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I.
Introduction

House Bill 2024 calls for the establishment of Investigation Caseload Standards for Child Protective Services (CPS).  In order to meet this requirement, a workgroup was formed in April, 2004.  The workgroup consisted of staff experienced in CPS fieldwork; staff represented all six Districts as well as Central Office.  DES technical support staff assisted the workgroup through provision of data.  A staff member from the National Resource Center on Child Maltreatment, experienced in the development of a workload management model and in caseload standards, acted as the group facilitator.  A staff member of the National Resource Center for Organizational Improvement observed and assisted in the process as well.

The charge given to the workgroup was to arrive at an investigative caseload standard which considered the following factors:

1. the wide range of tasks performed by investigation staff;

2. the time needed to perform necessary tasks at the “best practice” standard to complete the investigation (rather than the actual time spent completing a task or leaving the task undone);

3. rural versus urban considerations (i.e. transportation time, etc.);

4. proficiency levels of staff; and

5. any other unique factors identified by field staff.

Previous caseload comparisons have been made using the CWLA caseload standard, which is a general standard used by many states.    A recent Auditor General report identified the need to develop an Arizona specific standard which takes into account the complexities of cases that Arizona CPS workers carry, model court requirements, the high level of cases which involve substance abuse and the geographic challenges related to service provision in Arizona.  

This report provides the final investigative caseload standard as determined by the workgroup.  It also provides the data used to arrive at the standard, as well as a summary of the methods used to gather the data.  Finally, the report includes a brief discussion highlighting some of the critical issues considered by the workgroup members in reaching their conclusions.

II.
Methodology

Practice across the state varies considerably by District for a number of reasons.  Some offices have investigation workers who do not provide any additional services on their cases; they transfer the cases at the completion of their investigation.  Other offices have investigation workers who provide time-limited services on cases as part of the investigation function.  In some Districts, the legal requirements for some staff are more extensive, depending on the capacity of the legal system in the District.  Another category of significant variation is travel.  Some offices cover a larger geographic area than other offices, and some areas of the state rely on caregivers and services that are located far from the local office.  As a result of these variations, the workgroup attempted to take all of these into account and arrive at an average which would reflect the state in general.  

The child protection program has recently begun to use a new Strengths and Risk Assessment (SRA) as a key companion piece to the Child Safety Assessment (CSA) introduced 2 years ago.  These key practice components have not been in use long enough to gather any real data about actual time to complete a thorough and meaningful SRA.  The time to complete the task of caseload standard development was limited; as a result, the workgroup felt the most viable option regarding the key casework activities was to use best practice estimates, with the exception of travel and CHILDS data entry.  

In order to obtain best practice estimates, the workgroup initially defined all of the key casework activities.  After identifying the activities, the workgroup estimated the average amount of time to complete each of these activities for best practice standards.  Once these estimates were determined, the workgroup distributed the estimates to supervisors statewide, requesting their input and reaction.  After obtaining all of the feedback, the workgroup analyzed the feedback and revised some of the estimates.  The feedback received on the best practice estimates is provided in the appendix to this report.  

The workgroup used other methods to determine estimates for travel time and CHILDS data entry.  In order to arrive at the most accurate assessment of average time needed for travel, the workgroup conducted a travel study to gather the data.  The workgroup distributed a travel survey to investigation staff and asked them to record their travel time on key investigation activities.  203 travel surveys were completed and returned.  The workgroup analyzed the data and developed an estimated average travel time from the data.  The data collection forms and the instructions for this study are provided in the appendix to this report.  

The workgroup also used actual data to determine the best time estimate for CHILDS data entry.  Computer documentation is a key requirement of the child protection investigative function.  In order to get an accurate figure on the average amount of CHILDS data entry, the workgroup distributed CHILDS surveys to staff.  Staff were asked to record their time spent on CHILDS data entry on a case by case basis.  175 CHILDS surveys were completed and returned to the workgroup.  The workgroup used this data to judge the appropriate amount of time it takes to enter thorough and complete data into all the required CHILDS windows.  The data compiled from the CHILDS data entry is provided in the appendix to this report.  

III.
Caseload Standard Model

The Caseload Standard Model which was used as the prototype for this project was one developed by ACTION for Child Protection, Inc. in 1994.  This model provided a list of the key child protection investigative activities as well as the key administrative activities required.  The workgroup began with this prototype and then tailored the model to fit with the Arizona program design.  

