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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 +

500 -

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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All Districts

90
80
70 A
60
50 +
40 -
30
20 A
10 A

Average Percent

Pre-Test During Test

15



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.

34



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
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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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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.”



Center for Technology in Government

Assessing Mobile Technologies in
Child Protective Services

Fulton County
Department of Social Services
District Profile

Meghan E. Cook
Anthony M. Cresswell
Natalie Helbig
Fawzi H. Mulki
Bahadir K. Akcam
Jana L. Hrdinova

Center for Technology in Government
University at Albany, SUNY

187 Wolf Road, Suite 301

Albany, NY 12205

Phone: (518) 442-3892

Fax: (518) 442-3886
http://www.ctg.albany.edu

© 2008 Center for Technology in Government
The Center grants permission to reprint this document provided this cover page is included.



Table of Contents

LN IR 110 L@ 1 [ ] 1 R 3
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT . ..ttt ittt ettt ettt et e et s et e e e e et e e s e et e s e e et e st e e e e s ta e s aa s e s e e s b e sa s sa e sassasssneasnsensaes
(DS o i B = =T @ 1Y 1 =1 R

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS ... .cei ittt ittt e e e e e e e e e s e et s e et e e e eaaa e e s eaa e eeebasas 4

1Y/ (@ =71 N 1 2T 4
15 =N 5
[0 107 1T N 5

PRODUCTIVITY AND EFFICIENCY ...ttt oottt e e et e e et e e e et e e e et e e s e e e e et et e e eeaaa e eesannseseran 6

S AN I IS o7 A O 1 (O] 1 T 8



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

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 Fulton CouBSS. 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 43 days was from 11/27/09/0B.

District Deployment

Fulton County DSS has 12 CPS staff responsibletid protective services. Fulton County
covers 500 square miles, is mostly rural, but hasrhain cities and approximately 55,000
residents. The Fulton County DSS participatedhendemonstration project to learn if mobile
technologies can create more flexibility in the waywhich caseworkers are able to complete
progress notes while waiting in court and in thedfi

The Fulton County DSS deployed 12 Dell Latitude D&ptops to 22 caseworkers and one
supervisor (see Appendix A tfie Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regdortdevice
specifications). One laptop was deployed on 10/4%hd six were deployed on 11/27/07. At the
end of the pilot period, five laptops were waitiogoe deployed. Eight caseworkers received their
own device and docking stations with keyboardsraoditors. One laptop was rotated among the
on-call staff for on-call duties. Each laptop caone-loaded with Dragon Naturally Speaking, a
voice recognition and dictation software. Thresritit-provided external Verizon broadband cards
were shared on a first come, first served basiswgnize laptop users. In addition, the Fulton



County Family Courthouse is fully wireless. Redesd of 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. daliteon, PointSec encryption software was
installed on each device before deployment. Alffsising the laptops received group training on
how to use the laptops and were asked to signuaigeand “Terms of Use” form.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere allowed overtime for documentation
purposes if the work was completed at the offitae district questionnaire noted that caseworkers
were made aware that any work they choose to dortaktheir regular work hours and at home
with the laptop would be on a voluntary basis.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 22 CPS caseworkers participated in sigly: 17 took the baseline survey (response rate
of 77%); 11 took the post-pilot survey (responge o  50%); and 9 took both the baseline and
post-pilot surveys for a response rate of (41%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftowe accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated waiting time during a visitatémportant to understanding the overall context
of the work environment. The Fulton County DS$oeslents had moderate experience in CPS
field work, with an average of 5.7 years of expecez 56% reported CPS experience of three years
or less. Some respondents were working slightlyenowertime during the pilot period. All of the
respondents reported working one hour or less eftome a week during the pilot period, compared
to 33% in the pre-pilot period. Meanwhile, the age overtime hours decreased from 1.4 hours in
the pre-pilot period to 0.5 hours in the pilot peli It is important to note there was a dramatic
decrease in the number of respondents answeringuéstion about overtime between the baseline
and post-pilot surveys (from 9 respondents to $peetively). Eighty-two percent of the
respondents reported a typical court waiting tirhtheee hours or less and 71% 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)

! 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.



personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

Use

Fulton County DSS respondents reported using ftepeduring normal work hours, after work
hours, on-call, and when working overtime. Ful@wunty DSS desktops were removed and
docking stations installed. Not all of the laptepsre fully deployed by the end of the test pefiod
of 12). The laptop was used in case investigaimhinterventions, documentation and reporting,
and court-related activities. Case documentatios thva most frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes, safety assessments, reading aiesvieg case histories, doing person searches,
checking client histories, and email. Two survespandents reported using the laptop to access
various forms of information from government Wetesiat least once a day. Two of the
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while one respondent reported using the
laptop at least once a day or more to access megtions. The laptop users were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgee3 days) during the pre- and pilot periods.

Fulton County DSS had three rotating district-pdad external broadband cards during the pilot
period and the court house was fully wireless. Saspondents reported using their personal
Internet Service Providers (ISPs) while at homev&uresponses or open-ended comments did not
provide enough information about the types of afraxtivity, privacy, or time problems
encountered while in the field, court house, di@ne. Two respondents pointed out the need for
additional training to overcome connection problemhdle at home using their own ISP.

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, two respondents said it
was “Easy,” one rated it as “Neither difficult néasy,” and one respondent rated the log-on
process as “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, one survey respondents
reported using the laptop at home, for an averaggss than one hour per week. One reported
using the laptop in the field for about two houes preek and one reported using it at court for less
than 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 9% (1) 2.00 Hours
Court 0% (0) 0.00 Hours
Home 9% (1) 0.50 Hours
Do not use at all 18% (2) -

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogsegur=11. Total number of testers n=22.

Open-ended survey comments revealed that somenespis have not had the opportunity to use
the laptop at court or while in the field. Thoskonhave used it reported increased flexibility in
when and where they can do work, as well as mabkéngg on-call much easier.



The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for
mobile work in many districts. Respondents in Ful@ounty DSS spend on average 2.5 days a
month at court and wait on average 2.5 hours dwiogurt visit. However, caseworkers may not
be using the laptop in the court house becauséef gompeting interests that may limit the
amount and type of work they can do. Open-endegeguesponses do not account for this low
level of use in court.

Caseworkers could work from home, but any work dafter hours while at home was on a
voluntary basis Overtime must be completed indtifiee. These policies may account for lower
levels of use while at home.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Fulton CguD§S: (1) Are workers more productive with
respect to case closings and progress note reg@drénd (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 daykses) increased substantially during the test derio
up from 54 in the pre-test period to 76 duringtés period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days stayed essentially constant with 50 irptieepilot period to 51 during the pilot period.

This is a marked increase in productivity; theltatanber of cases closed increased from 104 in the
pre-test to 127 during the test period — a 22%e@ase. It is important to note that in this couhty
total number of cases available to be worke@stightly increased from 270 in the pre-pilot perio

to 273 during the pilot period — a 1.1% increase.

Figure 1 - Number of Fulton County DSS Cases Closdere-Pilot and During Pilot

Number of cases closed
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Fulton County DSS
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76
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Number of cases closed

0- 60 days > 60 days
| Pre-pilot @ During-pilot

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



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 first 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 9G8f
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot periodnpared to 75% for the pilot. By this measure,
timeliness decreased somewhat during the pilobdebut is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bjpays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Fulton County DSS
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreadieeimeliness 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. In Fulton County, a total of 12 laptops eerdered with eight docking stations and three
wireless cards to be shared among the laptophe3€&f seven laptops were deployed with docking
stations as desktop replacements, along with tiee tfotating wireless cards. The delay in the
deployment of five laptops as well as the changsgquipment and related work processes may
account for a decreased workflow of progress ndtemg the pilot period. In this county, workers
were not allowed overtime compensation for workelahhome. Some additional adjustments to
deployment and work processes may be necessaaiddull advantage of the laptops for use in the
field.

The most frequent performance problems commentday saspondents were slow connection
speed or lack of connectivity. One caseworker noeetl the cold weather as preventing work in a
car or leaving the laptop in a parked car. Adjustmthese issues can be part of the learning
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 weraw@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 samant 5 = “Much better.”



Almost two thirds of the respondents reported thatuse of laptops improved their work in terms
of timeliness and 51% reported improved accessformation. None reported a negative impact

(Table 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impas — Fulton County DSS

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0) 0%(0) 38%(3) 50p0( | 13%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 63%(5) 383)( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatign 0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(4) 38%(3) 13%(1
Communication with supervisors 0%(Q) 0%(0) 88%(7) 3%l1) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(6 25%(2) 0%(

In addition, one respondent reported improvemegbmmunicating with supervisors and two
(25%) reported positive impacts in providing seevio clients. Ability to work in court also

improved for 38% of these respondents. Only thespandents (38%) reported using the laptops in
court, but survey data do not account for this level of use in court.

That none of the respondents reported a negatipadtron timeliness is somewhat inconsistent
with the timeliness of documentation results ol#difrom the central data base. It is possible that
the reduction in timeliness seen in progress notiy @vas too small to be noticed by the

caseworkers.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that two of
the four respondents expressed being “Somewhatfiedti or “Very satisfied,” compared to one
“Neither

respondent being
dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

“Very dissatisfied”

and one

reseon

indicating being



Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Fulton ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur = 11. Total number of testers n = 22.

Laptop use was generally seen as contributing teerojob-related stress; three of the four
respondents said that it did reduce stress, winiéesaid it did not. Those who reported a reduction
in stress said that their ability to catch up oeirthwork and having the flexibility of working on
documentation outside of the office were reasomssfoess reduction. One respondent said, “It
allows me greater flexibility to do work. It alsoakes on-call work extremely easier and more
manageable.” Issues related to inadequate traimerg suggested as a reason why one caseworker
did not feel as though laptops contributed to loyaérrelated stress, “I have one [a laptop] that |
have no idea how to get onto and do my work, duadk of knowing how to get onto work Web
sites.”

Overall, three of the four respondents would rec@menthe use of laptops to colleagues, while one
was unsure. One respondent pointed out thatatitle very beneficial when you are able to gain
access to CONNECTIONS while in the field or just ofithe office.”
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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

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 Jeffersoru@ty DSS. 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 68 days from 11/02/07 — 0/D89

District Deployment

Jefferson County DSS has 21 CPS staff respongblehild protective services. Jefferson County,

a mostly rural county in Northern New York that kea Fort Drum military base, has

approximately 117,000 residents. The county en@ssgs a large geographical areas, almost 1,300
square miles, making it the ninth largest countthm State. Jefferson County DSS participated in
the demonstration project to learn if mobile tedbgees will allow caseworkers to use their time in
court and in the field more effectively and evetifugeduce overtime hours.

The Jefferson County DSS deployed 20 Dell LatitD820 laptops to 18 caseworkers and two
supervisors (see Appendix A thfe Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regdortdevice
specifications). All caseworkers received theinayevice and docking stations with keyboards and
monitors. Two laptops were deployed on 10/23/0fivm caseworkers and the remaining laptops
were deployed on 11/2/07. All 20 laptops were dggdl with district-provided external Verizon
broadband cards. Regardless of the network comneatised, all access to the State network was
through a virtual private network (VPN) that seautige transmission to and from the portable
device and the network. In addition, PointSec gotoon software was installed on each device
before deployment. Each participant received iidial training and written security procedures.



Finally, one policy changed as a result of theoitiiriction of mobile technologies. During the pilot
period, it was decided that participants were tlotneed to work overtime or receive compensation
for work completed with the laptop after regularrivbours while at home.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 18 CPS caseworkers participated in giigly: 16 took the baseline survey (response rate
89%); 13 took the post-pilot survey (response 728%); and 12 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 67%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftove accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated waiting time during a visitaténportant to understanding the overall context
of the work environment. The Jefferson County D&$ondentswere moderately experienced in
CPS field work with an average of 5.8 years of exgnee; 56% reported CPS experience of three
years or less. Respondents were working slightlyenoeertime hours during the pilot period.
Ninety-one percent of respondents reported workirgghours or less in a week in the pre-pilot
period and the proportion decreased to 64% in illoe geriod. Therefore, the average overtime
hours increased from 3.1 hours in the pre-pilotgaeto 4.3 hours in the pilot period. Seventy-seven
percent of respondents reported a typical courtimgatime of one and a half hours or less and 73%
reported on average spending one or fewer daysurt 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)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.

Use

Jefferson County DSS respondents reported usingphbep during normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working overtime. Jefferson Coldfs desktops were removed and docking
stations installed. Therefore, the full range &SCrelated work was completed using the laptops.
The laptop was used in case investigation andvetgions, documentation and reporting, and

! 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.



court-related activities. Case documentation \Wwasmost frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes, completing safety assessmentsgraad. Overall, 82% of the respondents reported
using the laptop to access various forms of infagimnarom government Web sites at least once a
day. Similarly, approximately 91% of respondentsessed email once a day or more, while 55% of
respondents reported using their laptop at least arday or more to access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infawsmathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. It wagught that mobile access would decrease the
number of times caseworkers needed to return tofffee from the field, however, respondents
reported returning to the office to access caswmétion more frequently during the pilot period.
Eighty-three percent reported returning to theceffonce a week or less to access case information
in the pre-pilot period, which went down to 55 getin the pilot period. The respondents were in
the field on average less frequently during thetghan in the pre-pilot period (2.27 and 3.12
average field days, respectively).

Jefferson County DSS had district-provided extelbmabdband cards during the pilot period. Some
respondents did use personal Internet Service &e/{ISPs) while at home. Survey respondents
reported obstacles to mobile use, including théeilitg to establish a connection, slow speed or
unreliable connections, in all locations. One oggfent stated, “[It’s] frustrating... I'm sure it'se

guy behind the keyboard but the laptop certainignsifies the learning curve delays due to the
technical stuff needed to effectively use the eaugipt.” The performance problem most frequently
mentioned in open-ended comments was the slow sddbd connection. One respondent pointed
out the need for additional training to overcomarwxtion problems using their home ISP.

Participants were also asked about ease of logminty the device. Overall, 36% said it was
“Easy,” 36% rated it as “Neither difficult nor Eg5yand another 27% of respondents rated the log-
on process as “Difficult” to “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 (62%) afoaverage of just over five hours per week,
compared to other locations (15% in the court h@mkfield for between one-half hour and two
hours per week).

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 15% (2) 0.09 Hours
Court 15% (2) 1.73 Hours
Home 62% (8) 5.27 Hours
Do not use at all 8% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=13. Total number of testers n=18.

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

mobile work in most districts. However, respondeantdefferson County DSS only spend on
average 1.5 days a month at court and wait on geetd hours during a court visit. Therefore,
caseworkers may not be using the laptop in thet¢muse or the field because of other competing
interests that may limit the amount and type ofkabey can do. Many stated in open-ended survey

5



comments that they do not connect with the laptbpean the court house, and have a lot of
difficulty at home. As mentioned before, conneityiyproblems have influenced their desire to use
the laptop in the field. One respondent said,Miynopinion, the major drawback to using the
laptops for field work is the delay in getting updarunning. We need something smaller, lighter,
and with near instant-on capabilities. Also, | ediectively use a quickpad in the field while
standing up. | can’t do that with a laptop.” Anetlsuggested, “I do like being able to work on the
CONNECTIONS system from home every once in a whileas typing notes at home on the
quickpad before the laptops came along, so | dee'tany advantage to bringing the cumbersome
laptop home just to type progress notes.”

Caseworkers cannot work from home for overtimearasbut many find value in working extra
hours from home voluntarily. One caseworker dégctithis experience: “We were excited about
the laptops, but they did not really make a bifedénce when taking it home to work on. Besides,
they [management] could not decide if we weredabpaid for the work done at home.” However,
several respondents stated that working from hoasesemewhat more efficient because it
increased their flexibility and the time they hawelo different tasks. One respondent statedy# li
quite a distance from work and do not want to dniven the weekends to catch-up on work. It's
been great to be able to bring my laptop home atcheup on work. It prevents me from getting
behind on my cases.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Jeffersom@p DSS: (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 slightly during the test period, up
from 166 in the pre-pilot period to171 during thpperiod. The number of cases closed in over
60 days increased somewhat from 60 in the pre-pédbd to 87 during the pilot period. This is a
marked increase in productivity; the total numblecases closed increased from 226 in the pre-pilot
period to 258 during the pilot period—a 14% inceeal is important to note that in this county the
total number of cases available to be workeddmtreased from 415 in the pre-pilot period to 322
during the pilot period — a 22.4% decrease.

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 Jefferson County DSS Cases Gled 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 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 is marginally, but consistently, below thditle pre-pilot period. By the fifth day, over 8586
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot perioanpared to 64% for the pilot. By this measure,
timeliness decreased during the pilot period, bitigh overall.

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 test may have charfgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutimgpilot period that could have had this efféct.
Jefferson County DSS, a total of 20 laptops wemayed with docking stations, as replacements
for desktops, plus 19 wireless access cards ween @giut. Many respondents reported that because
of slow connection speeds the laptops were used ohtise time in the office connected to their
docking stations. One caseworker noted, “CONNECT®O&hard to connect to when at home.
Microsoft Word has not responded and locked upeuyibing notes at home and made the process
frustrating and took over 2 hours when it shouldehanly taken about 30 minutes.”



The change in equipment and related work procassgsaccount for a decreased workflow of
progress notes during the test period. In this tgumorkers were not allowed overtime
compensation for work done at home. Some additiadgistments to deployment and work
processes may be necessary to take full advantdge taptops for use in the field. Adjusting to
these issues can be part of the learning processaipting 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 wera@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.”

Many respondents perceived the use of the laptbe tmbout the same with respect to the ability to
do work in court, communication with supervisonsgd &ervice to clients. Over one-third of the
respondents reported that using the laptops imprtdwer work in terms of timeliness and for
accessing information. None reported a negativeacnfrlable 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impds — Jefferson County DSS

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

Timeliness of documentation 0% (Q) 0% (0) 64% (7) 7%23) 9% (1)
Ability to do work in court 0% (0) 0% (0) 82% (9 %9(1) 9% (1)
Ability to access case informatian 0% (0) 0% (0) 64% (7) 27% (3) 9% (1
Communication with supervisors 0% (0) 0% (0) 82% (9 9% (1) 9% (1)
Service to clients 0% (O 0% (0) 91% (10) 9% (1) @0

In addition, two of the survey respondents (18 éported improvement in communicating with
supervisors and one (9%) reported positive impagbsoviding service to clients. Ability to work
in court also improved for two respondents (18%).

That none of the respondents reported a negatigadhon timeliness is somewhat inconsistent
with the timeliness of documentation results olgdifrom the central database. It is possible that
the reduction in timeliness seen in progress notkey evas too small to be noticed by the
caseworkers.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 45% of
all respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfietVery satisfied,” compared to 27% being
“Somewhat dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied.” Aadditional 27% indicated that they were
“Neither satisfied/Dissatisfied.”



Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s
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* Based on survey respondents who took theqaosey n = 13. Total number of testers n = 18. Mayadd to 100% due to rounding.

