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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

In the past year, the Texas Department of Human Services
(DHS) conrfucted eight projects that present creative ideas to
develop, strengthen, and carry out programs for prevention and
‘reatment of child abuse and neglect. (Project titles and locations
arc shown in figure 1).

PROJECT GOALS
The goals of eight projects, funded by Part I of the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (Publ1c Law 93-247, as ammended),

are as follows:

o developing innovative child abuse and neglect programs for
volunteers and private agencies;

o developing innovative child abuse and neglect programs for
adolescents;

o strengthening the quality of child abuse and neglect services
through competency-based and specialized training
programs and through automated performance tracking;

o . developing an Interagency Child Abuse Netword (ICAN) in
conjunction with the criminal justice system; and

0 developing models and program designs for planning and
delivering :hild abuse and neglect services and for allocat-
ing resources.

PROJECT NAME AND TYPE OF REPORT

This report is one in a series of eight separateiy packaged
reports on the foliowing demoustration projects, five of which are
ending this year (fina{ reports) and three of which will continue for
another year (annual reports):

o Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention (final report);

o Advanced Job Skills Training (annual report);

0 Family-Centered, Home-Based Intervention for Protective
Services-Clients (final report);
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F. Child Abuse and Neglect -
Prevention (Region 11)

G. Advanced Job Skills Training
(State Office)

H. Disabled Infants Projeect (State Office)

I. Training and Technical Assistance Project
(State Office)

Life Skills for Adolescents
(Region 1)

Automated Performance and Produc- .
tivity Improvement (Region 10)

Interagency Child Abuse and
Advocacy Services (Region 9)

Family-Centered, Home~Based
Intervention (Region 11)

Therapeutic 90-Day Emergency
Foster Homes (Region 5)

Figure l. Location of projects by DHS region (or state office~~located in DHS

Region 6)
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¢ Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im-
provement (final report);

o Life Skills fer Adulescents (final report);
o Therapeutic 90-Day Emergency Foster Homes (final report);
o Interagency Child Abuse Network (annual report); and

0 Advocacy Services (annual report).

SELECTION AND ADMINISTRATION

Priorities from DHS’s long-range plan provided the basis for
selection of the eight projects to be demonstrated, and project results .
will be used in planning improvements in systems for delivering
child protective services (CPS).

Six projects were managed by various DHS regions, and two
were run by the Protective Services for Families and Children
(PSFC) Branch at DHS headquarters in Austin.

Three of the projects--Interagency Child Abuse Network, Ad-
vocacy Services, and Family-Centered, Home-Based Intervention--
were cooperative ventures between DHS and community-based or-
ganizations (for the first two projects, with the Alamo Area Council
of Governments and the Bexar County District Attorney’s Office of
San Antonio; for the third project, with DePelchin Children’s Center
of Houston).

The Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im-
provement Project was conducted in DHS’s Region 10, the Life Skills
for Adolescents Project in Region 1, and the Therapeutic 90-Day
Emergency Foster Homes Project in Region 5.

The projects entitled Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and
Advanced Job Skills Trainig operated out of the PSFC Branch at
DHS headquarters in Austin.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Each of the eight annual or final reports may be obtained by
contacting--

Texas Department of Human Resources

Office of Strategic Management, Research, and Development
P.O. Box 2960--Mail Code 234-E

Austin, Texas 78769

Telephone Number (512) 450-3646
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Purpose. The Automated Performance Tracking and
Product1v1ty Improvement Project was designed by staff members in
Region 10 of the Texas Department of Human Services (DHS). The
project was developed to enhance the productivity and cff1c1cncy of
child protective services (CPS) staff and to enable ‘the region to bet-
ter meet federal and state performance guidelines.

Report Contents. This final Report, a process description,
describes the methods used to establish the automated system for
measuring productivity and techniques used to train managerial
staff in solving problems that might be identified when the system is
fully operational.

Included in the report are flowcharts describing intake, in-home,
and conservatorship services. The writers of the report also make
recommendation about methods to enhance service delivery and
about future statistical analysis of tracking system data.

System Implementation. The system has begun to serve as a
mechanism to track individual and regional achievement of
statewide performance standards and workload measures and to as-
sist in identification of areas where corrective action is needed.

viii
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GLOSSARY

CAP--Corrective Action Plan; a plan of action indicated when staff
performance is below expected levels

Conservatorship (CVS) case--(also referred to in some tracking sys-
tem documentation as substitute care or subcare)--case in which
DHS has legally assumed parental rights and responsibilities; of-
ten involves placement in foster (substitute) care; for three CVS
reading guides, see Appendix B

CPS unit supervisor--child protective services first-line manager

CVS--see conservatorship case

Generic workload standards--(also referred to in some system
documentation simply as workload standards)--the combination
of number and type of cases that CPS specialists are expected to
carry (plus any additional duties)

in-home case--(also referred to in some system documentation as an
ongoing case--case in which the child remains in the family’s
home while the CPS specialist begins providing services to the
child/family after investigation reveals abuse or neglect

intake/investigation case--CPS specialist’s initial contact with child
alleged to have been abused or neglected; for three case reading
guides, see Appendix B

Minimum standards--in tracking system documentation, this term
refers to program standards for conservatorship cases in which
the child has been placed in substitute care

ongoing case--see in-home case

PD--program director, second-line manager

Program standards--specified procedures that CPS specialists are ex-
pected to perform on assigned cases

RA--regional administrator (manages one of 10 DHS administrative
regions)

Reading guides--checklists used to determine whether program
standards have been met

ix
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Regional office--headquarters for one of 10 DHS administrative
regions

State office--DHS headquarters located in Austin, Texas
Substitute care (or subcare)--see conservatorship case
Uniform tasks and standards--Form 4040 (Performance and

Development Plan and Evaluation) used to assess CPS specialist’s
jot performance




1. BACKGROUND AND ORIGIN

The Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im-
provement Project was largely conceptualized in early 1984, when
Region 10 administrative staff in child protective services (CPS) be-
came aware of the availability of P.L. 93-247 grant funds that would
finance special projects,

For several years before 1984, Region 10 had been developing
and refining a Management Information System (MIS), which had
begun very simply by attempting to provide worker and supervisory
staff with automated tools to keep track of certain significant
licensing standards. The MIS had virtually replaced the numerous
tickler systems that had previously existed in local offices as
reminders of the need to secure medical exams, dental exams, TB
tests, and other key licensing requirements.

"For the MIS manager, the regional director, and other CPS staff,
it seemed that the development of a system to track and document
worker performance and compliance with program standares was a
logical extension of the existing MIS.

1.1 REGIONAL MANAGﬁMENT PHILOSOPHY

Since the implementation of the MIS, regional administrative
staff had been developing a philosophy about managing service
delivery. One basic premise was that improving services to clients
should be the region’s central focus.

Keeping this premise in mind, Region 10 administrators drew up
a list of qualities that they wanted in an automated performance
tracking system, :

1. Aggregate data from caseloads would be available as needed
if the client data are collected correctly.

2, Feedback to all levels of staff on their performance should
.be frequent, regular, and based on actual performance.

3. Performance expectations should be as high as possible but
fair.

4. CPS specialists are professionals and should be treated as
such by supervisors, both in expectations of performance
and development of skills.

5. Supervisors are managers, not "super workers," and their
time should be spent on administrative tasks rather than ac-
tual casework.



6. Performance evaluations should be based on actual perfor-
mance of casework rather than on random range or subjec-
tive criteria.

Through a grant awarded to the Region 10 Child Welfare Board,
the region had previously secured the necessary hardware to support
the system. Technical expertise of DHS staff and consuitants had
previously been acquired as other parts of the MIS were brought in-
house.

1.2 COMMITMENT OF REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION

Other key ingredients in the successful implementation of this
project were the commitment of the regional administrator, the
regional director (RD) for CPS, and both program directors (PDs) for
CPS). The RD routinely went over the tracking system reports. He
communicated directly with the PDs about what he saw in the
reports. Both PDs were in constant and intensive communication
with CPS supervisors to show that the region fully expected them to
do the required reading of cases. Areas of resistance or inadequacy
were addressed by all levels of management as they were identified.

This commitment to improving the quality and quantity of serv-
ices delivered is essential to the success of a project of this type,
which involves a restructuring of the supervisory role in every unit.
Without complete commitment to improving service delivery, the
project would have failed miserably because the normal reaction to a

_new approach is active and passive resistance.

1.3 STATEWIDE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

At the same period of time, program standards from DHS’s
headquarters staff in Austin and directives from federal legislation
(Public Law 96-272, Section 427 of the Adoption Assistance and
Child Welfare Act of 1980) begun to affect delivery of CPS
throughout the state.

P.L. 93-247 encourages states to prevent the unnecessary removal
of children from their homes and to reunify foster children with
their families. by making state eligibility for Social Security Act
Title IV-B and Title IV-E funds contingent upon the performance of
specific services and legal protections for children and their families.

Performing the services called for by P.L. 93-247 requires a well-
trained and highly skilled worker staff directed by supervisors who
are keenly aware of each worker’s capabilities and training needs.

Also during the same time period DHS’s central Personnel Divi-
sion developed a set of uniform tasks and standards for protective
service workers--Form 4040 (see Appendix A).

2
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1.4 OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PROJECT

With these developments as a base, Region 10 managers thought
it was possible to strengthen the quality of services for child abuse
and neglect through competency-based and specialized training
programs. Another goal to be addressed was the development of a
system for formulating caseload limits and proper caseload mix.
Thus, efforts were directed toward establishing a consensus on the
number and difficulty of cases a worker or unit could handile
efficiently.

Project planners anticipated that electronic tracking of in-
dividual and regional performance would give CPS’ administrative
staff accurate and current data about staff productivity patterns.
These data were expected to enable early implementation of correc-
tive action measures and to give individuals and units concrete ex-
pectaiions about job performance.

With the awarding of the two-year P.L. 93-247 grant, the project

staff was prepared to expand upon its theories and define a goal and
objectives.

2. PROJECT GOAL AND OBJECTIVES

The project’s planners had established their philosphical base
and had articulated their desire for CPS managers and ad-
ministrators to be able to establish empirical measures of adequate,
inadequate, and exemplary performance. These desires were
expressed in the project’s goal--to develop a system that tracks in- -
dividual and regional performance of uniform tasks and standards;
to identify adequate and inadequate worker performance; and to
help managers identify areas where either corrective action or for-
mal recognition is called for.

This tripartite goa! represented the thinking of the region’s CPS
administrators about the need tG apply advanced data gathering and
analysis methods to the issue of planning for higher productivity
from program staff.

To achieve this goal, project planners set five first-year
objectives:

1. to interface program standards (Appendix B) and work load
standards with the uniform personnel tasks and standards
(Appendix A);

2. to develop electronic tracking mechanisms for as many per-
formance items as possible;



3. to develop and program computer-generated output reports
on the quantity of performance at regional, unit, and
worker levels;

4. to develop a model of adequate performance based on work
load standards and caseload mix; and

S. to research and provide a training module that would teach

managers how best to use the newly developed performance
evaluation process. '

3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES

3.1 COMMITTEE PROCESS

The successful completion of the Automated Performance
Tracking and Productivity Improvement Project was the result of
numerous factors. The availability of the technical resources was
obviously important. Another significant factor was the use of two
committees that helped direct the planning, reviewed progress, and
provided necessary information for the project director.

3.2 STATEWIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Because the project might have statewide implications for DHS
personnel performance evaluation, and in order to ensure compliance
with policy and law, a statewide advisory committee was formed,
consisting of the region 10 and 6 RDs for Services to Families and
Children; the Region 10 MIS manager; and--from DHS’s state
(central) office--representatives of the Personnel Division, the Of-
fice of Field Management, and the Protective Services for Families
and Children (PSFC) Branch.

3.3 REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Within Region 10, a regional advisory committee was formed,
containing at least one member from each CPS unit, a member of the
contract management staff, and an administrator. The initial work
of the regional committee was to introduce and become familiar
with the concepts of productivity improvement and automated per-
formance tracking. Later, the group worked on additional issues in-
cluding management concepts, programming problems, implementa-
tion strategies, and overall project progress.

16



During the second year of the project the committee was
reduced in size but still comprised the MIS manager, the project
director, the supervisor for each CPS unit, and the region’s two PDs
for CPS. The ccmmittee’s work in its second year consisted largely
of planning for validation and implementation, and it was felt that
a group of this size would be most productive in working through
these issues. The regional committee also recieved information on-
technical issues from the programming and management consultants
and the regional case analyst.

It is difficult to overemphasize how important the input of the
committees was in the planning, development, implementation, and
evaluation of this project. Since the members represented all levels
of the CPS program, there appeared to be greater acceptance of the
various phases of the project with the other members of the regional
CPS phases of the project with the other members of the regional CPS
staff. As a result, most caseworkers and supervisors cooperated fully
and were enthusiastic about the benefits of the project.

4. TRAINING MODULE

Among the initial objectives of the project was to provide a
training module for managers on use of the new performance
evaluation process and subsequently to develop and pilot an in-
dividualized training module for caseworkers, based on specific
needs as identified by performance inadequacies.

The managers participated in a series of training sessions, which
began near the midpoint of the project’s first year. This training
was primarily directed at managerial style and the ability of the
manager to perform as a facilitator, evaluator, and trainer. For
many in the manager’s group there was a need to rethink their entire
perception of the role and goals of supervision. For others, training
provided the first systemized effort to define and develop the
responsibilities of the supervisor.

4.1 MANAGERIAL TRAINING

The project director and the MIS manager, with the approval of
the RD, sought a training module that would meet the needs of the
supervisory group and provide a common foundation for all. After
considerable research a module -was eventually purchased from a
Texas-based human resources firm.

4.1.1 Training Content and Approach. This module included
topics such as "Supervision Skills"; "Communication: the Key to
Effectiveness”; "Supervisory Styles"; "Increasing Productivity"; and
"Team-Based Problem Solving."- Each topic in the module centered
on methods that the supervisors could use to enhance their effec-

5
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tiveness as leaders and as members of the regional supervisory team.
The major elements of the training stressed self-awareness and ef-
fective problem solving through communication.

The training was presented over an eight-month period and
combined lectures on topics related to supervision and productivity
with role playing and behavioral assessments. The training atmos-
phere was deliberately relaxed, low key, and nonthreatening. The
trainers coached the participants toward greater achievement and
thereby served as role models for the participating supervisors to en-
courage their employees towards self-improvement and greater
productivity.

4.1.2 Assessing Management Style, The most distinctive feature
of the module and the training process was the use of an instrument
that assessed the management style of each supervisor. Each par-
ticipant not only completed a self-assessment of his or her own style
but was also rated via the same instrument by subordinates, peers,
and supervisor.

The collected data were entered into and analyzed by a com-
puter to eventually show a pattern of behavioral skills for each
supervisor. The behavioral scales were interpreted to the managers
in work sessions during which each participant was given feedback
on his or her managerial strengths and weaknesses. Recommenda-
tions for improving management styles were provided, and ways
were suggested to achieve desired behavioral changes.

4.1.3 Setting Goals for Behavior Change. The responses to the
four questionnaires were entered into a computer and plotted to
show a pattern of behavioral skills on a 10-point scale. The be-
havioral scales were interpreted to the managers in work sessions
where each participant was given geedback on his or her managerial
strengths and weaknesses. Recommendations for improving
management styles were provided, and ways to affect behavioral
changes were suggested.

The average score of all participants was determined. Time was
spent with the entire group to give actual techniques for improving
management skills.

4.1.4 Positive Feedback on Managers’ Training. There was a
consensus among the participants that this training module was very
useful: the training process helped participants see themselves as
others saw them and gave them insights about their self-perceptions.
All levels of staff reported that morale in Region 10’s CPS program
improved and that other program staff saw their input as useful and
significant for perhaps the first time.

4.2 MANAGEMENT TEAM CONCEPT

Another significant factor about the training was its focus on
all of the Region 10 management staff as a collective supervisory

6
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group. This process stressed that the regional program shouold main-
tain a consistent approach to policy issues, expectations of staff, and
methods of problem solving. While there was no sacrifice of ‘in-
dividual differences in personality, this was thefirst time that
mangement staff in the entire region viewed themselves as a single
management team.

The entire process was very enlightening both to participants
and observers. There were very notable changes between the group
that started working together in January 1985 and the more cohesive
group that emer'ged several months later. The participants reported
improved morale in the region and noticeable changes in their inter-
actions with each other nnd with subordinates. Subsequent follow-
up assessments validateu .ais perception of changes in interaction.

4.3 TRAINING OF CPS SPECiALISTS

After the various tracking components of the project were
implemented and data for several months had be=n collected, an
analysis revealed very few consistent inadequacies among CPS
specialists. Staff appeared to consistently performing at or above
acceptable activity levels. The few indicated noncompliances did
not show a pattern that could indicate a - :d for specific training.
These noncompliances could be fairly e:sily dealt with in the
regular supervisory conference.

This perception of the data analysis seemed to validated when
service control readers from DHS’s central ¢iTice came to the region
in April 1986, read a sample of randomly selected cases, and con-
cluded that, in all performance standards, the region was performing
at or close to the levels required by its Corrective Action Plan (CAP).
In many categories all cases were found to be consistently above the
CAP level. A preliminary analysis of the data by an industrial
psychologist also validated this assumption. Training needs or skill
deficiency at the specialist level appeared very seldom. It did ap-
pear that there were considerable variations among CPS supervisors
in management style, in casework judgments, and (consequently) in
the priorities they assigned to various job tasks.

Thus, the need for an individualized system of training has not
emerged as a necessary element of this project. However, the ad-
ministrative staff will continue to be alert to any need for an or-
ganized training approach for staff; and moie sophisticated statisti-
cal analysxs, which was beyond the scope of this project, will be per-
formed in the future.

ek
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S. PROGRESS SUMMARY BY OBJECTIVES

5.1 FIRST-YEAR PROGRESS

S.1.1 Interface Standards. Among the initial tasks to be under-
taken was the development of a document that concretely stated ex-
pectations about job performance by CPS specialists. The Protective
Services for Families and Children (PSFC) Branch and previously es-
tablished program standards and some generic work load standards.
The CPS program director, aided by the project director and the
state office Personnel Division, developed a set of uniform personnel
tasks and standards (Form 4040, Appendix A), which took into ac-
count all the previously established (1) program standards, (2)
generic work load standards, and (3) expectations and casework
philosophy of the region.