IV.
Results

This section provides the results of the caseload standard workgroup.  The first set of data in Table 1 is the list of Casework Activities which reflect the best practice estimates, revised in light of the feedback received.  Since not all activities apply to all cases, each activity was weighted according to the percentage of the time it is applicable.  The left column of the first table identifies the percentage of cases to which the activity would apply.  For example, not all investigations result in placement; CHILDS data indicates that 13.2 percent of all investigations result in the placement of at least one child.  So, the estimated time for placement activity at investigation is multiplied by 13.2 percent and that is the amount of time used in the standard.  

The average amount of time to complete all required casework activities on one case is 29.3 hours.  This does not include the average travel time or the average CHILDS time.  The definitions of each of the casework activities is provided in the appendix to this report.  It is important to understand the many detailed activities which were considered in each of these areas, in order to appreciate the average amount of time necessary to complete each task.  

Table 1. 
Casework Activities – Best Practice

Percentage of

Cases to which


Best Practice

Activity applies
Activity
Estimate (minutes)
Applying percentage

	100 %
	Preparation
	2 hours/120 min
	120 minutes

	100%
	Initial contacts
	5 hours/300 min
	300 minutes

	13.2%
	Placement
	4 hours/240 min
	32 minutes

	90%
	Subsequent visits
	8 hours/480 min
	432 minutes

	18.2%
	Court
	20 hours/1200 min
	218 minutes

	18.2 %
	Non-CHILDS Court documentation
	6 hours/360 min
	66 minutes

	100%
	Consultation and decision making
	3 hours/180 min
	180 minutes

	55%
	Service – open and close
	1 hour/60 minutes
	33 minutes

	30%
	Service – case management 3 months
	15 hours/900 minutes
	270 minutes

	15%
	Service – dependency case
	12 hours/720 min
	108 minutes

	
	
	
	1759 minutes/60 = 29.3 hours on the average, per case


The travel that supports the accomplishment of each of these casework activities is provided below.  The same percentage which applied to the casework activity is applied to the travel time for that activity, because the travel is not required on all cases for which the activity is not required.  For example, 45% of all investigations result in some level of service provision, so 45 % is applied to the 133 minutes of average travel for service provision.   

Table 2.
TRAVEL

1.
Initial contact travel 


98 minutes x 100% = 98 min

2.
Subsequent contacts travel
97 minutes x 90% = 87 minutes

3.
Placement travel


145 minutes x 13.2% = 19 minutes

4.
Court activity travel


118 minutes x 18.2% = 21 minutes

5.
Service provision travel

133 minutes x 45% = 60 minutes

TOTAL TRAVEL 



285 MINUTES / 60 = 4.75 HOURS ON 








THE AVERAGE, PER CASE

CHILDS case data entry time is provided below.  The workgroup determined that there are three key differences that apply to CHILDS data entry time.  Cases that involve court require the greatest amount of time for CHILDS data entry, followed by service only cases and then by open/close cases.  The average amount of time per case is 4.1 hours for CHILDS data entry.  

Table 3.
CHILDS DATA ENTRY

1.
Court case


438 minutes x 18.2% = 80 minutes

2.
Open/close case

160 minutes x 55% = 88 minutes

3.
Service/case mgmt.

260 minutes x 30% = 78 minutes

TOTAL CHILDS TIME

246 MINUTES/60 = 4.1 HOURS ON THE






AVERAGE, PER CASE

Combining travel and CHILDS with the casework activities results in an average, per case of 38.15 hours.  

Table 4. 
CASEWORK ACTIVITY INCLUDING TRAVEL AND CHILDS

Casework activity 


29.3 hours on the average, per case

Travel




4.75 hours on the average, per case

CHILDS



4.1 hours on the average, per case

TOTAL
38.15 HOURS ON THE AVERAGE, PER CASE

There are a number of administrative activities in which case managers must participate, such as meetings, supervisory consultations, training, etc.  In addition, staff have annual leave, sick leave and holiday leave which must be considered when developing a caseload standard.    The following data shows the key administrative activities which account for a significant amount of staff time.

Table 5.
Administrative Activities

Supervision





300 minutes

(2 unit meetings per month/each

meeting 2 hours + 1 planned

supervisory consultation of 1 hour)

General meetings




120 minutes

(2- one hour meetings per month)

Training





480 minutes

(1 day per month (does not include

the new worker training)

Leave






2632 minutes

(AHA 1999 study indicates 10.2 hours

per week of leave (includes sick leave, 

vacation and personal time)

Leave






1282 minutes

(Alternative estimate- 10 days of vacation/

year, 12 sick days/year and 10 holidays=

32 days / 12 months = 2.67 days/month x

8 hours in a day x 60 minutes) 

Personal breaks




645 minutes

(30 minutes per day x 5 days x 4.3 weeks)

Non-case specific time



645 minutes

(30 minutes per day x 5 days x 4.3 weeks)

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE TIME
4822 minutes = 80 hours per month/per worker








3472 minutes = 58 hours per








month/per worker

The final step in calculating a caseload standard is to establish the total number of office hours available per month, and then subtract the average administrative time.  This leaves the amount of time available, on the average, investigative caseworkers have to complete casework activities.  The data below summarizes these totals.  