It could also be the case that having a laptop yred higher expectations for use at court, in the
field, and at home, and these expectations that wet wholly met. One respondent reported, “l am
not at all thrilled with needing to work at hometkre first place. In the little extra time | do leav
available to get something done there, | certaiidg't feel like wasting the majority of it simply
trying to establish a connection and then, deahit the remarkable delay thereafter.” However,
others saw these problems as early glitches stditce the kinks are worked out, this will be
great. Everything new needs to have fine tuning.”

Laptop use generally was not seen as contribuarigwer job-related stress; 58% of respondents
said that it did not reduce stress levels, whiléo4daid it did. Those who reported a reduction in
stress attributed this to increased flexibility @hd ability to work on documentation outside c# th
office, the ability to catch up on their work, apgt knowing the laptop was available. Several
respondents did not feel as though the laptopsceztigtress and attributed this to connectivity
issues and work-life balance issues. One resporsaénh “Although my laptop has the potential to
reduce my stress level, issues with computer cdiumsc from home have led to increased
frustration and affected my decision to use thdolapn the field.” Another stated, “all it [the
laptop] does is imply that | should be doing tlub pt all hours of the day.”

Overall, 46% of respondents would recommend theofidaptops to colleagues. One respondent
stated, “I would recommend using the laptop for @RBk to colleagues because it allows workers
to access information either in the field or at ledhkighteen percent reported that they would not
recommend use of the laptop to colleagues and en88% of respondents were unsure whether or
not they would recommend the use of the laptopse @spondent noted, “It depends on what they
[the colleague] is looking for — | mean if they leatvme in the field or at home — then it would be

fine. But for me, in this area, it just doesn'trluoKeeping it on my desk works just fine.”
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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 Nassau CpW$S. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tiemonstration Project’'s Summary Repiant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 54 days from B10%- 1/9/08.

District Deployment

Nassau County DSS has 79 full time CPS staff anpaB8time staff (on evenings and weekends)
responsible for child protective services. NagSaunty is a mix of suburban and urban areas,
encompassing approximately 287 square miles of Uslagd, and has approximately 1.3 million
residents. The Nassau County DSS participateldeiémonstration project to learn if mobile
technologies can help staff use time more effityesutd effectively by accessing and entering data
while in the field. Currently they use a dial-upnoection that is slow.

The Nassau County DSS deployed 52 Dell Latitude@6&gtops and 3 HP Compagq tc4400 Tablets
to 54 CPS caseworkers and one manager on 11/1s#87Appendix A othe Demonstration

Project’'s Summary Repoitr device specifications). All full-time casevkers received their own
device and docking stations with keyboards and tooniNo external broadband cards were
provided for any of the devices during the pilotipe. The cards were ordered, but not received
during the pilot period. Therefore, the only wisdeconnectivity options were public wireless
networks within the area and any home InternetiSemrovider (ISP) access. Regardless of the
network connections used, all access to the Se&teonk was through a virtual private network
(VPN) that secures the transmission to and fronptreable device and the network. In addition,



PointSec encryption software was installed on eksitice before deployment. Each person
attended a one-hour group training session on bavge the laptop, security precautions, and help
desk instructions; each person also received a abthe OCFS-generated wireless network
instruction manual.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. The guidelines or pol&fer overtime while using the laptop at home after
regular work hours were not communicated duringpilet period.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 53 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 31 took the baseline survey (response rate
58%); 24 took the post-pilot survey (response #&i%); and 19 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 36%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount oftowe accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingoadrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Nassau County DSS respostemte relatively new to CPS field work,
with an average of 3.8 years of experience; 55%rted CPS experience of three years or less.
Respondents were working roughly the same amoumt@time hours during the pilot period as in
the pre-pilot period. The percentage of resporsgleggiorting overtime of five hours or less in a
week increased from 79% in the pre-pilot perio@@®06 in the pilot period. However, the average
overtime hours only slightly increased from 3.8 tsoin the pre-pilot period to 4.1 hours in the pilo
period. About 60% of respondents reported a tymioart waiting time of four hours or less and
76% reported spending on average one or feweridaysurt 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)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

Nassau County DSS respondents reported usingptaplduring normal work hours and after

work hours. Nassau County DSS desktops were rednawve docking stations installed. Therefore,
the full range of CPS-related work was completadgithe laptops. The laptop was used in case
investigation and interventions, documentation i@ebrting, and court-related activities. Case
documentation was the most frequent use, incluiipgtting and updating notes. Other work
included reading and reviewing case histories, glperson searches, checking client histories, and
email. Sixty-four percent of respondents reporteidgithe laptop to access various forms of
information from government Web sites at least anday. Similarly, almost all (96%) of the
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while 78% of respondents reported using
their laptop at least once a day or more to actegsdirections.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdoam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possillespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequency duriagilbt period. Seventy-two percent reported
returning to the office once a week or less to ss@ase information during the test period,
compared to 44% in the pre-pilot period. The resleots were in the field approximately the same
number of days per week (average 3 days) duringrreand pilot periods.

A few participants commented on some of the oftegrlooked changes in mobility and
communication patterns. For example, one respordisdribed the following situation, “If there is
a court report due the following morning and | anthie field the day before on that case, | can
always put in the notes and write the report ircstfaskipping the report all together and then
having an adjourned date.” Another wrote, “Whem away from the office | am able to respond
to e-mail and do additional work at home, whichegivne more time during the next work day to
do other important tasks.”

Nassau County DSS did not have district-provideereal broadband cards during the pilot period
and did not have connection at the court houseticRants were instructed to use locations such as
the library, and to avoid public wireless hotsgtitee Starbucks” because of confidentiality and
data issues. Some did use their home InternetcgePvoviders (ISPs) while at home.

The performance problem most frequently mentiomegpien-ended comments was the slow speed
of the connection while in the field and at homsirlg the docking stations presented some initial
challenges and adjustment; several respondentgedpabstacles to mobile use such as the
inability to establish a connection and unreliatdanections while in the field. Many also noted
these connection problems at home. One respondsatiled the difficulty attributed to relying on
‘hot spots,’ stating “It was really hard to getlaternet connection even if | had one prior at the
same location with the same connection type.” Sbialtks of time were an issue for some trying
to use it in the field. One caseworker statedhé&lips when you have some more time to dedicate to
typing, but often | do not have such gaps in betwasits. Several others see the potential use if
connected. One respondent stated, “If we had elegis card we could type our notes while in the
field right into CONNECTIONS. But at the momenhave to type it in Word while in the field.”
One respondent pointed out the need for additivaaling to overcome connection problems while
using a home ISP.



Participants were also asked about ease of loggingg the device. Overall, 37% said it was
“Easy,” 50% rated it as “Neither difficult nor Eg%yand 13% of respondents rated the log-on
process as “Difficult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was Ws&de from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (50%)afoaverage of over three and half hours per
week. Some reported using the laptop in the {i2%%6) for an average of two hours per week and
one person used it at court.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 25% (6) 2.33 Hours
Court 4% (1) 0.45 Hours
Home 50% (12) 3.61 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=24. Total number of testers n=53.

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

mobile work in many districts. Respondents in NagSaunty DSS spend on average one day a
month at court and wait on average just under fiamurs during a court visit. However, caseworkers
may not be using the laptop in the court house umxaf other competing interests that may limit
the amount and type of work they can do — for eXaptpere is currently no connectivity available.
Teleconference respondents stated that the cousehie also generally crowded and that they
prefer not to use their laptops there. They meetiothere is a liaison room, but CPS staff cannot
use the liaison office or the computers in thecaffi

There is currently no policy in place concerningasaorkers’ ability to work from home using the
laptop — although several reported using the laptdppme. On respondent said that she uses it all
the time at home “even though we are not suppaséavhile another said she would not take it
home at all because that is “time with family.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Nassau GoD&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 slightly during the test period, up
from 505 in the pre-pilot period to 530 during it period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days increased somewhat from 240 in the pre-pdood to 329 in the pilot period. This is a



marked increase in productivity; the total numblecases closed increased from 745 in the pre-pilot
period to 859 during the pilot period—a 15 % insealt is important to note that in this countg th
total number of cases available to be worketdmtreased from 1,644 in the pre-pilot period to
1,568 during the pilot period — a 4.6% decrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Nassau County DSS Cases ClosBde-Pilot and During Pilot

Number of cases closed
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Nassau County DSS
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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 daypsk
to 80 % of all notes were entered for the pre-plkeatiod, compared to 67% for the pilot. By this
measure, timeliness decreased during the pilob@ebiut is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Nassau County DSS
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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 decreadieaimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the test may have charfgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutlmgpilot period that could have had this efféct.
the Nassau County DSS, a total of 52 laptops wottkiohg stations were deployed as desktop
replacements, along with three tablet PCs. Wiralgssnet access cards were not deployed during
the test period. Several survey respondents wha theelaptops at various wireless access points
reported difficulties logging-on and maintaining@nection. Others were not able to use the
laptops in the field because they lacked a wiredesgss card. Several respondents reported that
they were instructed not to use the laptops inipydthces, with ‘hot spots,’ for network security

reasons.

These changes in equipment and related work presesay account for a decreased workflow of
progress notes during the test period. Some additedjustments to deployment and work
processes may be necessary to take full advantdge taptops for use in the field.

The most frequent performance problems commentday saspondents were slow connection
speed and difficulty of network access. Typicallgems identified by respondents included:
“Very slow connecting; sometimes difficult to logréo VPN; problems with CONNECTIONS;
and finding a location to connect computer.” Adjngtto these issues can be part of the learning
process in adapting to the new technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using @japtade 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.”

Over one-third of the caseworkers reported thatideeof laptops improved their work in terms of
timeliness of documentation and 50% for accessifagrnation. Two respondents reported a
negative impact on timeliness and working in coOrte other reported a negative impact in
communication with supervisors and general serdgcgients (Table 2 below).

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impas — Nassau County DSS

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

Timeliness of documentation 10%(2) 0%(0) 52%(11)  %P=) 14%(3)
Ability to do work in court 6%(1) 6%(1) 78%(14 009( 11%(2)
Ability to access case informatign 0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(10) 30%(6) 20%(4)
Communication with supervisors 5%(1 0%(0) 70%(14) 20%(4) 5%(1)
Service to clients 5%(1) 0%(0) 71%(15) 10%(2 1496(3

On the positive side, about one-fourth of the resigats (18 %) reported improvement in
communicating with supervisors and service to tfigand two (11%) reported positive impacts in
ability to work in court. However, most respondewere not able to connect or preferred not to

use the laptops in court.



That few reported a negative impact on timelinegs@ther work activities is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesults 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 laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 54% of
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfiedVery satisfied,” compared to 19% being
“Somewhat dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied.” Atddnally, 27% indicated that they were
“Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Nassau  County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur = 24. Total number of testers n = 53.

The lack of a district-provided wireless connectwas the most substantial difficulty reported by
participants in teleconferences and survey resporiseould be that having a laptop produced
higher expectations for use at court and in thiel flend these expectations were not wholly met.
One respondent reported, “It will be better oncegsethe air card to use. At home | use dial up,
but out in the field | have not been able to gegbddONNECTIONS.”

Laptop use generally was not seen as contributngpwer job-related stress; roughly 55% of
guestion respondents said that it did not reduesstwhile 46% said it did. Those who reported it
did not lower job-related stress attributed thisthhe lack of wireless connectivity and being
responsible for the device. One respondent stdlieddds to the stress level. | am responsible for
this laptop if | take it in the field. It is heawand cannot be carried around easily. If it is ieftny

car and the car is broken into, the laptop is ngpoasibility. Wireless connections do not abound
and | do not feel comfortable using my home netwtok access state applications. Court
connections do not work. It is an inconveniencetio§e who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to their ability to catch up on ithevork, having the flexibility of working on
documentation outside of the office, and increas=skss to information in CONNECTIONS.



Overall, 64% of respondents would recommend theofis@ptops to colleagues, compared to 14%
who reported they would not. The reasons mentidoedhis positive recommendation included

increased flexibility in the ability to do work whiout of the office, the ability to use time more

efficiently, increased access to information, angeduction in interruptions when used at home.
Many stated that their recommendations were coetihgpon receiving wireless connectivity. One

respondent pointed out, “When we have the wiretasd we will be able to have access anywhere
and that will make work much easier.”
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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 responsibldhé 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 Niagara CyudSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tiemonstration Project's Summary Repiant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 23 days from 720¥ -1/9/08.

District Deployment

Niagara County DSS has 34 CPS staff responsiblehida protective services. Niagara County is

a suburban and urban area with three major citi2spwns, and four villages. Approximately half

of the 210,000 residents are situated in the @tyters. The Niagara County DSS participated in

the demonstration project to learn if mobile tedbgas can make better use of caseworkers’ time
while in the field in order to help reduce the n&@mnbf open cases and overdue safety assessments.

The Niagara County DSS deployed 35 Dell Latitude&ptops and four HP Compaq tc4400
tablets to 28 caseworkers, four supervisors, ardnaanager (see Appendix Atbie

Demonstration Project’'s Summary Repfmt device specifications). Devices were deptbiye

three installments (11/21/07, 12/13/07, 12/20/(&ach caseworker and supervisor were given their
own device with docking stations including keybeaahd monitors. No external broadband
connection cards were procured or provided forartre devices during the pilot period and while
their three court houses are fully wireless, pgoréiots were unable to connect in the court house
(Niagara County DSS technical staff were lookin ithis problem). Therefore, the only wireless
connectivity options were public wireless netwonkthin the area and any home Internet Service
Provider (ISP) access. Regardless of the netwarkextions used, all access to the State network



was through a virtual private network (VPN) thatiges the transmission to and from the portable
device and the network. In addition, PointSec ygriton software was installed on each device
before deployment.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, partenps were not allowed to work from home unless
they were on-call.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 28 caseworkers participated in this gtuB took the baseline survey (response rate
46%); 13 took the post-pilot survey (response 48&8%); and nine took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 32%).

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 Niagara County DSS respotslierere experienced in CPS field work,
with an average of 9.2 years of experience; 58%rted CPS experience of five years or more.
Respondents were working slightly more overtimerbaluring the pilot period. The percentage of
respondents reporting overtime of one hour orilessweek decreased from 89% in the pre-pilot
period to 57% in the pilot period. As a result, #werage overtime hours slightly increased from
0.8 hours in the pre-pilot period to 1.1 hourshe pilot period. Eighty-four percent of respondent
reported a typical court waiting time of three reoar less and 83% reported on average spending
two 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)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

Niagara County DSS respondents reported usingafitep during normal work hours, after work
hours, and on-call. Niagara County DSS desktops waamoved and docking stations installed.
Therefore, the full range of CPS-related work waspleted using the laptops. The laptop was
used in case investigation and interventions, desuation and reporting, and court-related
activities. Case documentation was the most fretqussy including inputting and updating notes,
reading and reviewing case histories, doing pessamches, checking client histories, email, and
word processing. Approximately 64% of the respomslegported using the laptop to access various
forms of information from government Web sitesestdt once a day. Seventy-three percent of
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while 73% of respondents reported using
their laptop at least once a day or more to actegsdirections.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdbam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possiMery few of the Niagara County DSS
participants responded to the questions regardiagges in accessing information. However, for
those that did, laptop use did not change (atabist in time) the frequency of respondents
returning to the office during the work day to asxeformation. Four respondents reported
returning to the office four or more times a weelatcess case information in the pre-pilot and
during the pilot period.

Several respondents noted that work practices resddahe same. For example, one respondent
describe their situation, “We still have to shaeél phones and often have to return to the office t
ask questions or prepare notes.” Several regpaadlid recognize the potential value of the
portable PCs, one commented, “While in the field anable to access office computer
(CONNECTIONS) the laptop ideally will be invaluatitecasework (especially for fieldwork while
on pager).” The respondents were in the field@amately the same number of days per week
(average 3 days) during the pre- and during-pioiquls.

Niagara County DSS did not have district-providerkigss cards during the pilot period. Some
did use their home Internet Service Providers (J$®sle at home. Teleconference respondents
noted that their area does not have a lot of ‘pots and that they are generally in tourist aaas
not in the areas where they work. The three doauses are fully wireless, but there was difficulty
establishing a connection to CONNECTIONS (as meetip the problem is being looked into).
Those respondents who were able to connect repenisalintering some obstacles to mobile use
such as the inability to establish a connectiamwspeed, or unreliable connections in all location
One respondent wrote, “We have not been able 8sadCONNECTIONS in the field, we do not
have aircards. In addition, there are issues aswpsonnections where WiFi is available. It must
be an issue with the settings.” Several notedttietime it takes to boot-up the computer is also
very slow.

Participants were also asked about ease of loggings the device. Overall, 40% of survey
respondents rated the log-on process as “Diffidalt®Extremely Difficult,” 30% rated it as “Easy,”
and another 30% said it was “Neither difficult rieasy.” A few respondents commented on the
need for training on log-on tips for ‘hot spots’dahow to overcome connection problems while
using personal (home) ISPs.



Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well

as the average length of time the laptop was u/s&de from in the office, two respondents

reported using the laptop at home for an averadessfthan one hour per week. One person tried
to use it in the field for on less than one howregk.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 7% (1) 0.38 Hours
Court 0% (0) 0.29 Hours
Home 15% (2) 1.13 Hours
Do not use at all 15% (2) -

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=13. Total number of testers n=28.

Respondents expressed the importance of being ctathend emphasized that having constant
connectivity would enhance the benefits of usingpdop. One respondent stated, “The laptops are
just as easy to work with as a desktop PC. Onocelegs internet access is more available it will
provide the option of doing casework when out ef dfffice.” Another suggested, “The future hope
of being able to access work sites at home, onde, and at court is exciting. This initial petio
when we cannot yet connect out of the office allowesto become familiar with the equipment.”

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

mobile work in many districts. Respondents in Nrag@ounty DSS spend on average two days a
month at court and wait about two hours during @rtcaisit. Caseworkers may not be using the
laptop in the court house because of other competierests that may limit the amount and type of
work they can do. Also, as mentioned earlier, pgrdints reported difficulty connecting while at
court and this could be limiting the opportunitiesuse it. Several described the court houses as
crowded saying, “We can not establish a conne@tarourt. We are required to stay in the hallway
outside of the court room. Often times there ateenough seats and we must stand with our
clients.”

Caseworkers cannot work from home unless theyreal. Teleconference respondents stated
that on-call workers generally work from the officklany noted that they have not had a sufficient
amount of time to learn how to use the laptop &msirhay be impacting the amount of use. One
respondent said, “Having only had the laptop lbas ta month, | still need to make some changes
in the way | do CONNECTIONS work on a laptop. Alsoged to become more comfortable in
taking the laptop in the field with me.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Niagara GpWSS: (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 changesciemfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykses) increased substantially during the test derio



up from 31 in the pre-test period to 56 duringtés period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days increased markedly from 18 in the pre-itotod to 51 in the pilot period. This is a
marked increase in productivity; the total numblecases closed increased from 49 in the pre-pilot
period to 107 during the pilot period — over a 10@&ease. It is important to note that in this
county the total number of cases available to bekegorf increased from 417 in the pre-pilot
period to 446 during the pilot period — a 7.0% eage.

