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~XECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The Social and Rehabilitation Service (SRS)q under 

Titles IV-A ~nd IV-B of the Social Security Act, provides 

funds to states for the provision of protective services to 

abused and neglected children and their familieso The Sec­

retary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

has given a high priority to services to abused and neglected 

children. Various agencies of HEW are cooperating in an in­

teragency obJective in this area. The evaluation of local 

protective services, the subject of this report, is part of 

the SRS/CSA efforts specified by the Intradepartmental Com­

mittee on Child Abuse and Neglect. 

Objectives of th~ Research 

A number of systems are under development or con­

ceptualized for the evaluation of social services, with some 

relating directly to the evaluation of protective services. 

However, there are no generally accepted systems for deter­

mining costs and evaluating impacts of protective services 

in state and local public welfare agencies. The purpose of 

the effort described in this report, as stated by SRS, His 

to stimulate State and local jurisdictions to measure the 

costs and results of their child abuse and neglect services 

in definitive, quantifiable ways (recidivism, severity) in 

ii 



order that they and the Federal Govei:nment can make program 
1 

and resource allocation choices. II 

SRS wants service-specific effectiveness estimates of 

the results of protective services work in child abuse and 

neglect. Reduction of recidivisim of abuse and neglect, for 

instance, is an important measure of the effectiveness of 

caretaker treatment. Further, the reduction of severity 

in cases ;'yhere recidivism does occur, is another measure of 

the eff,:::(~tiveness of thE: services. The contract specifi~d 

that cost estimation methods and effectiveness-measure es-

tlmates he performed as simply and with as little cost as 

possible i.n crder to encourage the use of the methods by 

local agencies. 

In general, the purpose of the evaluation effort in 

this contract IS to help SRS develop an initial evaluation 

system for measuring cost-effectiveness of protective services. 

Specifically, the evaluation method will permit answers to 

the following types of questions: 

a. which service agencies, individually or as aggregated by 

states or regions, are most effective in reducing recidi-

Vlsm arAd severity for the dollars spent? What is the order 

0: cost-effectiveness from least to highest; by service 

a~encYI state, or region? This will permit agencies 0 

improve their efficiency by identifying and corr~ctinq 

problems of poor performance and encouraging more successful 

approaches. 

1 U. S. Government,Social and Rehabilitation Sf~rvicG, 
RFP-SRS-74-23. 
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b. What trends are discernable from year to year in cost-

effectiveness of service agencies, states, regions, 

and the nation? 

c. Do agencies serve some groups (i.e., neglected children, 

a~used children, urban children, rural children) more 

cost-effectively than others? 

d. How much does it cost to provide services to clients 

who achieve protective services objectives (i.e., child 

is not abused or neglected again) as compared ,..,ith 

clients ~ot achieving these objectives? 

Ae'proach 

The techrd.cal approach consisted of these main steps: 

Review of existing evaluation systems 

Design of a protective services evaluation system 

Demonstration at two te~t sites 

Review of Existing Evaluation Systems 

SRS had conducted studies to identify and analyze 

systems for evaluation of social services that are in various 

stages of development throughout the country. Many of the 

systems studied by SRS are geQeric and assess in 

global terms whether and to what extent the service goals 

have teen achieved. Another approach is to classify 

cases according to degree of improvement. GenerlC systems 

w~re considered by SRS to be too subjective for use in cost­

etfectiveness evaluation. Thus, the objective of the research 

I iv 
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in this report is the development of a method specific to 

protective ~ervices. 

Burt Associates, Incorporated, as a first step, co1-

lec'ted information on systems being designed throughout the 

country including those previously studied by SRS. The results 

of the analysis of existing systems along with descriptions 

of the systems (both generic and service-specific) are reported 

in Chapter 2. 

Cost Methods 

The methods of cost estimation found in the various 

system descriptions suffered from a variety of deficiencies. 

In gener aI, the cost estimation techniques '\vere far too de­

tailed for use in the current project. Usually they were 

estimated by the case, either on a frequency anal~sis or a 

unit basis. The cost methodology derived by BAl and shown 

in Chapter 4 is based on specifications set forth in the RFP 

work statement and background knowledge of the BAl staff. 

Data Gathering Techniques 

The methods for data collecti~n found in the system 

reviews are all on a case analysis basis with significant 

variation among systems on the data collected. 

Few of the reports surveyed by BAI went into det~il o~ 

the data collection methods used or to be used. In only 

one case was mention made of the use of sampling in lieu of 

total case analysis. No details were provided as to how 

well this worked. 
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Design of a Protective Servic~s Evaluation System 

Based on the findings of the review of current sys­

tems, detailed discussions with SRS personnel, and dis-

cussions with protective service supervisors, BAl designed 

a cost-effectiveness evaluation system. The design is 

composed of two major subsystems. 

An effectiveness measurement subsystem that provid·es 
a minimal set of effectiveness measures but is 
sensLtive enough to assess performance. This sub­
system consists of two key parts: 

A method of data collection and client 
tracking that is not an excessive burden 
on the agency staff 

Analysis and reporting procedures that are 
easily understood by agency supervisors and 
management. This system is easily aggregated 
to the state, regional, and national levels. 

A cost estimating subsystem that is easy to 
implement and does not place an excessive burden 
on the finance officer 

These subsystems are described in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively. 

Site Selection 

~he contract called for the testing of the methodology at 

two test sites for the purpose of demonstrating that the cost-

effectiveness design would work. The criteria developed for the 

selection of the test sites were agreed to be the following: 

The site should have a good data collection system 

The number of cases of abuse and neglect of children 
per yee[ should be at least 400 

Socioeconomic and rural/urban citizen composition 
at the site should cover a wide range of conditions 

The site personnel should be willing and able 
to participate 

vi 



Sites should have a full range of services and 
well developed linkages with related agencies 
such as schools, courts, police and hospitals 

The HEW Regional Commissioners and the Associate Regional 

Commissioners were contacted by the Community Service Admin­

istration (CSA), to inform them of the project and solicit 

their cooperation. BAr wrote a letter to each asklng for 

nominations of local agencies within their regions that best 

met the criteria4 

The Commissioners nominated 19 agencies from which two 

were selected by BAl, termed in this report "County A» and 

"County B.u Visits to the two sites were made to ensure feas-

ibility of the test with the following findings: 

county A has an annual rate of about 900 cases a 
year and has an adequate manual data system composed 
of a log, family fil e f and caSe records. The c1 ien ts 
represent a combination of urban/rural and different 
racial and other socioeconomic traits" The agency was 
interested in participatingc The test made use of 
100 percent sampling of cases for the test. 

county B has an annual rate of 5,400 cases. At first, 
it was thought that the * automated data sys-
tem would be usable and provide a contrast with 
tne manual system of County A" However, ___ 13 

encountering difficulties and BAl relied on the manual 
system of County B. The county and state personnel 
were interested in participating. BAr sampled at 
a rate of eVery fourth case. Sampling was preferred 
because of the heavy case load of County B. 

Feasibility Test 

Data was collected for evaluation of the system at the two 

sites from December 1974 to April 1975. Chapter 5 presents 

display and discussion of reports generated by the system 

at the two si tes and Chapter 6 contains summar ies of data 

cOllected. vii 
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Recommended System 

Chapter 7 presents BAI's recommended data collection 

method: Chapter 9 draws conclusions about the utility of 

the recommended cost-effectiveness evaluation system based 

on its test in County A and County B. 

Effectiveness Measures 

A protective service operation generally attempts to 

retain the child in the family after abuse or neglect has 

been reported, contingent on investigation, family treat-

ment, and other actions to alleviate the problem. The option 

is to remove the child from the family and place him with 

relatives, friends, or some type of foster care. This removal 

option is generally thought by advanced agencies to be an ex-

treme action to be used where the case is hopeless. However, 

some agencies USe the removal option much more frequently 

than other s.l 

The emphasis upon keeping the children with their own 

families whenever possible is strongly supported by judicial 

doctrine, Federal legislation, HEW policy pronouncements, and 

child welfare professional standards. 

When another inatance of abuse or neglect occurs with the 

same or other children in the family, it is termed "recidivism. 1I 

Recidivism indicates lack of success in working with the family, 

If a subsequent case occurs in the family, a further criterion 

is that the severity of the second case should be less thar the 

first if the case work has been helpful. 

lone purpose of the present study is to provide a method 
of measuring the costs and effectiveness of these options. 

I 
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Rapid decision making and placement of children is a 

generally accepted aim for an agency, because the children 

who are placed quickly are less likely to suffer severe 

emotional trauma a Thus, the time between intake and the 

completion of the caseworker's investigation or the time 

between intake and court decision are believed to be signifi-

cant indicators of effectiveness of service. 

The above discussion leads to the structuring of several 

management objectives: 

1. An increase in the number and rate of validated cases 

where the child is returned or remains with the familyl 

with better or equal cost, recidivism, and severity rates 

2. A decrease in the number and rate of cases where a val-

ida ted incident of child abuse and neglect occurs 

after a previous validated incident of child abuse 

or neglect 

3. A reduction in severity in those cases where one or more 

validated incidents of child abuse and neglect occur 

4. A reduction in time interval between intake and court de-

cision for those validated cases where court action is 

required 
i 

5. For all validated cases, minimization of the time interval 

between intake and the completion of the investigation and 

validation. 

1 
This can also be treated as a policy question to be 

answered by the evaluation. If the policy is inappropriate, 
it can result in increas~s in recidivism and increased sev­
erity of these second cases • 

. ~ 



Objective (I): Measures of Effectiveness 

Total validated cases where the child is returned to 
or remaihs with the family 

Total validated cases where the child 
is returned or remains with his family 

Total validated cases 

Objective (2): Measures of Effectiveness 

The number of families where a validated incident of 
child abuse or neglect occurs within a year after a 
previous validated incident of child abuse or neglect 

The number of families where a validated 
incident of child abuse and neglect occurs 
within a year after a previous validated 
incident of child abuse or neglect 

Total validated cases 

Objective (3): Measures of Effectiveness 

For all recidivism cases of measure of effectiveness (2), 
the number of cases where the severity decreases in 
the second incident 

For all recidivism cases of measure of 
effectiveness (2), the number of cases 
where the severity decreased in the 
second incident 

Total recividism cases 

qbjective (4): Measure of Effectivenessl 

The average time between intake of a reported case 
and court decision, for those cases where court 
decision is taken. 

Objective (5): Measure of Effectivenessl 

The average time between intake of a reported case 
and the completion of investigation and validation. 

The definitions and severity rankings of different forms 

of abuse and neglect are a critical problem for this system 

because it is necessary to determine changes in severity from 

the first to the second incident. The two demonstration counties 

lA future evaluation task should be to correlate speed 
and recidivism. The present study did not collect sufficient 
data for that analysis. 
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have different lists of types of abuse and neglect to use 

for intake classification and treatment classification. In 

order to standardize the classifications for purposes of this 

evaluation, BAI reviewed the literature and arrived at a class i-

fication which is general for all agencies. The classifications 

used by the two demonstration counties are readily included 

in the BAl classification. 

BAI decided to use the following list of types of neglect 

and abuse as a severity ranking classification (from most severe 

to ll~ast sever e) .1 
Death 

Brain damage, dismemberment 

Poisoning 

Internal injuries 

Skull fractures; sexual abuse 

Bone fractures ~ burns, scalding; exposure--freezing 

Sprains, dislocations; abrasions, lacerations; 
wounds, cuts, punctures; subdural hemorages or 
hematomas 

Malnutrition, emotional neglect; medical neglect; 
abandonment 

Br uise s, weI ts 

Educational neglect; moral neglect 

Shelter neglect; lack of supervision 

Clothing neglect 

The rankings were arrived at by a Delphi technique using 

BAl staff personnel who work on protective services problems. 

If this type of ranking were to be used for more general 

lAlternative lists would be feasible using the same basic 
8ata. 
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implementation, a Delphi technique used with outstanding 

people in the field would be more appropriate. 

About 35 percent of the cases in Counties A and B con-

tained multiple conditions of neglect and abuse. Thus, in 

making judgments about change in severity between two incidents, 

a standard method was required. It was decided that the most 

severe condition in each incident would be compared to determine 

changes in severity. 

Tracking System 

Data Collection on Effectiveness 

Data collection procedures and forms were developed to 

assure standardized data collection for the two sites. These 

are fully described in Chapter 3. The data were collected by 

tracking cases on a monthly basis for a 12 month period from 

Becember 1973 through November 1974. 

System for Measuring Costs 

The contract specified the following requirements for 

the cost analysis subsystem: 

Costs are not to be estimated on an individual Gase 
basis 

Costs must include direct, indirect and purchased 
services 

Costs from all sources, Federal, state and local 
as incurred by the public welfare agency under 
Title IV-A, and IV-B, are to be included 

The method must be objective, comprehensible to 
management, timely, and least expensive with re­
lation to validity and reliability 

In addition, it was requested that BAI include marginal cost 

analysis if possible. 
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Most protective services fall into one of the two 

organizational types represented by County A and County B 

in the study. In County A, the smaller county, protective 

services cases are usually handled by the protective service 

unit; other social service personnel, however, also handle 

neglect and abuse cases when these events occur in the course 

of some other type of case such as AFDC. Therefore, in es-

timating costs, a fractional part of the time spent by other 

social service staff must be allocated to the costs of the 

protective service system. 

In County B, only protective services personnel handle 

protective services cases. Therefore, only the time spent by 

the protective services staff need be considered in estimating 

costs. 

The method developed for estimating the cost elements 

of protective services is applicable to either the type of 

service where both protective services staff and other staff 

work on protective services cases as in County A or where 

only protective services personnel handle them as in County B. 

The cost methodology is shown in Chapter 4. 

A series of equations offers an objective method of 

cost estimation in that all the variables are formulated from 

actual agency cost figures or from valid statistical methods 

of comparison or estimation. The estimation techniques are 

comprehensible to management because they are composed of 

totals or averages with no complex or subjective methods of 

xiii 



estimation. In an operational evaluation system the stat­

istics for the last quarter should be available within two 

weeks in either a manual ot computerized system. 

The cost to the agency in providing this costing system 

is minimal because the system does not depend on a case anal­

ysis or a frequency analysis of major fac~ors. 

The aggregation of the agency estimates by state, by 

region, or nationally can be done by adding numerators and 

denominators from the cost equations for all agencies in the 

geographic area and dividing. This can be done on a 100 

percent sample basis or by random sampl ing. For in.stance, 

the 3,000 or so counties in the nation could be randomly 

selected for evaluation in terms of stratification by state 

and/or regions and perhaps other categories such as popula­

tion, or AFDC caseload. 

Trend analysis can be accomplished by posting monthly 

estimates for successive time periods. These monthly es­

timates may be sensitfve\to seasonal variation, so trends 

should be studied over at least a two-year period. During 

this time, many of the basic input factors, such as agency 

budget and number of caseworkers will change. Exogenous 

factors such as the number of abused children may also change. 

Data Collection Forms 

Forms were designed to collect the data necessary for 

each of the cost equations as shown in Chapter 4. When the 

cost-estimation system was tried experimentally in County A 
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and county B, the financial officer of the agency filled out 

the forms. 

In County A, in addition to the protective service unit 

personnel, most staff personnel working on AFDC and other 

types of cases also engaged in protective services. There­

fore, a time/cost allocation procedure was necessary. The 

county had in operation a time-allocation recording system 

which recorded minutes devoted to each function for each 

staff person. This facilitated allocating costs to protec­

t:i.ve serv ices as a function of staff time.. HO\fleVer, the 

system proved able to provide staff time allocation for onl y 

three months during 1974, despite assurances that separate sets 

of data were available for each of the months; however, data 

cover ing the entire year were available. Had this been re­

cognized, a random work sampling procedure could have been 

used, but since it was not, the monthly cost distributions 

used in this report were randomly generated and therefore 

should be viewed as merely illustrative. However, annual 

costs as stated in Chapter 6 are accurate and have been val­

idated by comparing the annual costs derived by the state's 

cost/time allocation system with those derived by BAI's cost-

ing system descr ibed. The two figures differ by only two pi:!rcen'c. 

County B had only protective services staff engaged in 

protective services. No special cost-allocation techniques 

were required as all protective service staff were assigned 

only to that function. Therefore, County B costs were not 
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statistically derived, but represented actual accounting 

data and no validation was necessary. 

Displays and Discussions of Reports 

Three types of management reports were generated :Erom 

the data collected: 

Aggregate analysis of Counties A and B 

Comparative analysis of Counties A and B 

Detailed management reports on Counties A and B 

A complete presentation of 27 reports generaied is GOntaired 

in Chapter 5. Four selected reports follow. The first I 
three illustrate aggregate analysis, the fourth illustrates 

comparative analysis. 

Report 1 presents workload and efficiency measures in-

dicating the demands placed upon the agency and how efficiently 

it operated. 

Report 2 presents an analysis of effectiveness using 

the evaluation criteria defined. 

Report 3 presents cost-effectiveness for County B; 

Report 4 compares cost-effectiveness of County A and County B$ 

Conclusions 

The ~tility of the Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation System 

The system designed by BAI is feasible for implementation 

'. in a number of agencies offering protective services, either 

as a separate unit or as a part of other social service units. 

1 
Data for Hf,reviolls year" and t10bjectivell are hypothetical 

while data for "this year" are actual. 
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Number 
of 

Cases 

Reported 

Assigned 

REPORT 1 

WORKLOAD AND EFFICIENCY 

(County B) 

Prev iOLls ThlS Year--T974 
Year 

1973 (H) 1Q 2Q 3Q 

2,500- 1,132 1,136 1,216 

2,000 680 852 188 

(A) Obfectlve 
This Year 

4Q Total 1974 (H) 

1,116 4,600 3,'000 

632 2,952 3,000 i 
Validated 760 268 196 180 156 800 1 p140 I 

-=~~~ 

$250 $585 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
{A)--indicates actual data 

!!!tereretation 

Only 2,952 of 4,600 cases (64 percent) were assigned during 
1974 compared to 80 percent in 1973. Ideally, all cases should be 
asslgned for investigation. This was due to the-5ubstantial1y 
increased wor kload y phasing-in of substantial numbers of untrainea 
staff, ~nd the confusion cau8ed by decentralizing operations to 
newly established satellite offices. 

As the workload overwhelmed the staff, efficiency declined 
markedly during 1974 compared to the previous year. This intoler­
able situation must be improved substantially during 1975. However.; 
these data show little cause for optimism~ Indeed, the number 
of cased validated declined steadily from 268 during the first 
quarter to 156 during the fourth quarter .. ' 
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REPORT 2 

EFFECTIVENESS 

(County B) 

prev lous1 'rill s Y(!nr--l97~ (M 
I':r f (·ct j Y('n('r;(; l-1<~'1 nU r n 'iNn (1;) 1(,) -, 
PerCent of V Lt 1 i (j <1 t p.d 
Cages Where Child Re- 70 76 
mains with or Is 
Returned to Family (!t) 

Eventual Rate :1f 
Recidivism (Rate) .15 .30 

Percent of Recidiv-
istic Cases Where 30 25 
Severity Dec teased (%)* 

1\VC'rage Time Between 
InLake nnd Decision 30 38.3 
for Court Case (days) 

Average 'rime Between • 
Intake and Completion 
of Investigation and 14 16.8 
Validation (days) 

(H)--indicatcs hypothetical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

Interpretation 

2<) lQ 40 

84 89 79 

.29 • :33 .49 

• 
21 53 43 

- 30.5 -

21.4 15.6 5.7 

Objective 
'l'ot~ (Tll 

82 70 

.34 .15 

34 30 

36.8 30 

15.5 14 

It is generally believed to be desirable for a child to remain 
with his family whenever possible. However, this should not be 
done wher~ he .would be endangered. The above table shows that a 
substantially higher percentage of childr. ~ remained with or were 
returned to their families--82 percent in 1974 compared to 70 per­
cent in 1973--0nd the objective was exceeded. However, this was 
due' to the ~;harp increase in workload which overwhelmed staff and 
available Loster homes. In many questionable cases no other option 
was available but to leave children in their homes; no foster homes 
were availdbl~ and the ldrge case load frequently made adequate pro­
tective servic~s Supcrvl~ion impossible. In view of these circum­
Btancen, it is not surprisinq, however undesirable, that an extremely 
high recidivlsm rate was experIenced throughout the year which was 
higheat during the third and fourth quarters. The rate for 1974 
was more than double the 1973 experience and objective for 1974. 

The numb('r of days elapsed bet.\-!een intake and court decision and 
be,tween in ti1kt~ and val id.::t tion Seem higher than desirable. It took 
longer than de~ircd, on the average, to process the cases. 
--j;'-------

Tile' pt!r<:l,nt "qc cof cases whore sevcr.:i.ty either remained the same 
or jnc:r"iJ:,('d J~; !uO mlnu~; the numher indicatad ip the table. The 
percOId il'le <.>1 C<.l!;es wh('r,~ scvc,rity lncrr~Llscd ':ould be determinec) from 
t;h(! ril.''' <l<l td ill l\!?1'emlix [). 
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REPORT 3 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

(County B) 

Prev~ous 

Cost-Effectiveness Year 
Ratio 1973 (11) 

Total Cost 
Eventual Num5er of $425 
Validated Cases not 
Recidivistic 

Total Cost 
Number of chiIaren 410 
Returned to Families 

(H)--indicates hypothet.ical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

Interpretation 

-," \. 

'rn..:l.s 
Year 

1974 

$ 5,095 

4.126 

Objective 
(A) 1974 (H) 

$425 

410 

Cost-effectiveness in 1974 was dramatically less than in 1973 
and less than the objective set for 1974. This extremely p~or 
situation was attributable to the factors previously discussed. 

xix 



'. 

