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Executive Summary

This report presents results from an assessmelatptdp computer deployment to Child Protective
Services (CPS) caseworkers in three New York Statal Departments of Social Services (LDSS):
New York City Administration for Children Servic€8CS), Onondaga County Department of Social
Services, and Wayne County Department of SocialiGes. The assessment reported here is part of a
much larger effort by the New York State Office ©fildren and Family Services (OCFS) and the
state legislature to deploy and assess mobile tdohies in CPS. The larger project knownTdse
New York State Mobile Technology Projéets two major parallel components — deployment and
evaluation. The deployment of mobile technologies a collaborative effort between OCFS and the
LDSS. The Center for Technology in Government (C BB the University at Albany/SUNY, an
independent research center, was contracted taicbtite evaluation.

To date, three phases of mobile technology deploynaeross the state and three corresponding
evaluations to assess the impact of mobile teclgmdan CPS work have been completed. The fourth
evaluation effort, entitled th2008-2009 Demonstration Projeds, the subject of this report. The most
recent evaluation strategy is an extended assesshdmwee LDSS who previously deployed laptops
in order to learn more about the impact of molelehhology over longer periods of use.

This report examines the use of mobile technologihese three LDSS for a period of eight to ten
months. This longer time period for the initiabassment differs from that in previous deployment
and assessment phases, which covered less thamtbreghs of use. The longer time period provides
an opportunity to explore how caseworkers are usingile technologies and the resulting new ways
of working. This assessment also examines prodtctiesults through analysis of data from the state
central database as well as satisfaction of cas@n®through group interviews with a sample of siser
from each district.

Productivity increases were evident in all threeSS) but each followed different patterns. The NYC
ACS results showed the largest productivity incesaa terms of timely case closings. In NYC, Igpto
users handled approximately 28% more cases duhagtén month test period compared to the
preceding ten months. The rate of case closinggmihe required 60-day period increased from 52%
to 75%. Both Onondaga and Wayne handled slighttyentases during the eight month test period
compared to the preceding eight months. Both éspeed increases in the rate of case closings
within the first 60 days. All three districts ex@mced an increase in the volume of progress note
entries as well as an increase in the volume dtgafssessments completed within seven days. For
safety assessments, the volume closed with thensiase requirement increased, but not the
proportion. For example, Onondaga and Wayne shamethcrease in volume entered, but showed
either no change or small decreases in the pegerdé notes entered within each day. Lastly,
Onondaga and Wayne showed an increase in the nwhbases closed after 60 days. This last trend
may be a result of clearing of older case backlogs.

Caseworkers in the second data collection peripdrted a two-phase learning process — focused first
on the technology itself, then on how to best irdégyit into work practices. Over time, it seems
caseworkers are able to integrate the laptop useGRS work. In the interviews, CPS caseworkers
reported a wide variety of ways in which they intggd the devices into daily routines, ranging from
carrying them along in the field on a regular basikeeping the laptops at home for after-hoursteat

up work (i.e., generally documentation). There rex@ some important barriers to this deeper
integration. On the technical side, caseworkersnted continuing to experience poor connectivitg an
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cumbersome log-on and data entry procedures. La@kcentives and supportive policies for field,
home or overtime compensation for the use of theofs emerged as barriers to more extensive and
integrated use. In spite of the lack of compensatimwever, many users reported substantial use at
home to help stay current with their work load. sTtias described as an important, though intangible
benefit. Overall, in both data collection periosiatisfaction with laptop use was high.

The policy and technical barriers illustrated bgeaorkers reveal the difficulty of mobile technojog
deployment in a complex environment such as thahefsocial services field in New York State.
Implementing a statewide initiative such as thise,oand within a limited period of time, is
complicated by the local administration of CPS wdrke prospects for rapid change in such a two-
layered system are unlikely. OFCS’ strategy of eneental change, where feedback informs
subsequent deployment phases, is more likely toesmat A deployment and assessment schedule that
aligns well with a more natural progression of migational, policy, and technical change may allow
for the realization of the full impact of the mabitechnology. Even in this current and deliberate
process, however, LDSS are already starting toesimhormation with other LDSS about supportive
policies and practices. With a strong and steadg p@CFS can continue to make modifications along
the way so that cultural changes are effected anaelos minimized.



Background

Over the last two years, New York's Office of Chdd and Family Services (OCFS), Local
Departments of Social Services (LDSS), and thee d&gislature embarked on a coordinated effort to
deploy and assess mobile technologies in childeptive services (CPS). New York is among a
handful of states examining the use of mobile tetdgies to enhance child welfare and child
protection service delivery. To date, over 60Cevawkers across the state have received laptops and
various other mobile devices. Under the umbreildtee New York State Mobile Technology Prgject
four distinct and successive pilot and demonstnapimjects, along with the corresponding evaluation
studies, were initiated and completed.

The New York State Mobile Technology Project

In 2006, the state legislature charged OCFS wittirtg and reporting on the use of multiple
technologies in three LDSS. From that experiedessons were applied to subsequent laptop
deployments in two New York City (NYC) boroughslate 2006, and at 21 additional LDSS in 2007.

The larger project known ashe New York State Mobile Technology Projeess two major parallel

components — deployment and evaluation. The depay of mobile technologies was a collaborative
effort between the OCFS and the LDSS. The evanativere the responsibility of the Center for
Technology in Government (CTG) at the Universitydiany/SUNY, an independent research center.

The project, to date, has completed three phasdstlair corresponding evaluations of mobile
technology deployment across the state to assesmfgact of mobile technologies in CPS work. The
fourth evaluation effort, entitled tf#08-2009 Demonstration Projecs,the subject of this report.

Each deployment and assessment is briefly deschibledyv:

= In the summer and fall of 2006, the first deployiemd assessment, tN&'S Portable
Information Technology Pilptvas carried out with three LDSS — the New YorkyCi
Administration for Children’s Services (NYC/ACS),dviroe County Department of Human
Services, Child and Family Services Division, andst¢hester County Department of Social
Services, Family and Children’s Services. During time, mobile technologies were deployed
to approximately 60 CPS caseworkers to supporivageand related-documentation activities.
A range of mobile technologies were tested, inclgdiaptops, notebooks, tablet PCs, Personal
Digital Assistants (PDASs), telephonic dictation\sees, digital pens, and dictation software.
The purpose of the assessment in this first depdoywas to evaluate how was technology used
in the work setting and the impact of technologg as the work itself. This report is available
at: http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/assgy_mobile/assessing_mobile.pdf

= From July 2007 to October 2007, a second deployrapdtassessment, thxtended Pilot in
New York City’s Administration for Children Sengctocused exclusively on connected laptops
and expanded the number of caseworkers testingdémziy. Connected laptops were selected
based on findings from thBlYS Portable Information Technology Pjlathich highlighted
connected laptops as enabling information entryratieval to the state central database while
out in the field. Two field offices from NYC — Maattan and Staten Island — were selected and
approximately 200 CPS caseworkers, supervisors naantagers received laptops and wireless
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cards. The objective of the assessment was to eeamigreater depth the use of connected
laptops in CPS work and to learn more about lapte@ in large urban areas. The report is
available athttp://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/assey_mobile_2008/assessing_mobile_2008.pdf

The state legislature continued to provide fundimdtate Fiscal Year (SFY) 2007-08 to test
mobile technologies in more LDSS across the stateMay 2007, OCFS issued a call for
proposals to all LDSS interested in applying fanding to pursue mobile technology strategies
in CPS work. In October 2007, following the commatof the extended pilot in New York
City, a third deployment and assessment, Dieenonstration Project in 23 NYS Local Social
Service Districtsissued over 450 laptops and tablet PCs to 21 seléddSS in rural, suburban,
and urban areas across the state. The objectivtheofassessment was to examine the
opportunities and barriers for statewide deployn@wrtonnected laptops as well as the impact

of laptops on CPS work in various settings acrdss s$tate. The report is available at:
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/asgey_mobile_demo/assessing_mobile_demo.pdf

In SFY 2008-09, the state legislature provided twitkal funding to examine mobile
technologies across the state. This assessmatieckrAn ExtendedAssessmenfocuses on
three LDSS that previously deployed laptops asqfagtirlier deployments.



An Extended Assessment

Previous pilot and demonstration assessments retablished a solid foundation of information to
support a reasonably clear picture of the shorh tenpacts of deploying and using laptops in CPS
work. However, both OCFS and CTG recognized thel tedearn more about the long term impacts
and conditions necessary for statewide deployment.

The three LDSS chosen to participate in this asseiss were: NYC ACS, Onondaga County, and
Wayne County. These LDSS were selected based ernetigth of time caseworkers had to use
laptops, geographical area, favorable policy andagament setting, and connectivity capability. Two
data collection periods, a pre-test period andsaeriod, were contrasted to illustrate changesfr
the first data collection period to this secondadellection period. For information about theadat
collection periods and the data collection methogg] see Appendix A.

This extended assessment, therefore, builds upenatfeady strong foundation of knowledge
generated in the previous assessments, but foousesnarrowly on three LDSS that have long term
laptop experience. In order to learn more about hapiops are integrated into CPS work, the
assessment examines findings on use, mobility, yotodty, and satisfaction. This report concludes
with observations that shed light on concrete asgias which can assist LDSS in maximizing all
current and future mobile technology investments.

Findings and Themes

The evidence obtained from the previous evaluati@sshown that mobile technology, most notably
the use of laptop PCs in tandem with wireless cotivigy, provides CPS caseworkers with increased
capacity to enter documentation and access infoom&iom the state central database while outén th
field, and assists caseworkers during investigatasks. The multiple assessments also found
evidence of improved but modest productivity gamduding increased timeliness of documentation
and case closings with the use of laptops.

One fundamental question in this extended assesssehether or not its findings concur with or are
different from the previous findings. The followircategories present themes that emerged in this
study with a description of any differences frora firevious assessment.

Mobility and use

The laptops provided caseworkers with opportuniteesvork outside the office environment in new
ways. To understand what mobility meant for caskers in CPS, we examined how caseworkers
were using laptops, where use occurred, shiftsarkwepportunities, and changes in communication
patterns. Our goal was to gauge to what degredafiteps have become integrated within the daily
work practices of CPS caseworkers.

Types of use

How the laptops were used did not seem to changeifisantly over time. As in previous
assessments, the full range of CPS-related workomagpleted using the laptops. The laptops were
used for case investigations and interventionsuah@ntation and reporting activities, as well asrtou
related activities. Case documentation was the nf@sfuently mentioned use in both periods,
including inputting and updating notes. Other waricluded court-related documents, safety
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assessments, reading and reviewing case histopesjng new cases, doing person searches, checking
client histories, email, and accessing the Welfdenagement System (WMS). In the second data
collection period, one caseworker mentioned shelomger uses the laptop to look up driving
directions because she received a GPS system.

Accessing and entering information while out of tifice was an important feature of connected
laptops. This enhanced capability was reportedtipely by participants in both data collection
periods. For example, caseworkers reported endainéermation access and retrieval capability as
well as increased data entry capability. Howeueappears that accessing case information from the
field is not a daily need for most caseworkers. séarkers did express that the laptop was very
helpful in times ‘when they need it” The naturecasework in child protection work means that
emergencies may not happen everyday, but whendbegrise, the laptops are very beneficial. For
example, caseworkers reported using the lapto¢ess information on the Sex Offender Registry
and to make decisions as to whether or not a duldd be placed at the suggested residence. This
type of scenario may happen about once a month.

Shifts in work opportunities and location of use

There are two main benefits of mobility: 1) increddlexibility regarding where and when CPS work

is done, and 2) increased access to informatiotewhit of the office. Together, these two benefits
potentially allow CPS caseworkers to shift when amere they work. In fact, in both data collection
periods respondents in the three LDSS reportedyubmmlaptop during normal work hours, after work,
on-call, and when working overtime. In the firstalaollection period, caseworkers alluded to pagter

of use and shifts in work opportunities. Howevarthe extended assessment, the patterns and changes
that emerged were clearer:

Non-traditional field locations. Caseworkers reported experimenting with non-traai
work locations away from the office. For exampheboth data collection periods, caseworkers
reported using their laptops in libraries, parkssgitals, schools, and commercial coffee shops.
In all three LDSS, during both data collection pds, respondents stated that they do not and
will not bring laptops into clients’ homes. Sonsseworkers said it was a formal policy, and
others suggested it was an informal policy but sgtgg by supervisors or management. The
reasons mentioned included that it interfered wélationship building or it was seen as a
barrier between the caseworker and the client.

