 65 1.19 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.4 60 1.21 3.6 80 1.15 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.5 48 1.07 3.5 65 1.03 3.9 579 0.96 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.6 54 1.18 3.5 69 1.13 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.6 61 1.20 3.6 79 1.16 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

3.8 58 1.03 3.9 80 0.97 4.2 710 0.86 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.9 62 1.23 4.0 80 1.14 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

3.9 62 1.05 4.0 82 0.96 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 

school.  

3.9 38 1.21 4.0 44 1.14 4.3 325 0.97 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.0 63 1.10 4.1 85 1.03 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.0 51 1.03 4.1 71 1.02 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.1 62 0.85 4.1 84 0.80 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.2 59 0.91 4.2 81 0.88 4.4 684 0.75 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.3 62 0.90 4.2 84 0.89 4.3 667 0.85 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.4 62 0.79 4.5 84 0.73 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.5 62 0.90 4.5 84 0.81 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Preferred Family Healthcare-Substance Abuse Services 
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Catholic Family Services-Counseling  

 Survey sent to 49 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 7 
 Total surveys received by mail = 7 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 14 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 32.8%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 14.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Two 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week and 4-
weeks.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 78.6% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 35.7% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 15.4% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 38.5% in the 9-12 age 
range, 38.5% in the 13-18 age range 
and the remaining 7.7% were above the 
age of 18.  

Introduction 

50%50%
Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  83

CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 64% 36% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 62% 39% 

To communicate with youth. 0% 8% 0% 46% 46% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 8% 42% 50% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 86% 14% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 8% 58% 33% 

N = 12-14                                                                                                                                        

*N=7; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 7% 0% 29% 64% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 8% 15% 39% 39% 

Behavior at school. 0% 9% 27% 46% 18% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 11% 44% 33% 11% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 11% 44% 33% 11% 

N = 11-14                                                                                                                                         

*N=9; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 8% 8% 62% 23% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 10% 20% 40% 30% 

N = 13                                                                                                                                           

*N=10; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Catholic Family Services– Counseling 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 8% 0% 58% 33% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 7% 0% 57% 36% 

N = 12-14      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 7% 57% 36% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

N = 14      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different value.    

Catholic Family Services—Counseling 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were seen with the quality of the staff member in their 

ability to provide helpful information (50%), services improving the youth’s situation in the home (64%), 
and the convenient scheduling of appointments (50%).   

 Many of the program related outcomes had a mean that was right in line with or slightly above the mean 

for the service category, as shown on the next page.   

 The program does better than it’s counterparts at improving the youth’s situation in the home (4.5 vs. 

4.1).   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest rated program-related item was with the parent/guardian receiving useful information to 

manage the youth’s situation in the home.  This is evidenced by an 8% disagreement rate and a lower 

mean of 4.0 than any other program-related item.  Note though, that 4.0 is not necessarily a ―low‖ value.  

 This service had lower ratings than the average for timely service delivery in it’s service category (4.6 vs. 

4.3).  
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Survey Items Catholic Family 

Services - 
Counseling 

Service Category

- Counseling 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.4 9 0.88 3.7 68 0.91 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 9 0.88 3.6 54 0.82 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.7 11 0.90 3.8 72 0.93 3.7 447 1.05 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.9 10 0.99 3.9 75 0.96 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 13 0.82 3.9 98 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.1 13 0.95 3.8 86 0.96 3.9 579 0.96 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.1 7 0.38 4.1 32 1.01 4.3 325 0.97 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.2 12 0.83 3.9 95 1.08 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.2 14 0.80 4.1 97 0.86 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.3 12 0.62 4.3 86 0.86 4.3 674 0.93 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.3 14 0.61 4.6 103 0.72 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.3 13 0.85 4.4 101 0.70 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.4 14 0.50 4.4 103 0.64 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.4 13 0.51 4.3 97 0.81 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.4 12 0.67 4.3 99 0.73 4.2 710 0.86 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.5 14 0.85 4.1 97 0.97 4.1 691 0.99 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.5 14 0.52 4.7 103 0.55 4.6 717 0.73 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.9 14 0.36 4.5 104 0.72 4.5 732 0.89 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Catholic Family Services-Counseling 
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Catholic Family Services-Outpatient Psychiatric  

 Survey sent to 35 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 5 
 Total surveys received by mail = 4 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 9 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 31.7%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 22.2% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Two 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week and 2-
weeks.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 55.6% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 25% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 11.1% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 33.3% in the 9-12 age 
range, 44.4% in the 13-18 age range 
and the remaining 11.1% were above 
the age of 18.  

Introduction 

22%

78%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 56% 44% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

To communicate with youth. 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 25% 0% 50% 25% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 14% 0% 29% 57% 

N = 7-9                                                                                                                                                 

*N=4: indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 13% 0% 50% 38% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 13% 0% 13% 38% 38% 

Behavior at school. 14% 0% 29% 43% 14% 

Performance at school (grades).* 17% 0% 17% 33% 33% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 0% 17% 33% 50% 

N = 7-8                                                                                                                                          

*N=6; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 22% 0% 67% 11% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 25% 13% 50% 13% 

N = 8-9 

Catholic Family Services– Outpatient Psychiatric 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 14% 0% 57% 29% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 11% 0% 78% 11% 

N = 7-9      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  11% 0% 0% 44% 44% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 11% 33% 56% 

N = 9      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services than 
to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 

W* Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    

Catholic Family Services– Outpatient Psychiatric 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were seen with the quality of the staff to communicate to 

the parent/guardian (50%) and with the youth (67%), and the convenient scheduling of appointments 
(56%).   