REPORT 4 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF COUNTIES A AND B COMPARED 

(1974) 

Cost-Effectiveness County 
Ratio A B 

Total Cost 
Eventual Number of $1,201 $5,095 
Validated Cases not 
Recidivistic 

Total Cost 
Number of Children 1,386 4,126 
Returned to Families 

Interpretation 

This report shows L.t-effectiveness in terms of two 
measures--recidivism and children returned to their families. 
County A is more cost-effective by considerable margins in 
terms of cost per case that does not recidivate and cost per 
child remaining with or returned to his family ($1,201 and 
$1,386 respectively for County A compared to $5,095 and 
$4,126 for County B). 
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The data-gathering methods are designed to be simple and easily 

understood by social-,,.mrk and administrative personnel. '1'ht.: 

system has not yet been tested on local personnel working 

independently of BAI staff assistance¢ There ar~however, some 

conceptual difficulties with the cost-measurement methodology 

specified in the Scope of Work. It requires further develop­

ment and should be used carefully and sparingly. 

If numer.ous agenci@s as~d this cost-effectiveness sys-

tern, it should be easy for the Federal Government to aggregate 

data over states, reg ions, and thf: .. nation. These aggrega-

tions could be accomplished on a sampling basis using strati­

fied sampling procedures. Such a procedure would be most 

useful and acceptable to the agencies if feedback were pro-

vided to show how well they were doing in comparison to other 

agencies. 

The validity of the agency reports and the aggregated 

versions is not an analytic problem because all the measures 

are objective. There are not subjective judgments or artificial 

scales leading to questions such as~ "Are we measuring the 

phenomena ·that we want to measure?" This quality of the cost~· 

effectiveness evaluation should have appeal to management 

personnel in the agency and at the state and regional levels. 

The reliability and accuracy of the measurements is not a pro­

blem for agencies because the measures are not difficult 

to estimate. 

It is also feasible to conduct analyses of certain apec-

ified major categories: 

Rural and urban 

Neglect and abuse 



(' 
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Such analyses can be facilitated by simple computer processing 

procedures in the larger agenc ies. However, the analyses in , 

this report were conducted entirely by hand and used little 

staff lr:ime. 

Based on the feasibility test in the two counties, BAl 

estimates that agency personnel can be trained to use this 

system within a few hours. The methods of cost-effectiveness 

evaluation detailed in this report are simple to estimate in 

an on-going system. In an on-going system a management report 

should be available two weeks after the end of a month, with 

minimal workloap. The following is an estimate of the staff 

time per month that would be required to operate the recom-

mended system in the two counties: 

countY/A County B 
392Cases year 4,600 cases/year 

(33 cases sampled/month) (96 cases sampled/month) 

Staff 

Clerk 16 hours 48 hours 

Caseworker 2 hours 4 hours 

Financial Officer I hour I hour 

Total 19 hours 53 hours 

This cost-effectiveness evaluation system can provide 

data to test significant hypotheses concerning alternative 

protec tive, serv ices pol icies. Signif icant pol icy questions 

can be addressed and planning models developed that would 

be of substantial assistance to states in implementing 

~itle XX as illustrated in Chapter 9. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Social and Rehabilitation Service (SRS), under 

Titles IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act u provides 

~ funds to states for the provision of protective services to 

abused and neglected children and their families. The Sec-

retary of the Department of Health g Education, and Welfare 

has given services to abused and neglected children a high 

priority. Various agencies of HEW are ~ooperating in an in­

teragency objective in this area. The evaluation of local 

protective services, the subject of this report, is part of 

the SRS/CSA efforts specified by the Intradeparrnlenta1 Com-

mittee on Child Abuse and Neglect. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 

There are a number of systems under development or con-

ceptualized for the evaluation of social services, with some 

relating directly to the evaluation of protective services. 

However, there are no generally accepted systems for deter-

mining costs and evaluating impacts of protective services 

in state and local public welfare agencies. The purpose of 

tr..e effort described in this report p as stated by SRS, "is 

to stimulate State and local jurisdictions to measure the 

costs and results of their child abuse and neglect services 

in definitive, quantifiable ways (recidivism, severity) in 
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order that they and the Federal Government can make progr,/(m 

and resource allocation choices."l However, no attempt was 

made to measure the specific effects of protective services 

on the chL.dren. 

SRS wants service-specific effectiveness estimates of 

the results protective services work has on child abuse and 

neglect. Reduction of recidivisim of abuse and neglect, for 

instance, is an important measure of the effectiveness of 

caretaker treatment. Further, the reduction of severity 

in cases where recidivism does occur, is another measure of 

the effectiveness of the services. The contract specified 

that cost estimation methods and effectiveness measure es-

timates be performed as simply and with as little cost as 

possible in order to encourage the use of the methods by 

local agencies. 

In general, the purpose of the evaluation effort in 

this contract is to help SRS develop an initial evaluation 

system for measuring cost-effectiveness of protective services. 

Specifically, the evaluation method will permit answers to 

the following types of questions: 

a. Which service agencies, individually or as aggregated 

by states or regions, are most effective for the dollars 

spent? What is the order of cost-effectiveness from 

least to highest, by service agency, state, or region? 

This will permit agencies to improve their efficiency 

by identifying and correcting problems of poor perfor-

mance and encouraging more successful approaches. 

I 
u. S. (~vernment, Social and Rehabilitation Service 
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b. What trends are discernabt~ from year to year in cost­

effectiveness of serVlce agencies, states, regions 

and the nation? 

c. Do agEmcies serve some groups (i.e. I neglected children, 

abused children, urban children, rural children) more 

cost-effectively than others? 

d. How much does it cost to provide services to clients 

who achieve protective services objectives (e.g., child 

remains with the family) as compared with clients not 

achieving these objectives? 

APPROACH 

The technical approach consisted of these main steps: 

Review of existing evaluation systems 

Design of a protective services evaluation system 

Demonstration at two test sites 

Revi~~of Ex sting Evaluation Systems 

SRS had conducted studies to identify and analyze 

systems for evaluation of social 8ervices that are in various 

sta.ges of development throughout the country. Many of the 

systems studied by SRS are generic in that they assess in 

global terms whether and to what extent the service goals 

have been achieved. Another generic approach is to classify 

cases according to degree of improvement. Generic systems 

were considered by SRS to be too subjective for use in cost­

effectiveness evaluation. Thus, the objective of the research 
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in this report is the development of a method specific to 

protective services. 

Burt Associates, Incorporated, as a first step, co1-

1ected information on systems being designed throughout the 

country including those previously studied by SRS. The results 

of the analysis of existing systems along with descriptions 

of the systems (both generic and service-specific) are reported 

in Chapter 2. 

Cost Methods 

The methods of cost estimation found in the various 

system descriptions suffered from a variety of deficiencies. 

In general, the cost estimation techniques were far too de-

tailed for use _,I the current project. Usually they were 

estimated by the case, either on a frequency analysis or a 

unit basis. nle cost methodology derived by BAl and shown 

in Chapter 4 is based on specifications set forth in the RFP 

work statement and background knowledge of the BAl staff. 

Data Gathering Techniques 

The methods for data collection found in the system 

re~iews are all on a case analysis basis with significant 

variation among systems on the data collected. 

Few of the reports surveyed by BAl went into detail on 

the data collection methods used or to be used. In only 

one case was mention made of the use of sampling in lieu of 

total case analysis. No details were provided as to how 

well this worked. 

I 

J , 

I 
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Desi2n of a protective Services Evaluation Sxstem 

Based on the findings of the review of current sys­

tems, detailed discussions with SRS personnel, and dis-

cuss ions with protective service supervisors, BAr designed 

a cost-effectiveness evaluation system. The design is 

composed of two major subsystems. 

An effectiveness measurement subsystem that provides 
a minimal set of effectiveness measures but is 
sensitive enough to assess performance. This sub­
system consists of two key parts: 

A method of data collection and client 
tracking that is not an excessive burden 
on the agency staff 

Analysis and reporting procedures that are 
easily understood by agency supervisors and 
management. This system is easily aggregated 
to the state, regional, and national levels. 

A cost estimating subsystem that is easy to 
implement and does not place an excessive burden 
on the finance officer 

These subsyst9ms are described in Chapters 3 and 4 respectlvely. 

Site Selection 

The contract called for the testing of the methodology at 

two test sites for the purpose of demonstrating that the cost-

effectiveness scheme would work. The criteria developed for the 

selection of the test sites were agreed to be the following: 

• 

The site should have a good data collection system 

The number of cases of abuse and neglect of children 
per year should be at least 400 

Socioeconomic and rural/urban citizen composition 
at the site should cover a wide range of conditions 

The site personnel should be willing and able 
to participate 
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Sites should have a full range of services and 
well developed linkages with related agencies 
such as schools, courts, police and hospitals 

The HEW Regional Commissioners and the Associate Regional 

Commissioners were contacted by the Community Service Admin-

istration (CSA), to inform them of the project and solicit 

their cooperation. BAl wrote a letter to each asking for 

nominations of local agencies within their regions that best 

met the criteria. 

The Commissioners nominated 19 agencies from which two 

were selected by BAI, termed in this report "County An and 

"County B. II Visits to the two sites were made to ensure feas-

ibility of the test with the following findings: 

county A has an annual rate of about 900 cases 
,and has an adequate manual data system composed 
of a log, family file, and case records. The clients 
represent a combination of urban/rural and different 
racial and other socioeconomic traits. The agency was 
very interested in participating. The test made use 
of 100 percent sampling of cases for the test. 

County B has an annual rate of 5,400 cases. At first; 
it was thought that the CANRlS automated data sys-
tem would be usable and provide a contrast with 
the manual system of County A. However, CANRlS is 
encountering difficulties and BAl relied on the manual 
system of County B. The county and state personnel 
were very interested in participating. BAI sampled 
at a rate of every fourth case. Sampling was preferred 
because of the heavy case load of County B. 

~.sibi1it¥ Test 

The evaluation system was tested at the two sites during 

December 1974 to April 1975. Chapter 5 presents display and 

discussion of reports generated by the system at the two 

sites and Chapter 6 contains summaries of data collected. 
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Recommended System 

Chapter 7 presents BAI~s recommended data collection 

method; Chapters 9 and 10 draw conclusions about the utility 

of the recommended cost-effectiveness evaluation system based 

on its test in County A and County Bo 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF EXISTING SYSTEMS 

SR~ has conducted studies to identify an~ analyze 

the systems for evaluation of social services that are in 

various stages of development throughout the coun1:ry. SRS 

has determined that the generic type systems under develop-

ment are not appropriate for cost-effectiveness evaluation 

because they rely too heavily on sUbjective judgments and 

+ack rigor. SRS favors service-specific type of effective-

ness measurement. For example, reduction of recidivism of 

child abuse and neglect and reduction of severity of abuse 

and neglect are two criteria of effectiveness which are of 

primary importance. The recidivism and severity measures 

must include a means for identifying and assessing dif-

ferential effectiveness by type of care, such as family 

care. 

BAI has reviewed 14 evaluative studies or tracking sys­

tems for social programs to insure that all program effective-

ness measures, and data collection systems appropriate for 
1 

SRS purposes have been explored. The 14 studies reviewed 

are listed below~ 

1 
Complete summaries of this review are contained in: 

.. 

Burt Associates, Incorporated, "Evaluation of Cost-Effectiveness 
of Services Provided to Abused and Neglected Children and Their 
Families Under Titles IV-A and IV-B: Phase I Report" (Bethesda, 
Maryland: Burt Associates, Incorporated, 1974). 
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1. Arthur Bolton Associates, COST BENEFIT METHODOLOGIES 
RELATED TO SERVICE PROVIDED UNDER TITLES, Iv IV , X, XIV, 
AND XVI OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT ENABLING RECIPIENTS TO 
ACHIEVE GOAL OF INSTITUTIONAL OR COMMUNITY-BASED CARE. 
November 1973. 

2. Booz, Allen. public Administration Services, CHI~D ABUS8 
AND NEGLECT REGISTRATION AND INQUIRY SYSTEM t CANRIS, TEXAS 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, Austin Texas. August 6, 
1973. 

3w FLORIDA CHILD ABUSE REPORTING SYSTEM, Jacksonville, 
Florida. No printed report. 

4. Government Accounting Office~ SOCIAL SERVICES; THEIR 
IMPACT ON HELPING WELFARE RECIPIENTS ACHIEVE SELi" SUP-­
PORT OR REDUCE DEPENDENCY. April 27, 1973 .. 

5, Iowa Department of Social Services~ PROGRAM AND 
FINANCIAL PLAN. Vol. Iv 1975; Vol~ II~ 1976. 

6~ Juvenile Protective Association. REPORT ON THE BOvlEN 
CENTER PROJECT, Chicago, Illinois. 

7. National Clearinghouse on Child Neglect and Abuse~ 

8. peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., THE EFF'ECTIVENESS ~IEASURES 
PROJECT, Milwaukee County Department of Public Welfare. 
August 1973. 

9. Peat, Marltlick, Mitchell & Co., EVALUATING SOCH ... L SERVICES, 
state Department of public Welfare, Austin, TexaR. 
NO date. 

10. Sam Harris Associates, rJtd q STUDY FOR 'raE DEVELOPMENT 
OF A COST-BENEFIT METHODOLOGY FOR SELF SUPPORT SOCIAL 
SERVICES, Vol. I. June 30, 1975. 

11. Touche Ross & Co., COST ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
Contract No. SRS 71-36. June 1972. 

12. UNCO, Inc. PHASE III UNCO DEt-10NSTHATION PROl1ECT, 
Minnesota, Washington, and District of Columb~a. 
September 1, 1971. 

13. UNCO, Inc. SOCIAL SERVICES EVALUATION DEMONSTRATION 
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Each of the above evaluative studies was ceviewed for 

the fol16wing characteristics of criteria and objectives: 

Consistency with protective services objectives 

Measurable criteria and objectives 

One or more criteria per objective 

CvDsistent criteria 

Criteria useful to management 

Not a burden to estimate 

Reasonable cost 

Incentive for good management 

Only a few of the studies listed criteria or meth-

odologies useful to this SRS study. 

A. Measures of Effectiveness and Obj0ctives 

The BAl reviews of evaluation methods under various 

stages of development yielded several criteria in addition 

to the reduction in amount and severity of recidivism spec-

ified by SRS. 

1. The ratio of children separated, requiring medical 

care related to emotional or physical damage, or 

dying, to total children who received protective 
2 

services for the past 90 days. This is a severity 

criterion that could be used as a simple approach 

compared'to the BAl severity ranking classific~tion 

described in Chapter 3. 

2. The ratio of children separated, requiring medical 

care related to emotional or physical damage, or 

dying, to the total number of children in families 
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who have received social services during the past 
2 

12 months. Another severity criterion \'lhich has a 

higher risk base. 

3. The ratio of the number of families requiring 

protective services on a recurring basis to total 

number of families who have received protective 

services where the new service j,s directed to 

other children who have not received protective 
1 

services. A recidivism measure which isolates 

within family increase. 

4. The ratio of the number of families requiring 

protective services on a recurring basis to the 

,total number of families who have received pro-

tective services for at least one but not all of 
1 

their children. A recidivism measure which measures 

families where not all the children have been abused. 

5$ 'rhe ratio of the number of children reunited with 

their families after separation to the total number 

of children receiving protective services and sep-
2 

arated from their families by action of the agency. 

This is a family reuniting measure. 

6. The ratio of the number of children reunited with 

their families after separation to the total number 

of children re~eiving protective services and sep­

arated from their families for reasons other than 
3 .~ 

.agency action. ,This is a<~family reuniting measure. 
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7. The number of days of separation per child. ~h~s 

measure of the length of time of separation is 

associated with the objective of reducing the time 

away from families. 

8. The last six months incidence for which no final 
5 

report has been recorded. This measure is to 

detect the time scales of final disposition of 

cases. 
6 

9. Frequency distribution of types of abuse. The 

frequency distributions of categories of abuse 

indicate changes of the severity problems. The 

categories were hel~ful in selecting the set of 

severity measures recommended in this report. 
\ 

10. Ratio of families whose children are removed from 

the home to all families referred to child pro-

tection services where child abuse, neglect or ex-
7 

ploitation has been validated. This measures 

child seEaration. 

11. The ratio of families in which child abuse, 

neglect or exploitation occurs within one year 

after their on-going service casse is closed to all 

families whose on-going child protection services 
8 

cases have been closed for one year or less. This 

is a recidivism measure. 

12. Number of neglect and dependency (N&D) petitions 

I filed and number of families that contain one or 

I 

I 
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9 
more children named on N&D petitions. These cri-

teria are associated with the objective of reducing 

the number of N&D petitions. 

13. The number of children who are declared N&D more 
10 

than once. This is a recidivism measure. 

These findings on criteria have been selected on the 

basis of possible usefulness in the evaluation project~ 

Many more criteria were examined but were not included 

because they were obviously not appropriate. The above 

criteria were useful in formulating the recommended mea-

sures in Chapter 3. 

B. Cost Methods 

The methods of cost estimation found in the various 

system descriptions suffered from a variety of deficiencies. 

In general, the cost estimation techniques were far too 

detailed for use in the current project. Usually they 

were estimates by the case, either on a frequency analysis 

or a unit basis. The cost methodology derived by BA! and 

shown in Chapter 4 is based on specifications set forth 

in the RFP work statement and background knowledge of the 

BAl staff. 

C. Data Gat~~~in9 Techniques 

The methods for data collection found in the system 

reviews are allan a case analysis basis with significant 

variation among systems on the data collected. For in-

stance, the Florida system and the CANRIS system collected 
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data on severity classifications whereas the other systems 

did not. However, the list of severity measures used by 

Florida was different from the CANRIS list. 

Few of the reports surveyed by BAI went into detail 

on the data collection methods used or to be used. In 

only one case was mention made of the use of sampling in 

lieu of total cases analysis. No details were provided 

as to how well this worked. The UNCO systems made use 

of monte-carlo simulation for estimation of probabilities 

(error analysis) in comparing cost and effectiveness ratios 

of counties. This was the only sophisticated approach 

noted in all the reviews. This particular application 

suffered from various technical deficiencies for our 

purposes. Unfortunately, this type analysis would not be 

understood by management personnel concerned with the pro-

tective services evaluation project. 
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CHAPTER 3 

SYSTEM FOR MEASURING EFFECTIVENESS--THE TRACKING SYSTEM 

SRS intends to provide a tracking system to allow 

measurement of recurring abuse and neglect in cases when 

a child is not removed from his home. The tracking system 

used to gather the data by which to measure of the effec-

tiveness criteria in this project is a first step in that 

direction. 

EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 

Keeping Child with Family 

A protective service operation generally attempts to 

retain the child in the family after abuse or neglect has 

been reported, contingent on investigation, family treatment, 

and other actions to alleviate the problem. Protective ser-

vices' other option is to remove the child from the family 

and place him with relatives, friends, or in foster care. 

(Foster care in this report refers to foster family care, 

group care, and institutional care.) Some agencies remove 

children from their homes more frequently than others. How-

ever, keeping children with their own families wherever pos-
1 

sible is strongly supported by judicial doctrine, Federal 
2,3,4 

legislation, 
5,6,7,8 

HEW policy pronouncements, 
9 

child welfare professional standards. 
, 

and 

When another instance of abuse or neglect occurs with 

the same or other children in a family, it is termed 
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"recidivism~" Recidivism is believed to indicate lack of 

success by agencies dealing 'I:,ith the case. If a subsequent 

case or cases occur in the family, a further criterion is 

that the severity of the second case should be less than the 

first if the case work has been helpful. 

Time Between Intake and placement Decision 

Rapid decision making and placement of children is a generally 

accepted aim for an agency, because the children who are placed 

quickly are less likely to suffer severe emotional trauma. Thus 1 

the time beb.,een intake and the completion of the case worker! s 

1nvestigation or the time between intake and court decision are 

believed to be significant indicators of effectiveness of service. 

Management Objectives 

The above discussion leads to the structuring of several 

management obJectives. 

1. An increase in the number and rate of validated cases where 

the child is returned or remains with the family* 

2. A decrease in the number and rate of cases where a val-

ida ted incident of child abuse and neglect occurs within 

a year after a previous validated incident of child abuse 

or neglect 

3. A reduction in severity in those cases vlhere one or mere 

validated incidents of child abuse and neglect occur within 

one year from a previous incident 

*1n the evaluation system this can also be regarded as a 
hypothesis to be tested by seeing the effects of the policy in 
terms of increased recidivism and severity of the recidivistic 
cases. 
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4. A reduction in time interval between intake and court de-

cision for those validated cases where court action is 

required 

5. For al~ validated cases, minimization of the time interval 

between intake and the completion of the investigation and 

val idation. 

Measures of Effectiveness 

These management objectives require measures of effective-

ness to determine progress towards the objectives. These are 

measured for each month of the reporting period. 

Objective (1): Measures of Effectiveness 

Total validated cases where the child is returned 
or remains with the family 

Total val ida ted cases wher e the child 
is returned or remains with his famil 

TOta va ~ ate cases 

Q£iective (2): Measures of Effectiveness 

The number of families where a validated incident of 
child abuse or neglect occurs within a year after a 
previous validated incident of child abuse or neglect 

The number of families where a validated 
incident of child abuse and neglect occurs 
within a year after a previous validated 
incident of child abuse or neglect 

Total validated cases 

~ective (3): Measures of Effectiveness 

For all recidivism cases of measure of effectiveness (2), 
the number of cases where the severity decreases in 
the second incident 

For all recidivism cases of measure of 
effectiveness (2), the number of cases 
where the severity decreased in the 
second incident 

Total recividism cases 
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Objective (4): Measure of Effectiveness 

b The average time between intake of a reported case 
and court decision, for those cases where court 
decision is taken. 

