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SRECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The Social and Rehabilitation Service (SRS), under
Titles IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act, 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, 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 the 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, "is
to stimulate State and local jurisdictions to measure the
costs and results of their child abuse and neglect services

in definitive, guantifiable ways (recidivism, severity) in

ii



order that they and the Federal Government can make program

and resource allocation choices.,“l
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, 1s 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 eg~

timates be performed as simply and with as little cost as

possiule in crder to encourage the use of the methods by

local agencies,
in general, the purpose of the evaluation eficrt in

this contract 1s 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 guestions:

a. Which service agencies, individually or as aggregated by
states or regions, are most effective in reducing recidi-
vism and severity 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 o
improve their efficiency by identifying and corructing
problems of poor performance and encouraging more successiul

approaches.

L U. 8. Govermment, Social and Rehabilitation Service,
RFP-SRS-T74-23.
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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,
asused children, urban children, rural children) more
cost-effectively than others?

d. How much does it cost to provide services to clients
who achieve protective servicés objectives (i.e., child
iz not abused or neglected again) 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 tert sites

Review of Existing Evaluation Systems

SRS had conducted studies to identify énd 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 generic and assess in
global terms whether and to what extent the service goals
have been achieved. Another 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

iv



in this report is the development of a method specific to
protective services.

Burt Associates, Incorporated, as a first step, col-
lected 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 variocus
system descriptions suffered from a variety of deficiencies.
In general, the cost estimation technigues were far too de-
tailed for use in the current project. Usually they were
estimated by the case, either on a frequency analysis or a
unit basis. The cost methodology derived by BAI and shown
in Chapter 4 is baséd on specifications set forth in the RFP
work statement and background knowledge cf the BAI staff.

Data Gathering Technigues

The methods fior data collecticon found in the system
reviews are all on a cace analysis basis with significant
variation among systems on the data collected.

Few of the reports surveyed by BAI went into detail or
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.



Design of a Protective Services 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, BAI designed
a cost-effectiveness evaluation system. The design is

coméosed 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 reperting 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

The 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 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

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. BAI wrote a letter to each asking for
nominations of local agencies within their regions that best
met the c¢riteria.

The Commissioners nominated 19 agencies from which two
were selected by BAI, termed in this report "County A" and
“County B." Visits to the two sites were made to ensure feas-
ibility ot 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 file, and case records. The clients
represent a combination of urban/rural and different
racial and other sociceconomic traits. The agency was
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 automated data sys-
tem would be usable and provide a contrast with
the manual system of County A. However, e 13
encountering difficulties and BAI relied on the manual
system of County B. The county and state personnel
were interested in participating. BAI 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 1875. Chapter 5 preﬁents
display and discussion of reports generated by the system
at the two sites and Chapter 6 contains summaries of data

t

collected. .
vii



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 others.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 instance of abuse or neglect occurs with the
same or other children in the family, it is termed "recidivism."
Recidiviasm indicates lack of success in working with the family.
If a subseguent 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.

1One purpose of the pfesent study is to provide a method
of measuring the costs and effectiveness of these options.
1
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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. ‘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 egqual cost, recidivism, and severity rates

2. A decrease in the number aﬁd rate of cases where a val-
idated incident of child abuse and neglect occurs
after a previous validated incident of child abuse
or neglect

3. A reductioh 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
requirgd

5. FPor 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 increases in recidivism and increased sev-
erity of these second cases.

1%
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Objective (l): Measures of Effectiveness

. Total validated cases where the child is returned to
or remains 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

Objective (4): Measure of Effectivenessl

. The average time between intake of a reported case
for those cases where court

and court decision,

decision is taken.

Objective (5): Measure of Effectiveness

1

. 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

1a future evaluation task should be to correlate speed
The present study did not collect sufficient

and recidivism.
data for that ana

lysis.
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have different lists of types of abuse and neglect to use

for intake classification and treatment classification. 1In
order to standardize the classifications for purposes of this
evaluation, BAI reviewed the literature and arrived at a classi-.
fication which is general for all agencies. The clasgsifications
used by the two demonstration counties are readily included

in the BAI classification.

BAI decided to use the following list of types of neglect
and abuse as a severity ranking classification (from most severe
to least severe),l

. 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

. Bruisges, welts
. Educational neglect; moral neglect
. Shelter neglect; lack of supervision
. .Clothing neglect
The rankings were arrived at by a Delphi technique using
BAI staff personnel who work on proﬁective services problems.

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

5 lalternative lists would be feasible using the same basic
ata.
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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
bgcember 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 1if possible.
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Most p;otective services fall into one of the two
organizational types represented by County A and County B
in the study. 1In County A, the smaller county, protective
services cases are qsually 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 pért of the time spent by other
sociai service staff must be allocated to the costs of the
protective service system.

In County B, 6nly protective services personnel handle
protective éervicés cases. Therefore, only the time spent by
the protective services staff need be considered in estimating
costs. |

The method déveloped for estimating the cost elements
of protective services is applicable to eithervthe type of
service where both protective services staff and other staff
wérk 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 equétions 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
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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 facwzors.

The aggregation of the agency estimates by state, by
region, or nationally can be done by adding numerators and
denominators from the cost eguations for all agencies in the
geographic area 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 could be randomly
selected for evaluation in terms of stratification by state
and/or regions and perhaps other categories such as pecpula-
tion; or AFDC caseload.

Trend analysis can be accomplished by posting monthly
estimates for successive time periods. These monthly es-
timates may be sensitive'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 taseworkers 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 eguations 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 bfficer 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 protectkive 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~
tive services as a fundtion of staff time. However, the
system proved able to provide staff time allocation for only
three months during 1974, despite assurances that separate sets
of data were available for each of the months:; however, data
covering 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 described. The two figures differ by only two percentc.

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 Piscussions of Reports

Three types of management reports were generated from
the data collected:

. Aggregate analvsis 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 contaiPed
in Chapter 5. Four selected reports follow. The firsti
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.

Concliusions

The Utility 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

pata for “previous year” and "objective" are hypothetical
while data for "this year" are actual.

I
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REPORT 1
WORKLOAD AND EFFICIENCY

{County B)

Number Previous This Year-=1974 (A) Objective

of Year This Year

Cases 1973 (H) 19 2Q 3Q 4Q Total 1874 (H)
Repor ted 2,500 1,13201,136(1,21611,116 {4,600 3,000
Assigned 2,000 680 852 788 632 {2,952 3,000
validated 760 2631 1961 180 156 800 1,140

o Previous This Objective
Efficiency ($) Year (H) Year (A) {H)
Total Cost per Case |

Repor ted $250 $585 $250
Total.Cost per Case

Assigned 200 911 200
Tota1.Cost per Case .

validated 500 3,362 500 }

]

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

;gtergretation

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 substantially
increased workload, phasing~in of substantial numbers of untrained
staff, and the confusion caured 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 guarter.
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. REPORT 2
EFFECTIVENESS
(County B)
, Previous| This Ycar--1974 (p) Obijective
Effectivenens Measure | Yeaxy (BY 10 20 31Q 40 Total (1)
Percent of validated
Cases Where Child Re- 70 76 B84 89 79 82 70
mains with or 1Is
—_— ’ Returned to Family (%)
Eventual Rate af
Recidivism (Rate) w15 .30 1.29 }.3314 .49 .34 .15
Percent of Recidiy-
istic Cases Where 30 25 21 53 43 34 30
Severity Decreased(3)*
hAveradge Time Between
Intake and Decision 30 38.3 - 30.5 - 36.8 30
for Court Case {(days)
Average Time Between °
Intake and Completion
of Investigation and 14 16.8 {21.4115.6l 5.7 15.5 14
Validation (days)

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

Interpretation

- It is generally believed to be desirable for a child to remain
with his Ffamily whenever possible.

done where he would be endangered.

available foster homes.
was available but to leave children in their homes;

tective services supervision impossible,
stances, it 15 not surprising,

However,

this should not be

The above table shows that a
substantially higher percentage of childr<n remained with or were
returned to their families--82 percent in 1974 compared to 70 per-~

cent in 1973--and the objective was exceeded.
due to the sharp increasc in workload which overwhelmed staff and

highest during the third and fourth quarters,

However,

however undesirable,

this was

In many questionable cases no other option

no foster homes

were available and the large case load fregquently made adequate pro-
In view of these circum-
that an extremely

high recidivisnm rate was experienced throughout the year which was

The rate for 1974

was more than double the 1973 experience and objective for 1974.

The nunber of days elapsed between intake and court decision and

between intake and validation seem higher than desirable:
longer than desired, on the average, to process the cases.

It took

"
The percentage of cases where severity either remained the. same

or increasesd 15100 minus the number indicated in the table. The
percentage of cases where severity increased ~sould be determined from

the raw date iy Appoendix D.




REPORT 3

COST-EFFECTIVENESS

{County B)
Previous Thes
Cost-Effectiveness Year Year Objective
Ratio 1973 (H) 1974 (B) 1874 (H)
Total Cost
Eventual HNumber of $425 $5,095 $425
vValidated Cases not
Recidivistic
Total Cost
Number of Children 410 4.126 410
Returned to Families

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

Interpretation

Cost-effectiveness in 1974 was dramatically less than in 19373
and less than the objective set for 1974. This extremely poor
situation was attributable to the factors previcusly discussed.
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REPORT 4
COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF COUNTIES A AND B COMPARED
(1974)

Cost~Effectiveness County
Ratio A B

Total Cost
Eventual Number of $1,201 | 85,095
validated Cases not
Recidivistic

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

Interpretation

This repotrt shows « .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~gatﬁe;ing“methddé‘aréw&esigned tonbe simple éﬁd easily
understood by social-work and adminigtrative personnel. The
system has not yet been tested on local personnel working
independently of BAI staff assistance. There are, however, sone
conceptuél 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 numerocus agencifs used this cost-effectiveness sys-
tem, it should be easy for the Federal Government to aggregate
data over states, regions, and ths naticn. These aggrega-
tions could be accomplished on a sampling basisg 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 thekmeasures
are objective. There are not subjective judgments or artificial
scales leading to questions such as: "Are we measuring the
phenomena -that we want toc measure?”" This guality 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 certaln mpec-—
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 aggncies. However, the analyses in
this report were conducted entirely by hand and used little
staff time.

Based on the feasibility test in the two . counties, BAI
estimates that agency personnel can be trained to use this
system within a few hours,' The methods of cost-~effectiveness
evaluation detailed in thié 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 workload. The following is an estimate of the stzff
time per month that would be required to operate the recom-
mended system in the two counties:

County A ‘ County B
Staff ——«—427— ~———J%7~
392 cases/year 4,600 cases/year

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

Clerk } 16 hours 48 hours

Casewvorker 2 hours 4 hours

Financial Officer 1 hour 1 hour
Total 19 hours 53 hours

This cost-effectiveness evaluation system can provide
data to test 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.
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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, 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, 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 Intradepartmental 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 esvaluation 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
tke effort described in this report, 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 program

. . 1
and resource allocation choices.” However, no attempt was

made to measure the specific effects of protective services

on the chi.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 gquestions:
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.

