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Executive Summary

TheDemonstration Project in 23 NYS Local Social S&vi2008)was a collaborative effort

among the NYS Office of Children and Family Sergi¢©CFS), 23 NYS Local Departments of
Social Services (also referred to as local dist)j@nd the Center for Technology in Government
(CTG) at the University at Albany. The focus afteffort was to learn more about the conditions
and efforts needed to deploy mobile technologiatestide, as well as to investigate the impacts on
CPS work and work processes.

In this effort, districts were asked to submit pysgals to OCFS for mobile technology funding.
OCEFS then selected districts and centrally proctitedlevices (laptops and tablets). OCFS led the
statewide deployment with some assistance frondigtects. Local connectivity contracts were
under the purview of the districts to select amacpre, as well as training and selecting CPS staff
participate. CTG conducted an independent assessahthe use of the technology within and
across the districts. The results of how the teldgy impacted the work and work processes are
presented in findings about caseworker productivitgbility and satisfaction

In terms of assessment and statewide deploymentyofechnology, it is important to understand
the variability in the CPS environment across tteeS In a federated, intergovernmental program
such as CPS, many policies and practices are deaetiand implemented by the district. This,
coupled with naturally embedded differences inantgs demographics can makes the statewide
picture even more complex. Thus, taking a birdsaggw and confidently stating that any changes
are taking place means normalizing these incomsige so that patterns can be detected. More
importantly, recognizing the divergent and compaxironments can help in larger deployment
planning efforts. Although pilot and district cotidns did vary throughout the State, the results
show a largely positive picture and suggest thatiladechnology is a useful tool for CPS work.

The assessment across the districts shows thatipants used their device in remote locations,
mostly at home, a little less than 7.5 hours pexkvdJse at other locations include in the field an
then a smaller percentage in court. In terms akvitonction completed with the devices, the most
positive impacts reported were in the areas oféasdo information” and “timeliness of
documentation,” with over 50% of the respondentimgahese results “Somewhat better” or “Much
better.”

The results for timeliness and number of case miEsseem to be somewhat paradoxical, appearing
to show a substantial improvement in the volumeask closing, but a contradictory result vis-a-vis
reduction in timeliness. The number of cases clegédn the 60 day period increased in the pilot
period: an improvement in timeliness. However thmhber of cases closed in longer than 60 days
increased as well, suggesting decreased timelimgs apparent contradiction can be accounted for
by the increase in the overall number of casesdl@®m the pre-pilot period to the pilot period, a
32% increase, suggesting that caseworkers werehiogt up” on older cases during the pilot

period. Since this happened with a simultaneoysarement in timeliness with the less than 60
day cases closed, these results can be intergretedicate improvements in both volume and
timeliness of work for the pilot period.

This increase in productivity was accompanied bptwhitially appeared to be lower performance
in the timeliness of progress notes. In all thérdis, the average elapsed time between an event



and progress note entry increased, thus decretsialjness. This pattern was consistent across all
districts for the T through ¥' days. Rather than a simple decrease in overdipeance, however,
this finding is most likely a direct result of thrk on a backlog of closing older cases. If there

a backlog of older cases, it seems likely thatehemlso a backlog of progress note entry forg¢hos
cases. If the workers are attempting to reduceltheitlog by entering progress notes for events
farther in the past, then the average delay fogqess notes would increase as the “catching-up
process” unfolds.

The analysis also shows evidence of a relationséiween higher case closings performance and
districts that had more overtime usage. Casergiesn districts clustered with higher overtime
were approximately 25% greater than those in thetmvertime usage. The districts are divided
almost equally between the clusters as well, suggethat the possible relationship is more general
across the districts. Differences in technologydittons appear to be more strongly related to
productivity results than the overtime analysesvabo

Finally, in terms of overall opinion and satisfactilevels, all but one district had satisfaction
ratings averaged in the positive side of the ranggh, three districts reporting very high overall
satisfaction levels. In addition, 81% of the papants stated they would recommend that their
colleagues use mobile devices to do CPS work.

Overall, the assessment showed positive resutesmms of productivity, increased mobility and

level of satisfaction. As OCFS and the local riisd continue to meet the needs of its CPS
workforce, it is apparent that mobile devices aneeessity. Throughout OCFS'’s three successive
mobile technology efforts continuous feedback ®deployment process has been essential. While
tremendous learning occurred in each initiativergrapportunities for investigation and
improvement still exist. Thus, our recommendatipresent ideas for statewide deployment
strategies and areas for continued exploration.



Introduction

In early 2006, the NYS Legislature and the NYS &fof Children and Family Services (OCFS)
initiated a pilot program to test how portable mmh@tion technology could be used in child
protective services (CPS) casework. The pilot mogwas aimed at evaluating whether such
devices facilitate increased efficiency and effgatiess in CPS investigations. The portable
information technology project included three sesoee efforts, th&lYS Portable Information
Technology Pilot (2006)TheExtended Pilot in New York City’s Administratiom @hildren
Services(2007)nd theDemonstration Project in 23 NYS Local Departmeifit$Social Services
(2008) This report focuses on tilEemonstration Project

The Demonstration Projeatvas a collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chidad and

Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS Local DepartmentSadial Services (DSS), and the Center for
Technology in Government (CTG) at the Universitydiany. The focus of this effort was to
learn more about the conditions and efforts ned¢del@ploy mobile technologies statewide, as well
as to investigate the impacts on CPS work and \porvkesses.

TheDemonstration Projectvas administered differently from the first two Ioile technology
efforts. In this effort, districts were asked tdmit proposals to OCFS for mobile technology
funding. OCFS then selected districts and centmalbhcured the devices. OCFS led the statewide
deployment with some assistance from the distrittscal connectivity contracts were under the
purview of the districts to select and procurewadl as training and selecting CPS staff to
participate. CTG conducted an independent assess@hthe use of the technology within and
across the districts .

The focus of the assessment for Bemonstration Projecivas to learn how mobile technology
affects CPS caseworker productivity, mobility aatisfaction. The following categories frame the
core areas of investigation:

»  Efficiency/ Productivity measured by factors such as changes in number and
timeliness of documentation (i.e., progress natatety assessments), change in the
number of cases closed, and reports of abilitysttime differently and/or more
effectively.

Types and Locations of Workhe types of work activities the laptop computeeseav
used for and where they were being used most frelyudt also contains investigation
of barriers/issues encountered by CPS workerseanip locations.

. Effect on Current Work Practices and Policiebow work practices changed with the
introduction of technology and how policies and ag@ment practices may impede or
promote the use of laptops.

*  Overall Opinion and Satisfactiorneffect of laptop use on workers’ overall job
satisfaction, work-related stress levels, and fsati®n with using the laptop, including
willingness to recommend the laptops to other Ciegkars.



The mobile device deployment started in late-Oat@07 and was completed by mid-December
2007. For the assessment, 464 Dell Latitude D&2@ps and 53 HP Compag tc4400 Tablets (see
Appendix A for device specifications) were deployed84 CPS staff in 20 local districts
throughout New York State (see Appendix B for tadfldistricts, technology, and participation). It
is important to note that all access to the Stateork was through a virtual private network (VPN)
that secures the transmission to and from the Ipleréevice and the network.

All of the districts participated in at least thref the four data collection activities 1) online
surveys, 2) data analysis from CONNECTIONS (cerdindd welfare information system), 3)
district teleconferences, and 4) district questaires (see Appendix C for data collection
methods, tools, counts, and response rates andhdppP for summary of the district
teleconferences). Official data collection timeek for each of the districts started from the date
deployment and ended on January 9, 2008.

Of the original 23 local districts that obtainedding for mobile technologies, 20 were able to
successfully deploy and participate in the assessms such, individual profiles for each of the 20
districts detail their assessments findings (atethd of this report are profiles for the partitipg
districts). Subsequently, since not all distrigexe able to deploy in time, assessments for
Westchester County Department of Social Servicesy Mork City’s Administration for Children
Services, and Erie County Department of Social iBeswvere not conducted and are not reported
in the profiles.

District Environment and Conditions

Providing child protective services in New York 8té a program whereby locally administered
programs are supervised by a state agency. Me@fgally, Local Social Service Districts reside
within each county and the city of New York, usyaillithin a Department of Social Services (DSS)
that are responsible for providing direct servimeshildren and families. The state agency, OCFS,
is located in Albany and responsible, among mamg#) for providing regulatory oversight of all
local programs. In this report all references@CFS” means the state agency and “district” refers
to the Local Social Service District or the CouBtgpartment of Social Services organizations
participating in the Demonstration Project.

In a federated model such as this, many policiéspaactices are developed and implemented by
the district. Under their purview they can admieigtrograms in a way that best suits their needs.
This structure, common in intergovernmental progratypically creates a diverse administrative
environment across the state. This condition, aaliplith naturally embedded differences in
county geography, community make up, populatiod,lanation, makes the statewide picture even
more complex.

Understanding the CPS variability across NYS isantgnt for a couple of reasons. In terms of
assessment, any statewide change in productivijlity, and satisfaction must take into
consideration all district variability. One setaafnditions exists with one district and does not
within another. Taking a birds-eye view and comnfidie stating that any changes are taking place
means normalizing these inconsistencies so thedrpatcan be detected.



In terms of deployment, recognizing the divergem eaomplex environments can help in larger
planning efforts. Knowing that districts operatfetiently can help set expectations in how
technology will/can be integrated. Further, shahiegt practices among the districts can maximize
the statewide investment.

The following areas show the range of variabilitythe district’s policies, deployment strategies,
and environmental conditions. Despite this rangeowiditions, clear statewide patterns in
productivity did emerge.

Technology and Connectivity

Docking stationsThree quarters of the districts received doclsitagions with the mobile devices.
Some of those districts removed desktop PCs ane nh&dmobile device the primary piece of
equipment while others allowed the mobile devicbaaised in addition to the desktop PC. The
other quarter of the districts chose not to recdimeking stations with the devices.

Connectivity Responsibility for identifying and procuring cectivity contracts was the under the
purview of the districts . More than half of thestdicts procured external broadband cards in hopes
of having ubiquitous connectivity in the field. Thther districts either opted not to obtain externa
broadband cards or were not able to do so duriagilbt period. This meant that they relied on the
internal wireless cards to use free wireless “ipots’ within the county or relied on their own
connectivity solution at home. Although regardlesthe network connections used, all access to
the State network was through a virtual privatevoek (VPN) that secures the transmission to and
from the portable device and the network. In addjtPointSec encryption software was installed
on each device before deployment. Of those disttiwt procured external broadband cards, most
of them were deployed at the same time as the eealthough some districts were delayed in
obtaining and distributing them.

Deployment

Training and SecurityAlthough each district participated in the deph@nt of the mobile
technologies, some districts took more of lead wdide others relied on assistance from OCFS.
One district held a kick off celebration before thv®-hour group training, while others held
individual sessions or only provided training asaed. In following this pattern, some districts
asked CPS staff to sign receipts for the mobilaadsy others simply handed them out. Finally,
even though discussion of security precautions wesetioned within every district, some districts
spent extra time going over preferred practiceslendthers discussed it informally. Only a few
districts handed out written security informatiordgrocedures.

Policies

Working At HomeDuring the pilot period, twelve districts createalipies that stated they would
allow working from home on the mobile devices afegular work hours. One district created a
policy stating that working from home (during oteaifregular work hours) with the mobile device
was prohibited. The other seven districts did mot/le information or did not address a working
from home policy



Overtime and CompensatiorDuring the pilot period, nine districts stated ttiety would provide
compensation for time spewbrking from homatfter regular work hours with the mobile device.
Five districts created policies stating that thepuid not compensate for time spent working from
home using the mobile device after regular workrBoBix districts did not report any information
about whether they would compensate for time wodkdtbme after regular work hours.

Seven districts stated that they would provide cemsation for work done on the mobile device
after regular work houris the field Two districts created policies that stated tivewld not
provide compensation for any work completed witk thobile device after regular work hours in
the field. Ten districts did not report any infortmoa about whether they would or would not
compensate for time worked in the field with thebmedevice after regular work hours.

Pilot Conditions

Participants and Deployment Stratedsach of the districts were responsible for idgirtg
participants in the assessment. Some districtsteeléhe entire CPS staff, while others asked for
volunteers. One district selected participants th@seseniority. Districts also created the
deployment and device assignment strategy. In shstiects each CPS staff person received their
own mobile device while others had a group of CR8 share a pool of devices. Also, in a couple
of districts they employed both tactics includirayimg some devices assigned to each person and
the others shared among the “on-call” staff.

Pilot Period Deploying devices to 20 districts across NY& large undertaking and it cannot be
done within one day or even one week. Deliveriagicks to the districts is just one step in getting
them ready for training and distribution. Districassisted in the deployment but not every district
had the resources to pick up where OCFS stafbféfiTherefore, deployment was phased over a
two month period and each district had a diffegalut period length. Those districts that deployed
the devices to their staff early had the longdsit pieriod (Putnam County DSS deploying on
10/22/08) and those who deployed last (Niagara §oD8S deploying on 12/17/08) had the
shortest pilot period. All district pilot perio#hsd to end on 1/9/08 because of state reporting
deadlines. Subsequently, the range of pilot pdeadths ranged from 79 days to 23 days.

Available Cases To Be Worked On (Pre-Pilot vs. DgxiPilot). When looking at potential changes
in productivity during the pilot period, it is imgant to asses the level of work available to beedo
during that same time. In looking at the numbeomén cases available for CPS staff to work on
during the pre-pilot period and during the pilotipd, the overall number stayed relatively
consistent. With this said, there were four dis¢rthat changes in their available cases to work o
changed significantly. Two districts had about 22%s cases during the pilot period as opposed to
their pre-pilot period. In addition, two differedistricts had approximately 12% more cases in the
pilot period as opposed to their pre-pilot perisdg AppendixF for changes in caseload from pre-
pilot to during pilot periods).



Local Context

Geographic Variability New York State boasts counties that run thetsymcof geographic
variability, from concentrated urban environmeuwtsdtattered rural communities. Some districts are
very large in square miles (St. Lawrence Countywiter 2,800 square miles), while others are
quite small in comparison (Putnam County with 2d6ase miles). In addition, populations are also
quite diverse with Nassau County at 1.3 millioridests and Seneca County with just over 34,000
residents. The size, location, and populationrdetes the make up of the counties with a range of
metro, urban, and rural areas.

CPS ExperienceCPS staff within the districts that participatadhe Pilot, varied in years of CPS
experience. About half of the districts had CP¥ stdh below five years experience while the

other half had staff with more than five years eigrece. The range spanned from one district
having approximately 1.3 years average experiemeadther that averaged 9.3 years experience.
Four districts had between 1.3 and 2.9 years exipegi five districts had between 3.5 and 4.8 years
experience, six districts had between 5.7 and éasyexperience, and three districts had between
9.2 and 9.3 years experience.

Conclusion

The variation in conditions described above istanmaand unavoidable characteristic of locally
administered programs in NYS. If a technology atitie such as this is to yield the desired
outcomes, it must be adapted to local conditiossyas the case here. The resulting mix of
strategies and adaptations presents serious chedldéa an assessment effort, since so many factors
can influence the outcomes, both positively ancatiegly. In spite of these challenging conditions,
the results presented in the following sectionsluow a largely positive picture and suggest that
mobile technology is a useful tool for CPS work.
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Findings

Mobility and Use

One important goal of the demonstration project teagssess the way having a laptop affected
where work was donkTherefore the survey that participants receivetti@end of the pilot period
asked them to estimate the number of hours per tiegkused their laptop in various locations.
The three areas of primary interest for mobilearsein the field, in court, and at home. The
reported average use in these three locationssaalogspondents is shown in Figure 1 below.
Overall, the respondents used their laptops a lgds than 6.5 hours per week in locations outside
of the office during the pilot period, with alImdsdlf of that use at home. Use at other locations
outside the office amounted to a little over thineers per week.

