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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The NYS Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS) is submitting this interim
report regarding the Portable Information Technology project in accordance with
Article 57 of the Laws of 2007. OCFS will provide a full report on the demonstration
phase of the project during the first week of March 2008. Because OCFS encountered a
longer than expected schedule to deploy the portable devices to the 25 participating
local departments of social services, it was necessary to extend the field test period into
mid-January 2008. Fortunately, the field test of the NYC/ACS extended laptop pilot
was completed in time for OCFS to provide preliminary project results by the January
15, 2008 deadline.

The NYS Legislature added funding to the 2006-07 Budget for OCFS to pilot the use of
portable technology by child protective services (CPS) caseworkers. Based on positive
pilot results, the Legislature funded OCFS to proceed with a demonstration phase of the
project in the 2007-08 Budget. During the demonstration phase, OCFS included an
additional 23 local departments of social services into the project and, based on first
year findings, focused primarily on the use of laptop and tablet PCs. The inclusion of
the additional local departments enabled OCFS to test the technology in a wide range of
organizational, technical, and geographic environments, although it added a significant
level of complexity to the administration of the project. Coincident with this effort,
OCFS worked with the NYC Administration for Children’s Services (NYC/ACS) to use
available first-year project funding to test the use of laptops by approximately 200 CPS
staff, the results of which are provided herein.

As reported by the independent project evaluator, NYC/ACS has encountered
administrative and technical issues, external to the portable devices themselves that
have affected their usage by the CPS staff. These issues are common to the introduction
of any technology, particularly in a work process as complex as CPS investigations.
OCFS is confident that progress toward the resolution of these issues will continue over
time.

OCFS is also encouraged by the modest productivity gains that were achieved during
the very early stages in the project life-cycle and in particular by the apparent positive
impact the deployment of the portable devices has had on staff morale. OCFS will look
for opportunities to conduct longer term, longitudinal studies to verify the assumptions
that:

» Measurable increases in work outputs will continue in conjunction with
staff’s increased and more productive use of the portable devices; and

> Heightened morale will lead to a more stable and experienced
workforce and reduced personnel costs associated with staff turnover.



BACKGROUND

The Portable Information Technology Demonstration Project, authorized by Chapter 57
of the Laws of 2007 expands on the previous year’s pilot initiative (Chapter 58 of the
Laws of 2006). In the pilot phase, the Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS)
worked with the NYC Administration for Children’s Services (NYC/ACS), the
Westchester County Department of Social Services and the Monroe County Department
of Human Services to test the use of several different portable technologies by child
protective services (CPS) caseworkers. During the current demonstration phase, OCFS
included an additional 23 local departments of social services into the project (see
Appendix A) and, based on first year findings, focused primarily on the use of laptop
and tablet PCs. The State Legislature appropriated one million dollars in each of the
2006-07 and 2007-08 fiscal years to conduct the project.

This interim report is submitted pursuant to the legislative requirement that OCFS
report the results of the portable information technology demonstration by January 15,
2008. As was the case for the pilot phase of the project, several administrative factors
affected the project schedule. These factors included the time needed to:

> Solicit and evaluate local department of social services proposals to
participate in the demonstration project;

> Research, test, select and procure the laptop and tablet PCs; and

> Obtain budget certification to purchase equipment.

Because it was not possible to complete the deployment of the laptop and tablet PCs to
participating CPS staff until mid-November 2007, a meaningful evaluation of the use
and impact of these devices on CPS work was not possible within the report submittal
timeframe. OCFS has extended the field test/evaluation period into mid-January, 2008
in order to provide two months of field experience and data collection. Following the
compilation and analysis of the data by the independent project evaluator, OCFS will
present findings for the demonstration phase in a supplemental report that will be
issued during the first week of March 2008. A summary of the evaluation activities that
have been completed or are in process is contained in Appendix B.

The evaluation of the extended laptop pilot conducted by the NYC/ACS during July —
October 2007 was completed in time to report on the results of this effort within the
legislatively required timeframe. The results of the NYC/ACS extended pilot are
summarized in the next section. The complete evaluation report, Assessing Mobile
Technologies in Child Protective Services: An Extended Pilot in New York City’s
Administration for Children’s Services, is enclosed as Appendix C.



SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS - NYC/ACS PORTABLE TECHNOLOGY
EXTENDED PILOT

NYC/ACS, utilizing funds from the first year portable information technology pilot
phase, deployed laptops to approximately 200 CPS caseworkers, supervisors and
managers in the Manhattan (150 William Street) and Staten Island field offices. The
timing of this initiative enabled OCFS and NYC/ACS to leverage the existing
agreement with the Center for Technology in Government (CTG), University at
Albany/SUNY to evaluate the NYC/ACS extended pilot in tandem with the evaluation
of the demonstration phase of the project.

As reported by CTG, the NYC/ACS has encountered administrative and technical
issues, external to the portable devices themselves that have affected their usage by the
CPS staff. These issues are common to the introduction of any technology, particularly
in a work process as complex as CPS investigations. OCFS is confident that progress
toward the resolution of these issues will continue over time.

CTG found evidence that CPS staff using wirelessly connected laptop computers while
in the field achieved modest productivity gains. Two-thirds of the participating staff
reported increased timeliness of completing required case documentation activities and
three-fourths reported an improved ability to access case information stored in the
system from the field. These anecdotal findings were partially validated by an analysis
of system data, particularly in reference to the timeliness of case closings. The data,
however, was inconclusive in other areas such as the timeliness of the completion of
required safety assessments or progress notes. It is noteworthy that the performance
levels in the two participating offices were relatively strong at the outset, leaving little
room for the technology to affect significant change. Other key evaluation findings
include:

> The dominant place of use was at home; with over 80 percent of the
users reporting that they used the laptops at home for an average of
four hours per week. This is significant since current city-wide policies
preclude compensation for at-home work.

> The next most common place caseworkers used the devices was at court
(where caseworkers often spend large amounts of time waiting for court
appearances). Space and connectivity issues affected usage, suggesting
that attention to these areas may increase utilization of the laptops in
this environment resulting in higher productivity gains. The use of the
laptop in other field locations, including the homes of families was less
common with safety and casework practice considerations cited as
influencing factors.

> Field workers used the laptops in a variety of ways, including
performance of documentation tasks, querying the database to obtain
information about persons to be seen, staying in touch with the office
though email, as well as using Internet tools to obtain directions to
expedite field visits.

> Caseworkers reported reduced need to travel back to the office from the
field to complete documentation tasks, presenting the opportunity to
reallocate travel time to more productive case-activities.



> Using the laptops had an overall positive impact on job satisfaction and
attitudes toward the work. Over 65 percent of the participants reported
being satisfied with the laptops; 77 percent were willing to recommend
laptop use to a colleague. Perceptions of having adequate resources and
feeling valued increased as well. Moreover, over half of the users
reported lowered job stress with laptop use.

OCFS administrators are encouraged by the CTG evaluation findings from the
NYC/ACS extended pilot. Moderately positive output gains were noted despite the
existence of administrative and technical factors that affected staff usage of the devices.
NYC/ACS has already made significant strides to address the network infrastructure
issues that had been adversely affecting the performance of the laptops. It remains to be
seen whether longstanding workplace policies will be adjusted to enable the staff to
take the maximum advantage of the technology with which they have been provided. It
is reasonable to assume, however, that CPS caseworker facility and comfort in using the
laptops will continue to improve and that, over time, more productive use of the
portable equipment will achieve more pronounced productivity improvements.

The findings of the positive impact on the use of the equipment has on worker
satisfaction levels is especially noteworthy. It is reasonable to assume that heightened
morale will lead to less staff turnover with a resultant reduction in personnel
administration costs and a more experienced workforce.

OCFS will seek ways to conduct longer term, longitudinal studies to verify the
assumptions that:

> Measurable increases in work outputs will continue in conjunction with
staff’s increased and more productive use of the portable devices; and

> Heightened morale will lead to a more stable and experienced
workforce and reduced personnel costs due to staff turnover.

DEMONSTRATION PHASE ACTIVITIES

In its Portable Information Technology Pilot Program: Report to the Governor and
the Legislature (December 2006), OCFS indicated that the use of laptops, wirelessly
connected to the state automated child welfare system, offered the most promise to
achieve desired productivity gains in the performance of CPS investigations of all the
technologies studied. The 2007-08 State Budget included provision for OCFS to
conduct the Portable Information Demonstration Project. Upon OCFS announcement of
the project, twenty-three local social services departments submitted requests to
participate. Two additional departments subsequently joined the project. This high level
of interest, including many of the State’s largest local districts, is impressive in itself.
It was possible to allow all requesting departments to participate. Although this
approach greatly increased the logistical and technical complexity of the project, it
enabled OCFS to test the use of laptop and tablet PCs in a variety of geographic and
technical environments. OCFS is encouraged by the generally positive reception the
participating CPS caseworkers in the demonstration phase have given to the new



technology despite facing many of the same technical and administrative issues faced
by their NYC counterparts.