 16 of the 18 items had a mean higher than or greater than the service category mean, as shown on the 

next page.   

 Notice the high level of agreement for the item linking services to improving attendance at school with 

more than 88% of clients agreeing. On the mean comparison table on the next page, you also see how 
significantly higher this program performs on this item compared to the service category mean.  This could 

be a potential future outcome of this program.  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 11-14% of clients gave provided the two lowest responses for the staff getting the youth the services 

needed, services improving the situation in the home, social skills, and youth’s behavior at school, 
frequency of the staff’s contact with parents and separately with youth, and for timely service delivery.  

The lowest ratings were seen with the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s 
situation in the home and at school.  
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Survey Items Catholic Family 

Services -  
Psychiatric 

Service Category

- Psychiatric  

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.4 7 1.27 3.4 15 1.18 3.7 447 1.05 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.5 8 1.07 3.7 15 0.80 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.7 6 1.51 3.3 14 1.38 3.6 430 1.10 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.7 9 1.00 3.8 17 0.73 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 

school.  

3.8 4 1.26 3.8 5 1.10 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.9 8 1.36 3.8 17 1.09 3.9 579 0.96 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

3.9 9 0.78 3.8 18 0.73 4.3 667 0.85 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.0 7 1.00 4.0 16 0.63 4.1 690 1.04 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.1 9 1.27 3.8 18 1.10 4.5 729 0.81 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.1 8 0.99 3.7 17 1.10 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 

services needed.  

4.3 7 1.11 4.1 16 0.96 4.3 674 0.93 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 9 0.50 4.3 18 0.46 4.2 710 0.86 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.3 6 0.82 3.7 14 1.14 3.6 384 1.06 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.4 9 0.73 4.1 18 0.76 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.4 9 0.53 4.2 18 0.55 4.3 716 0.74 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.4 9 0.53 4.2 18 0.51 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.5 8 0.53 4.3 17 0.47 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.7 9 0.50 4.4 18 0.51 4.4 684 0.75 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Catholic Family Services-Outpatient Psychiatric 
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Catholic Family Services-Crisis Intervention 

 Survey sent to 57 clients*.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 26 
 Total surveys received by mail = 0 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 26 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 56.3% 
* Contact list was not provided until after mail process was complete; all clients reached by phone.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 0% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services.  

 
 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 15.4% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 19.2% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 50% in the 9-12 age range, 
and the remaining 30.8% were in the  
13-18 age range.  

Introduction 

58%

42%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her  ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 73% 27% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 78% 22% 

To communicate with youth. 0% 0% 0% 79% 21% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 63% 38% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

To get the youth the services needed.  8% 0% 0% 39% 54% 

N = 23-26                                                                                                                                         

*N= 2; indicating this is not a program outcome for clients.                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 4% 0% 32% 64% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 0% 0% 36% 64% 0% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 0% 43% 57% 0% 

N = 25                                                                                                                                             

*N=6-11;  lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 0% 0% 90% 10% 

N = 21                                                                                                                                         

*N=10; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Catholic Family Services– Crisis Intervention 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
8% 0% 0% 44% 48% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
8% 0% 0% 38% 54% 

N = 24-25      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 12% 19% 69% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 27% 73% 

N = 26      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services than 
to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 

W* Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    

Catholic Family Services– Crisis Intervention 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 The highest ratings for program-related items were seen with the quality of the staff to get the youth the 

services need (54%), services improving the youth’s situation in the home (64%), the frequency of the 
staff’s contact with the youth (54%), timely service delivery (69%) and the convenient scheduling of 

appointments (73%).   
 Many of the program related outcomes had a mean that was right in line with the mean for the service 

category, with the lowest mean greater than 4.1 (see next page). This program appears to be more 
effective at improving the youth’s situation in the home as seen in the comparison of the mean with the 

total sample on the next page (4.6 vs. 4.1).  This in the only agency in crisis intervention.   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 The lowest ratings were seen with the frequency of the staff’s contact with the parent/guardian and youth, 

but only had 8% of clients disagree with the frequency being satisfactory.  A definite theme to focus on 
would be the home front and providing more ways for parents and the youth to combat the issues.   
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Survey Items Catholic Family 
Services - Crisis 

Intervention 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.6 7 0.53 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, friends). 3.6 11 0.50 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 7 0.00 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school (grades).  4.0 6 0.00 3.6 430 1.10 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's situation at 
school.  

4.1 10 0.32 3.9 467 1.02 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with youth.  4.2 24 0.41 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with parent/guardian.  4.2 23 0.42 4.3 689 0.88 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian was satisfactory.  4.2 25 1.09 4.1 690 1.04 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the youth's needs.  4.3 26 0.45 4.3 716 0.74 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving services was 
satisfactory.  

4.3 24 1.12 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the services needed.  4.3 26 1.09 4.3 674 0.93 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage youth's situation in the 
home.  