Figure 1 - Average Hours Per Week of Use by Locatio- All Districts

Average Hours Per Week of Use by Location - All Dis  tricts

3.31

Hours per Week

Field Court Home

The reported use in court of approximately one-halir per week was somewhat lower than
expected, given results from our previous reseabdut the long waiting times in court. The pilot
period was less than two months for many of thé@pants, however, and several reported no
court appearances during that time. So these sasialy not be typical of laptop use over longer
time periods or reflect the full potential for sifyrant use in courts. The overall level of repdrte

use may also be a result of limited wireless acagagable or private space to work in court. This
may be due to limited wide-area service or lackafdware, or both. Opportunities for use in court
and while moving about in the field were furtheniied by conditions in many of the courts and the
cold weather.

The overall averages also mask considerable vamiaiinong the districts. Some reported much
higher levels of use outside the office. The Puti@ouanty respondents reported over nine hours per
week of use at home and three in court, while nedpnts in both St. Lawrence and Suffolk

counties reported over nine hours per week of [ap&e, on average, in the field. The range of

! The demonstration project included both laptop it computers in some districts. Since thisisealeals with a
mix of the two kinds of devices it is not possibtmsistently identify which results apply to onelee other device.
Therefore we will use the terlaptopto include tablet PC’s.
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variation in use across these three locations wiastantial, from 19 hours per week in one district
to less than two in two others. Some reasons tdifierence may be due to the range of
conditions across the districts as described ap@dr 2. The variability in connectivity and podsi
may have led to districts being able to use thertelogy in different locations.

A different pattern of variation can be seen inrgorts on impact on work shown in Table 1
below. As with location of use, the survey of arficipants at the end of the pilot period asked
whether five types of work were better, worse, lmowd the same with their laptops. For all five
kinds of work, the opinions ranged almost exclugiyem “about the same” to “much better.” The
most positive impacts reported were in the aredaaifess to information” and “timeliness of
documentation,” with over 50% of the respondentisigahese results “somewhat better” or “much
better.” Ability to work in court improved for ov80% of the respondents, and communication
with supervisors and client service was bette2fiffo and 28% respectively. Of the 226
participants who answered this question, there wehg 22 instances of a reported worsening of
ability to work with the laptops. The survey anteinview comments included reports of technical
difficulties with some devices and poor connecyivitat may account for the negative reports on
work impacts.

Table 1 - Reported Impacts on Work of Mobile DevicaJse — All Districts

Much Somewhat| About the | Somewhat| Much

Impacts on: worse worse same better better
(n) () (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentatio 2% (5) 2% (4)| 40% (91)] 40% (91)] 15% (35)
Ability to do work in court 0% (1) 1% (2)| 67% (141)] 23% (49)] 9% (18)
Ability to access case o : 0 0 0
information 1% (2) 0% (1)] 36% (80)|] 38% (86)| 25% (55)
Communication with 0% (1)| 0% (1)] 78% (173)| 14% 32)| 6% (14)
supervisors
Service to clients 1% (2) 1% (2)| 70% (156)] 21% (46)] 7% (16)

Productivity

This assessment focused on productivity improvesientwo main areas: timeliness of

documentation and overall volume of documentatimr.timeliness, we used three measures

derived from data extracted from CONNECTIONS, NY&stral child welfare information

system:

1. Timeliness of progress notes: These notes are émtaeed in the system as soon as possible
following the event or activity to be documentednéliness would therefore be reflected in
how many days elapse between a particular eveatatat the date the progress note
conveying that event was entered. We therefore aatrthe proportion of progress notes
entered each day following the related event. Vigkled a productivity improvement
measure based on the proportion of notes enteosdrdo the event date.

2. Timeliness of safety assessments: These assessanemdsbe completed (i.e., approved by
a supervisor) within seven days of the openingohaestigation. Our measure of

12



improvement in timeliness of safety assessmentdheasfore the number of assessments
completed within seven days in the pre-pilot pgtcompared to the pilot period.

3. Timeliness of case closing: The investigation chae should be completed within 60 days
from its opening. Our measure of improvement iretimess of case closing was therefore
the number of cases closed within 60 days duriegtle-pilot period compared to the pilot
period.

For volume of work, we used two measures:

1. The number of progress notes per day entered isystem, prior to and during the pilot
period. Using the number per day was necessahgmrtitan the total number of notes, since
the pilot periods varied in length among the dissrirom over 70 days to a little over 20
days.

2. The number of cases closed overall, both within&@s and later than 60 days.

In designing the assessment, we attempted to rhakgré-pilot period as close a match as possible
to the pilot period. This approach supports congoeas of productivity that reflect as much as
possible the influence of using mobile technolofyerefore, the productivity data for the pre-pilot
period was collected as much as possible for threes@orkers, doing the same kinds of work as in
the pilot period, and for the same number of day®oth periods. Since there was some turnover
in the pilot participants in some districts, thexsome variation in workers between the pre-pilot
and pilot periods, but that variation is not laegmugh to affect the overall results.

Productivity could be affected by possible variatio the volume of open cases between the two
data collection periods, which would be out of oantrol. Fortunately there was in fact very little
change in overall intake or case volume from tleeplot to the pilot period, so the caseload over
all 20 districts remained virtually unchanged (8@@endix E for changes in case load from pre-
pilot to during pilot period). At the individual sirict level, however, there were some substantial
changes from the pre-pilot to the pilot periodtvio districts (Jefferson and St. Lawrence), there
was a greater than 20% drop in open cases frompréapilot to the pilot period, and in two other
districts (Rockland and Seneca) there was a grédearl0% increase in open cases during the pilot
test period. For all districts, however, the talifierence between the two periods was only 13
cases, out of a total of over 10,000 open in eaciog.

The results for timeliness and number of case miEsseem to be somewhat paradoxical, appearing

to show a substantial improvement in the volumeask closing, but a contradictory result vis-a-vis
reduction in timeliness. These comparisons are shtogether in Figure 2 below.

13



Figure 2 - Number of Cases Closed - All Districtsre-Pilot and During Pilot

Number of Cases Closed - All Districts
Pre-Pilot and During-Pilot

3000
25001 2194
2000 -
1500 -
1000 +
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2543 2547

1642

Number of Cases Closed

0 - 60 Days > 60 Days

W Pre-Pilot @ During-Pilot

The number of cases closed within the 60 day peniogased from 2,194 in the pre-pilot period to
2,543 in the pilot period: an improvement in timels. However the number of cases closed in
longer than 60 days increased as well, sugges@nedsed timeliness. This apparent contradiction
can be accounted for by the increase in the oveuafiber of cases closed from the pre-pilot period
to the pilot period, from 3,836 to 5,090—a 32% eage. Since the overall number of open cases
was the same in both time periods, the increastsing of 60 or more day cases appears to reflect
efforts to clean up a backlog of older ones. Sthcehappened with a simultaneous improvement in
timeliness with the less than 60 day cases cldkede results can be interpreted to indicate
improvements in both volume and timeliness of wiorkthe pilot period.

The reason for the apparent backlog reductiomti®hvious. We asked each of the districts at the
beginning of the project to describe changes iicpar practices that accompanied the deployment
of the laptops; none reported official instructiaasclean up” any case backlogs. Thus it is not
clear if these results are a consequence of admaitive direction or a more informal response to
the availability of the laptops. This question dess further attention.

The results for productivity in the number of pregg notes are much more clear cut. There was a
substantial increase in the overall number of pregnotes per day for each tester during the pilot
period. The increase, shown in Figure 3 below;amfan average during the pre-pilot period of
approximately 56 progress notes per day, up to 6%grer day during the pilot.
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Figure 3 - Average Progress Notes/Day Pre Pilot arlduring Pilot - All Districts
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This increase in rate of progress note entry indsgcaome efficiency gains during the test period.
The increase is not related to the number of cagaiéable for work, which was unchanged. Nor
does the relatively large increase in progress ootput appear to be related directly to an inaeas
in work time. Respondents reported a slightly lolesel of overtime during the pilot test period.
The gain may be related to increased work donemielmot compensated as overtime, but we have
no data to test that possibility. The progress nateease is similar in direction to the overall
increase in case closings. It seems likely, theeetioat the progress note increase is linked to the
increase in case closings, and both representasesan productivity.

This increase in productivity was accompanied bptwhitially appeared to be lower performance

in the timeliness of progress notes. In all thérdis, the average elapsed time between an event
and progress note entry increased, thus decretisiatiness. One example of the timeliness results
is shown in below. This pattern was consistentsgadl districts for the®ithrough 7 days, so the
analysis of progress note timeliness would thenvstesults similar to those in

Figure 4.

Figure 4 - Average Percent of Progress Notes/Day &and During Test - All Districts
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Rather than a simple decrease in overall perforsmammwever, this finding is most likely a direct
result of the work on a backlog of closing oldeseadiscussed in relation to Figure 2 above. If
there is a backlog of older cases, it seems litedy there is also a backlog of progress note entry
for those cases. If the workers are attemptingdiuce that backlog by entering progress notes for
events farther in the past, then the average detgyogress notes would increase as the “catching-
up process” unfolds.

Improving the timeliness of safety assessmentaash&r place where mobile technology may
support improved performance. Therefore, the assa#sincludes examination of the timeliness of
safety assessments during the pre-pilot periodfamgilot test period. A safety assessment is
considered timely if completed (i.e., approved supervisor) within seven days of the opening of
the case. The analysis below compares the pereenfaafety assessment completed within and
beyond seven days for the pre-pilot and pilot me(lEigure 5, below).

Figure 5 — Percent of Safety Assessment ApprovalséPand During Test - All Districts
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These results show a substantial overall declinibartimeliness of safety assessments. In the pre-
pilot period, approximately 52% of the safety assents were completed within the first seven
days. That dropped to 38% during the pilot tesiggefThe proportion of safety assessments
approved in more than seven days increased comdsgby for the pilot period to over 60%. To
see if this result was influenced by the choicendicator, we examined different ways of counting
safety assessment completions, both within andtpasteven-day period. These included the
results presented in Figure 5 above, which coulyt safety assessments on cases opened during
each period. For other analyses, we also includsdscopened prior to the period, provided the
safety assessment was approved during the periadreBults were similar.

These safety assessment results for timelinesa@asistent with the productivity improvements
for other measures, but do resemble the resuligrégress note timeliness. This suggests that the
same “catching up” effect may be at work. Thaifiduring the test period the workers were
concentrating on clearing up older cases, the timas$ of safety assessment may have been
affected. It is also possible that adjusting toriees technology configurations slowed the normal
work pace. As with the progress note findings, wendt have sufficiently detailed data about work
practices to resolve this issue.
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Satisfaction

At the end of the pilot period, participants weneveyed and asked to rate their overall satisfactio
with laptop use. The rating used a five-point séaden 5= “Very satisfied,” to 3= “Neither
Satisfied nor Dissatisfied,” to 1="Very dissatigfi& The average satisfaction rating for each distri
is shown in Figure 6 below.

Figure 6 - Average Satisfaction Level with Laptop We - by District
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With the exception of Seneca County, all the satisbn ratings averaged in the positive side of the
range, with Albany, Chemung, and Wayne countiesntéqg very high overall satisfaction levels.
The low satisfaction ratings for the Seneca Couespondents is not reflected in their other survey
results or comments, but may be related to a haag&load increase. That district experienced the
largest increase in caseload between the pregmibipilot periods, up from 34 to 102 cases closed,
and an over 70% increase in the rate of progrefesamiry. The satisfaction ratings for the other
districts do not appear to be similarly relate@dhi@nges in workload or productivity.

Figure 7 — Percent of Caseworkers that Would Recomend a Laptop to Do CPS Work
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In the post-pilot survey participants were alsoealsik they would recommend using a mobile
device (to do CPS work functions) to a colleag@serall, in all the districts , 81% of the
respondents stated “Yes” that they would recommerideir colleague using a mobile device to do
CPS work, while 14% said maybe, and 5% said ng, Weald not.

Relationship of Productivity Gains to Pilot Test Co nditions

While there were overall productivity gains for thiéot test period, these gains were not consistent
across all 20 districts. That lack of consistenmnpted us to examine whether or not variations in
the test conditions could account for differentdarctivity gains. Because of the small number of
districts and the many variations in test condgiahwas not possible to statistically isolate or
measure the independent influence of any partidataor. However it is possible with this number
of districts to explore whether there are groupiogslusters of districts that correspond to
differences in one factor or another. Thereforeuged a statistical clustering technique (K-Means
analysis) to see if productivity results appearetd related to two kinds of test conditions: the
availability of overtime compensation for the warkeutside normal hours, and the favorability of
technology conditions (connectivity, access todag}). That is, the analysis tests to see if distric
could be grouped such that high or low measuresaxfuctivity were connected with favorable or
unfavorable test conditions.

To perform the analysis, each district was ratefhasrable or unfavorable for overtime conditions
and technology conditions (see Appendix F for a&dpson of coding for overtime and technology
conditions). The K-Means analysis then forms chssté districts to maximize the differences of
the averages (means) across the clusters putegngdjstricts that had higher average productivity
gains with one test condition (favorable or unfalade), and lower gains with the other. If districts
with favorable conditions cluster with appreciahlgher productivity gains that is evidence of a
relationship.

The results below come from separate analysesofases in case closing and progress note entry
clustered separately with overtime and technolamddions. Of the four possible results, three
showed a substantial relationship between testitonsl and productivity gains in the expected
direction, and one less so. Those results are siowigure 7 through Figure 10 below. It is
important to bear in mind that these results asethan examining only one possible influence on
productivity. Therefore, the results do not estbthat improving overtime or technology
conditions will cause improved productivity, butlpthat a relationship may exist that deserves
further attention.

The analysis results in Figure 7 below show evidesfaa relationship between higher case closings
performance and more favorable overtime conditi@ase closings in districts clustered with
favorable overtime conditions were approximatelyagreater than those in the less favorable
overtime conditions. The districts are divided astnequally between the clusters as well,
suggesting that the possible relationship is meretal across the districts.
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Figure 7 - Increases in Case Closing by Overtime @ditions
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The evidence of a relationship between overtimalitmms and progress note improvement does
not appear as strong as for case closings. Thgsasaken in Figure 8 below shows only a modest
3% advantage of the favorable overtime clusterugetise unfavorable. Also the distribution of
districts between the clusters is quite unevengssiing that the possible relationship in this
instance is less generally important.

Figure 8 - Increases in Progress Note Entry by Ovéme Conditions
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Differences in technology conditions appear to lmeenstrongly related to productivity results than
the overtime analyses above. For the increasessi dosings shown in Figure 9 below, the
favorable technology cluster performed about 10%#ebéhan the unfavorable one. For this
comparison, the districts were evenly divided betwhe clusters, indicating a rather consistent
pattern across the districts.
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Figure 9 - Increases in Case Closing by Technologionditions
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A similar but even larger difference is shown ie tnalysis of progress note entry in relationstip t
technology conditions. The results in Figure 1®beshow a 20% gap in performance between the
favorable and unfavorable technology clusters. Ghahe distribution of districts between the
clusters is not quite even, the size of the diffeesis strong evidence of a connection between the
technology conditions and progress note entry.