It should be noted that OCFS is collaborating with the NYS Office of Court
Administration (OCA) to leverage an OCA project to promote public wireless access in
court facilities. Through the project, OCA is installing wireless access points to reach
areas of court facilities most commonly used by CPS caseworkers while awaiting court
appearances. A total of 17 of 24 demonstration phase court sites have already been
wired to enable worker access to the state network (HSEN). OCFS and OCA will look
for additional opportunities to expand access to the system from court facilitates.

OCFS has also sought to demonstrate the use of satellite technology in tandem with the
laptops to support areas of the state that do not have access to wireless broadband
service. This initiative has been delayed due to issues pertaining to delivery of required
equipment, however, OCFS is hopeful that there will be sufficient time within the
project timeframe to evaluate this technology.

A complete report of the Portable Information Demonstration Project, including the
evaluation being conducted by CTG will be issued in the first week of March 2008.



APPENDIX A

Local Districts Participating in the Portable Information Technology
Demonstration Project

Local District
NYC/ACS*
Albany
Broome
Chemung
Clinton
Columbia
Erie
Fulton
Herkimer
Jefferson
Nassau
Niagara
Onondaga
Orleans
Putnam
Rockland
Schenectady
Seneca
St. Lawrence
Suffolk
Ulster
Warren
Washington
Wayne

Westchester*

* also participated in 1°' year pilot phase
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Assessing Mobile Technologies in Child Protective Services
Summary of Demonstration Project Evaluation Activities

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) at the University at Albany is
conducting an independent evaluation of the impact of mobile technologies in child
protective services work, under a contract with the New York State Office of Children
and Family Services. This assessment focuses on the Demonstration Project, in which
over twenty NYS Local Social Service Districts (LDSS) received laptops and tablet
PCs.

Assessment Categories

The overall purpose is to assess how mobile technologies is used in the work setting,
and how it impacts the work flow. The assessment addresses questions of:

Mobility and Use. This includes data about the types of work activities people are
using the laptops for and where they are using it. Questions include what work
activities are not performed and any use issues in specific locations.

Efficiency and Productivity. This includes data about the impact of the mobile
device on productivity and efficiency of CPS caseworkers, such as timeliness of
documentation, the rate of cases closed and the ability to do work functions
normally completed only in the office.

Overall Opinion and Satisfaction. This includes data about effects on
caseworkers’ overall job satisfaction and work-related stress levels as well as
opinions about the specific devices used.

Data Collection Methods

Four different streams of data collection will be conducted throughout the project: base
and post-pilot surveys, extraction of casework data from the CONNECTIONS database,
district questionnaires and teleconference interviews with a sample of the participating

districts. Each method is described below:

Surveys

Two surveys will be implemented throughout the duration of the project: a
baseline survey and a post survey.

CONNECTIONS data

Specific casework data will be extracted for analysis from the CONNECTIONS
database for two months prior to the pilot and for the exact time of the pilot in
order to determine if any changes occurred.



District questionnaires

Each district will be asked to complete a detailed questionnaire regarding the
technology selected, the deployment and training strategy employed and the
general characteristics of the district and its workforce.

Teleconference interviews

In order to gain qualitative data to supplement information gathered from the
surveys and the CONNECTIONS database, CTG will hold teleconference
interviews with 10 districts selected for their representativeness in size, type of
technology deployed and geographic location.

Reporting

CTG will produce a short overall report that looks across all LDSS as well as a brief
profiles for each district that include information about:
> The district, technology used, and connectivity mechanisms.

> Results of assessment including mobility/use, productivity/efficiency
and user satisfaction.

Timeline
The data collection period started in early November 2007 and will continue until mid-

January 2008. Data Analysis and report generation culminate with final deliverables to
NYS OCFS on February 26, 2008.
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Executive Summary

Purpose

This assessment is intended to help inform decisiaking about the use and possible further
deployment of wirelessly connected laptop computarshild protective service (CPS) field work.
The report covers the pilot of approximately 135dgs used by child protective workers and
supervisors during a 12-week period during Julye®et 2007. The assessment is part of the New
York City Administration for Children's Services @) initiative to test mobile technologies in
child protective services, in response to MayoroBiberg's "Safeguarding our Children 2006
Action Plan" and the New York State Portable Infation Technology Pilot initiative.