1
U. 8. Government, Social and Rehabilitation Service




b. What trends are discernablie 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,
abused children, urban children, rural children) more
cost-effectively than others?

d. How much does it cost to provide services to clients
whe achieve protective services objectives (e,qg., 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
. DemoTstration at two test sites

Review of Existing Evaluation Systems

SRS had conducted studies to identify and analyze
syst.ems for evaluation of social services that are in various
stages of development throughout the country. Many of the
gsystems 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 usé in cost~

effectiveness evaluation. Thus, the objective of the research



in this report is thé development of a method specific to
protective services.,

Burt Associates, Incorporated, as a first step, col-
lected 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 .. the current project. Usually they were
estimated by the case, either on a freguency analysis or a
unit basis. The cost methodology derived by BAI and shown
in Chapter 4 is based on specifications set forth in the RFP
work statement and background knowledge of the BAI staff.

Data Gathering Techniques

The methods for data collection found in the system
reviews are all on a case analysis basis with significant
variation among systems on the data collected.

FPew of the reports surveyed by BAI went into detail on
the data collection methods used or to be used. 1In 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.




Design of a Protective Services 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, BAI 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 collecticn 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 subsysteams are described in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively.

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. BAI 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 A" and
"County B." 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 CANRIS automated data sys-
tem would be usable and provide a contrast with
the manual system of County A. However, CANRIS is
encountering difficulties and BAI 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. :

Feasibility 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 B.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF EXISTING SYSTEMS ¥

SR has conducted studies to identify anl analyze
the systems for evaluation of social services that are in
various stages of develapment throughout the country. 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
lack 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
SRS purposes have been explcred.l 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).



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Arthur Belton Associates, COST BENEFIT METHODOLOGIES
RELATED TO SERVICE PROVIDED UNDER TITLES, I, 1V, ¥, XIv,
AND XVI OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT ENABLING RECIPIENTS T0O
ACHIEVE GOAL OF INSTITUTIONAL CR COM%UNITV~BASED CARE,
November 1973.

Booz, Allen. Public Administration Services, CHILD ARUSHE
AND NEGLECT REGISTRATION AND INQUIRY SYSTEM, CANRIS, TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, Austin Texas. August 6§,
1973.

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

Government Accounting Office. SOCIAL SERVICES: THEIR
IMPACT ON HELPING WELFARE RECIPIENTS ACHIEVE SELF SUP-
PORT OR REDUCE DEPENDENCY. April 27, 1973.

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

Juvenile Protective Association. REPORT ON THE BOWEN
CENTER PROJECT, Chicago, Illinois.

National Clearinghouse on Child Neglect and Abuse.

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., THE EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES
PROJECT, Milwaukee County Department of Public Welfare.
August 1973.

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co,, EVALUATING SQCIAL SERVICES.

" State Department of Public Welfare, austin, Texas.

No date.

Sam Harris Associates, Ltd., STUDY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
OF A COST-BEHNEFIT METHODOLOGY FOR SELF SUPPORT SOCIAL
SERVICES, Vol. I. June 30, 1975.

Touche Ross & Co., COST ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL SERVICES,
Contract No. B8RS 71-36. June 1972,

ONCO, Inc. PHASE III UNCO DEMONSTRATION PROJECT,
Minnesota, Washington, and sttrlct of Columbia.
September 1, 1971.

UNCO, Inc. SOCIAL SERVICES EVALUATION DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT (SSEDP), Washington State Department of Health
and Social Services. August 31, 1973.

Urban Institute, NASHVILLE~-DAVIDSON COUNTY TRACKING
SYSTEM. 1971.
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Each of the above evaluative studies was reviewed for

the following characteristics of criteria and objectives:

. Consistency with protective services objectives
. Measurable criteria and objectives

. One or more criteria per objective

. Consistent criteria

. Criteria useful to management

. DNot 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 Objectives

The BAI 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.

l.

The ratio of children separated, requiring medical
care related to emotional or physical damage, or
dying, to total children who received protective
services for the past 90 days.2 This is a severity
criterion that could be used as a simple approach
compared ' to the BAI severity rankihg classification
desqribed in Chapter 3.

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
12 months.2 Another severity criterion which has a
higher risk base.

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 is directed to
other children who have not received protective

1
gservices. A recidivism measure which isclates

within family increase.
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 pbut not all of
1
their children. A recidivism measure which measures

families where not all the children have been abused.

The ratio of the number ¢f children reunited with
their families after separation to the total number
of children receiving protective services and sep-
arated from their families by action of the agency.2

This is a family reuniting measure.

The ratio of the number of children reunited with
their families after separation to the total number
of children receiving protective services and sep-

arated from their families for reasons other than
3

Aagency action. .This is a‘ family reuniting measure.




10.

1l.

12.

12
' 4
The number of days of separation per child. %his
measure of the length of time of separation is
associated with the objective 0f reducing the time

away from families.

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

Frequency distribution of types of abuse. The
frequency distributions of categories of abuse
indicate changes of the severity problems. The
categories were helpful in selecting the set of
severity measures recommended in this report.
Ratia of families whose children are removed from
the home to all families referred to child pro-
tection services where child a?use; neglect or ex-

ploitation has been validated. This measures

child separation.

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 ser;ices

cases have been closed for one year or less. This

is a recidivism measure.

Number of neglect and dependency (N&D) petitions

filed and number of families that contain one or
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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
t+han 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 deficlencies.
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 BAI and
shown in Chapter 4 is based on specifications set forth
in the RFP work statement and background knowledge of the

BAI staff.

C. Data Gathering Techniques

The methods for data collection found in the system
reviews are all on a case analysis basis with significant
variation among systems on the data collected. For in~

stance, the Florida system and the CANRIS system collected



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. 1In
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 alleviatefthe 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-
uible is strongly supported by judicial doctrine,1 Federal

2:3,4 5,6,7,8
legislation, HEW policy pronouncements, and
c?ild welfare professional standards.9

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 with 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,
the time between intake and the completion of the case worker‘s
investigation or the time between intake and court decision are
believed to be significant indicaturs of effectiveness of service.

Management Objectives

The above discussion leads to the structuring of several

managemeni 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-
idated incident of child abuse and neglect occurs within
a year after a previous validated incident of child abuse

01 neglect

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

validated incidents of child abuse and neglect occur within

one year from a previous incident

*In 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 all validated cases, minimization of the time interval
between intake and the completion of the investigation and
validation.

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 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
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Objective (4): Measure of Effectiveness

. ‘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 between intake of a reported case
and the completion of investigation and validation.

Severity Rankings

The definitions and severity rankings of different forns
of abuse and neglect are a critical problem for this system
because it is necessary to determine changeé in severity from
the first to the second incident. The two 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, BAI reviewed the literature and arrived at a classgi-
fication which is general for all agencies. The classifications
used by the two demonstration counties are readily included
in the BAI classification,

One séverity ranking method is found in the National
Clearinghouse on Child Neglect and Abuse data collection
form., It has 13 categories of severity which are comprehen-
sive and independent of the type of abuse or negleét.

The 13 categories are:

. No medical treatment reguired/child seen by a
physician

. RAppeared 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 treatment/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 arrival

. Death, not immediate

. Unknown

B

The data on yaverity 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. BAI decided not to use

the above approach for this reason.
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BAI instead chose to use the following list of types of neglect
and abuse as a se:erity ranking classification (from most severe
to least gevere):

. Death

. PBrain 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 technigue using
BAI staff personnel who work on protective services problems.
1f 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.

3

Initially, 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
guite severe (e.g., medical, emotional neglect), can have a more
severe impact on a child than relatively minor forms of abuse
(e.g., bruises). The above results of the Dephi Technigue 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 B con-
tained multiple conditions of%neglect and abuse. Thus, in
making judgments about changeiin 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. The
data were collected by tracking cases on a monthly basis
for a 12 month period from 1973 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 Novembker 1974, 1In
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®
newborng; and were, therefore, excluded in the
sampling. The County B log provided the following
caodes indicating reasons for referral which allowed
BAI 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, inadeguate care or supervision

*M - medical neglect

*D -~ desertion/abandonment

*S -~ sexual molestation

*X ~ exploitation

*T -~ truancy

*F or R -~ runaway and other parent-child relationship
problems
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*1, - lost child or child under 10 arrested
*J -~ jailed parent(s)

*H - hospitalized parent(s)

*C - 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 entries). County A's log contained only cases that
were neglect and/or abuse.

2. Por 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 wiich
caseworker was assigned to them. The appropriate
caseworker was then located, and the case file
obtained. 1In 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.

The following is the step~5y-step procedure used in
tracking the cases to complete the data collection forms il-
lustrated in Table 3-1.

In column 1, the identificaticn 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 followed by a two-digit number. 1In
County A, the identification number consisted of four or five
digits. The wdentification number was obtained trom the intake
loy boo¥ at both test sites,

in column 2, the nature of each case was recorded, 1.e,
whether it wag & cagse ob neglect or abuse. In casen where a
combination of both neglect and abuse existed, all types were
recorded.

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

assigned. Mot all cases were assigned to caseworkers in County



B because of the heavy ~aselcad. However, all nases were assigned
to caseworkers in County A. The log books in both counties
designated whether the incoming report or complaint was as-
signed. Only assigned cases wgre used for further data
collection.

In column 4, indicates whether or no! the case was
validated. Some of the cases were not completely investigated
and could nct be classified as valid or invalid. fThis conditionk
was indicated in this column as investigaticn 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 ¢onllection form, the residence of
the family--urban or rural--was indicated. The log hcoks at
poth sites designated the area the family resided in. The
agency staff indicated which areas were considered urban and
which were considered rural.

In column &, the number of previously reported, valid cases
of neglect or 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 previcus intake formsg that in-
dicated a valid case ¢f neglect or abuse. Where these records
were not up to date, the caseworker supplied the information.
For most of the data BAI collected, only the frequency of abuse
or neglect was obtained since this was the only information that

was required initially. However, at a meeting with the 3RS
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monitors after the data collection phase had begun, ﬁ%§gas
decided that the dates and severity levels of the pfggﬁous
cases would also be collected. Therefore, only on some of.
the caseé 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 gathered 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. 1In 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 w1th
his family

. €hlld 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 court decision. If a court action was taken, it could
be ascertained from the case notes or court petitions found
in the case file. 1If a court action was required, the number
of days were determined by cemparing 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 countirg the days betwesn
the date of intake and the date the caseworker's indicated
validation of the report, both of which were found in the
case file. |

Column 14, titled "Other,"” indicated the dates and severity
of any other valid cases of neglect and abuse that followed'
the second incidént 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 dgreatly. 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

Organization, 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 1og‘since determining this
status cén 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 relativelz 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 cases. BAlso, because County
B's protective services staff was being doubled, the log books
were not always accurate in indicating the location of case
files. 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 Filing 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 c¢ases in County B and
the way tﬁe filing system was organized, retrieval of cleused
case files was often difficult. A closed case file could be
found in any one 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 files, This meant flipping through a number

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

The organization of the f£iling system made retrieval of case
files an extremely time—éonsuming and tedious task for BAI
staff. In resolution of this problem, BAI hired temporary help
in addition to the county staff that were retrieving the closed
case files.