Figure 10 - Increases in Progress Note Entry per @by Technology Conditions
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Taken together, the results over all analyses ptespredominately positive picture of productivity
gains during the pilot period. In terms of the @llevolume of work, comparisons between the pre-
pilot and pilot test periods show substantial iases. Timeliness of case closing improved, even
with an increase in the overall number of casesedmver the two periods. Only the timeliness
indicators for progress notes and safety assessrakotw decreases for the pilot test period. The
progress note decrease appears to be accountey iark on closing a higher proportion of older
cases during the pilot period, not by an actuakdtmwn in the documentation process.
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With any new technology implementation we would etpsignificant interactions with the normal
work processes. That seems to be the most likebhamesm at work here. In the absence of a
measurement effect, our best interpretation ofttheliness impact is essentially the same as for
progress notes, i.e., work on a backlog of caseding both progress notes and safety assessments.
That kind of work pattern would shift the overatbportion of timely and late safety assessments

for the pilot test period. This issue may be resdlwith examination of more work process data

than was available for this assessment.

Recommendations

As New York State continues to meet the needssd@RS workforce, it is apparent that mobile
devices are a necessity. Introducing these deisdesvitably a change in the way work is
completed and throughout tBemonstration Projeatontinuous feedback was essential. These
recommendations follow input already given during tleployment process and are in addition to
those made in previous deployment initiatives.

Discuss Working from Home Policy at State Level

Three things are learned about working from homeaseworkers are using the mobile device to
do work from home 2) it has an impact on their picitvity, and 3) districts are not consistently
developing policies to address it. With this s#éedding discussions at the state level and engagin
districts in coordinated thinking about these peBanay help in moving all organizations closer to
a comprehensive approach to caseworker mobiltg/ndt a matter of “if “ this will be an issuejst
now a matter of when.

Invest in a More Robust Statewide Deployment Approa  ch

Deploying technology to an entire state requireadre of resources. This includes staff to
negotiate, receive, image, deliver, train, and supihe devices to a large geographic region.si al
includes resources to develop fundamental infoimnati pieces about things such as hardware and
software, connectivity options, security procedueesl training and support. Whereas, child
protective services in NYS is a state supervisetlacally administered program, early and
continuous coordination with districts is essdrftaa comprehensive and smooth deployment.

Further Investigate a Potential Connection Between Replacing Desktop
PCs and Mobility and Productivity

Some of the interview comments and anecdotal indtion from this assessment hinted at a
possible connection between productivity and reptaent of desktop PCs. If a caseworker is given
a mobile device as a complimentary piece of equigras opposed to the primary device to do their
job, do they use if differently? Do they bringnith them more or less often? Do they modify

work patterns in one scenario more than anotheii8 e initial technology adjustment period
simply compounded with the deletion of desktops B@$affect initial work habits? These
guestions, and others, are worth investigating. .
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Perform Additional Assessments After Initial Period of Adjustment

Introduction of new technology into an establisfietti of work takes an initial period of

adjustment. Not only is the technology new, biais unforeseen impacts on work practices and
policies. In each of the three CPS mobile techywlaitiatives much was learned to inform
subsequent phases. For the future, we recommandtire can be learned from those caseworkers
who have used the device for over six months. rAftey have worked through their initial period

of adjustment, their mobility and use, productiyéynd satisfaction can be better assessed. In
addition, it is important to assess how they hawerporated the technology into their work after
they come through the normal learning curve. Fogusn this stage will yield different and

possibly more meaningful results about long-termngje.
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APPENDIX A: Device Specifications

All devices were selected, procured, imaged, atigated to the County DSS by OCFS.

Laptop

Dell Latitude D620, Intel Core 2 Duo T5500, 1.66GlE&7Mhz, 2ML2 Cache, Dual Core, 14.1
inch Wide Screen WXGA LCD for Latitude D620, 1.0BDR2-667 SDRAM, 1 DIMM for Dell
Latitude Notebooks, Internal English Keyboard fatitude Notebooks, Intel Integrated Graphics
Media Accelerator 950 Latitude D620, 60GB Hard Br&«5MM, 5400RPMfor Dell Latitude

DX20, Standard Touchpad for LatitudeD620, No Floppive for Latitude D-Family Notebooks,
Windows XP Professional, SP2 with media, for LatéuEnglish, Factory Installed, Dell Black USB
2 Button Optical Mouse with Scroll for Latitude.

Tablet

HP Compagqg tc4400 Tablet PC 26 EN376AV Product -Gdifhpaq tc4400 Tablet PC, Operating
system - Genuine Windows® Vista Business, VISTAelaliMicrosoft® Vista Ready Label, Form
Ultramobile form factor, Intel® Core™2 Duo Proces$6600, (1.83GHz, 2MB cache, 667MHz
FSB), Intel® Centrino® Duo Label, 1024MB (667MHzDRBRIl memory, 1 DIMM), 80GB Hard
drive (5400 rpm), 12.1-inch TFT XGA WVA Display wit-ingerprint Reader, 56K Modem,
10/100/1000 NIC, 6-cell high capacity Lithium larternal battery, Digital Eraser Pen with tether
and clip, Keyboard with Enhanced Dual Pointingel®tPro Wireless 3945ABG, security -
Embedded TPM 1.2 security chip, and three yeardwmode limited warranty.

Encryption
PointSec encryption software was installed on eksstice before deployment
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APPENDIX B: District Technology, Connectivity, and
Participation During Pilot Period

Districts Participating in Penee Number of Broadband Case(\ivf)?kers Supecrsiiors CPS(I)\ﬁI %r_lager
Assessment Study Laptopst|| Tablets Docking Stations Wireless Cards in Study in Study in Study

Albany County Department
for Children, Youth, and 39 2 37 0 40 0 0
Families
Broome County
Department of Social 10 0 0 10 20 3 1
Services
Chemung County
Department of Social 13 2 10 5 23 1 0
Services
Cllnton County Department 18 0 18 0 15 2 0
of Social Services
Columbia County
Department of Social 11 0 11 11 11 0 0
Services
Fulton_County_ Department 12 0 8 3 29 1 0
of Social Services
Jefferson County
Department of Social 20 0 20 19 18 2 0
Services
Nassa_u Count_y Department 52 3 52 0 53 0 1
of Social Services
Niagara County
Department of Social 35 4 35 0 28 4 1
Services
Onondaga County
Department of Social 56 0 10 56 69 1 0
Services




pevice DML ElE b Case%v%?kers Supgrsgors CPSclxl ?_:_mger

District Laptops | Tablets DT SEHEE Hiitetes GRS in Study in Study in Study
Orleans County
Department of Social 0 6 0 0 7 0 0
Services
Putnam County Department
of Social Services and 9 0 9 9 8 1 0
Mental Health
Rockland County
Department of Social 0 25 0 25 19 3 3
Services
Schenectady County
Department of Social 20 0 20 20 19 8 1
Services
Seneca (_:ounty Ch|ldren 0 8 0 8 7 0 0
and Family Services
St. Lawrence County
Department of Social 16 0 16 0 16 0 0
Services
Suffolk_ County Department 30 0 30 30 o5 0 0
of Social Services
Ulster _County_Department 31 0 31 30 22 1 0
of Social Services
Washington County
Department of Social 12 0 12 0 (During Pilot) 12 0 0
Services
Wayne_ County Department 16 0 16 16 14 0 >
of Social Services
Westchester County
Department of Social
Services 25 5 Did not deploy
Erie County Department of
Social Services 0 49 Did not deploy
NYC Administration for
Children Services 0 0 Telephonic Dictation -Did not deploy




APPENDIX C — Data Collection
Methodology, Tools, Counts and
Response Rates

There were four streams of data collection througliwe project: 1) two online surveys (base and
post); 2) data from CONNECTIONS (central childfaee information system); 3) district
teleconferences; and 4) district questionnaires.

Online Surveys

Two separate surveys, a baseline and post-piloeguwere administered. The surveys collected
data about respondents’ perceptions and attitusiag the laptop or tablet PC within several ardas o
CPS work — work practice, work time, demographiimation, mobility/location, skill and stress
levels, technology acceptance, training, and useedfnology. The surveys were developed over a
period of a several months and a pre-survey wasdeshe surveys were modified based on the pilot
survey results and the project team’s knowledgetamterstanding of CPS work. The online surveys
were developed and administered through commesofélvare (Survey Monkey).

Districts were asked to provide the names, emadresses, and titles of participating CPS
caseworkers and supervisors. Data reported inuhe represents responses from the caseworkers
only. Personalized survey invitations were emaited participants. The baseline survey was
administered prior the deployment of laptops orl@all’Cs to participating caseworkers. The
baseline survey was open for three weeks startingy21/07 and ending on 10/5/07.

The post-pilot survey was administered three momdiswing the deployment of laptops. The
survey was open for one week; starting on 1/3/@8emding on 1/10/08. Data were collected from
three new thematic categories: the impact of laptopcaseworkers’ daily activities, mobility-reldte
issues, and technical difficulties experienced ryrthe pilot period. Data quality checks were
performed and the data were recoded as needed.

Overall, there were 448 CPS caseworkers that pgaated in this study. Supervisors also
participated in the study but their survey respensere not included in the results. This was done
because the number of supervisors participatindpenpilot were not representative across districts
and the total number of supervisors respondingessmted a number too low to report.

The response rate for the baseline survey was ™%331), while the response rate for the post-
pilot survey was 61% (n = 275). The total numbecaseworkers that took both surveys was 234,
resulting in a response rate of 52%. The tablevbedbows the number of caseworkers and the
response rates for each of the participating distri



Table 2 — Response Rates by Districts

Total Baseline Survey Post-Pilot Survey Both Surveys
District Number of # of Response # of Response # of Response
Participants | Respondents Rate Respondents Rate Respondents| Rate

Albany 40 27 68% 22 55% 18 45%
Broome 20 13 65% 8 40% 6 30%
Chemung 23 23 100% 14 61% 14 61%
Clinton 15 15 100% 15 100% 15 100%
Columbia 11 10 91% 9 82% 8 73%
Fulton 22 17 7% 11 50% 9 41%
Jefferson 18 16 89% 13 72% 12 67%
Nassau 53 31 58% 24 45% 19 36%
Niagara 28 13 46% 13 46% 9 32%
Onondaga 69 48 70% 41 59% 32 46%
Orleans 7 5 71% 4 57% 4 57%
Putnam 8 6 75% 4 50% 3 38%
Rockland 19 14 74% 15 79% 11 58%
Schenectady 19 18 95% 15 79% 15 799
Seneca 7 6 86% 4 57% 4 57%
St. Lawrence 16 12 75% 9 56% 7 44%
Suffolk 25 23 92% 21 84% 21 84%
Ulster 22 12 55% 14 64% 10 45%
Washington 12 9 75% 6 50% 5 42%
Wayne 14 13 93% 13 93% 12 86%

Teleconferences

During the week of December 10-14, 2007, CTG headgasate teleconferences with project

participants in ten Local Social Service Distripegticipating in theDemonstration Projecto learn

more about how they were using the laptops ancetaldeployed for CPS work. Participating
County DSS were chosen by CTG and the NYS OCFSolai. Criteria for choosing the districts
included (1) how long they had the technologiease, and (2) districts that provided a full ranf§e o

geographical representation across the staternrstef rural and urban settings and overall size.

Each district participated in one teleconferencthv@TG interviewers. All participants were given
sample questions before the teleconferences thalt déth deployment, connectivity, use and
location, changes in work, issues/concerns, pahuylications, and overall benefits of laptop use.

The following table shows the districts interviewaatd the number of participants in each call.
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Table 3 — Teleconference Time and Participant Infanation

DELIR @ # of # of
County DSS Teleconference C . Other(s) Participating
Interview aseworkers | Supervisors

Albany 12/10/07 6 0 LAN Administrator
Chemung 12/1107 6 1 -

Clinton 12/10/07 7 1 -

Nassau 12/13/07 13 0 Assistant Director
Niagara 12/10/07 5 5 Staff Development Coordinator; IT

Representative

Onondaga 12/11/07 8 0 IT Representative
Orleans 12/11/07 3 0 LAN Administrator
Putnam 12/13/07 3 1 -

Ulster 12/15/07 4 3 -

Washington 12/12/07 4 0 -

CONNECTIONS Data

The overall objective for using CONNECTIONS datasvia measure the effect of the use of mobile
technologies on CPS work practices by using data fthe central database. The CONNECTIONS
dataset (i.e., the central database) containedniaion on case records and caseworkers’ progress
notes. The information contained within each ofstheecords included: Stage ID, Person ID, time-
related information about thavestigation stagéintake Start Date, Investigation Stage Start Date,
Investigation Stage End Datgyogress notes informatiofiProgress Notes ID, Progress Notes Event
Date, Progress Notes Time, Progress Notes Entrg,[Rtogress Notes Types, Progress Notes
Purposes)safety assessmer(Safety Submit Date, Safety Approval Date) loghggdaseworkers in
each County DSS.

The CONNECTIONS data were pulled by the date anesmynote was entered by participants during
two timeframes—the pre- and during-pilot periodse3e timeframes were equal in duration. A total
of 132,045 progress note entries and 14,308 uninuestigation stages made up the dataset from
448 CPS caseworkers. The table below shows thé atar end times for both timeframes, the
duration of each timeframe, the total number ofypess notes entries, and the total number of unique
cases per participating district.
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Table 4 — Overall CONNECTIONS Data Information per District

' 3 . : # of Days with # of Progress # of
District Pre-Pilot Period Pilot Period Mobile Te)éhnology Notegs Unique
Start End Start End (Pilot Length) Entries Cases
Albany 09/10/07| 11/09/07 11/10/07 01/09/08 60 18,23 1,047
Broome 09/15/07| 11/09/0y 11/15/07 01/09/08 55 6,982 786
Chemung 09/20/07 11/14/07 11/15/07 01/09/08 55 ¥.,64 600
Clinton 09/04/07| 11/06/07 11/07/07 01/09/08 63 3,17 567
Columbia 08/11/07| 10/25/0Y 10/26/07 01/09/08 75 36,8 461
Fulton 10/14/07| 11/26/07 11/27/Q7 01/09/08 43 2,393 377
Jefferson 08/25/07 11/01/07 11/02/07 01/09/08 68 464, 548
Nassau 09/22/07 11/15/Q7 11/16/07 01/09/08 54 ™,10 2,313
Niagara 11/23/077 12/16/0F 12/17/07 01/09/08 23 ®,56 495
Onondaga 09/28/07 11/18/q7 11/19/07 01/09/08 51 453, 1,467
Orleans 10/06/07 11/22/0F 11/23/07 01/09/08 47 2,71 236
Putnam 08/03/07 10/21/0f 10/22/07 01/09/08 79 3,155 239
Rockland 11/01/077 12/05/0f 12/06/07 01/09/08 34 34,0 378
Schenectady 08/11/0F 10/25/07 10/26/07 01/09/08 75 7,371 1,033
Seneca 10/12/07 11/25/Q7 11/26/07 01/09/08 44 2,707 202
St. Lawrence | 09/10/0T 11/09/Q7 11/10/07 01/09/08 60 7,152 440
Suffolk 08/19/07| 10/29/07 10/30/0f 01/09/08 71 8,02 1,378
Ulster 09/28/07| 11/18/07 11/19/07 01/09/p8 51 7,252 880
Washington 09/20/07 11/14/07 11/15/07 01/09/08 55 ,582 463
Wayne 10/20/07| 11/29/0y 11/30/07 01/09/08 40 4,201 398

District Questionnaire

Each district was asked to complete a questioarsdiout their district. All of the participating
districts completed and submitted the questionndine focus of the questionnaire was to learn
about each district’s goals, connectivity solutigmerticipant selection, technology deployment,
changes in policies or work practices, and genefatmation. The following are sample questions
from the questionnaire:

= What were your district’s objectives for particijpat in this pilot: What do you hope to
achieve by deploying mobile technology?