Shifts in when work is done Laptops were originally conceived as enabling opputies to

do work in situations where caseworkers were preshounable to access the state central
database. These situations included waiting timesourt and in between field visits (i.e.,
client visits, schools, hospitals, etc.). Howeuwbe opportunities to do work during waiting
times in court proved less attainable than antteghaMany obstacles to working in court were
identified, including poor connectivity, lack of miidential work areas, and overcrowding.
Several caseworkers reported using the laptop eltii@g in their cars, although it was noted
that cold weather and location are important factmncerning the extent to which the laptop is
used in a car.

Caseworkers, especially in a rural or geographjdalige LDSS, suggested travel time to and
from the office was significantly reduced as a hestiusing the laptop. Many participants
reported that they experimented with staying in fileéd instead of returning to the office
between appointments, saving time and travel exggenblowever, some caseworkers reported
that they still return to the office, because tfesl pressure to ‘be seen’ by supervisors.
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On-call practices. On-call caseworkers usually remain at home wihiégy twait for new cases
or issues to happen during their shift. In bothadetllection periods, on-call caseworkers
reported increased productivity and satisfactiomgishe laptops while on-call. Almost all
reported saving time by not having to travel to dffece to examine case records while on-call,
as well as increased opportunities to complete mecuation.

Using the laptop at home after work hours.During both data collection periods, using the
laptop at home, mostly after work hours, was reggbrnost frequently. Many caseworkers
reported fewer interruptions at home than when wgrkn the office and reported more
satisfaction in their ability to get work done. h@ts reported they used the laptop at home to
catch-up on casework, thus affording them ‘peacenmfd.” However, not all caseworkers
used the laptops at home. Many cited personabnsasuch as infringement on family time
while others stated they stopped taking the laptome after they were told by management
not to use it while at home.

Communication patterns

The laptop creates new communication channelsr Rritaptops being introduced, most caseworkers
relied on cell phones while in the field (eithergmnal cell phones or district issued cell phones).
Laptops, however, enable the use of email whileaduhe office. Our findings from the first data
collection period revealed that laptops modestlgnged the way caseworkers communicated with
supervisors or other caseworkers. Caseworkers tegpocalling supervisors about cases more
frequently than emailing supervisors about newxisteg cases while in the field. Some caseworkers
did use email pretty regularly, just not for dissing cases with supervisors. In both data cobecti
periods, caseworkers reported initiating casesenbilt in the field by accessing CONNECTIONS;
still others reported that it was still necessargdll a supervisor to initiate an assigned caséewiot

in the office.

Changes in communication channels were most apjpiareon-call caseworkers. Prior practice before
laptops involved on-call caseworkers receiving sdsam the State Central Registry (SCR) by phone.
For example, caseworkers would have to talk withfS&R caseworker by telephone and then write
down the details of the case as it was read owepkione by the SCR caseworker. Overwhelmingly,
in both data collection periods, caseworkers rebtthat this practice had largely changed, andadin-c
workers were now able to receive cases from the 8€dugh their laptops. Caseworkers reported
time savings and satisfaction that this time conegnpractice of listening to and writing down case
information from SCR caseworkers had changed.

Integration into work life

Any social, procedural, or management change irk\@arironments may take a period of adjustment
before employees are really able to change théitdhrand routines to match new working conditions.
Therefore, it was expected that integrating laptimppe CPS casework may take some time. In the
second data collection period, we asked particgpdatw long it took for the laptops to become a
normal part of their daily routines. A significamimber of respondents suggested the transformation
was almost immediate, citing that laptops are \w&émilar to their existing office workstations. @th
respondents suggested it took them on average uprée months to feel comfortable with the
technology, citing not being computer savvy anddlfculty of changing habits. However, several
mentioned that once one became familiar with tisartelogy, there was an additional learning curve



with respect to using the laptops in the field: Wimg when, where, and at what times one may need
the laptop and how to incorporate the laptop ime’'s daily work.

Mobility also implies integrating laptop use int@ermal work routines. For example, caseworkers
reported using laptops while in the field. Howewhe majority of caseworkers carried the laptop in
the field only when they knew they were going te uts In areas where cars are used for field sjisit
laptops were often kept in the car. Other casewsrkeported that they leave their laptops at home,
however those with docking stations stated thante to bring the laptop back and forth from home
to the office is frustrating. A very small numbafr caseworkers reported carrying the laptops with
them at all times.

Productivity

The findings presented in this section are based tlum analysis of data extracted from

CONNECTIONS. The data examined were separated anpwe-test period and a test period (see
Appendix A for more information). In order tg : - : -
support comparisons of productivity that reflect p&uring the first data collection period, an
much as possible the effect of mobile technology@Ssessment of productivity was completed
the pre-test and the test performance periods we#@d subsequently, showed modest gains
conducted with as much similarity as possibje/dditionally, caseworkers had relatively

Therefore, the productivity data was collected fopigh levels of satisfaction with the use of
the same caseworkers, doing the same kindg @Ptops in CPS work — generally betweer
work as in the test period, and for the same numb8p and 80 percent of respondents were
of days. There was, however, some caseworké&@tisfied and 80 percent would recommefnd
turnover between the first data collection periad g the use of laptops to colleagues. Those

the second, as well as for both the pre-test asid [t&Vh0 reported less satisfaction with laptog
periods. use in the first data collection period,

tended to do so because of connectivity
This assessment focuses on productivitysSues and inconsistencies in some
improvements in the timeliness of documentatigrihanagement and policy issues (i.e.,
including case closings, safety assessments, [a#@'king from home and compensation
progress notes: questions).

= Timeliness of case closing:
CPS workers are mandated to complete the investigaff a case within 60 days from its
opening. Our measure of improvement in timelinessase closing was therefore the number
of cases closed within 60 days during the pregesbd compared to the test period.

= Timeliness of safety assessmenfEhese assessments are to be completed (i.e., &opbyva
supervisor) within seven days of the opening oinaestigation. Our measure of improvement
in timeliness of safety assessments was the nuwfbassessments completed within seven
days in the pre-test period compared to the tesbghe

= Timeliness of progress notesThese notes are to be entered into the systenpasasgossible
following the event or activity to be documente@liimeliness would therefore be reflected in
how many days elapse between a particular eveatadt the date the progress note conveying
that event was entered. We examined the propoudifoprogress notes entered each day
following the related event. This yielded a pradity improvement measure based on the
proportion of notes entered closer to the everg.dat



Productivity could be affected by possible variatio the volume of open cases between the pre-test
period and the test period, a factor which wouldbtside of the control of either the workers a& th
evaluators. Case volume is defined as the totalbeu of cases available to be worked on during the
pre-test period and the test period. Fortunatblte was very little change in overall case volume
two LDSS from pre-test to test periods. Onondageesenced a 5% increase in the test period (from
2,674 cases pre-test to 2, 819 test) and Wayneierped an 8% increase (975 cases pre-test to 1,060
test). However, in New York City, there was appnoately a 28% increase (2,090 cases pre-test to
2,671 test).

Timeliness of documentation

The data extracted from CONNECTIONS during the moéel assessment shows that each LDSS
increased its rate of case closings in the firsd&@s. New York City ACS experienced the largest
increase in cases closed within the first 60 daygbareduction in cases closed after 60 days. Wayn
and Onondaga experienced an increase in casegdasiithe first 60 days, but also reported increase
in case closings after the first 60 days. Howewgarce this pattern resulted with a simultaneous
improvement in case closings within the first 6@sjahese results can indicate improvements in both
volume and timeliness of work. Another way to iptet this is by suggesting the increase in case
closings after 60 days represents backlog reductiany caseworkers from both LDSS stated that
they often used the laptop after hours at home,andeekends to ‘catch-up’ on cases. New York
City, in contrast, did not present evidence of bagkeduction. It appears, based on an increasase
closings for the first 60 days and a decrease s ctosings after 60 days, that NYC ACS increased
both timeliness and volume.

Improving the timeliness of safety assessmentsiah&r area where mobile technology may support
improved performance. Therefore, the assessmehidies an examination of the timeliness of safety
assessments during the pre-test period and thpdast. A safety assessment is considered timhely
completed (i.e., approved by a supervisor) witlewes days of opening of a case. In all three LDSS,
the volume of safety assessments submitted withiersdays increased. During the test period, safety
assessments submitted past seven days increased/aypne and Onondaga. This suggests that
timeliness of safety assessment submissions clésl&yvs patterns in case closings and that theesam
‘catching up’ effect seen in the case closingsnipdcting safety assessment submissions. The
catching up effect may be directing limited attentiand resources toward case closings, instead of
safety assessments.

Progress notes represent the narrative update$ edeel work, completed tasks, and communications
throughout the course of an investigation. Pragreges, as a matter of good practice, are encedrag
to be entered into the CONNECTIONS system as combeameously as possible (i.e., following the
actual event date). Therefore, we looked at thedd time between the related event and the piogres
note entry into CONNECTIONS. Onondaga and New YOoitly entered approximately 45-50 percent
of all progress notes on the same day as the evehabout 70 percent by the third day. Both LDSS
entered approximately 80 percent of progress byfiftte day after an event. These patterns were
almost identical (i.e., no shifts occurred) for fre-test period and the test period. Wayne County
participants entered approximately 26 percent ofss notes on the same day as the event and about
48-52 percent by the third day. About 55-59 peradrall progress notes were entered by the fifth
day. Again, these patterns were almost identioalpfe-test period and the test period. All three
LDSS showed no overall increases in the proportioprogress notes entered within the first five
days, nor any shifts in the timeliness of progmst®es submitted across those five days. Howeler, i

p. 10



entering progress notes by the third day is comstleontemporaneous, then New York City and
Onondaga only have approximately 30 percent ohates where improvement can be made. In
Wayne County, however, would have approximatelyp&fent of all notes where improvement could
be made.

General Satisfaction

We looked at various measures of satisfaction latiocen to CPS work and job-related stress to assess
how using the laptop impacts employee morale. firekassessment study revealed that caseworkers
were satisfied with using laptops in CPS work anduld likely recommend using a laptop to
colleagues. However, those who were not satigfesterally reported connectivity issues, such as the
lack of connectivity or connectivity problems (j.slow speeds or inconsistent signals) as reasons.

In the extended assessment, caseworkers and sgervagain reported their overwhelming
satisfaction with having a laptop. However, theras more frustration reported with policy and
management messages regarding laptop use.

In both periods, the major benefits reported frosmg the laptop included increased flexibility in
when and where work was done, value for on-call am&rgency situations, and better use of time
while on-call. For example, caseworkers reported when the laptop is really needed, it is avéalab
and beneficial. However, between the initial assent and the extended assessment, the caseworkers
in the extended assessment were less likely tortréipat the laptop had increased their flexibility
when and where work gets done. Most, as noted tiielaptop at home, versus using it while in the
field or in court. Another example demonstrateel ¥alue of having laptops in emergency or on-call
situations. Emergency situations may not happem daily basis, however caseworkers repeatedly
reported the important value of a laptop and actegsormation when needed. In addition, when on-
call, the laptop provides access to informationhat worker's home. This saves time traveling back
and forth to the office. Another example of laptamvenience in extreme situations is child rem®val
where a caseworker can do clearances (i.e., baskdrohecks) from the field to ascertain whether a
child can be placed with referred individuals.

Policy and Management

Child protective services in New York State is lbcadministered within Local Departments of
Social Services (LDSS), usually in each county'p&tment of Social Services (DSS) and in New
York City. In a federated system, such as CPS wiorMew York State, policies and practices are
developed and implemented by LDSS. This structammmon of intergovernmental programs,
typically creates a diverse administrative envirentracross the state. While some of the variaiions
conditions are natural and unavoidable characiesistf locally administered programs, it also means
that management has substantial leverage overithefretrategies and adaptations to normal working
policies that can positively or negatively impaotshcaseworkers ultimately use and take advantage of
mobile technologies.

Understanding the policy, management, and orgaaimtvariation across NYS is important, as the
overall productivity gain resulting from a largease deployment of mobile technology will need to
consider the variability of conditions that exiatsoss LDSS.

Policies and management practices were reportesags affecting the following situations: a)
mobility or non-traditional field work locationsnd b) overtime and compensation while working at
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home. In both assessments, inconsistent policy aramhagement practices were reported.
Caseworkers noted they felt the full capabilitytied laptop was not being realized due to management
policy, and technical barriers.