Ayailability of Caseworkers

To obtain the active case files, it was necessary to locate
the casewecrkers assigned to them.

Due to the'smaller size of County A's operation, the case-
workers were easy to locate and were available., TiL:s, however,
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 reviewed. These visits were time consuming, particularly,
if several trips were necessary to obtain the case file from
the appropriate caseworker.

Because of County B's large expansion of its protective
services staff and decentralization, the location of the cése—
workers changed as new offices were added, and transference
of cases sometimes resulted from relocation. The appropriate
caseworker, along with the sampled%case file, was in some in-

. \
gstances difficult to locate. i
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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 Piles

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 case were still in handwritten-note form,
difficult to decipher at times and time 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 BAI staff in
gathering information on protective service involvement with
the family. As in County B, the extensive amount of inform-
ation contained in some case files required much time to review
accurately. In these instances, caseworkers or supervisors

were consulted 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
ta meet it: a&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 MEASURING 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 are 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 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 worked out through a series of
equations which follows. The number and dollar amounts are
hypothetical and are given to allow a clearer illustration
of how the equations will work in an actual situation. The
cost estimates are for a one-month period.

Computing Direct 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 + Cy BEquation 1

i = the type of direct labor personnel

1 = Paraprofessional

2

i

Caseworkers, BA

3 = Caseworkers, MA
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Average monthly salary per category i per
person taken from financial records

Bl = 530
B, = 670
B3 = 820

Average monthly per person cost of fringe
benefits for category i

Cl = 70
C2 = 90
C3 = 110

B, + C. (Eguation 1) Average monthly cost of

* category 1 per person
Dl = 600
D2 = 760
D, = 930

to compute the total cost of direct labor for

protective services,

Y = LXiDiPi Equation 2
X, = The number of personnel of type i
X = 6
X2 = 80
Xy = 7
XiDi = The total cost of personnel type i per month
X1D1 = 3600
X2D2 = 60800
X3D3 = 6510
Pi = The average proportion of time spent on protective

services by personnel of type i. Pi comprises:
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Ni = Th§~number of people in the protective services
unit
Nl = 3
N2 = 8
NB = 3
N; =X, - N
N, = 3
N2 = 72
Ny = 4
M. = Average fraction of time that Y spent on pro-

tective services

M1 = ,05
M2 = .01

i
- [
Pl .53
p, = .19
P3 = .46
LX.D.P, = Total cost of direct laber for protective

i services for all categories of pergonnel
for the month

3600(.53) + 60800(.19) + 6510(.46) = $16454
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Adding in Purchase Cosus

The following factors are developed from agency records

for one month

a.

B.

C.

D.

Total salary and fringe benefit costs
of all personnel (direct, supervisory
and management)

Total agency travel costs
Total education costs for the agency

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

Foster care costs for the month »f
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

Costs of (not part of welfare services,
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.

Cost of homemaker, day care and other

'welfare services 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

Facilities and materials costs paid for
by the social service agency

Other agency operating costs not inglud-
ing payments to clients that partially
or entirely relate to protective services

$124,115.28

4,831.64

3,168.39

245,00

79,568.50

95.00

31,118.87
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In summary,

Y = Total direct labor cost of protective

services = 16,454
K = Cost of purchased services =

D+ E+F 4+ G= 79,908
L = Indirect cost for protective services = 13,848

Where L = (A - ZiXiDi + B+ C+ H+4 I)P where P is a
weighted average over types of‘personnel of P. 1In the
case of the example of Form 4-1, P = [6(3/6) + 80(8/80) +
7(3/7)1/9%3 = .15. The total cost of protective services
for one month is ¥ + K + L = $110,206.

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, 1t is not a sensitive cost compar-
ison.

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 the objective

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.
N_= 268

o)

NE = The number of cases that did not meet objectives

in the month. This would include incomplete
cases and those that are complete but did not

have the desired outcomes.

Na-‘—‘-lz
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The total cost of clients who meet the objectives is

(Y + L + K) N PNz Equation 3

268

‘Substituting, 110,206(55z)= $106,798

280

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

N
(Y + L+ K) (1 = o) Equation 4
O o
’ .

Substituting, 110,206 (1 -

N

68
80

|

) = $3,508.

B!

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;

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

- assuming case costs are the same.

Case Analysis 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:

N0 = The number of assigned cases that have met the
objectives

NS The number of assigned cases that have not met

the objectives

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 N as

posted above.
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There must be no relationship between case cost and the
subgfoup if the estimates in equations 3 and 4 for each sub-
group is to be accurate and valid., For instance, neglect
cases cost less than abuse cases; therefore, the averaging
method of equatibns 3 and 4 will not be wvalid.

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 m&y inveolve case~by-
case aggregation of costs by keeping records on all time
spent on each case. A more detailed approach would require
the equations 1 through 4 to be estimated by subgroups. This
costing method will be more laborious. However, it may be
possible to estimgte subgroups weights statistically on a
sampling basis. The value of the subgroup information should
be weighted against the difficulty of obtaining the data.
Since Title IV-A and Title IV-B funds are merged for protec-

tive services at the state level, only the averaging method

‘will work for that particular cost analysis.

Aggregation 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‘area 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 could be randomly selected for evaluation in
terms fo stratification by state and regions and perhaps

other tategories such as population- AFDC cgselosd, efc.

"m:,\§ S

i



Trend'analysis can E% accomplished with all of the
estimates shown by the sets of equations. The equations as
posted are intehded for monthly estimates. Trends can be
studied by posting these estimates for successive time periods.
Monthly estimates may be sensitive to seasonal wvariation,
so trends should be studied over at least a two-year period.
During such é 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 éomprehensible 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 system
is minimal because thevsystem does not depend on a case
analysis or a frequency analysis for the major factors. The
P, factor in Equation 2 should be stable because it is an
average. The degree of accuracy can be controlled by the
size of the sample.' The reliability of the subgroup

analysis will require testing at gites to discover any

LR
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 problems with validity. In general, the validity and reli-

1 ‘ ) . . .. )
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, when cost A is

related 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 py using the Gauss or Beta distributions an@ an error
distribution for A can be estimated. The overall errorAto
A will be related to both sampling error and estimation error.
It should be noteﬁ that the described method is not total
systemé cost. The total system includes activity by police,
other welfare agency ;ervices, hospitals, schools, courts,
private agencies and others. In addition to costs incurred
by the other a¢tivities, there are social costs to consider,
including cost to society fér 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
for each of the cost equations. Form 4-1 is designed to collect

direct labor costs for Egquations 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 13 discussed nore fully in Chapter 3.

e |

b Byt e,



FORM 4-1

DIRECT LABOR COSTS

Date

Agency

Reporting Month

{6)

(1) (2} (3} {4} (5)

. . . Average % of
Direct Labor, Fringe Benefits Number of Number Full- | the Time that
Types of Average Per Person Cost/Person/ Personnel Time on the (4)-({5)

Personnel Monthly Salary Month in Agency Protactiva People Spend On

{dollars) (dollarxs) Services Protective
Services Duties

Hypothetical
Example
Volunteer 0 70 10 2 0
Paraprofessional 300 70 5 1 .2
Caseworkex/ 700 130 3 1 .1
Counselor BA
Caseworker/ 730 140 6 D o
Counselor MA
Social Worker 720 120 1 0 0
Psychologist 800 130 4 0 0

144
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Total Agency Cost for the Reporting Month
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Date

Reporting Month

FORM 4-2
TOTAL COST Agency

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)

2)

3)

4)

6)

7)

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

Total travel costs of the agency for the month

Total education costs for the agency for the month

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

1

(identify all services and costs)

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).

Costs of (not part of welfare services) services supplied

. by other public agencies during the month at the request

of protective serviceg. This would include services such
as clinies 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)
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!
Cost of homemaker, day care and other welfare serviceé\.
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)




FORM 4-3
FROTECTIVE SERVICES DATA COLLFCTION FORY

[ :
HINE Tesg wown SEvERLTY oF F e oF zavs|oocaTioy oF | fF couRr fuz. oTHER
iR 1 ar aa THE BETAZEN chits counT E:
< case URRAN REPORTEL INSTANCES AITION e
CASE LNDER | AFTER ThE REMAINED RECAIRED | €Oesic?
STUnv REPCATID RETURNED OF INVE
CATE LNDRR REMOVED NC. OF DAYS| GA 4
H STUCY fzTween VA, LAT{ON
REPLATES INTAKE AND
CTASE LNLER COUR
i STumv DECISION
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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 (Bi). 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 separate\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 derived by the state's cost/time allocation system
with BAI's costing system described. The two figures differ
by only 2 percent.

Céunty B had only protective services staff engaged in
protective services. No special cost allocation techniques
were reguired as all protective service staff were assigned
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 B. The reports utilize

the evaluation criteria discussed in Chapter 3. The following

major types of reports are presented: X

Aggregate analysis of Counties A and B

o

Comparative analysis of Counties A and B

»

. Detailed management reports on Counties A and B

These management reports are intended to provided the manager
with periodic information as to how efficiently the resources
are being used, changes in the demand for resources, and how

effectively and cost-effectively the programs are operating.

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
gquantified) 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, [974.

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)
NGmber THhisS YEear——1974 (&) Objective
of Previous This Year
Cases Year (H) 10 2Q 30 40 Total (H)
Repor ted 300 99 §{ 110 {104 79 392 350
Assigned 300 99 | 116 {104 79 392 350
validated 114 34| 43| 44 | 26 | 147 | 133
o/ Previous This Objective
Efficiency (8) — Year (H) Year (A) (H)
Total Cost per Case 7
Reported 400 382 400
Total Cost per Case
Assigned 400 352 400
Total Cost per Case -
validated 1,100 1,046 1,100

(H)~-indicates hypothetical data

(A)--indicates actual data

a’/--all costs are total including direct, indirect, and purchased
gervices

Interpretation

The number -of cases reported was substantially higher this
year than last year and exceeded the objective by 42. All reported’
cases were actually assigned to a caseworker for 1nvestlgatlon
this year. This was also accomplished during the previous year.
About 38 percent of the reported cases were valldated this year
which 1is about the same as last vear.