= What connectivity solutions did you choose and witrat provider?

=  Were all devices deployed? If not, how many weredeployed and why?

= Did all participants receive their own device, og devices shared among several
participants? If shared, please describe how thieee were shared among the participants.

= How were CPS workers selected to participate irptlot?

= Please describe the deployment training proces$ianwceach participant received the
devices.

= Please describe the security procedures that vaeiressed during the training?

= What policies, if any, were modified during thegpiperiod, such as overtime and field visit
scheduling? Describe the new policies and how thiégr from the previous policies.

= What work practices, if any, were created, charggeabolished during the pilot period?

= What is the geographical area, population, andnirbeal makeup of your district?

= What is the total number of CPS workers in youtrais(not just those participating in the
mobile technology project)?
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Appendix D: Summary of District
Teleconferences

Assessing Mobile Technologies in Child ProtectiveeBrices
A Demonstration Project

Summary of Information Gathered in the District Teleconferences

INTRODUCTION

During the week of December 10-14, 2007, CTG hefuhgate teleconferences with project
participants in ten Local Social Service Distripgsticipating in thddemonstration Projedio learn
more about how they were using the laptops anetshbleployed for CPS work (see Appendix C for
district information). All districts participatgiin the teleconferences are part of the NYS OCFS
Mobile Technology Demonstration Projectd were chosen by CTG and NYS OCFS liaisons.
Criteria for choosing the districts included:
= How long they had the technologies in use (thosk miore time with the devices were given
higher priority)
= A selection of districts that provided a full rangfegeographical representation across the
state, in terms of rural and urban settings andadvaze.

Each district participated in one teleconferenc TG interviewers. All participants were given
sample questions before the teleconferences, vdgah with deployment, connectivity, use and
location, changes in work, issues/concerns, pafigfications, and overall benefits of laptop use.

CATEGORIES OF INFORMATION

Deployment

The majority of the interviewed districts had def@d the mobile technologies by the second week in
November, giving participants approximately one thasf use prior to the interviews. Ulster County
was the first to deploy their 30 laptops on Octabi#t, while Washington County was the last to
deploy their 12 laptops on Novembef"2@utnam County tried to acquire an additionaléHamtops

for their remaining staff, but where unable to dogirtually all districts commented on the facath
setting up the laptops and tablet PCs took lortggan they had originally anticipated. Delays resllte
from the need for local IT administrators to inkédl necessary applications and test the wireless
connections (if applicable) prior to deploying thevices to end-users. Distribution introduced
additional delays. It was necessary for NiagaranBoto ship 35 laptops from the Niagara Falls
office to their Lockport office after setup was qaiete.

Every interviewed district mentioned that eachdgpivas assigned to one user, rather than rotated
among caseworkers and/or supervisors. Most of #® €aseworkers and supervisors received a
laptop. In the majority of the districts, casewagkand supervisors that received a laptop also
received a docking station, monitor, mouse, andb&ayd to replace their existing desktop PCs.
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Connectivity

Wireless connectivity arrangements varied conslagras shown in the table below. These
connectivity solutions are as of their interviewDecember.

District Connectivity Device Wireless Access Provision

Albany No external broadband cards ls\l;o(t:s)rds will be given, only use of public spotst(h
Chemung External broadband cards No informatioainbt in the teleconference
Clinton No external broadband cards Waiting fori¥@n to establish contract
Nassau No external broadband cards (yet) Did metive cards, only use free public spots
Niagara No external broadband cards No cards; miayp@08 budget

Onondaga 56 external broadband cards Verizon ¢avds out

Orleans No external broadband cards Use of frebqosiots (hot spots)

Putnam 9 external broadband cards Verizon carégsgiut

Ulster 30 external broadband cards Given out agdsvolled out

Washington| External broadband cards ordered (ngttin| Use of free public spots (hot spots)

Users that were able to connect to the Internetag; CONNECTIONS and network drives, did so
via one or more of the following four methods:
= Third-party telecommunications vendors (e.g. Vamiand Sprint).
= Scattered hot spots (e.g. county hot spots, fre®pablic Wi-Fi zones such as the ones in
cafés or other public spaces).
= Private ISP accounts from home.
= Through wired and wireless networks provided indberthouses.

While some districts provided users with wirelesarectivity through third-party
telecommunications vendors, others were eitheintgds feasibility or awaiting the arrival of
wireless cards. The costs associated with commevoieless access providers was the main reason
some districts decided not to provide users witlel@ss connectivity in the field. In addition,
procurement of external broadband cards was prailenm one district. The top four problems
associated with the wireless connections, as regday the interviewees were:

Slow connections.

Freeze-ups while connected to the central data(@GBINECTIONS).

Uneven availability of the wireless network accesthe field.

Lack of or poorly communicated understanding of howonnect through the VPN client.

PwpNPE

Use by Location

Caseworkers identified four main locations wherettobile technologies were used — field, court,
home, and office. The following statements are sames of what was heard about each location.

Home:interviewees reported the highest use of mobilertelogy from their homes. This high
use was attributed to:

= The ability for caseworkers to focus on their wdte to the lack of distractions compared to
other locations.

= The ability to immediately respond to cases androamicate with supervisors, as opposed to
waiting until the next business day.
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= Personal preferences such as the ability to smdkie working, taking care of the family,
work in the comfort of one’s own home...etc.

Field The most common location used by the casewoskers schools, cafés and food
courts. The main reason given by interviewees @rtaking the mobile technology into the field
was because they did not have roaming wirelessemivity, but for those that were able to use
it in the field, these locations were used most.

Virtually all caseworkers mentioned that they wensvilling to bring the mobile technology into
clients’ homes. They said using the device in a@eruld be distracting, could appear to be
disrespectful, or interfere with establishing rappgpd®he majority of caseworkers said that
carrying the mobile technology with them while hetfield was contingent on:

= The amount of time waiting in court, hospitals,.etc
=  The number of visits with professionals such aga@sand nurses in hospitals, and teachers
in schools.

Court: Some interviewees reported that they do take thalentechnology with them when they
need to appear in court. Those that do take thesoud use the laptops and Tablet PCs in
dedicated rooms. Privacy did not seem to be arjssicaseworkers adapted to the environment
(sitting with their back towards the wall, usingvate rooms...etc.). The main reasons users did
not take their mobile technology to court were:

= Courthouses are overcrowded, noisy full of distoas.

= Lack of wireless connectivity.

= High risks of loss or damage of the mobile techgglo

Office: Due to the removal of desktop PCs, caseworkersdhade the laptops in the office, but
many were given screens and keyboards for useiofflte.

Functions and Uses

The majority of the interviewees stated that thénnage of the mobile technology was related to the
interaction with CONNECTIONS. Caseworkers and ®upers used the mobile technologies to:

= Enter notes into CONNECTIONS

= Read new cases

= Look up case history and all connected cases, gjtyiem extra background information
central to the case (especially when on-call)

Some caseworkers reported that the mobile techpdémijitated better communication with their
supervisors. Also, having the mobile technologgw#d them to enter information as soon as
possible as opposed to waiting until the next esgrday. Some of the other tasks performed using
the mobile technology included:

= The use of a word processor (e.g. Microsoft WoodJdcument cases
= Accessing the WMS Child Support system

= Searching sex offender registries

= Accessing incarcerated lists
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= The use of online Web mapping services for direckimkup

Overall I'ssues and Concerns
Interviewees’ responses to major issues and/orezasdall into the following categories:

= Connectivity:issues specifically related to the lack of convégtpreviously mentioned.

= Technical difficultiesissues related to connecting to CONNECTIONS ar@ork drives,
and difficulties associated with password changesewnentioned.

= Learning curvevirtually all interviewees commented on the fd&tthaving a laptop or
tablet PC requires a bit of time to get used to.

= Training: a majority of the interviewed districts complairtédt they did not receive official
training on how to use the laptop or tablet PC pemh using various methods, access files,
and unlock the devices. The lack of technical suppahe form of help desks was also
raised.

Policy Implications
During the district interviews, participants weskad about four policy areas that could affectdppt

use overtime pay, working from home, schedulingl, ase of the laptops in home or other client
situations. Comments about those policy areaswarenarized below.

Overtime and Flextime Policies

= Virtually all districts reported that there hasbé&en a change in the overtime/flextime
payment policies but some said they were looking ith Some districts also stated
that their policies were very ambiguous.

= Caseworkers were encouraged to apply for flextimatloer compensation, rather than
overtime pay.

= A few districts grant overtime pay to caseworkey$omg as it is pre-approved. There
is no limit on the amount of overtime pay, as l@sgt is not abused. They believe the
policy will remain unchanged.

Scheduling Field Visits and Reporting to the @ffic
= One district requires caseworkers to report toofffiee in the morning prior to
attending their scheduled appointments. This paaytinued even with laptop use.
= One district does not allow employees in the ofticeing non-working hours.
= One district has a policy regarding “protectedsigyo catch-up on progress
notes...etc.), while another county has a policyirsggthe amount of time
caseworkers spend in the field per week.

Use in Homes or Other Client Locations
= Two districts mentioned that their supervisors hsetepolicies not allowing
caseworkers to take mobile technologies into tlentd’ homes, and require them to
use paper and pens to document their notes.

Working from Home

= Policies in about half of the interviewed distript®hibit caseworkers from working
from home during business hours. In one distrasegvorkers are not allowed to work
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from home except when on-call. Another districthisiking of experimenting with
using the laptops from home once a week.

= Caseworkers from one district reported that payf@rtime work at home was not
allowed. Despite not receiving compensation, howesaseworkers choose to do so
to reduce stress levels and catch-up on their ta&ksther district allows
caseworkers to submit overtime for work at homéhaenlaptop as flex-time and
repeated that this has been working really well.

Benefits from Laptop Use

Interviewed caseworkers and supervisors identffied major benefits of using mobile technology:

= The ability to access information while in the diglt anytime, provided that wireless
connectivity is available.

= |Improved communications between caseworkers anergigprs; especially on weekends,
holidays, and while on-call.

= The ability to access information from home regasdlof when a call is received.

= Increased flexibility of caseworkers’ and supervésschedules. A majority of the
interviewees stated that they are able to managettime more effectively, especially when
they have multiple appointments. The also appredhe flexibility of working from home.

= A reduction in caseworkers’ and supervisors’ ovestaess. The ability to enter notes on time,
in the field, and at times that are convenient cedwverall stress levels.
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APPENDIX E: Changes in Case Load From
Pre-Pilot to During Pilot Periods by
District

Pre-Pilot During Pilot Per Cent
District Cases Open Cases Open Change
Albany 800 821 2.6%
Broome 595 607 2.0%
Chemung 471 466 -1.1%
Clinton 399 426 6.8%
Columbia 321 350 9.0%
Fulton 270 273 1.1%
Jefferson 415 322 -22.4%
Nassau 1644 1568 -4.6%
Niagara 417 446 7.0%
Onondaga 1048 1118 6.7%
Orleans 177 163 -7.9%
Putnam 173 162 -6.4%
Rockland 270 300 11.1%
Schenectady 764 812 6.3%
Seneca 147 168 14.3%
St. Lawrence 369 288 -22.0%
Suffolk 947 922 -2.6%
Ulster 645 651 0.9%
Washington 316 328 3.8%
Wayne 297 281 -5.4%
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APPENDIX F: Description of Coding for
Overtime and Technology Conditions

The districts were rated on overtime and technolamditions by three members of the research
team using a three point scale. The raters wertetdtme members who had the greatest familiarity
with the full range of data: survey results, intews, focus groups, and central database extracts.
Each rater examined the data on overtime and témtppérom the district’s official statement plus
comments by survey respondents and intervieweesy fhiten rated each district using 1=low
favorability, 2=moderate favorability, and 3= hifgtvorability.

The criteria for overtime rating were clearesttfog high or low rating, with 3 for districts that
allowed overtime compensation for at least someaaxbrk, and 1 for districts that prohibited
overtime work or clearly refused compensation. Mt that were unclear or had a mixture of
reports with respect to these criteria were rated 2

The criteria for technology conditions were similarhigh rating of 3 was given to districts with
wireless connectivity and laptops for all testérdow rating of 1 was assigned to districts that di
not provide wireless connectivity or that did nobyade exclusive use of laptops for testers. The 2
rating was given to the districts with a mixtureoofuncertain technology arrangements.

The three testers rated the districts independanillythen discussed the results to resolve
differences.
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Appendix G : The Center for Technology
In Government (CTG)

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) ispplied research center committed to
improving government and public services througlicgpmanagement, and technology innovation.
Through its program of partnership, research, andvation, the Center provides government
organizations and individuals with an array of toahd resources designed to support the
development of a digital government. The goal @rg\CTG partnership project is to build
knowledge that improves the way government worksG @rojects have helped state, local, and
federal agencies increase productivity and cootiinareduce costs, enhance quality, and deliver
better services to citizens and businesses. Théisegenerated by each project add to a growing
knowledge base designed to support the work of gotlernment professionals and academic
researchers. CTG receives funding through the Usityeat Albany's state allocation, as well
through grants and awards from foundations and&dgencies such as the National Science
Foundation.

Since its creation in 1993, the Center has:

e conducted almost 50 partnership projects, whicldypeced outcomes that have helped
state, local, and federal government agencies ivgpservices and operations;

» collaborated with nearly 100 government agenci2qrdate companies, and 14
academic institutions and research organizations;

« issued over 100 guides, reports, and online ressutesigned to support the work of
government professionals, and over 300 scholatigies that have contributed to the
field of research on IT innovation in governmergamizations;

» developed and evaluated 12 prototype systems tisateaed critical policy,
management, organizational, and technology question

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

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

* given over 250 trainings, workshops, and confergmesentations provided data; and

* support to more than 20 doctoral dissertationsraasiters projects.

For more information about CTG or this report peasntact:

Meghan Cook,Program manager

Center for Technology in Government

University at Albany, State University of New York
187 Wolf Road, Suite 301

Albany , NY 12205

Phone 518-442-3892
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DISTRICT PROFILES

Albany County Department for Children, Youth andriaes Programs & Services Children
and Family Services

Broome County Department of Social Services

Chemung County Department of Social Services

Clinton County Department of Social Services

Columbia County Department of Social Services

Fulton County Department of Social Services

Jefferson County Department of Social Services

Nassau County Department of Social Services

Niagara County Department of Social Services

Onondaga County Department of Social Services

Orleans County Department of Social Services

Putnam County Department of Social Services & Mdrgalth

Rockland County Department of Social Services

Schenectady County Department of Social Servicbsd@n and Family Services
Seneca County Children and Family Services

St. Lawrence County Department of Social ServiPestective Services

Suffolk County Department of Social Services, Clildtective Services Bureau
Ulster County Department of Social Services, Ceitidand Family Services
Washington County Department of Social Servicesld®rotective Services Unit
Wayne County Department of Social Services
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Introduction

Demonstration Project

The New York State (NYS) Mobile Technology Demoastn Project is an initiative to assess the
use of mobile technologies in child protective sms work in New York State. The project, a
collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chigdrand Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS
County Departments of Social Services (DSS), andnter for Technology in Government
(CTG), focused on two core questions — how is nedfgithnology used in the work setting and did
the technology impact the work itself?