Non-traditional field work locationsMobility implies being able to do work while awagpm

the office. As noted above, working at home waes rtiost reported location for use of the
laptop. In addition, caseworkers reported usirg lptop while out in the field — including
parks, libraries, while taking public transportati@.e., ferry or train), while in cafes, while in
parking lots, or while outside of a client's hom€aseworkers reported that working in these
non-traditional field work locations was difficufor several reasons — connectivity, their
comfort level, and work place policies.

In the extended assessment, accounts pointingeaintonstancy of policies regarding how
managers and supervisors treated mobility surfaggin. For example, some caseworkers
reported that they were told by supervisors nawtok in these locations — even though they
had done so in the early months of laptop deploymehile other caseworkers reported that
their supervisors encouraged working in variousfions.

Overtime, compensation, and working from ho@aseworkers reported using the laptop most
frequently while at home — generally after work f®uln the initial assessment, caseworkers
reported using the laptops while at home in ordécatch-up’ on documentation. Each of the
three LDSS initially stated that they would provisieme type of compensation for time spent
working from home after regular work hours with thebile device. However, in the extended
assessment, inconsistencies regarding overtime,p@osation, and working from home
policies were reported. Some respondents repdhadthey were provided compensation;
others stated they were told they would not recemmpensation. One LDSS provided up to
four hours of compensatory time each week for utiegaptop after work hours to catch up on
documentation.



Maximizing Current and Future Technology
Investments

A Return on Investment

The question of what overall gains or benefits iult from this laptop deployment is a difficutied

In such questions of return on investment (ROIl)isiimportant to recognize the variety of value
propositions that can be used to describe the etbsir expected benefits. These benefits vary with
different points of view, and can range from simpbst savings from operational efficiencies in CPS
work to improved quality of life for children atsk and their families. The value proposition frdme t
point of view of the individual CPS worker may inde such benefits as improved quality or
timeliness of documentation, increased time avhilédr client contact, decreased work-related stres
and better information access for decision makiitpe agency perspective might expand this value
proposition to include higher morale and job satibn, cost savings on travel, lower staff turmpve
and improved agency performance on productivityriceet By contrast, the value from the public’s
point of view may focus instead on lower incideehild abuse and better support for families and
communities. Other relevant points of view couldlunle related state or local agencies or the state
government as a whole.

This assessment report presents results from tvio paints of view, that of the agency and thathef t
individual CPS worker. Moreover, only certain maasuof results were used. Therefore any
discussion of return on investment is limited tosh points of view and the related results. We
therefore have a useful but necessarily limitedupgcof ROI. It is arguable that other benefits aver
obtained, particularly from the point of view ofetlpublic, but they were not included. While the
public perspective is the ultimate basis for detemng the benefits of such an investment, tracind a
documenting those outcomes was not possible feradsessment. Therefore it is not possible to judge
whether the maximum returns were obtained.

The question of whether maximizing returns couldob&ained hinges in part on possible barriers to
full implementation and optimal use of the techiggloOur results in this assessment showed thas ther
are important barriers to obtaining the maximurnugdrom the use of these laptop computers, even in
the limited number of measures we used. Thesessaeediscussed in more detail below.

New York State’s Mobile Technology Investments

Over the past two years, New York State has indesi® million dollars on mobile technology
devices for child protective services. Spreadirggrdsources throughout the state, caseworkersein ov
23 LDSS now use laptops and tablets to enter andsacinformation directly into the state’s child
welfare system on a regular basis. Although timgdanvestment has seen payoffs, conflicting pefici
and management practices are slowing efforts tg tnaximize this important investment.

In a complex environment such as NYS social sesyieestatewide technology deployment is very
challenging. Local districts are state supervisedaaministered locally so the probability of makin
change immediately is low but also not recommendetremental change where feedback informs
subsequent phases is preferred and is exactly @G&S is doing. Thus, NYS’s Mobile Technology
Pilot Program has moved through a natural prograssi stages in uncovering and addressing issues
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in order to make the most of laptop use. SlowlyS®are sharing information with other LDSS about
supportive policies and practices. With a stroigady pace, OCFS can continue to make
modifications along the way to bring about posittvdtural changes and reduce barriers.

How to Maximize

NYS OCFS and the Local Departments of Social Sesweanted to obtain the best possible returns on
their investment on mobile technology deploymeite Briginal goals state that increasing caseworker
productivity by allowing more work opportunities svhighly desired. Laptops could be used at times
during the day when caseworkers could not access tbmputer. Thus, if caseworkers could use

those times more effectively, productivity wouldliease.

Assessment findings show that to maximize returoshfthe laptop investment, policies, procedures,
and practices must be addressed within each LDB38s extended assessment and previous work
suggests that the use of technology alone doeginma substantial productivity increases in CPS
casework. More specifically, it seems that caskesms
productivity may be far more influenced by theirrremt | This extended assessment alnd
caseload size and polices and management pradiads| previous work suggests that
surround mobility. Technology is a core componehthis | the use of technology alone
organizational change but in the current environmets | does not drive substantial
highest value may be difficult to attain. productivity increases in CP$
casework. More specifically,
Maximizing the investment starts with wireless cectivity. A | it seems that caseworkers’
laptop is only a piece of hardware until it has aeless | productivity may be far more
connection. Once that is in place, the laptop besomuseful| influenced by current

tool for caseworkers. If a LDSS chooses not to pi®wireless | caseload size and polices and
connectivity, the technology cannot be used to fithest | management practices that
capability and, subsequently, the return on thetofag surround mobility.
investment will decrease. Not addressing this fumetsal
component will result in fewer benefits and legsime on investment.

Once the core technology and connectivity pieces iarplace, policies and practices gain more
importance. Creating supportive policies about cemsation for work done outside regular work
hours and scheduling “office-time” are critical. Wha LDSS creates policies which promote some
type of compensation, even with pre-approval preeg®r over time limits, the likelihood of usingth
laptop increases. When policies are created tihetodrage or restrict use, the propensity to
experiment with using the laptop and likelihoodusing the laptop decreases.

The existence of uniform policies for schedulingl amorking in the field are critical to gaining the
most benefits. The lack of a blanket policy thagatides laptop use in the field causes each sigmervi
to set his or her own policies, which creates iststent use across districts and fosters frustrdtio
caseworkers. One supervisor in this assessmenhsiance, discouraged caseworkers from using the
laptop in the field to document notes. He felt thidting in a public parking lot or at a public fdry

was not acceptable and reported that caseworketddstirive back to the office to document notes. |
that same district, another supervisor openly stppousing the laptops in the field and the
caseworkers were able to document notes withoutnbato travel back to the office. When
caseworkers talked to each other, both were ogamjrated with the conflicting policies.



If a LDSS does choose to set policy that encouragesn the field and promotes flexible scheduling
of field visits, the likelihood of using the laptapcreases. Similarly, if the policy discourages us

the field, caseworkers will be less apt to bring taptops with them and subsequently miss many
opportunities for use.

Understanding Compounding Effects on Productivity

In order to better understand the true effects aseworker productivity and how influences can
quickly compound, the following formula shows, etmost basic way, a caseworker’s potential for
productivity. A caseworker’'s amount of work is b the rate at which work is done multiplied by
the time available to do work.

RATE x TIME = AMOUNT OF WORK

This equation is quite simplified, as it takes iatzount several assumptions, including a) casexwsrk
are working at their maximum effort at all time< lawme not capacity constrained, b) case difficigty
evenly distributed among caseworkers, and c) cas@m® are using laptops with wireless
connectivity.

In this equation, the rate at which a caseworke&sdeork, such as case documentation, is multiplied
by the time available to do this work equaling #8meount of work completed. Increasing or decreasing
the rate and/or time will either positively or négaly impact the amount of work completed. In
theory, laptops should increase the rate and tivaevtork can be done and subsequently the amount of
work each caseworker completes. Factors such asgpownexistent wireless connectivity, practices
that discourage use, and heavy caseloads, createnpounding effect where any laptop benefit is
diminished exponentially.

Impacts on Rate of Work

The LDSS with the lowest cases per employee perimdigator — NYC/ACS — showed the most
positive gains in timeliness and productivity, véhihe LDSS with higher cases per employee per day
indicators (as compared to NYC ACS) showed gairisnieliness and productivity although with more
modest changes (Onondaga and Wayne) (see Apperidnxiore details). Although in some districts
the suggested reasonable caseload levels are amtytdr achieve, it is seems likely that those LDSS
where caseloads are at more manageable numbersberafit more directly from the use of
technology and therefore be more likely to dematsta more noticeable return on investment.

Mobile technologies such as wireless laptops hdwnee gotential to increase the rate of work by
providing access to information in the field andueing a large portion of travel time. Traditiowyall
when a case is assigned and a caseworker is iieteor at home, he or she would call a colleague
and have them read the case information. With #ojapcaseworkers in the field can access the
information and get started on the case withouirftpto take the information by hand. When any
case information is needed in the field, accesbabinformation can happen almost immediately.

The amount of work completed is highly impactedtéghnology and connectivity. Processes that
have multiple sign-ons increase the amount of tihae it takes to boot-up the system, thus slowing
down the rate at which work can be done, or iftibet-up time becomes prohibitive, it could detex us
altogether. Connectivity speed and availabilitgyph large role in rate of work. If it becomes éagb
drive back to the office than to work from the @iedbecause the connection is slow and multiple
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interruptions in connection mean subsequent sign-tre potential for an increased rate of work is
diminished.

Management policies influencing the amount of resesi invested in infrastructure and connectivity
solutions also affect rate of work. Management slenos that reduce infrastructure and technological
support resources may impair the operating envimmmand increase the likelihood that the
technologies are not used or become obsolete meertiFor instance, if caseworkers lack access to
their own broadband card, their opportunities torext are limited. Also, LDSS which are supporting
mobile technologies require a different type ofhtemlogy support, so that the devices can be
maintained appropriately and consistently over time

Impacts on Time

Connected laptops hold the most potential to irsgegpportunities to work. Some caseworkers have
time to do work in between client visits potentfadlvoiding a trip back to the office, some on their

commute, others in court, and some catch-up at redteeregular work hours instead of sitting in the

office. There is tremendous potential for usimget differently with a connected laptop. Even ifera

of work did not increase, a caseworker’s produgtidould increase by simply opening up more

opportunities for pockets of work time. There aranyincentives and disincentives in creating more
work opportunities, some of which are describedvwel

=  Willingness to use laptop at homWorking after regular work hours at home is depehads

policies. If there is no policy about compensatisome caseworkers may use it at home just
for their own “piece of mind.” Although this isuee for some caseworkers, there are just as
many that will not use it at home because thermipolicy. This is because if they work in the
office, they get paid, whereas if the work at hattmey do not. Some LDSS created policies
that did not support laptop use at home. It wasnted that this type of policy had an effect on
everyone, even those who were using the laptopuehafter hours for their own personal
satisfaction. A district-wide unsupportive polibgs a clear overall negative effect on laptop
use.

=  Willingness to use laptop in the field.a caseworker can foresee themselves using fiteda
in the field he/she will bring it into the fieldf not, caseworkers generally leave it at the effic
at home, or the in the trunk of the car. Sinceaswvidely agreed that caseworkers should not
use a laptop in a client's home, the only time tlwiay use out in the field is before or
immediately after the visits. Subsequently, if p@s (or suggested practices) discourage using
laptops in the field, caseworkers will not take thptop with them when they leave the office.
In one LDSS, a supervisor was not comfortable wakeworkers doing work in places other
than the office and therefore would not let caséers use the laptop in the field. The
caseworker reported that the supervisor prefewaddnitor the employees’ work while in the
office. Variations in supervisory policies, sp&mfly those that discourage use outside the
office, drastically decrease the potential for gporous work opportunities that exist during
the day. Creating policies and practices that ptenusing the laptop in the field add to the
opportunities to use “existing time during regulaork hours.” Increasing the time a
caseworker has during regular work hours to corapledrk can potentially have a positive
effect on productivity.

= Willingness to use laptop in courCourt presents many opportunities to do worke original
thinking about waiting time in court was that itchthe potential to be used more productively.
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Caseworkers sometimes waited two or three hourgsepwesent their cases. However,

caseworkers reported that there are many bariigckiding technical, social, and procedural)

to using the laptops while in court house. Coulds @ose other issues, which may or may not
be within the control of the LDSS, including crardpand non-private spaces to work, the
security and anti-terrorism infrastructure of newurhouse buildings, and court room

overcrowding. Many caseworkers reported that greyless apt to bring the laptops to court if
they are aware of these barriers, which subsequdetreases other spontaneous uses.