Objective (5): Measure of Effectiveness 

The average time bet\,leen intake of a reported case 
and the completion of investigation and validation. 

Severity Rankings 

The definitions and severity rankings of different forms 

of abuse and neglect are a critical problem for this system 

because it is necessary to determine changes in severity from 

the first to the second incident. The tt>lO demonstration cOunties 

had different lists of types of abuse and neglect that were 

used for intake classification and treatment classification" In 

order to standardize the classifications for purposes of this 

evaluation, BAl reviewed the literature and arrived at a classi-

fication which is general for all agencies~ The classifications 

used by the two demonstration counties are readily included 

in the BAI classification. 

One severity ranking method is found in the National 

Clearinghouse on Child Neglect and Abuse data collection 

form. It has 13 categor ies of sever i ty \'1hich are comprehen-

sive and independent of the type of abuse or neglect. 

The 13 categories are: 

No medical treatment required/child seen by a 
physician 

Appeared not to require medical treatment/child 
not seen by a physician 

Appeared to require medical treatment/treatment 
not sought 
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Received outpatient medical treatment 

Received hospitalization for medical treatment 

No psychiatric tr0atment/required child seen 
by physician 

Appeared not to require psychiatric treatment/ 
child not seen by physician 

Appeared to require psychiatric treatment/ 
treatment not sought 

Received outpatient psychiatric treatment 

Hospitalized for psychiatric treatment 

Dead on arr ivaI 

Death, not immediate 

Unknown 

The d9-ta on t:,~ver ity could have been collected using 

these categories, and measurement of severity change could 

be tested with both the complete list and a simplified ver-

sion of the Clearinghouse list such as: 

No treatment or only outpatient psychiatric or 
medical treatment required 

psychiatric or medical hospitalization required 

Death or dead on arrival 

This approach would be subject to considerable error 

because each state and locality will be found to have dif-

ferent policies. Some have no psychiatric facilities, others 

admit all abuse cases to the hospital regardless of condition, 

others use hospitals only when there is a severe case. Thus, 

with the many policies and procedures at different sites, 

the results would not be meaningful. BAl decided not to use 

the above approach J:or this reason. 
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SA! instead chose to use the following list of types of neglect 

and abuse as a severity ranking classification (from most severe 
'* 

to least severe): 

Death 

Brain damage, dismemberment 

Poisoning 

Internal injuries 

Skull fractures; sexual abuse 

Bone fractures; burns, scalding; exposure--freezing 

Sprains, dislocations; abrasions, lacerations; 
wounds, cuts, punctures; subdural hemorages or 
hematomas 

Malnutrition, emotional neglect~ medical neglect; 
abandonment 

Bruises, welts 

Educational neglect; moral neglect 

Shelter neglect; lack of supervision 

Clothing neglect 

The rankings were arrived at by a Delphi technique using 

BAl staff personnel who work on protective services problems. 

If this type of ranking were to be used for more general 

implementation, a Delphi technique used with outstanding 

people in the field would be more appropriate. 

* 
Ini tially, we developed independent scales for abusE- and 

neglect on the assumption that abuse is always more severe than 
neglect. However, a detailed investigation showed that this 
is not necessarily true. Some types of neglect, particularly when 
quite severe (e.g., medical, emotional neglect), can have a more 
severe impac~ on a child than relatively minor forms of abuse 
(e.g., bruises). The above results of the Dephi Technique tend 
to confirm this decision to consider the two in a common severity 
ranking classification. 
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About 35 percent of the 'cases in Counties A and S con~ 

tained multiple conditions ofl neglect and abuse. Thus, in 
\ 

making judgments about change'in severity between two incidents, 

a standard method was required. It was decided that the most - . 

severe condition in each incident would be compared to determine 

changes in severity. 

Tracking System 

Data Collection on Effectiveness 

Data collection procedures and forms were developed to 

assure standardized datR collection for the two sites. The 

data were collected by tracking cases on a monthly basis 

for a 12 month period from 19'73 through November 1974. 

Table 3-1 is an illustration of the data collection 

forms used at both sites. The steps taken in gathering data 

were the following: 

1. The log book was consulted for each month to be 
analyzed--December 1973 to November 1974. In 
County B, 25 percent of the cases for each month 
were sampled (every fourth entry). However, some 
of the entries in the log included reports that 
were not considered neglect or abuse, such as: 
Information, advice and referral; court-ordered 
evaluation; voluntary placement of "unadoptable" 
newborns; and were, therefore, excluded in the 
sampling. The County B log provided the following 
codes indicating reasons for referral which allowed 
BAl to exclude those entries that were inappropriate 
(An asterisk (*) appears beside those referrals con­
sidered appropriate for sampling.) 

I - information, advice and referral 
*A - abuse 
*N - neglect, inadequate care or supervision 
*M - medical neglect 
*D - dese~tion/abandonment 
*8 - sexual molestation 
*X - exploitation 
*T - truancy 
*F or R - runaway and other parent-child relation~;hip 

problems 
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*L - lost child or child under 10 arrested 
*J - jailed parent(s) 
*H - hospitalized parent(s) 
*e - no legal custodian 

E - court-ordered evaluation 
V - voluntary placement of "unadoptable" newborns 

In County A, 100 percent of the cases for each month were 

sampled (all pntries). County A's lag contained only cases that 

were neglect and/or abuse. 

2. Par all cases assigned, the case file was a central 
file room. For those cases that were active, how­
ever, it was necessary to determine from the log w~ich 
caseworker was assigned to them. The appropriate 
~aseworker was then located, and the case file 
obtained. In County B, it was necessary to make 
several visits to satellite offices to obtain the 
sampled cases listed as active. In County A, only 
a small percentage of the cases were found to be 
still active in the satellite office. 

'rhe following is the step-~y-step procedure used in 

tracking the caSeS to complete the data collection forms i1-

lustrated in Table 3-1. 

In column 1, the identification number for each case was 

recorded. In order to maintain strict confidentiality, no names 

were recorded on any data collection forms; only the case number 

was used. In County B, the case numbers consisted of a letter 

indicating the type of case fo110~ed by a two-digit number. In 

county A, the identtfication number consisted of four or five 

digits. The lrJuntlflcation nllmhf'r was obtained tram the intake 

Itt column %, the nolttJr~ of each case WllS rf'(;orried, l.e, 

whr~th(~r It W,HI <.I caHe ()f neglet:t or abuse. In callen whert~ il 

combinatIon of both neglect and abuse existed, all types were 

recorded. 

In column 3, indicates whether or not the case had been 

assigned. Not all cases were assigned to caseworkers in County 
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B because of the heavy caseload. 

to casewor ker s in County A. The 

HoweVer, all ~~ases were assigned 

log books in both counties 

designated whether the incoming report 0t comp3aint was as­

signed. Only assigned cases were used for further data 

collection. 

In column 4 lind icates whether or nO{~ the case was 

validated. Some of the cases were not completely investigated 

and CQuid net be classified as valid or invalid. This condition 

was indicated iD this column as investigation incomplete. In 

County B, it was necessary to examine the case file to determine 

the status of the case. In County A, the status of the case 

was found in the log book. 

In column 5 of the data collection form, the residence of 

the family--urban or rural--was indicated. The log books at 

uoth sites designated the area the family resided in. The 

agency s~aff indicated which areas werB considered urban and 

which were considered rural. 

In column 6, the number of previously reported, valid cases 

of neglect o~ abuse occurring before the reported case sampled 

was recorded~ In order to determine the number, it was necessary 

at both sites to review the case file. This information was 

gathered from case notes and previous intake forms that in­

dicated a valid case of neglect or abuse. Where these record~ 

were not up to date, the caseworker supplied the informationti 

For most of the data BAI collected, only the frequency of abuse 

or neglect was obtained since this w~s the only information that 

was required initially. However, at a meeting with the SRS 
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monitors after the data collection phase had begun ,:4t.~;\::~as 
~;lt\ .'~:t'· 

decided that the dates and severity levels of the previous 

cases would also be collected. Therefore, only on some of 

the cases does this additional information exist. 

Column 7 indicates the number of valid reported incidents 

of abuse and neglect which occurred after the reported incident 

that was sampled. This information was also gath~red from the 

caSe record by reviewing the case notes and intake forms that 

had a valid case of neglect or abuse. 

In column 8, the severity of the reported case under study 

was recorded. In order to determine of this, the case files 

were reviewed. A description of the nature of the neglect 

or abuse was found in the case notes. 

In column 9, the severity and the date of the incident 

following the reported incident under study (if any) was recorded. 

This severity was also determined by reviewing the description 

of the neglect or abuse in the case notes in file. 

The number of days between the instances recorded in 

columns 8 and 9 was recorded in column 10. This information was 

determined by counting the days between the dates of the two 

incidents. This waS found in the intake form or case notes 

in the file. 

Column 11 indicates the location of the child following the 

incident under study as of December 1974. From the case notes 

in the file, it was determined and indicated on the data forms 

whether the: 
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Child was never removed and was still with 
his family 

Child had been removed but was then returned 
to his family 

Child had been removed from his family and was 
then with relatives 

Child had been removed and was then in foster care 

Child had been removed and was then either in 
foster care awaiting adoption or had already been 
adopted 

In column 12, indicates whether or not court action 

occurred, and if so, how many days elapsed between intake 

and the cour t decision.. If a court action was taken, it could 

be ascertained from the case notes or court petitions found 

in the case file. If a court action was required, the number 

of days were determined by comparing the date of intake and 

the date of the court decision. 

The number of days between intake and the completion of 

the protective services investigation and validation was recorded 

in column 13. This was determined by COuiitirig the days bebY'e,an 

the date of intake and the date the caseworker's indicated 

validation of the report, both of which were found in the 

case f ile. 

Column 14, titled "Other,1I indicated the dates and severity 

of any other valid cases of neglect and abuse that followed 

'-.... the second incident recorded in colUmn 9. This information was 

retrieved by reviewing the case notes valid intake reports 

found in the case file. 
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Problems and Resolutions 

The actual amount of time necessary to complete the data 

tracking procedure for each'case varied greatly. The time 

spent on each case depended basically on the following four 

factors: 
Organization, accuracy, and completeness of 
the log books 

Organization and efficiency of the filing system 

Availability of the caseworkers 

organization, accuracy, and completeness of the 
case files 

Or2anization, Accuracy, and Completeness of the Log Books 

The log book was initially consulted for each month. 

Besides providing part of the data that was necessary in com-

pleting the data collection forms as indicated in Table 2-1, 

it also provided the location of the case file and therefore 

was also used in retrieving the case files of those cases 

assigned and found to be valid cases of neglect or abuse. 

Therefore, it was most helpful if the log books were well 

organized, accurate, and complete. 

In County A, the log books were well organized, accurate, 

and complete. Because the log book was typewritten, it was easy 

to read and to collect the necessary information. It also 

saved a great deal of time by its inclusion of the status of 

the case (valid or invalid) in the log since determining this 

status can take a great deal of time to retrieve from the case 

file and since many of the cases are invalid. The log. books 
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were also found to be accurate in indicating which caseworker 

was assigned to each case. 

In County B, the log books were also well organized and 

complete. It was relativel~ easy to collect the necessary 

data. However, because they were handwritten, more time was 

required. The log books would have been even more helpful if 

they had contained the status of the case (valid or invalid) 

since it required taking time to retrieve and review the case 

files even for the invalid sampled casesc Also, because County 

Bls protective services staff was being doubled, the log books 

were not always accurate in indicating the location of case 

filesv Often, the log books did not show recent transferences 

or case closures. As a result, about 15 percent (152 out of 

1,150) of the case files were never found. 

Organization and Efficiency· of the Fi~~.ng System 

The filing systems at both sites were utilized only for the 

retrieval of closed case files. 

In County A, the filing system was not too massive and was 

well organized. As a result, closed case files were retrieved 

with relative ease. 

Because of the massive influx of cases in County Band 

the way the filing system was organized, retrieval of closed 

case files was often difficult. A closed case file coul~ be 

found in anyone of three places in the filing room. In two of 

these areas, each case file had its own folder and was easy 

to retrieve. However, the case files in the third area were 
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not in individual folders and were only grouped alphabetically 

with other case file3. This meant flipping through a number 

of case files and scanning the names for the correct file. 

The organization of the filing system made retrieval of case 

files an extremely time-consuming and tedious task for BAI 

staff. In resolution of this problem, BAl hired temporary help 

in addition to the county staff that were retrieving the closed 

case files. 

Availability of Caseworkers 

To obtain the active case files, it was necessary to locate 

the caseworkers assigned to them~ 
, 

Due to the smaller si ze of Coun ty A IS oper ation, the case-

wor kers were easy to locate and were available. '11r; .... 8, hOvleller t 

was not the case in County B. 

The size of County B's protective services operation 

required several satellite offices. Visits to these offices 

were necessary to obtain sampled cases. In some instances, 

the caseworkers were not available and the case file could not 

be revieweq. These visi ts were time consuming, par ticu1.arly, 

if several trips were necessary to obtain the case file from 

the appropriate caseworker. 

Because of County Bls large expansion of its protective 

services staff and dece~tralization, the location of the case-

workers changed as new offices were added, and transference 

of cases sometimes resulted from relocation. The appropriate 

Cqseworker, along with the sampled case file, was in some in-

stances difficult to locate. ~, 
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In order to resolve these difficulties, some of the case 

files from satellite offices were brought to the main office 

by a mail carrier. A great deal of time and effort was saved 

in this manner. In an ongoing evaluation system, agency staff 

would collect data at each of the satellite offices. 

Organization, Accuracy, and Completeness of the Case Files 

The case files reviewed in County B were found to be 

accurate and, in most instances, complete. Some case files 

contain extensive information resulting from several years of 

services to a particular family. In these instances, much 

time was spent in reviewing case notes and intake reports, in 

order to determine the exact information necessary for the 

data collection forms. In some instances, the caseworker's 

notes on a certain c~se were still in handwritten-note form, 

difficult to decipher at times and lime consuming to read. 

These minor difficulties were overcome by conferring with the 

caseworker about a particular case in order to decrease the 

time spent to obtain valid information. 

The case files sampled in County A were also accurate and 

complete. The files were generally well crganized and up to 

date. In many case, AFDC records were also included in the 

file, increasing the amount of time spent by BAl staff in 

gathering information on protective service involvement with 

the family. As in County S, the extensive amount of inform­

dtion contained in some case files required much time to review 

accurately. In these instances, caseworkers or supervisors 

were ~onsulted for information not found in case files. 
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Problems in Tracking 

The system used to collect the data proved to be 

workable. Essentially no problems were encountered in County 

A. Problems encountered in County B were attributable to their 

recent large increase in workload and the actions being taken 

to meet it: a doubling of the staff and decentralization of 

operations to satellite offices. The data were successfully 

collected, however, despite these problems. From experience 

in County A and with other protective services agencies (on 

other projects), it appears unlikely that these problems would 

be nearly as severe in other agencies. 

Limitations 

The tracking system does not collect data directly from 

other agencies (e.g., police, voluntary agencies, juvenile 

court, etc.). Thus, in counties where all known neglect and 

abuse cases are not referred to the protective services agency, 

all cases would not be recorded. 

This system should be tied-in to a statewide tracking 

system in order to record cases that cross county lines. It 

would be preferable to operate this system throughout a state, 

thus, helping to ensure compatability of information and 

uniform reporting. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SYSTEM FOR I~ASURING COSTS 

The contract specifies the following requirements for 

the cost analysis subsystem: 

costs are not to be estimated on an individual 
care basis 

Costs must include direct, indirect and purchased 
services 

Costs from all sources (Federal, state and local) 
as incurred by the public welfare agency under 
Title IV-A and IV-B 2-xe to be included 

The method used must be objective, comprehen­
sible to management, timely and least expensive 
with relation to validity and reliability 

In addition, it was requested that BAI include marginal 

cost analysis, if possible. 

Organizational Configurations 

Most protective services fall into one of the two organ-

izational types represented by County A and County B in the 

study. In County A, the smaller county, protective services 

cases are usually handled by the protective service unit; 

other social service personnel, however, also handle neglect 

and abuse cases when these events occur in the course of some 

other type of case, such as AFDC. Therefore, in estimating 

costs, a fractional part of the time spent by other social 

service staff must be allocated to the costs of the protec-

tive service system. 
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In County B, only protective services personnel handle 

protective services cases. Therefore, only the time spent by 

the protective services staff need be considered in estimat-

ing costs. 

The method developed for estimating the cost elements of 

protective services is applicable to either the type of; ser­

vice where bot.h protective services staff and other staff 

work on protective services case~ as in County A, or where 

only protective service8 personnel handle them, as in County 

B. 

The cost methodology is worked out through a series of 

equations which follows. The number and dollar amounts are 

hypothetical and are give:.'). to allow a clearer illustra't;ion 

of how the equations will work in an actual situation. The 

cost estimates are for a one-month period. 

Computing 1)i.rect Labor Costs 

Direct labor costs are the total salaries and fringe 

benefits of those working in protective services. Put in 

equation form, the monthly labor cost is computed by 

D. == 
~ Bi + C. 

l. 
Equation 1 

, -... - the type of direct labor personnel 

I = paraprofessional 

2 = Caseworkers, BA 

3 = Case\l1orkers, MA 
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B. 
~ 

== Average monthly salary per category i per 
person taken from financial records 

Bl = 530 

B2 = 670 

B3 = 820 

C. == Average monthly per person cost of fringe 
~ benefits for category i 

Cl == 70 

C2 == 90 

C3 == 110 

D. == B. + C. (Equation 1) Average monthly cost of 
~ ~ ~ 

Dl = 600 

D2 == 760 

D3 == 930 

category i per person 

Next, to compute the total cost of direct labor for 

protective services, 

y == }:X. D. P. 
~ ~ l. 

Xi == The number of personnel of type i 

Xl = 6 

X2 == 80 

X3 == 7 

X.D. 
~ J. 

= The total cost of personnel type 

X1D1 == 3600 

X2D2 == 60800 

X<3D3 == 6510 

Equation 2 

i per month 

Pi == The average proportion of time spent on protective 
services by personnel of type i. P. comprises; 

~ 
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:= The number of people in the protective services 
unit 

N3 = 3 

:= x, - N. 
~ J. 

Nl = 3 

&2 = 72 

N3 = 4 

:= Average fraction of time that Ni spent on pro­
tective services 

Ml := .05 

M2 = .01 

M3 ::: .06 

Thus, 
N. + 

P. .1. 
:= --. 

J. 

(M. ) (N. ) 
.1. .1. 

X. 
.1. 

P2 := .19 

P
3 

::: .46 

Y = r.X.D.P. ::: Total cost of direct labor for protective 
i 1. 1. 1. services for all categories of personnel 

for the month 

Y ::: 3600(.53) + 60800(.19) + 6510(.46) ::: $16454 
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Addins in Purchase COS\:s 

The following factors are developed from agency records 

for one month 

A. Total salary and fringe benefit co:sts $124 1 115.28 
of all personnel (direct, supervisory 
and management) 

B. Total agency travel costs 4,831.64 

c. Total education costs for the agency 3,168.39 

D. Purchased (paid by the agency) private 245.00 
services for protective services cases 
(such as hospitalization) 

E. Foster care costs for the month ?f 79,568.50 
those children that went to fos,~er care 
via protective services. This can be 
estimated by multiplying total foster 
care cost for the month by the ratio 
of protectiv,~ services children in 
foster care to all children under 
foster care 

F. Costs of (not part of welfare services, 0 
but paid for by the agency) services 
supplied by other public agencies during 
the month at the request of protective 
services. This would include services 
such as clinics and diagnostic centers. 
This can be estimated by multiplying 
the total cost of the service by the 
percent of children who arrive via 
protective services. 

G. Cost of homemaker, day care and other 95.00 
'welfare services supplied to protective 
services cases during the month. This 
can be estimated by a percentage of 
tota.1 cases in those services that are 
protective services times total costs 

H. Facilities and materials costs paid for 31,118.87 
by the social service agency 

I. Other agency operating costs not includ- 0 
ing payments to clients that partially 
or entirely relate to protective services 



--

39 

In swnmary, 

Y = Total direct labor cost of protective 
services = 

K = Cost of purchased services = 
D + E + F + G = 79,908 

13,848 L ~ Indirect cost for protective services = 

Where L = (A - E.X.D. + B + C -I- H + I)P where P is a 
~ .1. .1. 

weighted average over types of personnel of P. In the 

case of the example of Form 4-1, P = £6(3/6) + 80(8/80) + 

7(3/7)]/93 = .15. The total cost of protective services 

for one month is Y + K + L == $110,206b 

Computing Client Costs 

Client costs are computed on the basis of average caSe 

cost for all cases. Since the costing method does not account 

for individual case costs, it is not a sensitive cost compar-

isort. 

Equations 3 and 4 will compute the cost of clients.who 

meet the objectives identified in Chapter 3 and the cost of 

clients who did not meet the objectives. First a few new 

variables must be defined. 

N = The number of cases that meet t:he objective o 

N­o 

in the month (e.g., child reutrned to family). 
This will be obtained by a review of cases 
handled in the month as described in Chapter 3. 

No = 268 

= The number of cases that did not meet objectives 
in the month. This would include incomplete 
cases and those that are comple·te but did not 
have the desired outcomes. 