Figure 1 - Number of Niagara County DSS Cases Clodd’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 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 progmestes entered in each time period for the pslot i
marginally, but consistently below that of the pist period. By the fifth day, close to 90% of all
notes were entered for the pre-pilot period, comgao just over 70% for the pilot. By this
measure, timeliness decreased slightly during iloé geriod, but is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Niagara County DSS
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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 decreadieaimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the test may have charfgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutmgpilot period that could have had this efféct.
Niagara County DSS, a total of 35 laptops with dioglstations were deployed as desktop
replacements, along with four tablet PCs. Someraigorted lack of suitable space in court to do
confidential work. In this county, workers were adlbwed overtime for work on the laptops at
home unless they were on-call. The most frequeribpeance problems commented on by
respondents were inability to access the netwotgidel the office due to the lack of a wireless
card. They also mentioned slow connection speedixfof issues interfered with effective use for
at least one respondent, who reported:

1) fear of losing, having stolen, breaking the dggptesults in not taking the laptop in
the field with me; 2) having the time to connectddype notes while in the field. It's
cold here now, so sitting in my car typing noteshia laptop isn't my first choice. In
other locations that have Wifi, | feel that it wdlle viewed as abusing county time;
and 3) privacy issues.

These changes in equipment and related work presess account for a decreased workflow of
progress notes during the test period. Some additedjustments to these deployment and work
processes may be necessary to take full advantdge taptops for use in the field. Adjusting to
these issues can be part of the learning processapting 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 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. Respatsdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

Very few of the Niagara County DSS participantpoesled to the questions regarding work
impacts of laptop use. The great majority of theeg@rted no impact. Only one or two respondents
reported positive impacts in the work areas shawhable 2 below. Two reported improvements in
ability to work in court. Others reported some figsiimpact in communication with supervisors
and general service to clients. Two respondentsrteg a negative impact on timeliness of
documentation.

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

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(0 20%(2) 70%(¥) K07 0%(0)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(8) 202)( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatian 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(8) 10%(1) 10%(1
Communication with supervisors  0%(0Q) 0%(0) 90%(9) 0%I1) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 80%(8 10%(1) 10%(1)

That few reported a negative impact on timelinegs@her work activities is somewhat

inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesutts 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 laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 55% of
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfied'Very satisfied,” compared to 9% being
“Very dissatisfied.” Additionally, 36% indicateddhthey were “Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Niagara ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur =13. Total number of testers n = 28.

The lack of a district-provided wireless connectizas the most substantial difficulty reported by
respondents in teleconferences and survey respohgeéisionally, issues related to the lack of
formal training and technical difficulties, suchlasgthy boot-up times and trouble finding
locations to establish a connection may be cortinguo the overall levels of satisfaction.

Laptop use generally was not seen as contributingwer job-related stress; roughly 73% of
respondents said that it did not reduce stresde8i% said it did. Those respondents who did not
feel the laptops contributed to stress reductitnibated this to the newness of the technology and
the lack of wireless connectivity outside of théad. Those who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to having the flexibility of workgnon documentation outside of the office.

Overall, 46% of respondents would recommend theotitaptops to colleagues; however an equal
percentage were unsure. Additionally, 9% of respatslindicated that they would not recommend
the use of laptops.



Center for Technology in Government

Assessing Mobile Technologies in
Child Protective Services

Onondaga County
Department of Social Services
District Profile

Meghan E. Cook
Anthony M. Cresswell
Natalie Helbig
Fawzi H. Mulki
Bahadir K. Akcam
Jana L. Hrdinova

Center for Technology in Government
University at Albany, SUNY

187 Wolf Road, Suite 301

Albany, NY 12205

Phone: (518) 442-3892

Fax: (518) 442-3886
http://www.ctg.albany.edu

© 2008 Center for Technology in Government
The Center grants permission to reprint this document provided this cover page is included.



Table of Contents

LN IR 110 L@ 1 [ ] 1 R 3
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT . ..ttt ittt ettt ettt et e et s et e e e e et e e s e et e s e e et e st e e e e s ta e s aa s e s e e s b e sa s sa e sassasssneasnsensaes
(DS o i B = =T @ 1Y 1 =1 R

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS ... .cei ittt ittt e e e e e e e e e s e et s e et e e e eaaa e e s eaa e eeebasas 4

1Y/ (@ =71 N 1 2T 4
15 =N 5
[0 107 1T N 5

PRODUCTIVITY AND EFFICIENCY ...ttt oottt e e et e e et e e e et e e e et e e s e e e e et et e e eeaaa e eesannseseran 6

S AN I IS o7 A O 1 (O] 1 T 9



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 responsibldhé 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 Onondaga @puWSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distrigtstjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of ti@emonstration Project’'s Summary Repfmt data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 51 days from B10177-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Onondaga County DSS has 47 CPS staff responsibéild protective services. Onondaga
County is located in Central New York and has apipnately 450,000 residents. The Onondaga
County DSS patrticipated in the demonstration ptdtearn if mobile technologies can create an
environment where caseworkers can stay in the viblite completing documentation and better
utilize existing wait times (for example in coungspitals, or schools).

The Onondaga County DSS deployed 56 Dell Latitu2@Maptops to 69 caseworkers and one
supervisor on 11/19/07 (see Appendix Aleé Demonstration Project’s Summary Regort

device specifications). Forty caseworkers recethet own device and the remaining six laptops
were shared on a rotating basis among night sest&fe Ten supervisors received their own
device and docking stations with keyboards and tooni All 56 laptops were deployed with
district-provided external broadband cards. Redgasdof 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. dieiteon, PointSec encryption software was
installed on each device before deployment.



Caseworkers were selected for this pilot test basettheir level of seniority. All staff using lays
received small group training which lasted appratigly one hour and fifteen minutes and covered
the following: (1) orientation to the project, @)entation to the equipment, (3) local guidelines,
(4) initialization of individual IDs, setup of brdeand and VPN access. Each person received a
small training packet at the end of the sessionafi@r reference.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere allowed, with pre-approval,
compensatory time (up to four hours a week) forkndwne at home after normal work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 69 CPS caseworkers participated in siigly: 48 took the baseline survey (response rate
70%); 41 took the post-pilot survey (response 58B); and 32 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate of 46%).

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 Onondaga County DSS respusteere moderately experienced in CPS
field work, with an average of 6.6 years of expeciE 62% reported CPS experience of four years
or more. Respondents worked about the same nurhbgedime hours in the pre-pilot and pilot
period. The percentage of respondents reportiegtiove of three hours or less in a week slightly
increased from 84% in the pre-pilot period to 882thie pilot period. Similarly, the average
overtime hours slightly increased from 1.7 hourthm pre-pilot period to 1.9 hours in the pilot
period. Eighty-five percent of respondents regbeedypical court waiting time of two hours or less
and 77% reported on average spending two or feays h 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)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

Onondaga County DSS respondents reported usidgptap during normal work hours, after work
hours, during commute times, and when working avert The laptop was used in case
investigation and interventions, documentation @mibrting, and court-related activities. Case
documentation was the most frequent use, inclugipgtting and updating notes. Other work
included reading and reviewing case histories, mgemew cases, closing cases, clearances, safety
assessments, checking client histories, courtipesit using the Welfare Management System
(WMS), and email. Approximately 58% of responderisorted using the laptop to access various
forms of information from government Web siteseatst once a day. Similarly, 74% of survey
respondents accessed email once a day or more 64%b of respondents reported using their
laptop at least once a day or more to access megtions.

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

influence on what kinds of mobile work are possillespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequently dutiegpilot period. Fifty-two percent reported
returning to the office once a week or less to ss@ase information during the pilot period,
compared to only 13% in the pre-pilot period. Regf@mts were in the field approximately the
same number of days per week (average of 3 daysigdilne pre- and pilot periods. One
caseworker stated, “It gives you more flexibilitywhen you enter your notes and you don't have to
call anyone else or go back to the office if yoed&o look up information you may need in the
field.”

Onondaga County DSS had district-provided exteon@hdband cards during the pilot period.

While many respondents reported encountering veligtfew overall problems, several reported
obstacles to mobile use including the inabilityestablish a connection, slow speed or unreliable
connections while in the field and at home. Dutimg teleconference, respondents noted that there
did not seem to be any major coverage ‘dead zonékeir area, and that they generally have
excellent connectivity in the court house. The nudtgn noted issues were slow connections, and
being kicked-off. Most respondents expressedghaacy was not problematic at the court house
or while in the field, although, again, some dighestence privacy problems. While caseworkers are
able to use a room reserved for lawyers, someastiid themselves hiding their laptop screens
from onlookers. Several respondents noted thel dioaks of time available to use the laptop in
the field or court house were an issue. One redgratrstated, “[The] blocks of time are too small
because connecting takes a while and althoughdteecould have been typed in that time, it was
not enough time to connect and type.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 39% said it was
“Easy,” 50% rated it as “Neither difficult nor Eg5gand another 11% of survey respondents rated
the log-on process as “Difficult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was ws&de from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (63%)afoaverage of three hours per week, and 24 %
reported using it in the field for less than onerper week, and 17% used it at the court house for
less than one-half hour per week.



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 24% (10) 0.70 Hours
Court 17% (7) 0.19 Hours
Home 63% (26) 3.07 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

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

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for
mobile work in many districts. However, respondent®nondaga County DSS spend on average
just under two days a month at court and wait araye 1.5 hours during a court visit.

Caseworkers may not be using the laptop in thet¢muse or in the field because of other
competing interests that may limit the amount e tof work they can do. Many respondents
stated in open-ended survey comments that theylquebt connect the laptop while in the court
house, while others expressed that the changesrinhabits were impacting use. Another did not
see how the laptop fit with field work stating, Have not felt the need to keep the laptop with me
as of yet. | usually just use it at home at nightiat way | can focus on the visits during the day
and documentation at night.” Another stated, “Indd want to be lugging the computer, along with
everything else | need, around in the hopes | migkhtit. | will put it back in my car when it warms
up so that I can use it more in the field.” Othams anticipating a change in work behavior stating,
“l can enter case notes into CONNECTIONS at homlechoose to do so, especially after Friday
visits, or after visits at the end of the day.nliépate using the laptop more in the field in the
future, especially when the weather is better agal from house to house more.”

Caseworkers could work from home if they get papproval and are allowed up to four hours a

week of compensatory time. One caseworker degstthme situation as, “It's easier to work at home

and catch-up on documentation even though we gahthe overtime compensation (since we are
only allotted 4 hours a week and they must be ppraved). [The] administration doesn't realize to

do the job effectively and keep up on deadlinestentime is needed.” Several respondents stated
that working from home was now more efficient bessathere were less interruptions, it increased
flexibility, and gave respondents more time to dtecent tasks.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the OnondagarBoDSS: (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 changefciersfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daytess) increased substantially during the test derio
up from 244 in the pre-test period to 321 during tisst. The number of cases closed (over 60 days)
increased markedly from 105 in the pre-pilot period208 in the pilot period. This is a marked
increase in productivity; the total number of caslesed increased from 349 in the pre-pilot period



to 529 during the pilot period — over a 50% inceea#t is important to note that in this county the
total number of cases available to be workedincreased from 1048 in the pre-pilot period to&11
in the pilot period — a 6.7% increase.

Figure 1 - Number of Onondaga County DSS Cases Chkx$ 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 werter@d by the first 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 thattbé pre-pilot period. By the fifth day, over 83% o
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot perioanpared to just over 75% for the pilot period. By
this measure, timeliness decreased slightly duhegilot, but is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bjpays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Onondaga County DSS
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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 decreadieatimeliness 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 case closingrdy the pilot period that could have had this
effect. In Onondaga County DSS, a total of 56 Ipptand wireless access cards, ten of which
included docking stations as desktop replacememie deployed. These changes in equipment
and related work processes may account for a desutesorkflow of progress notes during the test
period. Several survey respondents reported padsificulties in logging-on, maintaining a
connection, and slow responses in the field. Ospaiedent remarked on the limited places to use
the laptops in the field stating, “I would not uke laptop in the field, as it is not safe to usa.i
client's home, and the time is not long enoughalmase it in the car during the warmer months
between visits.” Others were not able to use th®olas in court due to the lack of suitable spaces t
do confidential work. As one said, “It does notreesgopropriate to bring confidential information to
court as there are no real private places to type.”

Onondaga County DSS respondents were not allowedime pay for work on the laptops at
home, but could receive compensatory time if pnerayed. Two respondents reported they were
able to use the laptops during commuting time ¢k lop information, addresses, or type notes into
the central system. Some additional adjustmentisa®e deployment and work processes may be
necessary to take full advantage of the laptopsigerin the field. Adjusting to these issues can be
part of the learning process in adapting to the temhinologies.

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.”

Almost 90% reported improvements in timeliness afudnentation and 92% in ability to access
case information. There were smaller proportionsespondents reporting improvements in ability
to work in court (25%), communicating with supeors (23%) and providing service to clients
(31%). None reported a negative impact.

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

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 11% (B) 2% | 37% (10)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 75% (18 %7 (4) 8% (2)
Ability to access case informatiar0%(0) 0%(0) 7% (2) 44% (12)) 48% (13)
Communication with supervisors  0%(D) 0%(0) 77% (20)23% (6) 0% (0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 69% (18) 27% (1) A%

The lack of reported negative impacts on timelinesomewhat inconsistent with the timeliness of
documentation results obtained from the centralukge. It is possible that the reduction in
timeliness seen in progress note entry was tool $mbé noticed by the caseworkers and
overshadowed by the increase in rate of case ¢gosin



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas high. Figure 3 below shows that 81% of
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfiet/any satisfied,” compared to 11% being
“Somewhat dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied.” Atddnally, 7% indicated that they were “Neither
dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Onondag  a County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur = 41. Total number of testers n = 69.

Despite these overall high levels of satisfactinrieleconferences and survey responses,
participants reported technical difficulties, ins@tent access to CONNECTIONS, lengthy boot-up
times, and issues related to login passwords thgthmave influenced perceptions.

Laptop use generally was seen as contributingwergob-related stress; roughly 89% of
respondents said that it did reduce stress lewdlde 11% said it did not. Those who reported a
reduction in stress attributed this to their apild catch up on their work, just knowing the Igpte
available, and having the flexibility of working @locumentation outside of the office in a timely
manner. One respondent said, “It [the laptop] adlome to catch up on progress notes and related
work while at home, at my own speed, instead ofritato be pressured to come into the office. It
also will be effective while on night service.” S#al respondents did not feel as though laptops
contributed to lower job-related stress and attatuhis to the nature of the work and work-life
balance. One respondent said, “It [the laptopksdu# cut down on the amount of work | have to
do and it is now making me a worker who is suppdedze available 24 hours a day — as | can
‘readily’ access my work. It does reduce some stieshe sense that if | have childcare or other
issues | can readily work at home and receive my neports without using ‘time-off’.”

Overall, all of the respondents would recommenduthe of laptops to colleagues. The reasons
mentioned recommending the laptop included inciekéls&ibility in the ability to do work, the

ability to work outside of the office on one’s owmetable, increased access to information, and
increased timeliness of documentation. One casexv@dinted out, “The laptop allows you to do
work from almost anywhere, so if you have time et appointments you do not need to return to
the office to enter notes or check history.” Anotbaseworker highly recommended its use
regardless of compensatory time, “...1 suggest allvookers take advantage of using the laptop as



it can reduce the stress of the job even if yout ¢gt the actual compensation for its usage oatsid
of work hours over the pre-approved 4 hours.”

10
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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 responsibldhé 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 Servicstbcts 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 Orleans QgudSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tiemonstration Project’'s Summary Repiant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 47 days from BI(&Z-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Orleans County DSS has six CPS staff responsiblehitd protective services. Orleans County is
a rural area in Western New York and has approxmai4,000 residents. The Orleans County
DSS participated in the demonstration project &mref mobile technologies can help staff decrease
duplicative documentation efforts (i.e., writingtes by hand and then entering them when they get
into the office).

The Orleans County DSS deployed six HP Compaq ¢44blets to six CPS caseworkers on
11/23/07 (see Appendix A ¢iie Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regortdevice

specifications). All caseworkers received theinadevice. No district-provided external
broadband cards were procured for any devices gitinia pilot period. Therefore, the wireless
connectivity options were public wireless netwonkthin the area and any home Internet Service
Provider (ISP) access. Regardless of the netwamkexctions used, all access to the State network
was through a virtual private network (VPN) thatiges the transmission to and from the portable
device and the network. In addition, PointSec ygritwn software was installed on each device
before deployment. All caseworkers using the lpptieceived group training and information

from the County DSS regarding desirable areasgerand security precautions.



Finally, no policies were changed to support theoohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. However, some work preesi were changed during the pilot period; for
example, caseworkers were instructed not to ta&éagbtop into the field. In both periods,
caseworkers were not allowed to receive overtimevirk done at home after regular work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of seven CPS caseworkers participatedisidtudy: five took the baseline survey (response
rate 71%); four took the post-pilot survey (resporete 57%); and four took both the baseline and
post-pilot surveys (response rate 57%).

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

with an average of 3.5 years of experience; 60%rted CPS experience of one year or less.
Respondents were working less overtime hours duahegilot period. The percentage of
respondents reporting overtime of two hours or lessweek increased from 50% in the pre-pilot
period to 100% in the pilot period. As a resulg #verage overtime hours decreased from 2.6 hours
in the pre-pilot period to 0.8 hours in the pilefriod. All of the respondents reported a typicalrto
waiting time of one and a half hours or less ahdeapondents on average spending one or fewer
days in court per month.

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, one respondent said it
was “Easy,” three rated it as “Neither difficultmiasy,” and none of the survey respondents rated
the log-on process as “Difficult” or “Extremely Bidult.”

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

Orleans County DSS respondents reported usingteqd during normal work hours, after work
hours, and on-call. The laptop was used in cagsstigation and interventions, documentation and
reporting, and court-related activities. Case dosotation was the most frequent use, including
inputting and updating notes, reviewing case hisspiand checking. One respondent reported using
the laptop to access various forms of informatimmf government Web sites at least once a day.
One respondent accessed email at least once a dayre and one respondent reported using their
laptop at least once a day or more to access megtions.

Orleans County DSS did not have district-providegtmal broadband cards during the pilot
period. Some did use their home Internet Serviogifers (ISPs) while at home. Only minor
performance issues were reported including slowaedsan inability to establish a connection in
the field and while at home. Not enough informatieas provided during the teleconference or
through open-ended comments to determine if coivigotvas a problem while at court.

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitgy the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was us&d.survey respondents reported using the laptop
at home, for an average of two hours per week.

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 50% (2) 2.50 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur = 4. Total number of testers n = 7.

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

mobile work in many districts. However, survey rasgents in Orleans County DSS spend on
average less than one day a month at court andavabout one hour during a court visit.
Caseworkers may not be using the laptop in thet¢muse because of other competing interests
that may limit the amount and type of work they dan As mentioned earlier, it is uncertain
whether there is connectivity in the court house testers have to rely on ‘hot spots’ while in the
field — this may limit the opportunities to use thptop effectively. In addition, testers weredtol
they could not take the laptop with them into dg&ihomes and therefore, many chose not to carry
the laptop with them while in the field.