4.3 21 0.48 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful information.  4.4 24 0.49 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with school.  4.5 2 0.71 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.6 25 0.71 4.1 691 0.99 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 26 0.70 4.5 729 0.81 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.7 26 0.69 4.5 732 0.89 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and place convenient for 
youth.  

4.7 26 0.45 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean* and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).                                              
*Catholic Family Services, Crisis Intervention program, is the only service in this category.        

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Catholic Family Services-Crisis Intervention 
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Our Lady’s Inn– Services to Teen Parents 

 Survey sent to 32 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 0 
 Total surveys received by mail = 17 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 17 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 65.6%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 23.5% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Two 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 2-weeks and 4-
weeks.  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 64.7% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 47.1% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 75% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, 8.3% in the 13-18 age range and 
the remaining 16.7% were above the 
age of 18.   

Introduction 

53%

47%
Male

Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her  ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 6% 18% 24% 29% 24% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  18% 6% 41% 12% 24% 

To communicate with youth.* 7% 7% 36% 21% 29% 

To provide helpful information.  12% 0% 35% 12% 41% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 8% 0% 23% 15% 54% 

To get the youth the services needed.  6% 0% 38% 13% 44% 

N = 16-17                                                                                                                                       

*N=13-14;  slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further 
developed or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 13% 13% 19% 19% 38% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 25% 0% 25% 50% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 18% 9% 18% 55% 

Attendance at school.* 0% 9% 18% 18% 55% 

N = 15-16                                                                                                                                          

*N=11-12; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 20% 20% 13% 47% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 18% 9% 18% 55% 

N = 15                                                                                                                                           

*N=11; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Our Lady’s Inn– Services to Teen Parents 



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  96

CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
7% 13% 20% 13% 47% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 13% 27% 13% 47% 

N = 15      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 12% 24% 18% 47% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 13% 31% 56% 

N = 16-17      

This item is the ―overall 
satisfaction‖ measure in that there 

is no better way to demonstrate a 
client is satisfied with services than 

to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 
W* Score is an adjusted percent of 

the responses, where each rating 
option has a different value.    

Our Lady’s Inn– Services to Teen Parents 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 More than 50% of clients provided the highest rating possible for the quality of the staff to advocate for 

the youth with the school, services improving behavior, performance and attendance at school, the parent/
guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation at school, and the convenient 

scheduling of appointments (56%, the highest).  Not all of the items may be direct program outcomes.   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 There was a range of 12-26% of clients disagreeing with many program-related items and some of the 

potential outcome items.  The agency should review these and prioritize them as areas to improve upon in 
addition to the information presented on the next page.  Prioritize the items that have a lower mean than 

the service category mean, such as the frequency of communication with the youth.  
 The lowest rated item was for the quality of the staff member to communicate with the parent/guardian, 

which may have been a confusing item for this sample of clients being teen moms. Therefore, the focus 
may be on the next lowest rated item, which was the staff’s quality to understand the youth’s need (mean 

of 3.5).  
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Survey Items Our Lady's Inn - 

Services to Teen 
Parents 

Service Category

- Teen Parents 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

3.2 17 1.38 3.6 24 1.35 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

3.5 17 1.23 3.9 46 0.86 4.3 716 0.74 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.6 16 1.46 3.8 34 1.05 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

3.6 14 1.22 4.0 39 0.86 4.4 684 0.75 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  3.7 15 1.54 4.2 45 1.15 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

3.7 17 1.36 4.0 44 0.94 4.2 710 0.86 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.8 15 1.37 4.0 32 1.00 4.1 690 1.04 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.9 15 1.25 4.0 32 0.92 4.0 631 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

3.9 16 1.20 4.2 46 0.82 4.3 674 0.93 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

3.9 15 1.16 4.2 31 0.93 4.3 667 0.85 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 12 1.28 3.9 15 1.22 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.0 15 0.85 3.9 22 0.81 3.9 579 0.96 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.0 17 1.12 4.4 45 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.1 13 1.26 4.1 14 1.23 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

4.1 11 1.22 3.9 14 1.14 3.6 430 1.10 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.1 11 1.22 4.1 20 1.02 3.9 467 1.02 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.2 11 1.08 4.1 15 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.4 16 0.73 4.6 45 0.58 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Our Lady’s Inn-Services to Teen Parents 
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Children’s Home Society– Respite Care 

 Survey sent to 9 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 1 
 Total surveys received by mail = 2 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 3 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 41.2%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 33.3% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited 12-weeks for services.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 0% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 50% of the youth were in the 13-18 age 
range. The remaining 50% were in the  

      9-12 age range.  

Introduction 

33%

67%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

To communicate with youth. 0% 0% 33% 33% 33% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

N= 2-3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                    

*N=1: indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.   

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Attendance at school. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

N = 2; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                         

*N=1; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

Youth’s situation at school.* 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 

N = 2; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                         

*N=1; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                            

Children’s Home Society– Respite Care 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 

N = 3      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 

N = 3      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services than 
to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 

W* Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    
 

 

Children’s Home Society– Respite Care 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 With only three clients responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement becomes 

difficult to accurately assess. The highest ratings were seen with the quality of the staff to get the youth 
the services needed, services improving attendance at school, and the parents/guardians receiving useful 

information to manage the youth’s situation in the home (all had 50% of clients provide the highest 
rating).    