In this project, OCFS was responsible for the sElecprocurement, and deployment of mobile
technologies. The County DSS were also responfabline deployment of mobile technologies, in
addition to the coordination and procurement okl@iss connectivity, training, and the selection of
Child Protective Services (CPS) staff to partiogiatthe demonstration. CTG was responsible for
the independent assessment of the use of the tegyno

TheDemonstration Project in 23 Local Social Servicsticts produced profiles for each of the
participating districts as well as a summary repornay be useful to read through the summary
report before reading the local district profilets summary report explains the variability in the
CPS environment across the state as well as desdhle many polices and practices developed and
implemented by districts. The report is availatite a
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/destoation2008

This profile presents findings for the Albany Copbtepartment for Children, Youth, and Families
(DCYF). Findings are based on data collected thincanline surveys, teleconferences, district
guestionnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS data fgppendix C of th®emonstration
Project’'s Summary Repoitr data collection tools and timeline). The dieést lasted 60 days from
11/10/07-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Albany County DCYF has approximately 125 CPS s&dponsible for child protective services.
Albany County is a split urban and rural communiijch includes NYS'’s capital. The Albany
County DCYF participated in the demonstration pebje learn if mobile technologies can increase
CPS caseworker performance and the opportunitiaiase to complete documentation while out
of the office.

The Albany County DCYF deployed 39 Dell LatitudedDdaptops and two HP Compagq tc4400
Tablets to 40 CPS caseworkers on 11/10/07 (seeriippd of the Demonstration Project’s
Summary Repofor device specifications). Caseworkers werecteteon a first come, first served
basis to participate in the field test. All casekars received their own device and of that group, 3
received docking stations with keyboards and mosito

No external broadband cards were provided or peattor any of the devices during the pilot
period. The wireless connectivity options were publireless networks within the area and any
home Internet Service Provider (ISP) access. Régsdf the network connections used, all access



to the State network was through a virtual privagavork (VPN) that secures the transmission to
and from the portable device and the network. diaiteon, PointSec encryption software was
installed on each device before deployment.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theoohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere allowed, with prior approval, overtime
pay for work done at home after regular work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 40 CPS caseworkers participated in sigly: 27 took the baseline survey (response rate
68%); 22 took the post-pilot survey (response 5&8%), and 18 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 45%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftowe accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingodrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Albany County DCYF resportdewere relatively new to CPS field work,
with an average of 4.8 years of CPS experience; i@frted CPS experience of three years or
less. The percentage of respondents reportingiovedf five hours or less in a week slightly
decreased from 94% in the pre-pilot period to 88%e pilot period. Additionally, the average
overtime hours slightly increased from 3.2 hourthm pre-pilot period to 3.8 hours in the pilot
period. Seventy-four percent of respondents redatgypical court waiting time of two hours or
less and 82% reported spending on average fowwmrfdays in court per month.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This section reports on how the participastd those opportunities in terms of the type of
work done, locations, and issues that influenced 8arvey questions inquired about use at home,
in court houses, and in the field. Issue questioossed on using the laptop outside of the office,
such as (1) difficulty establishing connection, I(&3s of connection, (3) the speed of connection,
(4) level of privacy (or personal work space antlitglio ensure confidentiality of information), X5
personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

Use

In the Albany County DCYF respondents reported gigive laptop during normal work hours, after
work hours, on-call, and when working overtime.b@hy County DCYF removed CPS desktops

! participant(s) refers to those CPS caseworkerstagted the technology. Respondent(s) refersettoital number of
participants who answered specific questions imegithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



and installed docking stations. Therefore, therange of CPS-related work was completed using
the laptops. The laptop was used in case invegiigand interventions, documentation and

reporting, and court-related activities. Case domotation was the most frequent use, including
inputting and updating notes. Other work includedrt-related documents, safety assessments,
reading and reviewing case histories, opening reses, doing person searches, checking client
histories, email, and accessing the Welfare Managé®@ystem (WMS). Approximately 91% of

the respondents reported using the laptop to aseessis forms of information from government
Web sites at least once a day. Similarly, all (1p@%the respondents accessed email at least once a
day or more, while 96% of respondents reportedguginir laptop at least once a day or more to
access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdbam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possilespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequency duriegilbt period. Fifty-six percent of respondents
reported returning to the office once a week os tesaccess case information during the pilot
period, compared to only 35% in the pre-pilot peribhe respondents were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgee2.75 days) during the pre- and pilot
periods.

Albany County DSS did not have district-providedezral broadband cards during the pilot period.
While out of the office, respondents reported ushag spots’ and court house provided wireless
connections. While at home, most used their paisimternet Service Providers (ISPs). While
many respondents reported encountering few prohlseveral reported obstacles to mobile use
such as the inability to establish a connectiamwspeed, or unreliable connections while in the
field. A few noted similar connection problems lghat home. Most respondents did not perceive
privacy as problematic at the court house, but sdichdave privacy concerns in the field. Several
respondents noted small blocks of time availablgat@vork were an issue at court and in the field.
One respondent stated, “The only problem | haverepced with the use of the laptop is the
inability to log-on in various places. Relying drot spots’ for usage takes away from the ability to
use [it].” The device characteristics such ashiié-in mouse were an issue; several respondents
described how they taped an index card over thesmpad area to prevent the cursor from jumping
around the screen.

Participants were asked about the ease of loggin-the device. Overall, 72% said it was “Easy”
to “Extremely easy,” 23% rated it as “Neither difflt nor Easy,” and another 5% rated the log-on
process as “Difficult.” One respondent commentedh&nneed for training on “short cuts and log-

on tips for hot spots.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesmtg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was usside from the office, respondents used the
laptop most frequently at home (73%), for an averaigover three hours per week. Fewer reported
using the laptop in the field and at court (32%)dn average of about one hour per week.



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 32% (7) 1.14 Hours
Court 32% (7) 0.86 Hours
Home 73% (16) 3.36 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) -

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur=22. Total number of testers n=40.

Respondents expressed the importance of being ctathend emphasized that having constant
connectivity would enhance the benefits of usingpdop. One respondent stated, “I think the
laptop would be even more useful if we had wirelessrnet cards so that we could use them to
access information while in the field when accesigts are not available. | do not bring my laptop
in the field with me at all because there are nahyrplaces | would be able to access
CONNECTIONS and WMS.”

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for

mobile work in many districts. Respondents in thieafty County DCYF spent on average 2.5 days
a month at court and approximately 74% reportedimgain court two hours or less during a court
visit. However, caseworkers may not be using tpelain the court house because of other
competing interests that may limit the amount e tof work they can do. Also, respondents
suggested the wait times in court were pretty shiodt this impacts the ability to get work done
while waiting. Respondents suggested they diduesetthe laptop in the court house because there
are already two desktop computers available armdratp room to use. Others stated that bringing
the laptop did not add additional capability or &ftnthe walk to the court house was a significant
distance (about one mile and they would have toydhe laptop), and the risk of loss or damage
was too great.

Caseworkers could work overtime from home if theygyior approval, however, there is a policy

in place that caseworkers are not allowed to woyknfhome during business hours. Several
respondents stated that working from home was nove refficient because they did not have to
deal with the constant interruptions found in tffece, and it increased their flexibility. One
respondent expressed that it was beneficial bedadgé not have to stay at the office until seven
o’clock in the evening each night, and instead @¢@a home, eat dinner, and then spend one or two
hours finishing notes.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Albany CquDCYF: (1) Are workers more productive
with respect to case closings and progress notetieg? and (2) Does timeliness of reporting
change?

Case closing is one way to assess any changetciemmfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykss) increased during the pilot period, up from 90



in the pre-pilot period to 136 during the pilot jpek. The number of cases closed in over 60 days
increased from 136 in the pre-pilot period to 284 the pilot period. This is a marked increase
in productivity; the total number of cases closaecteéased substantially from 226 in the pre-pilot
period to 335 during the pilot period — a 48% img® It is important to note that in this coutty t
total number of cases available to be worke@stightly increased from 800 in the pre-pilot perio
to 821 during the pilot period — a 2.6% increase.

Figure 1 — Proportion of Albany County DCYF Cases sed Pre-Pilot and During-Pilot
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An indicator of timeliness is elapsed time — or tlvenber of days between an event and the posting
of documentation regarding that event in the céd@tabase system. Figure 2 below shows trends
in the elapsed time between progress note entryrencelated event. During the pre-pilot period,
the majority of all progress notes were enterethieyfifth day following the event. But contrary to
expectations, the proportion of progress notesredt® each time period in the pilot period is
consistently below that of the pre-pilot period.ridg the pre-pilot period almost 70% of notes

were entered by the second day, compared to jest5®f6 for the period of laptop use. By this
measure, timeliness decreased somewhat duringlthgeriod, but is still high overall.

Figure 2 - Number of Progress Notes Entered by Day=ollowing Event
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2 The number of cases available to be worked dmeisdtal of investigation stages that were opangttime during
each of the pre-or pilot periods.



There may be multiple reasons for this decreasieeimeliness of note entry, including: the
replacement of the desktop PCs by the laptopsdutiking stations and learning to use the new
equipment configuration may have slowed the nommak processes. The laptops were not
equipped with wireless access cards, which limitedr utility in the field. The overall increase in
case closings during the test may have changeasted pattern of progress note entry. There was
clearly an effort put into closings cases during pilot period that could have had this effect. 8om
additional adjustments to work processes may bessacy to take full advantage of the laptops.
Adjusting use and deployment to these and relasees can be part of the learning process in
implementing the new technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using ajaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas wexa@ned: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesase information, (4) communication with
supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respaisdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Most respondents reported the use of laptops ingattiveir work in terms of timeliness and
accessing information, with none reporting a negaitnpact (Table 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change in Timeliness and Worknipacts — Albany County DCYF

Much Somewhat| About | Somewhat| Much
worse worse the same| Dbetter better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 27%(6) 6145 ( 9%(2)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 68%(15) 23 9%(2)
Ability to access case informatign 0%(0) 0%(0) 23%(5) 55%(12) 23%(5
Communication with supervisors 0%(0) 0%(0) 82%(18) 9%(2) 9%(2)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 64%(14) 27%(6 9%(2)

Overall, 73% of respondents reported timelinesgdoaumentation was “Somewhat better” or
“Much better” using the laptop. And 77% of respomdereported the ability to access case
information as being “Somewhat better” or “Muchtbgtusing the laptop. Respondents also
reported a somewhat smaller but positive impaat@nmunicating with supervisors and service to
clients (18% and 36% reporting an improvement retspaly). Ability to work in court improved

for 32% of the respondents.

No respondents reported a negative impact on tiregdi, which is somewhat inconsistent with the
timeliness of documentation results obtained froendentral database. It is possible that the
reduction in timeliness seen in those results wasiall to be noticed by the caseworkers.



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas exceptionally high. Figure 3 below shows 91%
of respondents expressed being “Somewhat satishietVery satisfied.” None of the respondents
expressed being “Dissatisfied” with the laptopsijlevbnly 9% indicated that they were “Neither
Dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Albany ~ County DCYF

100%

06 4
80% 68%
60% 4

40% A

% Responses

23%

N -9% .
0% 0%
0% : : ‘

Very Dissatisfied Somew hat Neither Somew hat Satisfied Very Satisfied
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Satisfaction

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur = 22. Total number of testers n = 40.

Laptop use generally was seen as contributingwergob-related stress; 72% of respondents said
that it reduced stress, while roughly 27% saiddtribt. Those who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to their ability to catch up on Wwpjust knowing the laptop was available, and hgvin
the flexibility of working on documentation outsidéthe office. One respondent said, “It [the
laptop] has made it very convenient for me to dokimm home, specifically entering case notes,
which has allowed me to keep more up-to-date omark.” However, several others expressed a
different sentiment stating, “It [the laptop] daest decrease the volume of work we have or
amount of cases we have. It makes it easier tghvork home but that doesn’t change our case
loads or the demands of the paperwork and mantiates.

Overall, 96% of respondents would recommend theotiiee laptops to colleagues. The reasons
mentioned included increased flexibility in respent$’ ability to do work, ability to use time more
efficiently, opportunities to do work outside oktbffice when it is convenient for them, increased
access to information, and more timely documentatio
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Introduction

Demonstration Project

The New York State (NYS) Mobile Technology Demoastn Project is an initiative to assess the
use of mobile technologies in child protective sms work in New York State. The project, a
collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chigdrand Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS
County Departments of Social Services (DSS), andnter for Technology in Government
(CTG), focused on two core questions — how is nedfgithnology used in the work setting and did
the technology impact the work itself?

In this project, OCFS was responsible for the sElecprocurement, and deployment of mobile
technologies. The County DSS were also responfbline deployment of mobile technologies, in
addition to the coordination and procurement okl@iss connectivity, training, and the selection of
Child Protective Services (CPS) staff to partiogiatthe demonstration. CTG was responsible for
the independent assessment of the use of the tegyno

TheDemonstration Project in 23 Local Social Servicsticts produced profiles for each of the
participating districts as well as a summary repornay be useful to read through the summary
report before reading the local district profilets summary report explains the variability in the
CPS environment across the state as well as desdhle many polices and practices developed and
implemented by districts. The report is availatite a
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/destoation2008

This profile presents findings for the Broome CqudSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, district questionnairesl analysis of CONNECTIONS data (see
Appendix C of theDemonstration Project's Summary Repfant data collection tools and timeline).
The field test lasted 55 days from 11/15/07- 1/9/08

District Deployment

Broome County DSS has approximately 23 CPS staffaresible for child protective services.
Broome County is a mostly rural area with one nyattitan center in the Southern Tier of NYS and
has a population of over 200,000 residents. Thedigoals of the Broome County DSS for
participating in the demonstration project were@ise mobile technologies to increase CPS
caseworker performance, enhance caseworker comatiomccase access, and workers’ ability to
investigate child abuse allegations.

The Broome DSS deployed 10 Dell Latitude D620 Ippttm 20 caseworkers, three supervisors, and
one manager between the dates of 11/8/07 and D¥/{&¢e Appendix A of thBemonstration
Project’'s Summary Repoior device specifications). All ten laptops weleployed with external
Verizon broadband cards. The laptops primarilptedd among emergency coverage staff each
week, in addition, each CPS unit received at leastlaptop that was available to sign-out on & firs
come, first served basis. Each person receivedithdil training and was provided a copy of the
OCFS produced guidebook on how to connect to CONNBGIS and security precautions were
discussed with each person. Regardless of the netwwonections used, all access to the State



network was through a virtual private network (VRNat secures the transmission to and from the
portable device and the network. In addition, B®&t encryption software was installed on each
device before deployment.