ACS's Division of Child Protection (DCP) worked WikCS Management Information Services to
develop a pilot test for the use of the laptopslmid protective service caseworkers. The Center
for Technology in Government (CTG) conducted tlisessment under the auspices of the New
York State Office of Children and Family Servic€QFS). This report presents the results of an
assessment of the technology in the extended goidgect.

The Pilot Test

One hundred and ninety ACS managers, supervisads;aseworkers volunteered to use the
laptops in the pilot test. Of those 190, 135 cas&ers and supervisors from the William Street and
Staten Island field offices participated in theesssnent. All participants received training prmr t
deployment and all received the same model andgumation of laptop. Prior to receiving the
laptops, the volunteers also received a survegt@bésh a baseline concerning their attitudes and
work practices against which to compare a simitat pest survey’s results. They did not, however,
receive special instructions on how to employ teeices in their work.

Assessment data came from CPS workers and suparumseorkshops, interviews, baseline and
follow-up surveys of laptop users, and from the QATCTIONS system. Entries into the
CONNECTIONS database were collected from the twelgek period prior to and during the test
period. In addition, the CTG project team partitgabin meetings and conference calls with ACS
and OCFS staff to discuss the deployment and uedaptops. Taken together, the data provide a
detailed picture of how the laptops were usedattijudes of the users toward this way of working,
and evidence of impacts on the productivity ofwegk done during the test period.

Deploying Mobile Technology

Laptop procurement and deployment for the tesbgatiustrated the complex and challenging
nature of enabling mobile technology for CPS wamkorder to put the laptops into use, it was
necessary to coordinate a diverse mix of activiti@sdware and software procurement, device
configuring, linking multiple networks across orgaations to provide wireless connectivity,
preparing training, resolving work practice andippissues, and resolving a long list of technical
problems characteristic of ramp-up processes. Mioiste coordination and implementation issues
were resolved during the test period, such thab#sec functionality of the laptops could be
employed in the field. Remaining issues includé laicfull wireless access in court facilities and
considerable variation in the strength of the vasslsignal in some areas, leading to less reliable
connection. In addition, some issues concerningigsland supervisory practices for work outside
normal hours and locations remain unresolved. Qly&@wever, the collaboration and lessons
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learned during the deployment provide a solid fatiwh for further refinement of practices and
policies to exploit the potential of the technology

Patterns of Use

The primary conclusion from the usage data isttiafield workers put the laptops to use in a
variety of ways that reflect both their work sitoatand the capabilities of the devices. The
dominant place of use was at home; over 80% ofiiees in both field offices reported using the
laptop at home, on average over four hours per wHek interviews and workshops provided some
explanation of this pattern, namely that therelianged places and opportunities to use the laptops
in the field, due to limited or slow connectiotegk of privacy, concern for personal safety, and
unwillingness to use the device in the presencdiefts. Almost all the caseworkers stated that it
not appropriate to use a laptop in client's homenvtrying to establish a rapport and pay attention
to the surroundings. Over 40% reported two plug$ion average of both field and court use, with
somewhat high levels of field use in Staten Islgraksibly due in part to greater use of personal
cars for transport there.

Though they could use the laptops in court, testegerted connectivity problems in that
environment. Over 75% of the Staten Island fielicefgroup reported connectivity problems in
court, compared to less than 40% from Manhattan.

The testers found many uses for the devices irtiaddb documentation of cases. Overall, over
70% report using the laptop to access informatibrean the field at least once a week. Other uses
included email and map directions at least oncayaod more. The use of laptops reduced travel to
the office from the field as well, with over 40%poating not having to return to the office to asces
information during the test, compared to 15% befBsecontrast, work during commuting
decreased during the test compared to the priawghgverhaps due to more work done at home.

Productivity Gains

Evidence of productivity gains came from the impress of the users and from work recorded in
the CONNECTIONS system. About two-thirds of papamts reported improved timeliness of
documentation using the laptop, although prioafidp use, over 50% of the caseworkers were
documenting events within the same day. In addittwver three-fourths reported improved ability
to access case information from the field withldpop, but they did not report highly improved
communication with supervisors or service to ckensome participants during workshops
expressed that they did receive new case assigamaaile in the field by checking their email and
CONNECTIONS accounts.