= Willingness to work during commuteor those workers who have time during a commutioto
work, productivity depends on the wireless conmégtiand the physical space to work. If each
person has their own broadband card and is comblerta the space to work, then they do so.
These pockets of time prove to be quite produdiivesome caseworkers who get extra work
time in every day. Investment in connectivity smos that work for each caseworker is critical
to make sure that when these opportunities aregssveorkers can take advantage of them.

=  Willingness to use on weekendslaptop is considered very useful by caseworkérs are on-
call for the weekend. On-call caseworkers are caorsgied for this period of time and it is
considered part of their normal work assignmenior those that are not on-call but are
looking to catch-up on documentation over the wadkeéhe policies for compensation after
work hours applies here as well. If policies aupportive of after hours compensation,
caseworkers indicated they would use time duringk®ads; if not, then only those seeking
personal ‘piece of mind’ will use the laptop oviee tveekend to catch up on documentation.

Conclusion

If productivity is a desired way to measure theueabf an investment, understanding the impact of
technology on rate and time is necessary to know toomaximize that value. Connected laptops
open up new opportunities to do work, but if theg aimply placed within the old realm of existing
culture and policies, the gains become only sneathbdest. However, if the environment can change
to accommodate a new technology, then broader amd significant benefits can accrue.



Recommendations

When seeking funding for laptop use, almost all E0&entified goals of catching up on case backlogs
and being able to use the laptops in the field. &tér deployment, most LDSS made no policies to
govern laptop use. This led managers and supesvieatevelop policies for their own staff that were
inconsistent with the overall goals. Despite tloéiqy inconsistencies, almost every CPS caseworker
reported liking the laptop, indicated it was a ngay of working, and did not want to work without it
However, a very small number did resist the ustecdfinology in CPS work. Productivity gains were
achieved across all three LDSS despite engaginglatively unchanged policies for mobility and use,
leaving room for improvement. This statewide irtueent could potentially see more substantial gains
in caseworker satisfaction and productivity witlk tbllowing recommendations:

Connectivity, Connectivity, Connectivity

Wireless connectivity is the cornerstone of laptse in the field. It is clearly necessary for gver
LDSS to invest in wireless connectivity for eaclptta user. Sharing broadband cards is not as
efficient, nor effective. Even in counties that baowerall poor wireless reception, there are stithe
areas where solid connections are present. Investmeconnectivity is essential and absolutely lays
the foundation for laptop use.

Supportive Policies and Management Practices

» Flexible scheduling and laptop use in the fiekdexibility is a fundamental benefit of mobility
and provides the capability to increase opportesito do work during the normal work day.
It is counterproductive to give caseworkers a lpgiat to discourage them from using it in the
field. Districts should create flexible polices fecheduling visits, allow caseworkers to use
laptops outside the office, and not require thertrawel back to the office to document notes.
One caseworker provided a good suggestion — to l@ations in the field (i.e., libraries,
police barracks, and community spaces) that angkged as appropriate areas to use laptops.
Locations can be spread across the LDSS.

= Compensation for laptop use after regular work o@aseworkers use the laptops most often
at home to document notes. Although working fronrmbas a sensitive topic, this study and
previous studies show that districts that presembrable conditions (such as overtime or
compensatory time, and supportive mobility politisse a higher percentage of cases closed
within the first 60 days Supportive policies may include a pre-approvakcpss or a cap on
time; however, some type of policy that acknowlesdgee while at home needs to be in place.

Standard Policies and Practices throughout District

Policies about laptop use must be districtwide.i€diwns or units should strive to have a uniformafet
rules or practices. The opposite can create instemd use, confusion, and likely resentment among
units, which can lead to decreased or no laptop USepportive policies and clear procedures for
compensation (for use after regular work hours) laptop use in the field are the two most critical
inconsistencies.

! Seehttp://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/as#gy_mobile_demo/assessing_mobile_demo.pdf




Management and Supervisory Awareness and Discussion Sessions

While written policies serve an important rolejstonly one part of changing the culture. Sessions
where managers and supervisors can review polisiese ideas and thoughts, and ask questions will
help manage expectations and create a more carisastid positive environment. Changing the way
caseworkers are supervised will require quite & shrulture, but having open supervisory foruras t
learn about new and best practices may allow forenumity across districts around the state and a
better informed approach to this change.

Cross-District Information Sharing

There are districts in NYS that have created padi@and practices that support full use of the |apto
computers. For districts with unclear policies atbmobility, supervision, or compensation, a fortam
promote information sharing across the districtsidde helpful, so that districts feel that theg aot
alone in thinking about changes as a result of ected laptops.



APPENDIX A: Methodology

The extended assessment examines the long ternctsnpialaptop use in child protective services in
NYS and makes recommendations for maximizing mdeidanology investments. In order to do this,
three districts were selected to participate imdatlection activities from July 2008 to Octob@083.
Districts selected to participate in this extendedessment were considered the ‘best case foande’
were selected based on several criteria including:

= Participation in a previous assessmenAll districts that participated in prior assessnsent
where considered for participation.

= Connectivity: Only districts that secured wireless connectivadly éach laptop were considered
for participation.

= Length of time Districts with wireless connection in use for o\&10 days (6 months) were
considered for participation.

= Geographical location: Districts representing regional and geographicteinces in NYS
were considered for participation.

= Favorable policy and management conditionBistricts representing favorable overtime or
general use policies in prior assessments weradamesl for participation.

From these criteria, three districts were chosé&tew York City Administration of Children Services,
Onondaga County Department of Social ServicesVdaghe County Department of Social Services.

Types of Data

The data used in this extended assessment conmastro data collection periods. The first data
collection period represents the initial assessncenipleted in each of the three districts. In this
initial assessment, data was collected using sarwegrkshops, and data extracted from NYS'’s child
welfare information system, CONNECTIONS. In the@®d data collection period, data was collected
by group videoconference interviews and data etdchfrom CONNECTIONS (see Table 1 below).

Table 1. Data collection timeframe and type of dat collected

First data collection period Second data collectioperiod
Pre-test period | Test period Pre-test period |  Tesiope
NYC
Timeframe 82 days 82 days 293 days 293 days
4/29/07-7/21/07 7/29/07-10/19/07 10/08/06-7/28/07 7/29/07-8/1/08

Baseline survey; Post survey
Data collection | Workshops; teleconferences
CONNECTIONS data

Video conference
CONNECTIONS data

Onondaga

51 days 51 days 256 days 256 days
9/28/07-11/18/07 11/19/07-1/09/08 3/07/07-11/18/07 11/19/07-8/1/08
Baseline survey; Post survey

Data collection | Teleconferences; District questionnaire
CONNECTIONS data

Timeframe

Video conference
CONNECTIONS data

Wayne

40 days 40 days 245 days 245 days
10/20/07-11/29/07 11/30/07-1/9/08 3/29/07-11/29/07 11/30/07-8/1/08
Baseline survey; Post survey

Data collection | Teleconferences; District questionnaire
CONNECTIONS data

Timeframe

Video conference
CONNECTIONS data




Both data collection periods extracted CONNECTIOd&a for two time periods — a pre-test period
(i.e., caseworkers had not received mobile teclyied) and a test period (i.e., the time following
caseworkers receiving the laptops). Data extra@tesh the CONNECTIONS database contained
information on case records and caseworkers’ pssgnetes. The information within each of these
records included: State ID, Person ID, time-relatédrmation about thénvestigation stagéintake
Start Date, Investigation Stage Start Date, Ingatibn Stage End Date)rogress notes information
(Progress Notes ID, Progress Notes Event Date,r€ssg\Notes Time, Progress Notes Entry Date,
Progress Notes Types, Progress Notes Purposaf@ty assessmen(Safety Submit Date, Safety
Approval Date) logged by caseworkers in each Colx8%.

Wayne County Department of Social Services

First data collection period

The first data collection period collected datarira pre and post online survey, telephone intersjew
and data extracted from CONNECTIONS. For a fuiaigption of the methods used please reference:
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/assey_mobile_demoClick on “Wayne County”
and see Appendix A.

Second data collection period

The second data collection period used two typeleoconferences with a sample of caseworkers and
supervisors, and data extracted from CONNECTIONBwo video conferences were held with
caseworkers and supervisors on August 27, 2008erSeaseworkers and seven supervisors from both
Manhattan and Staten Island participated. Allipg@nts were given sample questions prior to the
videoconference focusing on: use, location, chamgesgork, integration into work like, satisfaction,
perceptions of timeliness, and value to clients.

The CONNECTIONS data were pulled by the date angssggnote was entered by participants during
two timeframes—the pre-test and test periods. Thieseframes were equal in duration. A total of
30,972 progress note entries and 1,650 unique tiga¢isn stages made up the dataset from 14 CPS
caseworkers (see Appendix E for more information).

Onondaga County Department of Social Services

First data collection period

The first data collection period collected datanfra pre and post online survey, telephone intersje
and data extracted from CONNECTIONS. For a fullotiggion of the methods used please reference:
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/asgey_mobile_demdClick on “Onondaga County”
and see Appendix A.

Second data collection period

The second data collection period used two typeleoconferences with a sample of caseworkers and
supervisors, and data extracted from CONNECTIONBwo video conferences were held with
caseworkers and supervisors on September 8, 20BBe caseworkers and eight supervisors
participated. All participants were given sampleestions prior to the videoconference focusing on:
use, location, changes in work, integration intakMike, satisfaction, perceptions of timelinessda
value to clients.



The CONNECTIONS data were pulled by the date angssggnote was entered by participants during
two timeframes—the pre-test and test periods. Thieseframes were equal in duration. A total of
83,734 progress note entries and 4,406 unique tigagisn stages made up the dataset from 47 CPS
caseworkers (see Appendix E for more information).

New York City Administration for Children’s Service s (ACS)

First data collection period

The first data collection period collected datarira pre and post online survey, workshops, indaidu
interviews, and data extracted from CONNECTIONSor & full description of the methods used
please reference http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/assey_mobile 2008 See
Appendix B.

Second data collection period

The second data collection period used two typeoconferences with a sample of caseworkers and
data extracted from CONNECTIONS. Two video confiees were held with caseworkers and
supervisors on September 15, 2008. Three casewsodd®l eight supervisors participated. All
participants were given sample questions priorht® tideoconference focusing on: use, location,
changes in work, integration into work like, saisfon, perceptions of timeliness, and value tents

The CONNECTIONS data were pulled by the date angssgnote was entered by participants during
two timeframes—the pre-test and test periods. Thieseframes were equal in duration. A total of
73,212 progress note entries and 3,797 unique tige¢éion stages made up the dataset from 72 CPS
caseworkers (see Appendix E for more information).



Appendix B — Wayne County Department of
Social Services

Background

Over the last two years, NYS OCFS, selected LD$4, the state legislature provided funding to
deploy and test the use of mobile technologies mildCProtective Services (CPS) work. In April

2007, Wayne County Department of Social Servicésmnstied a mobile technology proposal and was
awarded funding to deploy laptops for CPS work. @&sesult, on November 30, 2007, 16 Dell
Latitude D620 laptops were distributed to 14 cagséass and two managers.

Following this deployment in November 2007, anialiassessment of the use of laptops in CPS work
took place. The initial assessment examined hovbilmatechnology affects CPS caseworker
productivity, mobility, and satisfaction. This emtied assessment examined similar questions over an
eight-month period, longer than the time periothim initial assessment.

District context and deployment

At the time of data collection, Wayne County DSS i1® CPS staff responsible for child protective
services. Wayne County is a mostly rural area afproximately 93,000 residents. Wayne County
DSS submitted a mobile technology proposal to OGfafing that they wanted to learn if connected
laptops would provide caseworkers with more opputies to complete work while waiting in court
and in between caseworker visits while in the field addition, Wayne’s proposal stated they hoped
that by using laptops, their district would see iayed case coordination and more timely entry of
progress notes.

Each participating caseworker received their owptda and docking station with keyboard and
monitor. District-provided external broadband camlere distributed and all access to the State
network (i.e., to access the central database)thvaagh a virtual private network (VPN) that seclre
the transmission to and from the laptop and thevort The district provided all participants wigh
training manual as well as a one-hour group trairs@ssion demonstrating basic user functions of the
laptop and security precautions.

In this profile

This profile is specific to Wayne County and bririggether the most comprehensive data on the two
data collection periods as well as presents firglmguse, mobility, productivity and satisfaction.

Mobility

The overall objective of deploying the laptops w@aprovide caseworkers with opportunities to work

outside the office environment in new ways. Thistis@ reports on how participants used those
opportunities in terms of 1) type of work done,l@¢ation of use, and 3) factors influencing use.

Additionally, this section reports on the majorheical problems reported by the caseworkers. See
Appendix A for a full description of the data calf®n and analysis methods used.