 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 There were really no low ratings provided by the three clients who responded to this survey.  The mean 

analysis on the next page demonstrates that all items had a mean of 4.0 or higher, with the exception of 

the frequency of the staff’s contact with the youth being satisfactory, which had a mean of 3.7, far less 
than it’s counterparts. This would be an area of focus for this program if applicable.  
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Survey Items Children's Home 

Society - Respite 
Care 

Service Category

- Respite 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

3.7 3 0.58 4.6 101 0.61 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.0 3 1.00 4.5 105 0.64 4.4 684 0.75 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.0 1 . 3.9 12 1.00 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  4.0 1 . 3.8 23 1.23 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school 

(grades).  

4.0 1 . 4.4 19 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.0 1 . 3.8 28 0.88 3.9 467 1.02 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.3 3 0.58 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.3 3 0.58 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 3 0.58 4.3 107 0.71 4.2 710 0.86 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.3 3 0.58 4.4 107 0.90 4.1 690 1.04 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.3 3 0.58 4.8 107 0.56 4.5 732 0.89 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.3 3 0.58 4.5 107 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.3 3 0.58 4.6 106 0.77 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.5 2 0.71 4.4 104 0.94 4.3 674 0.93 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  4.5 2 0.71 4.8 104 0.55 4.1 691 0.99 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

4.5 2 0.71 4.3 92 0.72 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  4.5 2 0.71 4.3 24 0.92 3.6 384 1.06 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.5 2 0.71 4.1 87 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Children’s Home Society-Respite Care   
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F.A.C.T. –Parent Partner through Partnership with Families 

 Survey sent to 244 clients or approximately 90% of the original client list of 271.    
 Total surveys completed by phone = 9 
 Total surveys received by mail = 31 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 40 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 20.2%* 
*Same response rate as 2008 study; staff worked with BOLD on follow-up contact process.     

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 25% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. Eight 
clients provided information on the length of their wait period, which included 1-week (1 client), 
3-weeks (2 clients), 4-weeks (2 clients), 8-weeks (2 clients) and 12-weeks (1 client).  

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 70% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 67.5% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 12.8% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 30.8% in the 9-12 age 
range, 51.3% in the 13-18 age range 
and the remaining 5.1% were above the 
age of 18.  

Introduction 

60%

40%
Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 0% 5% 45% 50% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  0% 5% 0% 31% 64% 

To communicate with youth.* 0% 3% 12% 24% 61% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 8% 5% 24% 63% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 0% 21% 11% 68% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 3% 9% 15% 74% 

N = 38-39                                                                                                                                      

*N=28-33; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 11% 19% 42% 28% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.).* 0% 15% 21% 36% 27% 

Behavior at school.* 0% 11% 32% 39% 18% 

Performance at school (grades).* 0% 17% 33% 33% 17% 

Attendance at school.* 4% 18% 36% 18% 25% 

N = 36                                                                                                                                          

*N=28-33; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed 
or viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                   

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 3% 8% 8% 41% 41% 

Youth’s situation at school. 3% 9% 9% 40% 40% 

N = 35-37  

F.A.C.T.—Parent Partner through Partnership for Families 



 2010 CCRB Client Satisfaction Survey  104

CCRB (www.stcharlescountykids.org), in partnership with BOLD (www.boldberry.org).   

Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
5% 3% 3% 44% 46% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory. * 
3% 6% 9% 27% 55% 

N =  39                                                                                                                                                   

*N = 33; slightly lower sample size, may or may not be a program outcome.  

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 5% 3% 16% 76% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
0% 3% 6% 8% 83% 

N = 36-38      

This item is the ―overall satisfaction‖ 

measure in that there is no better 
way to demonstrate a client is 

satisfied with services than to ask 
them if they would come back for 

services in the future. The W* Score 

is an adjusted percent of the 
responses, where each rating option 

has a different 
value.    

F.A.C.T.– Parent Partner through Partnership for Families 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 More than 50% of clients provided the highest rating possible for the staff quality items, which went as 

high as 74% of clients stating the staff’s quality was excellent with getting the youth the services needed.  
There were high ratings as well for the frequency of the staff’s contact with youth (55%), timely service 

delivery (76%), and the convenient scheduling of appointments (83%).   
 The program seems to be effective with improving the youth’s social skills, although not necessarily an 

outcome of this program.  
 This service appears to do better than it’s counterpart with the quality of the staff to get the youth the 

services needed, as seen on the mean ratings on the next page (4.6 vs. 4.4). Almost all of the mean 

ratings were within .2 points of the average for the service category.  
Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 

 There was a range of 11-12% of clients disagreeing with services improving the youth’s situation in the 

home, and the parent/guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home 

and in school.  The agency should review the items that have a mean slightly lower than the service 
category means and develop a priority list.  
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Survey Items F.A.C.T. - Parent 

Partner through 
Part. for Families 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  3.4 28 1.17 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.5 30 0.97 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.6 28 0.91 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.8 33 1.03 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.9 36 0.96 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.1 35 1.06 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.1 37 1.04 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

4.2 39 1.01 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.2 33 1.06 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.4 38 0.92 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 

information.  