The program directors then obtained comments and suggestions
from CPS unit supervisors regarding the drafted standards. his
process resulted in a final version of Form 4040 that included all of
the previously noted performance standards as well as a set of
quality rating scales, which the group determined were an essential
part of the document and of the service delivery process. Form 4040
was finally reviewed and approved by the RD for Services to
Families and Children, and it was then introduced throughout the
region to worker staff. That revised version of the Form 4040 per-
formance plan (Appendix A) is still in effect for all CPS specialist
_positions in the region. This product addressed the first objective, to
interface program standards and work load standards with the
uniform personnel tasks and standards.

5.1.2 Electronic Tracking Systems. For the second objective, to
develop electronic tracking mechanisms for as many perfomance
items as possible, the guiding principle was to keep the process as
simple as possible. This meant not adding significantly to the exist-
" ing data entry and data collection mechanisms. The resulting read-
ing guides (Appendix B) were developed to relate closely to
statewide program standards and mimimum licensing standards for
child placement facilities. As far as possible, the project director
and the adviso. y groups decided to use those data elements for
which there were existing collection mechanisms and to include the
data elements used for statewide service control tracking. (The data
entry and output process will be discussed in detail in section 7.)
The result was a system that could provide compliance percentages
for the region as a whole and for each individual CPS specialist.

. 5.1.3 Computer-Generated Reports. The development of
computer-generated output reports, which identified performance
compliance at all regional levels, very closely followed the develop-
ment of the electronic tracking mechanisms (i.e., reading guides). In



many instances the development was simultaneous. The purposes of
these computer-generated reports were to--

1. show which CPS specialist are or are not meeting perfor-
mance standards and indicate when casework deficiencies
are not the fault or responsibility of a specific specialist
(compliance exception mechanism);

2. provide adequate documentation for work load plaaning by
supervisors, program directors, and regional directors;

3. assist the identification of training needs for CPS
spccialist_s; and

4. accumulate documentation for determining individual and
regional program performance.

5.1.4 Model of Adequate Performance. The project proposed to
pilot test a formula for determining ideal caseload and caseload
mixture. However, it became evident that a2 model or formula could
not be developed until there had been a significant amount of time
available for data collection and analysis. Therefore, a decision was
made by the MIS manager, the project director, and the advisory
group to defer this objective until the second year of the project.

5.1.5 Managers’ Training. The last first-year objective was to
research and provide a training module that would teach managers
how best to use the newly developed performance evaluation process.
It was recognized carly in the process that the changes and the new
philosphy to be used in this evaluation process would best be
facilitated if the managers had training in how to approach their
employees in a manner than would assist in achieving higher
productivity. Previously, there Were numerous management styles in
place--some with a sound theoretical base and some without.

5.2 SECOND-YEAR PROGRESS

The project’s goal for its second year was to put the tracking
system into operation, to track individual and regional performance,
to identify adequate and inadequate performance, and to identify
performance needs that indicated a need for corrective action.

This broad goal was to be accomplished by completing the fol-
lowing second-year objectives:

1. to implement data collection and output reports regionwide;

2. to analyze data on a regular basis;



3. to pilot an individualized training module for caseworkers,
based on specific needs as identified by performance
inadequacies; and

4. to develop automated performance tracking for two special-
ized programs (foster homes and adoption).

5.2.1 Data Collection and Output Reports. The data collection
phase began on schedule. (The MIS manager and project director
provided supervisors with instructions on the use of the data collec-
tion instruments.) Beginning October 7, 1985, there were regular
meetings of the Region 10 CPS supervisory group to discuss all
aspects of the process. These meetings were led by the PDs and the
MIS manager. Problems and concerns were identified and eventually
divided into two general categories: practical and philosophical
considerations. The meeting process continued until all the concerns
were satisfactorily addressed. The meetings also served as a valida-
tion mechanism for the project in that standards interpretation and
quality ratings for casework could be presented and a consensus
could be reached.

After a start-up period of data collection, the output reports
could be put into place. In this area, too, face-to-face communica-
tion facilitated the project. Discussions with unit supervisors avout
actual data on their workers were the primary vehicle for explaining
and demonstrating the uses of the tracking system. This type of
training is extremely powerful and has a more lasting effect than
other methods. Personnel who were working directly with the
project began a process of "circuit riding" to each unit in the region.
At this phase it was very helpful to meet with the worker staff to
explain and discuss the project and its connection with their work
performance. This process also was helpful in answering questions,
identifying new issues, and correcting misconceptions about the
project among CPS specialists.

5.2.2 Analyze Data. Afier a sufficient amount of data was col-
lected and output reports began to be generated, preliminary analysis
began, and performance trends could be identified. Analysis of data
will contine as a regular part of Region 10’s program.

5.2.3 Pilot Test Caseworker Training. Likewise, the develop-
ment of an individualized training module is to be a continuously
developing part of the CPS program even after the grant phase
concludes. A very high percentage of CPS specialist staff in the
region were in compliance with work expectations and standards.
However, preliminary discussions have continued with the regional
CPS staff development trainer and a consultant affiliated with
Stephen F. Austin University in Nacogdoches regarding the issues to
be addressed in and the contents of a training model.

5.2.4 Tracking for Foster Care and Adoption. The project’s
fourth objective for its second year is an ongoing task. The specific
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needs of the foster homes and adoption staff members for track'ing
information were relatively limited. Information has been collected
from the two sets of staff. Through the committee process, work

will continue to develop performance tracking systems for these
workers.

6. DEVELOPMENT OF READING GUIDES

The development of the reading guides (checklists used to
determine whether standards have been met) was one of the most
important parts of the tracking system. Several decisions were made
about reading guides when the project was conceived.

6.1 TYPES OF GUIDES

It was necessary that the reading guides be case-specific in order
to spare the supervisor from having to read with a generic guide.
Appendix B shows the seven reading guides developed for specific
case types and subtypes,

6.2 FORMAT FEATURES

It was also desirable to have ane-page reading guides, and this
proved possible on intake investigation and in-home cases. Conser-
vatorship reading guides had to be longer due to the large number of
standards involved in these case types (see Appendix A).

It was also decided to follow the state office format for service
control case reading as closely as possible since supervisors were
familiar with it. This approach was relatively easy to take once
cases were broken down by specific type.

To avoid any duplication of effort and to achieve complete
streamlining of the case reading process, the region adopted common
narrative formats for all standards. At the present time these for-
mats are in place; they make case reading with a reading guide much
simpler and quicker than with an unstructured method of
documentation. This streamlining effort has been continuing for
several years.

Another thing that was closely monitored was policy interpreta-
tion being delivered by the Protective Services for Children (PSFC)
Branch. The project director was in close contact with PSFC person-
nel regarding standards and standards interpretations. All reading
guides were reviewed by PSFC before implementation.

11



6.3 DEVELOPMENT ROLE OF COMMITTEES

In the development of each individual reading guide, project
staff took advantage of regional personnel expertise through sub-
committees and the regional MIS committee. The conservatorship
case reading guide was developed by a subcommittee headed by the
substitute care supervisor in Beaumont. His committee developed
the reading guide for all program standards on conservatorship
cases. The intake reading guide subcommittee was headed by the in-
take supervisor in Beaumont and a generic supervisor from the rural
northern end of the region. The regional MIS committee reviewed
all reading guide formats and standards prior to implementation as
vell,

The generation of reading guides is handled automatically by
the computer. Generation is primarily based on critical dates within
the casework process. For example, cases must be read every three
months. The computer counts days and reminds supervisors when
reading is due. (This process is described for all the reading guides
in section 7, "Flowchart Narrative Detail.")

7. FLOWCHART NARRATIVE DETAIL

7.1 INTAKE FLOWCHART

The intake process (charted in figure 1) begins when a com-
plaint is received in the local offices by either a CPS specialist or, as
in the urban offices in Jefferson County (Beaumont and Port
Arthur), by an intake community service aide. The complaint is
registered on an intake log.

The log is sent to the Management Information System (MIS)
daily for entry into the computer. .

After the intake log is entered into the system, it generates the
appropriate intake reading guide, which will be either a Priority I;
Priority II, sexual abuse; or Priority II, not sexual abuse. This read-
ing guide is case-specific, and the content is determined by the
specific standards involved in each type of case. .

Following investigation and dictation of the investigation by the
specialist, the supervisor reads the case, completes the intake reading
guide, and sents it back to the MIS.

The intake reading guide is entered into the comiputer, and the
aggregate data from the reading guides generate the preliminary
report (Appendix C), which is sent to CPS specialists, supervisors,
PDs, and the RD at the end of the month. The preliminary report
contains only the data appropriate at that time and does not account
for exceptions (noncompliances that are beyond the specialist’s
control.
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FIGURE 1.

INTAKE FLOWCHART

Intake Received At
Local Office and

—_Canris,,

Entered

Completed Intake Reading
Guide Entered

=~ | Recorded on Intake
) Log
Intake Log Sent Intake
to MIS Daily Investigated
,Intake%g Canris *inalized
Entered anc¢ Sent to MIS
Intake Reading Guide Computer Generated Aggregate
Generated to Supervisor Log Sent to Supervisors,
on Priority I & I ’}rogram Director, Regional
Director Midmonth and End
of Month
Supervisor Reads Intake, ¥
Completes Intake Reading =
Guide and Sends to MIS S Intake Log Purged at End
] -1 of Month
©
=]

’

Generate Preliminary
Worker Personnel Report to
Workers, Supervisors,
Program Director, Regional

Director at End of Month

Worker/Supervisor Discuss
Exceptions to Non-

(Compliances

Program Director Approves
Exceptions, Completes
Exception Request List and
Sends to MIS by 25th of

‘Following Month

¥

[ggceptions Entered g;]

[Generate Final Worker
Personnel Report to Workers,
Supervisors, Program Director
Regional Director at End of
Following Month :

Count of I&R's, IIP's,

Pri III's Not Investigated
Pri III's Canrised, and

Pri I and II's Canrised With
Reading Guide (.ompleted
Stored in Computer by Month
and by Unit

Due and Overdue
Reading Guides

IGenerate Supervisor's

‘ickler Report Indicating

Intake

13

25



Following the generaltion of the preliminary report, the
specialist and supervisor discuss cases that were out of compliance
and whether they feel that the noncompliance was due to cir-
cumstances beyond the specialist’s control. There are several reasons
why a specialist would be out of compliance and have a no-fault
decision made. There are excessively time-consuming cases; caseload
mix problems (intake overload, in-home overload, substitute care
overload; unit vacancies; illnesses; authorized leave; unusual court
requirements; data error; and others.

After negotiation between the specialist and supervisor is
completed, the supervisor sends the report to the PD, asking hime or
her for approval of the exceptions requested. The PD determines
noncompliance and/or approved exceptions, completes his (or her)
part of the preliminary report, and sends it to the MIS for entry.

After entry, the final report (Appendix C) is generated, which
will show exactly what percentage of the unit’s intakes the specialist
has handled and how many were in compliance with standards. It
also details those that were not in compliance due to problems that
the specialist is not responsible for.

In addition to the preliminary and final reports on CPS
specialists’ performance, the intake reading guide generates an
aggregate log, which goes to supervisors, program directors, and RD
at the middle and the end of the month to assist them in determining
the intake load for their geographical areas.

The intake log (Appendix C), also tracks I&Rs (Information and
Referral) and Priority III complaints that are not investigated (this
is helpful information as it figures into work load and is often
requested by administrative staff when looking at staffing issues).

The Intake Log also generates the supervisor’s tickler report
(Appendix C), indicating which intake cases are due to be read in
any given month. There is a 30-day time lapse between the date the
worker receives the intake and when it is due to the supervisor. The .
supervisor then has two weeks to read the case and submit the read-
ing guide to the MIS. This amounts to 45 days lag time between the
date a coinplaint comes in and the date the data are received at the
MIS site. This 45-day period is necessary to allow a reasonable
amount of time for the casework to be done and the paperwork and
case reading to come about. The lapse does present a minor problem,
but the standards and the reality of the CPS specialist’s and
supervisor’s situation make it necessary to allow this much time on
individual complaints,

7.2 IN-HOME FLOWCHART
When a case is validated and becomes an in-home services case
(see figure 2), the CANRIS form (the data entry form that registers

cases onto the central Child Abuse and Neglect Report and Inquiry
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 2.
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System) triggers the in-home services subsystem, which generates an
in-home services reading guide and sends it to a supervisor.

The supervisor then has 48 days to complete the reading guide
and sent it to the MIS.

When entry of the reading guide is accomplished, the computer
generates the in-home services portion of the CPS specialist’s
preliminary report.

The same guidelines apply for in-home services cases as for
intake: compliance exceptions are granted or denied and the final
report is generated, which details cases that are in and out of
compliance, .

Also generated automatically by the computer is the in-home
services portion of the supervisor’s case reading tickler, which shows
the dates that cases are due to be read as well as overdue in-home
services cases. After 90 days, the computer automatically generates
a second reading guide if the case is still open. Cases must be read

every 90 days to be in compliance with the supervisor’s reading
standards. '

7.3 CONSERVATORSHIP FLOWCHART

The conservatorship subsystem (charted in figure 3) is initiated
when Form 2001-A (a data entry form that certifies that a child has
entered substitute care) clears the MIS, indicating that a child has
been removed from home by court order.

Form 2001-A is entered into the system, which generates a
"subcare" reading guide to the supervisor. The supervisor has 33
days to read the case, complete the subcare reading guide, and sent it
to the MIS.

The same general procedures are followed for the preliminary
and final performance reports as in the intake and in-home
subsystems.

For regional purposes, aggregate data are maintained on
noncompliance. In this aggregation, exceptions are not credited,
yielding an actual compliance percentage. ‘

At the same time as the substitute care reading guide, the com-
puter also generates 2 minimum standards reading guide. The Mini-
mum Standards for Child Placement Agencies (Chapter 42, Human
Resources Code) are read at the same time the substitute care
program standards are read. The only difference is that the
regeneration time on the computer is six months rather than three
months as in conservatorship standards. Again this procedure
reflects statewide reading standards for supervisors, which require
that cases must be read quarterly for program stanards.

From the conservatorship and minumum standards reading
guides, the computer generates the supervisor tickler report, which
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 3.
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includes dates that cases are due to be read and cases that are
overdue for reading.

8. PROGRAMMING

Programming for the system was accomplished by a consultant
who has been involved with the MIS for over five years. The
specifications for all programs were developed in-house. The
programmer communicated primarily with the system operator, who
has been working with him for several years on other projects in
Region 10.

It was determined that the system should be written in COBOL,
to make it consistent with the rest of MIS. Use of this language
would make for easier maintenance and enhancement of the
programs.

One aspect of the programming that presents a problem is the
need to maintain two years of historical data. This is necessary in
order to allow output runs for calendar-year-to-date or fiscal-year-
to-date. Historical file maintenance and significant disc space is
required.

Another aspect of the programming determined to be necessary
was to have variable date runs. Programming allows for the entry of
specific dates to be included in a report (one month, quarterly, six
month, etc.) The computer then determines compliance percentages
based on the dates given.

Major milestones in developing the system included the
following:

l. intake logs begin being entered into the MIS computer on
7-1-85;

2. intake reading guides generated for the first time 7-15-85;
3. computer-generated intake log operational on 8-6-85;
.4. ongoing reading guides generated on 8-20-85;

5. conservatorship reading guides generated and distributed
1-86; '

6. worker’s preliminary performance rcpox;t generated 1-86;
7. first run of minimum standards reading guides 3-86;

8. worker’s final performance report generated 5-86;

9. supervisor’s case reading tickler report generated 7f16-86;
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10. quarterly aggregate compliance reports generated 7-86; and
11.  work ioad formula report completed 8-86.

Further details on the process of programming can be found in
Appendix D.

9. EXPLAINING THE PROJECT
TO FIELD STAFF

Explanation of the project followed the same time sequence
as the programming, i.e., intake/investigation logs and reading
guides were generated first, then in-home services, and finally the
conservatorship system.

The region’s approach to implementation involved continuous
contact between the project director, MIS staff, and the supervisors
and CPS specialists in the region. The project director and her assis-
tant met with all of the units to explain the project.

9.1 EMPHASIZING CASE READING

In addition to attending unit meetings, the project director and
her assistant met with the individual supervisors to go over the
details of this sytem as well as the administrative philosphy behind
implementing such a process-oriented computer system. There did
not appear to be active resistance to the philosophy; however,
restructuring the supervisory role toward a more management-
oriented approach did present some problems during the implementa-
tion stage.

The main problem that supervisors 2ncountered was finding the
necessary time to do the required case reading. (It should be noted
that case reading requirements were not changed for the project.
The reading requirements are set by state office policy, and one of
this project’s goals was to ensure that this policy was adhered to in
all cases.) Region 10 management believe that it is a necessary job
task of supervisors to frequently read and monitor cases for com-
pliance with standards as well as for quality of service. In reality,
however, many supervisors were not reading their cases as required
by policy. With the tools and reports generated from the tracking
system to help the supervisors plan case reading activity, administra-
tive staff believe that it is possible for supervisors to read their
case: every three months if they have good organization skills.
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9.2 ASSISTING CPS SUPERVISORS

The entire case reading process was streamlined in order to help
the supervisors accomplish this task. On intake/investigation cases,
a regionally developed standard format for documentation has been
in place for two years. If CPS specialists follow this format during
investigation and documentation of casework, they will be in com-
pliance with all state law, federal mandates, and DHS casework
policies. Standard formats also exist for conservatorship cases and
in-home services cases. CPS supervisors received direction from the
project director, from his assistant, and from the MIS manager on
how to read cases by these formats, which greatly speeds up the case
reading process.