Use

During the first data collection period, surveypesdents reported using the laptop during normal
work hours, after hours, on-call, and while workmgertime. Therefore, the full range of CPS-ralate
work was completed using the laptops. The laptopsewsed in case investigation and interventions,
documentation and reporting, and court-relatedvitiets. Case documentation was the most frequent
use identified by respondents including enterind apdating notes, completing safety assessments,
and court reports. Other work reported includedessimg: government Web sites, email, outside
database sources (i.e., the Welfare Managemener8ysind driving directions. During the second
data collection period, respondents reported usiadgaptops in similar ways.

In the first data collection period, caseworkeeparted the following benefits to laptop use: 1)ems

to information while in the field was very importaand 2) needing to return to the office to access
case information less frequently. In the second datlection period, respondents reported theseesam
benefits. Lastly, in the first data collection ipel; some caseworkers reported taking the laptap in
the field regularly and other caseworkers repolésd consistent or sustained use. This patterim aga
emerged in the second data collection period. kamg@le, some caseworkers continue to take their
laptops into the field and use them before or dfieir client visits and some caseworkers do nkd ta
their laptops in to the field at all.

Location

As part of the first data collection period, caseweos were surveyed on where they used their laptop
as well as the average length of time they usethble 2 below represents findings from the firstad
collection period.

Table 2 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 69% (9) 1.70 Hours
Court 31% (4) 0.40 Hours
Home 77% (10) 3.45 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur=13. Total number of testers n=14.

As noted from the table above, the majority of eas&ers used the laptops from their home, followed
by use in the field. The data gathered also indg#ltat caseworkers used the laptops from home for
approximately three and a half hours a week. Wilesurvey was used for the second data collection
period, interviewed caseworkers still reported gsthe laptops primarily from their homes after
normal working hours. All the caseworkers emphasittee value of having the laptop with them at
home during on-calls. If they are not behind onrterk or not on-call, caseworkers interviewed
reported they generally do not take laptops home.

Caseworkers in the first data collection periodorégd using the laptops while at the court house.
However, technical and privacy barriers were noté&kspondents reported during the second data
collection period that many prefer not to use tlegdtops at court. Several cited too many distoadti
and lack of privacy as reasons court houses ammfavorable place to use laptops.

Using the laptops while in the field was reportading the first data collection period. However,

some caseworkers reported use in the field whiverstreported never using the laptops in the field.
This pattern remained in the second data collegienod. While some caseworkers take their laptops
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with them in the field, others leave them at thadiice. In both periods, weather conditions, ladk o
places to work in rural settings, personal prefeesn and policies not supporting field use were
reasons for not taking the laptops in the fieldn8aaseworkers also expressed concern about leaving
their laptops in the trunk of their cars; espegiati the hotter and colder weather. Although thisre
currently no statewide policy prohibiting using tlag@tops in clients’ homes, caseworkers indicated
that they do not take their laptops into the ckéhbmes.

Examples in both data collection periods revealetbvative locations for using the laptop. One
caseworker used the laptop in a public libraryriteenotes between appointments. The benefitseof th
public library included its quiet and relativelyiyate environment to use their laptops while outhie
field.

Technical Problems

During the first data collection period, participgmere asked about ease of logging-on to the devic
Overall, 91% of respondents said it was “Easy” Extfemely easy,” compared to 9% of respondents
who rated the log-on process as “Difficult,” norfetlte respondents rated it as “Neither difficultr no
Easy.”

Overall, during the first and second data collectiperiod, respondents reported relatively few
technical obstacles to laptop use — including Btireely little interruption with respect to establing

a connection, slow connection speeds, or losinghections in any locations or 2) relatively little
interruption using docking stations. Caseworkeasest they adjusted fairly quickly to the new dogkin
stations. The only technical challenge that wastrfireguently reported was the length of time needed
to boot-up the system and establishing a wireleagection.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data to examimecore questions about possible technology
impacts within the Wayne County DSS: 1) Are workeith laptops more productive with respect to
case closings, safety submissions, and progress mmorting? And 2) Does laptop use change
timeliness of reporting? Additionally, this sectipresents the findings based on an analysis of the
perceived usefulness of the laptops. See Appendiar A full description of the data collection and
analysis methods used.

Case Analysis

Case closing is one way to assess any changefidiersfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
that the volume of timely closing of cases (in &yslor less) increased during the test periodrap f
443 in the pre-test period to 545 during the testoa. The number of cases closed that were over 60
days old increased from 297 to 365 during thegesbd.



Figure 1 - Number of Wayne County LDSS Cases Closdte-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 2 shows that the percentage (or proportbtijnely closing of cases (in 60 days or less)afu
total the cases did not change during the tesbgelt is important to note that, in this countye total
number of cases available to be worked on increfised 975 in the pre-test to 1,060 during the test
period—a 9% increase. Since the proportion of ynealse closings did not change despite an increase
in cases, we can conclude that an increase in ptiody occurred, albeit a modest one. The lendth o
the test period during the second data collectienod was 245 days. However, a positive trend in
cases closed was also seen during the initial sisseg, which lasted 40 days.

2 The initial assessment whased on 40 days of CONNECTIONS data. The findiegealed: (1) the rate of timely closing
of cases (in 60 days or less) increased duringestgoeriod, up from 79 in the pre-test periodQalfring the test period,;
(2) the percentage of timely closing of cases (irdéys or less) out of total cases also decreasetdd8% to 64% during
the test period; and (3) there was an overall 2@8tease in cases closed (cases closed under 6@siaygdl as over 60
days) during the test period, given that the abél@ases decreased (arodas).
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Figure 2 - Percentage of Wayne County LDSS Casesd3kd Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Safety Submission Analysis

The rate of completing safety assessments is anothg to assess any changes in efficiency and
productivity. Figure 3 below shows the volume iafdly submission of safety assessments (in seven
days or less) increased during the test periodram 502 in the pre-test period to 615 during th&t t
period. The number of safety assessments subntiiéédvere over seven days old increased from 235
to 289 during the test period.

Figure 3 - Number of Wayne County LDSS Safety Assements Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 4 below shows that the percentage of tinwithin in seven days or less) submission of safety
assessments as a percent of total cases changelikteduring the test period. However, agairg th
total number of cases available to be worked othis county increased from 975 in the pre-test to
1,060 during the test period—a 9% increase. A gadesessment must be completed for each case.
Therefore, in the second data collection, casewsrkeemed to maintain their level of submission
(approximately 68 percent) despite a 9% increasases.



Figure 4 - Percentage of Wayne County LDSS Safetys&essments Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Progress Notes Analysis

An indicator of timeliness is elapsed time, whishtihe number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event m ¢bntral database system. Figure 5 and Figure 6
below show trends in the elapsed time between pssgnote entry and the related event. Figure 5
shows that the number of progress notes ented\(olume) slightly increased during the test qebri
from 14,572 in the pre-test period to 16,400 duthgtest period — a 12.5% increase. Figure 6 shows
that the rate of progress note entry decreasedbtlsliguring the test period but remained moderate
overall. During both periods more than half of ptbgress notes were entered by the fifth day
following the event. In the first data collectigeriod, timeliness (or the rate of entry) decreased
slightly during the test, but was a moderate desgemerafl.

Figure 5 - Number of Progress Notes Entered by Day=ollowing Event
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3 The initial assessment was based on 40 days of (EINMONS. The findings revealed that by the fifttydaver 76% of all notes
were entered for the pre-test period, compareddibgver 53% for the test period.



Figure 6 - Percentage of Progress Notes Entered Bays Following Event
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Perceived Usefulness

During the first data collection period, participgnvere surveyed to evaluate whether using a laptop
made any difference in their CPS work. The survegjuded questions on five areas: timeliness of
documentation, ability to work from court, abilitp access case information, communication with
supervisors, and services provided to clients. urespondents were asked to rate the differen@ on
five-point scale where “1” indicated “Much worsé3” represented “About the same,” and “5” was
indicative of being “Much better.”

Overall, respondents from Wayne County DSS repopeteived positive impacts on their work
resulting from laptop use, shown in Table 3 beléwr documentation, 73% of the respondents
reported improvements in timeliness of documentatiad 91% for improved ability to access case
information. Ability to work in court improved fd5%, and 27% reported improvements in ability to
communicate with supervisors. Forty-six percentortgdl improvements in service to clients. None
reported a negative impact.

Table 3 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impmas — Wayne County

Much | Somewhat | About Somewhat | Much

worse worse | the same | better better

() () (n) (n) (n)
Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 27%(3) 6AP6( | 9%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) | 0%(0) 46%(5) 46%)( 9%(1)
Ability to access case informatiar0%(0) | 0%(0) 9%(1) 36%(4) 55%(6)
Communication with supervisors 0%(0) 0%(0) 73%(8) 7%Z3) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0)] 0%(0) 55%(6) 46%(5) 0%(0)

The analysis of the first data collection highligihthe lack of reported negative impacts on tinesin
and other work activities as somewhat inconsisietit the analysis of the timeliness of progressenot
entry results obtained from the central datababesTthe reported positive impacts may be related
more to the increased rate of case closing.



In the second data collection period, data gathén@u the videoconferences supports the general
findings from the first data collection. The majgrof the caseworkers present in the videoconferenc
reported a perceived change in the way they coerduttteir work. A few caseworkers once again
commented on how having a laptop has given theedém to conduct their work wherever they find
it necessary; and particularly when they are oh-éalditionally, many caseworkers again indicated
that having a laptop has been useful for catchmgmutheir progress notes. As one of the resposdent
from the first data collection said, “Having a laptwhen on-call during the evening and weekends
takes away the need to take reports orally. [Nesaa lot of time...being on-call is much easier veith
laptop. When at court, | no longer feel like | atargling around, wasting time while waiting for my
case to be called. Also, | know that | can typeesoivhenever | want to.” Similar comments were
conveyed during the second data collection period.

Personal preference was a consistent theme dumenfirst data collection period. For example, some
caseworkers expressed a preference for using piteplaat home after normal business hours, while
others expressed the preference for using the gafmtoenter notes immediately following a visit.
Caseworkers interviewed during the second datacadin period reported no significant change in the
way they communicate with their supervisors. Thek laf change in communication patterns with
supervisors was consistent with results from tihgt filata collection period. Caseworkers indicated
continued reliance on the use of cell phones angerson meetings to communicate with their
supervisors. Regarding work while in the court, entitan half of the respondents in the first data
collection period indicated an improvement in thoglity to work in the court. However, during the
second data collection, a few caseworkers repddkohg the laptops with them to court and the
majority found they could not use the laptop effedy. Therefore, they stopped taking the laptops
with them to court. They said there were too mdisyractions and little or no privacy to work,

Nearly one year after the laptops were deployegtetivere mixed responses regarding the effect the
laptops had on the quality of service caseworkessige to their clients. While some caseworkers fel
that they still perform the same set of tasks usiiegaptops, others indicated some improvements, b
that was dependent on the particular case they a&sgned. Many caseworkers believe using the
laptop has made them more efficient in enteringr theogress notes; and therefore, the use of the
laptop has saved them time and energy, which isepad to be reinvested into serving their clients.
One of the interviewed caseworkers commented thatualue of the laptop is not necessarily
appreciated on a daily basis rather, the true vialits availability in certain critical situationBinally,
caseworkers valued the ability to lookup case hiestowhile they were away from the office without
having the need to constantly call a colleague surervisor.

Satisfaction

In the first data collection period, survey respamis reported a high level of satisfaction. Theveyr
data showed that all questioned respondents repbeig “Somewhat satisfied” or “Very satisfied”
with the use of the laptops in CPS work. While noveys were administered in the second data
collection period, caseworkers in the videoconfeeemeported similar and consistent sentiments
regarding their overall satisfaction with the lgpto

Despite the high levels of satisfaction reportedath data collection periods, caseworkers reported
issues during the second data collection period ttiey hoped would have been addressed by then.
For example, one of the interviewed caseworkerstiomeed having used the laptop from a public
library; however, at a later time, the caseworkastold to no longer use the laptop at that locatow

any other location in the field. Many caseworkexpressed that they had hoped policies would
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change, but since the laptops were deployed, tiesenot been consistent changes in policy regarding
use of laptops in the field or from home.

Additionally, caseworkers indicated that managenagpiroves compensation for using the laptop after
normal work hours only under certain circumstanceseh as being substantially behind on progress
notes but only as long as they ar¢he office when using the laptop (which is oppositéhe intended
purpose of having laptops). Moreover, caseworkarmot get compensation for time spent on the
laptop in the field or at home after normal worlute Caseworkers feel this contradicts the purpbse
the laptop, which is to increase work opportunitoegside the office. Caseworkers continue to be
compensated for working at home during on-call dahd when visiting their clients in the field afte
normal working hours.