Efficiency has increased this year and exceeded the objectives
set despite heavy inflation and an 8 percent increase in staff
salaries.



PRRIRPN

53

, REPORT 5-2
EFFECTIVENESS
E (County A)
Previous | This Year--1974 (a) Objective ?
Effectiveness Measure Year (g)) 1Q | 20 ] 30 3Q [ lotal (H) R
Percent of Validated ;
Cases Where Child Re- 65 68 70 77 81 7€ - 70
o mains with or Is
Returned to Family
Eventual Rate of
Recxdlv1sm .15 .30 }1.05 (.09 .12 .13 .08
- Percent of Recidiv- §
istic Cases Where 15 10 0 | 50 0 17 30 !

Sever ity Decreased

Average Time Between ‘ :
Intake and Decision 12 14 111.4}F 6.7} 21.9 1z 12 i
for Court Case (days) - : ' :

Average Time Between

Intake and Completion
of Investigation and 2.1 2.2 2.21 2,0
validation (days)

2.1

[\
L 4
et
3>
*
j )

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

Iﬁterpretééian

The percent of validated cases where the child remains with
is returned to his family increased steadily during thig yeax, Duxlng
the fourth quarter, it was 81 percent and was 76 percent for the entire
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 sgervices has
been successful in reducing the eventual rate of recildivism from .15
the previous year to ,13 during this year.

Only 17 percent of the recidivistic cases showed a reduction in -
severity from the initial incident. This was improved slightly from
the previous year, but is far short of the objective. More intensiwv:
work is required for the "high risk" cases. ’

The data on the average number of days elapsed between intuake '
ud decision and between intake and validation indicate continucd rapid
Mmgtion. The objectives of 12 and 2.1 days were met,

R 2y
Yoo g, XA
"
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REPORT 5-3
COST-EFFECTIVENESS
{County A)
Previous “This
Cost~Effectiveness Year Year Objective
Ratio &/ 1973(H)] 1974 (A) 1974 (H)
Total Cost
Eventua! Number of 1,300 1,201 1,300
Validated Cases not
Recidivistic
Total Coét
Number of Children 1,500 1,386 1,500
Returned toc Families
. . S oy i S Caiis i

- et eeewes o L
kh
Y

’ . A
(H)~~indicates hypothetical data

(A)~--indicates actual data
a/=--total costs includes direct and indireot costs .and

purchased services.

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 o
WORKLOAD AND EFFICIENCY S
{County B)
Number Previous ThHiE Year--19/4 (&) Objective.
’of Year This Year
Cases 1973 (H) 10 1 2Q 30 149 Total 1974 (R)
Repor ted 2,500- 1,13211,136{1,21611,116 {2.500 | 3,000
Asa gned 2,000 ' 680.f 852 788 632 12,952 3,000
validated 760 26814 198 180} 156- 800 1,140
T Previous “This Objective
Efficiency ($) Year (H) Year {(A) (H)
Total Cost per Case
Reported 250 585 250
Total'Cost per Case
Assigned 200 811 200
Total Cost per Case
validated 500 3,362 500

(H)--indicates hypothetical data

(A)~-indicates actual data

Interpretati

Tl

only 2,952 of 4,600 cases (64 percent) were assigned during

1974 compared to 80 percent in 1973.
agsigned for investigation.
increased workload, phasing

ideally, all cases should be

This was due to the substantially
-in of substantial numberg of untrained

staff, and the confusion caused by decentralizing operations to
newly established satellite offices.

2s the workload overwhelmed the staff, efficiency declined

markedly during 1974 compared to the previous year.
able situation must be improved substantially during 1975.

these data show little cause for optimism.

This intoler—

However ;

Indeed, the number

of cased validated declined steadily from 268 during the first
quarter to 156 during the fourth quarter.
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REPO%T 5-5

EFFECTIVENESS

(County B)
£ Previonsf This Year—-1974 (A) [Objective
Effectiveness Measure ! Year (u) 1Q 20 3Q 4Q Total (H)

Percent of Recidiv-

Py
‘

o riee

Pro———
5

Percent of validated
Cases Where Child Re- 70 76 84 89 79 82 70 2
mains with or Is

Returned to Family

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

istic Cases Where 30 25 21 53 43 34 30
Severity Decreased

!verage Time Between
Intake and Decision 30 38.3 - 30.5 - 36.8 30
for Court Case (days)

Average Time Between

Intake and Completion
of Investigation and 14 16.8 | 21.4115.6; 5.7 15.5 14
Validation (days)

. Inéerpteﬁatlon

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

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 which 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 supervision impossible. 1In view of these circum~
stances, it is not surprising, however undesirable, that an extremely
high recidivism rate was experienced throughout the year which was
bighest during the third and fourth quarters. The rate for 1974

wag more than double the 1973 experience and cbijective for 1974.

The.number of days elapsecd ‘between intake and court decision and
between intake and validation seem higher than desirable. It took
fonger than desired, on the average, to prccess the cases.
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REPORT 5-6
COST-EFFECTIVENESS
(County B}
Previous This =
Cost~Effectiveness Year Year Objective
Ratio 1973 (H) 1974 (A) 1974 (H)
Total Cost
Eventual Number of 425 5,095 425
validated Cases not
Recidivistic
Total Cost
Number of Children 4190 4,126 410
Returned to Families

kH)—-indicates hypothetical data
(3)-~indicates actual data

Interpretation

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, 5-8,
and 5-9) actual data are used as contained in the aggregate
analysis previously presenteﬁ for each county. Trends are

not shown in these examples, but could be included.

In order to avoid repetition, detailed explanations for

County B's difficulties, which were discussed previously,

will not be repeated.

These comparisons highlight the dramatic differences
among the two counties identified by this evaluation system.
The data comfirm the observation made by BAI staff during

the field test and demonstrate the sensgitivity of the measures

used.
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REPORT 5-7

EFFICIENCY COMPARISCN~--COUNTIES A AND B

(1974)
County

Efficiency Measure A B
Total Costpexr Case! 392 n85
Reported

Total Costper Case| 392 911
Assigned

Total Costper Case |1,046 3,362
Validated

Interprétation

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. '

~x
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REPORT 5-8

EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISONS-~-COUNTIES A AND B
(1974)

County
Effectiveness Measure A B

Percent of validated
Cases Where Child 76 B2
Remains With or Is
Returned to Family

Eventual Rate of 213 .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 offering inadequate prec-

tective services supervision in the home and possibly not
maklng sufficient use of foster care. County B did, however,
experience a substantially higher percent of rec1d1v1stlc
cases where severity decreased.® v

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 severlty
increased could be determined from the raw data in Appendix
D.
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REPORT 5-9
COST~EFFECTIVENESS OF COUNTIES A AND B COMPARED
(1974)

Cost~Effectiveness County
Ratio A B

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

Total Cost
Number of Children 1,388 4,125
Returned to Families :

Interpretation

This report shows cogst-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 55,095 and
$4,126 for County B).
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Detailed Management Reports

This section presents detailed management reports gen-
erated from the data collected in County A and County B. Reports
are presented for each of the evaluation criteria of each of
the five objectives that were discussed in Chapter 3.

Effectiveness Analysis of Child Remaining with Family

(0b3ective 1)

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 1)

{County A)

Service Objectives

Maximize the number of cases where child remains with or
returns to family.

pffectiveness Measure

The ratio of: fTotal validated cases of child returned
- to or remains in family
Total validated cases

Reporting Period

December 1974

!, 1973 T 1974 —

pt gdr I omi A b M gf g b oad gk tw § TOMAL |
4 ] . : ; : T 2
Total ; ; ‘ : , j
validated 12 §13 91181311 14 j12¢ 18 14 9 7 }10 147 ¢
No. of ; :
Cases :

A T T

validated
Cases o ,
Where I

Child 1Is ; : o
Returned 7 9 7114¢ 7 ¢12%P11] 16 7 5 7 9 111
oy Remains
With
Family

.92}).891.50 ({.56f1.00; .90 »76

-ﬁ_..“__
[eed
N

Ratio .58 469 [.78 .78 }.64 !
; |

*One c¢hild dead.

Interpretation

. No monthly trends are apparent. The larger ratio of children
remaining with the family indicates that this policy is being im~
plemented strongly. Reference should be made to the rate of
recidivism and severity of recidivistic cases as an evaluation of

his P@]ic‘i- . . R ‘smt{%”m?

s
{
¥

i









TR e s s

64

REPORT 5~11

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF CHILD REMAINING WITH FAMILY (OBJECTIVE 1)

Service Objectives

Maximize the number of cases where child remains with or

returns to family.

Effectiveness Measure

The ratio of:

Reporting Period

December 1974

(County B)

KL - it - .
o et e 44

Total validated cases of child returned
to or remains in family

Total validated cases

1973

1974

)

D

J i

3

' TOTAL

Total
Validated
No. of
Cases

96

108

64

28 84 84

64

80

36

72

40

44

800

i Validated

Cases
Where
Child 1Is
Returned
or Remains
With
Family

72

88

4’4;

28 a8 08

56

80

243

28

32,

€52

e -

Ratio

.75

.81

.69

1.00f .81 &L81

.88

1.00

.67

.89

.70

<73

.82 °

Interpretation

No monthly trends are apparent.

remain with the family indicates that this policy is being im-

plemented strongly.

this policy.

The large proportion that

nente Reference should be made to the rate of
recldivism and severity of recidivistic cases as an evaluation of
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Effectiveness Analysis of Recidivism (Objective 2)

Tables in reports 5-12 and 5-13 trace the recidivism one
year previous to the time when data iz collected and reported
to management. For insté;ce, the data on County A are assuned
to be collected in December 1974 and are tracked backwards |
to December 19873.

The reason for backward tracking is that rates 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 action.

. Actual Number of Recidivistic Cases Up to 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 December 1974.

It is to be noted that the frequency decreases
because each succeeding month has less time
for the second case tc occur. Thus, this row
is not sufficiently accurate for management
analysis.

. EBventual 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.




Service Objectives

Effectiveness Measures

-

Recidivism - County A .

1.

REPORT 5-12

{County -A)

H

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM (OBJECTIVE 2)

Minimize the number of cases of family recividism.