Some supervisors rcs;stcd this more objective-oriented manage-
ment style. In spite of the project’s training, which stressed or-
ganizational and communication skills, several supervisors had
problems complying with the new approach. For this reason it was
decided to add a second regional case analyst to assist supervisors in
their case reading responsibilities. These case analysts would not
rate the quality of casework but would read the case only for com-
pliance with standards.

Once the additional case reader was added, it was possible for
the supervisors to read all of their cases quarterly with minor
exceptions. The reality of a supervisor’s life is such tha: duiing
peak court times, peak intake times, or when staff vacancies exist, a
supervisor cannot do the required reading. With the help of the case
analyst, however, the program directors can offer assistance to the
supervisors during these times of overload.

10. RECOMMENDATIONS
Project findings led to recommendations about the service

delivery system as well as future statistical analysis of data that the
tracking system gathers.

10.1 SERVICE DELIVERY
The following recommendations apply to service delivery:
1. Case reading by CPS supervisors should be changed from
every three months to every four months. This change
would sacrifice littie and would be a big help to supervisors.

By having a more realistic standard, supervisors would come
closer to meeting their case reading mandate.
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Supervisors should receive ongoing training on the casework
implications and client impact of the performance
standards, since the preliminary data analysis seemed to in-
dicate that supervisory emphasis rather than specialist skill
deficiency was the cause of most non-compliance trends.

High expectations of specialist compliance should be
maintained, since the majority of cases meet or exceed state
office CAP levels in compliance percentages.

When the casework quality rating falls on full category
below the regional aggregate on any specific case type, a
training need probably exists for the specialist. Administra-
tive attention should be focused on the specialist whether it
be for training or other intervention. When the quality is
one full category above the aggregate, administrators should
give the specialist formal praise.

10.2 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The following recommendations relate to future statistical
analysis that was beyond the scope of this project.

1.

Solicit assistance from the PSFC Branch and the Office of
Strategic Management, Research, and Development to set up
statistical runs on DHS’s mainframe computer to analyze the
data appropriately.

Run statistical analyses on all logicai pairings of time and
quality of service.

Run statistics to see whether significant differences exist
between overtime and quality of service.

Run statistics to compare time, quality, and compliance per-.
centages on all types of cases by worker, unit, and region to
determine strengths and weaknesses for training purposes.

Check overtime on the workload measures report against ac-
tual overtime reported to tke supervisor, and correlate
against quality rating to test state of fice work load formula.

Test average quality rating given by supervisors on all case
types to ensure consistency in rating.
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Texas Department

APPENDIX A

Form 4040--Uniform

Tasks

and Standards

. e . . Form 4040
of Human Resources PERFORMANCE AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND EVALUATION June 1982
Employee Name Soc. Sec. No. BJN : Mail Cone
Merit System Title Fungtional Titte Lif ditturentt THuo Date
i
Date Assigned Rater Date Assigned Positon | Date of Perf_Plan Date Evaluauion Due Period Covered by Eval T
From to
REASON FOR EVALUATION: D Initial Probation D Annual D Transfer D Conference{optional)
D Other(specify):
Brief Job Description:
Child Protective Services Specialists
" 2l ® "
5| £i23
RELATIVE PEAFORAMANCE PLAN~List Task Stateraants sgis |8 H
( _ asnts, TUAL ACHIEVEMENTS LN
IMPORTANCE Foliowsd by Performence Standaerri(s) Ac we |2 E|ae
A. | "Assesses current 1ife situations of

child(ren) and family to determine the
presence of child abuse and/or neglect.
1. Investigations and assessments are

conducted according to regional and State

policy, standards, and guidelines.

2. Obtain accurate assessments which pro-
tect children while maintaining intact
fanilies, as appropriate.

2. Responds to referrals within appro-
priate time frames based on
priority. Immxiiate response is
required for Priority I,
endangering situations (no exceptions)
per year on Priority 11 referrals,

b. Form 2202-A carpleted cn all referrals
-and submitted to data processing within
30 days of intake. Exceptions must be
approved by the supervisor. 2-4 non
approved exceptions 21lowed per year.

¢. Form 2230 submitted to appropriate
law enforcement agency as required.
No exceptions for Prioriuty I and II
complaints.

d. Assessments will reflect the minimum

- standards for quality. . .

3. (btain assessments which result in
sufficient information when court action needed
" a. ‘Provide narrative, reports, etc. as
requested by D.A. on or before stated
due date. No exceptions allowed.
‘Review hearings and disposition hearing

a
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mements

Naot Meet

niemen b

RELATIVE PERFORMANCE PLAN—List Task Statements, | (£E ¥ E
IMPORTANCE Followed by Performance Standard!(s) - £ X%
b = L= SR

scheduled as required standards. :

b. Testimony presented in a professional i '
manner as judged by supervisor and/cr S
District Attorney, o

¢. Situations of children are accurately ; :
evaluated for degree of 1ife threatening : .
or safety endangering conditions, initially , : '
and on an ongoing basis. T

d. Investigations visits are conducted at a |
time and in locations appropriate for the ) !
individual case situation.

e. Assessments will reflect the minimm
standards for quality defined for the
unit by the supervisor,

8.] Uses interviewing techniques to obtain informatior

needed for serving.client needs.

1. Methods of cbtaining information are within

policy and guidelines reflecting appropriate

adaptation to the -individual situation.

2. Sufficient information is cbtained to make

timely decisions and case plans. Obtains relevant

social history information with 1-2 exciptions
allowed per year.

3. Efforts are made to cbtain information fram

collateral contacts. :

4, Sufficient information is cbtained to

facilitate court proceedings.

5. Interviewing techniques will reflect the

minimun standards for quality defined for the unit

by the supervisor,

6.Parent and child's rights are maintained.

C.! Places and provides care to childre: in substitute
1. (hild placament activities are carried out
according to policy requirzents and standards.

a. Case movemnt Ycrms are completed within

24 hours of initial and subsequent place-

ment with i-3 exceptions ailowed per year

b. AN forms (220, 213 series, etc.) ard intgke
study comieted, and an Administrative Case
Re.iew is scheduled within 30 days of
piacemEnt and every 6 months thereafter,

c. Adinistrative Case Review Forms are of
acceptable quality based on supervisor's
professional judgment and are prepared
prior to the Initial Case Review Staffing

d. Dispositional hearings will be scheduled
within 18 months and every six months
thereafter,

2. Child placement activity is based on sound
child placement theory and practice and
incorporates permanency planning principles.
3. Plans for initial placement are made in
conjunction with appropriate others, and
seryices are achieved in a timely fashion.
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r RELATIVE PERFORMANGE PLAN-List Task Statements,
IMPORTANCE F-ollowed by Pertarmance Standardl(s)

o Tnitial and Subsequent placaments—are mad

ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS

prior approval of supervisor and program director.
5. Monthly contact is maintained with foster
children unless otherwise stated and approved in
the Plan of Service. 1-2 exceptions per year.

6. Foster care eligibility review forms are sub-
mitted every six months (no -exceptions), and eny
changes in the child's incote is reported within
3 working days. (F2200) _

7. vorker assures that child support is requested
fram the court on all children placed into
substitute care, - .

Provides child protective services after normal
working hours to maintain 24 hour coverage.

1. Vvorker is readily available during assigned
off-duty hours. (ro exceptions)

2. Assesstent and handling of emergency
situations are performed according to the
requirament of policy and lecal procedures

with no exceptions. ™

3. ‘Inmediate response is required for Priority I
1ife endangering situations with ro exceptions.

Davelops and /or implements case plans to meet

the specific needs of the individual family mem

WSO‘ e ’ . o

1. 'Information required by policy, standards,

and guidelines is cbtained, recorded, and :pdated

reflecting individualized assessments of the

clients' problem and needs of the situation

‘| which fit Agency dbjectives (95-100% campiiance)

a. Plans carpleted within 45 (30 days for sub
care) working: days of case opened.

b. Plans are updated at least every six month$
or when significont changes occur. (95-100

carplfance.) 3 ;
¢. Problems/nexds are accurately assessed and
- .plans -are developed jointly with the
client {dentifying solutions/goals.
~(95-100% campiiance).
2, Contacts are made according to policy and
progran requirements and the focus remains on
achieving service goals. :
a. -Initial contact is made with the family
within 10 working days of case assignment.
2-4 exceptions allomed per year.
b. Contact is mede monthly or as outlined in
~the servite plan. (95-100% carpliance)
¢, Narrative reflects good casework practice.
3. Available camunity volunteer and contracted
resources are used according to the need of the
individual case situation and policy.
4. Wnen appliceble, placament decisions and
actions consider the individual circumstances,

[ a8
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J Maintains sufficient Zuse documentation, includ-

| Builds and maintains camunications and working

T
the available resources, and reflect goad casework
practice.

5. Administrative Reviews will be scheduled
every six months as per local guidelines for all
tonservatorship children not in their own hame.
(no exceptions)

ing forms and narrative, to provide a complete
and accurate written record.

1. Required forms, as outlined in State and
Regional policy are completed on a timely basis,
appropriately submitted, updated as neded,

and are present in the case folder.

a. SIS camleted o every famiiy marber
within 45 days of case assigrment.
- (95-100% camplience)- :

b. Forms for contract referrals & MIS
are copletad in a timely manner with
a minimun of ervor & are updated as
needed (95-100% corpliance)

2. Narratives are completed, accurate, and
current according to appropriate policy require-
ments, . :

a. Comleted narrative will be caompleted
within 30-45 days of contact and
subnitted to the MIS. (95-100%
carpliance)

b. Narrative will retlect and accurate
representation of fanily situation and
the services being provided as per good
casework practice.

relationships with clients, camuiity, and
co~workers resulting in agency cbjectives being
accamplished,

1. Effective relationships are built and
maintained with client reflecting objectivity
concerning differences in cultures and values
as per good casework practice.

2. Effective relationships are built and main-
tained with cammunity resources.

3. Relationships with TOMR personnel are
corducive to the provision of service sand the
accatplishing of agency cbjectives.

4, More than 1-2 valid complaints per year does
not meet requirements. . The seriousness of a
single camplaints may result in the worker not
meeting requirements. -

5. The quality of relationships will reflect
the minimum expectations set for the unit by
the supervisor.

RELATIVE PERFORMANCE PLAN—List Task Stataments, ] T
IMPORTANCE Foliowed by Performance Standardis) 1 ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS
e T mm e g e ——

Fregqinsements

|

|

|
E xceeds
Meets

Reqrirements

s Nt Meet

Keguaemente

i
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: (1-2 exceptions per year)

“The seriousness of a single camplainis, error, or

service to clients.

1.. Seeks supervisor's assistance or approval
when appropriate as defined the supervisor or as
required by policy. {1-2 exceptions per year).
2. Supervisor is informed of current case
situations in a timely manner as per expecta-
tions set for the unit by the supervisor.

3. The serdiousness of the situation about
which a supervisor is not notified may result
in the worker not meeting requirements.

Campletes special tasks, projects, or assign-
ments upon request of the supervisor.

1. Assignments are.carpleted within time
frames negotiated by worker and supervisor.
(1-2 exceptions per year)

2. Quality of comieted assignments is
acceptable according to the supervisor's
expectations.

Develops and maintains suitable work plans.

1. Sets priorities to manage workload effec-
tively in camieting required tasks within time
frams. (1-2 exceptions per year)

2. Non-case related functions are campleted
within required time frams (1-2 exceptions

per year) _
3. Quality of work plans will reflect the minimun
standards set for the unit by the supervisor.

onission in any of the job tasks may result in
the worker not meeting requirements depending on
its effect on the client, camunity or agency. .

Requuements

Meets

Requirements

Dows Not Meet

Requutements

( RELATIVE PERFORMANCE PLAN-List Task Statements, | T E
IMPORTANCE Foliowed by Performance Standardis) 1 ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS o
gl o e g - R e O Y =i
| —— T
H.| Uses supervision to cbtain and facilitate ’




APPENDIX B

Reading Guides
for Standards

The following reading guides are used by region 10 Child
Placement Supervisors and Case Analysts in reviewing applicable

cases.

Each reading guide reflects the program standards and/or

minimum standards read.

1.

2.

Intake Reading Guide, Priority I B-1

Intake Reading Guide, Priority II, Sexual Abuse B-2
Intake Reading Guide, Priority II, Non Sexual Abuse B-3
Ongoing and Non-CVS Subcare Reading Guide B-4

CVS Reading Guide for Cases Opened
Less Than 7 Months B-5

CVS Reading Guide for Cases Opened 7 Months or More B-6
CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide B-8

Supervisor’s Qualitative Rating Scale B-15

i erme
PRSI A



Appendix B-l

Intake Reading Guide (1) Werker: KATHY LONDOW
s, SRR Cs82308201 Supervisor: MICHAEL SPELL
Date of Referral: 05-13-86

Please check if all standards were answered Y or NA. ]

I1.A. Priority I Repov:is

1. Did the worker, within 24 hours of the referral,
attempt to inform the supervisor of the report and Yes[l Nofll

obtain the supervisor’'s approval of the action to be
taken/that had been taken?

n

Did the worker level or above staff begin protective Yes[l Noll
services for the child within 24 hours of the referral?

3. For Priority I Eeports other than those made by law
enforcement: Did the worker orally notify law enforce- Yesl(] MNo L] N/AL]

ment within 24 hours of the report and send a written
report within S5 calendar days?

iI. The Investigation
Did the worker determine:
A. The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect? YesL]l] Noll
B. The identity of the person apparently responsible? Yes ] No {1

C. The names, ages, and conditions of the other children Yesfl Noll N/AL]
in the home?

D. The caretaker’s ability to protect the child? Yes{l Noll
E. The adeguacy of the home environment? Yes (] No []
F. The relationship of the child to the caretakers? Yes[] Nofll
G. If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child? Yes[] Noll
111. DbDid the supervisor approve the worker’s actions and Yes[]l No(l

findings at the completion of the intake process?

1v. Results explained to:
A. The parents/cCaretakers Yes[l] Nofll
B. Children upo were interviewed Yes[l Nofl N/AQ
C. The identified complainant Yes[l] Nofl N/AC

L 3 Rate the errall quality of the casework on this case using the Qquality
"~ rating scale. A rating of 1 or S requires written justification below:

Please submit to MIS
Supervisor'’'s Signature Date Reviewed within 3 days of review.

ERIC i B-1

s : : 41)



I1.

Iiv,

{

App

Intake Reading Guide (2A) Worker:

ey SR C:s3086001 Supervisor:
Date of Referral: 04-23-86 .

1

Please check if all standards were answered Y or NA.

Priority II Reports

1.

Did protective servicees to the child begin within
10 calendar days of the report?

For sex abuse cases, the Department nNotified law
enforcement orally within 24 hours of the report,
and sent a written report within 5§ calendar days?

The Investigation

Did the worker determine:

A.
B.
c.

D
E
F.
¢

The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect?
The identity 0f the person apparently responsible?

The names, ag®s, and conditions of the other children
in the home?

The caretaker‘s ability to protect the child?
The adequacy of the home environment?
The relationship of the child to the caretakers?

If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child?

Did the supervisor approve the worker‘s actions and
findings at the completion of the intake process?

Results explained to:

A.
B.
c.

Rate the overall quality of the caseéwork on this case using the quality

The parents/caretakers
Children who were interviewed

The identified complainant

endix B-2

ARGIE EARNEST
MARILYN KENNERSON

€]
Yes ]

Yes (]

Yes ]
Yes ]

Yes []

Yes (]
Yes ]
Yes[]

Yes ]

Yes []

Yes (]
Yes []

Yes [l

No L1

No L]

No L]

No 1

No {1

No {1

No C1]

No L]

No L]

No L]

No L]

No []

No L1

rating scale. A rating of | or 5 reguires written justification below:

Supervisor‘s Signature

O

ERIC:

Aruntoxt provided by Eric
e

Date Reviewed

41

B-2 .

Please submit to MIS
within 3 days of review.

Nzall

N/A L]

N/A L]

N/A L]




Appendix B-3
Intake Reading Guide (2B) Worker: RICHARD BURNETT

D WA c7:2738501 ‘Supervisor. VICKIE ROGERS
Date of Referral: 04-23-86 ’

Pleage check if all standarde were answered Y or NA. ]

1.B. Priority I1 Reports

1. Did protective services to the child begin within Yes[] No 1
10 calendar days of the report? )

4. For non-sex abuse Priority II reports, the Department

notified law enforcement either orally or in writing Yesll Noll N/AIL]
within 3 calendar days of the report?

IT. The Investigation
Did the worker determine:
A. The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect”? Yes[l Noll
B. The identity of the person :pparently responsiﬁle? Yes[l Noll

C. The names, ages, and conditi(ng of the other children Yes[l Noll N/AL
in-the home?

D. The caretaker’s ability to protect the child? Yes[l Noll
E. The adequacy of the home environment? - Yesll Nold
F. The relationship of the child to the caretakers? Yes[) Noll
6. If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child? Yes[l Noll
111. Did the supervisor approve the worker’s actions and . ) Yes(]l Noll

findings at the completion of the intake process?

v, Results explained to:
A. The parents/caretakers ‘ Yes[l Noll
B. Children who u&re interviewed Yes[l Noll N/AL]
C. The identified complainant Yes[l Noll N/A(]

{_1 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the guality
rating scale. A rating of 1 or 5 requires written justification below:

) Please submit to MIS
Supervigor’s Signature Date Reviewed within 3 days of review.

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:




Appendix B-4

Ongoing and CVS Non-Subcare Reading Guide (001) Worker. HICKERSON-3846
Ghetiiinlh, G S00792567 Supervisor: MARILYN KENNERSONM

Date the decision was made to provide on—-going services was 01-01-01

TA. Date original'Family Service Plan completed

1. Was the original service plan completed within Yes [l Noll
45 days of the above date?

2. Is there a parent’s gignature indicating that the Yes[l Nol)
service plan was jcintly developed or an explanation
- that the parents refused to Cooperate?

3. Is there an indicator that a copy of the service plan Yes [] No [1
was given/sent to the parent/caretaker?

4, Does the service plan identify the family’'s problems Yes [l Noll
angd the effects on family and child?