During the second data collection period, casewsrkeported several incentives associated with
laptop use, including a desire of self satisfactod a need to reduce work-related stress. Despite
being compensated, virtually all caseworkers regabgelf satisfaction and the desire to keep up on
their progress notes as the main drivers behimusie laptops from home. Furthermore, caseworkers
reported high satisfaction during on-call duty taaliowed them to access in-depth case information
relatively quickly and without having to take extere hand-written notes from the Statewide Central
Registry (the state’s child abuse hotline).

Finally, almost all caseworkers interviewed expeesthe desire and need for county-issued cellular
telephones and stated they were a necessity ofjtiei



Appendix C — Onondaga Department of Social
Services

Background

Over the last two years, NYS OCFS, the LDSS, aedstate legislature provided funding to deploy
and test the use of mobile technologies in Childtéative Services (CPS) work. In April 2007,
Onondaga County Department of Social Services didmna mobile technology proposal and was
awarded funding to deploy laptops in CPS work. aAesult, on November 19, 2007, 56 Dell Latitude
D620 laptops were distributed to 40 caseworkersldnthanagers. Six laptops were also shared on a
rotating basis among night service staff.

Following this deployment in November 2007, anialiassessment of the use of laptops in CPS work
took place. The initial assessment examined how ilmotechnology affects CPS caseworker
productivity, mobility, and satisfaction. This emtied assessment examined similar questions over an
eight-month period, longer than the time periothim initial assessment.

District context and deployment

At the time of data collection, Onondaga County a8 56 CPS staff responsible for child protective
services. Located in Central New York, Onondagar@phas approximately 458,000 residents. The
county has a land area of about 790 square mildshas one major city. Onondaga County DSS
submitted a mobile technology proposal to OCFSrgjdhat they wanted to learn if connected laptops
would provide caseworkers with more opportunitiesstay in the field (i.e., reducing travel time
returning to the office), and to provide supervisaith more immediate information on case-related
issues. In addition, Onondaga’s proposal also ifiletthigh caseloads and high numbers of overdue
safety assessments as two important drivers fantesiobile technologies.

The district-provided external broadband cards wihstributed and all access to the state network
(i.e., to access the central database) was thraugintual private network (VPN) that secured the
transmission to and from the laptop and the netwdhle district also provided a one hour and fifteen
minute small group training session which covel@d:orientation to the initiative, (2) orientation

the equipment, (3) local guidelines, and (4) ifidetion of individual IDs, and setup of broadbaart
VPN access. Each participant received a smallitrgipacket at the end of the session for future
reference.

In this profile

This profile is specific to Onondaga County anchsi together the most comprehensive data on the
two data collection periods as well as findingsuse, mobility, productivity, and satisfaction.

Mobility

The overall objective of the laptops was to prowideeworkers with opportunities to work outside the
office environment in new ways. This section repamh how participants used those opportunities in
terms of 1) the type of work done, 2) locations usfe, and 3) factors influencing their use.

Additionally, this section reports on the majorheical problems reported by the caseworkers. The
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data used in this analysis was collected soon d#fierlaptops were deployed, as well as after an
extended period of use. See Appendix A for a fefiatiption of the methods used.

Use

During the first data collection period, surveypesdents reported using the laptop during normal
work hours, after hours, during commute times, whde working overtime. In addition, the full range

of CPS-related work was completed using the laptdp®e laptops were used in case investigation and
interventions, documentation and reporting, andtealated activities. Case documentation was the
most frequent use identified by respondents, inodentering and updating notes. Other work
reported included reading and reviewing case hespropening and closing cases, conducting
clearances and safety assessments, preparingpsiiiions, using the Welfare Management System
(WMS), and communicating via email. During the setdata collection period, respondents reported
using the laptops in similar ways as previouslyorgg, and added uses such as looking up addresses
and driving directions, and accessing informatiarilee sex offender registry.

In the first data collection period, caseworkengorged the following benefits to laptop use: 1)esmsc

to information in the field was very important, a@yl needing to return to the office to access case
information less frequently. For example, one wasker reported the following: “It [the laptop] s

you more flexibility in when you enter your notasdayou don't have to call anyone else or go back to
the office if you need to look up information yowaynneed in the field.” Similar trends were reported

consistently during the second data collectionqeerOne of the caseworkers interviewed indicated
that they often use the laptop during hospitaksigiith clients in order to look up case histories.

While all the caseworkers reported they were cotabide using the laptop to conduct their work, the
time it took to incorporate it into their daily rooe varied from one caseworker to another.

Location

As part of the first data collection period, caseweos were surveyed on where they used their laptop
as well as the average length of time they usetable 4 below represents findings from the firstad
collection period.

Table 4 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 24% (10) 0.70 Hours
Court 17% (7) 0.19 Hours
Home 63% (26) 3.07 Hours
Do notuse atall | (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur = 41. Total number of testers n = 69.

As noted from the table above, the majority of vas&ers used the laptops from their home, followed
by use in the field. The data gathered also indg#itat caseworkers used the laptops from home for
approximately three hours a week. While no surves wsed for the second data collection period,
interviewed caseworkers still reported using thetdps primarily from their homes after normal
working hours.

During initial planning for this project, the amduof time caseworkers reported spending in court

suggested that the courts could potentially bersxploited location for mobile work in many LDSS.
However, respondents during the first data colbecteported spending on average just under two days
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a month at court and waiting on average 1.5 houring a court visit. A smaller percentage of
respondents reported using the laptop in courtndiRgs from the second data collection period
indicated that caseworkers still have problems qudime laptops in courts. Several caseworkers
suggested a dedicated area for laptop use is iargoaind would likely increase use in court. Privacy
issues and confidentiality were the main reasonmrted for not using the laptop in court.

Furthermore, a shortage of tables and power outtetsted barriers to using the laptops in court.

During the second data collection period, casewsrkentinued to report using the laptops from the
field. Several caseworkers indicated using thentdps while parked in a secure parking lot and
several reported using their laptops while at @#kops or hospitals. Caseworkers also reported usi
laptops while on-call. Having the laptops duringgt periods allowed the caseworkers to access full
case information as opposed to having to take sktemotes from the hotline.

Caseworkers reported during the second data coltepieriod that using the laptops within clients’

homes was not encouraged by supervisors. Sevemalioned a formal policy was enacted. One
caseworker mentioned the need to make clients aofatee caseworker’'s use of the laptop while
sitting outside the client's home in their car. Fotample, one caseworker was unfamiliar with a
particular area and used the laptop to lookup airemd and driving directions. At that time, the

caseworker notified the client of the situation aasked permission to use the laptop in their car
outside the client’s residence.

Technical Problems

During the first data collection period, the mosimenon noted technical problems were slow
connections and loss of wireless connectivity. Aiddally, most respondents reported that privacy
was less problematic in the field, but some didegdgmce privacy problems. Again, in the second data
collection, caseworkers reported problems withlélo& of privacy and confidentiality in court.

Participants were surveyed in the first data ctibecperiod about the ease of logging-on to theaev
Overall, 39% said it was “Easy,” 50% rated it aseltNer difficult nor Easy,” and another 11% of
survey respondents rated the log-on process adicif” Nearly a year after the laptops were
deployed, caseworkers reported very few technicablpms similar to those identified in the firstaa
collection period. Most commonly, caseworkers amndd to experience lengthy system boot up times,
lagging wireless connection speeds, or cumbersag®nh processes. In the second data collection
period, a few caseworkers suggested the abilifyritt from the field would be an added benefit that
may increase use and increase their ability toyfuwkploit the potential for mobility and
communication.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data to examimecore questions about possible technology
impacts within the Onondaga County DSS: 1) Are woskwith laptops more productive with respect
to case closings, safety submissions, and progretss reporting? And 2) Does laptop use have an
effect on the timeliness of reporting? Additiogalthis section presents the findings based on an
analysis of the perceived usefulness of the lapt§ee Appendix A for a full description of the
methods used.



Case Analysis

Case closing is one way to assess any changefidrerfy and productivity. Figure 7 below shows
that the volume of timely closing of cases (in &yslor less) increased during the test periodramp f
1,197 in the pre-test period to 1,422 during tis¢ period. The number of cases closed that were ove
60 days old increased from 833 to 954 during teegeriod.

Figure 7 - Number of Onondaga County LDSS Cases CGled Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 8 below shows that the percentage of tiraklging of cases (in 60 days or less) out of thal to
did not change during the test period. It is imaottto note that, in Onondaga County, the total
number of cases available to be worked increased £,674 in the pre-test to 2,819 during the test
period—a 5% increase. Since the proportion of tynealse closings did not change despite an increase
in cases, we can conclude that an increase in ptiody occurred, albeit a modest one. The lendth o
the test period during the second data collectias @56 days. However, a positive trend in cases
closed was also seen during the initial assessméitth lasted 51 days.

* The initial assessment was based on 51 days ofNERIN'IONS. The findings revealed: (1) the volumdinfely closing
of cases (in 60 days or less) increased duringesteperiod, up from 244 in the pre-test perio82a& during the test
period; (2) the percentage of timely closing ofesa@n 60 days or less) out of total cases dectdefagm 70% to 61%
during the test period; and (3) overall, there wasr a 50% increase in cases closed (for both g alaless and 60 days
or more) given the available cases increased aiiB66
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Figure 8 - Percentage of Onondaga County LDSS Cas€$osed Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Safety Submission Analysis

The rate of completion of safety assessments is wag to assess changes in efficiency and
productivity. Figure 9 below shows the volume iofdly (within seven days or less) submission of
safety assessments increased during the test papddom 859 in the pre-test period to 1,020 dyrin
the test period. The number of safety assessmahtaited that were over seven days old increased
from 1,143 to 1,328 during the test period.

Figure 9 - Number of Onondaga County LSSD Safety Agssments Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 10 below shows that the percentage of tirsalymission of safety assessments (in seven days
or less) as a percent of total cases changed itdeyduring the test period. However, again irsth
county, the total number of cases available to bekad on increased from 2,674 in the pre-test to
2,819 during the test period—a 5% increase. Insé@nd data collection, caseworkers maintained
their level of submission (approximately 43%) désp@ 5% increase in cases available to be worked
on.



Figure 10 - Percentage of Onondaga County LDSS S&feAssessments Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Progress Notes Analysis

An indicator of timeliness is elapsed time, whishtlhe number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event endéntral database system. Figure 11 and Figure 12
below show trends in the elapsed time between pssgnote entry and the related event. Figure 11
shows that the number (or volume) of progress net¢sred rose slightly during the test period from
40,876 in the pre-test period to 42,858 duringtése period — a 5% increase. Figure 12 showslieat
rate of progress note entry changed very littlerduthe test period but remained high overall. Dgri
both periods close to 80% of all progress note®wetered by the fifth day following the eventthie

first data collection period, timeliness (or théeraf entry) slightly decreased during the tesiqagr

but was high overaf.

Figure 11 - Number of Progress Notes Entered by DayFollowing Event
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® The first data collection period was based on &iscf CONNECTIONS. The findings revealed thatHuwy fifth day,
over 83% of all notes were entered for the pregiesibd, compared to just over 75% for the testoper



Figure 12 - Percentage of Progress Notes Entered Bays Following Event
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Perceived Usefulness

During the first data collection period, participgnvere surveyed to evaluate whether using a laptop
made any difference in their CPS work. The survegjuded questions on five areas: timeliness of
documentation, ability to work from court, abilitp access case information, communication with
supervisors, and services provided to clients. urespondents were asked to rate the differen@ on
five-point scale where “1” indicated “Much worsé3” represented “About the same,” and “5” was
indicative of being “Much better.”

Overall, nearly 90% of survey respondents repairtgatovements in timeliness of documentation and
92% reported increased ability to access case mdton from the field. There were smaller
proportions of respondents reporting improvememtstheir ability to work in court (25%),
communicating with supervisors (23%), and providsgyvice to clients (31%). None reported a
negative impact.

Table 5 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Onondaga County
Much Somewhat | About the | Somewhat| Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Timeliness of documentation 0% (0) 0% (0) 11% (3) 52% (14)| 37% (10
Ability to do work in court 0% (0) 0% (0) | 75% (18) 17% (4) 8% (2)
Ability to access case informatign 0% (0) 0% (0) 7% (2) 44% (12) | 48% (13
Communication with supervisors 0% (0) 0% (0) | 77% (20) 23% (6) 0% (0)
Service to clients 0% (0) 0% (0) | 69% (18) 27% (7) 4% (1)

This is somewhat inconsistent with the timelineslacumentation results obtained from the central
database. Thus the self-reported (i.e., survgyoreses) positive impacts may be related more to the

increased rate of case closing than the timelioépsogress notes.