Caseworkers can work from home during off hoursviatitnot be compensated for overtime while
at home. Teleconference participants stated theypoeas implemented to prevent high costs and
caseworker burnout. Respondents also noted tewptate not allowed to go into the office during
non-working hours. Therefore respondents expresgethptop added a tremendous benefit when
on-call. One respondent described the situatipnof to the laptops, caseworkers who were on-
call or working outside normal hours were unablgebcomplete information on a particular case
until the next business day. Now with the lapibthey can connect, they can access this



information when they need it.” Several teleconfieeerespondents stated that working from home
was now more efficient because you did not hawetd with the constant interruptions found in
the office 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 Orleans @pdES: (1) Are workers more productive with
respect to case closings and progress note reg@drénd (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 daykss) increased substantially during the pilotqugri
up from 40 in the pre-pilot period to 59 during ikt period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days remained unchanged from the pre-pilotltd period. Overall however, there is a slight
increase in productivity; the total number of caslesed increased from 73 in the pre-pilot period
to 92 during the pilot —a 26% increase. Bus important to note that in this county the total
number of cases available to be worke@ decreased from 177 in the pre-pilot period to ib6the
pilot period — a 7.9% decrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Orleans County DSS Cases Cla$é@re-Pilot and During Pilot
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Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer-tt@ number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation regarding that event i tentral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progretesemtry and the related event. During both
periods, the majority of all progress notes wertered by the first day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of progrestes entered in each time period during the
pilot period is marginally, but consistently, beltmat of the pre-pilot period. By the fifth day,ev
70% of all notes were entered for the pre-pilotiguercompared to 66% for the pilot. By this
measure, timeliness decreased slightly duringebi but is still relatively high overall.

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



Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Orleans County DSS
100 9 By 71
A9 9. :
£z o0 5612 buu_/eo—/"
o=
g g 60 33_3‘6 =
53 40 . 56— gadD 6629
29 g1 80 51 0% 3%
g2
85 M9
o 0
0 1 2 3 4 5
Days
‘ —e— Pre-Pilot During-Pilot ‘

There may be multiple reasons for this decreaskdrimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the test may have changedisual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases duthmg pilot period that could have had this efféct.
Orleans County DSS, six tablet PCs were deployed,without wireless access cards. Survey
respondents reported that they were able to us@seat home using personal network access or
occasionally at hot spots away from the office. Tin out-of-office location for use of the PCs
was reportedly at home. This was reported as viduab on-call situations, particularly to access
information on the central system without comingpithe office. Overall, the opportunities and
incentives for laptop use outside the office waretéd.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymeninamkl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. Atlhg to these issues can be part of the 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 werangined: (1) timeliness of documentation, (2)
ability to do work in court, (3) ability to accesmse information, (4) communication with
supervisors, and (5) service to clients. Respaisdeare asked to rate the difference on a five{poin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the sanmant 5 = “Much better.”

Very few of Orleans County DSS patrticipants resgahi the quesitons regarding work impacts of
laptop use. Only two of the six participants resped to these survey items. Both reported no
impact on their work resulting from the tablet P§&{Table 2 below).



Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impas — Orleans County DSS

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 100%(2) Qp/o( 0%(0)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 100%(2 009( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatiar0%(0) 0%(0) 100%(2) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Communication with supervisors  0%(D) 0%(0) 100%(2) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 100%(2) 0%(0) 0%(0

There was some recognition of the overall potentele of the tablet PCs. When interviewed,
respondents noted that the tablet PCs allowed cakevs to have quicker responses to new
information, have more access to information, andckvat their own pace without any interruptions,
especially when they are behind. Overall, totatibidity was mentioned as one of the key benefits
associated with the use of the tablet PCs.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the table€9Pwas mixed (although, only three of the six

participants responded to this survey item). FigBréelow shows that only one of the three

respondents expressed being “Very satisfied.” Noihthe question respondents expressed being
“Dissatisfied” with the tablet PCs, however the e@ning two respondents indicated that they were
“Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the TablePCs

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Orleans ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took thequogey n = 4. Total number of testers n = 7.

Some teleconference respondents and open-endedystesponses attributed the lower
levels of satisfaction with the lack of a distrmbBvided wireless connection. Another
caseworker said, “We are not approved for overtimdo CPS work at home, so therefore
the tablet is not utilized at home.” The tablet §&herally was not seen as contributing to



lower job-related stress; two of the three questiespondents said that it did not reduce
stress, while one respondent said it did.

Overall, all three respondents would recommend ube of the tablet PC to colleagues. One
respondent said, “If colleagues had the abilityse the tablet outside of the office, | would hyghl
recommend it.”
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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 s&m#s 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 repbrnay 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 Putnam Cgubd$§S. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tiemonstration Project’'s Summary Repiant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted 79 days from PO — 1/9/08.

District Deployment

Putnam County DSS has nine CPS staff responsiblehftal protective services. Putnam County is
a geographically small rural area, just above Westter County, with about 100,000 residents.

The Putnam County DSS participated in the dematstraroject to learn if mobile technologies

will allow caseworkers more time in the field toeggiately address the needs and ensure the safety
of families, create more opprotunities to compbtiieumentation, and increase caseworker job
satisfaction.

The Putnam County DSS deployed nine Dell Latitué2®laptops to eight caseworkers and one
supervisor on 10/22/07 (see Appendix Al Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regort

device specifications). Nine docking stations vikigéyboards and monitors were installed. Each
caseworker and supervisor received their own devid@e district-provided broadband cards were
deployed to participants approximately one monterakceiving the laptops (cards received on or
about 11/15/07). Regardless of the network commestsed, all access to the State network was
through a virtual private network (VPN) that seautige transmission to and from the portable
device and the network. In addition, PointSec ygotoon software was installed on each device
before deployment.



All staff volunteered to participate in the demaeasbn project. Each person was provided
information about the demonstration project in amdto receiving individual training on how to
connect to the laptop and security precautionhparticipant signed an “acknowledgement
receipt” stating that they received the laptop.

One policy was modified from the pre-pilot peri@dsupport the introduction of mobile
technologies during the pilot period. In the ppetriod, caseworkers were allowed to use “flex
time” for work they completed using the laptop vetreit home after regular work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of eight CPS caseworkers participated is gtudy: six took the baseline survey (response
rate 75%); four took the post-pilot survey (resporege 50%); and three took both the baseline and
post-pilot surveys (response rate 38%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount ofrtave accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all irgodrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Putnam County DSS respostengre moderately experienced in CPS
field work, with an average of 6.6 years of expece 50% reported CPS experience of three years
or less. Respondents worked about the same nunilmredime hours in the pre-pilot and pilot
period. The percentage of respondents reportimgtiove of five hours or less in a week did not
change (staying around 67% for both in the pre- éumihg-pilot periods). However, the average
overtime hours increased from 4.3 hours in thepile-period to 6.7 hours in the pilot period.idt
important to note that the range of overtime halnanged from two to six hours in a week during
the pre-pilot period to five to ten hours in a wekking the pilot period. All of the respondents
reported a typical court waiting time of three hoor less and 83% reported on average spending
four 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)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 imeeithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Putnam DSS respondents reported using the laptapgduormal work hours, after work hours,
when on-call, and while working overtime. Putnamu@ty DSS desktops were removed and
docking stations were installed. Therefore, tHeringe of CPS-related work was completed using
the laptops. The laptop was used in case invegtigand interventions, documentation and
reporting, and court-related activities. Case doentation was the most frequent use, including
inputting and updating notes, completing safetgsssients, opening new cases, checking client
histories, court reports, email, and word procesdbverall, three of the respondents reported using
the laptop to access various forms of informatimmf government Web sites at least once a day.
Similarly, three of the respondents accessed emnag a day or more, while three respondents
reported using their laptop at least once a dayare to access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdoam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possilhl@ptop use did not change (at this point in
time) the frequency of respondents returning tootifiee during the work day to access
information. Two of the respondents reported rehg to the office five or more times a week to
access case information in the pre- and during-p#oiods (and one respondent reported returning
once a week or less in the pre- and during-piloioge). The respondents were in the field
approximately the same number of days per weekdgeeabout 3.25 days) during the pre- and
pilot periods.

Several respondents commented on some of the @fetooked changes in mobility and
communication patterns. For example, one respdrastribed the benefit of mobility, “I can take
my PC with me and enter information as needed oryaeisure, rather than having to be forced to
come into the office to enter information.” Anottiescribed how if she did not know what to do
with a case, she now called her supervisor at hemdethe supervisor could also access
CONNECTIONS and advise her.

Putnam County DSS had district-provided externahtiband cards during the pilot period. At the
mid-pilot period teleconference, testers reportegroblems with connectivity; however this was
most likely due to the fact that they had not usedlaptop at the court house or very much in the
field during the early stages of the test pericgle®al post-pilot survey comments indicated that
respondents had trouble logging-on to CONNECTION®&fhome or the field, and identified
issues such as low signal strength and being kiokkkdf CONNECTIONS. At the court house, a
few expressed connectivity problems, but most didemcounter problems. A few noted some
privacy issues at court. One respondent descthieedourt house situation stating, “ we have a
little private room at the court house where thay work, but that it is normally used by clerks,
attorneys, and the judges, so it is pretty lousldst said they can envision using the laptop attcou
but they felt that they just did not have enougfetiyet to experiment with it.

Participants were also asked about ease of loggintg-the device. Overall, two respondents said it
was “Easy,” one respondent rated it as “Neithdiadiit nor Easy,” and one respondent rated the
log-on process as “Difficult.”



Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of surveyomdgnts using the laptop at different locations, as
well as the average length of time the laptop vwesiuAside from in the office, all respondents
reported using the laptop at home for an averagasbiinder ten hours per week, in the field for
about six hours per week, and at the court houstnfee hours week.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 100% (4) 6.25 Hours
Court 100% (4) 3.00 Hours
Home 100% (4) 9.75 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=4. Total number of testers n=8.

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

mobile work in most districts. Respondents in thénBm County DSS spend on average three days
a month at court and wait on average 2.6 hoursidwricourt visit. Respondents indicated using the
laptop in court for about the same amount of tisméheir average wait time. This is a good
indication that respondents are utilizing theirditretter in court.

Caseworkers can work from home for overtime reasmialsreceive flex time. Respondents stated
that working from home was now more efficient dodetss interruptions, increased flexibility and
an increase in the time respondents have to derdiif tasks. One respondent expressed “I know
that even though | do not want to have to do waitkoane, | can bring my laptop home and
complete some tasks, and even if | can't get aexdiom, | can still use the laptop for word
processing.” Another stated, “The laptop has albbwerkers to type directly into
CONNECTIONS from home, which indicates there igiffisient time during the work day to
complete work.”

Putnam County DSS is currently reviewing existingjg@es to determine how to best take
advantage of the mobile technologies. For exangttleough there is technically a “no work from
home” policy during business hours, managememwvisstigating the possibility of caseworkers
working from home maybe once a week.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Putnam Cp#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 somewhat during the test period, up
from 47 in the pre-pilot period to 53 during thépperiod. The number of cases closed in over 60



days increased from 30 in the pre-pilot period&arbthe pilot period. This is a marked increase i
productivity; the total number of cases closedeased from 77 in the pre-pilot period to 111
during the pilot — a 44 % increase. It is impott@annote that in this county the total number of
cases available to be worked*@fecreased slightly from 173 in the pre-pilot perio 162 in the
pilot period — a 6.4% decrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Putham County DSS Cases Closétte-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 progmssentry and the related event. During the pre-
pilot period, the majority of all progress notesrgventered by the third day following the event.

But contrary to expectations, the proportion ofguess notes entered in each time period during the
pilot is substantially below that of the pre-pifriod. By the fifth day, over 58% of all notes wer
entered for the pre-pilot period, compared to thas 35% for the pilot period. By this measure,
timeliness decreased markedly during the pilot.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bjpays Following 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 decreadieaimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the test may have charfgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutlmgpilot period that could have had this efféct.
Putnam County DSS, a total of nine laptops and idgcétations were deployed as desktop
replacements, along with wireless access cardallfdBubstituting the laptops for a desktop PC
could require a period of adjustment. In addititwe pattern of progress note entry in the tesbpleri
shows a larger than expected number of notes ehiteduring the period of 40-60 days after the
event. This suggests an effort to close older caggsh would show in the analysis above (Table
2) as a drop in timeliness.

Policies and related work practices can accounttianges in workflow of progress notes during
the test period. In this county, workers were nioweed overtime pay for work on the laptops at
home, but were encouraged to arrange flex timeaustThis may been an insufficient incentive for
some to take the laptops home regularly or dewdbstantial time to note entry outside regular
hours (although it should be noted that many redeots during the teleconference call were very
positive about flex time). Also, technical diffitids may have played a role. For example, one
respondent reported, “At times, logging-on to CONINEONS while in [the] field or at a hospital
was difficult; the connection was not strong, tisia problem with the wireless card.” Additional
adjustments to these deployment and work procesagde necessary to take full advantage of the
laptops for use in the field. Adjusting to thessuiss can be part of the learning process in adpptin
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. Respaisdeare asked to rate the difference on a fivetpoin
scale where 1 = “Much worse,” 3 = “About the samantl 5 = “Much better.”

The Putnam respondents reported some substansigivpampacts on their work resulting from
laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For timelineflssocumentation, one-third of the respondents
reported improvements, and four of the nine replbirtgoroved ability to work in court and access
information from the field. A smaller proportiow@ of nine) reported improvements in service to
clients and none for communication with supervisbis respondents reported a negative impact on
any of the work categories.

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

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 25%(1) 50%(2) 25%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(3) 25%(1)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(3) 25%(1)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0)| 100%(4) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(2) 25%(1) 25%(1)

That lack of reported negative impacts on timeknasd other work activities is somewhat

inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesutts obtained from the central database. It is




possible that the caseworkers responding to theegwrere unaware of the overall trend in
timeliness seen in Table 2 or their perception ased more on the increased rate of case closing.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas high. Figure 3 below shows that three of the
four respondents expressed being “Somewhat salisfee “Very satisfied.” None of the
respondents expressed being “Dissatisfied” withl#peops, while only one respondent indicated
that they were “Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Putnam  County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogep n = 4. Total number of testers n = 8.

Laptop use generally was seen as contributing weerojob-related stress; three of the four
respondents said that it did reduce stress, whilg one said it did not. Those who reported a
reduction in stress attributed it to their abilibycatch up on their work and increased flexibilftyr
doing work outside of the office.

All four respondents would recommend the use ofolap to colleagues. One caseworker pointed
out that, “The laptop is a great addition, in office we do have some issues with being short
staffed, but for the most part | do think that faptops will be very helpful in the long run.”
Another respondent stated, “All caseworkers incthielfare services, including MPS and foster
care, should have laptops. All are in the fieldhwib time to access or enter information and are
overworked and understaffed.”
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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 responsibldhé 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 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 Rockland 68yuDSS. 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 34 days from 12/6/07-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Rockland County DSS has 23 CPS staff responsiblehitd protective services. Rockland
County, a bedroom community just outside of NewkYGity, has approximately 275,000
residents. The Rockland County DSS participatetiendemonstration project to learn if mobile
technologies positively impact caseworker job $atison and ultimately improve employee morale
and retention. The hope is that mobile devicesamible caseworkers to comply with state
reporting requirements and increase their abititga work while out of the office.

Rockland County DSS deployed 25 Compagq tc4400tsmbdel9 caseworkers, three supervisors,
and three managers. Laptops were deployed to gafupght participants between 12/3/07 —
12/6/07 (see Appendix A afie Demonstration Project's Summary Regdortdevice

specifications). Each person received their ownage All 25 tablets were deployed with district-
provided external broadband cards. Regardledseafi¢twork connections used, all access to the
State network was through a virtual private netwW®RN) that secures the transmission to and
from the portable device and the network. In addjtPointSec encryption software was installed
on each device before deployment.



Caseworkers received training in small groups fibldwed the tutorial provided on the tablet; each
person practiced using the pen and connecting &pplications. The Rockland County DSS
“Internet Use Policy” and “Laptop Guide” were dibtrted to each person prior to users signing for
the device.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technolgies before or during
the pilot period. In both periods, caseworkersenadfowed, at the discretion of supervisors,
compensatory time for work done at home after r@gwbrk hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 19 caseworkers patrticipated in this gtutid took the baseline survey (response rate
74%); 15 took the post-pilot survey (response 7&@#%); and 11 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate of 58%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount ofrtave accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingodrto understanding the overall context of the
field environment. The Rockland County DSS respongl were moderately experienced in CPS
field work, with an average of 6.6 years of expece; 57% reported CPS experience of four years
or more. Respondents were working slightly lesstawe hours during the pilot period. Seventy-
eight percent of respondents reported working awertfor five hours or less in a week in the pre-
pilot period compared to 91% in the pilot periodiherefore, the average overtime hours slightly
decreased from 4.7 hours in the pre-pilot period.Bohours in the pilot period. In both periods, al
participants worked on average at least two hodrsvertime in week. Ninty-two percent of
respondents reported a typical court waiting tirhéhcee hours or less and 73% reported spending
on average three 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

Rockland County DSS respondents reported usingagtep during normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working overtime. Rockland CounBSlesktops were removed and docking
stations were installed. Therefore, the full ran§E€PS-related work was completed using the
laptops. The laptop was used in case investigatnohinterventions, documentation and reporting.
Case documentation was the most frequent usedingjunputting and updating notes, opening and
closing cases, completing safety assessments,,@ndilvord processing. Overall, 27% of
respondents reported using the laptop to accegsugaiorms of information from government Web
sites at least once a day. Approximately 60% giordents accessed email once a day or more,
while 40% of respondents reported using their lp@ibleast once a day or more to access map
directions.

The extent to which caseworkers could access irdoam while out of the office has a big
influence on what kinds of mobile work are possibRespondents reported returning to the office
to access case information less frequently duhegpilot period. Sixty percent reported returning
to the office once a week or less to access cdaeration during the pilot period, compared to
22% in the pre-pilot period. The respondents wette field approximately the same number of
days per week (average 3.5 days) during the papaot periods.

Rockland County DSS had district-provided extebrabdband cards during the pilot period.
Respondents reported several obstacles to molalenguding the inability to establish a
connection and slow speed or unreliable connectiarall locations. At the court house, the lack
of privacy was most problematic. The most mentioc@thectivity problem was slowness. One
respondent described their situation: “It takesrayltime to log-on the network when | am at home.
CONNECTIONS, most of the time, is really slow arfthtl myself writing notes in Word and then
e-mailing them to the office and putting them inKIIEECTIONS.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 47% of respondents
rated the log-on process as “Difficult” to “Extrelpéifficult,” 27% rated it as “Neither difficult
nor Easy,” and another 26% said it was “Easy” tgtf&nely Easy.”

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 (87%)afoaverage of over four and a half hours per
week. Twenty-seven percent used it while in tke&lffor approximately one-half hour per week,
compared to 13% using it in the court house fas than 1 hour per week.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 27% (4) 1.43 Hours
Court 13% (2) 0.43 Hours
Home 87% (13) 4.67 Hours
Do not use at all 6% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=15. Total number of testers n=19.