S. Does the service plan identify solutions to the Yes[l Noll
problems and objectives for the family?

B. If a review of the service plan‘was due during the case-
reading period, answer the following (if not go to
standard 8). Date review was due of the Original Plan
8 ~01, )

Date Reviewed:

1. Was it reviewed wjith the Famjly every 6 months? Yes [l Noll

2. Was each review approved and signed by supervisor? Yes [l NoQJ

8, Hontﬁly Contacts

Did the worker have face~to-face contact with the family Yes[] Noll

and child once a month unless otherwise specified in the
service plan?

(3 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality
rating scale. A rating of 1 or 5 requireg written justification below:

: Please submit to MIS
Supervisor‘'s Signature Date Reviewed within 2 days of review.

Evaluation year is 12/01/858-12/01/86

B-4

Emc- N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
Eza o ae
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Appendix B-5

«VE Subcare keading Guige for Cases Worher HBAKER-C&47

Opened Lecss Than 7 Months : Zuperwvisor RANNY VOIGHT
AR, &l 504677005 (01

Flacement Date: 4-0&8-2¢ ’ HOTE ITEME 16-14 ARE RESPONSIBILITY
Tvoe DHR FQSTER HOME 0F UNIT UKICK REMDVES CHILD

0 Was prior or concurrent approva) obrained from = Yecs [ .Ne (]

supervisor or above before the child waec removed?

AR Was a permanent plan for the child established before Yes [] Noll NAL]
9/19/85? Date of permanency plan ' )
CASE PLAN
2. Is there a written family case plan? _ Yes[l Noll NALl

Date of plan

12a. completed within 30'days «f placement (check NA if Yes[] Noll NAL
' case was opened prior to 10/81)

12b. identifies the famiiy's problems which caused Yes [l Nof(l
removal of child

t2C€. & description of efforts made to obtain services before Yes!ll] NoIl
removal of child and any services provided to prevent
substitute care placement

12d. identifieg change€ that muct take place before DHR Yec [l Noll
recommends conservatorship )

12e. identifies services to accomplish the change Yes{l Nofl

i2f. identifies the role of the worker, other service Yes[l Noll

' providers and parents in achieving changes :

12g. a proposed time limit for achieving the change Yes[l Noll

12h. a plan for the parents to vieit, telephone, or write Yes [l Nel]
o the child

12i. family's plan for financial support Yes [] No []

12j. special conditions or stipulations of the court order Yes[]l Noll NAQ]

12k . consequences if the change is not achieved Yes [l Noll

121. signed by parents : Yes[l Noll

14. Was the child’'s case plan designed to achieve placement:

a. in the least restrictive setting Yes [] No [1]
b. in close proximity to the parent’s home Yes[]l Noll
19. Wei'» changes affecting eligibility reported within yes[] Noll NAD

£ days of the change?

[ Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case uUsing the Quality
rating scale. A rating of 1 or & requires written justification below:

. - Please =i:bmit to MIS
Supervisor's Signature Date Reviewed within 3 days after ACR is typec
' Evaluation year is 08,09/85-08/08/86

A ruiex provided by cric [N
S e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
o

Appendix B-6

CVS Subcare Reading Guioge for Cases Werker MEAUX-DEZC

Opened 7 Months or More Supervisor. GAYLE SHAW'
e BRRggl 02352955 (001)

Placement Date: 8~17-24 NOTE: ITEME 10-14 ARE RESPONSIRILITY
Type: RELATIVES HOME

Was prior or concurrent approval obtained from a
supervisor or above before the child was removed?

Was a permanent plan for the child established before
017167837 Date of permanency plan

CASE PLAN

I1s there a written family case plan?
Date of plan,

completed within 30 days of placement (check NA if
case was opened prior to 10/81)

identifies the family’s problemes which caused
removal of child

a description of efforts made to obtain services before
removal of child and any services provided to prevent

. subgstitute care placement

12d.

identifies changes that must take place before DHR

‘recommends conservatorship

12e.

12f.

12¢9.

12h.

124.
12j.
12%.
121.

13.

14.

identifies services to accomplish the change

identifies the role of the worker, other service
providers and parents in achieving changes

.a proposed time limit for achieving the change

a plan for the parents to visit, telephone, or write
to the child

family's plan for financial support

special conditions ur-stipulations of the court order
congsequences if the change is not achieved

signed by parents

Was the family service plan reviewed every 6 months?

Parents must be involved in the review unless parents
rights terminated.

Was the child’'s case plan designed to achieve placement:

4. in the least restrictive setting

b. in close proximity. to the parent'’s home

45

Yec L]

Yes []

Yes L[]
Yes []
Yee [

Yes []

Yes [1]

Yes []

Yes (1]

Yes [1]

Yes (1

Yes [1
Yes [1
Yes []
Yes [1

Yes []

Yes[]

Yes L[]

OF UNIT WHICH REMOVES CHILD

No ]

No L[]

No [1]
No L]
No L1

No [1

No L[]

No L[]

No L1

No (2

No L1

No L1
No []
No {1
No (1

No (1

No L1

No [1]

NA L[]

NA L2



CVE Subcare Reading Guide for Cases

Opened 7 Months or More
vausesne GRENMEEN S022c52955 (001)

1S. Perjodic Reviews

C. Was a periodic review held before 02/17/837 Yes() MNo() NA()
When?

D. Was the next periodic review held within 6 months plus Yes() Nol() NA ()
30 days of the previous periodic review
(before 00/00/00)7

Wwhen?
E. Was periodic review a court review? tes() No() NA()
16. Was an administrative review held? Yes() No () NA()
Wwhen?

If yes, read for following items:

16a. description of child’'s placement and its appropriateness Yes(l Noll

16b. continued need for the'child's placement. Yes[l .Nof(l

16c. extent of compliance with service plan. Yee [l Noll

16d. progress'towards correcting the problems causing Yes[l Noll
removal.

16e. DHR plan for compliance with court orders. Yes [l Noll

16f. projected date that permanency pPlans will be Yes (] No 1

accomplished.

17. Were parents notified that an administrative review Yes (] No [1]
. is to -be held?

1e. Dispositional Mearings R A ' ' "
Is the child in an adoptive placement, a court specified Yes() No ()
permanent foster home, or a relative placement?
I1f yes, go to #19

F. Was a dispositional hearing held before 02/17/847 Yes() No() NACQ)
: Wwhen?

G. Was the next dispositional hearing held 6 months plus

30 days from last hearing date (bafore 00/00/00)? Yes() No() NA()
Wwhen?
19. Were changes affecting eligibility reported within Yes (1l Nofl NATLI

S days of the change?

{1 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the guality
rating scale. A rating of 1| or 5 requires written justification below:

. - Please submit to MIS
Supervisor’s Signature [..te Reviewed within 3 days after ACR is typed
Evaluation year is 06/11/85-06/10/86
46
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Appendix B-7

CVE Minimum Standards Reading Gulde Werbher HULETT-~S0C3
Y. TN G 0C 1204540 (00!) L Superwvisor WILLIAM HEITH,JR
Piacement LDate r 2-~11-%¢ €ape 1

Type: DHR FOSTER HOME ’

4100.1 b, Date c¢f birth Tes [3 Mo T3
c. Place of birth . Tes [J] Mo 3
d. Sex Yes [3 Me 03
e. Religion (if unknown, mark vyes) Yyes [1 No 01
f. Names and addresses of parents and siblings Yes [l No (3
G. Names and addressec of other significant
persons Yes [1] No [1
h. Date of intake res [J Mo CJ
i. Documentation of identity or request
(birth certificate) ves [3J No [J
j. Court order regarding conservatership Yes (I Ne 3]
k. Date of discharge Tzs (1] Ne 03 NAA D]
4100 .1 Foster care intake study (date) tes [3 No I
4200.3 a. If emergency placement, intake study
completed and reviewed by appropriate
person within 30 days of placement Yes [1 Mo {3 NsA D2
a.i Condxtxons making emergency placement
: necessary . Yes f] No &1 N/A 02
a.2 Intake study initiated within £ days if
necessary Yes [ Ne LI M/A I
a.Z Informaétion about child shared with foster
parents or staff of facility when study
is complete (initial emergency) Yes [1 MNe [I N/aA 03
4100.3 a. Family circumstances making placement
necessary Yes {1 No 013
b. Child’'s developmental medical history Yes [1 No [3
c¢. Parents or M.C.'s expectations regarding
placement Yes [J NMNo 01
d. <Child’s understanding of placement Yes {3 Ne [1 N/7A Q2
e. Child’s personality, behaviar and interests Yes [1 Ne¢ 02
O 3-8 . - 7

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



VI MIniwmur %tandards Reading Guide
PN NN S 0S1S0460 (001 (L Caps
#lazemant lLate. E=i1=86
Type' DHE FOSTER HOME
f. Child'e school history
Q. Previoues placements
h. <Child's legal status
i. Child’s needs
.1 Immediate goals
j.2 Long range geals
k. Name of family member or M.C. responsible
for the relationship with agency and chiid

4100.2 Intake study signed or initialled and
dated by qualified person (ref. 2200.4)

4100.4 a. Intake discussion with child

b. Intake discussion with parents cr M.C.
Remarks:

4100.5 Medical exam within 20 days prior to or
20 days after admission (or exempt due to
trarsfer)

4100.6 Dental exam within one year prior to or
arrangement for exam made within 120 days
after admisgsion

4760 .6 Report of T.B. test

Remarks:

ER

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide

TS, SRR, S 05155460

Piacement Date:

Type:

4100.9

4200 .1

H
n
[«]
o
n

(g0t (L Supe

g=-11-2¢
DMR FOSTER HMOME

PLACEMENT AGREEMENT if applicable

a. Authorization to care for child

b. Medical consent form

Remarks:

a. Information regarding child shared with

foster parents or child placing staff
(prior placement if nonemergency)

b. Preplacement visit prior to intake except
emergency or child under 6 months
(nonemergency)

n

Intake Study - foster home study reviewed
by MSW prior to placement (signed/ ’
initialed/dated; non-emergency)

Remarks:

AGREEMENT WITH OTHER CPA TO USE THEIR HOME,
if applicable (does not have to be in
child’s record)

Remarks:

PLAN OF SERVICE within 30 days

a. Child’s needs and how will be met

"h. Objectives of placement

O

RIC -~

Rratros o e REgA

c. Estimated length of stay
d. Shared with foster parents or child
Q. Input from child -

Remarks:

B-10
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Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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HULETT-4803
WILLIAM WEITH.JR.

03

03

L]

L]

Yes (1
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[
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{VS Minimum Standards Reading Guide Viorher
epudiline JESEEP® c05:°0460 (0013 (L Supervisor
Flacement Date: Z=11-2¢ Fage
Type: DHR FOSTER HOME

4300.2 SIX MONTH REVIEW conference with agency,
foster parents, child, and child’'s parents
or M.C. i Yes
a. Notification of child’'s parents, or M.C. or
6 month conference Tes
L. Progress toward achieving or changes in
objectives , Yes
€. Person, included in review listed Yes
d. Copy of POS to interested parties Yes
Remarks:
4200.4- Quarterly contact with child Yes
4300.5 Specialized consultation and treatment
obtained and documented Tes
Remarks:
4400 .1 (ref. 2200.4)
a.1 NONEMERGENCY SUBSEQUENT MOVE - approved by
appropriate person prior to placement Yes
a.2 Preplacement visit prior to subssaquent
placement - child over & months Yes
a.3 Move discussed with child Yes
a.4 Child’'s understanding and response to move Yes

4400.1 . Plan of service notes changes because of

SR

-the move Yes
T e, Child’'s needs and medical information, etc.
digscussed with foster parents prior to
placement fes
o L . ' I B-11

ERIC

Aruntext proviasa by enc I
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CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide Worker. HULETT-4503
SRS, G 05120460 (001) (L) Supervisor: WILLIAM KEITH,JR

Placement LDate: @2-11-86 Page- c
Type DHR FOSTER HOME
4400.2 EMERGENCY SUBSEQUENT MOVE
a.! Discussion between staff and child Yes [1 HNo (1 N/ A
a.2 Child's understanding and response Yes [J No [3 N/A L[]
b. Plan of service notes changes because of
move Yes [1] Mo (1 N/A []
€. Child's needs and medical information., etc.
discussed with foster parents at time of :
placement Yes [1 No (1 N/A T
4. Approved by appropriate supervisor within
10 cays (ref. 2200.4) Yes {1 No [1 N/A [1
Remarks:
4600 .1 Limits or restrictions on communications Yee 3 No [J N/A 02
€. Monthly evaluation of restriction Yes [1 MNo [I N/A O3
d. Practical reasons for limitations Yes 11 No [3 N/A L[]
Remarks:
45600.6 Consent for use of pictures and reports
from child and parent or M.C. Yes [1 HNo 0[] M/A T[]
4600.7 c. Record of phyical punishment and
. restrictions longer than 24 hours Yes [1 No (3
d. Use of physical holding, length of time
documented Yes [1 No [I N/a& Q]

Remarks:

\\}

ERIC 3

Aruitox: provided by enic [N .



TVES Miniwmum Standards Readxﬁg Guide Ueimber HULETT-4803

 eesnmmpp “PBage~ c0Si150460 (001) (L) cupervizor WILLIAM RETITH,JR.
‘Fiacement Date: 2-1i-8C ' Page 3
Tyme DHR FGSTER HOME
476 = Annual medical exam Yes [1 Ne 01
4700 .73 Annual dental exam (3 years or older) Yes [J No [1 HNsa (2
4700 .5 Immunization records Yes (1 Ne [0
4706.7 a. Record of each visit to physician and
" dentist and recommended treatment Yes [ MNo (1
b. Record of medications éhd treatment
(include dosage) Yes [l No [1
4900.82 Medical consent form (may be in foster
home record) Yes {1 No (13
Remarks:
4800.1 Discharge conference held ' Yes [1 No [1 N/A [
4800.2 Cirzumstances around emergency discharge,
if applicable Yes [1] Ne [1 NSA DD
4200.3 Written authorization of parents or M.C.,
if applicable Yes [1 No {3 N/ 0O
- 4800.4 a. Circumstances around discharge Yes [1 No [1 N/A (3
b. Date, name, address, relationship of person
to whom child was discharged Yes £1 No [1 N/7A 01
Remarks:
1400.1 Serious incident reported to parent or M.C. Yes [1 No (1 N/A 1
L B-13
Q L )

E'MC’;“
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CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide : Wworker., HUWLETT-4807
R, el S 05120460 (001 (L) Supervisor Wil TaM
Placement Dater 2-11-8£0 Faye T

Type: DHR FOSTER HOME

1400 .2 Description of seriouc incident Tes [1] Mo 3] NsA (3
a. Date of incident Yes [1 Ne (3 Nsa [
b. Time . Yes [1] Nc 3 NsA L3
c. Staff/children involved Yes [1 No (3] Nza D
d. ‘Surrounding circumstances Yes [1 No [1 Ns/a [3
Remarks:

1400.4 Runaway report to parent or M.C. Yes (1 No (] I
Remarks:

3_200.2 Reasons for parents decision to place child Yes [ No {1 N/A (1

Supervison's Signature Date Reviewed

Evaluation year is 08/26/85-02/25/86

. - B-14
ERIC . L 53

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



e SUPERV ISOR'S QUAL ITATIVE RATING SCALE

RAT ING
1. Umacceptable ()
(2)

3
4)
(5)

2. Less than adequate ()

(2)

(53]
(4)

(5)

(6)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

B-15

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DESCRIPTORS

wWork Is of poor quallty

work 1s of Inadequate quality to meet
basic performance standards

work assignment must be redone or
requires the assistance of the
superv!sor and/or other personnel in
order to make |t acceptabie.
Continued work of thls quality
Ingicates dlsmissal of the employee.
Written justlficatlon of thls rating
Is requlred.

work Is marginal 1In terms of
per formance standardse.

Some rework requirea on the part of
the worker In order to meet baslc
stangards.

Excesslve supervision needed In oraer
to compiete the task.

Fallure to meet time requirements or
deadl ines.

Omission or partial omisslon of
materlal or actlons needed to meet
comp | jance stanqards.

Remeglial action requlired.

wWork 1|s adequate; meets expectec
per formance standaras.

Normal or expected oamount of
supervision needed In orger tco
compiete the task.

work 1Is complete; task flnished In a
timely manner; no omlsslons or
pertial omission requliring unusual
rework or revision.

Continued work of thls quality will
meet performance expectations ang
compliance stangards.

Guallity of this work represents what
s expected of & worker in thls
position.

o
3N
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Emc’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3.

4.

5.

RAT ING

Yery good

Exceptional

()

(2)

3)

4)

3)

(3)

4)

5)

(6)

B-16 50

DESCRIPTORS

Quallity of work is more then adeguate
and exceeds expected performance
standards.

Less than normal or expected amount
of Supérvislon Is needed to complete
the task.

worker turns out sbove average amount
of work.

Worker's speed and accuracy exceed
baslic per tormance stendards.
Contlnued work of this gquallty
Indicates special recognition tor the
contrlbutlons of this empioyee.

Guallty of work is unusually high; to
the degree that it can be cor.sldered
outstanding, extraordinery, or rare.
wWork goes well beyond baslc
pertormance standards. Wworker needs
much |ess than normal or expected
supervision. Work accomp!ished quick=-
ly and efficientiy with virtualiy no
4rrors.

The worker takes inltiative, develops
new procedures or techniques which
may Increase productlvity of the
entire unit or organlzation. Other
workers seek this person out for
advice and Instructlon.

Worker shows exceptionally hlgh
aegree of interest, wliilngness, and
dedicetion. Extra eftort s
typlcale

Continued work of this quallty
indlcates this person should be
aggoressively recrultea for promotion
to 2 more responsibie position. They
show potentlal tor signiticant long
range contributions to the
organization.

written justlfication for this rating

requlired.

g 4
1



APPENDIX C

Input Document
and Output Reports

Input Documents

1.