Data gathered from the videoconferences in themgkckata collection period supports the general
findings from the first data collection period. elhmajority of the caseworkers present in the
videoconference reported a change in the way tlegwct their work. Almost all stated they felt
more organized as a result of having the laptopmyMaommented that they were more caught up on
their progress notes and have either eliminatedrediuced their documentation backlog. One
respondent noted from the first data collectioniqugr“It [the laptop] allows me to catch up on
progress notes and related work while at home,yabwn speed, instead of having to be pressured to
come into the office. It will also be effective waion night service.” Similar statements were made
during the second data collection period. The casliesvs attributed the reduction in backlog to the
introduction of the laptops.

Personal preference was a consistent theme dumenfirst data collection period. For example, some
caseworkers expressed the preference to use thtoplap home after normal business hours, while
others expressed the preference to use the laptognter notes immediately following a visit.
Caseworkers interviewed during the second datacadin period reported no significant change in the
way they communicate with their supervisors, matatesl how they communicate is based on
personal preference. One caseworker stated that fwi having a laptop, working after normal
business hours from the office was rare, but thtofaallows the caseworker to continue working from
home and also to attend to her family’s needs.e®askers indicated continued reliance on the use of
cell-phones and in-person meetings to communicéte their supervisors. Supervisors reported using
email to communicate with caseworkers while theyeweut of the office. Several supervisors
suggested utilizing a chat-like feature as a wagribance communication between supervisors and
caseworkers.

Nearly one year after the laptops were deployeetetivere mixed responses regarding the effect the
laptops had on the quality of service caseworkessige to their clients. While some caseworkers fel
that they still perform the same set of tasks utiieglaptops, others indicated some improvements, b
that was dependent on the particular case they a&sgned. For example, one caseworker spoke
about the use of the laptop to begin a criticabacbefore returning to the office. Another casekeo
valued the ability to lookup case histories whibey were away from the office without having to
constantly call a colleague or a supervisor.

Satisfaction

In the first data collection period, survey respemts reported a high overall level of satisfactibhe
survey data showed that 81% of respondents repbdied) “Somewhat satisfied” or “Very satisfied,”
compared to 11% being “Somewhat dissatisfied” oer{vdissatisfied.” Additionally, 7% responded
that they were “Neither dissatisfied/satisfied.” M¢mo surveys were administered in the second data
collection period, caseworkers in the videoconfeeemeported similar and consistent sentiments
regarding their overall satisfaction with the lgpo

Despite the overall high levels of satisfactionaed in both data collection periods, caseworkers
reported issues during the second data colleceniogh that they hoped would have been addressed by
then. For example, in the first data collectiomiqu participants indicated technical difficultjes
inconsistent access to CONNECTIONS, lengthy bootimes, and issues related to login passwords
as problematic. Nearly one year after deploying asthg the laptops, similar observations were
reported by caseworkers in the videoconference revtexhnical issues identical to those previously
mentioned were cited. Additionally, frustration aeding the lack of comprehensive or consistent
policies on acceptable use and compensation werifieéd. In the second data collection period,
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caseworkers indicated that acceptable use of fiteda is primarily dictated by individual superviso
preference. Some supervisors allowed caseworkevstio outside of the office, others preferred them
working from the office. Caseworkers who were akoWto work from the field reported high levels of
satisfaction. They attributed this satisfactiontheir ability to access case information regardlefss
where they were. Other caseworkers indicated thait stress level would be reduced if they were
allowed to work more from the field.

There was no policy change regarding the use edpepfrom home for CPS work between the initial
and extended assessments. Caseworkers could wonkhome if they obtained prior approval; noting
that they are allowed up to four hours a week @rome (issued as compensatory time). Other issues
such as the lack of dedicated work areas in cowahility to print from the field, and inconsisteviti-

Fi connections were additional barriers cited.



Appendix D — New York City Administration for
Children’s Services (ACS)

Background

The New York City Administration for Children’s Séces’ (NYC ACS) strategy to test mobile
technologies was originally developed in responsklayor Bloomberg’s “Safeguarding our Children
2006 Action Plan.” Over the last two years, in jooetion with the NYS OCFS and the state
legislature, NYC ACS provided funding to deploy atedt the use of mobile technologies in Child
Protective Services (CPS) work. During the week3uby 16 through July 27, 2007, ACS deployed
190 Panasonic Toughbook to managers, caseworketssupervisors. Of the 190, 135 caseworkers
and supervisors in two field offices — Manhattad &taten Island — received laptops.

Following this deployment in July 2007, an initedsessment of the use of laptops in CPS work took
place. The initial assessment examined how maédenology affects CPS caseworker productivity,

mobility, and satisfaction. This extended assessragamined similar areas over a longer period of
time totaling ten months.

District context and deployment

At the time of data collection, ACS had approxinhat#,310 CPS staff in five boroughs which
investigates approximately 70,000 reports of suggechild abuse and neglect a year. The overall
goal of the initiative was to provide CPS casewrskeith remote access to CONNECTIONS (the
OCFS central child welfare information system) asttier ACS applications in order to allow
caseworkers to complete reporting activities whbilgside of the office. Specifically, the goal was t
enable caseworkers to use time spent waiting fpoiagments, in between appointments or during
court appearances to complete their required casegntentation.

NYC ACS provided internally mounted Verizon Wirede#/ide Area Network (WWAN) cards and
access to the city network went through severatwasds (i.e., one log-on provided access to the
server at NYC’s central IT office; another log-oroyided access to ACS’ remote access server)
designed to prevent unauthorized access to semglient data. During the initial assessment, acces
to the State network (i.e., the state central det@pwas through NYC ACS networks. After technical
difficulties from this arrangement substantiallpwed connections to the state’s central database,
NYC allowed access to the state network througirtaal private network (VPN). This practice was
consistent with other districts across the stéteaddition, each laptop hard drive was encryptadgi
BeCrypt data security software.

Prior to receiving a laptop computer, each pardéictpattended a three-hour orientation and training
session, which introduced them to the device andiged training on connecting to NYC ACS and
CONNECTIONS networks.

In this profile

This profile is specific to NYC ACS and brings ttger the most comprehensive data on the two data
collection periods as well as findings on use, ritybproductivity and satisfaction.



Mobility

The overall objective of the laptops was to prowideeworkers with opportunities to work outside the
office environment in new ways. This section repamh how participants used those opportunities in
terms of 1) the type of work done, 2) locations usfe, and 3) factors influencing their use.

Additionally, this section reports on the majorheical problems reported by the caseworkers. The
data used in this analysis was collected soon #fierlaptops were deployed, as well as after an
extended period of use. See Appendix A for a fefiatiption of the methods used.

Use

During the first data collection period, surveypesdents reported using the laptop during normal
work hours, after hours, during commute times, whde working overtime. The laptops were used in

case investigation and interventions, documentadioth reporting, and court-related activities. Case
documentation was the most frequent use, inclutpgtting and updating notes, and completing

safety assessments. Other work included readingrewidwing case histories or new cases, doing
person searches or checking client histories, ottty clearances, email, accessing government or
other Web sites, and looking up services for cierduring the second data collection period,

respondents reported using the laptops in simikrsw

In the first data collection period, caseworkensoréed the following benefits to laptop use: 1)essc

to information in the field, and 2) less frequeeed to return to the office to access case infaomat
For example, one caseworker stated, “It increaaesweorkers’ opportunities to access services while
in the field and affords the CPS worker more indgelg®ce in acquiring clearances.” Similar trends
were reported nearly one year after the laptopg weployed.

Location

As part of the first data collection period, caseweos were surveyed on where they used their laptop
as well as the average length of time they usetable 6 below represents findings from the firstad
collection period.

Table 6 — Location and Hours of Use per Week

vl va Egzgr?erlflcegetzt Manhattan (n) lEer Berd (0
Home 86 % (82) 4.47 hours 89 % (41) 84 % (41)
Court 44 % (42) 2.34 hours 44 % (20) 45 % (22)
Field 42 % (40) 2.33 hours 35 % (16) 49 % (24)
Office 6 % (6) 0.30 hours 0 % (0) 12 % (6)
Do not use at all| 4 % (4) -- 2% (1) 6 % (3)

As noted from the table above, the majority of vas&ers used the laptops from their home, followed
by use in court and the field. The data gathered aldicate that caseworkers used the laptops from
home for approximately four and a half hours a wesbveral stated they were more productive at
home due to fewer interruptions from their colleegjuwhile others stated that technical problems
deemed them less effective than at the office &sok them longer to do the same amount of work.
While no survey was used in the second data callecteleconference participants reported using the
laptops primarily from their homes after normal ibess hours. Supervisors also indicated that they
use the laptops at home to review their cases @s-areeded basis (e.g., depending on workload).
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In the first data collection, technical problems.(iconnection problems) and work environmentassu
(i.e., privacy or perceived physical danger) wenpartant factors that shaped the use of laptopisen
field, particularly in clients’ homes. During thecond data collection, caseworkers again reported
using the laptops from the field and similar teclahidifficulties were reported. As well, many
caseworkers noted it was nearly impossible to teeldptops when in clients’ homes or in client
meetings. Several concerns were noted: slownessrofection, delayed connection, and impersonal
interaction. Caseworkers explained the nature séwark documentation requires quick notes when
visiting clients and using a laptop generally ifgegs with communication.

In the first data collection period, the amountiofe caseworkers spent in court suggested thaast w
possibly an important location for mobile work. Hewer, caseworkers reported privacy and
connection problems at court as barriers to use.sSEtond data collection indicates that caseworkers
still have similar barriers when using the laptapscourt. One caseworker stated their preference
would be to have a dedicated area for caseworkeusd laptops while waiting to be called for cases.
Respondents noted a dedicated area in family aodtanhattan, but reported difficulty hearing cases
being called and therefore, did not feel comfoealding that area. Most caseworkers reported using
the court computers instead (i.e., they are consitaster than the laptop$jamily courts in Staten
Island do not have dedicated areas and barrielts @signadequate privacy and confidentiality were
reported.

In the first data collection, it was suggested ttegeworkers will be able to use their laptopsrayri
their commutes to and from work, but it seemed thatnature of the commute (i.e., using various
forms of public transportation or dealing with fref may not allow optimal conditions for laptopeus
During the second data collection, some casewonggrsrted using laptops successfully during their
commutes. One caseworker mentioned the laptopcaragenient for working on progress notes when
on an above-ground train. The caseworker’'s comnouéad from work was about 45 minutes and this
time frame allowed the laptop to be used to caftcbruwork.

During the second data collection period, casewsr&gated that having the laptop allows them té shi
the time and place of where they work and to dokwoemon-traditional work locations. For example,
one caseworker used the laptop in the park andccoffae shop. The caseworker commented on doing
this about once a week and self reported beinglynostight up on cases.

Technical Problems

In the first data collection period, the most conrmmmted technical problems were related to the
wireless connection. Specifically caseworkers reggbrproblems establishing and maintaining a
wireless connection. The speed of the wireless ecion was also reported as problematic.
Additionally, a number of caseworkers reported feots related to the lack of privacy and
confidentiality when using the laptop in the field.

Participants in the first data collection were syed and 48% of participants rated the log-on m®ce
as “Very difficult” to “Extremely difficult,” compaed to only 20% who described it as “Easy.” An
additional 28% of the participants rated the logpoocess as “Neither difficult nor easy.” While no
surveys were used in the second data collectiderviewed caseworkers reported continued programs
with the log-on process and described it as cunolb@esand time consuming.

Overall, nearly a year after the laptops were deggdo caseworkers reported relatively few new
technical challenges using the laptop in the fidlde same issues were reported in the second data
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collection period, but were not considered majorribes to use. Most commonly, caseworkers
continued to experience lengthy system boot up gimeontinuous disconnection from

CONNECTIONS, and lagging wireless connection speefisveral caseworkers from Staten Island
reported wireless difficulties, but attributed thisostly to the lack of coverage in the court. One
caseworker recommended experimenting with the tiparders in the field.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data to examimecore questions about possible technology
impacts within the New York City ACS: 1) Are worlsewith laptops more productive with respect to
case closings, safety submissions, and progressrapbrting? and 2) Does laptop use have an effect
on the timeliness of reporting? Additionally, tisisction presents the findings based on an anaysis
the perceived usefulness of the laptops. See Appdnor a full description of the methods used.