The number of families with validated cases of abuse:

or neglect reported in the month, 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:

Numbe} of families'
as stated in (1)

Total valldated cases

o pen

7 = r \ Y X -
713) 71 F[ W] AV M| df df| A] 8] O Total

Total No. Abuse 3 3 5 41 3 9 2 7 7 4 1 51

of vali- v !

dated Cases Neglect 94 10 4 {14 8 51 10¢ 11 7 5 6 90

Actual No. '

of Recid- Abuse 0f ot 1} of of of 1} © 0f 0 3

ivistic _ ‘ ,

gases S0 Neglect 2 5 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 15

ar : '

Evencual i

Estimated 2 5 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 19

Cases of ' %

Kecidivism '

Eventual ‘ } '

Rate of : .17 §.38§33 0(.091.07 L08¢§.061.14 (.11 § 29 .13

Recidivism . ‘ ]
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REPORT 5-13

EFFECTIVELESS ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM (OBJECTIVE 2)

(County B)

LR A

Minimize the number of cases of family recidivism.

Effectiveness Measures

The number of families with validated 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.

Lo
The ratio of: Number of families
as stated in (1)
Total valldated cases
Regidivism -~ County B

2 SIS T V10 A N N S A W S 0 I M VLo
| 731 74 , N
~iotal No. T Abuse A6 L0 a Lo Al an Tag 120 | (24 112 L on L oo
ot vali- e - , S . o
dated Cases | Neglect | 80 88| 40 |16 160 56 144 {60 {28 148 {28 | 2a | 57
%"‘;tg‘;‘gigf' AbUSe 41 47 801 8f12) s} 4t ofizto] 4 G4
ivistic ‘ ) ) N Lo
Cases So Neglect { 24 {28 {12 | 0]16] 2020320 8 | 4 | 8 0| 1t4
Far oo . . . i

‘Eventual - ]
Estimated : o R b
Cases of 28 {32120 { o j241i32 1287424 | 8 20 {16 |40 ! 272

fecidivism : f

Eventual } ' i
Rate of .29 1.30}.31 0}1.29}.381.4431.301.22 1,28 {.40 .91 .34

Recidivism g ' :




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-
rance in the same month that it was reportedf= A second tally
was made *nr cases that had a second occurrance in the month
after initial reporting and so on. %he tallies were then con-
verted to percentages of the recidivistic cases.

TABLE 5-1

Predicted Month in Which Recidivism Qccurs
(Average Percent of Logged Casges)

‘ Percent

Month puring Month | Cumulative
Original Intake 16 10
Second 47 57
Third 17 74
Fourth 6 80
Fifth 13 93
Sixth 7 100
TOTAL . 100 -

X"

~ 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.

o —
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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 the first case. Forty=geven 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 tg 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 cases.
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.

IA October, one case of recidivism occurced out of seven
validated cases during the months of October and November.
Actording to Table 5-2, this represents about 57 percent of
the eventual recidivism.. Thus, _1 »~» 2 is the estimate for
October. 7

This merhod was used for each of the months to estimate

the expected amount of recidivism that will £finally occur.
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FIGURE 5-1

PREDICTED MONTH IN WHICH RECIDIVISM OCCURS
(Monthly Distribution)
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Cumulative Average
Perceit 0f Logged Cases
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FIGURE 5-2

PREDICTED MONTH IN WHICH RECIDIVISM OCCURS
{Culmulative Distribution)
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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
April 1974 100
May 1974 100
June 1974 100
July 1974 93
August 1974 80 ;
September 1974 74
Cctober 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 fregquency 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 Ccases were

available, computations could be made for neglect and abuse

separately.



—

-

Effectiveness 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, statistical 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 (QBJECTIVE 3)

Service QObjectives

{County A}

In those cases where recidivism occurs, to decreasge the

severity of the second incident to reflect effective services.

Effectiveness Measure

The ratio of:

Reporting Period

o December 1974

For all cases of recidivism, the number
of cases where the severity decreased
in the second incident

Tne number of casses ©f recidivism

o ey ey S

e

Total
validated
No. of
Recidivisg-
tic Cases

1973
i)

Ly

¥l W AW J1TJd T ATsTo N

!
g

T, R e g TR

TOTAL |

N,

i
+

“
R

&

i

|

validated
cases
Where
Severity
Decreased

S,

e L SRR e

Ratio

[

23310 0 0{1.004{ 0 501 0 0 0

“
~J

R

Interpretation

Only 17 pexcent 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 Objectives

In those cases where recidivism occurs, to decrease the
severity of the second incident to reflect effective services.

Effectiveness Measure

The ratio of: For all cases of recidivism, the number
of cases where the severity decreased
in the second incident
The number of cases of recidivism

Reporting Period

December 1974

TTend 1573 1377
D J F M A I H J J A S 0O N TOTAL

Total No.
- of Cases of

Recidivism | 55 133120 | 0 | 20 {3228 |24 | 8 |16} 8| 4 224

Cases Where

Severity
b Decreased
8 8 8 0 8 8 |16 8 8 8 4 0 76
Ratio .29 }251.201 0 &17 §.25}.57 }.3311.00}§.50}.5014.50 » 34
Interpretation

Some improvement occurred during the second half of the year.
?he 34 percent total cases of recidivism where the severity decreased
indicates a problem requiring attention in that it indicates that in
66 percent of the recidivistic cases the severity in the second case
#as Greater 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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Effectiveness Analysis of Time to Court Decision {(Objective 4)

The time elapsed between intake and a court's placement
decigion is an indication of the length of time that a child
must endure uncertainty. This measure was interpreted to apply
only to cases in which children are permanently removed as
the result of a court decision. Therefore, Reports 5-1§ and
5-17 show that only a small number of such cases occurred. It
would be better to include all cases on which court petitions
are filed because the child undergcoes considerable uncertainty
in all such cases. This would considerably increase the number
of cases measured under this objective and generate more mean-
ingful statistics.

These data should be compared with prior years, with other

communities, and possibly with performance standards.



Service Objective
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REPORT 5-16

{County A)

EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME TO COURT DECISION (OBJECTIVE 4)

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 taken.

Reporting Periocd

December 1974

No trends are apparent.

THrend | 1973 1974
D J F ) 2\ H g .} g N Total
—~Days 3.5 111.4130.8 {1.2}1.8 |91.0f11.5 5.3) 31.5 17.5 12
_No. of
Cases 2 5 2 4 4 1 2 7 2 1 33
L —
- Interpretation
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REPORT 5-~17

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

- Service Objective

Minimize the time for validated cases between intake and
court decision.

» Effectiveness Measure

The averagde time between intake and decision for those cases
where court action is taken.

Reporting Period

December 1974

{frend | 1973 1974 =
D | J F M A M J J A S O | N Total i
Ty
Days 80 [32.6 |16.3 30.5 16. 81
» = T L s : né»

NG. of ;
Cases 8 |12 12 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 40
L 4

Interpretation

No trends are apparent. The large number of days regquired

for court decision indicates system defects.
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Effectiveness Analysis of Time to Completion of Investigation
and Validation (Objective 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 B, County A is considerably more effective throughout
the year in terms of this criterion. This suggests the value

in using the data comparatively.




EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF TIME TO COMPLETION OF
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REPORT 5-18

INVESTIGATION AND VALIDATION (OBJECTIVE 5)
(County A)

Service Objective

Minimize 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.

Reporting Period

December 1974

e

Trend 1973 1974 _
D 3 B M ) i} ] NI 5 0 N | Total
Days 1.8 {2.1{3.0]1.9) 3.4]1.5{2.2{ 1.9} 1.8} 3.141.3| 1.8] 2.1
Interpretation

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

occurred during the last two months of the period.




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

Service Objective

82

REPORT 5-19

{County B)

investigation and validation,

Bffectiveness Measure

The average time between intake and completion of the

investigation and validation of cases.

Reporting Period

December 1974

Minimize the time between intake and completion of the

“Frend 1973 T 1974
) i FrT R Tl A ] N N i) Total
Days 17 23 1 6 39 23 14 {15 15 |18 16

Interpretation

Considerable improvement occurred during the last three

months of the period.
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Monthly Cost Analysig~=~County A

Report 5-20 presents illustrative costs for County A.
The total costs for the reporting period are accurate. The
monthly costs are randomly generated for reasons explained
in Chapter 4 in the section on data collection. Therefore,
mon%ﬁy cost data should be considered only as illustrative.

No cost-effectiveness trend analysis is presénted because

actual monthly cost data are not available.
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REPORT 5-20

MONTHLY COST ANALYSIS, COUNTY A

78

Interprstation

™erse data are for illustrative purposes only.f

Reporting Period Derember 1974
3 3 ! }‘ |
Dec Jan j Feb Mar Apr May June ¥ July {f Aug # Sept Oct Nov § TOTAL
73 74 § : 4
Total Direct
Lahor Cost 6472 629386173 6233 15873 5813 4 6113 5793 #5693 § 5514 5933 60533 71,956
Total Indirect
Labox Costs 1506 31464 #1436 {1450 {1366 1352 5 1422 1338 £1324 41282 1380 $1408% 16,728
Total Purchased- ] { | ) ‘ , ]
Services Costs 5860 697 #5589 B642 H317 5263 || 5535 5208 §5155 54992 5372 r54SO] 65,111
Total Protective _ o ‘
Services © #13886 F3454 13198 #3325 12556 12428 13070 12340312172 11788 §12685812947 153,795
§Per Worker CoSt of
~ EProtective Services : 2. g : o ) ) ' '
Irxcluding Purchased 997 §974 § 951 {960 1905 896 § 942 891 § 877 || 849 § 914 j 932 924
rvices .
Average Cost
f Purchased 254 124 186 176 156 120 146 148 166 161 198 ¥ 260 162
Services ) éﬁ | :
L i i

L
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Monthly Cost Analysis~-County B

Table 5-21 presents costs for County B.

Cost-Effective Analysis--County B

Reports 5-22, 5-23, and 5-24 depict cost-effectiveness
in terms of whether a (.aild is returned to his family, whether
there is recidivism, and whether or not the recidivism is
less severe. Cost-~effectiveness analysis would be more use-
ful in making year-to-year comparisons within an agency and
in comparing multiple agencies as illustrated previously in
this chapter. BAnalyvtical technigues such as regression analysis

could be used if more data becomes avallable,



REPORT 5-21
MONTHLY COST ANALYSIS, COUNTY B

Reporting Period December 16734

r o i { ok Har Apr June July hug fevt act Nov TOTAL
73 73

o ! — . A -

izl Direct o o - S g o g J ey e e - e - mn =

I.ab-:r Cost 49,8671 853,190 0 &1,2K0 0 86,940 | F4, 8700 T, TI0 1 69,980 £83,950 BTG S Y 78,025 76,15%f 523,943
. S S . - . - -

:g:fi Indirect | o3 naal 3,698 ! se, 76 41,717 83se8| 77,6370 95,336 ms,a78] 83,37 as,3z2| 73,090 1068,073) 959,864
- S i - . JEN S

Total Purchased| 74 957 2,357 73,394 | 76,993 71,748 86,481} 78,1841 81,292y 03,477 t5,33¢! 80,468 75,110] 928,162
Services Costs .