Finally, no policies changed to support the intrctchn of mobile technologies before or during the
pilot period. Some work practices were modified;dmample, emergency coverage staff were
instructed to use their laptop to receive new cédsgpulling the record up on the screen) instefad o
transcribing voice reports from the State CentregjiBtry (SCR) as they had done in the past.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 20 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 13 took the baseline survey (response rate
65%); 8 took the post-pilot survey (response r@%y and 6 took both the baseline and post-pilot
surveys (response rate 30%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftove accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingoadrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Broome County DSS resporgievere moderately experienced in CPS
field work, with an average of 5.8 years of expecie 54% reported CPS experience of three years
or less. The percentage of respondents reportiagime of five hours or less in a week
dramatically decreased from 83% in the pre-pilatqueto 40% in the pilot period. Additionally,

the average overtime hours increased from five yiouthe pre-pilot period to six hours during the
pilot period. The range of overtime hours workedeek changed from 4 - 6 hours in the pre-pilot
period to 2 - 8 hours during the pilot period. éilthe respondents reported a typical court waitin
time of less than one hour and 85% reported spgrah average five or fewer days in court per
month.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdtkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This section reports on how the participastd those opportunities in terms of the type of
work done, locations, and issues that influence 88evey questions inquired about use at home, in
court houses, and in the field. Issue questiongsed on using the laptop outside of the officehsuc
as (1) difficulty establishing connection, (2) lafsconnection, (3) the speed of connection, (4)
level of privacy (or personal work space and aptlit ensure confidentiality of information), (5)
personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

! participant(s) refers to those CPS caseworkerstagted the technology. Respondent(s) refersettoital number of
participants who answered specific questions imegithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Broome County DSS respondents reported using gtedaduring normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working on-call. Ten laptops wetated among various units and emergency
caseworkers were given exclusive use of a laptomgltheir time in emergency status (which lasts
about one week). Open-ended survey comments revradethe laptops were rarely taken into the
field and that several respondents have not usethgtop in the field because they do not likerit o
it was already signed-out. Based on comments fhase who did use the laptop, it was used
primarily in case investigation and interventionsl #&r documentation and reporting activities.
Case documentation was the most frequent use dingjunputting and updating notes. Other work
included reading and reviewing case histories, mgemew cases, checking client histories, word
processing, and email. Approximately five respanisieeported using the laptop to access various
forms of information from government Web sitesestdt once a day, access email at least once a
day or more, and access map directions once ardapie.

Several respondents commented on some of the sifathges in mobility and communication
patterns. One respondent stated, “I use the |lgpiamarily when | am doing emergency coverage.
It speeds up my work, frees me from having to talthe register [the State Central Registry] and
hand write reports and allows me to check histaras$ enter notes directly into the system.”

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdoam while out of the office has a big

influence on what kinds of mobile work are possiltespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequency duriegilbt period. Five respondents reported
returning to the office to access information firees or more a week during the pre-pilot period,
compared to three respondents returing five timaare during the pilot period. The respondents
were in the field approximately the same numbedayfs per week (average about four days) during
the pre- and pilot periods.

Broome County DSS had district-provided externabllband cards for ten laptops during the pilot
period. Five respondents reported minor obstdol@esobile use in the field and while at home.
Problems included the inability to establish a artion and unreliable and slow connections.
Lastly, device characteristics such as the buittouse were an issue suggesting that the cursor
jumped around the screen and that it was frusgatin

Participants were asked about the ease of logging-the device. Overall, 29% said it was “Easy,”
71% rated it as “Neither difficult nor Easy,” andne of the respondents rated the log-on process
as “Difficult” or “Extremely difficult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of surveyoredgnts using the laptop at different locations, as
well as the average length of time the laptop wesluFive respondents reported using the laptop at
home for an average of three hours per week. €smondent reported using the laptop in the field
and while at court.



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop* (n) Average length of use per week*
Field 13% (1) 0.33 Hours
Court 13% (1) 0.33 Hours
Home 63% (5) 3.00 Hours
Do not use at all 13% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=8. Total number of testers n=20.

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for

mobile work in many districts. However, respondantBroome County DSS spend on average
four days a month at court, but all (five respordereported waiting in court less than one hour
during a court visit. Caseworkers may not be uiireglaptop in the court house or the field because
of other competing interests that may limit the amtaand type of work they can do. Several
respondents mentioned that they do not use thedaptring the day because it is often signed-out
by other participants.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Broome Cgud$S: (1) Are workers more productive with
respect to case closings and progress note reg@rénd (2) Does timeliness of reporting change?

Case closing is one way to assess any changescemty and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykess) increased during the test period, up frorm61
the pre-pilot period to 73 during the pilot periolhe number of cases closed in over 60 days
increased from 118 in the pre-pilot period to 198y the pilot period. This is a marked increase
in productivity; the total number of cases closaecteéased substantially from 179 in the pre-pilot
period to 272 during the pilot period — a 52% ig® It is important to note that in this coutty t
total number of cases available to be worke@stightly increased from 595 in the pre-pilot perio
to 607 during the pilot period — a 2.0% increase.

2 The number of cases available to be worked dmeisdtal of investigation stages that were opangttime during
each of the pre-or pilot periods.



Figure 1 - Number of Broome County DSS Cases Closé&ite-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer+h@ number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event exdéntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During both
periods, the majority of all progress notes werter@d by the second day following the event. In
addition, upwards of 60% of all notes for the piperiod were entered by the fifth day after an
event. But contrary to expectations, the proportibprogress notes entered in each time period in
the pilot period is consistently below that of fire-pilot period, which saw over 80% of all notes
entered by the fifth day. By this measure, timedgidecreased somewhat during the pilot period.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event
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0 %%
326 71079

3
2E g0 262
&5
53 40 __
g g A a2 A, A0 AT ’(,{
2 2 2 2518 33 0* he== ”“‘
& 0 +—260
0 1 2 3 4 5

Days

‘ —e— Pre-Pilot During-Pilot ‘

There may be multiple reasons for this decreadieaimeliness of note entry including that the
overall increase in case closings during the pigstod may have changed the usual pattern of
progress note entry. There was clearly an effarimio closings cases during the pilot period that
could have had this effect. Some additional adjestsito deployment and work processes may be
necessary to take full advantage of the laptopg. i@spondent reported, “The keyboard on the
laptop is smaller than a normal keyboard and | any prone to typing errors when using it. If
working from home, | prefer to dictate or use mgldep as | spend less time proofreading and
correcting mistakes. Also, although my unit has taptops, the same two workers have them



constantly. This is not a huge issue as | predétamuse them, but has created problems for others
in the unit.” Adjusting to these issues can bé phthe learning process in adapting to the new

technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using apaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas wexaw@ned: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesase information, (4) communication with

supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respatsdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Most respondents reported the use of laptops ingardiveir work in terms of timeliness and
accessing information, with none reporting a negsaitnpact (Table 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impmas — Broome County DSS

Much Somewhat | Aboutthe | Somewhat | Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 60%(3) 2006( | 20%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(4) 20%( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatian 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(4) 20%(1) 0%(0)
Communication with supervisors  0%(Q) 0%(0) 100%(5) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(4 20%(1) 0%(D)

Overall, two respondents reported timeliness obduentation was “Somewhat better” or “Much
better” using the laptop. And one respondent reygbottte ability to access case information as being
“Somewhat better” or “Much better” using the lapt&espondents reported no improvement in
communicating with supervisors and only one rembpesitive impacts in providing service to
clients. Ability to work in court improved for omespondent.

For some respondents, the value of the portability significant. One reported:

| use the laptop primarily when | am doing emergetmverage. It speeds my work,
frees me up from having to talk to the register hadd write reports and allows me to
check histories and enter notes directly into §stesn. It allows me to work from
home at night, so | can get more accomplishednmoee comfortable environment.

Some respondents reported that the low reliakality speed of the wireless connections were a
problem when using the laptops in the field, whickild account for these modest levels of
reported improvement in productivity. They alsoaeed that laptops were not always available
when desired because they were signed out to o#seworkers. None, however, reported a
negative impact on timeliness, which is somewhedmsistent with the timeliness of documentation
results obtained from the central data base.pgossible that the reduction in timeliness seen in
those results was too small to be noticed by tsewarkers.



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that three of
the six respondents expressed being “Somewhafisdti®or “Very satisfied.” One respondent
reported being “Somewhat dissatisfied” with thetdgys, while two respondents indicated that they
were “Neither Dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Broome ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who tieelpost survey n = 8. Total number of testers20=

Individual, organizational or managerial factorsyrb& influencing these overall satisfaction levels.
One respondent reported, “The laptop is a gredtand a great start...however it is VERY slow
and there is inconsistent access to the H driveavie found that it is faster for me to use my
personal laptop using a Word doc. and then pagtingp CONNECTIONS at the office.”

Laptop use generally was not seen as contributnfpwer job-related stress; three of the five
respondents said that it did not reduce stresdewitne other two said it did. Those who reported a
reduction in stress attributed this to their apitd catch up on their work and having the flexiiil

of working on documentation outside of the offi@@ne respondent said, “| am able to complete my
work at home. Before having the laptop | was dawoges at home and having the secretaries put
them into CONNECTIONS. Now | am able to completenth myself, and do the actual
CONNECTIONS work at home after hours, on the wedkemand time-off.” The most frequently
mentioned reason respondents noted for not redwstiegs was that the laptops were generally
unavailable for use given the existing sign-outcpss. A few respondents expressed this similar
sentiment, “| do not have a laptop assigned tolmauld probably like to have a laptop personally
assigned to me. The current sign-out system withlaptop per worker unit is insufficient.”

All six respondents would recommend the use ofolaptto colleagues. The reasons mentioned
included ability to use time more efficiently, iearsed flexibility in respondents’ ability to do wkor
increased timeliness of documentation, and incckaseress to information. One caseworker
pointed out that, “Even though | have said the afsihe laptop does not necessarily assist me with
my job. | do believe it is a beneficial tool to leaespecially for those that do emergency coverage.
Plus, it is one step in assisting caseworkers gatiting their job done.”
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Introduction

Demonstration Project

The New York State (NYS) Mobile Technology Demoastn Project is an initiative to assess the
use of mobile technologies in child protective sms work in New York State. The project, a
collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chigdrand Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS
County Departments of Social Services (DSS), andnter for Technology in Government
(CTG), focused on two core questions — how is nedfgithnology used in the work setting and did
the technology impact the work itself?

In this project, OCFS was responsible for the sElecprocurement, and deployment of mobile
technologies. The County DSS were also responfabline deployment of mobile technologies, in
addition to the coordination and procurement okl@iss connectivity, training, and the selection of
Child Protective Services (CPS) staff to partiogiatthe demonstration. CTG was responsible for
the independent assessment of the use of the tegyno

The Demonstration Project in 23 Local Social Servicdbss produced profiles for each of the
participating districts as well as a summary repornay be useful to read through the summary
report before reading the local district profilets summary report explains the variability in the
CPS environment across the state as well as desdhle many polices and practices developed and
implemented by districts. The report is availatite a
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/destoation2008

This profile presents findings for the Chemung GguSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of timemonstration Project’s Summary Repfant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 55 days from 510 — 1/9/08.

District Deployment

Chemung County is in Central New York and bordessBylvania and has a population of over
84,000 residents. The Chemung County DSS partegipiatthe demonstration project to learn if
mobile technologies can help staff with documentgtincluding progress notes, safety
assessments, and investigation conclusions.

The Chemung County DSS deployed 13 Dell Latitud@@iaptops and two HP Compaq tc4400
Tablets to 23 caseworkers and two supervisors Gtb1d7 (see Appendix A ahe Demonstration
Project’'s Summary Repoitr device specifications). Twelve caseworkereneed their own

laptop and two laptops were reserved for on-caff;sbne laptop was shared between two
supervisors. Twelve of the 13 laptops came withkdagstations including keyboards and
monitors. Five district-provided external broadba&adds were shared on a first come, first served
basis among the laptop and tablet users. Regarafi¢ise network connections used, all access to
the State network was through a virtual privatevoek (VPN) that secures the transmission to and
from the portable device and the network. In addjtPointSec encryption software was installed



on each device before deployment. Caseworkerxipating in the field test were selected from a
pool of volunteers.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theoohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere given compensatory time for overtime
hours worked while at home. Caseworkers who wodkesdtime outside of the office were asked
to sign a confidentiality agreement asking thaythet divulge client sensitive information.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 23 caseworkers participated in this gtuZB took the baseline survey (response rate
100%); 14 took the post-pilot survey (response 6a84); and 14 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 61%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftove accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingoadrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Chemung County DSS respastierre relatively new to CPS field

work, with an average of 4.2 years of experienceragrthe survey respondents; 57% reported CPS
experience of three years or less. Respondentswaekeng slightly more overtime hours during

the pilot period. Ninety-three percent of respartdeeported working five hours or less of
overtime in the pre-pilot period, but this proportidecreased to 89% during the pilot. Therefore,
the average overtime hours increased slightly fremhours in the pre-pilot period to 2.7 hours
during the pilot period. In the pre-pilot peri@most 36% of the participants did not work
overtime at all, during the pilot this proportioaaleased to 22%. Eighty-six percent of respondents
reported a typical court waiting time of forty-fimeinutes or less and 65% reported on average
spending three or fewer days in court per month.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This section reports on how the participastd those opportunities in terms of the type of
work done, locations, and issues that influence 88evey questions inquired about use at home, in
court houses, and in the field. Issue questiongsed on using the laptop outside of the officehsuc
as (1) difficulty establishing connection, (2) lafsconnection, (3) the speed of connection, (4)
level of privacy (or personal work space and aptlit ensure confidentiality of information), (5)
personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

! participant(s) refers to those CPS caseworkerstagted the technology. Respondent(s) refersettoital number of
participants who answered specific questions imegithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Chemung County DSS respondents reported usinggited during normal work hours, after work
hours, on-call, and when working overtime. Ten t&s& were removed and docking stations
installed. Therefore, the full range of CPS-raedaterk was completed using the laptops. The
laptop was used in case investigation and inteiwest documentation and reporting. Case
documentation was the most frequent use, inclugipgtting and updating notes, and completing
safety assessments. Other work included readingeamewing case histories, opening new cases,
doing person searches, checking client historisileand accessing documents and forms.
Approximately 67% of the respondents reported ugiegaptop to access various forms of
information from government Web sites while in fledd at least once a day. Similarly, 78% of
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while 67% of respondents reported using
their laptop at least once a day or more to acregsdirections. One respondent stated they use
the laptop for “everything my job requires, typipgpgress notes, legal documents, letters to court
and looking up people named on reports. In my efiie use the Internet to check clients on
myspace.com (a very helpful tool) and we do resesrgarding ‘explanations of injury’ and fact
checking. We also use the sex offender registrytaadepartment of Corrections Web site.”

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdbam while out of the office has a big

influence on what kinds of mobile work are possiltespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequency duriegilbt period. Twenty-nine percent reported
having to return to the office to access informatdout once a week or less in the pre-pilot period
and that proportion increased to 44% during the t€ke respondents were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgeeabout 3 days) during the pre- and pilot
periods.

Several respondents commented on some of the sifatlees in mobility and communication
patterns, in particular the benefits for on-calrkeys. For example, one respondent described a
situation where they used the laptop to enter gssgnotes on Saturday, notified the supervisor, and
then asked the supervisor to approve it on Sundhis-worked so well that the caseworker did not
have to work on the case on Monday. Another stétadif he had an appointment at 2 pm and it
got canceled, but then had another scheduled fon,3he could sit in his car and do some work
without having to return to the office.