TABLE 6.
SUMMARY – INVESTIGATION CASELOAD STANDARD

TOTAL HOURS/MONTH (OFFICE HOURS)



173.2 hours

(8 hours per day x 5 days per week x 4.33 weeks per month)

Minus Administrative Hours





  80 hours

(Using alternative leave number)





  58 hours

Number of hours available for casework activity



  93.2 hours

(Using alternative leave number)





115.2 hours

The number of hours available for casework activity is then divided by the average amount of time it takes to complete each case, which was identified earlier as 38.15 hours, per case.  This results in a caseload standard of 2.44 cases per worker, per month.  

93.2 divided by 38.15 = 2.44 cases per worker/per month (assumes a mix of cases – open/close, service only, dependency cases)

If the alternative leave data is used, the caseload standard rises to 3.02 cases per worker, per month.  

115.2 divided by 38.15 = 3.02 cases per worker/per month (assumes a mix of cases – open/close, service only, dependency cases – using alternative leave figure).

The average caseload standard is based upon a mix of case types.  If one is interested in a caseload standard by type of case, that data is provided in Table 7 below.  As the amount of activity required in a case decreases, the caseload standard type rises.  For example, open/close cases which do not involve placement or court require less time.  Services only cases (cases kept open for up to three months following the investigation) require more time from the assigned case manager, and therefore reduce the caseload standard.  

TABLE 7.
CASELOAD STANDARD BY CASE TYPE

Caseload standards by case type:

Open Close = 24 hours/case = 3.8 cases/per month

Open/Close = 24 hours/case = 4.8 cases/per month (using alternative leave figure)

Services Only = 37.33 hours per case = 2.5 cases/per month

Services Only = 37.33 hours = 3.08 cases/per month (using alternative leave figure)

Dependency = 76.98 hours per month = 1.2 cases/per month

Dependency = 76.98 hours per month = 1.5 cases/per month (using alternative leave figure)

V.
Discussion

The caseload standard determined by the workgroup through this process is much lower than current caseloads and significantly lower than the CWLA standard of 12 cases per worker, per month.  The workgroup recognizes this and discussed the implications of this during the last workgroup meeting.  Several observations are made which contribute to the low caseload standard.

1. Administrative time is a significant amount of time.  The figure used for leave time from  the AHA 1999 study seems extremely high, but is based on actual leave time and likely reflects maternity leave or other sick leave which does impact staff availability to perform casework functions.

2. The casework activities are best practice estimates and do not reflect the current time spent on these casework functions.  The workgroup observes that current casework is not performed as thoroughly as it needs to be because staff do not have the time.  Low investigation caseloads would allow for the thorough preparation and execution of casework activities.  This includes CHILDS data entry which is often incomplete due to lack of time.   

3. Investigation staff provide services to 45% of all the cases investigated.  This is a large number of cases and represents a significant amount of time.  In jurisdictions where cases are transferred to an ongoing worker for service provision, these activities would not be included in an investigation caseload standard.  However, because this is the practice model used in Arizona, these activities must be included and the time spent on service provision for cases has a significant impact on the number of cases each worker can handle.  

4. The workgroup observes that in Districts in which case assignments are currently high, the number of “carryover” cases which each worker has every month is significant.  Workgroup members describe staff who have 50 or 60 or more cases as a result of cumulative carryover for a number of months.  A low caseload standard would eliminate the problem of carryover cases which is currently inflating caseload figures.

5. The Auditor General report reflected a desire to take into account the nature of current CPS cases.  These cases are increasingly complicated and severe.  Comprehensive assessments and quality, critical thinking in decision making requires preparation, casework time, supervisory consultation, documentation time, etc.  All of these best practices are reflected in the caseload standard.  

6. The current level of expertise of case managers has also been taken into account in this standard.  As turnover has increased and retention continues to be problematic, staff have become less and less experienced.  The best practice estimates were developed taking into consideration the “less experienced” workers, because this is the reality of the workforce now and in the foreseeable future.  

7. Arizona currently has a very high re-referral rate.  The workgroup believes that by giving the caseworker time to do a quality assessment of the family’s needs, the volume of reports would decrease in the long run.  

8. Two anticipated benefits of this low caseload standard are the decreased need for overtime as well as the reduced staff turnover.  Staff are currently very burned out, largely due to the volume of cases they are required to handle and the feeling that they don’t have the time to handle them well.  
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