Total Protec-

tive Services 217,851 ] 151,243 { 193,380 { 105,650 I 272,30 | 226,968 | 243,500 | 236,750 § #47, 78 143,140 { 231,583 | 257,938 2,685,966

98

JROURESIG . ——

Average Case «
Cost of Pur- 3849 240 233 285, 301 28R u3 28¢ 437 447 262

chased Services

a
~
ry
12
3
-

NSRS NN

i,

Per Worker !

Cost. of Pro- z
tective Ser- ,62 481 235 il 1,598 737 ' 559 53 6 1,655
vices Excluding 2,168 | 1,629 1' 1h23 L7 e 1.7 1,690 1,65 } 1,730 1,55% 1,623 1,656

Purchased i

Services i

3

Interpretation |

The total prctective services costs is generally increasing, while direct, indirect
and purchased services fluctuate monthly. The per worker cost fluctuates considerably from

month~to-month, but there is nc general trend. ‘
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REPPORT 5-2¢

COST-EFFPLCTIVENESS ANALYS LU~
RETURN TO FAMILY

vounty o

— Reporting VPer.ud Decoemts:r 1974

Measures:
o Avoirage cano onast ool direct jabor o vs Gl vi: L. Poeroont

Of validatlod cases on which ohidd remains or 18 roeturted Lo
family.

Caze  Cost 1973 1974
Deo {Jan|Ven May Wun Ful lsag | Sep) OctiNoy
Cunt Led JERELTY 246 3247291 1 25314241455
— & Ui icdren
Roetugrned o 75 gl otplioal sii 21} a8 yiosy oy 893f 0} 7
Pl ¥
10U~ <
G~
&
;-
V x, ¢ @ &
’ o
o
)
i e
- . a
it
‘3 L]
i L4
) °
‘o al
P i fee
4 Rl ¥
Zird FHY G131 i
Cuat
. interpretation

The points on the cast-effoativensss deaph iAdIcate e
‘ clca; relationship between monthly case cost and peroeent Gt
- children returned to their families.
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REPORT 5-23

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS—-
RECIDIVISM

County B

Reporting oy jod bDecoewber 1974
Measures

Average case cost of direct labor vs Obje~tive ‘2. Percent
of cases that are estimated to be eventually recidivistic.

Case Cost 11973 1974
Dec {JanjFeb |Mar {Apr May Jun gul kug Sep {Oct {Nov

Cost 260 §212126912791218 1233 ]246 R47 R91 § 2531424 1453

Percent of

Recidivism 29 444 561 0 331 42¢% 56 } 35} 33 38) 40¢ 27

60—
[ 4
i [
0
b
A ’ 0
a3 L]
2 N
o Al ©
' -
"
4,
1"
tr W s P e e e - e
N
Sty g 41113 0

Interpritation

' , ' .
Phe pOL1DLS on the cost-effectiveness yraph indicate no clear
relationshin between costs and eventual recrdivism.
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REPORT 5-24

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS--

SEVERITY

County B
Reporting Period December 1974

Maasures

Average case cost of direct labor wes Objective 3.
of cases where severity decreased in the second incident.

"~y ™ o oo

A S

Percent

Case Cost 1973 )

1974

The points on the cost-effectiv

{
aTa =5
DeciJan{Feb jMar § Aprf May|Jun {Jul jAug § Sep| OctiNov
) o %
'
Cost 260]2121269 279 | 218} 2331246 [24714291 | 25314241453 §
% Decrease | i -
in Severity 294 254 204 O 17y 257 57} 331100 50f 503 &
R S B R e ":a’ij
o l 0 0 - s N wosn oot »M.ﬁ».mm,.,;
o+
.,-4 l
b !
] !
> ¢
2 75 3
=
-
as
@ pA
8 50~ ©
[
((1)) &)
fa]
g 25- so P
8 o ©
V]
0
-
- ¥ o . P
,5’ N { { } _
200 300 400 500 i
Cost !
Interpretation

eness graph indicate that as

the cost increases, there is a slight tendency for the severity

to decrease.
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CHRPTER 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 (&-1 through 6-6) provide the following infor-

*
mation for each month reported:

Number of Reported Cases--The number of cases that were
reported each month for study.

Number of Assigned Cases—~-The number of cases assigned to

caseworkers for study and validation,

Number »f Cases Pending Assignment--The number of cases

that were assiyned but were awaiting assignment and 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
tables.



TABLE 6-1
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES
COMBINED TOTAL FOR NEGLECT AND ABUSE
counTy A (100% sampLiInG)

| COMBIAED TOTAL FoR 1973 1974
NEGLECT ARD ABUSE DEC § JAV | FEB | AR | APR | FAY | JUNE | JULY | AUG  SEPT | OCT | NOV | TOTAL

NUNBER OF REPORTED cases | 23 146 §30 132 [3n fuy | 38 | 35 |31 ] 31 27§21} 3%

NUMBER OF ASSIGNED CASES 23 B 46 §30 H322 4§34 n4au 38 0 35 §31 & 31 27 & 21 § 392

NUMBER OF CASES PENDIN » I N i '
ASSIGNMENT (unassienep) § O ¢ 0§ 0 g O 0 ¢ Q4 0 ) 00| O 0y 04 O

R&! :

| NUMBER OF UNASSIGNED ~ '

CASES THAT WERE CLOSED i Cpor0yl 0y 00 ¢ 040 0 03 @ ¢
NUMBER OF VALIDATED cases | 12 |13 9 ) 18 P11 j1s f 12 4 18 f18 % 9 7 010§ 147

2 . s et - s - ik.. o 5 e -

16




£om
s

101*
101
51*

4*

5

g-!%

12

i2* y12¢
12

6*

1974
FEB § MAR | APR [ MAY J JUNE § JULY § AUG Jj SEPT 5 OCT § NOV j TOTAL

15%
15

8*

TABLE 6-2
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES
71‘1‘

9*

TOTAL FOR ABUSE--COUNTY A
g*

1973
DEC § JAN

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNASSIGNED
ABUSE. CASES THAT WERE

CASES PENDING ASSIGNMENT
CLOSED

TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSIGNED

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPORTED
ABUSE CASES

ABUSE CASES
TOTAL NUMBER OF VALID

TOTAL NUMBER OF ABUSE
ABUSE CASES

TGTAL FOR ABUSE

*x
30 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*
3 reported cases of combined .
neglect and abuse

N

k3
3 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*

1 reported case of combined
neglect and abuse

. -

3 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*
2 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

* .
3 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*
3 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*

1 reported case of combined
neglect and abuse
* ° 3

5 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*5 reported cases of combingd
neglect and abuse .

*> o +
1 reported case of combined
neglect and abuse



-

319* |
319

20*

Bl

|

24 20

2

2
2

61 10 108

25%
25

6

207
20

23%
23

13

1974
36*
36

10

32
32

29%
29

MAR [ APR | MAY § JUNE & JULY § AUG | SEPT § OCT g NOV  TOTAL

TABLE 6-3
25%
25

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT--COUNTY A

1973
14

K
4

s
G oo w
L. (e o™
Zh AN | o e~
b R -
¥
oE oo o I
= i

EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES

Eﬂé

CASES PENDING ASSIGNMENT
NEGLECT CASES THAT WERE

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPORTED
CLOSED

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT
NEGLECT CASES

TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSIGNED
NEGLECT CASES

. TOTAL NUMBER OF NEGLECT
© TOTAL NUMBER OF UNASSIGN

=T

TOTAL NUMBER OF ¥
NEGLECT CASES

*
30 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

*r
3 reported cases of combined .
naglact and abuse

24
3 reported cases of ccmbined
neglect and abuse

”
1 reported case of combined
neglect and abuse

-

Ty %
3 reported cases of combined

neglect and abuse

#
2 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse :

W% .
3 reported cases of combined
neglect and abuse

o e
3 reported cases of combined

neglect and abuse

A
1 reported case of combined

nzglest and abuse

“\.ﬂ ’ -

5 reporzed casaes of combined
neglect and abuse

iy ! : ined
5 reported cases of comblne
neglect and abuse

% ) o
1 roportsd case of comoined
neglect and abuse

|




TABLE &-4

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

EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES

——

COMBINED TOTAL FOR 1973 1974

NEGLECT AND ABUSE [ DEC | JANJ FEB | NART APR | HAY | JUNE | JULY | AUG | SEPT J OCT | NOV ] TOTAL
NUMBER OF REPORTED CASES 4200 | 4g4j 3484 3521 4OuY 3801 396 & 416 | 404§ 396 § 336 § 384 § 4600
NUMBER OF ASSIGNED CASES 197 | 260) 228] 2401 308| 304) 260 || 284 | 294} 280 | 184 | 168 §2952
ASSIGNMENT (UNASSIGNED) | O | 24 120 2l 12) 32 ] us | e8| 72) 76§13 500
CASES ToaT WERE closen 128 | 180) 120} 100f 72| e4j 104 § 84 o) usi 76| 84l 1308
NUMBER OF VALIDATED cases | o6 | 108] 6uf 28] suj suf 4 | 80 | 36§ 72} o] sy} soo

143

oot




TABLE &-5
EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES
TOTAL FOR ABUSE-~COUNTY B

TOTAL FOR ABUSE 1973 . ‘ 197

DEC § JAN § FEB | MARJ APR f MAY j JUNE j JULY § AUG § SEPT ¢ OCT § NOV § TOTAL
NUMBER OF REPORTED CASES 56 || 108 96} 34 100F 92y 92 p104 § 720 84 | 60 100 ¢ 1043
NUMBER OF ASSIGNED CASES || 44 | 80f 68) 76§ 88} 8} 76 j 84 § 485 80 § 48} 68 848
ASSTGRNENT (UNASSIGNED 0f 4 0p oy of o 8y 4| 8} 4] BJ2Af 56
NUMBER -
CASES THAT HEoSIONED 12 . 24) 28y 8j 12§ 4j 8 | 16 15 0 | 4§12 184
NUMBER OF VALIDATED CASES | 16 § 20§ 24f 12§ 24| 28] 20 § 20 | 8§ 24 { 127 20 2281

56




TABLE £-6

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT-—COUNTY B

EFFECTIVENESS DATA FOR PROTECTIVE SERVICES

973} 9
TOTAL FOR HEGLECT o ' b
I DEC JAN | FEB | MAR | APR § MAY | JUNE § JULY § AUG f SEPT § OCT § NOV | TOTAL
NUMBER OF REPORTED CASES | 264 {356 {252 268 {304 {288 | 304 312 337 {312 | 276 ] 284 | 3552
NUMBER OF ASSTGNED CASES | qug 180 Y160 1164 1220 216 1 184 £200 { 1961200 136100 {2104,
NUMBER OF CASES PENDIN
ASSTGNMENT (UNASSIGNED? 0 #2000 R 12424 9124 24 ¢ b4y 607 68 ¢ 63§1124 444
CAGES TIAT NESSIGNED 116 {156 § 92§ 92 {60 §60 § 96 § 68 | 764 44 § 72§ 7241004
NUMBER OF VALIDATED CASES | 30 { 88 § 40 | 16 § 60 §56 § 44 § 60 | 280 u8 | 281 24{ 572

96
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Number of Unassigned Cases that were Closed-~~The number

of cases that were unassigned and closed at intake. These
cases were closed at intake by an intake caseworker uBually
because of one of the following reasons: it was considered
invalid or inappropriate 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 vValidated Cases-~The number of cases that were

investigated and found to be valid cases of nieglect and abuse,
Other cases were put into one of two other categories: (1)
the investigation of the report was completed and no neglect
or abuse was found, (2) the investigation was incomplete
because the investigation had just been initiated, the sit-
vation was difficult to assess, the family was difficult
to contact, or the family had moved. These cases were, there-
fore, not categorized as valid or invalid.