N- = 12 o 

, ... " it 
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The total cost of clients who meet the objectives is 

N 
(Y + L + K) N + ~_ 

o 0 
Equation 3 

substituting, 110,206(~~~)= $106,798 

The total cost for clients who do not meet the objectives is 

No 
(Y + L + K) (1 - ) 

No + No 
, : 

268 Substituting, 110,206 (1 - 280) = ~3,508. 

Equation 4 

Thus, the total costs for protective services for one 

month in this hypothetical example is $110,206. Of this, 

~106/798 went towards clients who met the specified objectives r 

$3,508 went for clients who did not meet the objectives, 

. assuming case costs are the same. 

Case Ana1lsis for Computing Client Costs 

An analysis of all cases handled in each month is also 

needed for costing purposes. Each case can be tallied into 

frequency distributions on the following attributes: 

N­o 

= The number of a.ssigned cases that have met the 
objectives 

= The number of assigned cases that have not met 
the obj ecti~res 

Similar tallies can be made for other subgroups such as 

neglected/abused, urban/rural, etc. The cost breakdown for 

subgroups will be computed the same as for No and No as 

posted above. 
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There must be no relationship between case cost and the 

subgroup if the estimates in equations 3 and 4 for each sub­

group is to be accurate and valid. For instanc~, neglect 

cases cost less than abuse cases; therefore, the averaging 

method of equations 3 and 4 will not be valid • 

If it is found that the averaging estimates of subgroups 

are not valid using statistical tests of differences of means 

of costs, a more detailed approach for subgroups will be 

necessary for operating systems. This may involve case-by~ 

case aggregation of costs by keeping records on all time 

spent on each case. A more detailed approach would require 

the equatio!1s 1 through.4 to be estimated by subgroups. This 

costing method will be more laborious. However, it may be 

possible to estimate subgroups weights statistically on a 

sampling basis. The value of the subgroup information shoulo, 

be weighted against the difficulty of obtaining the data. 

Since Title !V-A and Title IV-B funds are merged for prot;ec"~ 

tive services at the state level, only the averaging method 

will work for that particular cost analysis. 

~2gregation of Estimates 

The aggregation of the agency estimates by state, by 

region and nationally can be done by adding numerators and 

denominators for all agencies in the geographic ar~a and 

dividing. This can be done on a 100 percent sample basis or 

by random sampling. For instance, the 3,000 or so counties 

in the nation'coqld be randomly se'ected for evaluation in 

terms fo stratification by state and regions and perhaps 
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Trend analysis can be accomplished with all of the 

estimates shown by the sets of equations. The equations as 

posted are intended for monthly estimates. ~rends can be 

studied by posting these estimates for successive time periods. 

Monthly estimates may be sensitive to seasonal variation, 

so trends should be studied over at least a two-year period. 

During such a period of time, many of the basic input factors, 

such as agency budget and number of counselors will change. 

Exogenous factors such as the number of abused children will 

also change. 

Advantages of Method 

The series of equations represents an objective method 

of cost estimation in that all the variables are formulated 

from actual agency cost figures or from valid statistical 

methods of comparison or estimation. The estimation techniques 

are comprehensible to management because they are composed of 

totals or averages with no complex or SUbjective methods of 

estimation. In an operational evaluation system, the sta-

tistics for the last month should be available within two 

weeks in either a manual or computerized system. 

The cost to the agency in providing this costing aY:ltem 

is minimal because the system does not depend on a case 

analysis or a frequency analysis for the major fadtors. The 

Pi factor in Equation 2 should be stable because it is un 

average. The degree of accuracy can be controlled by the 

size of the sample. The reliability of the subgroup 

analysis will require testing at ~:dtes to discover any 
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problems with validity. In general, the validity and reli-' 
~', . 

ability of the estimates can be determined by using either 

a method of statistical variance analysis or an "engineering" 

approach to error analysis. For instance, 'vhen cost A is 

relate? to factors L, Y, K, P, the possible error or the vari­

ance of'each factor can be estimated either statistically or 

by rough calculations. These errors can then be aggregated 

for A by using the Gauss or Beta distributions and an error 

distribution for A can be estimated. The overall et'ror to 

A will be relat~d to both sampling error and estimation error. 

It should be noted that the described method is' not total 

systems cost. The total system includes activity by police,. 

other welfare agency services, hospitals, schools, courts, 

private agencies and others. In addition to costs incurred 

by the other activities, there are social costs to consider, 

including cost to society for long-term outcomes to the chil-

dren and the social and economic effects on family structure. 

It is not within the scope of this effort to estimate costs 

other than those directly involved in the welfare agency for 

protective services. 

Data Collection Forms on Cost 

Forms have been designed to collect the data necessary 

~or each of the cost equations. Form 4-1 is designed to collect 

direct labor costs for Equations 1 and 2. Form 4-2 collects 

the total costs from agency records. Form 4-3 collects the 

data necessary for equations 3 and 4 where it is necessary 

to know whether clients have met the specified objectives. 

form 4-3 is discussed more fully in Chapter 3. 
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Direct Labor, 
Types of 

Personnel 

Hypothetical 
Example 

Volunteer 

Paraprofessional 
: 

Caseworker/ 
Counselor SA 

Caseworker! 
Counselor MA 

Social Worker 

psychologist 

'--- ---- .. - ------------

(2} 

Average Per Person 
Monthly Salary 

(dollars) 

0 

300 

700 

730 

720 

800 

- -- -

FORM 4-1 
DIRECT LABOR COSTS 

( 3) 

Fringe Benefits 
Cost/Person/ 

Month 
(dollars) 

70 

70 

130 

140 

120 

130 

- - - ----- --

Date ______________________ ___ 

Agency ____________________ ___ 

Reporting Month. __________ ~---

(4} {5} 

Number of Number Full-
Personnel Time on 
in Agency Protective 

Services 

10 2 

5 1 

3 1 

6 0 

1 0 

4 0 

(6) 

Average % of 
the Time that 

the (4)-(5) 
;People Spend On 

Protective 
~ervices Duties 

0 

I 
0 

.2 

.1 

0 

0 
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FORM 4-2 
TOTAL COST 

- - - -- -----------

Date ------------------------
Reporting Month ------

Agency 

Total Agency Cost for the Reporting Month ______________ ~ ______ __ 

The total cost figure should be the summation of the following 
eight cost elements. These cost elements are parts of the cost 
reporting that each agency makes to the state social services 
department. 

1) Total labor and fringe benefits of all personnel (direct, 
supervisory, and management). 

2) Total travel costs of the agency for the month -------
3) Total education costs for the agency for the month -----
4) Purchased (paid by the agency) private services for 

protective services cases (such as hospitalization) 

(identify all services and costs) 

6) Foster care costs for the month of those children that 
went to foster care via protective services. This can 
be estimated by multiplying total foster care cost for 
the month by the ratio of protective services children 
to all children under foster care (specify method used). 

7) Costs of -(not part of welfare services) services supplied 
. by other publ-ic agencies during the month at the request 
of prptestive servics. This would include services such 
as clinics and diagnostic centers. This can be estimated 
by multiplying 'the total cost of the service by the per­
cent of children who arrive via protective services. 
(specify method of estimation) 

". 
·•· .. l t.·~ 
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Cost of homemaker, day care and other welfare serviceJ \ . 
supplied to protective services cases during the month. 
This can be estimated by a percentage of total cases in 
those services that are protective services times total 
costs. (specify method of estimation) 
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Form 4-1, the direct labor cost, is used to estimate 

the cost of direct labor for protective services, as estimated 

in Equations 1 and 2. Column 1 lists the types of personnel 

(subscript i). Column 2 lists the average per person monthly 

salary (B i ). Column 3 lists the average per person per month 

fringe benefit cost (Ci ). Columns 4, 5, and 6 are used to 

compute Pi' the average proportion of time spent on protective 

services by each type of personnel. The method of attaining 

the. weighted average of P is shown at the end of the "Adding 

in Purchase Costs" section. 

When the cost-estimation system was tried experimentally 

in County A and County B, the financial officer of the agency 

filled out forms 1 and 2. In County A some staff personnel 

working on AFDC and other types of cases also engaged in 

protective services. Therefore, a time/cost allocation 

procedure was necessary. The county had in operation a time-

allocation recording system which recorded minutes devoted 

to each function for each staff person. This facilitated 

allocating costs to protective services as a function of 

staff time. However, the system proved able to provide staff 

time allocation for only three months during 1974, despite 

assurances that 8eparate sets of data were available for each 
\ 

of the monthS; however, data covering the entire year were 

available. Had this been recognized, a random work sampling 

procedure could have been used, but since it was not, the 

monthly cost distributions used in this report were randomly 
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generated and, therefore, should be viewed as merely 

illustrative. However, annual costs as stated in Chapter 6 

are accurate and have been validated by comparing the annual 

costs de~ived by the state's cost/time allocation system 

with BAI's costing system described. The two figures differ 

by only 2 percent. 

County B had only protective services staff engaged in 

protective services. No special cost allocation techniques 

were required as all protective service staff were assiqned 

only to that function. Therefore, county B costs were not 

statistically derived, but represented actual accounting 

data and no validation was necessary. such validation is 

accomplished annually by audit. 



CHAPTER 5 

MANAGEMENT REPORTS 

This chapter presents management reports generated from the 

data collected in County A and County Bo The reports utilize 

the evaluation criteria discussed in Chapter 30 The following 

major types of reports are presented: 

Aggregate analysis of Counties A and B 

Comparative analysis of Counties A and B 

Detailed management reports on Counties A and B 

T~ese management reports are intended to provided the manager 

with per iodlC information as to ho,,? efficiently the resources 

are being used, changes in the demand for resources, and how 

effectively and cost-effectively the programs are operatingo 

Aggregate Analysis of County A and B 

The aggregate analysis is intended to provide management with 

brief highlights of how well protective services programs are 

doing in terms of workload, efficiency, effectiveness, and cost-

effectiveness. It should show trends and how the program com-

pares to at least one previous year and (if these have been 

quantified) to its objectives. In these illustrations for County 

A and B, data for "previous year" and "objective" are hypothetical, 

while data for "this year" are actual for the period December 1973 

through November 1974. We assume that "previous year 1973" is a 
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fiscal year beginning in December 1, 1972, and ending 

November 30,1973; this year 1974 is a fiscal year beginning on 

December 1, 1973, and ending on November 30, 1974. 

Reports 5-1 through 5-3 are for County A, and 5-4 through 

5-6 are for County B. 
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WORKLOAD AND EFFICIENCY 

(County A) 

Number ':l'h~s~ear--:_-!:~J! ~~2 
of Previous 

Cases Year (H) 10 2Q - .. A=t' 

Rapor ted 300 99 110 

Assigned 300 99 110 

validated 114 34 43 

- .l:'rev~ous 

Efficiency ( $ ) a/ Year (H) 

Total Cost pel: Case 
Reported 400 

, Total Cost per Case 
.\ Assigned 400 

-
Total Cost per Case -
L~alidated 1,100 

. 
{H)--indicates hypoth~tical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

3Q 40 Total 

104 79 392 

104 79 392 

44 26 147 

'l'h~S 

Year ( A) 

392 

1 
392 

1,046 

ObJectlve 
This Year 

(H) 

350 

350 

133 

Ob]ectlve 
(H) 

400 

I 400 

1,100 

~/--all costs are tolal including direct, indirect, and purchased 
services 

Inter12retation 

I 

I 

The number~of cases reported was substantially higher this 
year than last year and exceeded the obj ective by 42. All repor ted 
caaes were actually assigned to a caseworker for investigation 
this year. Thi$ was also accomplished during the previous year. 
About 38 percent of the reported cases were validated this year 
which is about the same as last year. 

Efficiency bas increased this year and exceeded the objectives 
set despite heavy inflation and an 8 percent increase in staff 
salaries. 
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. , REPORT 5-2 
\ , 

EFFECTIVENESS 

; f ( county A) 
I , 

-
t, Prev~ous ThlS Year--197fil}~ Objecti\ 

Effectiveness Measure Year (H) 1. Q 2 Q 3 Q <5 f'1:c)1:i'H ' JHJ 

t Percent of Validated 
Cases Where Child Re- 65 68 70 77 81 76 ·70 

r mains with or Is 
Returned to Family 

Eventual Rate of 

{ Recidivism. .15 .30 .05 ,,09 .12 .13 c09 

Percent of Recidiv-

I 
istic Cases Where 15 10 0 50 0 17 30 
Severity Decreased 

I Average Time Between I Intake and Decision 12 14 11.4· 607 21.9 12 U 12 , 
1 for Court Case (days) ~ 
I 

I 

Aver age Time Between 
In take and Completion 
of Investigation and 2.1 2.2 2~2 2,0 2.1 2~1 2.1 
Validation (days) I 