4.4 33 0.83 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.4 39 0.99 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

4.4 38 0.60 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.5 28 0.84 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.5 39 0.76 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

4.6 34 0.78 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.6 38 0.79 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.7 36 0.70 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

F.A.C.T. - Parent Partner through Partnership for Families 
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National Alliance on Mental Health-Home/Community-Based Services 

 Survey sent to 38 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 3 
 Total surveys received by mail = 8 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 11 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 35.7%.   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  

Waitlist Information for Service 

 20% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited 3-weeks for services.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 55.6% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 58.3% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 30% of the youth were in the 0-8 age 
range, with 40% in the 9-12 age range, 
and the remaining 30% were in the 13-
18 age range.  

Introduction 

70%

30%

Male
Female

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 0% 14% 14% 14% 57% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  11% 0% 11% 22% 56% 

To communicate with youth.* 0% 0% 17% 17% 67% 

To provide helpful information.  0% 0% 22% 22% 56% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 0% 17% 17% 0% 67% 

To get the youth the services needed.  0% 14% 14% 43% 29% 

N = 7-9                                                                                                                                           

*N=6; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome. 

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 0% 22% 22% 11% 44% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 0% 29% 14% 29% 29% 

Behavior at school.* 17% 0% 17% 33% 33% 

Performance at school (grades).* 17% 0% 33% 17% 33% 

Attendance at school.** 25% 0% 75% 0% 0% 

N = 7-9                                                                                                                                          

*N=6; slightly lower sample which indicates item may or may not be outcome; could be further developed or 
viewed as indirect outcome.                                                                                                                        

**N=4; not considered a program outcome by all clients.                                                                                                         

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 0% 20% 0% 40% 40% 

Youth’s situation at school. 0% 11% 11% 22% 56% 

N =9-10 

National Alliance on Mental Health-Home/Community-Based Services 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
10% 10% 0% 40% 40% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory. * 
0% 29% 0% 14% 57% 

N = 10                                                                                                                                                     

*N = 7; slightly lower sample size, may or may not be a program outcome.   

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  0% 17% 0% 8% 75% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
11% 0% 11% 11% 67% 

N = 9-12      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services than 
to ask them if they would come 

back for services in the future. The 

W* Score is an adjusted percent of 
the responses, where each rating 

option has a different value.    

National Alliance on Mental Health-Home/Community Based Services 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 There was strong agreement by at least 50% of the clients on the following items:  all of the staff quality 

items with the exception of getting the youth the services needed (56-67%), the parent/guardian receiving 
useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home (56%), the frequency of the staff’s contact 

with the youth (57%), timely service delivery (75%), and the convenient scheduling of appointments 
(67%).   

 This agency appears to do better than it’s comparison group in its service category with the parent/

guardian receiving useful information to manage the youth’s situation in the home (see mean values on 

the next page, mean of 4.2 compared to 4.0).   
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 There was a range of 11-29% of clients disagreeing with many program-related items and some of the 

potential outcome items.  The agency should review these and prioritize them as areas to improve upon in 
addition to the information presented on the next page.  Prioritize the items that have a lower mean than 

the service category mean values, such as the quality of the staff to get the youth the services needed 
which has a mean of 3.9 compared to 4.4 for the service category mean.   
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Survey Items N.A.M.I. - Parent 

Group Sessions 
(Comm-based) 

Service Category

- Home/Comm-
based 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  2.5 4 1.00 3.6 194 1.03 3.6 384 1.06 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

3.5 6 1.52 3.7 231 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.6 7 1.27 4.0 271 0.92 3.9 579 0.96 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  3.7 6 1.51 3.9 235 0.97 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.8 9 1.30 4.1 316 0.91 4.1 691 0.99 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 
services needed.  

3.9 7 1.07 4.4 306 0.88 4.3 674 0.93 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactory.  

3.9 10 1.37 4.1 316 1.03 4.1 690 1.04 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

4.0 10 1.15 4.1 280 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

4.0 7 1.41 4.3 293 0.83 4.3 667 0.85 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

4.1 9 1.36 4.3 319 0.90 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 

youth's needs.  

4.1 7 1.21 4.4 311 0.76 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

4.2 6 1.33 4.4 209 0.89 4.3 325 0.97 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

4.2 9 1.09 4.0 238 0.98 3.9 467 1.02 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

4.2 9 1.39 4.6 316 0.74 4.6 717 0.73 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

4.3 9 0.87 4.3 318 0.91 4.2 710 0.86 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  4.4 12 1.16 4.6 325 0.78 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

4.5 6 0.84 4.4 297 0.76 4.4 684 0.75 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  4.8 12 0.62 4.6 326 0.89 4.5 732 0.89 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

National Alliance on Mental Health-Home/Community Based Services 
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Community Living– Respite Care 

 Survey sent to 5 clients.  
 Total surveys completed by phone = 3 
 Total surveys received by mail = 0 
 Total phone + mail surveys = 3 
Accounting for the 19% across the board undeliverable rate (tied to the 2008 calculated rate), due to 
the population of children/youth being difficult to reach.  

Response rate = 74%   

Sample Survey Information 

Demographics Summary 

Gender  
 
 

 

Waitlist Information for Service 

 66.7% of clients noted that they were placed on a waitlist to receive the specific services. One 
client stated they waited 52-weeks or one year for services.  

 

Staff Member Turnover or Change 

 100% of clients stated that the same staff member provided their child/youth with services in 
2010.  