Due to the small number of cases, every reported 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«»am average of 96 per month.

Discussion of Tables for Countiez 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 l2-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). HMost of those cases in County B that were still
pending assignment, however, were neglect cases (Table 6-6)
and were reported in the later months. Realizing that these
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 1l2-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 wvalid (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-
gorizea as valid or invalid yet; cases that were unassigned;

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

Tables 6-7 and 6-8 provide frequencies of the valid cases
by locétion«»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
cases; 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
cur 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). 1In County B, 60 percent of the valid
rural casesywere 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 three tables for each county.' The first

table presents the data for both neglect and abuse cases.



1ABLF 6-7 ®
CASE LOCATION--RURAL/URBAN
counTyY A {100% sampLING)

RURAL vs. URBAN 41973 1974
NEGLECT AND ABUSE DEC | JAN | FEB | AR § APR ] FAY | JUNE § JULY ] AUG § SEPT | OCT  NOV | TOTAL

(%]
Ny

TOTAL VALID RURAL CASES oso0p 1yl 1} 1 1 I*§ 04 0§ 12
TOTAL VALID URBAN CASES 12 B13*8 8*817 10 4 13¢ 1 5% 312 8 7§ 10 121
TOTAL VALID RURAL NEGLECT | o f o f 1§ 1§ 1 | ¢ 1 ) 510l 1 ol o g

CASES “
TOTAL VALID RURAL ABUSE
ToTAL ojojojojogrjof1p2yogojoy oul,
o
TOTAL VALID URBAN NEGLECT -
ToTAL gl fsfi3 g7 6] of oy 7§ 5§ 6j10} o
TOTAL VALID URBAN ABUSE
CASES ! 383454 by 3E8 2 6 15 4 14 3384 W
g ot gt X g " 3" g w
8¢ 8« 8« Q< 8 < a8 <
- P - o - o [
0O~ G o - o 0 Q =
G Qe O Q O b Q
o fu o o S o ] oo
ES B3 B2 £8 g8 58
s wn
Bo g0 Bo g ge &0
0 Hh u 0 0 7] B rh
® [u] [ I e} o) [ 9] o
g g § g 8 g
g g A & A g
e oid =1 B = o
S o 2 H 8 a
fe" Qu Q o)
(.,‘r:.“';;":' D e, o 1 " - ‘, . co y"f.“ . N i ’ ;.f' ».;;L e i' "3‘! ".“h?‘ Ah. '*"Bzg:..‘ »t:d%p@‘%s N
mﬂ& e a&%?*%— B *{W" D L B s tmas il siddenilz - STyl DT




TABLE 6-8 &
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RECIVIDIVISTIC DATA FOR COUNTY A
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TABLE 6-12

RECIDIVISTIC DATA FOR COJNTY B
COMBINED TOTAL FOR NEGLECT AND ABUSE

.

COMBINED TOTAL FOR
HEGLECT AND ABUSE

I}
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TABLE 6-13

RECIDIVISTIC DATA FOR COUNTY B

TOTAL FOR ABUSE

DECREASED

1973 1974
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TABLE €-14

RECIDIVIETIC DATA FOR COUNTY B

TOTAL FOR NEGLECT

TATAL FOR HEGLECT

1973

1974
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TOTAL NUMBER OF VALIDATED
CASES
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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
figures 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

vValidated 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 wvaiid cases that had a valid repeated incident
which was more severe than the incident sampled and under
study

Number of Cases where Severity of Recidivism Stayed

the Same--The number of valid cases that had a valid reported
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incident which had a severity rating egual to the incident
sampled and under study

Number of Cases where Severity of Recidivism Decreased--

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 abuse.
Table 6-~15 |

Percent of Cases with a Previous History

County Neglect and Abuse Neglect Bbuse
A 31 37 12 )
B 40 46 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 prewviocus history of
neglect or abuse.

Table 6-~16 presents a breakdown of the number of reéidw
ivistic c;ses so far for each county.

Table 6-16

Percent of Validated Cases with a Recidivistic Case

County Neglect and Abuse Neglect Abuse
A 12 14 6

B " 28 28 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 egual number of neglect and
abuse cases.

0f those cases which have recidivated, the Table §-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 0
County A
Severity increased 30 34 19
Severity stayed same ' 36 33 44
Sever ity 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 Neglect or Abuse

County Neglect or Abuse Neglect Abuse
A 5 7 0
B 16 18 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 B, 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 thése cases with a continuing

condition of neglect or abuse, 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, iﬁ is apparent that
there is a much higher proportion of neglect cases than abuse
cases that have a previous history of neglect or ébuse, 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 B's previous incidents were 88 percent; repeated in=-
cidents, 95 percent). The previous and repeated incidents
of abuse cases were basically composed of an egual 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.

befinitions of Abuse and Neglect

Although neglect and abuse are closely linked, even by
experts, several investigators have shown that the two are
often distinct phenomena that are probably related, but by
no means identical.

David Gil, in his Violence Against Children, 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. i

2
Polansky et al proposes the following working 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 parentai duties including provigion, nuturance, and
protection, while abuse was associated with specific 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
"intentional 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 difficult to prove. BEven 1f the child is
examined by a physician and some damage or injury is de-
tected, it is freguently 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 sooﬁ 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 characteristics 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. 1In neglect cases, intent of the caretaker
is irrelevant. All that must be proven in designaéing a
case as neglect is the caretaker's failure to perform cer-

tain parental duties, This is not that difficult to prove



115

since neglect encompasses a wide spectrum of acts and/or
conditions, most of which are easy to measure. 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 were composed of neglect
and also why theie was a much higher percentage of neglect
cases than abuse cases with a continuing condition.

Cases that are designated as neglect arz sometimes iso-
lated acts. 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 ¢f such factors
as poverty and ignorance. Because of the nature ¢f these
factors that predispose a family tc neglect their child,
protective services are often ineffectual in treating them
and in preventing the ccntiﬂuation of the condition. Cases
that are designated as abuse are more often isolated acts
that occur in many families only once. As a consequence;
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 guicker response rate

P
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of the protective service agencyito cases of abuse than to
cases of neglect. A prompt respénse 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
County 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 (Table 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 appears 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 reguire the effoii of more than

one clerical staff person. BAnalysis and compilation of the

data should be a relatively simple procedure requiring a minimal

amount of training for the staff person involved.

The system designed by BAI iﬁvolves 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 studying

all cases. Once the data from the log bock have been
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recorded, any information on the previous history of a case may
be obtained from the case file. 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-
worker 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 psrson then compiles and analyzes the information. The
analysis of agency data will be similar to that described in
Chapter 3 of this report. The analysis will focus mainly on
recidivism and severity of repcited cases, and statistics may
be compared on a monthly, gquarterly and/or yearly basis. all
data will be kept in the central file room and will be access-
able to all staff members.

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 reqﬁire
only straightforward computations and interpretation. If ‘
analysis is done on a monthly basis, the time involved will be

minimal .
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The advantagjes to this system are many. The staff per-
son collecting 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 compieting additional forms
which may interfere with time needed to investigate cases.
Also, information gathered in this manner will be precise,
accurate, and easily accessible. 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 suited to the agency.

Description of the Effectiveness Data Collection Procedures

This system design is predicated on using a modified
version of the data collection form used by BAI in the field
study tests. Thus, the following step by step procedure is
based on the assumption that the desigoated staff person will
use this data form (Form 7-1) to collect the appropriate
information for each month.

To complete all the information reguired 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
validated.

The log book record of intakes should provide the fol-
lowing information that is required on the data collection

forms:
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The family name of the reported case -~ Column 1.

The nature of the reported case, i.e., how it was
categorized at intake = neglect, abuse, or a com-
bination of neglect and abuse - Column 2,

Whether or not the case has been assigned to a
caseworker - Column 3.

The status of the assigned cases - was the reported
incident classified as valid or invalid or not
classified as either because the investigatian 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-
guired on those cases that are invalid or not class-
ified as valid or invalid. Otherwise, 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 efficiency.

Location of the family - rural or urban ~ Column 5.

1f the log book does not provide the families Ilocation
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-
dresseg are considered urban and which are considered
rural for easy reference.

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 rnumber of previously reported cases of neglect
or abuse that occurred prior to the case under study -
Column 6. .

- The number of repeated incidents of neglect or abuse

following the reported case under study - Column 7.

The severity of the reported case under study -
Column 8.

The severity 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.
Step 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.

Step 2

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. 1In Column 3
indicate whether or not the case has been assigned to a
caseworker by recording "Yes®™ if the case was assigned or
"No" if the case has not been assigned. For cases that are
unassigned, no further information will be co¢llected.

- 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 Inéomplete - this will indicate that
the case has not been classified as valid or 1nvalld
because the investigation is not completed.

Furthgr 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.”

»f Step 6

Consult of the log book record of intakes. In Column 14

— indicate the location of the validated case files by recording
*closed" 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 assigned°
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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 N followed by the number of reported
neglect cases. 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 Coiumn 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=1

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 caseworker found a 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
counting the number of validated intake forms that are dated
before the intake 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. 1In 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 N 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 c¢f times the caée~
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 caseworker found a recurring condition of neglect
or abuse while investigating the case can be determined by
examining the caseworker's dictation or by questioning the
caseworker.

Step 3
Consult the case file. In Column 8, record the severity

of the reported incident under study. This can be determined

by examining 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. 1If there is a valid repeated
incident of neglect or abuse, record in Column 9 the éeverity
of the second incident that occurred after the reported in-
cident under study. This can be determined by examining the
caseworker's dictation or by asking the caseworker for a
description of the second validated incident ¢of neglect or
abuse. The description will then be classified into a type
severity by using a standardized categorization of severity
types.
Step 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 neglect or abuse in Column 8 and Column 9.