Chemung County DSS had five district-provided exaébroadband cards during the pilot
period and rotated them on an “as needed basigéver the court house did not have
wireless capability. Some did use their home hdeBervice Providers (ISPs) while at
home. The respondents reported the inability taldish a connection in all locations as an
obstacle to mobile use. Several respondents nbéedmall blocks of time available to do
work at court and in the field interfered with thase of the laptop. Several respondents
expressed that the laptops tend to be slower ti@indesktops when used outside of the
office, the cursor jumps around, and it takes lorigeipdate the screen when in
CONNECTIONS. Other device characteristics, suchadtery life, were issues for some.
One respondent stated, “It is difficult to use ldqgop in the field because of privacy. The
battery does not last long. For instance, my batlexd while filing out this survey.”



Participants were asked about the ease of loggintg-the device. Overall, 89% said it was “Easy”
to “Extremely easy,” 11% rated it as “Neither difflt nor Easy,” and none of the respondents rated
the log-on process as “Difficult” or “Extremely @dult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesmtg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was usgtit respondents reported using the laptop most
frequently at home, for an average of over fourrbger week. One respondent reported using it in
the field for less than a half hour a week.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 7% (1) 0.13 Hours
Court 0% (0) 0.00 Hours
Home 57% (8) 4.22 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) -

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur = 14. Total number of testers n = 23.

Respondents expressed the importance of being cathend emphasized that having constant
connectivity would enhance the benefits of usirgpaop. One respondent stated, “I do not have a
laptop for use all day, only once per month forcati-work. | feel that having a laptop at all times
for daily use would benefit my productivity. | sgka lot of time traveling to facilities and would

be able to type notes between visits or during mgef’ Another stated, “Although | do not have a
laptop assigned to me, being able to sign-out fagnd use it at home to complete case notes etc.
is very helpful.”

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for
mobile work in most districts. Respondents in tie@ung County DSS spent on average three
days a month at court and wait approximately one boless during a court visit. Therefore,
caseworkers may not be using the laptop in thet¢muse or the field because, as mentioned, the
court house is not wired and the laptops are uselign-out basis. The number of opportunities
to use the laptop may be limited for some.

Caseworkers could work overtime from home if theygrior approval and there has been no
problem with approvals (Chemung County DSS is eulyeexperiencing high turnover). Several
respondents stated that working from home was nove refficient because they did not have to
deal with the constant interruptions found in tiffece and it increased their flexibility.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Chemung @pOr$S: (1) Are workers more productive



with respect to case closings and progress notetieg? and (2) Does timeliness of reporting
change?

Case closing is one way to assess any changesciemfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykess) increased very slightly during the pilot pdri
up from 29 in the pre-pilot period to 31 during test period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days increased from 105 in the pre-pilot petm@l53 during the pilot period. This is a marked
increase in productivity; the total number of caslesed increased substantially from 134 in the
pre-test to 184 during the test period — a 37%e@se. It is important to note that in this couhty
total number of cases available to be workedstightly decreased from 471 in the pre-pilot perio
to 466 during the pilot period — a 1.1% decrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Chemung County DSS Cases Clas@re-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer+h@ number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event endéntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During both
periods, the majority of all progress notes wererd by the fifth day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of prognmestes entered in each time period during the
pilot period is consistently below that of the it period. By the fifth day, over 75% of all rst
were entered for the pre-pilot period, compare@2% during the pilot. By this measure, timeliness
decreased somewhat during the pilot period.

2 The number of cases available to be worked dmeisdtal of investigation stages that were opangttime during
each of the pre-or pilot periods.



Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bpays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreadieeimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the test may have chartgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases duthmgypilot period that could have had this efféct.
total of 15 devices were deployed (13 laptops amdtablet PCs). Of these, seven were desktop
replacements and three were used for on-call wodkby a supervisor. The change in equipment
and related work processes may account for a desslasorkflow during the pilot period.

Some additional adjustments to deployment and \warkesses may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops. One respondent reported:
My office is off site from the main building, as vaee a CAC. We have experienced
problems with the routing system. Currently | canlog on to CONNECTIONS while
| am using the docking station. This has been argfwr about two weeks. We have
experienced numerous problems of this nature seamiving the laptops

Adjusting to these issues can be part of the lagrprocess in adapting to the new technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using ajaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas wexa@ned: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesase information, (4) communication with
supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respaisdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Most respondents reported the use of laptops ingattiveir work in terms of timeliness and
accessing information, with none reporting a negaitnpact (Table 2 below).



Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Chemung County DSS

Much Somewhat | Aboutthe | Somewhat | Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 44%(4) 33o( | 22%(2)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 100%(9 009( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatian 0%(0) 0%(0) 11%(1) 67%(6) 22%(2
Communication with supervisors  0%(Q) 0%(0) 44%(4) 4%44) 11%(1)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 67%(6 22%(2) 11%

Overall, 55% of respondents reported timelinessoaumentation was “Somewhat better” or
“Much better” using the laptop. And 89% of respomidereported the ability to access case
information as being “Somewhat better” or “Muchtbetusing the laptop. Over one-half of the
survey respondents reported improvement in commating with supervisors and 33% reported
positive impacts in providing service to clientdilty to work in court did not improve for any of
these respondents. The problems in court were ibegdny one respondent:

Our court set up does not allow a private waitirgpdor caseworkers. Therefore
typing has to be done in a room full of people waitfor their court appearance. |

have been able to use my laptop on limited occasiomly if it was at a time | knew |
would be waiting for a length of time before | weled.

Some caseworkers reported problems with slow speedatic behavior of the system while
connected to CONNECTIONS and another had troubd@ecting at home using their personal
ISP. These kinds of problems could account forahmedest levels of reported improvement in
productivity. None, however, reported a negativpact on timeliness, which is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central data base. It is
possible that the reduction in timeliness seerragmess note entry was too small to be noticed by

the caseworkers.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas high. Figure 3 below shows that 89% of

respondents expressed being “Very satisfied.” Nafrtbe respondents reported being “Somewhat

dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied” with the lags, while only 11% indicated that they were

“Neither Dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

1)



Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Chemung  County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took thequovey n = 14. Total number of testers n = 23.

Laptop use generally was seen as contributingwergob-related stress; 67% of respondents said
that it did reduce stress, while one-third saiidtnot. Those who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to their ability to catch up onitheork, being able to meet deadlines, just knowing
the laptop was available, and cutting down on traxee to and from the office on weekends. One
respondent said, “The laptop at least gives méebling that | can type notes when at home to
reduce stress .... The laptop has helped out gredtlyon-call work and has overall reduced my
caseload because of the overtime from home.” &éwéner respondents did not see the laptop
reducing their job-related stress. One responstated, “My stress is related to the amount of work
that | must conduct regarding these cases, whihatitop has no bearing over the regulations |
must follow.”

Overall, 100% of respondents would recommend tleeofitaptops to colleagues. The reasons
mentioned included the ability to use time morécedhtly, increased flexibility in respondents’
ability to do CPS work, the ability to do work oiglis of the office, and increased access to
information. One caseworker pointed out, “I wouddammend the laptop to colleagues because it
allows for more availability of information duriran-call shifts, as well as ease in documentation
after hours.”
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Introduction

Demonstration Project

The New York State (NYS) Mobile Technology Demoastn Project is an initiative to assess the
use of mobile technologies in child protective sms work in New York State. The project, a
collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chigdrand Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS
County Departments of Social Services (DSS), andnter for Technology in Government
(CTG), focused on two core questions — how is nedfgithnology used in the work setting and did
the technology impact the work itself?

In this project, OCFS was responsible for the sElecprocurement, and deployment of mobile
technologies. The County DSS was also responsiblhé deployment of mobile technologies, in
addition to the coordination and procurement okl@iss connectivity, training, and the selection of
Child Protective Services (CPS) staff to partiogiatthe demonstration. CTG was responsible for
the independent assessment of the use of the tegyno

TheDemonstration Project in 23 Local Social Servicsticts produced profiles for each of the
participating districts as well as a summary repornay be useful to read through the summary
report before reading the local district profilethe summary report explains the variability in the
CPS environment across the state as well as desdhle many polices and practices developed and
implemented by districts. The report is availatite a
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/destoation2008

This profile presents findings for the Clinton CoulSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distriggstjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tliBemonstration Project’'s Summary Repfant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 63 days from 1Q77- 1/9/08.

District Deployment

Clinton County DSS has 18 CPS staff responsiblelidd protective services. Clinton County is a
rural area in the Northern most region of New Y8thkte and has approximately 80,000 residents.
The Clinton County DSS participated in the demdistnaproject to learn if mobile technologies can
help staff save time by maximizing field time anddroviding caseworkers with more

opportunities to complete documentation. The cpentompasses a large geographical area, over
1,100 square miles, and caseworkers spend a s@gmifpotion of their time traveling between

home visits.

The Clinton County DSS deployed 16 Dell Latitude2D&aptops to 15 CPS caseworkers and one
supervisor on 11/07/07 (see Appendix Al Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regort

device specifications). All 16 caseworkers reeditheir own device and docking stations with
keyboards and monitors. Two additional laptopsewtslivered on 1/11/08 and were originally set
to be paired with satellite boxes, but the sagefiitocurement through NYS was delayed and then
later dropped (due to vendor issues). No extéraddband cards were provided or procured for
any of the devices during the pilot period. Thegurement and contract approval process for
broadband cards took longer than expected. Even&fproval of the contract, several additional



steps such as setting up the Verizon account dhltirig the order were not completed by the end
of the pilot period. Therefore, the only wirelessmectivity options were public wireless networks
within the area and any home Internet Service BeriISP) access. Regardless of the network
connections used, all access to the State netwaskivough a virtual private network (VPN) that
secures the transmission to and from the portableed and the network. In addition, PointSec
encryption software was installed on each deviderbaleployment.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theoohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere allowed, with prior approval, overtime
pay for work done at home after regular work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 15 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 15 took the baseline survey (response rate
100%); 15 took the post-pilot survey (response 18@%); and 15 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 100%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftove accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingoadrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Clinton County DSS responstemere very experienced in CPS field
work, with an average of 9.3 years of experien88p Teported CPS experience of six years or
more. Respondents were working slightly more owesthours during the pilot period. The
percentage of respondents reporting overtime adrséwours or less in a week increased from 53%
in the pre-pilot period to 64% in the pilot perides a result, the average overtime hours slightly
increased from 7.9 hours in the pre-pilot perio&.tbhours in the pilot period. In both periods, al
participants reported working at least four howrsrime a week. Eighty-six percent of the
respondents reported a typical court waiting tirhtheee hours or less and 57% reported on
average spending two or fewer days in court pertinon

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdtkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This section reports on how the participastd those opportunities in terms of the type of
work done, locations, and issues that influence 88evey questions inquired about use at home, in
court houses, and in the field. Issue questiongsed on using the laptop outside of the officehsuc
as: (1) difficulty establishing connection, (2)dasf connection, (3) the speed of connection, (4)
level of privacy (or personal work space and aptlit ensure confidentiality of information), (5)
personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

! participant(s) refers to those CPS caseworkerstagted the technology. Respondent(s) refersettoital number of
participants who answered specific questions imeeithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Clinton County DSS respondents reported usingahp during normal work hours, after work
hours, on-call, and when working overtime. Clint@ounty DSS desktops were removed and
docking stations installed. Therefore, the fuliga of CPS-related work was completed using the
laptops. The laptop was used in case investigatnohinterventions, documentation and reporting,
and court-related activities. Case documentatios thva most frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes. Other work included reading angeveing case histories, opening new cases,
doing person searches, checking client historisjleand accessing the Welfare Management
System (WMS). Approximately 80% of the respondeeported using the laptop to access various
forms of information from government Web sitesestdt once a day. Similarly, 93% of the
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while 64% of respondents reported using
their laptop at least once a day or more to actegsdirections.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infasmathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. It wagught that mobile access would decrease the
amount of times caseworkers need to return to fiiredrom the field, however, respondents
reported no change in the frequency of returninifpéocoffice to access case information during the
pilot period. Seventy-one percent of respondespiented returning to the office two or more times
a week to access case information in the pre- datdgeriods. The respondents were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgeeabout 4 days) during the pre- and pilot
periods.

Clinton County DSS did not have district-providedeznal broadband cards during the pilot period
and the court house does not have wireless cayalbibwever, it was noted the local district is
working on providing wireless). Some did use tli@ime Internet Service Providers (ISPs) while at
home. No connectivity problems were reported wimlthe field or court because they did not
connect with the laptop in those locations. Howgtleose who were able to connect from home
reported obstacles to mobile use such as inalbdigstablish a connection, slow speed, or
unreliable connections. Respondents not ablertoead described their frustration, one respondent
stated, “All worked fine when my dial-up was worgjrbut the state took this option away. So,
since | only have dial-up at home, and the broadlzands are not available yet, | am limited.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 64% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely easy,” another 36% rated it'gither difficult nor Easy,” and none of the
respondents rated the log-on process as “Diffiauit®"Extremely difficult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesmtg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was usside from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (40%) afoaverage of just over four hours per week.
Respondents did not use the laptop while in tHd e at the court house.



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 0% (0) 0.00 Hours
Court 0% (0) 0.00 Hours
Home 40% (6) 4.07 Hours
Do not use at all 7% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=15. Total number of testers n=15.

Respondents expressed the importance of being cmthend emphasized that having constant
connectivity would enhance the benefits of usingpaop. One respondent stated, “Without the
broadband cards, the laptop at this point in tisnea different than a desktop computer” while
another suggested, “When we get broadband | betietat will make a huge difference to enter
notes as things occur in the field.”

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for

mobile work in most districts. Respondents in tti@tGn County DSS spend on average three days
a month at court and wait on average about 2.5shaduring a court visit. However, caseworkers
may not be using the laptop in the court houseumxaf other competing interests, as well as the
lack of connectivity, that may limit the amount aygde of work they can do. One respondent
suggested there was currently no place for casem®tk work in the court house stating, “[There
is] no confidentiality at court. We are requiredsit in the lobby which is often full of clientac
others. Also, we need to prep for and stay focusethe case at hand. It is hard to balance the
laptop on knees and type notes.”

Caseworkers could work overtime from home if theygyior approval. Several respondents stated
that working from home was now more efficient bessathey did not have to deal with the constant
interruptions found in the office and it increaskedir flexibility. One respondent expressed the
benefits stating, “There is little opportunity toraplete paperwork during regular business hours
due to the volume of reports our county receivesomparison to the amount of staff our county
has. The ability to work from home after hours andveekends allows some of this backlog of
paperwork to be caught up.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Clinton CyubSS: (1) Are workers more productive with
respect to case closings and progress note reg@rénd (2) Does timeliness of reporting change?

Case closings are one way to assess any chang#giency and productivity. Figure 1 below
shows the rate of timely closing of cases (in 6@sda less) increased slightly during the test
period, up from 80 in the pre-pilot period to 90idg the pilot period. The number of cases closed
in more than 60 days increased from 90 in the gogperiod to 125 during the pilot period. This is
a marked increase in productivity; the total nuntdfezrases closed increased substantially from 141
in the pre-pilot to 215 during the pilot period—205 increase. It is important to note that in this



county the total number of cases available to be&xegorf increased from 399 in the pre-pilot
period to 426 during the pilot period — a 6.7% @age.