Child in Crisis 

 33.3% of clients stated that the child/youth was in crisis when referred for services.  

Age 
 

 

 

 66.7% of the youth were in the 13-18 
age range. The remaining 33.3% were in 
the 9-12 age range.   

The information contained herein is meant to provide CCRB and your agencies’ stakeholders with useful 

information that can be helpful in future programmatic decisions by highlighting program outcomes and the 
clients’ level of satisfaction. This process and analysis was designed by BOLD’s, Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., for 

feedback purposes, and on the next few pages you will see a breakdown of the responses for each item, a 
priority ranking of your lowest to highest satisfaction levels within your service, and compared to the averages 

for all the services in your respective category. Take this as an opportunity to celebrate your strengths and 

identify and address areas that could use improvement.  The survey items were not applicable across all of the 
services that were surveyed, so please pay special attention to sample sizes and the notes relating to program 
outcomes.  Some items noted as potential future outcomes should be reviewed to see if the program is making 
a significant impact in an area not currently attributed to the success of the program (look for a high combined 

percent for the top end of the scale). BOLD highlighted high-rated program-related items (above 49% of 
clients providing the highest rating), low-rated items (combined disagreement of 10% or more), and potential 

future outcome items if rated high. Any items with low sample sizes (<11) should be interpreted with caution.  

Introduction 

67%

33%
Male
Female
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Table 1:  Percent of Quality Ratings for Staff Member’s Ability 

 The quality of the staff on his/her  ability …. Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent 

To understand the youth’s needs. 33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 

To communicate with parent/guardian.  33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 

To communicate with youth. 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 

To provide helpful information.  33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 

To advocate for youth with school.* 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

To get the youth the services needed.  33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 

N = 2-3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                                              

*N=1; indicating this is not a program outcome for all clients.                                                                                                                                                                               

Table 2:  Percent of Agreement with Services Improving Youth’s Situation 

Services improved youth’s…... Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Situation in the home. 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 

Social skills (with family, friends, etc.). 33% 0% 0% 33% 33% 

Behavior at school. 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 

Performance at school (grades). 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 

Attendance at school. 50% 0% 50% 0% 0% 

N = 2-3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.                                                                                                                    

Table 3:  Percent of Agreement for Parent/Guardian Receiving Useful Information to 
Manage Youth’s Situation.  

Parent/guardian received useful information to 
manage….. 

Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Youth’s situation in the home. 33% 0% 33% 0% 33% 

Youth’s situation at school. 33% 0% 33% 0% 33% 

N = 3; interpret with caution due to low sample size.  

Community Living– Respite Care 
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Table 4:  Percent of Agreement with Frequency of Staff’s Contact 

 Strongly    

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with parent/

guardian was satisfactory. 
33% 0% 0% 33% 33% 

The frequency of the staff’s contact with youth 

was satisfactory.  
33% 0% 0% 33% 33% 

N = 3      

Table 5:  Frequency of Service Delivery and Appointment Scheduling  

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  33% 0% 0% 33% 33% 

Appointments were scheduled at a time and place 

convenient for youth.  
33% 0% 33% 0% 33% 

N = 3      

This item is the ―overall 

satisfaction‖ measure in that there 
is no better way to demonstrate a 

client is satisfied with services 
than to ask them if they would 

come back for services in the 

future. The W* Score is an 
adjusted percent of the responses, 

where each rating option has a 
different value.    

Community Living—Respite Care 

Graph 1:  Percent of Clients who Would Use the Agency in the Future, If Necessary.   
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Major Strengths of the Program 

 With only three clients responding, an analysis of true strengths and areas needing improvement becomes 

difficult to accurately assess. The highest ratings were seen across many of the staff quality items with the 
exception of the staff advocating with the school, which does not appear to be a program-related outcome 

(all had 50-67% of the clients provide the highest rating). There was also a high rating for the services 
improving the youth’s situation in the home (50%).  

 The mean ratings table provided on the next page should be interpreted with caution due to the low 

sample size and extreme ratings on the low-end provided universally by one client.  This results in very 

skewed data.  
 

Major Programmatic Areas Needing Improvement 
 It appears that one client provided the lowest rating possible for all of the items, and should be interpreted 

with caution (see qualitative feedback as well).  More than one client provided a low rating for the quality 
of the staff to communicate with the youth, so this should be an area of research and focus.   
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Survey Items Community Living 

- Respite Care 

Service Category

- Respite 

Total Sample 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD 

Quality of the staff member's ability to advocate with 
school.  

1.0 1 . 3.9 12 1.00 4.3 325 0.97 

Services improved youth's behavior at school.  2.0 2 1.41 3.8 23 1.23 3.7 447 1.05 

Services improved youth's performance at school 
(grades).  

2.0 2 1.41 4.4 19 1.01 3.6 430 1.10 

Services improved youth's attendance at school.  2.0 2 1.41 4.3 24 0.92 3.6 384 1.06 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
youth.  

3.0 2 2.83 4.5 105 0.64 4.4 684 0.75 

Services improved youth's situation in the home.  3.0 2 2.83 4.8 104 0.55 4.1 691 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation in the home.  

3.0 3 2.00 4.1 87 0.96 4.0 631 0.99 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
youth's situation at school.  

3.0 3 2.00 3.8 28 0.88 3.9 467 1.02 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 
place convenient for youth.  