==_ .1,,,,,-_ 
~~~ ~~'=- -,.,.,..... 

I , , 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

I 
! 
, > InterEEetation 

The percent of validated cases where the child remains with or 
is returned to his family incre..lsed steadily during this year, During 
the fourth quarter I it was 81 percent and was 76 percent for the entir(! 
year. This substantially exceeded the previous year (65 percent) and 
the objective for this year (70 percent). Increasing this percentage 
increases the risk of recidivism. However, protective services has 
been successful in reducing the eventual rate of recidivisl'1l from .15 
the previous year to .13 during this year. 

Only 17 percent of the recidivistic cases showed a reduct'ion in 
severitN from the initial incident. This was improved slightly from 
the pre'vious year, but is far short of the objective. More intensiv' 
WOJ.'k is required for the "high risk ll cases. 

The data on the average number of days elapsed between intake 
and df~cision and between intake and validation indicate continu(~d rapid 
m~ion. The objectives of 12 and 2.1 days were met~ 
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REPORT 5-3 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

(County A) 

PreV10US 
Cost-Effectiv~ness Year 

. Ratio Y 1973{H) 

Total Cost 
Eventua1 Number of 1,300 
Validated Cases not 
Recidivistic 

, , 
Total Co~t 

Numoer o:t Children 1~00 
Returned to Families 

. ,. --->I'<- >'"",, 

_ .....P 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
(A)--indicatea actual data 

ThlS 
Year 
1974(A) 

1,201 

lv386 

-","",---~ 

Objective 
1974(H) 

1,300 

1,500 

'" 

!I--to~al costs includes direct and indireot costs ·and 
. purchased serviceso 

Interpretation 

Cost-effectiveness has improved this year compared to 
the previous year despite the impact of inflation on costs, 
Cost-effectiveness exceeded the objectives set .. 
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REPORT 5-4 

WORKLOAD AND EFFICIENCY 

(County S) 

" 

.,: / " / I 

J 

~ ~Ill 

Number PrevJ.ous ThJ.s Year--197"7r--(~·· ObJectlVe! 
of Year This Year 

Cases 1973 {H} 1Q 2Q 3Q 40 Total 1974 (8) Ii 
-~ 

Reported 2,500- 1,132 1,136 1,216 1,116 
.... = t .:.' I. 

3 8 000 , tl,.6{)~ 

3,000 I AS;3,gned 2 , 000 · 680. 852 

Validated 760 268 196 

==-=-

i:fficienCY 
PrevJ.ous 

($ ) Year (H) 

I Total Cost per Case 
Reported 250 

Total Cost per Case 
Assigned 200 

Total Cost per Case 
Val idated SOD 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

lntefpretatio!l 

788 632 2 .. 952 . 

l'l~ 180 156· 800 

. 
ThlS ObJect 

Year (A) ~ "", . 

585 25 o I 
911 20 

3,36~ 500 
~ ........ .....:::." .............. 

I 
~.,..~_"""""""'J. 

o 

Only 2,952 of 4,600 cases (64 percent) were assigned during 
1974 compared to 80 percent in 1973. Ideally, all cases should be 
assigned for investigation. This waS due to the-iubstantia11y 
increased workload, phasing-in of substanti.al numbers of untrained 
staff, and the confusion caused by decentralizing operations to 
newly established satellite offices. 

As the workload overwhelmed the staff, efficiency declined 
markedly during 1974 compared to the previous year. This intoler­
able situation must be improved substantially during 1975. However, 
these data show little cause for optimism. Indeed, the numbet 
of cased validated declined steadily from 268 during the first 
quar ter to 156 dur ing the fourth quar ter. 
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Effectiveness Measur0 

Percent of Validated 

! -----,.- '""------.--- -------
I 

.·156 

I 
REPol'f 5-5 

EFFECTIVENESS 

(County B) 

I prl;\7r~~ll~]_ 'l'~i!> Year--1974 (A) Objective 
~ Ye~r \ tT)1 TO ~Q 3Q 4Q Tota! no '."""'.--.._--- ... -"'.,-" 

t. Cases Where Child Re­
mains with or Is 

70 

, 
76 84 89 79 82 70 

r' Ret'ilrned to Family 

. 
I. 

.. 
, . 

t' 

r , 
I 

~ -

r J-
1 
t ., 

t' 
1 
L~ 

t • 

L 
t 

L 

Eventual Rate of 
Recidivism .15 .30 . 29 .33 .49 .34 .15 

Percent of Recidiv­
i'stic Cases Where 
Severity Decreased 

!~8rage Time Between 
Intake and Decision 
for Court Case (days) 

Average Time Between 
Intake and Completion 
of Investigation and 
Validation (days) 

30 25 

30 38.3 

14 16.8 

.. , ~'II 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
(A)--indicates actual data 

, 

Int~reretat~on 

21 53 43 34 30 

- 30.5 - 36.8 30 

21.4 15.6

1 

5.7 15.5 14 

It is generally believed to be desirable for a child to remain 
with his family whenever possible. However, this should not be 
done where he would be endangered. The above table shows that a 
substantially higher percentage of children remained with or were 
returned to their families--82 percent in 1974 compared to 70 per­
cent in 1973--and the objective was exceeded. However, this was 
due to the sharp increase in workload \.,hich overwhelmed staff and 
available foster homes. In many questionable cases no other option 
was available but to leave children in their homes; no foster homes 
were available and the large case load frequently made adequate pro- -
tective services supervi"sion impossible. In view of these circum­
stances, it is .not surprising, however undesirable, that an extremely 
high recidivism rate was experienced throughout the year which was 
highest during the third and fourth quarters. The rate for 1974 
was more than double the 1973 experi.ence and objective for 1974. 

The nmnber of days elapsed'between intake and court decision and 
between intake and validation seem higher than desirable. It took 
longer thzn desired, on the average, to precess the Cases. 
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REPORT 5-6 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

(County B) 

Prevl.ous 
Cost-Effectiveness Year 

Ratio 1973 ~H) 

Total Cost 
Eventual Number of 425 
validated Cases not 
Recidivistic 

Total Cost 
Number 01: Children 410 
Returned to Families 

(H)--indicates hypothetical data 
{A)--indicates actual data 

Interpretation 

Thl.s 
Year 

1974 

5 v 095 

4/7126 

- . 

Objective 
(A,) 1974 (H) -

425 

410 

-

Cost-effectiveness in 1974 was dramatically less than in 1973 
and less than the objective set for 1974~ This extremely poor 
situation was attributable to the factors previously discussed. 
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Comparative Analysis of Counties A and B 

The comparative analysis is conducted on a highly ag­

gregated basis. In these illustrative reports (5-7, S-8 q 

and 5-9) actual data are used as contained in the aggregate 

analysis previously presented for each county. Trends are 

not shown in these examples, but could be in~luded. 

In order to avoid repetition, detailed explanations for 

County Bls difficulties, which were discussed previously, 

will not be repeated 0 

Thesle compar isons highlight the dramatic differences 

among the two counties identified by this evaluation system. 

The data comfirm the observation made by BA! staff during 

the field test and demonstrate the sens~tivity of the measures 

used • 

\ 
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REPORT 5-7 

EE'E'ICI.ENCY COMPARISON--COONTIES A AND B 

(1974) 

county 
Efficiency Measure A B 

Total Cost per Case S'92 S85 
Reported 

Total Cost per Case 
Assigned 

392 911 

Total Cost per Case lp046 3,362 
Validated 

Inter12retatio!!, 

County A is substantially more efficient than County B 
in all three efficiency measures~ For the reasons described 
previously, County B was unable to perform adequately during 
1974. . 
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REPORT 5-8 

EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISONS--COUNTIES A AND B 

'(19'74) 

counJ:Y 
Effectiveness Measure A B 

percent of Validated 
Cases Where Child 76 82 
Remains with or Is 
Returned to Family 

Eventual Rate of .. 13 .34 
Recidivism 

Percent of Recidivistic 
Cases Where Severity 15 34 
Decreased 

Interpretation 

County A experienced a slightly lower percentage of 
children remaining with or returned to their families than 
County B, but also a substantially lower recidivism rate. 
These data suggest that County B is offer ing inadequate pro­
tective services supervision in the home and possibly not 
making sufficient use of foster care. County B did, however, 
exper ionce a substantially higher percent of recidivistic 
cases \ihere sever ity decreased.* . 

* The percentage of cases where severity either remained 
the same or increased is 100 minus the number indicated in 
the table (i.e., 85 and 66 percent for Counties A and B 
respectively). The percentage of cases where severity 
increased could be determined from the raw data in Appendix 
D. 
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REPORT 5-9 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF COONTIES A AND B COMPARED 

(1974) 

Cost-Effectiveness County 
Ratio A B 

Total Cost 
Eventual Number of 1,201 5,095 
Validated Cases not 
Recidivistic 

Total Cos·t 
Number of Children 1,386 4,126 

l ~~~ur:~ to 
Families 

=-:: ~~==--. 

Interpretation 

This report shows cost-effectiveness in terms of two 
measures--recidivism and children returned to their families. 
County A is more cost-effective by considerable margins in 
terms of cost per case that does not recidivate and cost per 
child remaining with or returned to his family ($1,201 and 
$1,386 respectively for County A compared to $5,095 and 
$4,126 for County B). 

\' 

\. 

\ 
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Detailed Management Reports 
, 

This section presents detailed management reports gen-

era ted from the data collected in County A and County B. Reports 

are pr6sented for each of the evaluation criteria of each of 

the five objectives that were discussed in Chapter 3~ 

Effectiveness Ana1lsis of Child Remainin9. with Family 
19bjective I} 

Reports 5-10 and 5-11 depict the applications of ob-

jective 1 for the two counties. No monthly trends are apparent 

during this period. These ratios should be compared with prior 

years to determine changes. Comparison with desired levels 

(i.e., performance standards) would also be useful. 

~ 

\ , 
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REPORT 5-10 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF CHILD REMAINING WITH FAMILY (OBJECTIVE I) 

I 

! 

(County A) 

Service Objectives 

Maximize the number of cases where child remains with or 

returns to family. 

Effectiveness Measure 

The ratio of: Total validated cases of child returned 
to or remains in family 
Total v aIIdated<;-' -c-a~se-'s-""'-----~-

Reporting PeLiod 

December 1974 

~~;lIiIt= ... tmr:vn~-=t.:I~~ .. ""' 

197~ ... 
D~ - ~1'; F M'.I A J;1 

Total i 

validated 12 13 9 18 11 14 
No .. of ! 

Cases 

= 

Validated 
Cases 
Where I 

Child Is 
, 

Returned 7 9 7 14 7 12* 
Remains 

I 

or 
Hith j 

Family j , , 

t -, 
Ratio .58 '~ 69 .78 .78 • 64 i 86 

I i " I 

*One child dead. 

" "'f'J;;t"itf=~""~=- , 
"-rrJ\1 '.0 " V'N . ~6.-~" .. .A .. ~ " 
: ' 

12 18 14 9 7 10 
! I 

., - ."""0'_ L 

11 16 7 5 7 9 

-. 

.92 089 .50 .56 1.00 . .90 

Interpretati0t:. 

~ -"'" -
~..1.o'J 

1 

! 
", 

11 

_. 
.7 

. No monthly trends are apparent. The larger ratio of children 
remaining with the family indicates that this policy is being im­
plemented sb:onglyo. Reference should be made to the rate of 
recidivism and severity of recidivistic cases as an evaluation of 
his pe11icr. .~~rt'w'·1f,y 

! ' 
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REPORT 5-11 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF CHILO REMAINING WITH F~~!LY (OBJECTIVE 1) 

(County B) 

Service Objective~ 

Maximize the number of cases where child remains with or 

returns to faroily~ 

Effectiveness Measure 

The ratio of: Total validated cases of child returned 

~epor tiI:;9 Per iod 

December 1974 

'IS?3 

to or remains in familY_ 
Total varidated cases 

1974 
D J It M A M J J A S 0 N 'TOTAL 

Total 
Validated '" 

. -
No. of 

84 64 80 36 Cases 96 108 64 28 84 72 40 44 800 

~ 

\ 
Validated 
Cases 
Where 
Child Is " 

Returned 72 88 4-4; 28 68 
or Remains 

6tl 56 80 24 ; '64 28 32. 652 __ . 

With 
Family 

Ratio .75 81 .69 1.00 .81 081 .88 1.00 067 .89 .70 • 73 

!!1ter pretation 

No monthly trends are apparent. The large proportion that 
remain with the family indicates that this policy is being im­
ple1tentE.d strongly. Reference should be made to the rate of 
recidivjsm and severity of recidivistic cases as an evaluation of 
this policy. 

.82 . 
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Effectiveness Analysis of Recidivism (O~ective 2) 

Tables in reports 5-12 and 5-13 trace the recidivism one 

year previous to the time when data is collected and reported 

to management. For instance, the data on County A are assumed 

to be collecteCl in December 1974 and are tracked backwards 

to December 1973. 

The reason for backward tracking is that X'ates of recidi­

vism must be calculated on the month that the case is logged 

at intake. 

The rows are calculated as follows! 

Total Number of Validated Cases--This is the 
total of the cases logged in each month that, 
upon investigation, were found to be valid in 
that they warranted actiono 

Actual Number of Recidivistic Ca,s.es ULt~ This 
Point--This row shows the number of validated 
cases for each month of intake that have a second 
case in that month or later. For example~ in 
County A, two out of twelve cases entered in 
December 1973 had recidivism as of December 1974. 
Five of the 13 cases that were reported in 
January 1974 had recidivism by Dece~ber 1974. 
!t is to be not0d that the frequency decreases 
beccuse each succeeding month has less time 
for the second case tc occur. Thus y this row 
is not sufficiently accurate for management 
analysis. 

Eventual Estimated Cases of Recidivism--This 
row is an estimate of "recidivism frequency 
that will occur for cases logged in each month. 
Assuming that a year has gone by, we will use 
County A data to show this technique. 
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REPORT 5-12 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM (OBJECTIVE 2) 
(County-A) 

Service Objectives 

Minimize the number of cases of family recividism. 

Effectiveness Measures 

1. The number of families with validated cases of abuse 
or neglect reported in the rnonthv where it is estimated 
that they will have a subsequent validated case in 
the same family within a year after the case. 

2. The ratio of: Number of families 
as stated in (I) 
Total validated cases 

Recidivism - County A 
'. - .. - .. --.- '--'-7 

r- - .. '"'" 
D J E' M, A\ ttl J' J A S 0 N T~t~il 73 74 

4-'fOtal No. Abuse 3 3 5 3 9 2 7 7 4 1 3 

::-1 at Vali-
dated Cases Neglect 9 10 4 14 8 5 10 11 7 5 6 7 
Actucir NO. 
of Recid ... ~?use 0 o· 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 
iVistic 
Cases So Neglect 2 5 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 15 
Fa.r , 

IEV'entuar ' I 
. 

I Estimated 2 5 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 19 
C~ses of t 

Irecidivism 
['E-ventuaI 
Rate of ' l .. 17 .38 33 0 ' .. 09 .07 ,,08 .06 .14 .11 
~e~~~ 

.29 0 .13 
I . 

" 
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REPORT 5-13 

EFFECTIVEclESS ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM (OBJECTIVE 2) 
(County B) 

Service Objectives 
----------~,-- ---

~, ... ~ 'to. 

ar ve'ntuaf­
Estimated 
Cases of 
Qecidivism 
Eventua 
Rate of 
~e£~,divism 

Minimize the number of cases of family recidivism. 

1. The number of: famil iea with val idated cases of abuse 
or neglect reported in the month, where it is esti­
mated that they will have a subsequent validated case 
in the same family within a year after the case. 

2. The ratio of: Number of families 
as stah~d in ( 1) 
Total.-vc:r:ida tear-c-a-s'-e'-s-" 

l ...... .,·· 

.. 
, . 
'.' 

r 
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By checking each case of recidivism, Table 5-1 was 

computed. This table was calculated by making a tally 'of the 

actual data on recidivistic cases (neglect and abuse combined). 

Thus, a tal~y was made of the number of cases that had a recur-

. * ranee in the same month that ~t was reported. A second tally 

was made ~~r cases that had a second occurran~e in the month 
" 

after initial reporting and so on. The tallies were then con-

verted to percentages of the recidivistic cases. 

TABLE 5-1 

predicted Month in Which Recidivism Occurs 
(Average Percent or Lo99~d Cases) 

Percent 
Month Dur ~n_g Month cumuTatlve 

Original Intake 10 10 

Second 47 57 

Third 17 74 

Fourth 6 80 

Fifth 13 93 

Sixth 7 100 

TOTAL 100 -

;1(' 

The number of reoccurrences during the first calendar 
month represents an under count. For example, if the initial 
complaint is filed On the 15th, a second complaint would have 
to be filed within 15 days to be counted during that month. 
If the tracking system recorded complaints by exact date, 
30-day intervals could be used in lieu of calendar months 
thus, eliminating this distortion. ' .-
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Thus, on the average over all the data collected; 10 

percent of the second cases occur in the same month that they 

are originally logged for th~~ first case. Forty""seven percent 

occur in the month after the first case is logged. Thus, 

the validated cases logged in any month will have all the 

recidivism occur in six months (an approximation). The dis-

tribution of percents of recidivistic cases that occur in 

each month (Figure 5-1) was used to develop the curve in 

Figure 5-2. This curve is most easily explained with a few 

illustrations. 

The thi'd row of the table in Report 5-12 indicates 

zero cases of recidivism in November out of ten validated caseso 

Table 5-2 shows that on the average, this represents about 

10 percent of the eventual cases over the next six months. 

Thus, 0 = 0 is the estimate for November. 
:1'0 

In October, one case of recidivism occurred out of seven 

validated cases during the months of October and Novemberb 

According to Table 5-2, this represents about 57 percent of 

the eventual recidivism. , Thus, 1 rv 2 is the estimate for 
7'51 

october. 

This roechod was used for each of the months to estimat~ 

the expected amount of recidivism that will finally occur ~ 



(/) 
Q) 
(/) 

cO 
t) 

r;j 
Q) 
0'1 
0'1 
0 
...:l 

4--1 
0 

..J.J 
f:l 
Q) 
t} 
H 
Q) 
P4 

C1) 
b'l 
cO 
l-l 
Q) 

~ 

60-

40-

20-

o 

70 

FIGURE 5-1 

PREDICTED MONTH IN WHICH RECIDIVISM OCCURS 
(Monthly Distribution) 

1 2 3 4 

Month 

5 6 
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FIGURE 5-2 

PREDICTED MONTH IN WHICH RECIDIVISM OCCURS 
(Cu1mulative Distribution) 

1 2 3 4 

Month 

5 6 
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TABLE 5-2 

RECIDIVISM BY MONTH 

Percent 
Reporting Month Recidivism 

Completed 

December 1973 100 

January 1974 100 

February 1974 100 

March 1974 100 

Apr 11 1974 100 

May 1974 100 

June 1974 100 

July 1974 93 

August 1974 80 

September 1974 74 

October 1974 57 

November 1974 10 

Thus, in November 1974 the reported figure represents only 

10 percent of the eventual figure. The reported figure for 

October is only 47 + 10 percent complete. Thus, these per-

centages can be used to adjust the reported figures to an 

estimate of what they will be eventually. The last row is 

the rate of recidivism based on the adjusted frequency of 

recividism. 

These calculations of estimated cases of recidivism and 

eventual rate of recidivism were made for neglect and abuse 
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combined based on actual occurrences. If more cases were 

available, computations could be made for neglect and abuse 

separately. 
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Effec~iveness Analysis of Severity {Objective 3) 

If protective services are effective, the second incident 

should be less severe than the first. Reports 5-14 and 5-15 

depict the effectiveness analysis of severity (Objective 3) 

for the two counties. No clear trends are shown, although 

some improvement occurred in County B during the second half 

of the year. The small number of recidivistic cases can result 

* in misleading impressions on a month-to-month basis. 

* However, statisti~al techniques can be used to analyze 
trends in small numbers of cases over a more extended time 
period. 
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REPORT 5-14 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF SEVERITY (OBJECTIVE 3) 

(County A) 

Service O£jective~ 

In those cases where recidivism occurs, to decrease the 

severity of the second incident to reflect effective serviceso 

Effectiveness Measure ... ,,- 1iIl __ _ 

The ratio of: For all cases of recidivism f the number 
of cases where the severity decr~ased 
in the second incident 

December 1974 

Validated 
Cases 
Where 
Severity 

I Decreased 

Ratio 

Intarpretati0rl; 

o o 

o 

-The n umber 0 t -casesof=recra1V'I'Sifi'-~~-

1 o o o 1 o 1 o o 

.33 o o 

Only 17 percent of the recidivistic cases had a decrease in 
severity. This indicates a treatment problem requiring attention 
in that in 83 percent of " the recidivistic cases, the second inci­
dent was at least as severe as the first. 
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REPORT 5-15 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF SEVERITY (OBJECTIVE 3) 
(County B) 

Service Object~ves 

In those cases where recidivism occurs, to decrease the 

severity of the second incident to reflect effective services. 

Effective~ess MeaSUI! 

The ratio of: FOI all cases of recidivism, the number 
of cases where the severity decreased 
in the second incident 
~e num6er of cases of recidivism 

Reeorting Period 

December 1974 

- -'-f.rr end lTI'3 1974 
D I J F ill[ A ,} J A !:i-~O N TOTAL 

J: 
, ".---Total No. 

of Cases of 
Recidivism 20 0 20 32 28 24 8 16 8 4 224 

-~ ,=-~ ~, =::=., , 

l 
" 

Cases Where 
SevE'rity 
Decreased 

8 8 8 0 8 8 16 8 8 8 4 0 76 

-
Ratio .29 .25 .20 0 ~17 .25 .57 .33 l~OO .50 .50 .50 .34 

Inter FE,eta tio!! 

'0 Some improvement occurred during the second half of the year. 
The 34 percent total cases of recidivism where the severity decreased 
indicates a problem requiring attention in that it indicates that in 
66 pt~rcent of the recidivistic cases the severity in the second case 
!las 9reatt;r or equal to the first case. This indicates that the 
creatment is inadequate for the large numbers returned to'the family. 

-
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!!.!ectivene~!!oa~nalXili-2f Tim~ to Court Deci6~on 12PJ.ec~!ve '> 4,) 

The time elapsed bet\'-1een intake and a court a S placement 

decision is an indication of the length of time that a child 

must endure uncertainty& This measure was interpreted to apply 

only to cases in \'Jhich children are permanently removed as 

the result of a court decision~ Therefore, neports 5-16 and 

5-17 show that only a small number of such cases occurredo It 

would be better to include ~ cases on 'tiYhich court petitions 

are filed because the child undergoes considerable uncertainty 

in all such cases. This l,>1ould consider ably increase the number 

of cases measured under this objective and generate more mean­

ingful statistics. 

These data should be compar,,-;a ~'li th pr ior year $ Q I)'li th other 

communities, and possibly with performance standards~ 
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REPORT 5-16 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME TO COURT DECISION (OBJECTIVE 4) 
(County A) 

S~rvice Obj~9tive 

Minimize the time for validated cases between intake and 

court decision. 

Effectiveness Measure 

The average time between intake and decision for those cases 

where court action is t~keno 

Reporting Period 

December 1974 

1973 
D J F 

3.5 11.4 30.8 

2 5 2 

-
Interli?retation 

M A 

1.2 1.8 

4: 4: 

No t~en9s are apparent. 

1974 
M -71 -J A ~ Q N Total 

91.0 11.5 7 5.3 31~5 7 17.5 12 

1 2 1 7 2 1 1 33 
. -



rTrend , 

l.~:::. 
No. of 
Cases 

-
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REPORT 5-17 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME TO COURT DECISION (OBJECTIVE 5) 
{County B} 

Service Objective 
, -1' 

~Hnimize the time for validated cases between intake and 

court decisiono 

Effectiveness Measure 

The average time between intake and decision for those cases 

where court action is taken. 

Reporting_period 

December 1974 

1973 -D J E' -
80 32.6 16 .. 3 

-M 

~-

8 12 12 0 

-" .., 

Interpretation 

i 

0 

-

. 
197 

~ r=.T" .1L, 
" 

3 

01 
.. 5 I -

~l]o 0 
J 

0 

. 

No trends are apparent. The large number of days required 

for court decision indicRtes system defects. 
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Effectiveness Anal sis of Time to Com letion of Investigation 
an Va ~ at~on (0 Ject1ve 5) 

This is an indicator of the time required to make a deter­

mination as to whether neglect or abuse are present. This time 

should be minimized. Reports 5-18 and 5-19 show a slight decline 

(i.e., improvement) in elapsed time during the last two months 

for County A. County B achieved considerable improvement during 

the last three months of the period (Report 5-19). In comparison 

to County Sf County A is considerably more effective throughout 

the year in terms of this criterion. This suggests the value 

in using the data comparatively. 

; 
I 

( 
: 



Trend 

Days 

8'1 

REPORT 5-18 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME TO COMPLETION OF 
INVESTIGATION AND VALIDATION (OBJECTIVE 5) 

(County A) 

Service Objective 

Minirnizs the time between intake and completion of the 

investigation and validation. 

Effectiveness Measure 

The average time between intake and completion of the 

investigation and validation of cases. 

~eI?orting PerioE. 

December 1974 

1973 19/4 
D J r' M A M. J .. 11 A s 0 

1.8 2.1 100 1.9 3.4 lQ5 2.2 1.9 1.8 . 3.1 1.3 
! 

~ 

Interpretation 

A slight decline (i.e., improvement) in elapsed time 

occurred during the last two months of the period. 

N 

1.8 

~ --------

~:rn ...,.. 

Total 

2.1 
_ft:;;"~~ 



Trend 

Days 

, 
I , , : . 
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REpORT 5-19 

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME' TO COMPLETION OF 
INVESTIGATION AND VALIDATION (OBJECTIVE 6) 

(County B) 

Service Objective 

Minimize the time between intake and completion of the 

investigation and validation. 

Effectiven'ess Measure 

The average time between intake and completion of the 

investigation and validation of cases. 

Reporting Period 

December 1974 

1973 
I?_ ~. r _LVl_ 

17 23 6 39 

. 

~~E~~!:ati~~ 

1.974 

.. f\. liJ. d, .~ 

23 14 15 15 
. 

A ti (,) 

18 6 5 

N 

6 

Considerable improvement occurred during the last three 

months of the period. 

Total 
.-

16 
• t 

; 

I 
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~h~X Co~~ ~Falxsis--Coun~ 

Report 5-20 presents illustrative costs for County A~ 

The total costs for the reporting period &re accutateo The 

monthly costs are randomly generated for reasons explained 

in Chapter 4 in the section on data collection. Therefore, 

mon~y cost data should be considered only as illustrative. 

No cost-effectiveness trend analysis is presented because 

actual monthly cost data are not availableo 



REPORT 5-20 

MONTHLY COST ANALYSIS, COUNTY A 

Reporting Period December 1974 

, Hay ~ June 
l -~--r---

Dec Jan Feb t Mar ~ Apr July Aug . Sept tct 
- 73 . 74 

Total Direct 

15813 Labor Cost 6472 6293 6173 b233 :::.873 6113 I 5793 .5693 5514 5933 

: 132411282 
Total Indirect 
Labor Costs 1506 fl464 1436 l450 1366 1352 1422 1338 1380 

, 

, 
Total Purchased· 
Services Costs 5860 ~697 5589 ~642 b317 5263 5535 5209 5155 ' 4992 5372 

-
Tot~l Protective 
Services 13886 3454 fl3198 li3325 ~2556 . 124.2t: 13070 12j40 12172 11788 12685 

. 

I 

Per werkerCost of 
.,- 1'rotecti ve -,Services ~. , 

E~c1uding Purchased 997 974 9si 960 905 896 942 891 877 849 914 
ServJ..ces 
Avera-ge Cost 

148 1166(161 - of Purchased 254 124 186 176 156 120 146 199 
: Services 

.' U I ; 
- ~ ., 

~te;~~t.atioJn 

rp1ppe data are for illustrative purposes only. \ 

Nov 

\ 

6053 

1408 

5480 

~294] 

932 

260 

--_._-

TOTAL -

71,956 
.. -

16,728 

65,111 

153,795 

924 

162 

L.... . . -

ro 
~ 

, 
~ 
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~onthlx Cost Analxsis--County B 

Table 5-21 presents costs for County B. 

cgst-Effective Analysis--County B 

Reports 5-22, 5-23, and 5-24 depict cost-effectiveness 

in terms of whether a L.lild is returned to his family, whether 

there is recidivism, and whether or not the recidivism is 

less severe. Cost-effectiveness analysis l10uld be more use·~· 

ful in making year-to-year comparisons within an agency and 

in comparing multiple agencies as illustrated previously in 

this chapter. Analytical techniques such as regression analysis 

could be used if more data becomes available. 



REPORT ')-21 

~'!C.jN1'HLY COST A.."lALYSrS, COLiNTY B 

Reoortina Period Oe~ember 19~4 ~-""""--____ ,, __ ~ __ ~.o,.-_~ __ ~ - __ _ 

~------- ---r :~;~ -I' ~ ~;:l 'f--~!-~-L' -:"lolr- I Ar~:-T -!':~: -1-- J~;;;:--;~lY-J- r.t.; -}';''''-I o'~-r~;"," 1 
I -- -- -1------, --- ---~~-----~- ---~ _ .. -.-.---- --- t- ------+ -I 't "."' t".:·, : ." ."" , ... ,,~'I , .. " c.: 'h " . .t". '"' t .0'. % I ', .. ' .. ' ' .. ". I -,.,,' ". '" I ,,'.9,' I 

~fc, 'G!~ t-~-;,~~~.[~-~~;;j;7~-:4jJ --:;,·:j-8S.47B! e-;'-,:7- 'l~ .~;~3'090 1% . .,73 954,964 
, ! I +:_ j ~:",;r~~, :-::-'r~" i ~'~,'~4' ~~-::1--~'~~-~~':··. :':'" ". no ~':.'6; 

~43 1·13,3BJ jlf>"';;;S" t .'22, '~.-! 228.8'>81",·;,,,, ",."" t· ",' ""'''1 on.'" "'.'" '."'.'" - ---:~r--:~~t'--'--2-3-T --~~~1 -. 3)1- - - 2R~ --::~ 28, 437 447---:~: 

~j-',m' :.-j-,."j-:~, --- --
___ 1_____ _ J__ _ __ _ 

"- ~.;... ... LJ,1..Lt!i.:t... 

L3!>or Cost 
----- ---

rotal Indirect 93.:244 63.1 
t.:'csts 

---
T\)tal Purchased 74.757 62, : 
Servlces Costs 

.. - 1----

Total Pro tec-
217,1'0 18 ~ I~ tive Services 

1--- --1----
Avera.ge Case 

lei) 24(' Cost of Pur~ 
chased Services 

Per Worker 
Cost of Pro-
tective Ser-

2,168 1;6.:'9 I vices Excluding 

! Purchased 
Services . ...J. '-----

-r 

""'ll'''J_':' 1,6'33 1,6% l,69() 

In terpreta tion 

The total protective services costs is generally increasing, while direct, indirect 

and purchased services fluctuate monthly. The per worker cost fluctuates considerably froIT; 

month-to-month, but there is no general trend. 

co 
C1> 
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REl'OR'f ~)-n 

CO;"l'-!:FFhC'i.'JVENEHS ANAI,Y!-, [c;-­
rm'i'UHN 'l'O FJI.Ml LY 

MedS'Jrt;f>.i 

hv( J',itJL' 

()f vdl idtlt(ad 
f ijnl 4. 1 ~! • 

Ca~t} Cost 

:',J::I' ,·L):~t. hl rllli.··"f. J.1L)()t.· V'3 

Cd:'.!,~,; 1:-1 t~'b 1, C:l'i Ion i 1; ~ rp~:a 1 ;-~ '.:.. 

'. I" 

" 

C",.8 t· 

'rhc points un th£.; cn~-.:t""(~ffC'r-:7.tVf.'ne~s qt~d~h indl " .. d .. (: I.,) 

clear r£'lat.i.onship betv.Jeen mc,ntr,J'I cas£: cost :mct fA?, (;tmt. of 
chllciren returned to thAlr t'llUll"f~s. 
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REPORT 5-23 

COST-EFFBCTIVENESS ANALYSIS-­
RECIDIVISM 

Average cuse cost of direct labor vs Obj€~tive 2. Percent 
of CilBes that are estimated to be eventually recidivistic. 

Case Cost 1973 1974 

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May uun p-ul lAug Sep Oct Nov 

Cost 260 212 269 279 218 233 246 ~47 ~9l 253 424 453 

Percent of 
Ro(; id i vi srn 29 44 56 0 33 1,2 56 35 33 38 40 27 _. -

60-

p 

~, 
Ul 

.r< 

> " 'M 0 .. 
oj 
.r< • :; .. q 

11; • 0: if) ~ 

'" • , 

.' ',. , 

.,. ,. 

'I H·~. -.,. 

. III I 
".' .. ,'" 

liP) 

····T··--

III) (I 

The }.oint.s on tile cost-ef feet i Vf'nCSS graph indica te no c lli!ar 
r...:la.t.lonsh:l,D between costs and eventual reCl.dlVlsm. 
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REPORT 5-24 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS-­
SEVERITY 

county B 

Reporting Period December 1974 

Measures 

Average case cost of direct labor vs Objective 3~ Percent: 
of cases where severity decreased in the second incidentq 

JJ'L~~ ~&>f"t!7iW,.--~..-"., ""'- .,.. ...... ,~ ~. 

Case Cost 1973 
- - . 
Dec Ja11.n 

Cost 26°1212 . 
~- 'U. 

29 [25 I % Decrease 
in Severity 

-

GO 

O-P~----~=-~ __ ~~-==p __ -==e=--
2bo 300 4~0 500 

Cost 
Interpretation 

The ~oints on the cost-effectiveness graph indicate that as 
the cost ~ncreases, there is a slight tendency for the severity 
to decrease. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARIES OF DATA COLLECTED 

This chapter summarizes and analyzes in detail the data 

collected to conduct the effectiveness analyses presented in 

Chapter 5. Cost data are presented in Appendix B. 

Compilation of the Data 

The information provided in this section is shown in 

three tables for each county. The first table represents the 

data for all the cases of neglect and abuse; the second table 

provides the data. for only the abuse cases reported; and the 

third table provides the data for only the neglect cases. 

Using the 25 percent sample in County B, we. have projected 

figures for the total number of cases; thus, the following 

tables representing County B are based on these projections. 

Tables (6-1 through 6-6) provido the following infor­

* mation for each month reported: 

Number ~~~~orted Cases--The number of cases that were 

reported each month for study. 

Number of Assi~ned Cases--The number of cases aSSigned to 

caseworkers for s·tudy and validation. 

Number ()f. Cases _Pendi~ussignment--The numbe~:, of cases 

that were ass.igned but were awaiting assignment anc1 would be 

assigned as soon as a caseworker was available. 

. * 
One hundred percent of the reported cases in County A 

were sampled. Twenty-five percent of the reported cases in 
County B were sampled. The number of cases sampled in 
County B were multiplied by four to derive the numbers in the 
t.ables. 



TABLE 6-1 
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

COMBINED TOTAL FOR NEGLECT AND ABUSE 
COUNTY A (100% ~AMPlING) 

i, L 

".ox,., ." • m,w'" ''lm~'"~''' '=1~ • ~ 

~ ""'" -" 

11 JAN· FEB . ~1AR ; APR MAY JUNE 

COMBLiED TOTAL FOR 
NEGLECT AND ABUSE NOV ~ TOTAL 

23 [146 30 j' 32 I 34 '44 38 rf~5 31 ! 31 D 27 H 21 H 392 
ti 1 

NUI'IBER OF ASS I GNED CASES r 23146 ! 30 ! 32 ij 34 '. 44 . 38 h 35 31 ~ 21 392 
I! NUl-mER OF REPORTED CASES 

a NUMBER OF CASES PENDIN~ 0 III 0 l-lo H~o l. 0 'Ho 11 0 • 0 . 0 ij 0 l--
[ASSIGNMENT (UNASSIGNED) H !l. (} 

-----Ii 
0' /, 

(} 

!i NUMBER OF UNASSIGNED fi'~ II l~' lJ:-ij 
HCASES THAT WERE CLOSED k 0 . 0 pOl 0 ~-l-~ 0 I (} 0 ~~ (} (}. 

~F~~~~@~~l~~~,~I~~ 

.D .... 
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* 30 reported cases of combined 
neglect and abuse 

* 3 reported cas.:,s of combi\\ed . 
neglect and abuse 

* 3 reported cases of combined 
neglect ahd abuse 

* 1 reported case of combined 
neglect and abuse 

* 3 reported cases of combined 
neglect and abuse 

* ~ reported cases of combined 
neglect and abuse 

* 3 reported ca.5es of combined. 
neglect and abuse 

* 3 reported cases of combined 
neglect and abuse 

* 1, r!:lJOrted case of r:ombined 
neg1.>ct and abuse 

* 5 reported cases of combined 
neglect and abuse 

*5 reported cases of combined' 
neglect and abuse 

) 

*1 reported case of combined 
neglect and abuse 



TOTAL FOR NEGLECT 

TABLE 6-3 
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT--COUNTY A 

1973« 1974 

{ 

-, ~. .- -- -- F"- - ----

==r=pm~ ~EB ~ f/tAR1AP; MAY!! JUNE ~ JULY AUG. SEPT OCT NOV TOTAL 