Figure 1 - Number of Clinton County DSS Cases ClodePre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer+h@ number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event endéntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During both
periods, the majority of all progress notes wererad by the second day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of prognmestes entered in each time period during the
pilot period is marginally, but consistently, beltimat of the pre-pilot period. By the fifth day,ev
80% of all notes were entered for the pre-piloiguercompared to 68% for the pilot. By this
measure, timeliness decreased somewhat duringltieeriod.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bjpays Following Event
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreasieeitimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the pilot period may havanged the usual pattern of progress note entry.
There was clearly an effort put into closing cadesng the pilot period that could have had this

2 The number of cases available to be worked dmeisdtal of investigation stages that were opangttime during
each of the pre-or pilot periods.



effect. A total of 18 devices were deployed, vdtitking stations as desktop replacements.
Wireless access cards were not deployed durintegtgeriod, which limited the use of the laptops
in the field. The change in equipment and relatedkvprocesses may account for a decreased
workflow during the pilot period.

Some additional adjustments to deployment and \poskesses may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops. Adjusting to these issaade part of the learning process in adapting to
the new technologies. One respondent commentsdwaral issues: “[The] impracticality of

sitting in a car on rural roads in winter tryingltalance the computer on a lap or seat to entesnot
And there is not often time in between visits tarsicar to enter notes.”

Participants were asked to what extent using ajaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas wexa@ned: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesase information, (4) communication with
supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respaisdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Only 21% of respondents reported that the useptdfpes improved their work in terms of timeliness
and only 28% for accessing information. None regmbet negative impact (Table 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impmas — Clinton County DSS

Much Somewhat | Aboutthe | Somewhat | Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 79%(11) @0 | 7%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 100%(11 02 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatian 0%(0) 0%(0) 71%(10) 21%(3) 7%(1
Communication with supervisors  0%(Q) 0%(0) 92%(12) 0%(0) 8%(1)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 92%(12 8%(1) 0%(0)

One respondent reported improvement in communigatith supervisors and one (8%)
reported positive impacts in providing service liertts. Ability to work in court did not
improve for any of these respondents.

Issues with working in the court house or whil¢ha field may influence respondents’ perceived
impacts. Some caseworkers reported problems Vath speed or erratic behavior of the system
while connected to the central database and obtaetsrouble connecting at home using their
personal ISP. These kinds of problems could acclmuthese modest levels of reported
improvement in productivity. That none reportedegative impact on timeliness is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central database. It is
possible that the reduction in timeliness seerragmess note entry was too small to be noticed by
the caseworkers.



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 50% of
all respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisiretery satisfied.” However, 50% indicated
that they were “Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.bri¢ of the question respondents expressed being
“Somewhat dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Laptgs
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* Based on survey respondents who took tsequovey n = 15. Total number of testers n = 15.

Difficulties associated with no wireless cards, lgning curve and technical specifications of the
new laptops (such as the sensitivity of the touath) pthe lack of privacy while working in the field
and the absence of a dedicated working space iscoere reported and may account for a split in
satisfaction.

Laptop use generally was not seen as contributingvier job-related stress; 57% of respondents
said that it did not reduce stress, while 43% gaddd. Those who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to their ability to catch up onitheork, just knowing the laptop is available, and
having the flexibility of working on documentatiowitside of the office. Several respondents did
not feel as though laptops were contributing todoyeb-related stress and attributed this to thk la
of wireless connectivity. One respondent stateditfidut the broadband cards from Verizon, which
they are holding up, the laptop at this point meiis no different than a desktop computer. Anothe
caseworker mentioned, “It does not reduce the waikl There is no where in our Court available
for us to use a laptop. In the field, | do fieldnoAttempting data entry in my car would be more
inefficient than returning to the office to doMy home is where my real life is. Working at home
would increase stress.”

Overall, 64% of respondents would recommend theotitgptops to colleagues, although 29% said
they were unsure. This is compared to 7% who waootdecommend the use of laptops to
colleagues. The reasons attributed to why theyldwacommend the laptop included increased
flexibility in ability to do work and the abilityot do work outside of the office on one’s own
timetable. Several other respondents expressgdithilar sentiment: “I think the laptops are a
very good tool if you have all the pieces that médeam work.” As for respondents unsure or those
that would not recommend the laptop, they attribukes to the lack of wireless connectivity.
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Introduction

Demonstration Project

The New York State (NYS) Mobile Technology Demoastn Project is an initiative to assess the
use of mobile technologies in child protective sms work in New York State. The project, a
collaborative effort among the NYS Office of Chigdrand Family Services (OCFS), 23 NYS
County Departments of Social Services (DSS), andnter for Technology in Government
(CTG), focused on two core questions — how is nedfgithnology used in the work setting and did
the technology impact the work itself?

In this project, OCFS was responsible for the sElecprocurement, and deployment of mobile
technologies. The County DSS were also responfabline deployment of mobile technologies, in
addition to the coordination and procurement okl@iss connectivity, training, and the selection of
Child Protective Services (CPS) staff to partiogiatthe demonstration. CTG was responsible for
the independent assessment of the use of the tegyno

The Demonstration Project in 23 Local Social Servicsticts produced profiles for each of the
participating districts as well as a summary repornay be useful to read through the summary
report before reading the local district profilethe summary report explains the variability in the
CPS environment across the state as well as desdhle many polices and practices developed and
implemented by districts. The report is availatite a
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/destoation2008

This profile presents findings for the Columbia @yuDSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, district questionnairesl analysis of CONNECTIONS data (see
Appendix C of theDemonstration Project's Summary Repfant data collection tools and timeline).
The field test lasted 75 days from 10/26/07-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Columbia County DSS has 12 CPS staff responsiblehitd protective services. Columbia County
is mostly rural and has approximately 63,000 ragsle The Columbia County DSS participated in
the demonstration project to learn if mobile tedbgas can maximize field time, reduce the
number of significantly overdue reports, and inseetne accuracy of recorded notes.

The Columbia County DSS deployed 11 Dell Latitud&0D laptops to 11 caseworkers on 10/26/07
(see Appendix A ofhe Demonstration Project's Summary Regortdevice specifications). All
caseworkers received their own device and dockigpss with keyboards and monitors. Ten
caseworkers were given their own device and ornepaywas shared among two caseworkers
working different shifts. All 11 laptops were suigd with external Verizon broadband cards
approximately one week after caseworkers receivedlévice. Regardless of the network
connections used, all access to the State netwasktvough a virtual private network (VPN) that
secures the transmission to and from the portableed and the network. In addition, PointSec
encryption software was installed on each deviderbaleployment. Each person received
individual training on how to use the laptop, adl\ae security precautions (as prescribed by



OCFS). Caseworkers were instructed to make suriapieps were docked at least once a week to
upload software and security updates.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. Some work practices waiedified during the pilot period; for example,
caseworkers were required to bring the laptops thiéim while in the field and at the court house.
Caseworkers were allowed to bring the laptops hdmethis was not a formal requirement.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 11 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 10 took the baseline survey (response rate
91%); 9 took the post-pilot survey (response r&8B and 8 took both the baseline and post-pilot
surveys (response rate 73%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftowe accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingodrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Columbia County DSS respatsievere relatively new to CPS field

work, with an average of 2.7 years of experien88p Teported CPS experience of three years or
less. Respondents were working slightly less owerthours during the pilot period. While the
percentage of respondents reporting overtime affiours or less in a week did not change for both
the pre-pilot and pilot periods (75% for both pde}h the average overtime hours shifted down
from 4.6 hours in the pre-pilot period to 3.2 hourshe pilot period. All of the respondents

reported a typical court waiting time of three rwoar less and 60% reported on average spending
two or fewer days in court per month.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdtkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This section reports on how the participastd those opportunities in terms of the type of
work done, locations, and issues that influence 88evey questions inquired about use at home, in
court houses, and in the field. Issue questiongsed on using the laptop outside of the officehsuc
as: (1) difficulty establishing connection, (2)dosf connection, (3) the speed of connection, (4)
level of privacy (or personal work space and aptlit ensure confidentiality of information), (5)
personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

! participant(s) refers to those CPS caseworkerstagted the technology. Respondent(s) refersettoital number of
participants who answered specific questions imegithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Columbia County DSS respondents reported usintafitep during normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working overtime. Columbia Coun88esktops were removed and docking
stations installed. Therefore, the full range &3zrelated work was completed using the laptops.
The laptop was used in case investigation andvetgions, documentation and reporting, and
court-related activities. Case documentation \wasmost frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes, completing safety assessmentsngloases, writing petitions, word processing,
email, and accessing information on the local lx&lrOverall, 50% of the respondents reported
using the laptop to access various forms of infaimnarom government Web sites at least once a
day. Similarly, 88% of respondents accessed ema# @ day or more, while 86% of respondents
reported using their laptop at least once a dayare to access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdbam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possiblewever, respondents reported returning to
the office to access case information more freduehiring the pilot period. Fifty percent of
respondents reported returning to the office faunore times a week to access case information
during the pilot period, compared to only 13% beftire test. The respondents were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgee2.5 days) during the pre- and pilot
periods.

Columbia County DSS had district-provided extetmaladband cards during the pilot period.
Respondents reported several obstacles to mol@lenakiding the inability to establish a
connection and slow speed or unreliable connectiostly at home and while in the field. At the
court house, the lack of privacy was the most mnolaitic. Using docking stations presented some
initial challenges and adjustments. One responagairted, “After docking and undocking the
laptop it takes a while to reboot. It is diffictyping notes on the laptop because of the placemen
of the mouse screen. My wrists must hit the scesehmove the cursor and words end up
misplaced in sentences and paragraphs. | am ribt sege how that happens but it is annoying.”
Several others also noted the difficulty in gettihg laptop “up and running.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 37% said it was
“Easy,” 63% rated it as “Neither difficult nor Eg5and none of the survey respondents rated the
log-on process as “Difficult” or “Extremely diffidu”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesmg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was usside from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (67%)afoaverage of just under four hours per week.
Thirty-three percent used it at the court housddss than one hour per week, compared to 22%
who used it in the field for about 1.5 hours peelweOne respondent stated, “I'm able to complete
work at home that | had been unable to finish duviork hours.”



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 22% (2) 1.50 Hours
Court 33% (3) 0.38 Hours
Home 67% (6) 3.75 Hours
Do not use at all 11% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=9. Total number of testers n=11.

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for

mobile work in most districts. Respondents in tlodughbia County DSS spend on average of 2.5
days a month at court and wait on average 1.5 swrisg a court visit. However, caseworkers
may not be using the laptop in the court hous@effield because of other competing interests that
may limit the amount and type of work they can @pen-ended survey responses did not account
for this low level of use in court, although survegponses indicated that privacy may be an issue.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Columbia @gWDSS: (1) Are workers more productive
with respect to case closings and progress notatieg? and (2) Does timeliness of reporting
change?

Case closing is one way to assess any changescemty and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykess) increased substantially during the test derio
up from 48 in the pre-pilot period to 80 during kot period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days decreased slightly from 63 in the pre-gilriod to 61 during the pilot period. This is a
marked increase in productivity; the total numblecases closed increased from 111 in the pre-pilot
period to 141 during the test period — a 25% inegedt is important to not that in this county the
total number of cases available to be worketincreased from 321 in the pre-pilot period to 350
during the pilot period — a 9.0% increase.

2 The number of cases available to be worked dmeisdtal of investigation stages that were opangttime during
each of the pre-or pilot periods.



Figure 1 - Number of Columbia County DSS Cases Cled Pre-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer+h@ number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event exdéntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During both
periods, the majority of all progress notes wertered by the second day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of prognestes entered in each time period during the
pilot is marginally, but consistently, below thditle pre-pilot period. By the fifth day, over 8G8f
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot periodnpared to 66% for the pilot. By this measure,
timeliness decreased somewhat during the testghdid is still high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreasieeitimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the pilot period may havanged the usual pattern of progress note entry.
There was clearly an effort put into closing cadesng the pilot period that could have had this
effect. A total of 11 devices were deployed, wititking stations as desktop replacements, along
with wireless cards and network access. The chemgguipment and related work processes may
account for a decreased workflow for progress ndtesg the pilot period.



Some additional adjustments to deployment and \warkesses may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops. The most frequent pedoo@ problems commented on by respondents
were slow booting and connection when in the fagld getting accustomed to cursor control on the
laptops. Adjusting to these issues can be pafttefdarning process in adapting to the new
technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using ajpaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas wexaw@ned: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesase information, (4) communication with
supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respatsdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Almost two-thirds of the respondents reported thatuse of laptops improved their work in terms
of timeliness and 51% for accessing informationn®ceported a negative impact (Table 2 below).
In addition, 13 % of the respondents reported im@neent in communicating with supervisors and
two (25%) reported positive impacts in providingvsee to clients. Ability to work in court also
improved for 38% of these respondents. Only thespandents reported using the laptops in court,
but survey data do not account for this reportedlkvel of use in court.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Columbia County DSS

Much Somewhat | About Somewhat | Much
worse worse the same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0 0%(0) 38%(3) 50P6( | 13%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 63%(5) 383( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatian 0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(4) 38%(3) 13%(1
Communication with supervisors  0%(0Q) 0%(0) 88%(Y) 3%l1) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(6 25%(2) 0%(0)

Some caseworkers reported problems with slow speedatic behavior of the system while
connected to the central database. These kind®blgms could account for the low levels of
reported improvement. That none of the respondepisrted a negative impact on timeliness is
somewhat inconsistent with the timeliness of doautiai@n results obtained from the central
database. It is possible that the reduction inltimaes seen in progress note entry was too small to

be noticed by the caseworkers.

For many of these respondents, however, the vdltreegortability was significant. One

caseworker reported, “ Due to the constantly chemgchedule of the CPS worker, along with the
amount of work and high caseload, it's helpful #a@édnthe opportunity to complete work any chance
you can get. The laptops are what allow this {gplea.”

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas high. Figure 3 below shows that 75% of all
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfied¥ery satisfied,” compared to 13% being



“Somewhat dissatisfied.” An additional 13% of theegtion respondents indicated that they were
“Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Columbi  a County DSS

100%

80%

60% 4 50%

40% A

% Responses

25%

20% 13% 13%
N
0% T T T T

Very Dissatisfied Somew hat Neither Somew hat Satisfied Very Satisfied
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Satisfied

Satisfaction

* Based on survey respondents who tieelpost survey n = 9. Total number of testersii=

Laptop use was generally seen as contributing teedojob-related stress; three-quarters of
respondents said that it did, while 25% said itrdl Those who reported a reduction in stress said
that their ability to catch up on their work, jugtowing the laptop is available, and having the
flexibility of working on documentation outside thfe office were reasons for stress reduction. One
caseworker said, “I'm able to complete work at hdaha | had been unable to finish during work
hours. Several others expressed this sentimefike‘that | have the ability to do work while ingh
field.” These types of comments are somewhat isisbent with the reported low level of use while
in the field and may point toward learning curvesfrations as a reason for low use while in the
field (at this point in time).

Overall, 88% of respondents would recommend theofidaptops to colleagues, while 13% were
unsure. The reasons mentioned for this positigcemenendation included increased flexibility in
ability to do work, the ability to use time mordiekntly, the ability to do work outside of the
office and increased access to information. Onewasker mentioned, “[The] laptop is extremely
useful for entering notes at home, and in the fiaklwell as for finding names, addresses, phone
numbers, and other vital information while in thed.”