3.0 3 2.00 4.6 106 0.77 4.6 717 0.73 

Services improved youth's social skills (with family, 
friends). 

3.3 3 2.08 4.3 92 0.72 3.9 579 0.96 

The frequency of the staff's contact with parent/guardian 

was satisfactory.  

3.3 3 2.08 4.4 107 0.90 4.1 690 1.04 

The frequency of the staff's contact with youth receiving 
services was satisfactory.  

3.3 3 2.08 4.6 101 0.61 4.3 667 0.85 

Services were delivered in a timely manner.  3.3 3 2.08 4.5 107 0.84 4.5 729 0.81 

Quality of the staff member's ability to understand the 
youth's needs.  

3.7 3 2.31 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 716 0.74 

Quality of the staff member's ability to communicate with 
parent/guardian.  

3.7 3 2.31 4.5 109 0.65 4.3 689 0.88 

Quality of the staff member's ability to provide helpful 
information.  

3.7 3 2.31 4.3 107 0.71 4.2 710 0.86 

Quality of the staff member's ability to get the youth the 

services needed.  

3.7 3 2.31 4.4 104 0.94 4.3 674 0.93 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.  3.7 3 2.31 4.8 107 0.56 4.5 732 0.89 

        The mean, sample size (N), and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for every survey item for your 

agency’s service. Using the mean, each survey item is ranked from lowest to highest so that you can easily 
identify areas of success vs. areas needing improvement. Notice that some of the lower ranked items may be 

due to the fact that they are not applicable to your program (see low N). This same information has been 
provided for the CCRB-designated service category, so that you can see how your agency’s service mean 

compares to the service category mean and total sample mean separately.  BOLD advises agencies to look at 

the internal priority rankings provided in conjunction with the comparison to the service category and total 
sample mean for improvement purposes, and to identify areas that are strengths for internal or external 

communication purposes (i.e. with grant-makers, community stakeholders.).  

Average (Mean) Comparisons and Ranking Priority for Internal Feedback Purposes 

Community Living– Respite Care 
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About the Consultant 

Cynthia Berry, Ph.D., is a Psychologist with a specialization in  Industrial/
Organizational, Personality, and Experimental Psychology. BOLD was started 
to assist organizations in improving the quality and sustainability of their 
business and the working life of their employees. She believes that employees 

are the key to making any organization successful.  She has over 13 years of experience in Program 
Evaluation and Research, Human Resources, Organizational Development, and Training.  She has 
successfully led capital campaigns, accreditation processes (specific to COA), program and fund 
development specifically tied to grant-making with over $4 million raised for St. Charles County in the last 
4 years.  In 2009, she won the St. Charles Business Magazine’s Dove Award for best home-based 
business.  
Consulting Services 

 Survey Design, Research, and Analysis: complete survey development including questionnaire design, 
analysis of data, and report production. Also includes formalized assessment tools.  

 Fund Development, Grant writing and Outcome Development: process to get your organization to a 
place where grant writing is a well-oiled machine and understands how to develop a logic model.  

 Capital Expansion Campaign feasibility study and planning.  

 Policy and Procedure development; also linked to leading an organization through a rigid 
accreditation process (COA) in less than 12-months time.  

 Compensation Design and Analysis, including Benefits: establish internal and external equity in pay 
and benefits using a reliable and statistical method; may help if your organization has legal issues over 
pay.    

 Program Evaluation: new project on the table, and you need to measure success? BOLD will set 
statistical measures before and after implementation to see if the program delivered.  Beneficial for 
compliance issues and/or for funding purposes.  

 Performance Evaluation Development: purchase the three-step package beginning with the creation 
of new form and process, moving to implementation and training manual development, and ending 
with a course on how to conduct a performance evaluation.   

 Job Analysis/Selection: development and revision of job descriptions.  All employees should know 
the job requirements and this protects your organization from claims of discrimination in the hiring, 
promotion, and disciplinary process.   Certified in administering tests useful for hiring upper 
management positions.   Measures those intangibles like conscientiousness.  

 Personality and Work Style Testing with Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI®):  organizations 
require that many individuals have the ability to work well in a team or group environment.   The 
MBTI® is a reliable and valid tool for deriving the personality type of individuals.  Type can be used 
to improve communication, teamwork, and leadership development.  Great for boards and 
committees as well.  Retreats!  

 Organizational Needs Assessment: when you can’t identify or solve the problem, contact BOLD.   
Dr. Berry is able to gather the information necessary to target the problem areas, or if you prefer, 
opportunities for improvement.  

 Hiring Process Development: new business or is your hiring process out-dated?  Create a 
standardized process for all jobs which will streamline tasks allowing for quick turn around, increase 
compliance protecting your organization from legal issues, and improve employee satisfaction.   

 All other Human Resources’ needs: including legal requirements, policy manual 
development/revision, and employee relations.  

Phone: 636-798-3031 
Email: cynberry42@msn.com 
Website: www.BoldBerry.org 



 

 

 

Dear Parent/Guardian:   
 In 2010, at least one member in your family received services funded by the  
Community and Childrenôs Resource Board of St. Charles County (CCRB). The CCRB  
is conducting a Satisfaction Survey to obtain your opinions on the services provided to  
your family member by one of the agencies listed in the table below.  You may receive  
one survey from each agency for each family member that received services.  
 