~~~t~c~U~~~~s OF REPORTED 119*142* ,~J~9* ! 32* L=6*! 23" 20* 25" 22 20" 319* 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ASS IGNt":D fl 19 U 42 . 26 H 25 ~'29 ~. 32 ~ 36 23 20 25 '12 20 319 NEGLECT CASES J!l 1 ~ i ,- I 

j rolf tL-l . . I P11 fj 
TOTAL NUHBER OF NEGLECT t 'I ~ .' 
CASES PENDING ASSIGNMENT, 0 I O,~ 0 I 0 0 a 0, 0, _0, 0 0 L 0 I 0 i 
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNASSIGNEDtirol! 111~ I I' n 
NEGLECT CASES THAT WERE j 0 11 0 I 0 -I! 0 ij., no I 1. 0 0, 0 o. 0 ~ 0 0 ! 0 
CLOSED hL-Ji t~l ~ , ~ il 
TOTAL NU1>1BER OF VALID ~ 0 J 12 ~jtl. 14 ~ 8~. £) I~. 13 r;1., 7 ~ 6 r 6 10 108 

j NEGLECT CASE S II ~ fi ~ 6 il ~1 ! ~.w ft .l.) [1 II J 1 . 
b----===-""'="'-"""====---=...,J~'!=-z'".....,..lk"'~="..LL_.d ===~."""",="",I,.;.~ . ~ 

:l ..... *., t,," :l 1It* :l 1-'* !:! w" !l ..... * ::J ~* !l...,*!l .... * ::J w" tJ w* ::J w'" 
!ll,. 1l1i JL'I JgI'1 .$11 .$11 .£iii $11 ~1'1.$11 :>-! ~o 'f;:. 6 <Q m ,~ (!\ !-> (!\ .... It' I-' m I-' 11> .... III .... ro ,... ro I-' III .... 1'1 
(!\ .n 1- '>:l 0 '11 ro '8 ro 'n ro '8 C!J 'g m '0 ro '8 rJ) '0 I!> '0 ro ()l 

g.g iig ~~ ::tK g.~ ~I-'i g.>-! ~g g.>-! ~~ ~g ~'8 
;1- rtrt " rt ... ;t rt rT rt rt rt M 

!; ~ Il>~. ~ g. § §. § a g ~ § ~ § 3. ~ ~ g; ~ g ~ § ~ 
r.·::> C, A> p,. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 

n 
() 

5' 
~. 

!:I 
i;) 
0. 

g 
g. 
"". ::J 

·m 
p,. 

III 8 
gt 
11' 

C 
.." 

.1 

~ 
fl' r, 
A> 

o <1 () n n n 0 0 
~~ ~l): ~~ g.g; g.g; g.~ g.g; gog; gog 
;;ro i:ro em c:r.> cro cro em c:ro ccn 
Ul Ult, en" Oltn en~l en Ul(Q tiltn fllro 
roO ro (D ro n> ,roo co C) roul 

11', g g g g '"" g g 0 
0 

~ 
t>'. 
t:l 
ro 
Po 

g 
fr 
13' 
(1) 

0. 

o· 

~ .... 
g 
0. 

I . !:I' 
ro 

.0. 

l 
~. 

::I 
It1 
0. 

<1 '"" o n 0 
~ 0 c 0 
~. ~ ~ ~ 
:l.... ...- tf ro::t :l~' 
0. ro ro::t 

0. p,. a 

'-D 
'W 



----~_w~_. __ . _ .. __ ... __ _ 

TABLE 6-4 
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

COMBINED TOTAL FOR NEGLECT AND ABUSE 
COUNTY B (25% SAMPLING) 

COMBINED TOTAL FOR ~ij i973" """""=="'====-' 1974 

tl NEGLECT AHD ABUSE ~ DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY AUG S~PT OCT NOV TOTAL 

I NUMBER OF REPORTED C~SES ,13~0 I 464 348' 352 404 380 396 416 404 396 336 384 4600 

~ NUMBER OF ASSIGNED CASES 192 260 228 I 2QO 308 304 260 28/1 294 280 184 168 2952, 
NUMBER OF CASES PENDING , _~ 
ASSIGNMENT (UNASSIGNED) 0 24 ' 12 24 12 32 48 68 72 76 132 500 

NUr'IEER OF UNASSIGNED ~.- 1', .. r\() i 

CASES THAT WERE CLOSED 128 180 120 100 72 64 104 84, 92 44 76 84· Cl"O. I 

NUMBER OF ~AUDATED CASES l~~~ ~~ ~! 84 84 64 ~ ~ _J~ 40 4q 80~_J 

\J:) 

"'" 



TABLE 6~5 
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

TOTAL FOR ABUSE--COUNTY B 

.... ~ ~'--'''~~~!:: "':~ ... 

I TOTAL FOR ABUSE 119n 19~ 
R DEC B JAN FEB, MAR APR I MAY ! JUNE JULY AUG S~PT' OCT NOV 

D ~. ! I 1 

NUf>lBER OF REPORTED CASES 56 1108 t~i 84 100 92 1 92 '104 72 84 60 100 
. \ I 

R NUMBER OF ASS I GNED CASES 44 ~ 80 68 76' 88 88 76 84! 48 80 48 68 

NUMBER OF CASES PENDIN, I o ~ 4 0 0" 0 0 8 1 4 8 4 8 20 ASSIGNMENT (UNASSIGNED 

i 
TOTAL 

1048j 

848 . 
56 

If, . 

NUMBER OF UNASSfGNED 1 12 ; 24f 28 8'~ 4fl 8! 16 I 16 I 0 1 1.! 12 144 I 
CASES THAT WERE CLOSED I ~ ~'~ , 

~M~~~Ol2!~1 ~4J, ~~, (20 I 20 81 24 ~;:J 

\J:) 

U1 



TOTAL FOR NEGLECT 

TABLE 6-6 
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT--COUNTY B 

1973 . 1974 

DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY -f'l I NUMBER OF REPORTED CASES 264 356 252 268 304 288 304 312 
NUMBER OF ASSIGNED CASES 148 180 160 164 1220 216 184 200 . 

. NUMBER OF CASES PENDIN~ 
ASSIGNMENT (UNASSIGNED 0 20 0 12 24 12 2.4 44 

'. 

NUMBER OF UNASSIGNED 116 156 92 • 92 60 60 96 68 CASES THAT WERE CLOSED 

NUMBER OF VALIDATED CASES 80 88 40 16 60 56 44 60 
~ 

AUG SEPT 

332 312 

106 200 
I 

60 68 

76 44 

28 48 

OCT NOV 

276 284 

136 100 

68, 112 

72 72 

28 24 
- --- ... 

TOTAL 
j 

i 

3552 I 
?]04. , 

444 I 
. I 

1004 I 

572 

\t) 

'" 
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Number of Unassigned Cases that were Closed--The number 

of cases that were unassigned and closed at intakeG These 

cases were closed at intake by an intake caseworker usually 

because of on.e of the following reasons: it w'as considered 

inval id or inappropr iate to the agency! s activities ~ the 

problem was taken care of at intake~ etc. The percentage 

in parenthesis represents the percent of reported cases that 

were unassigned but closed~ 

Number of Validated Cases--The number of cases that were 

investigated and found to be valid cases of neglect and abuse. 

Other cases were put into one of t\170 other categories: (1) 

the investigation of the report was completed and no neglect 

or abuse \'las found, (2) the invest:i.gation 't'ITBS incomplete 

because the investigation had just been initiated y the sit­

uation was difficult to assess, the family was difficult 

to contact, or the fami:y had moved. These cases were, there­

fore, not cat~gorized as valid or invalid. 

Due to the small number of cases y every r€ported case 

was included in the County A sample--an average of 27 per month. 

In County B, which had a considerably larger number of cases, 

every fourth case was recorded--an average of 96 per month. 

Discussion of Tables for Counties A and B 

In reviewing the 12 months reported in the two counties, 

there do not appear to be any trends or significant seasonal 

effects; however, in County A there is a slight tendency for 

a higher rate of reported cases in the summer months. 
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In County A, all the cases are assigned at intake. 

This is not the method in County B where 11 percent of the 

cases reported for the 12-month period were still pending 

assignment as of December 1974 and 25 percent of the cases 

were closed at intake without being assigned to a caseworker 

(Table 6-4). ~lost of those cases in County B that were still 

pending assignment f hO\'lever, were neglect cases (Table 6-6) 

and were reported in the later months. Realizing that thes'e 

data represent the status of the cases at the time of December 

1974, it would be expected that the months closer to December 

1974 would have larger percentages of cases pending assignment. 

Thirty-eight percent of those cases reported in County 

A during the l2-month period were found to be valid (Table 6-1). 

The other €2 percent consisted mainly of those cases that 

were investigated and no neglect or abuse found. A few of 

the cases in the 62 percent had not been categorized as valid 

or invalid because the investigation was incomplete~ In 

County B, 17 percent of the cases sampled during the 12-

month period were found to be valid (Table 6-4). The other 

83 percent consisted of the following: cases that were 

investigated and found to be invalid; cases that were not 

completely investigated and could, therefore, not be cate­

gorized as valid or invalid yet; cases that were unassigned; 

and cases that could not be located. 
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Rural vs Orban: Neglect and Abuse 

Tables 6-7 and 6-8 provide frequencies of the valid cases 

by location--rural and urban. More specifically, the following 

information is provided for each county: total valid rural 

cases; total valid urban cases; total valid rural neglect 

caseSj total valid rural abuse cases; total valid urban neglect 

cases; total valid urban abuse caseS. Table 6-8 reflects 

projected figures for the total number of cases, based on 

our 25 percent sample~ 

Most of the valid reported cases in both County A and 

County B are of families residing in urban areas. Only 

about 8 percent of the valid cases in each county were lo­

cated in rural areas. 

Of the total valid rural cases in County A, 69 percent 

were classified as neglect and 31 percent were classified as 

abuse (Table 6-7)0 In County By 60 percent of the valid 

rural cases were classified as neglect and 40 percent as 

abuse (Table 6-8). 

Of the total valid urban cases in County A, 68 percent 

were classified as neglect and 32 percent were classified 

as abuse {Table 6-7}. Seventy-two percent of the valid urban 

cases in County B were classified as neglect and 28 percent 

as abuse (Table 6-8). 

Recidivism 

The data provided in this section (Tables 6-9 to 6-14) 

are broken down into thre.e tables for each county. The first 

table presents the data for both neglect and abuse cases. 
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TABLE 6-8 
CASE LOCATION--RURAL/URBAN 
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REC'lDIVISTIC DATA FO.R COUNTY A 
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TABLE 6-12 
RECIDIVISTIC DATA FOR C00hiY B 

cOt'lBINED TOTAL FOR NEGLECT AND ABUSE 
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TABLE 6-14 
RECIDIVI~TIC DATA FOR COUNTY B 
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The second table consists of data for abuse cases only and 

the third table consists of data for just the neglect cases. 

Using the 25 percent sample in county B, we have projected 

fignres for the total number of cases, thus, the following 

tables representing County B are based on these projections. 

The tables present the following information for each month 

reported: 

Total Validated Number of Cases--The number of cases that 

were investigated and categorized as valid cases of neglect 

or abuse 

Validated Cases with a Previous History of Neglect 

or Abuse--The number of valid cases that had previous valid 

reports of neglect and abuse 

Actual Number of Recidivistic Cases so Far--The number of 

valid cases that had at least one valid repeated incident 

of neglect or abuse by December 1974 

Actual Number of Recidivistic Cases so Far that Have a 

previous History of Neglect or Abuse--The number of valid 

cases that had at least one valid repeated incident of neglect 

or abuse by December 1974 and at least one previously valid 

incident of neglect and abuse 

Number of Cases where Severity of Recidivism Increased-­

The number of vaiid cases that had a valid repeated incident 

which was more severe than the incident sampled and under 

stUdy 

Numb~r of Cases where Sever ity of Recid,ivism Stayed 

the Same--The number of valid cases that had a valid reported 
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incident which haa a severity rating equal to the incident 

sampled and under study 

Number of Cases where Severity_of Recidivism ~creased-­

The number of valid cases that had a valid repeated incident 

which was less severe than the incident sampled and under 

study 

Table 6-15 presents a breakdown of the validated cases 

with a previous history of neglect or abuseQ 

A 

B 

Table 6-15 

Percent of Cases ",ith a previ?us_ Historx 

Neglect and Abuse 

31 

40 

37 

46 

Abuse 

12 

23 

Thus, three times the proportion of neglect cases as 

abuse cases in County A showed a previous history of neglect 

or abuse and twice the proportion of neglect cases as compared 

to the abuse cases in County B had a previous history of 

neglect or abuseo 

Table 6-16 presents a breakdown of the number of recid-
, 

ivistic cases so far for each countYft 

Table 6-16 

Percent of Validated Cases with a Recidivistic Case 

county 

A 

B 

Neglect and Abuse 

12 

28 

Neglect 

14 

28 

Abuse 

6 

28 
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All but one of the recidivistic cases in County A were 

categorized as neglect. The one sampled validated case that 

had a recidivistic case of abuse was also categorized as 

abuse_ 

In County B, most of the sampled neglect cases that 

recidivated were categorized as neglect the second time. 

Of the sampled abuse cases that recidivated, the recidivistic 

incidents were composed of an equal number of neglect and 

abuse case s • 

Of those cases which have recidivated, the Table 6-17 

presents the severity changes between the sampled incidents 

and the recidivistic incident. 

Table 6-17 

Percent of Cases with Change in Severity 

Neglect and Abuse Neglect Abuse 

County A 
severity increased 17 13 34 
Severity stayed same 66 80 66 
Severity decreased 17 7 a 

County A 
Severity increased 30 34 19 
Severity stayed same 36 33 44 
Severity decreased 34 33 37 

Table 6-18 presents a breakdown of the number of 

recidivistic cases so far that had a history of neglect or 

abuse. 
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Table 6-18 

Percent of Recidivistic Cases that had a previous 
History of Negreet or ~buse 

County 

A 

B 

Neglect or Abuse 

5 

16 

Neglect 

7 

18 

Abuse 

o 

11 

In County A, all the recidivistic neglect cases that 

had a previous history were categorized as neglect in both 

the previous history and in the incidents occurring after 

the sampled incidents. 

Of the recidivistic cases of abuse in County Sf abuse 

was found in both the previous history and in the incidents 

occurring after the incident that was sampled in more than 

half of the cases. Of the recidivistic neglect cases that 

had a previous history, most were categorized as neglect in 

both the previous history and in the incidents occurring 

after the incident that was sampled. 