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

mobile work in most districts. Respondents spendwarage 2.5 days a month at court and on
average wait just over 2 hours during a court visdwever, caseworkers may not be using the
laptop in the court house or the field becauseluérocompeting interests that may limit the amount
and type of work they can do. The Rockland Cold®s test period was 34 days, and open-ended
comments in the survey noted that respondentsatilave many opportunities to use it in court
during this time period.

Caseworkers can work from home for overtime reasmialsreceive compensatory time at the
discretion of supervisors. Similarly, respondesitded that working from home was now more
efficient because it allowed them to get caughtagisled peace of mind, and increased their
flexibility and the time they have to do differdasks.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and sigspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Rockland @gWDSS: (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 daykss) increased substantially during the pilotqugri
up from 64 in the pre-pilot period to 94 during kot period. The number of cases closed in over
60 days increased somewhat from 14 in the pre-pédbd to 36 in the pilot period. This is a
marked increase in productivity; the total numblecases closed increased from 78 in the pre-pilot
period to 130 during the pilot — over a 66% incesak is important to note that in this county the
total number of cases available to be worketincreased from 270 in the pre-pilot period to 300
in the pilot period — a 11.1% increase.

Figure 1 - Number of Rockland CountyDSS Cases Clodéd re-Pilot and During Pilot
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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.



Another indicator of timeliness is elapsed timer+he 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 werterd by the first day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of prognmestes entered in each time period during the
pilot is marginally, but consistently, below thditle pre-pilot period. By the fifth day, over 8486
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot perioanpared to just over 77% for the pilot period. By
this measure, timeliness decreased slightly duhiegest, but is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays 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.
Rockland County DSS, a total of 25 laptops witheldss access were deployed. Several
respondents reported difficulties in maintainingpanection away from the office and slow
response while connected. One respondent remd®ednections runs very slow while | am
working from my home, and at times | find it eagejust type the notes in Word, and email them
to myself.” This sentiment was echoed by seveltaotespondents.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentankl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. Atipg to these issues can be part of the learning
process 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 wera@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.”

The Rockland County DSS respondents reported denslig positive impacts on their work
resulting from laptop use, shown in Table 2 bel@wer three-fourths reported improvements in
timeliness of documentation and 85% in ability ¢cess case information. There were smaller
proportions reporting improvements in ability tonwan court (33%), communicating with



supervisors (31%), and providing service to cli€b?o). Only one respondent reported a negative

impact on any of the work categories.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impas — Rockland County

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 7%(1) 7%(1) 71%(10) 14%(2)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 67%(8) 25%(3) 8%(1)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 14%(2) 64%(9) 21%(3)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0) 69%(9) 8%(1) 23%(3)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 46%(6) 31%(4) 23%(3)

That lack of reported negative impacts on timeknessomewhat inconsistent with the timeliness of
documentation results obtained from the centralukge. It is possible that the reduction in
timeliness seen in progress note entry was tool $mbé noticed by the caseworkers and
overshadowed by the increase in rate of case ¢gsin

Several respondents did recognize the overall fiateralue of the laptop’s mobility. One
commented, “If the weather permits, | stop at oatdwarks or any convenient place (libraries, etc.).
As long as | have time between stops it is verpfuéko not have to return to the office. The phone
is not ringing and there are less distractionst'sa good place to focus.”

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas high. Figure 3 below shows that 86% of
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfietWeany satisfied,” compared to only 7% being
“Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied” or “Somewhat dissied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s
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* Based on survey respondents who took theuogey n = 15. Total number of testers n = 19.



Laptop use was generally \seen as contributingwet job-related stress; 86% of respondents said
that it did reduce stress, while roughly 14% saiid not. 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 documentatiamutside of the office. One respondent said, “I
have the option of working anytime and almost amgseh This reduces some work stress though it
can be problematic for the home life.” Several cihexpressed a similar sentiment: “Because | do a
lot of work at home now, | do not get paid or hawy free or down time.”

Overall, 93% of respondents would recommend theafidaptops to colleagues, while only 7%
were unsure. The reasons mentioned for this pesitecommendation included increaseed
flexibility to do work outside of the office, theb#ity to use time more efficiently, and increased
access to information. One respondent pointed “blaying the laptop allows a worker to meet
deadlines immediately instead of having to stay@k later or come in earlier to complete them.”
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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 Schenect@dynty DSS. Findings are based on data
collected through online surveys, teleconferendesstict questionnaires, and analysis of
CONNECTIONS data (see Appendix C of themonstration Project's Summary Repfont data
collection tools and timeline). The field test E&75 days from 10/26/07-1/9/08.

District Deployment

Schenectady County DSS has over 40 CPS staff refgp@rior child protective services.
Schenectady County is mostly urban with some raneds and has approximately 150,000
residents. The Schenectady County DSS participatdee demonstration project to learn if mobile
technologies can help staff maximize field and ttore, as well as increase opportunities to do
data entry while away from the office.

The Schenectady County DSS deployed 20 Dell LaifD820 laptops to 19 caseworkers, eight
supervisors and one manager on 10/26/07 (see AppAraf the Demonstration Project’s
Summary Repofbr device specifications). All caseworkers reeé their own device and docking
stations with keyboards and monitors; supervisntsraanagers shared one laptop. All 19 laptops
were supplied with district-provided external brbadd cards approximately three weeks after
caseworkers received the laptops. Regardlesseafdtwork connections used, all access to the
State network was through a virtual private netwW®RN) that secures the transmission to and
from the portable device and the network. In addjtPointSec encryption software was installed
on each device before deployment.



Each caseworker participated in group training toatered how to complete the entire connection
process (from power-up to power-down) and how tths laptop accessories. Caseworkers were
selected to participate in the demonstration sottiey represented a range of technical skills and
experience in managing caseloads.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theoohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period. In both periods, caseveoskwere not compensated for documentation
work done at home after normal work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 19 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 18 took the baseline survey (response rate
95%); 15 took the post-pilot survey (response 7&@#%); and 15 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 79%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount ofrtave accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingodrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Schenectady County DSS redgmats were moderately experienced in
CPS field work, with an average of six years oferignce; 56% reported CPS experience of three
years or less. Respondents were working rougldysdime amount of overtime hours during the
pilot period as in the pre-pilot period. The pe&tege of respondents reporting overtime of five
hours or less in a week did not change (stayin78b for both the pre- and pilot periods).
However, the average overtime hours did decredsggulg from 6.1 hours in the pre-pilot period to
5.3 hours in the pilot period. In both periods, rapondents reported working at least two hours
overtime in an average week. Sixty-three percémesgpondents reported a typical court waiting
time of two hours or less and spend on averagedas month in court..

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 imeeithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Schenectady County DSS respondents reported useriggtop during normal work hours, after
work hours, on-call, and when working overtime. &woéctady County DSS desktops were removed
and docking stations installed. Therefore, therange of CPS-related work was completed using
the laptops. The laptop was used in case invegtigand interventions, documentation and
reporting, and court-related activities. Case doentation was the most frequent use, including
inputting and updating notes, completing safetgsssents, checking client histories, email, and
accessing documents and forms. Several lookedinmyned history information or accessed the sex
offender registry and the Welfare Management SyswiMS). Seventy-one percent the
respondents reported using the laptop to accegsugaiorms of information from government Web
sites at least once a day. Similarly, 79% of redpats accessed email once a day or more, and 71%
of respondents reported using their laptop oncayaa access map directions.

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

influence on what kinds of mobile work are possillespondents reported returning to the office

to access case information less frequently dutegpilot period. Thirty-one percent reported never
returning to the office to access case informationng the pilot period, compared to only 15% in
the pre-pilot period. The respondents were iffifld approximately the same number of days per
week (average 3 days) during the pre- and pilabger

Schenectady County DSS had district-provided eatdsroadband cards during the pilot period.
While many respondents encountered few difficultseveral respondents reported obstacles to
mobile use; such as the inability to establishraneation and slow speed or unreliable connections,
mostly at court and in the field. Some recounteddifficulty of getting and maintaining
connections, while others simply stated, “connechas been great.” At the court house, many
reported that the lack of privacy was problemdline respondent described the situation: “[It
takes] too long to start up and shut down andditpo temperamental if not shut down properly, so
it is not worth taking a chance on dragging it st is heavy) and we have a plethora of other
things to bring out in the field. | tried usingahile waiting at court, but if you get called irttze

court room you do not have enough time to shut dihercomputer and it would not be safe to
leave it out.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 39% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely Easy,” 38% rated it as “Neithafficult nor Easy,” and 23% of respondents
rated the log-on process as “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 (67%afoaverage of 3.50 hours per week. Forty
percent used it at court for about two hours pezkiwand 33% used it in the field for an average of
two hours per week. One caseworker stated, “I''lm @mbcomplete work at home that | had been
unable to finish during work hours.”



Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 33% (5) 2.00 Hours
Court 40% (6) 2.00 Hours
Home 67% (10) 3.50 Hours
Do not use at al 7% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=15. Total number of testers n=19.

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

mobile work. Survey respondents spend an averafgaipofiays a month at court and wait on
average just over two hours during a court visite@aseworker reported, “In family court we sit in
a frequently crowded waiting room, the laptop i3 physically cumbersome to use on my lap while
sitting with people on each side of me, also dueeing in close proximity to many other people
there are issues regarding confidentiality.” Howewae@other suggested, “I am able to take my
computer to court and out in the field. Typicallizen | go to court | am there a minimum of 3
hours and can now get some work done.”

Several respondents stated that working from hoagemore effective because of increased access
to information, and increased flexibility in wheaad when work was done. But, many respondents
were reluctant to expend large amounts of personal working from home when they are not
compensated. One caseworker expressed, “I fveryt helpful to have a laptop because it allows
me mobility and the option to do my work outsidetwé office. | find the laptop extremely helpful
when | am on-call. | often take it home to do wotKeel | would actually do even more if there

was some way to be compensated for my time. EMenas only to receive ‘comp’ time, | have

no problem with my work being monitored while | @tnhome to prove how productive | am.”
Another describes the situation: “We do not get gpensated to bring the laptop home and work. |
use it primarily while I am on-call. Initially,found myself bringing it home to catch up on work
but then | realized the amount of time | was wogkat home and how it was impacting my home
life without any compensation or recognition. ill &tring it home, but only to download notes and
to edit notes.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Schenect@oynty DSS: (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 daykss) remained essentially unchanged from the pre-
pilot period (67) to the pilot period (66). The nioen of cases closed in over 60 days increased
somewhat, from 154 in the pre-pilot period to 22@he pilot period. This is a marked increase in
productivity during the test period; the total nienbf cases closed increased from 221 in the pre-
pilot period to 286 during the pilot — over a 2986érease. It is important to note that in thismgu



the total number of cases available to be workédrameased from 764 in the pre-pilot period to
812 during the pilot — a 6.2% increase.

Figure 1 - Number of Schenectady County DSS Case$oSed 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 endbntral 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 werterd by the first day following the event. But
contrary to expectations, the proportion of prognmestes entered in each time period during the
pilot is marginally, but consistently, below thditle pre-pilot period. By the fifth day, over 8586
all notes were entered for the pre-pilot perioanpared to just over 74% for the pilot. By this
measure, timeliness decreased slightly during ilog put is still high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Schenectady County DSS
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There may be multiple reasons for the decreadseiirneliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the pilot may have charigedisual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutlmgpilot period that could have had this efféct.

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



Schenectady County DSS, a total of 20 laptops witkless access cards and docking stations were
deployed as replacements for desktop PCs. Thisdieduipment change can be disruptive in the
short run and require a period of adjustment. Sd\&errvey respondents reported slow sign-on
processes, difficulties in maintaining a connect@aray from the office and slow response while
connected. One respondent remarked: “CONNECTIOMS very slow while | am working from

my home, and at times | find it easier to just t{fpe notes in Word, and email them to myself.”

This sentiment was echoed by several other respiside

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentamkl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. Atljg to these issues can be part of the 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 weraw@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.”

The Schenectady County DSS respondents reportesistemtly positive impacts on their work
resulting from laptop use, shown in Table 2 belBifty percent reported improvements in
timeliness of documentation, 78% in ability to aaxease information and 64% percent reported
improvements in ability to work in court. Many pesdents did not perceive changes when
communicating with supervisors (93%) or providimgvsce to clients (86%). None of the
respondents reported negative impacts.

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

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 50%(7) 50p6(| 0%(0)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 36%(5) 50%9( 14%(2)
Ability to access case informatiar0%(0) 0%(0) 21%(3) 64%(9) 14%(2)
Communication with supervisors  0%(D) 0%(0) 93%(13) 7%(1) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 86%(12) 14%(2 0%(0)

That lack of reported negative impacts on timeknasd other work activities is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central database. It is
possible that the reduction in timeliness seerragess note entry was too small to be noticed by
the caseworkers and overshadowed by the increaateinf case closings.

Several respondents did recognize the overall pataralue of laptop. One commented, “Having
the laptop allows me more mobility. In cases wHdel | need it, | can bring it. While on callig
a wonderful resource to have at home to look usi@ty.”



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas relatively high. Figure 3 below shows that
65% of respondents expressed being “Somewhat iedtishr “Very satisfied,” compared to only
7% being “Somewhat dissatisfied.” Additionally, 29%dicated that they were “Neither
dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Laptgs

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Schenec  tady County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took tsequovey n = 15. Total number of testers n = 1&centages may not add to
100% due to rounding.

Despite these overall high levels of satisfactiother factors may be influencing respondents’
perceptions of laptop satisfaction. Many casewakeay have had higher expectations for use at
court and in the field and those expectations vimatewholly met. One respondent reported, “The
use of the laptop in the field is cumbersome, lgukgacy, [and is] time consuming. The Alpha
Smart in the field is perfect.”

Laptop use regarding job-related stress received masults from respondents. Fifty percent
indicated that it did reduce stress, while the othaf felt as though laptops did not lower job-
related stress. Those who reported a reductiotreésssattributed this to their ability to catch ap
work, increased flexibility in working outside dfd office, and increased access to information.

The lack of compensation for overtime work was ign reason why respondents felt as though
the use of laptop did not reduce their job-relastigbss. Several others expressed this similar
sentiment: “Most of my stress is associated withilgatoo much work and not enough time to do it
in. The laptop would assist me in completing sornthis work from home, but | am very reluctant
to invest a significant amount of time in doing Wwdrom home when | am not compensated for it;
when I'm home I'd rather spend time with my fanthgn do work for free.”

Overall, 79% of respondents would recommend theofidaptops to colleagues, compared to 7%
that would not. Additionally, 14% were unsure. Theasons mentioned for this postive
recommendation included increased flexibility in esdn work can be done, increased time
efficiency (especially during down times in courgnd increased access to information. One
respondent pointed out that “the laptop is usefuthat it offers flexibility in where and when you

can do work and access information. | would recomunesing the laptop to my colleagues, for



those willing to work for free from home; the lapta@an greatly assist in catching up on
documentation and processing case work.”

10
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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 responsibldhé 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 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 Seneca Cypinvision of Human Services (DHS). Findings
are based on data collected through online sureissict questionnaires, and analysis of
CONNECTIONS data (see Appendix C of themonstration Project's Summary Repfont data
collection tools and timeline). The field testtesfor 44 days from 11/26/07-1/9/08

District Deployment

Seneca County DHS has eight CPS staff respongiblehfld protective services. Seneca County is
a rural area located in Central New York and hpepulation of 34,000 residents. The Seneca
County DSS patrticipated in the demonstration ptdéearn if mobile technologies maximize the
use of wait time in court and the field.

The Seneca County DHS deployed eight HP Compad@ctablets to seven caseworkers and one
supervisor on 11/26/07 (see Appendix Altgé Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regort

device specifications). Each caseworker receikied bwn device, except one laptop that was
shared between a supervisor and one caseworkedewites were deployed with district-provided
external broadband cards.

Regardless of the network connections used, afisscto the State network was through a virtual
private network (VPN) that secures the transmisgicend from the portable device and the



network. In addition, PointSec encryption softwasaes installed on each device before
deployment.

Caseworkers were given a brief overview of the devshown how to sign-on to CONNECTIONS,
and how each feature of the device could be us#tkifield. Each was given an orientation
manual.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies before or
during the pilot period.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of seven CPS caseworkers participated i; gtudy: six took the baseline survey (response
rate 86%); four took the post-pilot survey (resporate 57%); and four took both the baseline and
post-pilot surveys (response rate 57%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount ofrtave accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingdrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The Seneca County DSS resposdeetre very new to CPS field work, with
an average of 1.3 years of experience; all sixaiedents reported CPS experience of three years or
less. Respondents were working slightly more onextduring the pilot period. The percentage of
respondents reporting overtime of three hours g ie a week did not change (staying around 75%
for both the pre- and pilot periods). However, @verage overtime hours increased from 2.8 hours
a week in the pre-pilot period to 3.9 hours in ghlet period. All respondents reported a typical
court waiting time of forty-five minutes or lessch80% reported spending on average one 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)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

Seneca County DSS respondents reported usinggtoplduring normal work hours, after work
hours, on-call, and when working overtime. Thedgpivas used in case investigation and
interventions, documentation and reporting, andtemlated activities. Case documentation was
the most frequent use, including inputting and tipdenotes, reading and reviewing case histories,
completing safety assessments, checking cliermrest and email. Overall, three respondents
reported using the laptop to access various fofms@rmation from government Web sites at least
once a day. Similarly, four respondents accesseil @mce a day or more, while four respondents
reported using their laptop at least once a dayare to access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infeomathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Very feiSeneca County DSS participants responded
to the questions regarding changes in accessingmation. However, for those that did, laptop

use decreased the frequency of respondents reguimihe office while out in the field to access
information. Three respondents reported nevermetg to the office to access case information
during the pilot period, compared to only one resfamt in the pre-pilot period. Respondents were
in the field approximately the same number of dagisweek (average 3.5 days) in the pre- and
pilot periods.

Seneca County DHS had district-provided externaafdbband cards during the pilot period. While
many respondents reported encountering few obstasaene respondents reported obstacles to
mobile use including an inability to establish aection, slow speed problems, and unreliable
connections in all locations. Slow speed seemdxttihe most frustrating problem, as well as not
being able to establish a connection. Lack ofgmjwwas not a problem for most; however, small
blocks of time to do work in court were also peveeli as problematic. There were no open-ended
survey comments that explained the privacy problems

Participants were also asked about ease of logmingy to the device. Overall, 50% of survey
respondents rated the log-on process as “ExtreBiffigult,” 25% rated it as “Neither difficult nor
Easy” and another 25% said it was “Easy.”

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 uBed.respondents reported using the laptop at
home for an average of just over two hours per vagekone reported using it in the field for less
than one-half hour per week. None of the respatsdeported using the laptop in the court house.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 25% (1) 0.25 Hours
Court 0% (0) 0.00 Hours
Home 50% (2) 2.25 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur=4. Total number of testers n=7.