Form 2202A - Canris Report C-1

2. Form 2000A - SSMS Client Registration C-3
3. Form 2001A - Foéter Care, Adoption and Conservatorship
Tracking System C-5
-4. Intake Log C-7
Qutput Reports ™
5. Intake Log C-S
6. Worker’s Performance Report - Preliminary C-11
7. Worker’s Performance Report - Final C-15
8. Supervisor’s Case Reading Tickler C-19
9. Supervisor’s ‘terly Aggregate Report C-22
10. Quarterly Service Control/Compliance Report C-24
11. Service Control Compliance Report C-27
12,

Formula for Caiculating Workload Expectations C-30

v




el appelivia U~y
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Form 2202-A/1-84
Texas Depantment of Human Resources
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
CANRIS REPORT

SECTION I—WORKER INFORMATION

MWQMQNM\,- Iy : o b . ?5’ 3"‘{“"@5 ;;:gm‘, ;:;"-w;;:' 5. Emp. No. 6. BJN 7. Maii Code
A 4 P - mﬂ .---
PN ot "“' S P b T L IS S SRR SHU SR U el L
SECTION 11—-INCIDENT REPORT (12, PRIORITY )
8. Dnn Ocewrou to Child | 9. Date Reported to DHR |10. Data Invest. Compieted (11, Source |a. At Intoke|b. Actual *
I l . J_ L_L ) Il I . 21 l I 3 [ Lo l A 1 H 0 ) 0 i .
13. DISPOSITION 14. ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME
1-=Adjudicated 1-30 10 $8,999 4-334,000 to $62,999 TEMPORARY NO.
2- Rassen To etieve ’ 2-39.000 10 317,999 5-363,000 or more B C 6 5 2 6 2 7
3=-Untounded 3-318.000 10 $33,999 ) R
4=Family Moved
SECTION 11i~INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION s e .
(15, Line [ 16, Name=Last First .. M 117 Dete of Birth [18. Mer.St.j19.Sex|20. Etn .| 21. Rei'shin|22, Roie|23. SSMS)
o lJ_lJ__LllllJJlJAllLllJLL 4J l,ljll 3 : 0 - 2
24. Straet Address . 25. City 26. 51.]27. 21P 28. Co. | 29. Charactaristics
P S S e | i S S S N S Y U 1 Al 1 i SIS S S S WU SHU RS S SN U N O 1 4'11 5 N 4]11_L
30. DHR Clisnt No. 31. Social Secunity No. 32. Typa ot Abwse/Nagiect 33. Fetal| 34. Leg. Act{35. Prev. inc. No, | 36.. Line
L1 1 lLlL'l IAILILIJ_ lll..'-LI,lJA;lLll _L i

37, Mo Tesptwmes No,

TV o

38. wnnusmooo Tolcphom . WoNScnool Aaurcc- -
-~ ot oty o3 bkﬁ:&»‘ .~
£ AL T g~

g e ¥

et 3 -re ) ' < n
(15. Line [18. Name—=Last Mi 117 Date ot Birth |18, Muv.S:J‘IS Sex|20. Ewn |21, Rerm-p
N A S PR l IO S N T i J — l i 14 1 i i i i
24, Smn Aaortn 25. Cuty 26.51.[]27. 21P 28. Co. | 29. Characicrstics
[l S NS TS SN N S | i W W SR T SN T e A S WS NS S U SIS S S R S N .

30. OHR Clisnt No, 31.Sociai Security No., 32. Type of Abwse/Negiect

P N .

B ; Wiy s
Atremey "‘N— ‘.'mg‘. -t ;"'q :: Fnd il :"‘%
o33 e eha T fwa T —vmst-o‘ncun:nm~.‘-.s.~ 2T
— _
16. Name—Last First MI 117, Daie ol Birtn ;
¥ W S S5y Y0 TN NS SIS TS N S G S LL P S T ll L l Ll i y e :
2a, Smn Address 25 Cay FB. Si.[22. 21P 28. Co. 29, Charisctersiica
ek (RN R ST S | S S S B S T Y dd ok, i S T T W ST S S NN U S I Y 1 i S S | Al |J |L
S0, 3!-11 Cient No. - 31. Socal Security No. 32 Tywe ul AyuseiNeyiecr 33 Futn34 Leyi. Acii3S Prov inc. No, | 56, bine
4 VD G B § 3 : 3 ! ) l 3 o\ . ) ) ] l o . .' l . I [ ] [} S l
7 Homq,‘hnnnqm Nn .|38. work/Schoo! Tetephonet™ Work/Schoa Axldv-ss‘“ " e e i = LASOINDEY
I SOUIAQS, e | T . Ef ol il B = anadTemed :
rls. “ine {16, Name-Last Fust MI 117 Date o1 Birth I‘lB. Mar S1|19 s..-:' 20. kih | 21, Hew'snia |22, Hole|23, SSMS)
. dd AA i S S S T S U S S S l VU S S U A J A l & l —e ‘ i 4 i e
24 Sureel Aguress 25 Cay 26.5127 2P 28 Co |29 Characicnstics
1414‘1‘11 1 b N SR U N S 1 S S S S NS WS W N L U S U S G A NS i S ) B | L;*l l .
20. OHR Chant No. 3).Sucial Sacurity No 32 va 0l Abuse/Negimcy 33 Fara| 34 Leq Ac1i35 Piov inc No, | 36, Line
U S Y 5 I n‘l 2 l T L 1 [ b, 1_1 P ' TR - A - i S R TR Y L
37. Mame, Tmal\m Nn |38, Work/Schoal 7mthcm- 39, WonlSchod Anmﬂr-" . Esk Y s TNy e e D]
L PEI cHead pomlts B . i . E('r, T ,-i"hl'ﬁsl' PN LA : N "J
(15 wine |16 NaMe—rav . rirg WV Ui g Heoin 'lB (Y ) S|l‘|') Sea]20 Eav | 21 Reruwnin |20 Roue|23. SSMQ
1
o P S W PSS S U W R N S S B N J_L IJ 1414] 1 1 i A i S—
24 Simet Aaaress 25 Cay ?6 S1127 2P ?3 Co ;29 Characriersncs
. S Y L H A, L] A i e il it g TR e Lt 41 1 14 A l l L
30 OMR Ciwnt No, 31 Sucies Secutity, tans 22 T am o Anuses Nogie gt a3 I.n.ul]-l Lra. Ac1i3S VProw Inc No [ 36 Line
N S - L, ! , 1. .. Y 1 L. | L, I . ) s g IS I 4
37. Home Teiephone No. |38, Work/Schnol Teleonone| 39, Work/Scnoot Adaress . : - A
- = . . ' beoee TEL T TaNm St .

PO0R e Of e pOORS

FILMED FROM
. BEST COPY AVAILABLE




~

11 07 Sepupree r! Roeppne

ANO
CCF
OHR
poc
FRN
FVvs
HDS
Law
NEI
NEW
OSA
oTH
PAR
REL
SCH
VvicC

=ANOnymous

=L hild Care Facility
=Deot, of Human Resocurces
=Doetor

=Friend

=~Farmily Vioience Shatter
=Hospnal

-l aw

=Neghbor

=News Media

-Dther Socisl Agency
=Dther

=Parent

-~Relauve

=School

=Victim

Item 12 . Priority

1 =Prigrity 01
2 ~Prionty 02
3 —Priority 03
0 ~Not Applicable

ltem 18 . Manital Status
MA  — Married

Wi. « Wigowsd

SE - Separates

Dl -~ Diworced

SI  — Single. never merried
UK = Unknown

_NA _ = Not agplicsble. child
liem 19 . Sex

F - Female
M — Maie

item 20 . Zthnic Group

- Anglo .

- Sk

- Mispinic

= American indian
- Onental

xXo-"xep

= Other . -

(AR B B e R A

LD ~. 128 [
ov ova Oinect Victir
Fa FAA Fatner
MO MO & Moiner
SF SFa Steofather
SM SMaA Steomatner
PP PPA Parent ¢ Paramour
AF AFA Precon Aaup! Fatnes
AM AMA Precon Adopt Motner
FF FFA Foster Father
FM FMA Foster Mother
GF GFA Grandtather
Gm GMA Granomotner
B8R BRA Brothar
S! SiA Srster
s8 SBA Stepprother
SS SSA Stepsister
AU AUA Aunt
uc UCA Uncie
co COA Cousin
oT oTA Other Relauve
scC sSCAa School Personnel
DC DcA Day Care Personnel
IN INA institutional Personnet
NO NOA None of the Above
UK UKA Unknown

ttem 22 - Roie

VC - Alleged Victim
AP = Alieged Perpetrator
UK = Unknown
NO - Not invoived
Item 23 - SSMS
OP - Open

OC «~ Open/Ciose
NO = Do not register

item 29 - Charactetisucs

AG = Aged

BD - Bhnd

DF = Dest .

PM = Physically Mandicapped
MR = Mentally Rerarded

ED -~ Emotonally Disturbed
RF = Refugee

MG = Migrant

EN - Entrant

NO = None

B TR

ABAN - Abanoonment
BONE Bone Fractun
BRAI - Brawm Damage
BRU! Bruices
BURN ~ Burnc
CONC - Concusswion
CONF -~ Confinemesny
DSy Disiocation
DISrt - Dismamoperment
EDUC - Educational Negiect
EMOT -~ Emotional Abuse
EXPL - Exotoitanon
EX~J - Exposure
HiMA - “tematoma. Subourz!
HEMR  ~ memorrhage, Suboural
INTL = Internal I njurres
MALN" - Malnutriuion
MEDt - Meaical Negiect
PHYS  — Physical Negiect
POIS ~ Poisoning
PORN = Pornography
PROS = Prosutution
SCAL -~ Scalding
SENS - Sensory Damage
SEXL = Seaxual Abuse
SKUL ~ Skull Fracture
SPR4 = Spraing
SUFF = Suffocation
SUPE - Lack of Suptrvision
WELT = Welts
WOUN -~ Wounds
NA = Not Apphicable
Item 23 - Fasai
NF = Not Faut
FA = Desth of ADusa/Ney
FO = Fatal-Other
NA ~ Not Apphicabie
ttem 35 - Legal Action
: CODE " ACTION
PNF Petition Not Fiied
et PET Petttion Fiied
g;:’::gn/ DHR DHR Appointed Conservato:
OoTH Other C vator Appointed
CNA Conservator Not Appointed
NCF No Criminel Charges Fileg _ .
Alteged CCF Criminal Charges Filed
Perpetrator CCD  Criminal Charges Dropped .
- - I PRC Peroetrator Convicred -
APA Alleged Perpetrator Acquitted
Other

ot o s . i -~ . A L Individual « NA Not Applicabie
~ - - o

. g . Co N,
L : ae ) cZofoo
— S e e e e e e e m IR

,
- - - ’ N
- - - i COY -

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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SSMS CLIENT REGISTRATION

2 WORKER INFORMATION

: nppPelivda wT o
Texas Oepanmen! of Human Resources

1. Vooay's Dete

.| |

.
1 Worxer Name tLast

(Firgey
1 —
LN b Fmp NO 17 ¢ BIN 22 +a Mal Cooe
| I .
3.PROVIDER INFORMATION
a. Proviaer No, 33 D. Provioer Name :as'" Ne. isun 9] t enau..nQIH Date
L 1 . 1 d ol 1 L 3 | — . l i
{. Provider Mailing Address {Street of P.O. Box! {Civ (21P)

———

CLIENT INFORMATION

Temporary No.

4, clnm No,

6. Etrective Uste &

€3
Form 2000-4/2:-83

c-3

) |

OR XO 7804475 5 Action Cooe & ]
S e T D E: 1-Open D 2:Updata Ds-Omlcun- DA.cu,.. 0
2. Clisnt Neme (Last) % ... . (Fint), ® M) 9] B. S0Cial Securrty NO. 101 9. Date of Birth 111
‘4.L1+1~41;1411L111.;11 111(1 T S SN SR S SN G ALJJ
2- 10. Street Aodress 3 11. Cuy 37 P 1“2.Smt
j S S| . q 1 1o 1 l 2 | S| A J 1 T 1 -t 1 S 1 N 1 : 1 1 -
13. 2P 14, Co. 15, Case Name Lenter last name turst) 16. Clrent No. of Case Name
‘r' R | ] 1 T ] Y ¢ 1 ] ] I3 il " 1 Il 1 11 ) 1 1 1 ’ w. 1 " 4 1 RS
17. MARI TAL STATUS 18, ETHNIC GROUP 19. SEX
1-Married 3.Seperned 8.$ingle 7-NA/Chilg 1-Angio  [I | 3.Mimpenc |l 5.Oriantal . | 1-Femais
L} 2 -Widvwed 4.Divoresd 8.Unknown - 2-8lack I | 4.-Am.indan 6-Othar Ls| 2.-Mala
20. CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS - Cheek nli that spply (Enter an ® to aeiete a cr rsctenistic)
01.Aged 04 .Physissily Handicaomed || | 08-Retuges 11-Entrent
02-Blind 08 -Mentally Reterdey | 09 -Migrant
03-Dast 08.Emotionalty Disturbed | 10.Nomne
E 21, CLIENT TYPE — Chack anly ons Dmﬂ Dthnry (D) nne/or one Purcnase (P)
”’0‘!7“. o Ty .-L..Q’ - " — 1..’ - . . . - - -
Fumnv SQIf-Suwort Scmca P . CCAD . . ...ChildProtective .
(D1 7)) D1 P TR PETRO) (ciey)y - o Bry
' O1-lmn.lhrn Sery, 13-Prot, Dsey Care 21-Case Mgmt. 31-Abuse/Negiect 3'32""- :g::::""
00-8P80T 10-Fam. Vioience 24 LCAD Purchase 32.Abum -
07-8PSDT/FamJEmp. 17-R/E Specitic 25-Prot, Case Mgmt. 33-Neglect 39- Unmarried Parent
OB-EPSOT/Day Care gontrecs 20CCAD Abuse 34 Trusnt 40-30¢ Stzuy—CtOM.
12.-Emp. Day Cars 27-CCAD Negisct 38.hunsway 41.071 .
- X itati 20-Adj. CHINS- 42.Protective
28 hn.lomhon - Court Oraersd Piscement mon-
H_ 29-Crisis Intervention 37 -NOheO)uGcated Abuse/Nepiect
13 A [} . CHINS
22, ELIGIBILITY STATUS
01.581 U6-W/O Newra 10-5t. P, Fou. Can | )
02-AFDC Reoin, 07-Waiver V (CCAD sniy) 12.F000 Samp (Fxs emwt  23. ELIG. DATE 24. REVIEW DATE 25. PRIORITY
03-MAQ/IE 0B-ARDC Ron. Core 1A FDC App. (#33 eniv)
04- ingoms Kiig. OMMAD Fon. Ca || | 94-Car S A/E i R N ;
-B NS ] . ”n ) 40
28. PURCHASED SERVICES
) . ssnvncs 1 . SERVICE 2 )
) ! Service T Uni Setvice l.mmr
! ) 1 [ N .
4“_1_ - - -
27.Corvect/Teansterto .~ - ey - 28.
tha BIN/Contrect No. © 28. PBORS.0. USE * - - -2Bs.  REA/CLO ;
RDEQT MV AV l 2 L
PR S S S Y ,;:_L i —— u~ ”. UEST CO‘ f}“ L.r‘ E




REASON FOR CLOSURE CODES (ltem 29)

Choose a program-specific code, if applicable, from groups |, |l, or It1. If none are applicable, choose a generic code from group V.

. FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES CODES

01 - Services provided—no other services needed B. For all other Protective Services Client Types

02 - Client emplovyed full time for 30 davs or 33 . Famuly placed child with others—~nc further DHR services
longer - services No longer needed . needed

03 - Ciient employed part-time for 30 days or longer- services no 34 . Child returned home, parental/relative functioning in.

longqr needed proved — no further DHR services needed

04 - Ciient refused to cooperate 35 . Child returned home, probiems in parental/relative func-

05 - Chiid Day Care parent is no ionger participating in em- tioning continue but further DHR services not appropriate
ployment, training, or job search
36 - Juvenile placed in TYC or detantion facility=no furthe
06 - Child Day Care Services not availabie DH R services needed

07 - EPSDT services arranged/provided 37 . Child emancipated or services discontinued to child 18-21

50 - Client employed - self piacement 38 - Services discontinued to family member because of termi-

. . . nation of parental rights or because the family cannot be
§1 - TEC job placement without DHR assistance located after a diligent search (child must be placed with
*Client empioyed tull- time for 90 days tor employment initistive or by DHR)
provider sgresment. Y

39.The nh dered DHR to termi i
1. AGED AND DISABLED SERVICES CODES  court has order 10 terminate services

08 - Client denied due to income over the income limit up 0 - PPst-consummatuon services ended — no further DHR se
to $620.00 : vices needed

09 - Client denied due to income - $621.00 - $700.00 - C. }if none of the above specific reasons apply in Child Protactive

Services, mlect one of the following remons, if spproprist.
10 - Client denisd due to income - $701.00 - $800.00 :
. X 41 - Parental/individus! functioning has improved — no further
11 « Client denied due to income - $801.00 - $1000.00 DHR services needed
12 - Client denied due to income - $1001.00 + 42 - Problem in parental/individizal functioning continues, but

13 - Clisnt denied due to ruoura‘s ofm the limit DM R services are not appropriate
$5,001.00 - $6,000.00. ’
- ' <

i IV. GENERIC CODES
14 - Clisnt denied due to resources - $6,001.00 - $7,000.00

* For all programs: If none of the above program-specific res-

16 - Cli‘mt denied due to resources - $7,001 .Bo - $8,000.00 sons apply, select one of the following generic codes:
16 - Client denied due to resources - $8,001.00 - $10,000.00 .69 -Client already open to another worker/conwact provide
17 - Client denied due to resources - $10,001.00 - $20,000.00 ) 70 - Priority group has been cut
18 - Client denied due to resources - $20,001.00+ 71 - Funer for purchased services not available
19 - Client denied due to transter of resources 72 - Ciient no lonaer eligible )
.- 20 - Client dlniﬁd due to failure to provide information 73 - DHR staff resources not avaiiable
21 - Client's functioning improved—services no ionger needed 74 - Community resources not available
) 22 - Client's ‘funetioning deteriorated=moved to ICF tacility, 7§ Ciient died -
' nursing home, or skilied tavility

. L 76 - Ciient moved/unabie to locate
23 - Clisnt ineligible due to iack of functional of medical need

IIl. CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES CDDES 77 - Client wirhdrew/di:';satisfaction or refusal of services

j 78 - Client refused & Day fees
A. Oniy for client types of Court-orgared i)

Town Inguiry-(OTI}

31 Service compieted =no fimhe-r' child protective services
needed

32 - Drder/Request withdrawn —no further chiid protective
services needed

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



AppenGix Lv—-J
Texas Department ot Human Resources
FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION AND CONSERVATORSHIP
TRACKING SYSTENM (FACTS)

WORKER INFORMATION

- mn
IU‘ lﬂ

ot Netw L last s o
1 2 f~: " 1%°3 EJfe 20 & Liae- Cotts 4D 1 Otiay § Uate
13 ! £l !
G Veer e e Segpnnge t, 26 * — !
. 1
- 1-Primary Responsibility D 2 -Courtesv Suoervision '
Temporary No, :
CLIENT INFORMATION ‘

7. Chient No. 31 OR U 4 ©. Actun Code. 3! ' 5 :m-cnve Uate
TS G N S I_D T 0 4 5 3 6 4 l 1!;:‘::::':\9 D 2 - Update 3.;:;:::’:\.9“ D 4.Close . lL i

-

10. Cluem Name (Last) 0 y {First) 63 (Mi) 78 1} Socia- Secunity No. 12. Date ol e
le
U S W R ST S T T S G S T e 4.1'141_1.,“[ L T T
13_Etnnic Group 4 \CITI

D 1-Anglo . D 2 - Black D 3 - Hispanic D 4 .American Ind;an QE-Ovnnlal [:_] 6-Ower D‘l Female Dz Maie

15 CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS Check 81t 1hat aDDlv (enter an * 10 delete a Characierisnic)
02 - Biing 05 - Mantaliy Rewsroed | 08 - Retugee ] 11 atrm ) 15.a, Certilication Worker 8JN
03 - Oaat 08 - Emotionally Dinurved 08 - Migrant E B
" | 04~ Physicsily Hendicapned 07 . Sibhing Geoun | 10 - None i L,
————— : L e
“6. Family 1gentiiier Neme wanter 183t name tirst) : - Ig Family 10 Cuent No. imust be registered on SSMS)
2 3 * Il ) > ) 3 L 2 =3 | Y i " K . I 2 ] J N 2 - e ] . . L]
18. CLIENT TYPE e 19. ELIGIBIL Y STATUS 20. Cerulication/
31 - Abuse/Neglect 37 -on- sdjudicatey 01-88) 09 -MAD _Enaibiiy Date
44 - Abuae CN!NS ' 02 . AFDC Ascw Foster Qau =
S AG). Dehinquent. 10 . State Paid {
33 - Negieet . _Court Otdered | 03 -MAO/IE FonarCera || , | . | . |
34 - Truam 42- Protesive Piacament | 04 -inc. Eig. 11~AFOCIN.\AOI i < 22
_-A y - ' u .;?::“‘:uc:“"‘ ry ! Ei-:"'"“:‘ l Mn:&: scation 20.3. Oemiat Date 21. Reviev Cate Priority
3 Ad ERING Pissemem of Chilren | —B~AFBE—|__LIACILS RIE
- ou {1 .
a8 . ] Y™ . For - Care L . I '4 l & l - l ! 01
——t——— . G A L lNFORMATlON H] — » b 27.amrg; 7
23. STATUS—initiee/Updste __ Terminate/Ciome | 26, »zRmanency pLaN OTHER EXCHANGE
01 - Men. Conservatorship/ 0B - Adoption 24. Legsl Status Date 25.County 01-Return Mmoma/ I 06 - Eman- IR
Parentsl Rts. Not Term. “{* Chnummated | Dismiss Conserv. cipstion]
.« 02 -Men. Conservatorship/ 07 -Chiig -A i 07 -Other
1 __Parental Rus. Term. . _Emancisared A .. [02 - Adoption 2.ARE
G3-Voluntary - Chiig Di an [ 03 - Permanent 08 - Pending 3.ARE & Omner
. Rlingquishment 0e-c Dies Eoster Care Exchangs
04 - Voilun P ment 09-DMR Rewp. 04 - Teanster Cons. .
- A:f:‘l"l.l::t tover Terminated . || ___toOtner 4-No
-Other Legs) Basis 107 05 - Permanant N SO T
OMR Rewonsibility ' Custodial Care -
74 . -, LD . 2
PLACEMENT INFORMATION - Do not enter item 28 (Line) except on corrections. =~ - - o
3 . kifna !“3.5110 Piacec v, Afr, il.‘l.ﬂow Prov. .’3'2. Facihty No. ;; Resioence Name _
§ 13 - - A l Il 1_1 b g S S | L b K I T S S | P T S 1 2 ded ke P
. . Repigence Street Adcress 8t 35, City 6.51.{37. 2iP
. a3 2 vy
T | 1 [ [ ] 41 o 4 3 1 1 . 1) ] ] [l 1 ) 4 [ 1 - [ [ . N & oy
: 4 TLing 25.0at6 Piacec S0. Liv. Arr. |31, mow Prov.| 32. Faciity No. 3. Aesioence Name j
" ) L { l L L_x ) s 1 L L J N —tmde L i1 1 1 1 (] ] § N N H . S S Il
Jl._ﬂnmoneo Street AacCress ] 35. Cnty . 36.81.] 37. 2IP 38. Counj
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: !ﬁ.rue'l'ueoo 0. Liv.Aarr, [31.Mow Frov.| 42. Facility NO. 33, Resioence Name ]
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. Residenca Street Acoress 5. City . 36.51 372.2IP 38. Coumj
[ S NS NN DN b SENNS U S SN NN TR SR SN T R IR S R N T N SO N T T N SR Ly " N R
MEDICAID CARD ADORESS it dittersnt trom current plscement
C pean - . (22 NAVE—CART FIRFT i
.38, CDRRECTITRANSF!R _._‘;.—;;__' e - s R B : NN —— oo
. TTO TMIS BIN™ .40, FOR $.0. USE- - A" 43. STRELT
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FOSTEP CARE, ADOPTION AND CONSERVATORSHIP
TRACKING SYSTEM {FACTS)
1tems 30 and 31 - Corresponding Codes

/”

07 ~ DHA Faser Group Momse
08 = Otwher Fener Group Mome

10 - Emergency Sheiter Foster Group
Mome .
11" = Postr Mome tor imtmmny
Disturbed
12 = Foster Group Mome for Emo-
tionaily Disturteg -
13_ = Foster Home for Mentaily
+ - Retargey . .
14 ~ Foster Group Mome for . ...
Mentsily Retarded
18 . = Emargency Snheiter institution

mim-nmn_nd)

09 - Emsrgengy Sheiter Fagter Mome _

= APDC Faswr Care
ﬂl - MAD Fostar Care
10 .« Stata Paid Fostar Care
12 = CWEF Group Home or
- Emergency Sheiter
13 - Other Pays

ITEM 30 - LIVING ARRANGEMENT | ITEM 31.HOWPROVIDED ) { ITEM 30 - LIVING ARRANGEMENT | |TEM 31 - HOW PROVIDED
01 ~ Own romg 01 — Not Applicabie 17 = Private Chiid Caring 05 — Free
02 - Reteuve's Home institution 06 — Ciwent Peys
03 ~i 1t Living Arrang t 19 - Privete institution for 07 — County Psid Foster
31 =~ Unauthorized Absence mentaily Reteroed Care
32 = Other 21 — Privete Institunion tor
o Emotionslly Disturbed 08 — AFOC Foster Cere
22 - Public/Privete tor. . - 09 — MAO Foster Care
04 - ACoptive Home 02 « Adopuon Subsidy Physically Handicapped  * ! 19 -.State Paid Foster
33 - Adogptive Home/Former Foster 03 ~ Purchesed Adoption 23 — Pubiic/Privete for Bliing! Care !
Mome 04 < Purchesed/Subsidized ODesf 13 - Other Poys I
Adoption 27 = Maternity Home
0B - Free 2B = Heltwey House
06 - Client Peys 29 -~ Hospits!
07 = County Psid Foster Care 36 - Therapeutic Cemp
08 « AFOC Fomer Cere
09 <« MAD Foster Care -
10 - State Psid Foster Care 16 - Publig Chiid Caring Insutution 05 — Free
13 = Other Pays 18 = Public Institution for Menteily 06 -— Client Peys
Retsrded 07 = County Paid
20 - Public inttitution tor Emotionaliy Fomer Care
M - Adoptive Hom,mnumn Home 02 - Adaption Subsidy Oisturoed 13 = Omer Pays -
03 - Purchases Adopti
- 04 -~ Purchased/Subtnidized 24 — Team Youth Council Faecility 05 - Free
Adoption 25 -~ Other Juvenile Dewention Faciiity 13 - Other Peys
C .- 06 = Free 26 < Jeiis and Prisons
. 06 - Cliem My; -
13 = Other Pays - — i
- S 30 ~ Nursing Home 06 - Client Pays
08 « OMR Easter Mome 05 = Frae 13— Other Pays
08 ~ Other Fomer Moma et = 08 - Client Pays :
35 - Permanent Fostar Mome (Perm. °7 County Paid Forer Care

The foliowing itams must be compiatad tor your documant to process. Chack othar itsms aiso to be sure you have updated all necessary items.

ERI
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. r— - .- e e mem e . FOrm 20014 .. Form 2001=8 . cmee e
.. ACTION COURTESY PRIMA COURTESY
- copE PRIMARY WORKER WORKER RY WORKER WORKER |
INITIATE All items must De compmn. Lepal statuz iterns 1.12 must All ciient reletec items tnet ere not pre- Items $. 6,8, enct § l
TRACKING must be 0108, De complated. « printed Must be ted. Legal s must b2 compieted.,
Tl T .. . oo e e — mnuOIGo - - v - _.-:.-. np——.
UPDATE All items must be compisted. tems 1-12 end 39 (it |j itams 5. B, 9 and sny items thet need to items 5,8, 8, and
TRACKING 8 BJN transter is pe suded oOr updsied must be compisted. 39 (it 8 BJIN transter
necemary) must be s neCemMAry) must .
. .t veee eae complated. De compieted.
po— ~
TERMINATE Ali items must be completed.- Legal satus | Do notuss thisect- [[Items &, 8, §, and eny items that need Do not use this
TRACKING must be 06-09 ang 098 sratus dste must be | ion coe. to De 8dded Of updated must De com. _ | #GtiON cooe.
- updsted. DN pleted. Legal status must be 06-09 and iegal
. . T sutus GO Must be upasted )
CLOSE All items must be comsistatl: “Legal srtus I8 1-32 mur . [l1tems 8. 8. § and sny items that neec o be .
TRACKING Must be 0809 and legal status dste must be | be camnpieted, edded Or upasted Must De compieted, Legal
. updated, ! status must e 06-08 and legsl sistiis date:
: C ] must be undated. . )
L — ».'--._—’ ‘;‘_\
c-6



Submit Deliy to MIS

INTAKE LOG

General ‘Instructions:

Piease provide this information on aii intakes (Priority i, 2, or 3) and all | & R's dally to M1S,

need clarification, contact MIS statf or your P.D.
Type A/N - Enter type of asbuse/neglect, whether sexual abuse or non-sexual abuse of | &
worker Assligned - Enter name of worker assligned to Intake. .

It case 1s | 4R or Priority 3 and will not be assigned to & worker f

entor i &R In this space.

Intake logs are to be sent to MIS (Beaumont or Nacogdoches) by the unit supervisor dall
tor point of entry Intake tracking as mandated by Program Directors.

Appendix C-4
unts ¢

Date

It you
R.

or investigation,

Yo This will aliow

Date Priority Type
Reported at (SA, A, N,
CANRIS # Case Name To DHR Intake A/N, 18R)  worker Assligned IN
(C# trom 2202) (From 2202-L1ne 1) (As on 2202) -

[ ] I I [ !
L | | 1 |
I [ [ | [
- | | | P [
I | | [ | i
| i I I
! | | i

| | | |

| | | !

|

i

I | |

| | - |

|

I
| ]
! I
| |
| J

| | |

I I |

] |

) I |
| | 1 i
I [ i |

| |

) l l
| I L |
[ [ ! {
- L | ]
I ] I |
| i | 1 - | !
| I | | !
| | | 1 |

O
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Intake Log

The computer generated Intake Log consists of a 1isting of all intakes
(Priority I, II, and III), Pfiority II1 intakes not investigated, I&R's
(Information and‘Refgrra1s), and IIP's (Intakes In Progress) for individual
units. The intakes are 1isted.with the temporary "C" number from the CANRIS
form (2202A). I&R's are assigned consecutive numbers from a numbering
machine. Other information 1isted on the Intake Log is the name, date of .
intake, priority, type of intake, and worker assigned to the intake.

As a finalized CANRIS is entered into the computer, the intake is up-
dated on the Intake Log with an asterisk to the left of the intake to indicate
to the supervisor that the CAMRIS has been done. After the Intake Reading
Guide has been entered into the computer, the asterisk is replaced by a plus
sign. Thereby the supervisor is aware of the intakes for which the investiga-
tions have not been completed, intakes that have been CANRISed, and intakes
that Have been read for standards.

The Intake Log is generated at midmonth and at the end of the month.
This report is sent to the supervisors with copies to the Program Directors
and Regional Director. |

After the end-of-the-month report is generated, a purge is done of the
data in the Intake Log. A1l Priority I and Il intakes that have been read,
all Priority III intakes that have been CANRISed, Priority IIl intakes that
were not to be investigated, I&R's, and IIP's are purged from the Intake Log.
These totals are stored iﬁ the computer by unit and by region to be used at a

later date for statistical purposes.




08-15-86

Temporary#s Case Name
AN
. eamim
N SRR
*C85928501 il SR~
+C8772580 1 NN

c87725901 .
c87726001
c87726101
c87726201
€85929001..
+C85932601 ¢
+CB5§59501
*C79706501 ‘Fuml
*C85932001
C85932501
C87726901 °
c87727001

nC87727201 WD -

C87727301 GNNINUW

*C85928101
C85928401
*+C85923901

€c87727501
€87727701
c87727901 -
*C8772800¢ |
€C877281 01 - NN
859490501 il .
c877248301,
000004562"
C8771640% "
€C87728401 "
cg7728s801 . @
C87728701 {
c87728801
€87728901 W
€87729201"
€87729301..
€87729401
€C85940901 aimN
85941001 @
€85941401
€85941801
Cu7729501
87729701 &N
87729801 g
€87729901 rumm
87730001 ‘G
€87730101
€e77v30201
ce7730301
c87716201
€87716301

I n t a k e

Feported
to pHR

07-22-86
07-22-86
07-23-86
"07-23-86
07-23-86
07-23-86
07-24-86
07-24-86
07-24-86
07-25-86
07-25-86
07-25-86
07-28-86
07-28-86
07-28-86
07-28-86
07-28-86
07-29-86
07-29-86
07-29-86
07-29-86
07-30-86
07-30-86
07-30-86
07-31-86
07-31-86
08-01-86
08-01-86
08~01-86
08-01-86
_08-01-86
08-01-86
08-01-86
08-01-86
08-01-86
08-01-86
08-02-86
08-02-86
08-04-86
08-04-86
08-04-86
08-05-86
08-05-86
08-06-86
08-06-86
$8-06-86
08-07-86
08-07-86
08-08-86
08-08-86

L o g
Pri Type Vorker
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
2 A CARR, BELINDA
1 A SPELL, RONALD
1 A HARR1S, GAIL
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
1 N CARR, BELINDA
2 N HARRIS, GAIL
2 A/N CARR, BELINDA
2 SA HARRIS, GAIL
2 N CAPPI, JUDITH
2 N NGUYEN, DINH
2 N NGUYEN, DINH
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
1 SA HARRIS, GAIL
2 A/N CARR, BELINDA
2 A CAPPI, JUDITH
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
2 A CAPPI, JUDITH
3 A HARRIS, GAIL
2 N CARR, BELINDA
2 N CAPP1, JUDITH
2 N SPELL, RONALD
2 N NGUYEN, DINH
2 N HARRIS, GAIL
2 N NGUYEN, DINH
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
1&R ,
1 N YOUNG, SUSAN
2 N CARR, BELINDA
2 N STEPHENSON, LOYCE
3 A HARRIS, GAlIL
2 A YOUNG, SUSAN
2 SA CAPP1, JUDITH
2 A NGUYEN, DINH
1 SA CAPPI, JUDITH
2 N STEPHENSQN, LOYCE
3 N 11P
2 A 11P
3 N YOUNG, SUSAN
2 A STEPHENSON, LOYCE
2 N CARR, BELINDA
2 N HARRIS, GAIL
2 A YOUNG, SUSAN
1 N CARR, BELINDA
2 N HARRIS, GAIL
2 A/N CAPPIl, JUDITH
2 N YOUNG, SUSAN
1 N 11P
1 N 11P
3 N CAPP1, JUDITH

65

Unit # 17

EIN

5004
2609
9057
€704
5004
2609
€704
2609
C704
E135
D9s1
D9s1
5004
€704
2609
E13S
5004
B13S
C704
2609
B13S
9087
D9&E1
C704
D9s1
.5004

5004
2609
4381
C704
5004
B13S
D951
B13S
4381

£004
4381
2609
C704
5004
2609
C704
B13S
£004

B13S



08-15-86 I nt a ke L o g
Reported
Temporary# Case Name to DHR FPri Type Worker
C87730401 “ —— 08-08-86 2 A STEPHENSON, LOYCE
87716501 NN 08-09-86 1 N CARR, BELINDA
C87716601 Gl  NESOI. 08-10-86 2 A/N HARRIS, GAIL
000004707 GNEEND, QENEN 08-11-86 14R
C87716801 UNNNNEND RSN 08-11-86 1 N CARR, BELINDA
€87717001 G S 08-11-86 2 N CARR, BELINDA
CB7717601 SR, “ 08-11-86 2 N HARRIS, GAIL
000004732 GEENMEMEN 08-12-86 1&R
85941701  intiuags - 08-12-86 2 A/N CAPPI, JUDITH
C8771 7501 qiiingdy GEENNED 08~-12-86 2 A YOUNG, SUSAN
C87717901 AR WHIER 08~12-86 =2 N  STEPHENSON, LOYCE
C8771810! NI ARG 08-13-86 =2 N HARRIS, GaIL
C87718201 GRANEE Jdehin 08-13-86 2. A 11pP
Summary Total SA A N A/N I14R P1 P2 P3
113 11 30 60 9 3 26 76 8

* —CANRIS finaiized; Reading
+ -CANRIS finalized; Reading

Guide not returned.
Guide returned.

c-10

Unit # 17

4381
2609
Cr04

2609
2609
C704

B138
So004
4381
Cr04

I1Ip



CPS Specialist's Performance Report - Preliminary

This report is a listing of the data from all reading guideé that have
been entered for each worker during the period of time for which the report is
run, The report 1ists the case name and number, type of case, any non-
compliances which reflect how the standards relate to the Perfermance Evalua-
tion (4040) and the supervisor's quality rating. There is also a column to be
used to indicate whether the CPS specialist requests an exception (non-
compliance which is beyond the worker's control) and the reason for this
reduest.