The cases presented in this section are characterized by 

a continuing condition of neglect or abuse. The chronic 

neglect or abuse that exist in some of these cases may be 

due to conditions that are untreatable by the services of 

protective agencies, such as severe pathology of the care-

takers or poverty_ Many of these cases with a continuing 

condition of neglect or abuset however, may be indicative 
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of a failure on the part of the protective service agency to 

provide adequate treatment. 

In examining Tables 6-15 to 6-18, it is apparent that 

there is a much higher proportion of neglect cases than abuse 

cases that have a previous history of neglect or abuse, a 

repeated incident of neglect or abuse or both (except for 

an equal percent of recidivistic neglect and abuse cases in 

County B as seen in Table B). In deliberating possible 

explanations for why a higher proportion of the neglect cases 

were characterized by a continuous condition as compared to 

the abuse cases, it was helpful to first determine if there 

were any differences between the composition of previous and 

recidivistic incidents of neglect cases and the composition 

of previous and recidivistic incidents of the abuse cases. 

Most of the previous and recidivistic incidents of neglect 

cases were categorized as neglect (County A's previous in­

cidents were 95 percent; and repeated incidents, 100 percent; 

County Bls previous incidents were 88 percent, repeated in­

cidents, 95 percent). The previous and repeated incidents 

of abuse cases were basically composed of an equal number 

of neglect and abuse cases in both counties. 

The composition of the previous and repeated incidents 

of the neglect and abuse cases sampled were, as mentioned 

above, basically made up of neglect cases. Some possible 

explanations for the resulting composition can be found by 

looking at the distinctions between child abuse and'neglect 
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and the characteristics that must be present for a case to 

be designated as abuse or neglect. 

Definitions of Abuse and Neglect 
I 

Although neglect and abuse are closely linked, even by 

experts, several investigators have shotm that the tvlO are 

often distinct phenomena that are probably related, but by 

no means identical. 

David Gil, in his Violence Agaipst Childr~n! defines 

physical abuse of children as: 

The intentional nonaccidental use of physical force, 
or intentional nonaccidental acts of omission on the 
part of the parent or other caretaker interacting with 
the child and its care, aimad at hurting, injuring, 
or destroying that child. 1 

2 
polansky et a1 proposes the follot-ling t'lOrldng defin-

ition of neglect: 

Child neglect may be defined as a condition in which 
a caretaker responsible for the child either deliber­
ately or by extraordinary inattentiveness permits 
the child to experience avoidable present suffering 
and/or fails to provide one or more of the ingredients 
generally deemed essential for developing a person's 
physical, intellectual and emotional capacities. 

3 
Research by various experts (notably Young and 

4 
Giovannoni) completely differentiates neglect and abuse. 

The latter associated abuse with acts of commission; neglect 

with omission. Thus~ neglect represented failure to per-

form parental duties including provision, nuturance p and 

protection, while abuse was associated with specif.ic acts. 

In the above discussion on the distinctions made between 

neglect and abuse and the characteristics which must be 

present for a case to be designated as abuse or neglect, a 
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number of important points are made that may help explain 

our results. 

In accordance with Gil's definition of abuse, a case 

can only be designated as abuse if the act consists of 

lIintentional nonaccidental use of physical force, or in-

tentional acts of omission . . aimed at hurting, in-

juring or destroying that child." The presence of these 

required characteristics is frequently difficult to measure 

and therefore diff. icul t to prove. EVen if the child is 

examined by a phYl3ician and some damage or injury is de-

tected, it is frequently difficult to prove that it was 

unintentional and nonaccidental. Also, for some of the 

less severe cases of abuse, if the child is not examined 
! 

very soon after the abusive act occurred, evidence of the 

abuse will disappear. As a result, many cases of abuse are 

never validated and therefore, may be a contributing factor 

to why there were not more abuse cases found in the previous 

and repeated incidents and also why there were not more 

abuse cases with a continuing condition. 

The char acter istics which must be present in desig-

nating a case of neglect are much easier to measure and 

therefore easier to prove. As discussed above, one of the 

reasons that. abuse is so difficult to prove is that intent 

must be measured. In neglect cases, intent of the caretaker 

is irrelevant. All that must be proven in designating a 

case as neglect is the caretaker's failure to perform cer­

taln parental duties. This is not that difficult to prove 



since neglect encompasses a wide spectrum of acts and/or 

conditions, most of which are easy to measureQ Therefore, 

cases of neglect are more easily detected and easier to 

validate, which may help account for why a higher percentage 

of the previous and repeated incidents '£':l'ere composed of neglect 

and also why there was a much higher percentage of neglect 

cases than abuse cases with a continuing condition~ 

Cases that are designated as neglect axe sometimes iso-

lated acts o Most often.!' they are characterized by a continu-

ing condition. When a neglect case is found to be a con-

tinuing condition, it is frequently a product of such factors 

as poverty and ignorance. Because of the nature o~ these 

factors that predispose a family to neglect theh- child, 

protective services are often ineffectual in treating them 

and in preventing the continuation of the condition. Cases 

that are designated as abuse are more often isolated acts 

that occur in many families only once. As a consequenc~, 

there is a greater chance of success in the prevention of a 

second case of abuse within the same family than in the 

,prevention of a second case of neglect within the same family. 

Thus, this may be another reason that a much higher percentage 

of neglect cases were categorized by a continuous condition 

than abuse cases. 

Another factor that may be involved in having greater 

success in the prevention of a second case of abuse within 

the same family than in the prevention of a second case of 

neglect within the same family is the quicker response rate 

, • J. 

, t": 

J<' 

" 
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of the protective service agency to cases of abuse than to 

cases of neglect. A prompt res~~nse to many cases of both 

neglect or abuse can make a critical difference in the pro­

vision of effective services to a family and may be an impor­

tant factor in precluding recidivism. Also, in many abuse 

cases, the child is removed immediately following the incident 

which would preclude a second incident of abuse or neglect. 

In both county A and County B, cases of abuse were almost 

always given priority over those cases of neglect. The 

response rate to all cases, however, was much faster in 

County A than in County B. In County A, all cases were 

assigned at intake which was not true for County B. Also, 

County A investigation and validation of the cases sampled 

took an average of two days, whereas the cases sampled in 

County B took an average of 16 days to investigate and 

validate. This slower response rate in County B may explain 

why it had a significantly higher rate of recidivism than 

CO!.1nty A. 

Although all of the cases in this section showed, by 

definition, a continuing condition of neglect or abuse and, 

therefore, possibly a need for further services" some im­

provement was evident in those cases where the severity 

decreased (T~ble 6-17). Thus, some improvement did occur in 

34 percent of the recidivistic cases in County B and in 17 

percent of the recidivistic cases in County A. In comparing 

the percent of improved recidivistic cases in the two counties, 
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it app~ars that County B was much more successful in improving 

recidivistic cases than County A. However; the percentage 

of recidivistic cases in County B is twice the percentage 

of recidivistic cases in County A. 
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CHAPTER 7 

PROPOSED AGENCY DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

General Procedures 

Any proposed system run by the agency for collecting 

and analyzing data within the agency should require a minimal 

amount of time on the part of the caseworker. The actual data 

collection process should not require the effol~ of more than 

one clerical staff person. Analysis and compilation of the 

data should be a relatively simple procedure requiring a minimal 

amount of training for the staff pernon involved. 

The system designed by BAr involves collection of data on 

a monthly basis. The staff person responsible for data col­

lection and analysis need not be a caseworker? but someone 

who is familiar with the intake log and filing systems. 

At the end of each month, this person will gather the 

necessary information on forms similar to those used by BAI 

in the field study tests. The log book record of intakes for 

the month will be consulted for family name of the cases, the 

caseworker assigned to the case, the type of case (neglect 

or abuse); the date of intake, and rural or urban location. 

This information is recorded on the data forms. If the case 

load for the agency is particularly large, a representative 

sample may be drawn from the log book rather than ~tudying 

all cases. Once the data from the log book have been 
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recorded, any information on the previous histoty of a case may 

be obtained from the case fileo The caseworkers assigned to 

the specific cases under study are then contacted. The staff 

person involved in the data collection procedure visits each 

caseworker and obtains the remaining information, including the 

status of the case (valid, invalid, incomplete), the severity of 

the case, the location of the child (remained, returned, removed), . 

court action required, and the date of validation of the case. 

If certain information is not available at that time, the case­

wod;:er may be contacted at a later date or at the end of the 

next month during the regular data collection period. 

After completing the collection of the data, the designated 

staff person then compiles and analyzes the information. The 

analys~s of agency data will be similar to that described in 

Chapter 3 of this report. The analysis will focus mainly on 

re~idivism and severity of repcrted cases, and statistics may 

be compared on a monthly, quarterly and/or yearly basis. All 

data 'flill be kept in the central fi1·e room and will be access­

able to all staff member s. 

A minimal amount of training will be necessary for the 

staff person collecting and analyzing data. Chapter 3 of this 

report can be easily adapted to describe and explain the pro­

cedure necessary for analysis. Analysis of the data will require 

only straightforward computations and interpretation. If 

analysis is done on a monthly basis, the time involved will be 

minimal. 
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The advantages to this system are many. The staff per­

son collec;ting and analyzing data will be familiar with the 

agency staff and files. This will prevent any wasted time 

and effort in locating caseworkers and files. The casework­

ers will not be responsible for completing additional forms 

which may interfere with time needed to investigate cases. 

Also, information gathered in this manner will be precise, 

accurate, and easily accessibleG The system allows for sam­

pling of intake reports while assuring accuracy of results. 

Finally, the results of analysis can be compared in a manner 

most sui ted to the agency. 

Description of the Effectiveness Data Collection Procedures 

This system design is predicated O~ using a modified 

version of the data collection form used by BAl in the field 

study tests. Thus 1 the follo'Vling step by step procedure is 

based on the assumption that the desig~ated staff person will 

use this data form (Form 7-1) to collect the appropriate 

information for each month. 

To complete all the information required by the data 

collection form, the staff person will first consult the 

log book record of intakes for the appropriate month and 

then the case files for all the reported cases that were 

val ida ted. 

The log book record of intakes should provide the fol­

lowing information that is required on the data collection 

forms: 
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1. The family name of the reported case - Column=l. 

2. The nature of the reported case, ioeo l how it was 
categorized at intake ~ neglect, abuse, or a com­
bination of neglect and abuse - Column 2. 

at M #' ... -sa 

3. Whether or not the case has been aSSigned to a 
caseworker - Column 3. 

4. The status of the assigned cases - was the reported 
incident classified as valid or invalid or not 
c1asslfied as either because the investigation has 
not been completed - Column 4. It is extremely 
important that this information be provided in the 
log book since no further information will be re­
quired on those cases that are invalid or not class­
ified as valid or invalid o Otherwise y the staff 
person would have to take the time to examine the 
case files of all the assigned cases just to deter­
mine the status of the case. This would consume 
much time and lack efficiencyo 

5. Location of the family - rural or urban - Column 5~ 
If the log book does not provide the families location 
in terms of urban/rural, but instead provides just 
the specific address, it would be important to pro­
vide the staff person with a listing of which ad­
dresses are considered urban and which are considered 
rural for easy referencec 

6. Location of the validated case files - whether the 
case closed and filed in the filing system or it still 
active and if so, the name of caseworker assigned 
to it - Column 14. 

The caSe files for all validated cases should provide 

the following information that is required for the data 

collection forms: 

1. The number of previously reported cases of neglect 
or abuse that occurred prior to the case under study -
Column 6. 

2. The number of repeated incidents of neglect or abuse 
following the reported case under study - Column 7. 

3. The severity of the reported case under study -
Column 8. 

4. The sever i ty of the second incident after the re­
ported case under study - Column 9. 
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5. The number of days between the reported case under 
study and the following validated incident of neg­
lect or abuse that may have occurred - Column 10. 

6. The location of child following the reported inci­
dent of neglect or abuse under study - was the child 
never removed from the family; was the child removed 
from the family but returned to the family; Was the 
child removed from the family and placed with friends, 
with relatives, or in foster care, or placed in 
foster care awaiting adoption, or already adopted -
Column 11. 

7. If court action occurred, the number of days between 
intake and the court decision - Column 12. 

8. The number of days between intake and the completion 
of investigation and validation. 

The following is a step by step procedure that should 

be used in collecting this data and in recording the inform-

ation on the data collection forms for each intake designated 

as neglect or abuse. The source to be consulted for each 

piece of information will appear at the beginning of each 

step. 

SteE 1 

Consult the log book record of intakes. Record in 

Column 1 of the data collection form the name of the family 

for each reported case. 

Consult the log book record of intakes. In Column 2 

indicate the nature of the case by recording one of the 

following: 

Neglect 

Abuse 

Combination of neglect and abuse 
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step 3 

Consult the log book record of intakes. In Column 3 

indicate whether or not the case has been assigned to a 

caseworker by recording IIYes~ if the case was assigned or 

II~O" if the case has not been assigned. For cases that are 

unassigned, no further information will be collected. 

Step 4 

Consult the log book record of intakes. For cases that 

have been assigned, indicate in Column 4 the status of the 

case by recording one of the following: 

Valid - this will indicate that the case has been 
investigated and found to be valid. 

Invalid - this will indicate that the case has been 
investigated and found to be invalid. 

Investigation Incomplete - this will indicate that 
the case has not been classified as valid or invalid 
because the investigation is not completed. 

Further data will only be collected for those cases that 

were classified as valid. 

Step 5 

Consult the log book record of intakes. For those cases 

that are valid, indicate in Column~5 the location of the 

family by recording "urban" or "rural." 

Step 6 

Consult of the log book record of intakes. In Column 14 

indicat~ the location of the validated case files by recording 

"closeo ll if the case file has been closed and filed in the 

filing system or if the case file is still active, record 

the name of the caseworker to whom the case file is assignedo 

\ , 
\ 

,: 
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Step 7 

Consult the case file. In Column 6, indicate the num-

ber of previously reported valid cases of neglect or abuse 

that occurred prior to the case or incident under study. 

To indicate the number of previously reported cases of neg-

lect, record the letter ~ followed by the number of reported 

neglect caseso To indicate the number of previously reported 

cases of abuse, record the letter A followed by the number 

of reported abuse cases. To indicate that there is no pre­

vious history of neglect or abuse, record a zero in Column 6. 

Examples: 

Case A has 4 previously reported neglect cases and 
one previously reported abuse cases. In C01umn 6, 
record, N=4/A=1 

Case B has one previously reported neglect case and 
no previously reported abuse case. In Column 6, 
record, N=l 

The number of previously reported valid cases of neglect 

or abuse should include the number of validated reports of 

neglect or abuse received at intake and the number of times 

the case",or ker found a condi tion of neglect or abuse while 

investigating the case. The number of validated reports of 

neglect or abuse received at intake can be determined by 

counting the number of validated intake forms that are dated 

before the int~ke of the case or incident under study. The 

number of times the caseworker found a condition of neglect 

or abuse while investigating the case can be determined by 

examining the caseworker's dictation or by questioning the 

caseworker. 
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step 8 

Consult the case file. In Column 7 indicate the number 

of valid repeated incidents of neglect or abuse that occurred 

after the intake of the reported case under study. As in 

Column 6, to indicate the number of valid repeated incidents 

of neglect, record the letter ~ followed by the number of 

reported neglect cases. To indicate the number of valid 

repeated incidents of abuse, record the letter A followed by 

the number of reported abuse cases. To indicate that. there 

were not valid repeated cases of neglect or abuse; record 

a zero in Column 7. 

The number of valid repeated incidents of neglect or 

abuse should include the number of validated reports of neglect 

or abuse received at intake and the number of times the case­

worker found a recurring condition of neglect or abuse while 

investigating the case. The number of validated reports of 

neglect or abuse received at intake can be determined by count­

ing the number of validated intake forms that are dated after 

the intake of the case or incident under study. The number 

of times the casewor ker found a recurr ing cond i tion of neglect 

or abuse while investigating the case can be determined by 

examining the caseworker1s dictation or by questioning the 

casewor ker. 

Step 9 

Consult the case file. In c9.1umn 8, record the severity 

of the reported incident under studyu This can be determined 

by exam~ning the caseworker's dictation or by asking the 
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caseworker for a description of the validated incident of 

neglect or abuse. The description will then be classified 

into a type of severity by using a standardized categorization 

of severity types. 

Step 10 

Consult the case file. If there is a valid repeated 

incident of neglect or abuse, record in Column 9 the severity 

of the second incident that occurred after the reported in­

cident under study. This can be determined by examining the 

casewor Iter I s dictation or by asking the casewor ker for a 

description of the second validated incident of neglect or 

abuseo The description will then be classified into a type 

severity by using a standardized categorization of severity 

types. 

~tep 11 

Consult the case file. If there is a valid incident 

of neglect or abuse that occurred after the intake of the 

reported case under study, record in Column 10, the number 

of days between the two instances. This can be determined 

by comparing the date of intake of the reported incident 

under study to the date of the first repeated incident. 

Column 10 would then show the number of days between the 

severity of neqlect or abuse in Column 8 and Column 9. 

Thus, if a severity type appears in Column 9, Column 10 

'" would require data, if a sever ity type does not appear in 

Column 9, Column 10 would remain blank. 



- -- ~---------------~----- ------

129 

Step 12 

Consult the case file. In Column 11, indicate the loca-

tion of the child following the reported incident of neglect 

or abuse, under study by recording one of the following: 

Remained - if the child has not been removed from 
the family 

Returned - if the child \flaS removed from the family 
but fias been returned to the family 

Removed - if the child was removed from the family. 
This may include one of' th~ following: 

Removal of the child from the family by a formal 
court order. It may include placing the child with 
friends or relatives of the family; placing the 
child in foster care; placing the child in foster 
care awaiting adoption; placing the child in an 
adopted home; or plac ing the: child in some insti­
tution. It would be consid~red a formal placement 
because of the court order. I However~ it may be a 
temporary placement with eventual return to the 
family or somewhere else~ 

Removal of the child from the family \vithout a 
formal court order. This type of removal results 
from the family agreeing voluntarily to give up 
the child for temporary placement which may become 
permanent placement~ placement of the child may 
be with friends or relatives of the family, in 
foster care, or in an institution. 

The location of the child can be determin8d by examining 

the caseworker's dictation or by questioning the caseworker. 

The following are some examples that may help categoriza-

tion of the location of the child: 

~ample 1 

The child was abandoned by the mother at a ba~ysitter!s. 

An aunt and uncle picl~ed up the child and brought it to the ir 

house. A few days later the mother returned and picked up 

the child. 

This case would be categorized as Returned. 



Example 2 

A child was picked up and taken to the grandparents by 

a caseworker because the parents were jailed. The child is 

still with the grandparents. 

This case would be categorized as Removed. 

Example 3 

After an incident of neglect or abuse, a child living 

with the mother was picked up by a caseworker with a formal 

court order and placed with the father who is separated from 

the mother. The child is still with the father. 

This case would be categorized as Removed. 

~xample 4 

A child was found alone in the family's house. A case­

worker picked the child up and brought him to the child wel­

fare agency. When the mother was contacted, she picked up 

the child from the welfare agency and brought him home. 

This case would be categorized as Returned. 

steE..lJ. 

Consult the case file. If a court action was required 

in removing a child from the home record in Column 12 the 

number of days between the date of intake of the reported 

incident under study and the date of the court action. This 

can be determined by comparing the date on the appropriate 

intake form and the date which appears on the formal court 

ac tion form. 
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Step 14 

Consult the case fileo In Column 13 record the number 

of days between intake of the reported incident under study 

and completion of investigation and validation of the case. 

This can be determined by counting the number of days between 

the date which appears on the intake form of the report under 

study and the date that the caseworker was able to validate 

that neglect or abuse did occur in familyo The date that 

the caseworker validated the report of neglect or abuse can 

be found by examining the case~orkerls dictation or by ques-

tioning the caseworker. 

" 

\ , 
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CHAPTER 8 

SOCIAL COSTS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

The costs presented in Chapter 5 reflect the resources used 

by the public protective services agencies in carrying out 

their functions (including services purchased from other 

agencies). Excluded are some costs incurred by voluntary 

agencies in helping neglected and abused children and their 

families and costs borne by certain other agencies that become 

involved, notably the police and courts. Of particular concern 

is the longer-term impact on the society of abuse and neglect. 

This impact may be viewed as the cost to society or social 

costs, which frequently cannot be expressed in monetary terms. 

The social costs of child abuse and neglect were not measured 

in this study; they are beyond the scope of this cost­

effectiveness evaluation system. 

The costs of child abuse and neglect to society extend 

far beyond the obvious financial expenditures of protective 

services for the care and treatment of abused and ne/glected 

children and their families to the often obscure, but signif­

icant,social costs resulting from the long-term effects of 

abuse and neglect. 

Some abused and neglected children develop into rela­

tively well-adjusted and healthy adults; however, many are 

left with severe emotional scars which preclude or retard 

their development into normal and productive adulthood. The 

social costs of child abuse and neglect can be identified by 
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examining the long-term physical and psychological effects 

which tend to obviate and thwart growth ancJ. d;evelopment in 

many children who are victims of child abuse and neglect. 