The amount of time caseworkers spend in court giggkat it is an unexploited location for
mobile work. Respondents reported that they do laawaiting room at the court house that they
can use and that the court house has wireless coomme However, respondents spend on average
one day a month at court and approximately 70%spondents reported waiting in court two
hours or less during a court visit. Thereforeggawkers may not be using the laptop in the court
house because of other competing interests thalimayhe amount and type of work they can do.
Also, a few suggested they just have not had aonyopty to use it in court at this point in time.

There was not sufficient information from the syrdata or district questionnaire to describe what
the current policies are with respect to workingnir home, overtime compensation, or testers’
perceptions and opinions about these issues.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Seneca GoDiS: (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 dramatically from the pre-pilof)(21
to the pilot period (66). The number of cases daseover 60 days increased substantially as well,
from 13 in the pre-pilot period to 36 in the pipwriod. This is a marked increase in productivity;
the total number of cases closed increased from 8% pre-pilot period to 102 in the pilot peried
three times the pre-pilot amount. It is importanhote that in this county the total number of sase
available to be worked Gincreased from 147 in the pre-pilot period to i6&he pilot period — a
14.3% increase.

Figure 1 - Number of Seneca County DHS Cases ClosBde-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

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



shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During the pre-
pilot period, the majority of all progress notesr&ventered by the first day following the event, bu
only 40% during the pilot period. Contrary to exjaions, the proportion of progress notes entered
in each time period during the pilot is consistgiilow that of the pre-pilot period. By the fifth

day, over 70% of all notes were entered for thegilie period, compared to just over 52% for the
pilot. By this measure, timeliness decreased slighiring the test, but is high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Seneca County DSS
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There may be multiple reasons for the decreadweitirneliness of note entry. The overall increase
in case closings during the pilot may have charigedisual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases duthmgypilot period that could have had this effect.

The use of new technology also requires a periatpfstment. In Seneca County DHS, a total of
eight tablet PC’s with wireless access cards wepoyed. This kind of equipment change can
require extra effort in the short-run and a peonbddjustment. But, in this case, a few of the
respondents reported slow sign-on processes, utfés in maintaining a connection away from the
office or slow response while connected. One redeondid remark: “While logging in at home |
experienced extremely long wait times. It was nione efficient to contact the State Central
Registry (SCR) and take the report verbally.” Arstheported lack of connectivity in the southern
area of the county. It is not clear, however, hammon these problems were.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentvankl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. uating to these issues can be part of the learning
process 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.”

The Seneca County DHS respondents reported sonte/@asipacts on their work resulting from
laptop use, shown in Table 2 below (very few resleaito the questions regarding work impacts).
Two of the respondents reported improvements ieltmass of documentation and ability access



case information. One reported improvements intgkd work in court and one respondent
reported improvements in providing service to dserNone of the respondents reported
improvements in communicating with supervisorsmy aegative impacts on any work categories.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Seneca County DHS

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 75%(3) 0Po(0  25%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0) 75%(3) 25%( 0%(0)
Ability to access case informatiar0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(2) 25%(1) 25%(1)
Communication with supervisors  0%(D) 0%(0) 100%(@4) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 75%(3 0%(0) 25%(1)

That lack of reported negative impacts on timeknasd other work activities is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central database. It is
possible that the reduction in timeliness seerragess note entry was too small to be noticed by
the caseworkers and overshadowed by the increaa&einf case closing.

Several respondents did recognize the overall patewalue of the tablet. Positive comments
included: “It can go with you as needed whenevexded wherever you go,” and “Information is
more accessible and saves time, especially ori-call.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas low (again, very few participants responded to
survey guestions on satisfaction). Figure 3 belbens that three of the four respondents expressed
being “Somewhat satisfied” or “Very dissatisfieddmpared to only one respondent being “Very

satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s
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Respondents attributed low satisfaction with thtdps to technical difficulties, such as trouble
establishing a connection, lengthy boot-up times, gpotty coverage—especially in the southern
portions of the county.

Laptop use regarding job-related stress also redaivix results from respondents. Two of the four
respondents indicated that it did reduce job-relateess, while the other two felt as though laptop
did not contribute to lower job-related stressre$§i reduction was attributed mostly to saving time
One respondent described their experience: “Mooessible and saves time, especially on-call.”
Those who did not experience stress reductiorbated this to technical difficulties associatedhwit
the wireless connectivity. For example, one respahdaid, “Because of the difficulty and time
associated with logging-on, it [job-related streds¢s not seem to have changed much.”

Overall, two respondents would recommend the udapwdps to colleagues, compared to only one
who would not. Additionally, one respondent wasuwresvhether he/she would recommend the use
of the laptops to colleagues. One respondent @wbirgut, “If the situation [with wireless
connectivity] could be rectified this could be extrely beneficial. However, at the current state of
connectivity, this does not seem to make a diffeeamhile working in the field.”
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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 s&s 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 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 St. Lawre@munty DSS. Findings are based on data
collected through online surveys, district questaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS data (see
Appendix C of theDemonstration Project's Summary Repfant data collection tools and timeline).
The field test lasted for 60 days from 11/10/07/129

District Deployment

St. Lawrence County DSS has 17 CPS staff resp@anfibkhild protective services. St. Lawrence
County is a rural area with approximately 111,08€ldents. St. Lawrence County DSS particpated
in the demonstration project to learn if mobilelteclogies provide caseworkers with increased
opportunities and capability to enter case noteiteviln remote areas.

The St. Lawrence County DSS deployed 16 Dell Ld&tD620 laptops to 16 caseworkers on
11/10/07 (see Appendix A ¢ihie Demonstration Project's Summary Regortdevice

specifications). All caseworkers received theinayevice and docking stations with keyboards and
monitors. Training was done on an individual baassneeded.

No broadband connection cards were procured fodamices during the pilot period. Therefore,
the only wireless connectivity options were pulliceless networks within the area and any home
Internet Service Provider (ISP) access. Regaradietse 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.

Two policies were instituted during the pilot perias a result of the introduction of mobile
technologies into the workplace. First, casewakegre required to secure the device when it was
out of the possession of a caseworker (for exanitphegs suggested caseworkers lock the laptop in
the trunk of car), and second, caseworkers wereilmted from using CONNECTIONS in non-
secure ‘free wireless’ spots. The second policgeabout because the data could not be protected.
In both periods, with prior approval, caseworkees alowed to receive compensatory time for
working at home after regular work hours.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 16 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 12 took the baseline survey (response rate
75%); 9 took the post-pilot survey (response r&%ph and 7 took both the baseline and post-pilot
surveys (response rate 44%).

The length of experience in CPS work, amount ofrtave accrued weekly, the number of court
days and estimated court waiting time are all ingodrto understanding the overall context of the
work environment. The St. Lawrence County DSS redpats were new to CPS field work, with
an average of 2.8 years of experience; 75% repdtie& experience of three years or less.
Respondents worked about the same number of owetioars in the pre-pilot and pilot period.
The percentage of respondents reporting overtinfee@hours or less in a week slightly decreased
from 86% in the pre-pilot period to 83% in the pifgeriod. However, the average overtime hours
slightly decreased from four hours in the pre-ppetiod to 3.8 hours in the pilot period. Sixty-
seven percent of respondents reported a typicat eaiting time of three hours or less and 92%
reported spending four or fewer days in court pentin.

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)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

St. Lawrence County DSS respondents reported tisenaptop during normal work hours, after
work hours, on-call, and when working overtime.l%twrence County DSS desktops were
removed and docking stations installed. Therefiiefull range of CPS-related work was
completed using the laptops. The laptop was usedse investigation and interventions,
documentation, and reporting. Case documentatiatiamost frequent use, including inputting
and updating notes, dictation, completing safesgssments, reading and reviewing case histories,
opening new cases, doing person searches, chedlenghistories, and email. Eight respondents
reported using the laptop to access various fofmgarmation from government Web sites while
in the field at least once a day. Similarly, eigfgpondents accessed email at least once a day or
more, while two respondents reported using th@iola at least once a day or more to access map
directions.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infasmathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Very f8tvLawrence County DSS participants
responded to the questions regarding changes @ssiog information. However, for those that
did, laptop use did not change (at this pointnmef) the frequency of respondents returing to the
office to access information. Three reported ra@hg to the office to access information four or
more times a week in the pre- and pilot periods.

Several respondents commented on some of the @fetooked changes in mobility and
communication patterns. For example, one resporsiated, “Instead of having to travel back to
the office to do dictation and other work, | castjpull over or go to any spot that has internet
access to do my work. This cuts down on my tréwed, giving me more time to get things done.”
Another said, “I sometimes stop at people's horiéey are on my way to work. After a visit, |
type my dictation from that visit into my laptopalso sometimes use the laptop to retrieve info
from CONNECTIONS.”

St. Lawrence County DSS did not have district-pded external broadband cards during the pilot
period. While out of the office, respondents régodusing ‘hot spots’ and while at home, most
used their personal Internet Service Providersg)SFhe court house does not currently have
wireless access. Several respondents noted thatéla does not have a reliable wireless carrier
and this makes accessing ‘hot spots’ very difficllhose who were able to connect in different
locations reported some obstacles to mobile uskjding the inability to establish a connection in
all locations. One participant expressed, “Inteageess is spotty in our county and at home. It
takes time to log-on and off and to access clieabrds in CONNECTIONS.” Small blocks of time
or privacy issues were not seen as major probleringaourt house, or while in the field or at
home.

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 75% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely Easy, " 25% rated it as “Nesttdifficult 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 &&despondents reported using the laptop at



home, for an average of over three hours per warlgeople used it in the field for over 9.5 hours
a week, and four used the laptop in court for cgrage less than 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 67% (6) 9.57 Hours
Court 44% (4) 0.83 Hours
Home 67% (6) 3.43 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) -

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=9. Total number of testers n=16.

In the survey open-ended comments participantedgstae importance of having the laptop with
them in the field to type or dictate notes. Orspomdent stated, “I can type notes into my laptop a
home or in the field, making it take less timeypd the notes because the information is fresh.”
However, a few did not find the adjustment in wprlctices as easy. Another stated, “Because my
work habits have not changed since using it, | abrcomfortable using my laptop in the field and
am unsure of how to use it, therefore | just don't.

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court figdkat is an unexploited location for mobile
work in most districts. St. Lawrence County DSS$mrlents spend on average of 2.5 days a month
at court and wait approximately 2.5 hours durirgpart visit. However, caseworkers may not be
using the laptop in the court house or the fieldaose of other competing interests that may limit
the amount and type of work they can do. The nurabepportunities to use the laptop may be
limited for some due to changes in work practiaes @ot having connectivity.

Caseworkers could work from home for overtime reasand receive compensatory time if they
received prior approval. No problems were repomgth overtime approvals during the pilot
period. Several respondents stated that workiogh fhome was now more efficient because it
increased their flexibility. One stated, “[The tap] allows me to access CONNECTIONS at home
so | may complete a case and submit to my supervViso

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the St. Lawre@oeinty DSS: (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 changescemfy and productivity. Figure 1 below shows
the rate of timely closing of cases (in 60 daykeses) decreased from the pre-test period (90)do th
test period (55). However, the number of casesdi@as over 60 days increased substantially from
62 in the pre-pilot period to 107 in the pilot meti This is a moderate increase in productivity
during the pilot period; the total number of caslesed increased from 152 in the pre-pilot period
to 162 during the pilot —a 6.6% increase. Imgortant to note that in this county the total nemb



of cases available to be worked’afecreased from 369 in the pre-pilot period to @8®e pilot
period — a 22% decrease.

Figure 1 - Number of St. Lawrence County DSS Casé&3osed 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 progmssentry and the related event. During the pre-
pilot period, the majority of all progress notesr&ventered by the fifth day following the eventt bu
only 35% during the pilot period. Contrary to exiaions, the proportion of progress notes entered
in each time period during the test is consistebdpw that of the pre-pilot period. By this
measure, timeliness decreased slightly duringebie t

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bjpays Following Event

Proportion of Progress Notes Submitted
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - St. Lawrence County DSS
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreasieeitimeliness of note entry. The overall increase
in closing cases over 60 days during the test naag kkhanged the usual pattern of progress note
entry. The use of new technology also requiresrag®f adjustment. In St. Lawrence County
DSS, atotal of 16 laptop with docking stations evéeployed. This kind of equipment change can

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



require extra effort in the short run and requipedod of adjustment. In addition, no wireless
access cards were deployed with the laptops, dtreetabsence of a reliable wireless network
access provider in the county. A few respondengerted slow sign-on processes and difficulties in
maintaining a connection away from the office @vwstesponse while connected. One respondent
did remark, “The laptop takes a long time to st@reach time it is used, whether at the officenor i
the field.” Another reported difficulty saving daoents. It is not clear, however, how common
these problems were.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentamkl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. uatpg to these issues can be part of the learning
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.”

The St. Lawrence County DSS respondents reporiaé positive impacts on their work resulting
from laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For docutaBon, six of the eight respondents reported
improvements in timeliness of documentation anda fespondents reported improved ability to
access case information. Reported ability to warkdurt improved for three respondents and two
each reported improvements in ability to commumagith supervisors and provide service to
clients. The only reported negative impact wasr@spondent’s report of a negative impact on
ability to work in court.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — St. Lawrence Count

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

Timeliness of documentation 0%(D) 0%(0) 25%(2) 25%(2) 50%(4)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 13%(1) 50%(4) 25%(2) 13%(1)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 50%(4) 25%(2) 25%(2)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(6) 13%(1) 13%(1)
Service to clients 0%(0) 0%(0) 75%(6) 13%(1) 13%(1)

This lack of reported negative impacts on timelnasd other work activities is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central database. It is
possible that the reduction in timeliness seerragess note entry was too small to be noticed by
the caseworkers and overshadowed by the incredke nate of case closings.



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 63% of
all respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisiret/ery satisfied,” compared to 13% being
“Very dissatisfied.” Additionally, one-quarter cégpondents indicated that they were “Neither
dissatisfied/Satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, St. Law  rence County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur =9. Total number of testers n = 16.

Positive recommendations were attributed to theevaf the laptop to CPS work. Positive
comments included the following: “Every casewonk@rking with families either in CPS or foster
care/preventive services should have access fa@pla It has helped me be more efficient,” and
“CPS work depends on a high level of flexibilitydaadapting. The laptop allows me to be more
flexible and stay on top of tasks.”

Mixed recommentations or negative perceptions \a#réouted to caseworkers’ unfamiliarity with
the laptops’ capabilities and functionality as vwadithe lengthy boot-up times and the lack of a
district-provided external broadband card. It caallsb be the case that having a laptop produced
higher expectations for use at court and in the fiexpectations that were not wholly met.

The role of the laptop in reducing job-related sdreeceived mix results from respondents. Fifty
percent indicated that it did reduce stress, wihigeother half felt as though laptops did not
contribute to lower job-related stress. Those wdpmrted a reduction in stress attributed it torthei
ability to catch up on their work, just knowing tlag@top is available, and having the flexibility of
working on documentation outside of the office. @aseworker said, “I have not had an overdue
investigation since having the laptop. | can dodityation in the field. | have cut down on time
wasted in court and in the field. | can work at leoifmeeded.” Those who did not see the laptop as
reducing stress indicated, “Just having the lapimgs not stop the cases from piling up and does
not help with getting documentation completed ifiy@mve too many cases to begin with.”

Overall, 88% of respondents would recommend theotitaptops to colleagues. The reasons
mentioned for positive recommendations includedeased flexibility in ability to do work and



ability to use time more efficiently. One casewarkointed out, “CPS work depends on a high
level of flexibility and adapting. The laptop allsune to be more flexible and stay on top of tasks.”
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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 responsibldhé 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 Suffolk CopSS. 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 71 days from 10/30/07 toQg9/

District Deployment

Suffolk County DSS has approximately 90 CPS stdponsible for child protective services.

Suffolk County, is a mix of urban and rural areasupying the western two-thirds of Long Island.
Suffolk county has approximately 1.5 million resitieand responds to between 8,000 — 9,000 State
Central Registry (SCR) reports per year (the highelsime in the state, with the exception of New
York City). The Suffolk County DSS participatedtire demonstration project to learn if mobile
technologies can improve caseworker productivityplyiding more opportunities to enter

progress notes while out of the office.

The Suffolk County DSS deployed 30 Dell LatitudeZD8aptops to 25 caseworkers on 10/30/07
(see Appendix A ofhe Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regdortdevice specifications).

Suffolk County DSS is devising a deployment stratieg the five remaining laptops. Twenty-five
caseworkers received their own device and docKiamtipss with keyboards and monitors were. All
laptops were deployed with district-provided exéditoroadband cards. 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.



Suffolk County DSS held a “kick-off” breakfast cktation to encourage participation in the
demonstration project and give the laptops to cagears; at this breakfast, each person received
their device. The Suffolk County Police Departmgrdvided “Computer and Network Security”
training to all participants and individual traigimas provided as needed.

One policy was modified from the pre-pilot peri@dsupport the introduction of mobile
technologies during the pilot period. During thietperiod, caseworkers assigned to the
demonstration project were instructed to spend figilidays in the field (rather than the prescribed
three days). One policy was created as a restiteahtroducing laptops into the work
environemnt. During the pilot period, participantsre required to submit “Field Itinerary and
Usage Logs” to their supervisors.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 25 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: 23 took the baseline survey (response rate
92%); 21 took the post-pilot survey (response 848%); and 21 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys(response rate 84%).

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 Suffolk County DSS resporisfemere moderately experienced in CPS
field work, with an average of 3.9 years of expeces 55% reported CPS experience of two years
or less. Respondents worked about the same nurhbeedime hours in the pre-pilot and pilotp
periods. The percentage of respondents reportiagime of three hours or less in a week did not
change (staying at 91% for both in the pre- anotpériods). However, the average overtime
hours slightly increased from one hour in the ptetgperiod to 1.4 hours during the pilot period.
Most of the respondents reported they averagégletv two hours or less of overtime a week.
Eighty-six percent of the respondents reportecac#y court waiting time of four hours or less and
87% reported spending three or fewer days in querrmonth.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers with opportuntbesork outside 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)

! 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.



personal safety, and (6) amount of time availablese the laptop. How information was accessed
and entered by participants was also examined.

Use

Suffolk County DSS respondents reported usingdp&op during normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working overtime. Suffolk County®>@esktops were removed and docking
stations installed. Therefore, the full range &3Crelated work was completed using the laptops.
The laptop was used in case investigation andvetgions, documentation and reporting, and
court-related activities. Case documentation wasibst frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes. Other work included reading antemewng case histories, opening new cases,
closing cases, doing person searches, checking blistories, and accessing documents, forms, and
email. Eighty percent of respondents reportedguie laptop to access various forms of
information from government Web sites at least anday. Similarly, 95% of respondents accessed
email once a day or more, while 52% of respondeaierted using their laptop at least once a day
or more to access map directions. One respondatetisihat the ability to review cases in the field
provided “a good understanding of the case prionéding a visit. Made for more efficient visits.”
Other respondents said that they used the laptole®k up phone numbers and addressess as well
as editing or creating documents in Microsoft Word.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infasmathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Respaotglesported returning to the office to access
case information slightly less frequently during fhlot period. Thirty-three percent reported
never returning to the office to access case in&bion during the test period, compared to only
24% in the pre-pilot period. Participants wereuiegd to be in the field four full days during the
pilot period. The survey data shows that respotsdeare in the field slightly more during the pilot
period than the pre-pilot period (2.8 days in the-and 3.1 during the pilot period). This small
shift may be accounted for in the increased nurobegspondents working four days in the field
(38% of respondents reported working four daysefteld during the pilot period, compared to
only 10% in the pre-pilot period).