Case Analysis

Case closing is one way to assess any changefdremrty and productivity. Figure 13 below shows
the volume of timely closing of cases (in 60 dag$ess) increased during the test period, up fra® 9

in the pre-test period to 1,527 during the tesiqaerThe number of cases closed that were over 60
days old decreased from 851 to 503 during thepisod.

Figure 13 - Number of New York City ACS Cases CloskPre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 14 below shows the percentage (or proporivdriimely closing of cases (in 60 days or less)
out of the total increased during the test penigfrom 52% to 75%. It is important to note thathis
county, the total number of cases available to beked also increased from 2,090 in the pre-test
period to 2,671 during the test period—a 28% ineeedaseworkers improved their percentage of
timely case closings (in 60 days or less) whileodhisg a 28% increase in cases available to be
worked on. This represents is a marked increaggadductivity. Also, the closing of cases after 60
days dropped, indicating that the prior ‘catchimgy effect was not present. Overall, this suggdsés t
caseworkers, overall, complete a higher percentdgmses on time. The length of the test period



during the second data collection was 293 days. d¥ew a positive trend in cases closed was also
seen during the initial assessment, which lasteda82°

Figure 14 - Percentage of New York City ACS Casesl@sed Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another important indicator of a positive produdivtrend is the change in the period when the
laptops were taken from caseworkers for 76 daykiwithe test period (for technical maintenance).
Figure 14 above shows the percentage of timelyirdosf cases (in 60 days or less) out of total sase
slightly decreased during the no laptop periodnfith% down to 67%. The percentage of cases closed
in over 60 days old slightly increased from 2598886 during the test period.

Safety Submission Analysis

The rate of completing safety assessments is aneathg to assess any changes in efficiency and
productivity. Figure 15 below shows the volumdiofely (in seven days or less) submission of safety
assessments increased during the test period, 259 in the pre-test period to 1,440 during trst te
period. The number of safety assessments subntiteedvere over seven days old increased slightly
from 443 to 483 during the test period.

® The initial assessment whased or82 days of CONNECTIONS. The findings revealed:tf) volume of timely closing of cases (in
60 days or less) decreased during the test patavd) from 647 in the pre-test period to 518 dutimgtest period; (2) the percentage of
timely closing of cases (in 60 days or less) oubtdl cases almost increased from 59% to 67% duhia test period; and (3) overall,
there was a 30% decrease in number cases closed the test period.
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Figure 15 - Number of New York City ACS Safety Assssments Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Figure 16 below shows that the percentage of tinfielyseven days or less) submission of safety
assessments as a percent of total cases chantjeddliting the test period. In the second data
collection, caseworkers maintained their alreadynhlievel of safety submission (approximately 75
percent) despite a 28% increase in caseload. S8efrea percent of safety assessments submitted
within 7 days leaves only 25% where improvements ba made. Therefore, the overall timely
submission of safety assessments is already relatingh.

Figure 16 - Percentage of New York City LDSS Safetpssessments Submitted Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Progress Notes Analysis

An indicator of timeliness is elapsed time, defiredthe number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event endéntral database system. Figure 17 and Figure 18
below show trends in the elapsed time between pssgnote entry and the related event. During the
pre-test period, the majority of all progress notese entered by the fifth day following the event.
Figure 17 shows that the number of progress notesexl (i.e., volume) rose significantly during the
test period from 33,738 in the pre-test period9@t34 during the test period — a 17% increase.réigu
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18 shows that the rate of progress note entry ase@ very little during the test period however,
caseworkers were able to maintain that level ofyemthile increasing volume of notes by 17%.
Therefore, productivity increased overall. Thisdkeef entry is consistent with findings from thetiial
assessmeht

Figure 17 - Number of Progress Notes Entered by DayFollowing Event
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Figure 18 - Percentage of Progress Notes Entered Bays Following Event
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Perceived Usefulness

During the first data collection period, participgnvere surveyed for their perceptions as to whethe
using a laptop made any difference in their CPSkw@he survey included questions on five areas:
timeliness of documentation, ability to work fronouct, ability to access case information,

communication with supervisors, and services pryitb clients. Survey respondents were asked to

" The initial assessment was based on 82 days of NERIN'IONS. The findings revealed that by the fifeydaround 82%
of all notes were entered for both the pre-tesibpleaind the test period.
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rate the difference on a five-point scale where itidicated “Much worse,” “3” represented “About
the same,” and “5” was indicative of being “Muchtbe”

Overall, respondents from NYC ACS reported sometipesimpacts on their work resulting from

laptop use. A summary of the findings is shown abl€ 7 below. As the table shows, 67% of the
respondents reported improvements in timelinessladumentation, and 78% reported improved
ability to access case information. Ability to warkcourt improved for 49% of the respondents, and
33% reported improvements in ability to communioaith supervisors. Lastly, 29% percent reported
improvements in service to clients. Only a few gas&ers reported negative impacts as a result of

using the laptop to conduct CPS work.

Table 7 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impmas — New York City

Much Somewhat | About the | Somewhat| Much

worse worse same better better

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Timeliness of documentation 1% (1) 0 % (0) 32%)(3 48 % (45) | 19 % (18)
Ability to access case informatian 2 % (2) 1% (1) 19% (18) | 45% (42)| 33 % (31
Communication with supervisors 0 % (0) 1% (1) 666%) | 20% (19) | 13 % (12)
Service to clients 2% (2) 0% (0) 69 % (65) 1726)( | 12 % (11)
Ability to do work in court 3% (3) 3% (3) 44 %% | 28 % (25) | 21 % (19)

Data gathered from the videoconferences during sbeond data collection support the general
findings from the first data collection. While fesaseworkers reported changes in the quality of
service they provide to their clients, one casewosdtressed that the benefit of the laptop is tectly
assist the caseworkers, not families. Many of titerviewed caseworkers valued the ability to lookup
case histories regardless of time of day and looatbne caseworker described their ability to daso

“a luxury”. Other caseworkers indicated the laptepuseful for catching up on progress notes and
entering information in a timely manner. And onetloé caseworkers from the first data collection
period stated, “If | can't sleep at night becausallahe stress that results from a build up cfesaork
activities that are not completed, | can completeecdocumentation at home during the evening to
reduce some of the work | will have to do the faliog day.”

Personal preference was a consistent theme dumnfiy$t data collection period. For example, some

caseworkers preferred to use the laptop at horee drmal business hours, while others preferred to

use the laptop to enter notes immediately follonangsit. Caseworkers interviewed during the second
data collection period reported no change in thg they communicate with their supervisors.

In the second data collection, caseworkers repdtedaptop was valuable for entering notes into
CONNECTIONS, as well as accessing information IO@NNECTIONS while out of the office. To
highlight the benefits of the laptops, one of ti¢eiviewed caseworkers conveyed a story about
preparing for a court appearance at home the migture, then going to the office the next morning,
printing the court report, and being ready.

Satisfaction

In the first data collection period, survey respemis reported moderately high levels of satisfactio
The survey data showed that 67% of respondentsrtegpdeing “Somewhat satisfied” or “Very
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satisfied;” compared to 18% of respondents who ntedobeing “Somewhat dissatisfied” or “Very
dissatisfied.” An additional 15% of respondentsorégd feeling “Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.”

Despite moderately high levels of satisfaction wigirthe first data collection, caseworkers reported
various barriers to use. During the second datkeatmn, satisfaction was again high and some
barriers to use remained including lack of compnshes policies on acceptable use and compensation,
and the technical challenges previously described ¢onnectivity, boot up time, and privacy). ng8o
caseworkers expressed their frustration about sistant policies, and several stated they may stop
using the laptop altogether if policy issues areatniressed. Caseworkers added that defining iwhat
considered acceptable use and specifically infognsnpervisors on what should be expected from
caseworkers is an important step to using laptops.

During the second data collection period, CPS cadews reported several incentives associated with
using the laptops, including a desire to increasé satisfaction and a need to reduce work-related
stress. Despite not being compensated, many casemsaeported self satisfaction and the desire to
keep up on their progress notes as the main drbadisd using the laptops from home. Furthermore,
caseworkers reported high satisfaction with théitgtio shift work tasks around during the day. One
caseworker reiterated that since having a laptogy, are able to go home at a reasonable time faare
their family, and catch-up on work as needed. Aber of the interviewed caseworkers reported not
wanting a laptop initially, however, after partiat;mg in the project, they are happy to have
experimented with mobile technology. Almost all @asrkers said they would recommend using a
laptop to colleagues, however, a few would cauti@ir fellow colleagues about a potential work-life
balance tension.



APPENDIX E: Workload measures

Figure 19. Cases available, cases closed, & progsemte volume

# of Cases Available to be

Average Cases per

Measure definition:
= # of Cases Available to be Worked On = cases with investigation stage end dates still open during each period (i.e., pre-test & test periods)
= # of Employees = number of caseworkers participating in the test of mobile technologies (i.e., laptops)
= Average Cases per Employee = the average number of cases available to be worked on by employees during the pre-test and test period (the

ratio of # of Cases Available to be Worked On / # of Employees)
= Indicator — Case per Emp. per Day = the ratio of (# of Cases Available to be Worked On / Emp*Day) or the average number of cases worked on
per day (i.e., .23 means on average caseworkers are dealing with more than 2 cases a day).
= Average Cases Closed per Employee = the average number of cases employees closed during the pre-test and test period (the ratio of # of
Cases Available to be Worked On / # of Employees)
= Average PNs per Employee = the average number of progress notes entered per employee during the pre-test and test period (the ratio of # of
Progress Notes Entered / # of Employees)

Emp*Days
Worked On % Change # of Employees Employee # of Days Indicator - Case per Emp. per Day
Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test Pre -Test Test
Onondaga 2,674 2,819 5.42% 45 47 59.42 59.98 256 11,520 12,032 0.23 0.23
New York City 2,090 2,671 27.80% 70 72 29.86 37.10 293 20,510 21,096 0.10 0.13
Wayne 975 1,060 8.72% 14 14 69.64 75.71] 245 3,430 3,430 0.28 0.31
# of Cases Closed (total 0-60 Average Cases Closed per
days and 61 + days) % Change # of Employees Employee # of Days
Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test
Onondaga 2,030 2,376 17.04% 45 47 45.11 50.55| 256
New York City 1,767 2,030 14.88% 70 72 25.24 28.19 293
Wayne 740 910 22.97% 14 14 52.86 65.00) 245
Average PNs per
# of Progress Notes Entered % Change # of Employees Employee # of Days
Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test Pre-Test Test
Onondaga 40,876 42,858 4.85% 46 46 888.61 931.70 256
New York City 33,738 39,474 17.00% 72 72 468.58 548.25 293
Wayne 14,572 16,400 12.54% 14 14 1040.86 1171.43 245



APPENDIX F: About the Center for Technology
In Government (CTG)

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) is applied research center committed to
improving government and public services throughcgp management, and technology innovation.
Through its program of partnership, research, amtbvation, the Center provides government
organizations and individuals with an array of soahd resources designed to support the development
of a digital government. The goal of every CTG parship project is to build knowledge that
improves the way government works. CTG projectsehbelped state, local, and federal agencies
increase productivity and coordination, reduce ssoe8hhance quality, and deliver better services to
citizens and businesses. The results generatedadly groject add to a growing knowledge base
designed to support the work of both governmenfgssionals and academic researchers. CTG
receives funding through the University at Albarstate allocation, as well through grants and asvard
from foundations and federal agencies such as #t®mal Science Foundation. Corporate partners
like Microsoft, Oracle, Hewlett Packard, Sun Migrsems and Meta Group, donate equipment,
software, and services.

Since its creation in 1993, the Center has:

» conducted almost 50 partnership projects, whichdgeed outcomes that have helped
state, local, and federal government agencies ingpgservices and operations;

» collaborated with nearly 100 government agencigs, pdivate companies, and 14
academic institutions and research organizations;

* issued over 100 guides, reports, and online ressudesigned to support the work of
government professionals, and over 300 scholatigles that have contributed to the
field of research on IT innovation in governmerganizations;

e developed and evaluated 12 prototype systems tmstveaed critical policy,
management, organizational, and technology question

» obtained 37 research grants and fee-for-servictraxia for over $10 million;

* been honored with 16 state and national awards sghthe Ford Foundation's
Innovations in American Government award; and

» given over 250 trainings, workshops, and confergmmesentations provided data and support to
more than 20 doctoral dissertations and mastejeqiso
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