Thus, if a severity type appears in Column 9, Column 10

. would require data, if a severity type does not appear in

Column 9, Column 10 would remain blank.
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Consult the case file. 1In 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 -~ 1f the child has not been removed from

amily

Returned ~ if the child was removed from the family

as been returned to the family

Removed -~ if the child was removed from the family.
This may include. one of the 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 placing the child in some insti-
tution. It would be considegred & formal placement
because of the court order. | However, it may be a
temporary placement with eventual return to the
family or somewhere else,

Removal of the child from the family without a

, formal court order. This type 0f removal results

from the familv agreeing voluntarily to give up
the child for temporary placement which may become
permanent placement. Placement of the child may
be with friends oy relatives of the family, in
foster care, or in an institution.

The location of the child can be determined 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:

Examgle 1

The child was abandoned by the mother at a babysitter's.

An aunt and uncle picked up the child and brought it to their

house.

the child.

A few days later the mother returned and picked up

This case would be categorized as Returned.
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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.
Example 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 woulé be categorized as Returned.
Step 13

Consult the case file. If a court action was required
in removing a child from the home record in Column 12 the
rnumber 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

action form.
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Step 14

Consult the case file. 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 family. The date that
the caseworker validated the report of neglect or abuse can
be found by examining the caseworker's dictation or by ques-

tioning the caseworker.
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CHAPTER 8

S0CIAL COSTS OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT

The costs presented in Chapter 5 reflect the resources used
by the public protective servicés 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 sccial
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 tc society extend
far beyond the obvious financial expenditures of protective
services for the care and treatment of abused and neglected
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 and davelopment in
many children who are victims of child abuse and neglect.

The long~term physical and psychological effects of

abuse and neglect on,children may be grouped into the follow-

ing broad categories:

. Manifestation of enduring emotional, intellectual,
and physical problems

. Transmission of abusive tendencies from the parent
to the child

. Develcopment of agressive and violent tendencies
resulting in criminal and delinguent dehavior

Manifestation of Enduring Emotional, Intellectual and
Physical Problems

¥

As victims of abuse and neglect, many children mani-
fest symptoms indicatéve of emotional, intellectual, and
physical malfunctioning. A recent study by Kempe conclu-
ded that 50 percent of these abused children will have
permanent physical inﬁury 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 and 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 children, 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 bhelow B5 =0
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 years that they were not very
worthy children. Sixty-two percent had behavioral
problems. A querter of the children at school
age had learning problems which wasn't accounted
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

6

Miriam Muravchik notes that man® children who are

victims of neglect and abuse "have problems of idenv:*y
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and difficulty in forming relationships that are more
than superficial. Some suffer from reoccurring depres-
sion later in life.“5

Thus, the manifestation of enduring emotional,
intellectual and physical problems exist among many chil-
dren victimized by neglectful and abusive parents. B&as
a result, 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, and
that they tend to prevent the realization of their innate

human potentialities."6

Transmission of Abusive Tendencies from the Parent
to the Child

"Child abuse has been referred to as an inherited
disease; because we know many parents who abuse their
children were themselves abused, isoclated;, 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—
marizing 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., 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. They



felt their own needs ere neither met nor

adequately considered; rather, they had to

orient toward parental! expectation and develop

an almost intuitive urilerstanding of what

would satisfy the pareiits and prevent severe

punishment. ?

Thus, many parents sufferifrom the residual effects of
their traumatic experiencé of being neglected and abused
and deprived of nurturant care.

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-
rearing practices of their own parents."9

In addition to using similar child rearing practices
to the ones their parents used, Steele points out that
many parents 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 T played with matches‘."10

The developmental pattern of the abusing parent's
own life is so often characterized by 2 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 so intensively. 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.

Thus, 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
11

family heritage of abuse."

Development of Aggression and Violent Tendencies
Resulting in Criminal and Delinguent 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."12

Dr. Esther Mullen has observed aggressive and violent

patterns in many of the young children brought intc 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-

13 Thus,

venile delinquents, murderers, and assassins."”
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 & history of being neglected or abused as
young children and 40 percent could recall being knocked

14

unconscious by one of the parents. 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-

15

ing from bruises and lacerations to fractures. Brandt

Steele, in his article, "Violence in Our Society," cited
some additional studies:

Some 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



139

Topeka, reported investigations of four men

who had murdered without an apparent motive.

All four oﬁ these men.had exgeriepced extrf?e

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 gtudy and
several policy questions are raised in the contract. These
will be addressed in this chapter.

Hypothegis Testing

The measures of effectiveness can be employed to deter-
mine differential effectiveness of alternative types of care
for identifying and assessing Qarious trade~offs associated
with these alternatives.  There are at least two interesting
possibilities that we will use to illustrate the potential
for conducting such analyses: (1) family care vs substitute
care and (2) useiof alternative mixes pf services. |

The belief strongly espoused by legislation, HEW policy,
and child welfare professional standards, that it is generally
p;eféiable_td;permit a‘neélected or abused child to remain
with his own family, is reflected in the evaluation system's
first manadement objective: An increase in the number and

rate of validated cases where the child is returned or renmains

vk
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with the family and the corrésponding 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 his protection. There are no clear, unambig-
ious guidelines establishing when removal is necessary. Some N
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: recidivisnm,
severity and process time. Thus, empirical relationships can
be establiéhed between management policies stressing more ro-
moval compared to those stressing less removal. Cost-effectiveness
compar isons 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 critical guestion 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 substantial
variations in home care in that protective services can 4@ pro~-
vided with or without variocus types of social services (e.g.,
homemakers, etc.). The policy adopted by a state or agency
has a substantial impact on planning under Title X¥. 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 c¢f the critical management
policy questions are:

. What is the cosgieffectiveness of the agency's
current policies?

. What is the estimated cost~effectiveness of
alternativesg?

. Increasing emphasis on children remaining
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 gqguestions.
. 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 regquested that BAI specifically discuss and
illustrate how this evaluation system will answer specific
types of guestions 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 agencies, individually or aggregated

by states or regions, are most effective for the
dollars spent; and wnat 1s 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
management objectives othhis 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
relative 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’
the 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 how 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-effectiveness of service agencies,
states, and regions?

Using the measures described under the preceding polcy
gquestion, trend analysis can easily be accomplished. Figure
9-1 illustrates one type of presentation comparing states
using one of the cost-effectiveness measures,

. What are the cost-effectiveness differentials

for services directly provided as opposed to
those purchased?

This cost-effectiveness evaluation method does not identify

specific services. However, costs of services purchased are iden-

tified separately from these provided directly, Thus, it Qould 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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TABLE 9-1

ILLUSTRATION OF AGENCY RANKINGS IN

TERMS OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Agency
Rankings

Cost-~Effectiveness

Costs
Children
Remaining

With Family

Costs

Eventual
Number of
valid Cases
"Not
Recidivistic

LCosts
Bventual
Number of

Recidivistic
Valid Cases
Where Severity
Decreases

9vT



FIGURE 9-1

ILLUSTRATION OF TREND ANALYSIS
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TABLE 9-2

ILLUSTRATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS
RELATED TO PURCHASED SERVICES

Cost-Effectiveness

Total Costs

Total Costs

Total Costs

Purchased
Services as

"Number of Eventual Eventual Percentage of
Agency Children Number of Number of Total Costs
Remaining valid Recidivistic
With Family Cases Not Valid Cases
Recidivistic § Where Severity
Decreases
2

8V1T




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 protective services objec-

tives as compared with clients not achieving
thaose objectives?

The costinhg system is not case~specific, but it does pro-
vide average case cost foé all cases. It cannot distinguish
between costs of clients achieving objectives and clients not
achieving them.

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

children, abused children, Title IV-A cases,

Title IV-B cases, urban cases, rural cases)
more cost-effectively than others?

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 not’ case-
specific. It would be possible to select agencies sgerving
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 aré urban, Title 1V-3A, 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 answvered by aggregating cost
and effectiveness data on all individual agencies or samples
or agencies. Sampling agencies is probably most desirable,
Stratification may be used to incorporate regions, types of

agencies, 2tc.
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FIGURE 9-2

ILLUSTRATION OF COST~EFFE%TIVENESS OF PURCHASED SERVICES
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FIGURE 9%-3

ILLUSTRATION OF COST~EFFECTIVENESS OF URBAN/RURAL MIX

Total Costs
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Percent o« Urban Cases

PRSP AV

e s e i s e s



Lt et i e s o e et

e

152

Reporting by all agencies is probably not desirable for
a number of redsons 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 evaluation 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-effectiveness 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

CONCLUSTIONS

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

BATI 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. Thé design is composed of

two major subsystems.

1. 2An 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

. Analysis and reporting procedures that can
be easily understood by agency supervisors
y and management. This system is easily
aggregated to the state, regional, and
national levels.
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A cost estimating subsystem that is easy to
implemant 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 identified in Chapter 3.

Number of cases where a child remains or is

returned to his home and its ratio to the total
number of wvalidated cases

Number of recidivistic cases and its ratio to
total validated cases

Percent of recidivistic cases where severity

decreases

Average time
on placement

Average time

By means of the

this report, each of

between intake and court decision
of a child

between intake and case validation
cost-effectiveness system described in .

v

the above criteria can be estimated for
w»

« single agency or aggregated by full count or on a sampling

basis by states, regions, or nationally.

Bach 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

S . Lo R el .
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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 analyses

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 system, 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.

County A County B
Staff
(900. Cases/Year (5,400 Cases/Year)
Clierk 16 hours 48 hours
Caseworker 2 hours 4 hours
Financial Officer 1 hour 1 hour
TOTAL 19 hours 53 hours
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BAIlsuccessfully 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
eéch of the five objectives lent themselves to relatively sims
ple 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 arxe described in Chapter 7 and were developed
out of the experience of BAI staff.

The Utility of the Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation System

3 %

The system designed by BAI is feasible for implementation
in a number of agencies offering protective serwvices, 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
gystem 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



158

sampling procedures. Such a procedure would be most useful
and acceptable to the agercies if feedback were provided to
the agencies to shOW‘hdw well they are doing in comparison
to other agencies. | '

The validity of the agéncy repcrts and the aggregated
versions is not an analytic problem because all the measures
are objective. There aré no subjective judgments or artificial
scales leading to guestions such as: "Are we measuring the
phenomena ‘that we want to measure?" This quality of the
cost~effectiveness evaluation should appeal to managemént
personnel in the agency and at the state and regional levels,
The reliability and accuracy of the measurements are not a
problem for agencies because the measures are not difficuit
to estimate.

This cost~effestiv3ness‘evaluation system can provide
data to tést significant hypotheses concerning alternative
protective services policies. Significant,policy gquestions
can be addressed and planning models developed that would
be of substantial assistance to states in implementing
Title XX as illustrated in Chapter 9.
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