The long-term physical and psychological effects of 
I 

abuse and neglect on ,children may be grouped into the follo\<l-

ing broad categories: 

Manifestation of enduring emotional, intellectual, 
and physical problems 

Transmission of abusive tendencies from the parent 
to the child 

Development of agressive and violent tendencies 
resulting in criminal and delinquent behavior 

Manifestation of Enduring Eraotional u .,Intellectual and 
Physical Problems 

1 

As victims of abuse 'and l1sg1ect., many children mani-

fest symptoms indica.tive of emotional, intellectual, and 
I 

physical malfunctioning. A recent study by Kempe conclu-

ded that 50 percent of these abused children will have 

permanent physical injury and almost all will have mental 

and psychological problems. l 

Based on a series of nationwide epidemiological 

studies, public opinion, and press surveys on child abuse, 

David Gil found that "about 29 percent of the children 

revealed deviations in social interaction ~~d general 

functioning during the year preceding the abusive incident, 

nearly 14 percent suffered from deviations in physical 

fUnctioning during the same time span and nearly 8 percent 

revealed deviations in intellectual functioning. Among 
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the school-aged chilcr~n, over 13 percent attended 

special classes for retarded children or were in grades 

below their age level.,,2 

Markin, et al., followed up 58 children after they 

were identified as abused to determine the effects of 

child abuse and abusive environments on children. They 

found five years later that: 

• • . some of them did have brain damage, 53 
percent of them had some neurological findings and 
31 percent of them had serious neurological findings, 
about a third of them had undernutrition at the 
time they were abused, and of those, 18 'of the 
21 still had poor growth 5 years later when we 
saw them. 

The groups as a whole were not significantly 
retarded, their mean IQ was within the normal 
range but when you looked at the group more 
closely you found two to three times more children 
than you would expect who had IQ's below 85 so 
they were handicapped in terms of their mental 
development. 

Most impressive was our finding that 66 per­
cent of these children really weren't able to 
enjoy themselves. They were a very inhibited 
type of children. Fifty-two percent had very poor 
self-esteem, felt very poorly of themselves, 
which wasn't surprising since they had been get­
ting the message for yeare that they were not very 
worthy children. Sixty-two percent had behavioral 
problems. A qu~rter of the children at school 
age had learning problems which wasn't a,ccounted 
for by neurologic deficit. 3 

Esther Muller, Ph.D. found that abused babies tend 

to be delayed in their overall development, even though 

physical and neurological examination do not necessarily 

reveal evidence of mental retardation. 4 

Miriam Muravchik notes that rnan6 children who are 

victims of neglect and abuse "have problems of idem .. ;~.y 
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and difficulty in forming relationships that are more 

than superficial. SOIDe suffer from reoccurring depres­

sion later in life. u5 

Thus, the manifestation of enduring emotional, 

intellectual and physical problems exist among many chil-

dren victimized by neglectful and abusive parents. As 

a result p many are never able to adjust and as David 

Gil appropriately states, "there can be little doubt 

that all these phenomena tend to block opportunities for 

growth and development of many millions of children v and 

that they tend to prevent the realization of their innate 

human potentialities. 1I6 

Transmission of Abusive Tendencies from the Parent 
to the child 

IIChild abuse has been referred to as an inherited 

disease. because we know many parents who abuse their 

children were themselves abused.. isolated.. or emotionally 

abused as they grew up. ,,7 The transmission of these 

agressive and abusive tendencies appears to be trans-

mitted from generation to generation. Carl Pollack, M.D. 

and Brandt Steele, M.D., touched upon this issue in sum­

ma=izing the psychodynamics of child abuse: 

Both this pattern of demanding, agressive 
behavior toward the child, and the crisis of emo­
tional deprivation which trigger the pattern of 
abuse, stem directly from the parents~ own child­
hood experience andlearning. Abusive parents 
were raised in a similar system, i.e. 1 were ex­
pected to perform well, to gratify parental needs 
early in life, and then were criticized, punished 
and often abused for failure to do so. The1 
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fel t their own needs \Ii~:re neither met nor 
adequately considered:,' rather I they had to 
orient toward parental.' expectation and develop 
an almost intuitive ur:l1erstanding of what 
would satisfy the paretlts and prevent severe 
punishment. S . 

Thus, many parents suffer~from the residual effects of , 

their traumatic experiencH of being- neglected and abused 

and deprived of nurturantcare. 

Dr. Brandt Steele found, in his experience of work-

ing with parents who have abused their children, that 

the parents were brought up very much in the same way. 

"They are repeating with their own children the child-
9 rearing practices of their own parents." 

In addition to using similar child rearing practices 

to the ones their parents used, Steele points out that 

many par~nts even use the same type of punishment that 

was inflicted on them by their parents. "Another man, 

who had seriously burned the palms of the hands of his 

two little boys as a lesson--teaching punishment for 

playing with matches--said to us, 'That's the right and 

best way to deal with things. My mother burned my hands 

when r played with matches,.n IO 

The developmental pattern of the abusing parent's 

own life is so often characterized by ~ constant bombard­

ment of emotional and physical abuse which leaves him 

with feelings of isolation, low self-esteem, and lack of 

self-confidence. When the rest of his world has failed 

him, the abusing parent will look to his child in a 
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final, desperate attempt to capture the comfort and 

care he yearns for 80 intetlsively. But the child, with 

his own needs for comfort and care and his helplessness, 

often fails to provide what these parents need. The 

child then becomes the target of the pent up frustra-

tions and hostilities of the parent and, thus, the 

cycle of abuse is perpetuated. 

'rhus, many abused and neglected children do inherit 

the abusive tendencies of their parents and "unless the 

cycle is broken, there is a reoccuring and continuing 

family heritage of abuse. "II 

Development of Aggression and Violent Tendencies 
Resulting in Criminal and Delinquent Behavior 

Brandt Steele points out that the young child who 

sees serious expressions of violence in his own family, 

and is often the target of these expressions, will grow 

up to follow parental example and believe in violence 

as a way of life and as a useful tool to solve problems. 

"He will also, in an effort to gain some measure of self-

protection and mastery, identify very strongly with the 

agressor and develop a very deep-set pattern in himself 

of discharging aggression against the outside world in 

order to manage his own insecurities. 1I12 

Dr. Esther Mullen has observed aggressive and violent 

patterns in many of the young children brought into the 

hospital where she works. 
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Brandt Steele states that, "There is an increasing 

body of evidence that from the great pool of neglected 

and battered children come significant numbers of ju­

venile delinquents, murderers, and assassins. "13 Thus, 

many abused children become threats to society. 

A number of studies which have been done on juvenile 

and adult offenders indicate that a large proportion of 

these offenders were abused or neglected during their 

childhood. Dr. James Weston interviewed, in depth, 100 

consecutive juvenile offenders and found that 80 per­

cent had G. history of being neglected or abused as 

young children and 40 percent could recall being knocked 

unconscious by one of the parents. 14 Mrs. Jean Hopkins 

interviewed 200 randomly selected juveniles who were 

brought into a detention center for their first offense. 

Of 100 whose parents were not seen, 72 percent gave a 

historY of abuse in their homes. Of 100 whose parents 

were also interviewed in depth, there were 84 percent who 

had a significant physical attack by their parents, rang­

ing from bruises and lacerations to fractures. 1S Brandt 

steele, in his article, "Violence in Our Society,lI cited 

some additional studies: 

Som~ years ago, Duncan et al., in Minnesota 
studied a series of six convicted first-degree 
murderers whose parents were also available for 
the study. In working with this group, they 
found that three of these six murderers had been 
seriously abused and beaten by their parents in 
very early infancy and childhood. Further, Drs. 
Salten and Rosen, at the Menninger Clinic in 
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Topeka, reported investigations of four men 
who had murdered without an apparent motive. 
All four of these men had experienced extrrwe 
parental violence during their childhoods. 

From these studies, it may be concluded that a 

significant relationship does exist between abusive and 

neglectful experiences during childhood and aggressive 

tendencies in later life. Thus, the experience of be-

ing subjected to violence during early childhood may 

provide the impetus for violent and aggressive behavior 

during adolescence and adulthood. 

Thus, from the foregoing discussion, it is apparent 

that the social costs of child abuse and neglect are 

substantial in terms of both human costs and monitary 

costs to society. Therefore, in determining the costs 

of child abuse and neglect to society, it is necessary 

to consider the social costs as well as the more immed-

iate and obvious monetary costs. 
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CHAPTER 9 

THE UTILITY OF THIS COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
EVALUATION SYSTEM AS A POLICY ANALYSIS TOOL 

This system is potentially a very powerful policy analysis 

tool as well as an operational tool for internal agency or 

state management. The utility for operational management is 

discussed elsewhere in the report. In this chapter, we will 

focus on it as a policy analysis tool. Several hypotheses to 

be tested have been identified in the course of the study and 

several policy questions are raised in the contract. These 

will be addressed in this chaptera 

Hypothesi~ ~~ 

The measures of effectiveness can be employed to deter-

mine differential effectiveness of alternative types of care 

fpr identifying a~d assessing various trade-offs associated 

wi th these alternatives •. There are at least two interesting 

possibiJ. ities that we will use to illustrate the potential 

for conducting such analyses: (1) family care vs substi tl.1te 

care and (2) u~e,of alternative mixes of services. 

The belief strongly espoused by legislation, HEW policy, 

and ~hild welfare professional standards, that it is generally 

prefeiable td permit a 'neglected or abused child to remain 

with his own family, is reflected in the evaluation system's 

fir st management obj ective: An increase in the n umber and 

rate of validated cases where the child is returned or remains 

.... /" 
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with the family and the corresponding evaluation criteria. 

Actually, of course, no one believes that this objective should 

be maximized (i.e., no child should be removed) as there are 

many cases in which a child is in sufficient danger that removal 

is necessary for bis protection. There are no clear, unambig-

ious guidelines establishing when removal is necessary. Some 

research suggests that much more removal occurs than is war-

ranted; but no one knows how to judge whether an agency removes 

too many children. In effect, in research terms, this objective 

constitutes a hypothesis to be tested. 

This hypothesis may be tested by comparing the achievement 

of this objective with achievement of the others: recidivism, 

severity and process time. Thus, empirical relationships can 
( 

be established between management policies stressing more r~-

moval compared to those stressing less removal. Cost-effectiveness 

comparisons can be made using the tracking and costing system 

described in this report. These comparisons can be made using 

trend analysis, where a policy change is introduced in a par­

ticular agency and the cost-effectiveness compared before and 

after its introduction. Comparative analyses can be used where 

agencies are compared which stress more or less removal. 

A ~ritical question is how to know what the optimal policy 

(or optimal range) is and how to trade off removal with re-

cidivism and severity. 

One would like to minimize recidivism and increases in 

severity; however, no one believes that all children should 

be removed, a policy that would virtually eliminate recidivism 

and severity by definition. 
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The policy choice has a substantial impact on costs. 

Removal requires some type of foster care (foster family, group, 

or institutional) which is substantially more costly than 

nearly all types of care in the home. There are substansial 

variations in home care in that protective services can 1e pro­

vided with or without various types of social services (e.g~, 

homemakers, etc.). The policy adopted by a state or agency 

has a substantial impact on planning under Title XXo This is 

particularly true in light of the substantial increases in 

reported cases of child abuse and neglect throughout the country 

and the strong emphasis in Title XX on services for neglected 

and abused children~ 

Cost-effectiveness comparisons of alternative policies 

are of particular importance in determining the trade-offs 

among alternative policies. Some of the critical management 

policy questions are: 

What is the cos~effectiveness of the agencyUs 
current policies~ 

What is the estimated cost-effectiveness of 
alternatives? 

Increasing emphasis on children rema1n1ng 
with or returning to their families? 

Increasing the use of homemakers? 

Employing a comprehensive emergency service 
system? 

These are two principal ways to obtain answers to these types 

of policy questions. 

Encourage states and agencies to install the 
cost-effectiveness evaluation system and test 
different policies over time using trend analysis 
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Install or help several states and agencies install 
the cost-effectiveness evaluation system and test 
alternative policies either through planned experi­
ments (where preplanned variables are established 
and perhaps manipulated such as removal policies, 
etc.) or by natural experiments (carefully select­
ing states or counties already employing alternative 
policies) 

policy Questions 

SRS has requested that BAI specifically discuss and 

illustrate how this evaluation system will answer specific 

types of questions posed in Attachment A of the contract. 

Here, we will pose each question, relate it to the evaluation 

system developed, and discuss how it can be answered. 

Which service a encies, individuall or a 
by states or reg10ns, are most e ect1ve or t e 
dollars sEent1 and what is the order of cost­
effectiveness from least to highest, by service 
agency, state, or region? 

Because an acceptable cost-effectiveness evaluation system 

for protective services must employ multiple measures of effec-

tiveness, we necessarily have a joint-product problem. Five 

measures of effectiveness are employed, reflecting the five 
t 

management objectives of this type of program. Thus, a single 

cost-effectiveness ratio would have to collapse all five mea-

sures into one. This would be a subjective, judgmental exercise 

which we do not recommend. For example, how can we weigh the 

relatlve value of decreasing recidivism, decreasing severity, 

decreasing removal, and decreasing processing time? One could 

use a ratio of cost to one of the five measures, but this distorts~ 

tbe picture because of the interdependence among the measures 

(e.g., decreased recidivism can result from increased removal). 

We do not reject such approaches but are wary of presenting 

misleading 'data. 
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One approach is to array all or several of the effective-

ness measures together with total costs. This has the virtue 

of constituting a more complete presentation but suffers from 

difficulties in clearly ranking all the agencies. 

Table 9-1 illustrates bow multiple cost-effectiveness 

ratios can be used to rank agencies; states or regions can be 

ranked by aggregating agency data. 

Where more than one measure is used, decision rules should 

be developed for use in instances where rankings are ambiguous 

(e.g., an agency is more cost-effective in two, but not the 

third measure). The decision rules could be simple (e.g., each 

measure has equal value) or more complex (e.g., expert judg-

ments are employed to determine values for each measure). 

What trends are discernible from year to year 
in cost-elfectiveness ol service agenciesr 
statei, and regions? '" 

using the measures described under the preceding polcy 

question, trend analysis can easily be accomplished. Fjgure 

9-1 illustrates one type of presentation comparing states 

using one of the cost-effectiveness measures. 

what are the cost-effectiveness differentials 
for services direc~lx provided as opposea to 
j:.fiose purchased? 

This cost-effectiveness evaluation method does not identify 

specific services. However, costs of services purchased are iden­

tified separately from those provided directly. Thus, it would be 

possible to present (say) the proportion of services purchased. 

However, this would be in the form of additional information 

as it constitutes only a portion of the cost inputs. Table 9-2 

illustrates such a presentation. 
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Relationships can be investigated by comparing one or more 

(in turn) of the cost-effectiveness measure(s) to the purchased 

services as a percentage of total costs as illustrated in Figure 

9-2. 

, . How much does it cost to provide services to 
clients who achieve rotective services ob'ec­
tlves as,comeare Wlt c len~s not ac levln~ 
tnose obJectlveS? 

The costing system is not case-specific, but it does pro-
. 

vide average case cost for all cases. It cannot distinguish 

between costs of clients achieving objectives and clients not 

achieving them • 

• Do agencies serve some groups (i.e., negle~ted 
children, abused children, Title IV-A cases, 
Title IV-B cases, urban cases, rural cases)­
more cost-efFectively than otFiers? 

This can readily be accomplished on an average cost-per­

client basis. Effectiveness can be compared for urban/rural 

and Title IV-A and IV-B cases. The costing system is no~ case­

specific. It would be possible to select agencies serving 

exclusively urban and exclusively rural clientele and compare 

their cost-effectiveness. One could also plot the cost-

effectiveness of agencies in terms of (say) percentage of 

clientele who are urban, Title IV-A, etc. compared to cost-

effectiveness as illustrated in Figure 9-3. 

What is the cost-effectiveness of protective 
services on a national basis? 

This policy question can be ans~ered by aggregating cost 

and Gffectiveness data on all individual agencies or samples 

or agencies. Sampling agencies is probably most desirable. 

Stratification may be used to incorporate regions, types of 

agenc ies, 1= tc • 
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FIGURE 9-3 

ILLUSTRATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF URBAN/RURAL MIX 
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Reporting by all agencies is probably not desirable for 

a number of reasons including difficulty in achieving compli­

ance; the Federal-region-state-local relationships and roles: 

inaccurate reporting; and the relative efficiency, ease and 

accuracy of sampling. 

A further extension of these evaluation models should be 

considered. Government decisionmakers at all levels need 

guidelines and standards for planning protective services pro-

grams, revising existing programs and monitoring existing pro-

grams. 

Once the evaluation models produce data for a sufficiently 

long period, planning models can be readily developed to esti-

mate the cost-effectiveness of various types of protective 

services programs. Figure 9-4 shows how these evalua~ion models 

can lead to developing planning models. Independent variables 

may be defined such as type of protective service project 

(in terms of components), number of children neglected or abused, 

urban-rural, staffing pattern, etc. Regression analysis can 

be employed to determine what independent variable best explains 

cost-effectiveness; planning models are then developed usinq 

the resultant regression equation. 

The output of this process is planning models depicting 

cost-effectivene~s of each type of protective service program. 

Such models would be extremely useful to states in carrying 

out planning under Title XX. 
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CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUSIONS 

This cost-effectiveness evaluation system for child 

protective services possesses the following properties: 

It is objective and not subjective 

Management will understand the objectives and 
the related measures of effectiveness 

It is timely 

It is least expensive with relation to validity 
and reliability 

For purposes of agency, state, regional and national evaluation, 

the measures are of a form that aggregates. The form permits 

trend analysis and analysis by selected subgroups. 

Design of a Protective Services Evaluation System 

BAI has designed a cost-effectiveness evaluation system 

which is based on the findings of the review of current systems, 

detailed discussions with SRS personnel, and discussions with 

protective service supervisors. The design is composed of 

two major subsystems. 

1. An effectiveness measurement subsystem that provides 
a minimal set of effectiveness measures but is 
sensitive enough to assess performance. This 
subsystem consists of two key parts: 

A method of data collection and client 
tracking that is not an excessive burden 
on the agency staff 

~alysis and reporting procedures that can 
be easily understood by agency supervisors 

\ and management. This system is easily 
aggregated to ~'1e state" regional, and 
national levels. 

f' 
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2. A cost estimating subsystem that is easy to 
implement and does not place an excessive burden 
on the finance officer 

These subsystems were described in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively. 

The effectiveness measurement subsystem utilizes the 

following criteria to measure the attainment of five objec-

tives id~ntified in Chapter 3. 

,Number of cases where a child remains or is 
returned to his home and its ratio to the total 
number of validated cases 

Number of recidivistic cases and its ratio to 
total validated cases 

Percent of recidivistic cases where severity 
decreases 

Average time between intake and court decision 
on placement of a child 

Average time between intake and case validation 

By means of the cost-effectiveness system described in ~ 

this report, each of the above criteria can be estimated for 
" 

~ single agency or aggregated by full count or on a sampling 

basis by states, regions, or nationally. 

Each of the criteria can also be related to the following 

major cost elements in the cost-estimating subsystem: 

Total protective services 

Direct labor 

Purchased services 

Indirect 

! 
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It is also feasible to conduct analyses with respect 

to certain specified major categories: 

Rural and urban 

Neglect and abuse 

Such analyses can be facilitated by simple computer processing 

• procedures in the larger agencies. However, the anaIyses 

in this report were conducted entirely by hand at BAI and 

consumed little staff time. 

The methods of cost-effectiveness evaluation detailed 

in this report are simple to estimate in an ongoing system. 

In an ongoing syste~a management report should be available 

two weeks after the end of a month, with minimal workload. 

Based on the feasibility test in the two counties, BAI 

estimates that agency personnel can be easily trained to 

use this system within a few hours. 

The following is an estimate of the staff time per month 

that wou~d be required to operate the recommended system in 

the two counties. 

Countx A County B 
Staff (900- Cases/Year (5,400 cases/Year) 

Clerk 16 hours 48 hours 
Caseworker I 2 hours 4 hours 
Financial Officer 1 hour 1 hour 

'l'OTAL 19 hours 53 hours 
--

r 
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BAl successfully tested the evaluation system in County A 

and County B for the period, December 1973 to November 1974. 

The data were collected by BAI staff members from December 

1974 to April 1975 with the help of the protective services 

, staffs of the two counties. The effectiveness measures for 
"'-

1 

'. 

each of the five objectives lent themselves to relatively sim--;­

pIe procedures of data collection. Displays and reports on 

the extent to which each objective had been achieved and the 

cost-effectiveness of return to family; recidivism, and sev-

erity are shown in detail in Chapter 5. 

Chapter 6 contains summaries of all the data collected 

in the two counties. The recommended data collection forms 

and procedures are described in Chapter 7 and were developed 

out of the experience of BAr staff. 

The utility of the Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation System 

The system designed by BAr is feasible for implementation 

in a number of agencies offering protective services, either 

as a separate unit or as a part of other social 'service units. 

The data-gathering methods are designed to be Simple and easily 

understood by social-work and administrative personnel. The 

system has not yet been tested on local personnel working 

independently of BAI staff assistance. 

If numerous agencies used this cost-effectiveness system, 

it should be easy for the Federal Government to aggregate 

data over states, regions, and the nation. These aggregations 

could be accomplished on a sampling basis using stratified 
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sampling procedures. Such a procedure would be most useful 
. . 

and acceptable to the agencies if feedback were provided to 

the agencies to show how well they are doing in comparison 

to other agencies. 

The validity of the agency reports and the aggregated 

versions is not an analytic problem because all the measures 

are objectiveo There are no subjective judgments or artificial 

scales leading to questions such as; dAre we measuring the 

phenomena'that we want to measure?" This quality of the 

cost-effectiveness evaluation should appeal to management 

personnel in the agency and at the state and regional levels q 

The reliability and accuracy of the measurements are not a 

problem for agencies because the measures are not difficult 

to estimateo 

This cost-effectiveness evaluation system can provide 

data to t~st significant hypotheses concerning alternative 

protective services policies. Significant policy questions 

can be addressed and planning models developed that would 

be of substantial assistance to states in implementing 

Title XX as illustrated in Chapter 9. 