Respondents did comment on the district-imposdd flay requirementote in open-ended survey
comments. Several respondents felt this was a goadge and also encouraged the use of portable
printers; other respondents did not like the scleednange. One respondnet expressed the
difficulty in setting strict rules: “Everyone's jdthedule is different.There will be weeks that |

can be in the office (having access to fax machisigservisors, and resources at my desk) for four
full days. There are other weeks that | will néathe out in the field for four days.”

Several respondents commented on some of the mbtle shanges in mobility and
communication patterns. One caseworker stateegetithat using the laptop was better because it
allowed us to view case history and be connectékariield with the office. | was able to check
my e-mails in a timely manner and if | needed tadsgomething to my supervisor, | could do it that
day and not wait until my next office day.”

Suffolk County DSS had district-provided externaddadband cards during the pilot period.
Respondents reported several obstacles to mol@lenakiding the inability to establish a
connection, slow speed and unreliable connectiomdl iocations, as well as loss of user profiles



when the laptop was connected to the docking statiohe office. Several respondents described a
range of issues while working on the laptop, frasirg files, not having access to email or other
important applications, to applications freezir@ne respondent described their experience: “I
found logging-in took longer and it was slower.s@lthe screen was difficult to read, particulafly i
using the laptop on battery. If | tried to usenitny car, the screen was unreadable (due to senglar
It did improve when | plugged the laptop into my.calso, there were issues with slowness,
sometimes it froze for long periods.” Other regpemts simply stated: “Depending on the area, it is
sometimes difficult to get a good connection, bostitimes, the connection is good.” Security
concerns were mentioned as well. One respond&ht‘taaving the computer in my car while in
certain neighborhoods places myself and the compititésk.”

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 28% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely easy,” 48% rated it as “Neitltkfficult nor Easy,” and another 24% of
respondents rated the log-on process as “Diffidolt'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 in the field (81%6) an average of nine hours per week, and 57%
of respondents used it at home for an averagebdidurs per week. Thirty-three percent used it at
court for less than 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 81% (17) 9.33 Hours
Court 33% (7) 0.47 Hours
Home 57% (12) 1.55 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=21. Total number of testers n=25.

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

mobile work in most districts. Respondents spendwerage of two days a month at court and wait
on average 3.2 hours during a court visit. Howexegpondents were using the laptop in the court
house on average less than one-half hour per v@aseworkers may not be using the laptop in the
court house because of other competing intereatsrhy limit the amount and type of work they
can do. Several respondents reported that at timee'sourt workers” occupied all of the potential
work places in the court buildings; respondente aksd difficulty establishing a connection or
experienced an unreliable connection.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Suffolk CguidSS: (1) Are workers more productive with
respect to case closings and progress note reg@drénd (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 daykss) increased from the pre-test period (2590 t
test period (315). The number of cases closed én 60 days increased substantially as well, from
197 in the pre-pilot period to 283 during the ppetriod. This is a substantial increase in
productivity during the test period; the total nuenbf cases closed increased during the test period
from 456 in the pre-test to 598 during the test-1%3ncrease. It is important to note that in this
county the total number of cases available to beegborf decreased slightly from 947 in the pre-
pilot period to 922 during the pilot period — a%.6@lecrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Suffolk 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 exdéntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmssentry and the related event. During the pre-
pilot period, the majority of all progress notesr&ventered by the day of the event, but only 49%
during the pilot period. By the fifth day followirthe event, 85% of the notes were entered for the
pre-pilot period, but only 64% for the pilot periddontrary to expectations, the proportion of
progress notes entered in each time period dunegest is consistently below that of the pre-pilot
period. By this measure, timeliness decreasedtslighring the test, but is high overall.

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 bipays Following Event
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There may be multiple reasons for this decreadieeimeliness 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 cabesng the pilot period that could have had this
effect.

The use of new technology also requires a periatipfstment. In Suffolk County DSS, a total of
25 laptops with external wireless broadband candisdmcking stations were deployed. This kind of
equipment change can require extra effort in betsrun and require a period of adjustment. In
this case several survey respondents reportedssgpwon processes, difficulties in maintaining a
connection away from the office, or slow responsdenconnected. One respondent noted:

It was extremely slow. It took up to a half-hourféoty-five minutes to get it to
completely log-on some mornings. It would freezéegaften, thus making it take
much longer to complete anything | was doing. Tadp takes a long time to start up
each time it is used, whether at the office ohmfield.

Another reported, “When connected with the wirelesmsl, if the connection wasn't at maximum
reception, it performed slowly.” It is not cleagwever, how common these problems were.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymenéssand work processes may be necessary to
take full advantage of the laptops for use in teklf Adjusting to these issues can be part of the
learning process in adapting to the new technotogie

Participants were asked to what extent using apaptade a difference in CPS work compared to
not having the laptop. Five different areas weramned: (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.”

The Suffolk County DSS respondents reported sorséip® impacts on their work resulting from
laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For documemtat0% of the respondents reported
improvements in timeliness of documentation androwed ability to access case information.



Reported ability to work in court improved for 33%respondents, and 45% reported
improvements in ability to communicate with supsors; another 40% reported improvements in

service to clients. There were also reported negatipacts, including 20% of respondents
reporting negative impacts in timeliness of docutagon, 15% reporting negative impacts in

ability to access information and service to ckenPlus one respondent reported diminished ability

to communicate with supervisors. None of the redpats reported negative impacts on work in

court.

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

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

Timeliness of documentation 15%(3) 5%(1) 20%(4) 50%(10) 10%(2)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0 0%(0)| 61%(11) 33%(6) 6%(1)
Ability to access case informatigrii0%(2) 5%(1) 25%(5) 30%(6) 30%(6)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 5%(1)| 50%(10) 30%(6) 15%(3)
Service to clients 5%(1) 10%(2)| 50%(10) 30%(6) 5%(1)

The reported negative impacts on timeliness andratlork activities is somewhat consistent with
the timeliness of documentation results obtainethfthe central database. These negative reports
were not overshadowed by the increased rate ofatasieg.

Several respondents did recognize the overall pataralue of the laptops. Positive comments
included:

| think it makes a lot of sense, especially whemsof the areas we work are far.
Having access to information in the field has abdwne to take advantage of the
time when a client does not show up for an appaentnor when an unannounced
visit is negative.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptapsigh. Figure 3 below shows 65% of respondents
expressed being “Somewhat satisfied” or “Very $igtis” compared to 20% being “Somewhat
dissatisfied” or “Very dissatisfied.” Another 15#ere “Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”



Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Laptgs

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Suffolk ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur =21. Total number of testers n = 25.

Despite these overall high levels of satisfactr@spondents reported technical difficulties, sush a
loss of connection, trouble establishing a conoectand lack of connection in court as

occasionally problematic. Some areas of the cownigh as the North Shore, were described as
having poor wireless coverage. It could also bectse that having a laptop produced higher
expectations for use at court and in the field eexgtions that were not wholly met. One respondent
reported:

“Sometimes it worked fine. Often, it was extremslgw. | often had to restart the
computer because H:\drive\email\connections wetawailable. | often lost my
connection while attempting to enter notes.”

Laptop use was generally seen as contributingwergob-related stress; 67% of respondents said
that it did reduce stress, while one-third sadidtnot. Those who reported a reduction in stress
attributed this to their ability to catch up onith&ork, just knowing the laptop was available,
increased access to information, and having thebildy of working on documentation outside of
the office. One respondent described their reasphise] ability to catch up with work while | have
‘down time’ in the field, ability to work from homié needed, ability to work from home or in field
in inclement NY weather/snow/ice and not worryifigpat driving to the office.” Connectivity-
related problems were the main reason casewor&krssfthough the use of laptops did not lower
job-related stress. Several caseworkers exprebsegentiment: “Having a laptop added greatly to
my stress level. It was so slow, | have difficulgping on the keyboard and not touching the small
blue mouse, it took so long to log-on, it freezestmually.”

Overall, 65% of respondents would recommend the aiskptops to colleagues. The reasons

mentioned for this included that it improves apilto serve clients and increases caseworkers’
ability to use time more efficiently.
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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 responsibldhé 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 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 Ulster CouBiSS. Findings are based on data collected
through online surveys, teleconferences, distiigistjonnaires, and analysis of CONNECTIONS
data (see Appendix C of tiemonstration Project’'s Summary Repiant data collection tools and
timeline). The field test lasted for 51 days fr@@i19/07- 1/9/08 (please note that the pilot period
took place during holiday and vacation periods).

District Deployment

Ulster County DSS has 31 CPS staff responsibleHid protective services. Ulster County is a
rural area in Southern New York with approximateBg,000 residents. The Ulster County DSS
participated in the demonstration project to laamobile technologies can provide caseworkers
with the means necessary to make more efficienotiieeir time in the field by providing more
opportunities to access and enter information.

The Ulster County DSS deployed 31 Dell Latitude D&ptops to 22 CPS caseworkers and one
supervisor between the dates of 10/17/07 and 1071@ke Appendix A ahe Demonstration
Project’'s Summary Repoitr device specifications). Participants receiuatividual training as
needed and, in addition, security procedures wsiglsed at the time of deployment.

All caseworkers received their own device and doglgtations with keyboards and monitors. Each
device was deployed with district-provided exterlmaadband cards. 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.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theotuction of mobile technologies during the pilot
period.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 22 CPS caseworkers participated in sigly: 12 took the baseline survey (response rate
55%); 14 took the post-pilot survey (response 64t); and 10 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 Ulster County DSS resporstemére new to CPS field work, with an
average of 2.9 years of experience; 58% reporfefl €perience of two years or less. Respondents
were working more overtime hours during the piletipd. The percentage of respondents

reporting overtime of three hours or less in a wéetreased from 90% in the pre-pilot period to
44% in the pilot period. As a result, the averagerttime hours increased from 2.1 hours in the pre-
pilot period to 3.2 hours in the pilot period. Fifiercent of respondents reported a typical court
waiting time of forty-five minutes or less and 7%éforted spending one or fewer days in court per
month.

Mobility

The laptops provided caseworkers with opportunitiesork outside 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.

Use

Ulster County DSS respondents reported using ftegeduring normal work hours, after work
hours, and when working overtime. Ulster County R&Sktops were removed and docking

! 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.



stations installed. Therefore, the full range &SCrelated work was completed using the laptops.
The laptop was used in case investigation andvetgions, documentation and reporting, and
court-related activities. Case documentation \Wwasmnost frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes, reading and reviewing case higpoiening new cases, completing safety
assessments, checking client histories, email kohgthe Welfare Management System (WMS),
sex offender registry, and doing word processingerall, 92% of respondents reported using the
laptop to access various forms of information frgovernment Web sites at least once a day.
Similarly, 92% of respondents accessed email ordayar more, while 77% of respondents
reported using their laptop at least once a dayare to access map directions.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infeomathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Respoitsieeported returning to the office to access
case information less frequently during the piletipd. Fifty percent reported never returning to
the office to access case information during tiseperiod, compared to only 22% before the test.
Respondents were in the field approximately theesaomber of days per week (average 2.5 days)
in the pre- and pilot periods.

Several respondents commented on some of the @fetooked changes in mobility and
communication patterns. Various situations caacftaseworkers in very similar, but also
different ways. One respondent commented: “My ti@ryiis about an hour away from the office.
Having the laptop also allows me to see if new sése been obtained, in order to plan my day
accordingly, and to search for history without Imgvio be in the office.” Another stated, “It allew
me to record information for other caseworkers withreturning to the office (on our in-days), and
allows me the flexibility to enter information intianely manner when details are of great
importance (especially on a Friday afternoon/nigliys especially helpful for after-hours work, as
it allows me to view details of a family's CPS brgtfrom the field.”

However, if caseworkers cannot get connectivityydlue decreases, one respondent stated, “I
would like to be able to use the laptop while ia field and or at home. | am unable to use the
laptop at home and in the field because | do nbagegnal to get on-line. Less traveling helps th
miles and gas on my car and the time factor. ksdkss time to be able to use the laptop at hame o
in the field then to travel back to the office.”

Ulster County DSS had district-provided externaldatband cards during the pilot period. Survey
respondents reported several obstacles to molalenakiding the inability to establish a connection
mostly at home and while in the field, slow speeabfems in all locations, and unreliable
connections mostly while in the field. Minor prebis, however, were found in all locations.
Several expressed a lack of privacy to be probliemadtile in the field, others did not. Small blocks
of time were percieved as problematic in courtawhde in the field. One respondent described:
“The uncertainty of not knowing how long my waing will be in court is frustrating because of
the time it takes to establish a connection; intamd other social service workers wanting to use
my equipment is frustrating.”

Participants were also asked about ease of loggitgthe device. Overall, 31% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely Easy,” 54% rated it as “Neithdifficult nor Easy,” and another 15% of
respondents rated the log-on process as “Difficult.



Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was ws&de from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (50% afoaverage of about three hours per week, and
in the field (43%) for over seven hours per weg&kirty-six percent of respondents used the laptop
in the court house for less than 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 43% (6) 7.36 Hours
Court 36% (5) 0.55 Hours
Home 50% (7) 3.09 Hours
Do not use at all 7% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur=14. Total number of testers n=22.

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

mobile work. During the teleconferences, resporglanted that caseworkers have a dedicated
waiting room at court they can use, in addition¢bart house was wireless. Ulster County DSS
respondents spend on average one day a monthraoouspend on average 1.77 hours during a
court visit. Caseworkers may not be using theola the court house because of other competing
interests that may limit the amount and type ofkatbey can do.

Caseworkers could work from home using the laptopolvertime reasons and received flex time.
However, there is no formal policy in place regagdovertime hours using the laptop or working
from home. Respondents expressed that working frome was now more efficient because of the
increased flexibility in where work was completedldahe time they have to do different tasks. One
respondent described the following situation: ‘fa &nd of the day, instead of going back to the
office, | can go home to do work. | do this ab@t2 times in a week and | believe this situation
increases my efficiency, saves time, gas, and mgopal life.”

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Ulster CgudES: (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 daykss) decreased somewhat from the pre-test period
(118) to the test period (95). However, the nundferases closed in over 60 days increased from
111 in the pre-pilot period to176 in the pilot peti This is a marked increase in productivity
during the test period; the total number of casesed increased during the pilot period from 229 in
the pre-pilot period to 271 during the pilot periedn 18% increase. It is important to note that i



this county the total number of cases availableetovorked ohincreased slightly from 645 in the
pre-pilot period to 651 during the pilot periodboat a 1% inccrease.

Figure 1 - Number of Ulster County DSS Cases Closdere-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 endbntral database system. Figure 2 below
shows trends in the elapsed time between progmesentry and the related event. During both the
pre-pilot and pilot periods, roughly two-thirdsadf progress notes were entered by the day afeer th
event. By the fifth day following the event, ovéi% of the notes were entered for the pre-pilot
period and during the pilot period 78% were ente@umhtrary to expectations, the overall
proportion of progress notes entered in each tiem®@ during the pilot was slightly, but
consistently, below that of the pre-pilot period. tBis measure, timeliness decreased very slightly
during the pilot, but was high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event
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There may be multiple reasons for this small deszéa the timeliness of note entry. The overall
increase in case closings during the test may bla@eged the usual pattern of progress note entry.

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 was clearly an effort put into closing casesng the pilot period that could have had this
effect.

The use of new technology also requires a periatpfstment. In Ulster County DSS, a total of 31
laptops with docking stations and 30 external bbaad cards were deployed as desktop
replacements. This kind of equipment change camnegxtra effort in the short run and require a
period of adjustment. In this case, a few survepoadents reported slow sign-on processes along
with difficulties in maintaining a connection awhgm the office or slow response while
connected. One respondent noted: “It takes a llomg to log on in the docking station but takes
even longer in the field and has gotten ‘jammedhmseveral times.” Another reported, “I have
difficulty accessing local drives (H and/or I-dr)ve It is not clear, however, how common these
problems were.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentvankl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. uating to these issues can be part of the learning
process 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.”

The Ulster County DSS respondents reported somaygosnpacts on their work resulting from
laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For documemntaB8% of respondents reported
improvements in timeliness of documentation and 7&p6rted improved ability to access case
information. Reported ability to work in court alsoproved for 45% of respondents, while 16%
reported improvements in ability to communicatewatpervisors. Thirty-three percent reported
improvements in service to clients. There wereepmrted negative impacts.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Impas — Ulster 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) 62%(8) 236(| 15%(2)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 55%(6) 182)( 27%(3)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 25%(3) 33%(4) 42%(5
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0) 83%(10) 8%(1) 8%(1)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 67%(8 25%(3 8%(1

The lack of reported negative impacts on timelireass other work activities is somewhat

consistent with the timeliness of documentationlteobtained from the central database because

the decrease in timeliness was very small.



Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas high. Figure 3 below shows that 85% of
respondents expressed being “’Somewhat satisfietWery satisfied,” compared to only 8% being
“Very dissatisfied.” An additional 8% indicated ththey were “Neither dissatisfied/satisfied.”

Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Uister ~ County DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the posegur = 14. Total number of testers n = 22.

Despite these overall high levels of satisfactr@spondents reported technical difficulties such as
lengthy boot-up times, trouble accessing CONNECTSd local drives (H and/or | drives), and
slow connection speeds. Some areas of the counydescribed as having poor wireless coverage.
One respondent described the process:

One time | couldn’t get a connection and had ta waiil later to try again. The only
issue, it's really not a problem, | have with usthg laptop in the field in that it
takes about five minutes to connect and | dor& tikgo through the set-up process
unless | know I'll have at least 15 or 20 minutesi$e it once it's connected and in
the field | don’t always have that luxury.

Laptop use was generally seen as contributingwergob-related stress; 64% of respondents said
that it did reduce stress, while 36% said it ditl ilose who reported a reduction in stress
attributed it to their ability to catch up on thaiork, just knowing the laptop is available, the
increased access to information, and having thebildy of working on documentation outside of
the office. One respondent said, “Work can be cetepl whenever | feel like doing it, thereby
decreasing my stress level immediately. If | arthmfield | can access information to more
thoroughly assess new families | am involved wiitike knowing that my work is done, so once |
type it into the laptop | can relax for my evenaitghome with my family with no work-related
stress.”

Overall, all of the respondents would recommendugeof the laptops to colleagues. One
respondent said, “I am very excited about the diskeolaptops in the field. | feel that it will mak
my time more efficient. While doing removals orarhal relative arrangements, background
checks can be done immediately and thoroughly wintlle the family. It will make the completion



of the FASP a more interactive process with theilfaas well, and therefore make the information
more reliable and effective for casework practites.
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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 Washingtoou@ty DSS. Findings are based on data
collected through online surveys, teleconferendesstrict questionnaires, and analysis of
CONNECTIONS data (see Appendix C of themonstration Project's Summary Repfont data
collection tools and timeline). The field testtea$ 55 days from 11/14/07- 1/9/08.