           As the parent/guardian (or teen parent), we are asking for 5-10 minutes of  
your time to give us your opinions on the services your family member received.  
If you have multiple youth who received services from an agency, please fill out one  
survey per child. It may be helpful to have the child/youth assist you by asking their  
opinions directly. Your responses will help us to measure the quality of the services you  
received and allow agencies to improve services for future consumers. 
 

 We have hired an independent firm, Berry Organizational and Leadership  
Development (Cynthia Berry, Ph.D.), to receive and tabulate the results in a confidential  
manner. The only code you will see on the survey allows you to know what agency and  
program we would like your feedback on. Your individual opinions will not be reported to 
the agency or CCRB. We kindly ask that you complete this survey, and return it in the  
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope no later than April 18, 2011.  
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  

Sincerely,  

 
CCRB Chairperson  

Code Agency Program/Services Code Agency Program/Services 

A1 
Youth In Need Temporary Shelter G1 Lutheran Family/Children's 

Services 
Counseling 

A2 
Youth In Need Services to Teen Parents H1 Sts. Joachim and Ann Care 

Service 
Child/Family Development 

A3 
Youth In Need Counseling J1 Bridgeway Behavioral Health-

care 
Substance Abuse 

B1 Crisis Nursery Respite Care K1 Preferred Family Healthcare Substance Abuse 

B2 
Crisis Nursery Home visits or Parent 

Groups 
L1 Catholic Family Services Counseling 

C1 United Services Home/Community Based L2 Catholic Family Services Outpatient Psychiatric 

D1 Salvation Army Counseling Services M1 Our Lady's Inn Services to Teen Parents 

E1 Kids in the Middle Counseling N1 Children's Home Society Respite Care 

F1 Crider Health Center School-based Mental 
Health Specialists 

P1 FACT Parent Partner through 
Partnership for Families 

F2 
Crider Health Center Partnership with Families Q1 National Alliance on Mental 

Health 
Home/Community Based 

F3 Crider Health Center Pinocchio       

NOTE:  Not official cover letter; content on this page was printed with official CCRB 
cover letter template including logo and board of directors and staff listed on the last 
page of this report.  



 

 

Community and Childrenôs Resource Board:  Satisfaction Survey 2010 - # 

Directions:  Provide ONLY one response for each item for the child/youth who received  
services in 2010 from the Agency/Program code list on page one that matches this code  
Use the N/A (not applicable) option if you do not know about an item or if it does not apply.    

Rate the quality of the staff member on his/her ABILITY TO:  Bad Inadequate Average Good Excellent N/A 

Understand the child's/youth's needs .................................... 
 

Communicate with parent/guardianéééééééééé... 
 

Communicate with child/youth............................................... 
 

Provide helpful information..................................................... 
 

Advocate for child/youth with the school ................................ 
 

Get the child/youth the services neededééééééééé. 

é. 
 

.... 
 

.... 
 

é. 
 

é. 
 

é. 
 

 

.éé.. 
 

éé... 
 

éé... 
 

é..é. 
 

é...é 
 

é...é 
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éé 
 

éé 
 

éé 
 

éé 
 

éé 
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é. 
 

é. 
 

é. 
 

é. 

.éé 
 

éé. 
 

éé. 
 

éé. 
 

éé. 
 

éé. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Rate the level of agreement with the following items: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral
  

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

N/A 

Services improved child's/youth's 
    a) situation in the home.............................................. 
  
    b) social skills (with family, friends and others) éé.. 
  
    c) behavior at schoolééééééééééééé... 
  
    d) performance in school (grades)éééééééé 
  
    e) attendance at schooléééééééééééé.. 

Parent/guardian received useful information to manage 
child's/youth's situationé.. 

    a) in the homeéééééééééééééééé.. 
  
    b) at schoolééééééééééééééééé... 

The frequency of the staffôs contact with parent/guardian 
was satisfactoryéééééééééééééééééé
The frequency of the staffôs contact with child/youth 
receiving services was satisfactoryééééééééé... 

 

I would use this agency in the future, if necessary.ééé. 

 

é.... 
 

éé 
 

éé 
 

éé 
 

éé 

 

 

éé 
 

éé 

 

éé 
 

éé 
 

é... 

 

é.... 
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é... 
 

 

 

 

...... 
 

..é 
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Rate the frequency of the following statements: Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always N/A 

Services were delivered in a timely manner..................... 
 

Appointments scheduled with staff were at a time and 

place convenient for child/youth ...................................... 

 éé 
 

 

é... 

 

 éé 
 

 

é... 

 

 ..éé 
 

 

..é... 

 

 é. 
 

 

é. 

 

..é 
 

 

é.. 

 

  

What suggestions for improvement will better meet the needs of the child/youth? (Be specific)  

 
Survey process by Cynthia J. Berry, Ph.D. of BOLD; email cynberry42@msn.com for technical questions.   

 

   

 

Is the child/youth:         Male                             Female                      What is the age of the child/youth?  _______ 
 

Was the child/youth put on a waitlist for this agencies service in 2010?                            No                 Yes 
 

If yes, how many weeks? ___________    
 

Did the same staff member provide the child/youth with these services in 2010?             No                  Yes 
 

Was the child/youth in crisis when referred for services?                                                   No                  Yes 
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