The preliminary report is generated at the end of the month and is sent
to the CPS specialist and supervisor by the fifth working day of the next
month, with copies to the Program Director and Regional Director. After
receiving the preliminary report, the specialist and supervisor discuss cases
where the worker was out of compliance and they feel the non compliance was
due to circumstances beyond their control., If they agree that there are ex-
ceptions to the non compliances, they indicate this on the report. The super-
visor sends the report to the Program Director asking him for approval of the
requested exceptions. The Program Director will determine whether or not to

allow the worker not to be faulted for the non compliance. The Program Direc-

. tor completes his part of the preliminary report and sends the report to the

MIS by the 25th of the month for entry of the exceptions.

c-11 67



in Date: 08/19/86
oBPR600s

Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas

Uorkor s Performance Report - Preliminary
“Reflecting 05/01/86-07/31/86 Comem e

To: Caseworker

Supervisor
Uorkor Namo MELANIE CLEVELAND
"EIN: 3397 - - - -
unit: 13
e e e e e e e e e n _ s mer memmmees—ees Do You Request a T —
Case Name Type Compliance Performance Supv. Compliance Exception Why?
L£ase Number Case gIgglNg-Q!x!]Ll Indjicators Rating Y or N)
- Intake-Prio 1 Yes Each standard is in 4
€C68460201 conplllnco
Intake-Prio 1 Yis Each standard {s {n 3
C6845540| conpliance
-.~ Intake-Prio 1 Yes Each standard is in 3
- C68464001 . compliance .
L N Intake-Prio 1 Yes Each standard is in 3
€68462801 compltlnco
- Intake-Prio 1 No: - — == - - oo- 2 '
C68463201 -— - e e -
—_ ——— - IA3) Oral and written-notifica- A = AsSessa®nt T em—m e T
tion of law; Non-Comp(SSHB 2210) F - Narr/Foras
— ———1lntake-Prio 8 Yes ===-—=-——Each standard u 1n “—4 - -
-€68410301 (NSA) B i - compltnnco - -
— A —_— “Intake-Prio 2 -~ Yes — Each standard {8 in —3 ——— - -n —
€68459501 (NSA) compliance
- = ———lntake-Prio & "-No: - 3 -
caaueem (NSA) T e e el e SR :
e e e : 1B4) Non—sox Abulo-orll/urttton A - Assessaont ’
T s romrTrnotif of -law—non-compliance v v F = NAPP/FORME —————m—-—m = = tieem s o -
(SSHB 2220)
- S ©0 7 Intake-Prio @ - oY —mommemme s es el EACK wl2NARD A8 AR T F = e o e e ot e
€68455101 (NSA) compliance
- Gy Ongoing CYeg —- mm e e Each standard is in — 3 - S i
502434822,000, 001 compliance
- g - Ongoing TT T T Yeg e e e s Each ltn'ndu-d I8 40 ——F 7 mmmm e e e
248741301,000,001 compliance
— R eany Ongoing Yes —Each standard-ts-—-in—3
506124850,000,001 conpliance
'—_ -G - Ongoing -~ Yeos Each standard: tsin —3
somenaso ooo 002 - - - e e -

: co-plilnco e

68
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Run Date: 08/19/86
oePRsoo-

_Horker Name: MELANIE CLEVELAND
EIN: 3397 ’ - -
Unit:13

Texas Department of Human SerVices - Nacogdoches, Texas
’ Horker's Performance Report - Preliminary
“"Reflecting-05/01/86-07/31/86 . -

Caseworker

To:
© Supervisor

- . T TrrTmr T T T "Bo You Request a T
Case Nane Type Compltlnco Performance Supv. Compliance Exception Wh
-Sase NumhBer Lage Yes/No-Detaj]) a (Y or N)

—, ) Ongoing Yes Each standard is in 3
&3!06!3’4!,!10! ool complunco :
w. Ongoing No: 3
504 1952 00I.002 1
T R "8 Monthly contact Non-compliance B - Interviewing -~ — - . o o .
E - P.0.5. Develop.
- F - Nlrr/Forns )
Y Ongoing Yes Each standard is in 3
241332202,001,001 conpltlnco
| anoing No: — - - 3
- 506241604 ,001,001 T Tm T e e ' '
TrTT s TA2 Fam POS- ~—Joint -Development —- P - ‘Interviewing - -
Non-compliance (SSHB 3310) E - P.0.S. Develop.
F - Narr/Forss
I TA3 Fam-POS——Nocopy-to plrlntl/ ‘B =~Interviewing ————— —-—-- -
- “Clr.tﬂklr (SSHB 3310) E - P.0.S. Develop.
e = - R T F - Narr/Foras :
vooTm s =-8 Monthly~contact Non-compl!lnc! — B = Interviewing —— e smeeie—e e
E - P.0.S. Develop.
F - Nlrr/Forns i
S wman - Ongoing Tt Yeg. e s - Fach standard is in 3
- 80385393!5,001, 002 : - T T e e e e : compluncc - o o

. R CVS-Subcare Yes Each standard is in 3
5064540845 ,000,001 complunco
o, G CvS-Subcare Yes Each standard is in 3
" R40574101, 00‘ ,OOI . complilnc.

__ CVS-Subclrl Yes Each standard is in 3
 !03484449,00| ,00: complilnc.

L XK Y cvs- Subcn- Yes - - Each standard is in

- 504382122,000,001 Hin. Standard compliance :

O
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fRun Date: 08/19/86 Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas
*BPR600»

. UOrxor's Performance Report - Prolinxnary
o - e - Reflecting-05/0:/86-07/31/86 - e e e e e e

To: Caseworker
- Supervisor

Worker Name: MELANIE CLEVELAND
: EIN: 3397 - : -

siemmoe - For P.D.-only: List Compliance Exceptions and -Code Reason if Granted.

Submit to MIS by 18th of month,
crrmLase Name/Number/RGE - -gtapdard/Requirement -

mnug _.l: gr!nt!g .o . e aee e e —— e ——— t ——— ¢
T Y/N Reason

. s o o Codes:
e e e R I R Illnoll .. ,‘... .- . e e e
2 - Unit Vacancies
Lo 3 -~ Excessive Time-
PR . . . - e e e A —— = S oy | —— o ——— oe = tia = e . . . SE e e e e —— s "\'on.um‘ng c.‘.( ‘)
4 -~ Authorjized Leave
Problem
SA-—-Intake Overload -————
58- Ongoiny Overload
SC- Subcare Overload
T s e T e 6 -=~Unusua’ ‘Court Requirementt
. P e heme - v - . - ? - Data E-ror
e e e . . . - -8 - Other

O
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CPS Specialist's Performance Report - Final

After the exceptions have been entered into the computer from the
pre11m5nary report, the Specialist's Performance Report - Final is generated.
The final report has basically the same type of information as the preliminary
report; that is, case name and number, type of case, non compliances, perfor-
mance indicators and supervisors rating. In addition, it indicates a yes or
no for the compliance exceptions and the reason the exception was granted.

At the end of the report, there is a compliance percentage summary
giving the caseload compliance percentage for the month of the report,
caseload compliance percentage for fiscal year to date and caseload percentage
fer the worker's evaluation year to date. It also details the total number of
compliances out of total number of standards for each type of case year to
date, a synopsis of all of the problem areas (non compliances) noted for that
worker year to date, an average quality rating for the month, average quality
rating year to date, and a listing of all of the compliance exceptions granted
year to date.

This report is run or the 30th of the month after exceptions have been
entered. It is generated to the CPS specialist, supervisor and Program Direc-

tors with a copy to the Regional Director.
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in Date:

03/20/86
*BPR610O»
Unit Number: 13
Worker Name: MELANIE CLEVELAND
EIN: 3397
Case Name Type
Cagse Number Case
. Intake-Prio
CS846020|
-'- Intake~Prio
€68455401
s Intake-Prio

€68464001

O Intake-Prio
csa462801
‘ Intake-Prio
C68463201
' Intake-Prio
68410301 (NSA)
. gy - —- — Intake-Prio
€68459501 (NSA)
. ~ ———~Intake-Prio
C68449801 (NSA)

GNERE —— Intake-Prio

1668455101

(NSA)
[ N . ongoing
502434822,000,001
O O - ongoing
248741301,000,001
G S ongoing
506124850,000,001
GEEEE, WRME - ongoing
'506124850,000,002

. @A —— Ongoing
245823603,000,001

-”‘. - —Ongoing -
-€06157664,000,001

O
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Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas
Horker’s Performance Report - Final

1

Supv. Exception Reason
(Ye o= ail) Indicators ‘"Rating Reguested Granted Granted
Yes Each standard is in 4
compliance
Yes Each standard is in 3
compliance .
Yes Each standard isg in 3
conpliance
Yes Each standard is in 3
compliance
No: 3
- "1A3) Oral and written notifica- - A - Assesspment et e Y T Y, 1llness
tion of law; Non-Comp(SSHB 2210) F - Narr/Forms
‘Yeg: o s —ee Each standard is in ~4-- -~ - - -
compliance
- YRS oo e e - Each standard is in =3 = o o e -
compliance
NO & mm—— e e e ———— . - .. - g — - - - -
I34) Non-sex abuse-oral/written A - Assessment N
‘notif of ‘law non-compltnnco 7 'F = Narr/Forms T o - al
(SSHB 2220)
- T oYeg emememe—m—e—so-mcems oo Each standard is in —3 - -
compliance
Yes - - Each standard is in 3
compliance
Yes - Each standard is in 3
compliance
Yes -~ — e s e Each standard is in - 3 - - -
compliance
e Yeg —mr——-seme—iem————. - ~-- Each standard is ‘in -3 — - - e -
compliance
- ':“"“YOI'""“*~‘_—"—— ~—————=--—-Each standard is in - -3 - i oo b
compliance :
Yes Each standard is in 4 e e e

Reflecting -

Compliance

05/01/86 ~ 07/31/786

Performance

72

compliance

Caseworker
Supervisor
Program Director



un Date:

08/20/86 Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas
-spnslo- Uorkor s Performance Report ~ Final To: Caseworker :
e et = — " Reflecting —05/01/86 ~-07/31/86 ’ Tt = Supervigor - -
Unit Number: 13 Program Director
Worker Name: MELANIE CLEVELAND
Jaer . —.-—-—.Ex“ n::,? . . v ———— ——t teremt e = we - . - - - -—— . - - .-
‘Case Nanme Type Compliance Performance Supv. Exception Reason. -
- Cate (Yea/Ng-Detail) Indicators Rating Requ g;teq Qrgntog _ Granteq-
T% ~"Gngeing - "~ “Yes ‘Each standard tggtn——3 ———- " T T
~841332202,001,001 compliance
;@I @R - Ongoing No: T e —3
~506241604,001,001 : :
T : o TA2 Fam POS - Joint Development 8 Interviewing N
TTTTTTTTTT TNen—compliance “tSSHB 3310) -—E-°~ P.0.S. ‘Devalap. -
F Narr/Forms
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In Date: 08/20/86

Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas

*BPR610» Worker’s Performance Report - Final To: Caseworker
- S e e ‘Reflecting—05/01/86 —-07/31/86 ~— ——— T e Supervisor t———
Program Director
b
Compliance Percentage Summary Sheet
Caseload Compliance % for July 987%
- mom———Caseload -Compliance % for FisScal YTD — -9/ oo el il dce e e
Caseload Compliance % for Evaluation YTD 97%
Evaluation Due: August
U - = T T o e Supervisor Average "~ Supervisor Average - .
- - r i i T——— ng of "Qu ZJUL : Rating of Quality/YTD —
o Intake = 235 of 243 standards IAY) Supv. not inforaed 3.00-Good 3.17-Good
. Ongoing - 160 of 176 standards 1A3) Oral and written n
~—CVS~Subcare~——18-of ~--18 standards - IIA)Nature/extent/caus —
fin. Stas. -~ - 445 of 445 standards - - 11B) Person responsible - : Tt T me e
T ety e meneiemm e m———— . - e ~------—-----—--!!(:) Othur ch“d(rcn)': . . - - e e -
T'IF—Relattonship-of -ch
. Lomplisnce Exceptions Granted YTD 7A2 Fam POS - Joint Dev
T 1 Illness 7A3 Fam POS -~ No copy t
Bi—~Fam~POS Mhot Teviewed '
—— s mme smee L em-B2 Fam POS not signed b - - - R J
i ot TTT T T8 Monthly contact Non-g ot T Tt e e -
i
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Supervisor's Case Reading Tickler

The purpose of this report is to indicate to the supervisors which in-
takes and cases are to be read any given month. It will also show intakes and
cases on which the reading guides are overdue.

Another purpose of this report is to serve as a reminder to the super-
visor that initial Ongoing, CVS Sﬁbcare, and Minimum Standards Reading Guides
have not been completed on new cases.

This report is generated at the end of the month and sent to the super-
visors and Program Directors, with copies to the Regional Director and Case
Analyst. .

This repcrt is automatically updated as the reading guides are received

and entered in the computer., The report can be generated at any time during

the month by special requests.
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*BPRS00= : To: Supervisor
Program Director

Supervisor‘s Case Reading Tickler - July
07/31/86

Supervisor’'s Name: AMANDA NEWTON

Date To
Sas: Name Case Nymber Be Read
Intake
QERNEED, €83905701 07/86 =Overduex
aGlnaD, aamm €77652901 07/86 *Overdues
0, £77664501 04/86 =0Overduex
CAEE», T £79859201 07/86 sOverdues=
oy, enp €77644701 04/86 =Overduesx
olh, dian £77664601 04/86 »Overdues
ongeing
GilS , GEany 505796137 02/86 =0verdues
R, e 504224978 01/86 *Overduex
oG , ¢camb 505682202 02/86 sOverdue*
ol K e 501757147 07/86
Subcare
WD, QuaRey 503876004 03/86 *Overdues
A, AEREEEA 263169307 07/86 =Overduesx
GRS, SEEEaN 501529044 07/86 sOverdue=*

INITIAL ONGOING READING GUIDE INFORMATION LIST

Initial Ongeing Reading Guides have not
been received on the following cases.
Due dates are Date Cpen plus 48 days.

Rate Open |

76

Sase Nuypber
505746819 03/711/86
£08861489 02/03/86
so6222238 07/25/86
259889701 08/707/8¢8
£012834230 01/07/86
506392260 08/13/86
805794341 1028788
500889466 07728786
281643201 09/09/85
506553748 04/24/86
506771689 07731786



#»BPRS00= - : To: Supervisor
Program Director

Superv iy.: ‘s Ca:z eading Tickler - July
07731786

Supervisor'’s Namé: AMANDA NEWTON
INITIAL CVS SUBCARE READING GUIDE INFORMATION LIST

Initial CVS Subcare Reading Guides have
“ not been received on the following
: cases. Due dates are Date Open plus 33 days.

Case Nyoe Cage Nymber e Open
Gaaaml, @tang 505937528 07/09/86
AN, R 263169306 09/03/84
SR , ol 263169308 09/03/84
WY S05379627 09/03/84
L “’ 281780007 o2/20/86
Olash, OFh 505561491 02/06/86
CIEUEWR, GRnamen 505023793 03/05/86

INITIAL MINIMUM STANDARD READING GUIDE INFORMATION LIST

Initial Minimum Standard Reading Guides
have not been received on the following
cases. Due dates sre Date Open plus 33 days.

Sase Nane Sase Nympber Date Open
SABEES , Whkig L08937s28 07/09/86
Y, el 263169306 09/03/84
ahEmb, NN 2863169307 05/03/84
s , T 263169308 09/03/84
RN ,  qanee 505379627 09/03/84
aNnEh, SR 281780007 02/20/86
diesh, VR S0S561491 02/06/86
<pemunss, SR 505023793 03/05/86

NOTE: Reading guides must be submitted to MIS within 3 cays after case is read.
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funaryisor's Quarterly Aggregate Report

This report was designed for the CPS supervisors in Region 10. The
report includes a listing of all service control standards by type of case.
The report gives a breakdown by each worker in the unit of total non com-
pliances and total cases read for each standard. The information is also to-
taled for each unit.

This report can be run including exceptions or excluding exceptions.