District Deployment

Washington County DSS has 13 CPS staff responfblehild protective services. Washington
County is a rural, agricultural area in NortheastWNY ork and has approximately 63,000 residents.
The Washington County DSS participated in the destration project to learn if mobile
technologies increase caseworkers’ performancedatiog more opportunities to directly access
CONNECTIONS from court and other remote areas. ddumnty is geographically dispersed and, as
a result, caseworkers spend a large amount ofttaweling to and from the office. The hope is that
mobile technologies will alleviate the need to &kw and from the office as frequently to ented an
access information.

The Washington County DSS deployed 12 Dell LatitDé&20 laptops to 12 CPS caseworkers
between the dates of 11/15/07 and 11/28/07 (seerkpp A ofthe Demonstration Project’s
Summary Repoffor device specifications). Each person receihed own laptop and docking
stations with keyboards and monitors. External xtaribroadband cards were ordered, but not
received during the pilot period. Therefore, theeless connectivity options were public networks
within the area and any home Internet Service BBiISP) access. 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.

Formal training sessions were not conducted, howé&veaseworkers had any questions, they were
told to ask the Computer Coordinator. Caseworkenewadvised to be mindful of the security
issues related to data stored on the laptops, lheisvihe proper precautions for storing their
laptops.

Finally, no policies were changed to support theohuction of mobile technologies in the pre-pilot
or pilot period.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 12 CPS caseworkers participated in stigly: nine took the baseline survey (response
rate 75%); six took the post-pilot survey (resporade 50%); and five took both the baseline and
post-pilot surveys (response rate 42%).

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 Washington County DSS redpate were moderately experienced in
CPS field work, with an average of 4.2 years gfegience; 56% reported CPS experience of three
years or less. Respondents were working lessimeeduring the pilot period. The percentage of
respondents reporting overtime of one hour orilessweek went from 40% in the pre-pilot period
to 80% in the pilot period. As a result, the averagertime hours dramatically decreased from 3.1
hours in the pre-pilot period to 0.8 hours in thletgperiod. Sixty-seven percent of respondents
reported a typical court waiting time of 1.5 hoardess and 50% reported spending four 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 imeeithe baseline or post-pilot surveys or parttgigan the district
teleconferences.



Use

Washington County DSS respondents reported usastafitop during normal work hours, after
work hours, on-call, and when working overtime. SMagton County DSS desktops were removed
and docking stations installed. 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 dosutation was the most frequent use, including
inputting and updating notes, and word processwgry few Washingon County DSS participants
responded to the questions regarding specific afsé® laptop. None of the respondents reported
using the laptop to access various forms of infaimnarom government Web sites. Three
respondents accessed email at least once a dagrer while one respondent reported using the
laptop at least once a day or more to access megtions.

The extent to which caseworkers can access infeomathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Agaierwfew participants responded to the survey
guestions regarding accessing information. Howesfethose who did, laptop use slightly
decreased the frequency of respondents returnitigetoffice to access information. Only two
respondents reported returning to the office twmore times a week to access case information
during the test period, compared to four in theghet period.

Washington County DSS did not have district-prodié&ternal broadband cards during the pilot
period. A few did use their personal Internet 8s=r\Wroviders (ISPs) while at home. Most stated
the biggest problem was not having wireless conmectThere was not enough information in the
open-ended survey questions or the teleconferener/iews to determine specific types of
connectivity problems. However, a few open-endadments revealed some participants were
having difficulty with the docking stations. Orecopunted, “When reconnecting the laptop after
using it in the field, there have been some diffies with the display properties (e.g., size aksn
icons) before rebooting several times.”

Participants were also asked about ease of loggintg-the device. Overall, 67% said it was
“Easy” to “Extremely easy,” 33% rated it as “Neitlifficult nor Easy,” and none of the
respondents rated the log-on process as “Diffiauit°Extremely Difficult.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was Ws&de from in the office, one respondent reported
using the laptop at home for less than one-half peaweek. Two each reported using the laptop
in the field and at court for an average of abolhé&lé-hour per week.

Table 1 - Location and Hours of Laptop Use per Week

Use of Laptop (n) Average length of use per week
Field 33% (2) 0.50 Hours
Court 33% (2) 0.50 Hours
Home 17% (1) < .50 Hours
Do not use at all 17% (1) --

* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur=6. Total number of testers n=12.



In the open-ended survey comments and during teeaeference, respondents stated the
importance of being connected and some emphadia¢thaving constant connectivity would
enhance the benefits of using a laptop. One respdrsdated, “It is convienent. You can utilize
your time better. While waiting for court or folca-worker to complete a visit, | can be writing on
the laptop. The only downfall is that in Washing@ounty we do not have access to
CONNECTIONS so all we can use the laptops for igcfbboft] Word. That is still a help, but not
nearly as much as it will be in the future.” Anetlsaid, “I was really excited about receiving the
laptop, but without access to CONNECTIONS it ise'tty useful in the field. It would be also
helpful to access maps for driving directions amddther resources and information for our
clients.”

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court siggkat it is an unexploited location for
mobile work in many districts. However, Washingt@ounty DSS respondents spend on average
five days a month at court and wait about 1.5 hdureng a court visit. Caseworkers may not be
using the laptop in the court house because of athrapeting interests that may limit the amount
and type of work they can do. There was not enauofginmation provided through open-ended
comments to understand why court use was so low.

Caseworkers could work from home with the laptapdieertime reasons and accrue ‘flex time’, if
they received prior approval. Several respondesgsrted that using the laptop while on-call and
at home has been beneficial.

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stespgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Washingtaui@y DSS: (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 from the pre-pilot period (101) to
the pilot period (121). The number of cases claser/er 60 days increased as well, from 34 in the
pre-pilot period to 50 during the pilot. This isiaerease in productivity during the pilot peridde
total number of cases closed increased duringitbepgeriod, from 135 in the pre-pilot to 171
during the pilot — a 26% increase. It is importanihote that in this county the total number ofesas
available to be worked diincreased slightly from 316 in the pre-pilot perio 328 in the pilot
period — a 3.8% 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 Washington County DSS Cases @ed Pre-Pilot and During Pilot

Number of cases closed

150

N
n
o

©
o
L

D
o
L

w
o
L

o
L

Number of cases closed
Pre-pilot & During-pilot - Washington County DSS

121

101

50

1

0- 60 days

> 60 days

‘ | Pre-pilot @ During-pilot ‘

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 the
pre-pilot and pilot period, the majority of all gn@ss notes were entered by the third day after the
event. By the fifth day following the event, 66%tbé notes were entered for the pre-pilot period,
and 61% for the pilot period. Overall, there iswkitle difference between the timeliness of note
entry across the two periods. By this measure litiegs was essentially unchanged during the
pilot, but remained high overall.

Figure 2 - Proportion of Progress Notes Entered bipays Following Event
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The use of new technology also requires a periatpfstment. In Washington County DSS, a total
of 12 laptop with docking stations were deployedi@sktop replacements. No external broadband
access cards were deployed. This kind of equipiganrtige can require extra effort in the short run
and require a period of adjustment. Some additiadplstments to these deployment and work
processes may be necessary to take full advantdge taptops for use in the field. Adjusting to
these issues can be part of the learning processaipting 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 weraw@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.”

The Washington County DSS respondents reported posigve impacts on their work resulting
from laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For doautaison, two respondents reported

improvements in timeliness. Reported ability to kvor court improved for four respondents. No
positive impacts were reported for ability to commuate with supervisors or service to clients.
There were also no reported negative impacts iteticay respondents.

Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Washington 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) 67%(4) 33P6(|  0%(0)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 33%(2) 5039( 17%(1)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 100%(6) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0) 100%(6) 0%(0) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 100%(6) 0%(0) 0%(Q)

The reported positive impacts on timeliness anérotfork activities is somewhat consistent with
the timeliness of documentation results obtainethfthe central database. Respondents may be
noticing the positive impacts related more to tihreased rate of case closings and the ability to
keep up with progress note entry.

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas moderate. Figure 3 below shows that 50% of
respondents expressed being “Somewhat satisfiedihpared to 17% being “Somewhat
dissatisfied.” Additionally, 33% indicated that theere “Neither dissatisfied/Satisfied.”



Figure 3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Lapt@s
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur = 6. Total number of testers n = 12.

The lack of a district-provided external broadb&adds was the most frequently issue, as well as
the learning curve associated with using the neofas in the field. It could also be the case that
having a laptop produced higher expectations fog at court, at home, and in the field,;
expectations that were not wholly met. One respondgported,

We do not have access to Connection with our lapyep. We are still waiting for
our cards. Until that happens, the effectivenedsawing a laptop is very limited. |
do believe it will be extremely beneficial once get the cards and can use the
laptops in the field.

The role of laptop use in reducing job-relatedsstneeceived mixed results from respondents. Fifty-
percent indicated that it did reduce stress, wihigeother half felt as though laptops did not
contribute to lower job-related stress. Those wdported a reduction in stress attributed this to
increased flexibility in the ability to work out®df the office and increased access to information
Again, the lack of a district-provided external ddband cards was the main reason respondents felt
that having a laptop did not contribute to lowds-jelated stress.

Overall, 83% of respondents would recommend theotitaptops to colleagues, however, most said
this was contingent upon receiving wireless conuiggt
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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 responsibldhé 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 Servicebss 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 Wayne CouD&S. 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 for 40 days from 11/30/0B/Q83.

District Deployment

Wayne County DSS has 15 CPS staff responsiblehitat protective services. Wayne County is a
mostly rural area with approximately 93,000 restdemhe Wayne County DSS participated in the
demonstration project to learn if mobile technoésgcan provide caseworkers with more
opportunities to complete documentation while ia field and at court, hopefully enabling
caseworkers more time with familes in general.

The Wayne County DSS deployed 16 Dell Latitude D@p@ops to 14 caseworkers and two
managers on 11/30/07 (see Appendix Ahaf Demonstration Project’'s Summary Regortdevice
specifications). Each person received their oytola and docking station with keyboard and
monitor. District-provided external broadband caneere distributed about one week later (during
the week of 12/5/07). Regardless of the networlheations used, all access to the State network
was through a virtual private network (VPN) thatiges the transmission to and from the portable
device and the network. In addition, PointSec gotoon software was installed on each device
before deployment.



All participants received a training manual andipgrated in a one-hour group training session that
demonstrated how to log-on to the device and empthsecurity precautions. The Project Liaison
provided technical support to caseworkers durimgwtbrk week from 9 am to 5 pm during the pilot
period.

One policy was modified during the pilot periodaasesult of the introduction of mobile
technologies into the work place. Participantsenequired to sign-in and sign-out when working
on-call. In both periods, caseworkers were allotzedse the laptops at home after regular work
hours, but only when the caseworker was on-calllvfiex time be granted. Management
communicated that any additional work done withlépgop while at home and after regular work
hours was voluntary.



Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 14 CPS caseworkers participated in $iigly: 13 took the baseline survey (response rate
93%); 13 took the post-pilot survey (response 888%); and 12 took both the baseline and post-
pilot surveys (response rate 86%).

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 Wayne County DSS respondewese very experienced in CPS field work,
with an average of 9.2 years of experience; 7786rted CPS experience of six years or more.
Respondents were working slightly more overtimerbaluring the pilot period, but relatively few
overtime hours overall. The percentage of respatsdeporting overtime of one hour or less in a
week decreased from 92% in the pre-pilot perio@7% in the pilot period. As a result, the average
overtime hours increased slightly from 0.6 hourthi pre-pilot period to 1.1 hours in the pilot
period. Ninty-two percent of respondents reportégpacal court waiting time of 1.5 hours or less
and 54% reported spending two or fewer days intqoemrmonth.

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)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.

Use

Wayne County DSS respondents reported using thedajuring normal work hours, after work
hours, on-call, and when working overtime. Waynei@g 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 investigatmmhinterventions, documentation and reporting,
and court-related activities. Case documentatias the most frequent use, including inputting and
updating notes, completing safety assessmentg, ipaorts, and email. Overall, 82% of
respondents reported using the laptop to accegsugdorms of information from government Web
sites at least once a day. Similarly, all of th@pmndents accessed email once a day or more, while
91% of respondents reported using their laptopagtlonce a day or more to access map directions.

! 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.



The extent to which caseworkers can access infeomathile out of the office has a big influence
on what kinds of mobile work are possible. Resgoisl reported returning to the office to access
case information less frequently during the piletipd. Laptop use decreased the frequency of
respondents returning to the office to access mébion. Thirty-three percent reported returning to
the office once a week or more, compared to 82%nduhe pilot period. The respondents were in
the field approximately the same number of daysnserk (average about 3 days) during the pre-
and pilot periods.

Several respondents commented on some of the @fetooked changes in mobility and
communication patterns. For example, one statéoly ‘tan do work out in the field without having
to return to the office to do it. This save tratrele,” while another wrote, “I know | am able to

take the laptop home to work on case notes if hheg@nd to have it in the car to access information
when needed.”

Wayne County DSS had district-provided externabdizand cards during the pilot period. Survey
respondents reported almost no obstacles to mosde- no problems were reported with respect to
establishing a connection, slow speed, or losingneotions in any locations. However, one
respondent reported, “I have had considerable pnoblaccessing the Internet. | have received
bugger overflow and other errors when trying toesscthe Internet. | have NOT had any significant
problems accessing e-mail or CONNECTIONS.” Using docking stations presented some initial
challenges and adjustment, one respondent repdAédr disconnecting the laptop from the base
and then reconnecting it, the desktop computerstakdéong time to start up again.” Another
respondent stated this process could take as bBgranutes.

Participants were also asked about ease of logging-the device. Overall, 91% of respondents
said it was “Easy” to “Extremely easy,” compareéé of respondents who rated the log-on process
as “Difficult,” none of the respondents rated it‘Bieither difficult nor Easy.”

Location

Table 1 below details the percentage of respondesitg) the laptop at different locations, as well
as the average length of time the laptop was Ws&de from in the office, respondents reported
using the laptop most frequently at home (77%)afoaverage of 3.45 hours per week; 69% use it
at home for an average of 1.70 hours per weekrtyFbne percent use it at the court house for less
than 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 69% (9) 1.70 Hours
Court 31% (4) 0.40 Hours
Home 77% (10) 3.45 Hours
Do not use at all 0% (0) -

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

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

mobile work. Wayne County DSS respondents spenavarage of 3.5 days a month at court and
wait on average 1.5 hours during a court visit.gaithat court connectivity did not pose problems
for most, the relatively short waiting periods miag an opportunity for some caseworkers. One
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respondent stated, “When at court, | no longer ligel | am standing around, wasting time while
waiting for my case to be called.” However, othgosnot see court as an opportunity: “I don't find
it that helpful at court because you are usuallkirig with clients’ attorneys while there and |

haven't had enough down time there to bring thfap

Productivity and Efficiency

This analysis uses central database data and stgspgnses to examine two core questions about
possible technology impacts within the Wayne Col®5: (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 from the pre-pilot period (79 t
pilot period (90). The number of cases closed ier®0 days increased as well, from 38 in the pre-
pilot period to 50 during the pilot period. Thésa marked increase in productivity during thetpilo
period; the total number of cases closed incredsedg the pilot period, from 117 in the pre-pilot
to 140 during the pilot — almost a 20% increageas important to note that in this county the tota
number of cases available to be worke8 decreased slightly from 297 in the pre-pilot pério

281 in the pilot period — a 5.4% decrease (please, Wayne County DSS was experiencing an
overall increase in “intakes” or new cases in tlenths before and during the pilot. This pilot
examined only 40 days and during that time petiloel cases available to be worked on decreased

slightly).

Figure 1 - Number of Wayne County DSS Cases Clos&e-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 progmssentry and the related event. During the pre-
pilot period, the majority of all progress notesr&ventered by the day following the event, but only

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



37% during the pilot period. By the fifth day folling the event, 76% of the notes were entered for
the pre-pilot period, but only 53% for the pilotrjpel. Contrary to expectations, the proportion of
progress notes entered in each time period dun@egilot is consistently below that of the pre-pilo
period. By this measure, timeliness decreased glting pilot, but is relatively high overall.

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 test may have charfgeddual pattern of progress note entry. There
was clearly an effort put into closing cases dutimgpilot period that could have had this effect.

The use of new technology also requires a periatipfstment. In Wayne County DSS, a total of
16 laptops with external broadband cards and dgctiations were deployed as desktop
replacements. This kind of equipment change cajuime extra effort in the short run and require a
period of adjustment. In this case some surveyoradgnts reported difficulties when reconnecting
the laptops to docking stations. It is not cleanyvbver, how common these problems were.

Some additional adjustments to these deploymentankl processes may be necessary to take full
advantage of the laptops for use in the field. uating to these issues can be part of the learning
process in adapting to the new technologies.

Participants were asked to what extent using @japtade 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.”

The Wayne County DSS respondents reported somevagasnpacts on their work resulting from
laptop use, shown in Table 2 below. For documemta@3% of the respondents reported
improvements in timeliness of documentation and 9dtmproved ability to access case
information. Ability to work in court improved fd&5% and 27% reported improvements in ability
to communicate with supervisors. Forty-six pergeported improvements in service to clients.
None of the respondents reported any negative itapac



Table 2 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Immas — Wayne 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) 27%(3) 6AP6(|  9%(1)
Ability to do work in court 0%(0) 0%(0) 46%(5) 46%)( 9%(1)
Ability to access case informatian0%(0) 0%(0) 9%(1) 36%(4) 55%(6)
Communication with supervisors  0%(0) 0%(0) 73%(8) 7%Z3) 0%(0)
Service to clients 0%(0 0%(0) 55%(6 46%(5 0%(0

The lack of reported negative impacts on timelireass other work activities is somewhat
inconsistent with the timeliness of documentatiesuits obtained from the central database. These
reported positive impacts may be related moreeadrtbreased rate of case closing.

Several respondents did recognize the overall pateralue of the laptops. Positive comments
included: “Having a laptop when on-call during #heening and weekends takes away the need to
take reports orally. Saves a lot of time” and, itl®eon-call is much easier with a laptop. When at
court, | no longer feel like | am standing arouwdsting time while waiting for my case to be
called. Also, I know that | can type notes whenduwgant to.”

Satisfaction

The overall level of satisfaction with the laptopas exceptionally high. Figure 3 below shows that
all question respondents expressed being “Somesdatafied” or “Very satisfied” with the use of
the laptops.

Figure3 - Overall User Satisfaction with the Laptofs

Overall Satisfaction with Laptop/Tablet PC, Wayne C  ounty DSS
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* Based on survey respondents who took the pogegur = 13. Total number of testers n = 14

Laptop use was generally seen as contributinguwerigob-related stress; 91% of respondents said
that it did reduce stress, while 9% said it did. idtose who reported a reduction in stress ateidbut
this to their ability to catch up on their work,sfuknowing the laptop was available, increased



access to information, and the increased flexybitit working on documentation outside of the
office.

Overall, all respondents would recommend the usdaptops to colleagues. One respondent
expressed the following sentiment: “It's nice tvt@& ONNECTIONS on the go!”
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