The report is a quarterly report but can be generated for any period of

time. It is sent to the supervisors, Program Directors and Regional Director.
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| BPR660 ¢ 09/03/86

TEXAS DEPARTMENY OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES, TEXAS

T uUnit 14 Supervisor’s Quarterly Aggregate Report
~ 8upervisor: NEWTON AMANDA J 05701786 - 07/31786
R "8ERVICE ( Including Exceptions )
YPE CONTROL ‘
CASHWAN JUNES PENN, . STRYKER
‘ntake2 ""XB1) Prio 2 time "7 oz "34 ' o/ 0 " gy 14 v 8 s 3
LTy trame
IR4) Man-sex abus T4/ “34 T or o 0/ 14 “eor 8 ¢/ 3
Titren
TTTTUTTTIIAY "NaturaZzexten T T o 34 o7 e o/ 14 or 8 0, 3
t/Cause not de-
T U T 11B) Person vespo T oz 34 T o7 o 1/ 14 o/ 8 0/
nsible not den-
- 11C) Other éhildt ™ "0/ 34 T "0/ 7T 0 T e 14T 0 T 8 M 3 T oTTTTTT
ren)’s naaes/
- 11D) CaretaksF ab ™" TTi/ T34 TTTT0r "0 T, Tha TTTis 8 ey 5 e
ility to protect
TTTTTTTTTIIE )Y TAdequacy of 077734 0T 0 T e NG T e T8 Ty g e
home env. not
“11F) Relationship 177734 0/ 8 T 0/ 14 0/ 8 [ VRN T
of child to
T 116y Newd for DuR T 07 34T o/ T T T s Tia osr 8 T esr "y v T
protective
T TTTi1Ti Sapv. approv 0/ T34 (Y 0/ 14 9, 8 o 7y ST ——
al not obtained
- IVA) resuite not TR T4 %7 o 177714 CY2N T V2R
explained-
TTTTTTTT 1vl) 'Results not T TTTTTo/ 734 0 e e 07 14 3/ '8 osr 3 o
expalined-
TTTTTTTTOIVE) Results not “or 347 Tor o 17 4 27 8 0o/ 3
explajined-
Intake2(NSA} ~TTOTAL 7T TTTTTT tq, g4 o o ‘37 14 6/ 8 @2s 3 CoTTe




Appendix C-10

Quarterly Service Control Compliance Report

This report was designed for the Program Directors. IE includes a list-
ing of all sarvice control standards for each type of case. For each
standard, it will give the number of cases read for the period of time for
which the report is run and the number of cases read fiscal year-to date. The
report lists by unit the number of cases wiih non compliances for the period
of report and the total compliance percentage for the period of the report.
In addition, the report will give the compliance exceptions granted for the

« 0f the report.

The final two columns of the report give the number of cases with non
compliances fiscal‘year to date and the compliance percentage fiscal year to
date. |

This report will be issued quarterly to the Program Directors with a
copy to the Regional Director. This report can be run for any period of time

and can be generated on request.
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8PRES O TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES, TEXAS T0:
lun Date: 09/03/86 Quarterly Service Control/Comspliance Report

05/01/86 - 07731786

Program Directors
Regional Directer

: Service 7 T ‘Number Cases Number Cases Compliance Compliance Exceptions Number Cases Compliance
'ype Control Applicable Non-Compliance Percent Granted Non-Compliance Percent -
ade . Eer Peried = Eor Period  For Perjod _Eor Fiacal YTD
Ingoing TA1 Orig Fam POS 382 /7 1012 unit 13¢ 6) [: SN 4 Unit 13¢ 11 9 X
- Tme i L. untt i8¢ .6y . . e i ms .. Unde 140 6) "
h T untt 16¢ 1) ’ Unit 15¢ 18)
. unit 18¢ 4) Unit 16¢ 11
o B el untT 19C 12y ] ) ] .. .. untt 18( __ 4)
_ 7T T unte 21¢ 8) Unit 19¢C 21)
’ Total mn . unit 21¢ 14)
e e e et e et e e e L e eeiimmeee o, YotaAl € BS)
: TA2 Fam P0OS - Joi 382 7 1012 unit 13¢ 20) T % Other Unit 18C 2) unit 13¢ 40) % 2
N __..ht Development = = unit 1S( 10D ) i o . Tot. € 2)  unit 14¢C 23) :
B T ’ “untt 16¢ 4) ’ ‘ Unit 1SC 39)
. unit 18¢ n Unit 16¢ 28)
N unit 19¢ 133

. - et ¢ e i UNAE_ AT A

unit 21¢ 15) Unit 98¢ n
unit 19¢ 40)

e Unit 21(¢ __ 32)
Unit 22( 25)
Total ( 238)

untt 22C  11)
— Jotal ¢ _ 80)

TA3 Fam POS = No™ 352 7 71012~ “unit 13¢ "B24) T T x T T unte 9 '

Other Untt i8¢ T3 Unit 13( 80 7%
Copy to parents/ Unit 15¢ 14) Unit 18( 2) Unit 14¢ 1)
) unit 16¢ &) Jot. ¢ _5) ___Unit ASC _3ITY

. - Tunte 18¢ TT2) T unit 16C 300
’ o : unit 19¢ 13) Unit 17¢ 8)

Unie 29¢ 80 e iy e Unit 180 14)
untt 22( 1 Unit 19¢ 739
Total ( 88) unit 21C 37T
Uit 22( __ 2)
Total ( 2#5)

_TA4 Fam POE - Pro 352 ¢ 1012 unit 13¢C __8) 92 % . _Other  Unit 18( 1) unit 413C__17) 93 % _
blems/effects T T  unte 15¢ 3 Tot. ¢ 1) Unit 14¢ 4) .
Unit 18¢ 4) unit 15¢ 12)
S _unit 19¢ 5 o o i _Unit 16 D _
“untt 21¢ T Unit 106¢( 4)
Total 2am Unit 19¢ i0)
e e e . . . mmeme... Uit 210 15)
, o : Total ¢ 69
.._..JAS Faa POS = 8ol 352 ¢/ 1012 _ uUnit 13¢( 6) . 9%%x other  Unit 18C _1) __ Unit 13C _13) 92 X
utions/objec- ’ “untit 185¢ 3 Tat. 1) Unit 14¢ 4)
unit 16¢ 1) Unit 15¢ 18)
Unit 18¢ & N S L} 300 { Y S §
unit 19¢ n Unit 17¢ 4)
unit 21¢ n unit 18¢ 4)
Total 28) e Unit _19¢ 13
e e S . _ . . .. ... . Unit 21C 15)
) o Total ( 77)
- - - _4 - - - - 81 =3 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
O
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650 TEXAS DEPARTHENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOCDOCHES, TEXAS T&:  Program Directars
un Date: 09/03/86 Quarterly Service Control/Compliance Report Regional Directot’
: 05701786 - 07731786 L
o sService Nuaber Cases Number Cases Compliance Compliance Exceptions Number Cases CQ-pluncq”
Ype Control Applicable Non-Compliance Percent Granted Non-Compliance Percent " .
Al Standard for Period Eer Pertod
B1 Fam POS not re 352 7 1012 Unit 13¢ 4) 88 % UCRequire Unit 22¢ 1) Unit 13¢ 18)
= viewed with o unit 15¢ . %) CTot. € 1) Unit 14C _12)
} ’ unit 1é¢ 2) Oother unit 18¢ 1) Unit 15¢ 17)
Unit 18¢ ) Tot. ( 1) unit 156¢ 11)
. Unit 19¢ 14) _Unit 18¢ 2)
unit 21¢ 13} unit 19¢ 30)
Unit 22¢ ) unit 21¢ 14)
_ . Total ( 42} R . L.Unit 22¢ 1)
° Total ( 107)
B2 Fam POS not si 352 /7 1012 unit 13¢ 3 .90 X . Unft 13¢C  18)
gned by ) Unit 185¢ 4) Unit 14¢ 14)
unit 19¢ 10) Unit 15¢( 12)
Unit 21¢ 15) e - e U1t 160 9)
T T TTTT T Total (U 32) - o o7 Unit 17¢ 1)
Unft 19¢
el e Unit RiC
T o T Tommm - Tt T o : - Total (
8 Monthly contact 352 / 1012  unit 13¢ 14y = 81 % .....UCRequire uUnit 22( 1) Unit 13(
77" NMon-compliance T ~ ’ unit 15¢ B2} ) Tot. ( 1) Unit 14¢
unit 16¢ 2) uUnit 15¢
- _.Unit 8¢ 3 e e Unit 16¢
o “unit 19¢ kA Unit 172¢
) Unit 21¢ 1) Unit 18¢
S L .. Unit @2¢ 2} e _ e e e JUnit 19C
- Total ( &6} Unit 21¢
' Unit 2B(
e - e e e e e Total ¢ 237)__
10} No prior/conc 58 /7 190 100 %
...urrent approval e e et e e e e e —— e e, -
11) Pera Plan not 58 / 190 170 X
established _ _ . . N e . e
12) No written fa S8 / 190 100 %
S aily case plan - e - . e
12a) Fam POS not §8 / 190 Unit 16¢ 4) 93 x Intt 16¢ 5)
e completed in _ et mmmee o Total ¢ %) e i Total ¢ Sy . _
®2
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Appendix C-11

Service Coatrol Compliance Report

This report was designed after the State O0ffice Service Control Com-
pliance Report. It contains all the information required by State Office.

Included in this report is a listing of all service control standards.
For each standard, the report indicates total cases read, total cases that
were not applicable and total cases that were applicable, number of cases that
were in compliance and number of cases in non-compliance, and the compliance
percentage on cases applicable,

This report can be generated for any period of time; that is, one month,
three months, etc., and will be generated on request. Copies will be sent to

State Office, Regional Director and Program Directors.
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BPR&T0 » 09/03/86
sport Reflects ALL units

TEXAS OEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES, TEXAS

Service Control Compliance Report
05701/86 ~ 07/31/86

To: State Office
Rzgional Director

Program Director

Service Number Number Number of Number of
ype Control Total Cases of Cases Cases in Cases in Compliance Percentag
AS® Standard Sazes Ha Applicable Non-cCompliance
vs 10) No prier/conc 112 78 34 34 ° 100 %
a7 mos _ .urrent approval e m L B L _ e
11) Perm Plan not 112 18 34 34 ] 100 %
N established = = : B .
12) No written fa 112 78 34 34 ] 100 X
e . ..Mly case plan e e e e e .. el I e e -
12a) Fam PUS not 112 81 3 k1) ] 100 %
- completed in ;
12b) Fam POS: Pro 112 78 34 34 0 100 X~
s blems not et e SO i e o e e e e e
12¢c) Fam P0OS: Rea 112 78 34 34 [} 100 X
=t v——— . a e e — .on.bl. - - . e eem—— e e e - - - oo - - . em = ———— e ———— -
12d) Fam POS: Nec 112 78 34 kA 3 91 X
e essary changes === e e e,
12¢) Fam POS: Nec 12 78 34 3 3 91 X
—— e _9SSATY S@Tvices . - . - - ; .
12f¢) Fam POS: Rol 112 78 34 k1) 3 91 X
e O e e - - e = e e e e e e
129) Fam POS: Tim 112 78 34 34 ] 106 X
— @ lisit for - e e
12h) Fam POS: Pla 112 78 34 34 ] 100 X
- _for parent ___ e e e —- - e _ B e _ - —.
124) Fam POS: Fin 112 78 34 34 0 100 X
wieeees — . ... @ncial support N e e
12§) Fam PO3: Con 112 86 26 26 0 100 %
I .ditions of court . B
12k) Fam POS: Con 112 78 34 34 ] . 100 X
e B@quences {f no [ e e - . _ e e o et o e e e e e e
B 121) Fam POS: Not 112 78 34 2s 9 3 X
S _...8igned by e e e e e+ e e e
13) Fam POS: Rev 112 19 93 9" 2 97 X
iewed every I _ R
T 14a) Placement no - 78 34 34 ] 10 x "
t least restric-
84
I e ey s e e e e e
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OPR6T0 » 09/03/86

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES, TEXAS To
port Reflects ALL units

Service Control Compliance Report
05701786 - 07/31/86

: State Office
Regional Director
Program Director

- ‘Service Cormo o " ‘Number ‘Number Number of Number of

e Control Total Cases of Cases Cases (n Cases in Compliance Percentag

[} T J— Standard .. Cases NA Applicable Sompliance = $ a
14b) Placement no 12 78 34 34 0 100 %

e t clese . I T .
15) Periodic rev 112 2s 87 78 9 a9 %

e Aev time frage . I _ o — S _
16a) Adain review 112 78 34 34 0 100 %

—emmmee . . _.i.M@ description R e e -
16b) Adein review 112 78 34 34 ] 100 %

. _: centinusd need e o . L . _ ) i o
16c) Admin review "na : 78 34 34 0 100 %

_._i_extent of -~ e e e . e e et e [P

16d) Admin review . 1e 78 34 34 ] 100 X

— e} _progress on e me e mm e m e e e e e e eme e e et —eean e e+ e e e e e
16e) Adain review 112 18 34 34 0 100 %

i _plan for ceap- - e et e - —— e e
16f) Admin review 112 78 34 34 0 100 %
i_projected p. e et o o e —
§7) Parents not Tone 78 34 34 0 100 %

—ie___Notified of — e e e e e R R - e
18) Dispositiona 112 102 10 2 8 20 X
1 hearing time e e e . L
19) Changes re @ 12 38 74 74 0 100 X
ligibility not e e et e e e e e — . S
; 19
— TR T T T - -
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Formula for Calculating Workload Expectations

This report was developed to help the supervisor and specialist &eter-
mine an appropriate caseload mix and to set reasonable workload expectations,
based on the CPS workload standards, for generic caseload.

The report is generated for individual workers for a monthly caseload.
The percentages used are variable figures and can be changed, if necessary,
when generating the report.

' The average quality rating is based on the reading guides that were com-
p]etedhon cases that were worked duiring the month of the report.

This report can be run as requested.
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*BPS800=» Formula for Calculating Workload Expectations
For Generic Caseloads

For Period 07/01/86-07/31/86

BURNETT RICHARD L
% of Z of
Case % of Time
Tiae Cases Used
INTAKE 1.06 X 0 = .00
INVESTIGATION 7.69 X 0 = .00
INTAKE/INVESTIGATION 8.34 X 6 = S0.04
IN-HOME 3.34 X 14 = 46 .76
CONS./SUB CARE (CHILD) 7.69 X 5 = 38.45
CONS./SIUB CARE (FAMILY) 3.34 X 0 = .00

'COURT URDERED
SOCIAL STUDIES 8.33 X 1 = 8.33
0TI 4.00 X 0 = .00
(%4 of Time Used) Total 143.58
=100.00%
Z Overtime/Undertinme 43.58 oT

(Caseload Hrs. Avail.) X__105.2 hrs.

Hours .Overtime/Undertime. 45 .84 oT

Average Quality Rating

# of RGs Avg. Rating
INVESTIGATION 11 3.00
IN-HOME 10 3.50
cvs 5 3.00
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APPENDIX D
Programming Process

PROGRAMMING SEQUENCE

Coding for the tracking system began with the intake and inves-
tigation part of the system. The decision to start at intake was made
because it was one of the primary needs of regional staff. The
ability to monitor compliance with a multitude of intake standards
is extremely important for unit management as well as regional
management. The methodology for data collection as well as output
reports was completed toward the end of the first year of operation,
and coding began on the system during the first project year. ,

Following intake, the in-home system was brought up, which in
and of itself took care of the data collection instrument, the in-home
reading guide. Conservatorship and minimum standards were
brought up last on the system because they are the most complex
part, involving numerous federal/state standards.

Following the building of the data collection mechanisms and
files for data storage, the preliminary worker performance report
was the first output report which really detailed any levels of com-
pliance with standards. This report involved a significant amount
of code due to the compliance exception strategy, which does not
fault workers for situations beyond their control.

The next item up on the agenda was the final performance
report, which at the worker level reflects only compliance per-
centages that the worker is accountable for. The preliminary report
and the final report constitute the direct delivery component of the
tracking system. All additional output reports are in support of the
preliminary and final performance report.

Next to be brought up on the system was the supervisor’s case
reading tickler, which takes all of the tracking of case reading out
of the supervisor’s hands and places it with the computer. This
automation assists line supervisors by telling them one month in ad-
vance what they are required to read the following month, allowing
them to plan their schedules for case reading around the amount of
reading that is required.

The aggregate/quarterly compliance reports indicate regional
statistics at the unit and regional levels. Cne of the compliance
reports will take the place of the state office report for service
control. It was patterned after the state office report and contains
all information required by the state office in addition to ddta that
will assist managers in the region in running the program.

The final report that was written is a workload measure report
based on the report that comes out of the PSFC Branch; the PSFC
report details workload measures as shown by the statewide time
study. A significant addition to the workload measures formula has
been made by adding an. aggregate quality rating to intake/
investigation, in-home services, and conservatorship cases. With this
aggregate quality rating the region will be able to determine with

D-1



hard data how many cases of each type a worker can handle while
maintaining an adequate quality of service.

PROBLEMS WITH PROGRAMMING

Several aspects of programming proved somewhat compliex. The
most complex aspect involved the granting or denial of compliance
exceptions on the worker’s final performance report. This process
involves temporary file maintenance and updating at the time that
the report is batched. This problem was further complicated by the
specification that a true accounting at the regional level of all non-
compliances had to be maintained at the same time.

Another complex aspect of programming was the several
hundred standards that had to be tracked. The large numbers made
it burdensome to set up the necessary screens and files to maintain
the system.

Another major complication in the programming of the system
came from the fact that the consultant was unable to provide as
many hours as the region requested in the first part of the second
project year. The estimate of hours required was very close, but his
inability to program during a critical time set the project behind.
The complexity of the system and the program specifications were
not the reason for the delay in bringing the system up on time.

INTERACTION WITH THE PROGRAMMER

The primary responsibility for interacting with the consulting
programmer on this project was given to the system operator. She
had worked very closely with the programmer over a five-year
period as other parts of the MIS were brought up. Her knowledge of
the computer system coupled with this relationship, was a benefit
during the programming effort, which proceeded with very few
misunderstandings. To a lesser degree, the project director and the
system manager also worked with the’ programmer on program
specifications, and they detailed thé mathematics involved in com-
puting compliance percentages.
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