Work records from the CONNECTIONS system revealxedhpattern. The pace of case closings
increased moderately with laptop use; the numlesecl in the first seven days increased from 10
to 20%, with that differential remaining for thdlf60-day period for closing cases. The number of
cases closed within the first 60 days increasederadely in both offices-between five and seven
percent. The volume of other work—progress noteyarid safety assessments—remained
unchanged.

Using the laptops had an overall positive impacsatisfaction and attitudes toward the work. Over
65% of the users reported being satisfied withdp&ops, with slightly higher proportions in
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Manhattan. Perceptions of having adequate resoarckfeeling valued increased as well. The
proportion of users willing to recommend laptop tsa colleague were very high (77 % of
testers). Over half of the users reported loweobdsiress with laptop use as well.

Recommendations

The overall deployment process, while successftgrims of putting the laptops into use, did not
provide a sufficient time for a full test of theptap’s potential. A deployment of this type reqgaire
high levels of cross agency cooperation, adjustaienpolicy and management practice, and much
learning. A full test of the technology can onlyne® when these adjustments have been made and
the machines are fully integrated into the fieldkvoontext. A longer test period would allow
greater confidence in the conclusions reached.

Maintaining support for laptop deployment could\pde CPS caseworkers in other districts the
opportunity to see how mobile technologies can ichgaeir work. The proportion of caseworkers
stating that they would recommend laptop use to todleagues was high and survey data show
that they now feel like they have adequate ressuiceo their job. This increased satisfaction is
harder to measure but worth capitalizing on whatized. Therefore, continuing to maintain
support for this work is recommended.

Full integration should also include adjustmentpdbicies and work schedules to support the
flexible work flow enabled by the laptops. The asseent shows that CPS workers are willing to
adapt their work times and places to exploit tlmhnelogy. Agency policies and practices should
be as flexible as well. This assessment highlightteee policies particularly in need of attentiain:
office/field scheduling and 2) working from homeda3) overtime and compensatory time. The
laptops were deployed to increase mobility andralt@ore time for work with children and
families. Specifying work location in specific dastricts this potential. Flexibility in this rega
and in compensation for overtime appear crucialctueving the promise of a mobile workforce.

Efforts should continue to invest in infrastructared connectivity and streamline the network
access path and remove layers and ACS must coritinuerk closely with the Office of Court
Administration on connectivity to maximize time spé court.

Finally, it is significant that caseworkers did mygpically report connectivity or performance issue
Encouraging caseworkers to share feedback abaug tls laptop on a regular basis, whether it be
through face to face meetings or email, may brinlight additional issues and improve
performance.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Project Overview

Extended Mobile Technology Pilot

The NYC Administration for Children’s Services (ALi8itiative to test mobile technologies in

child protective services was originally developedesponse to Mayor Bloomberg's "Safeguarding
our Children 2006 Action Plan.” The Plan instruckgtiS to "deploy handheld computers or tablet
PCs to field office workers." In response to ti§S's Division of Child Protection (DCP) worked

in conjunction with ACS Management Information Seeg (MIS) to develop a plan for piloting
testing the use of portable wireless technologregliild protective service (CPS) caseworkers. The
first phase of the pilot took place in spring oDBGand lasted for three months. This report present
the results of an assessment of the technolodyeilseécond, larger, extended pilot project

The original portable information technology pifmbject was a direct result of the NYS
Legislature’s Laws of 2006 where in Chapter 58 wasquirement to “conduct a pilot program in
New York City, Westchester County, and Monroe Cguattest best practices in portable for child
protective caseworkers...[to] allow such caseworkeisomplete effectively tasks necessary for
their investigations of allegations of child abasel maltreatment from field locations.” In
December 2006 OCFS submitted a report to the Govedetailing the impact of the pilot program
on caseworker efficiency, productivity and caseland a recommendation for continued testing.

Based on this report, and in order to learn mooaiithe use of connected laptops within CPS,
New York City's Administration for Children's Seces (NYC/ACS) decided to undertake an
extended pilot test of wirelessly connected lapubgsloyed to caseworkers and supervisors in two
NYC field offices. This extended pilot, utilizingds remaining from the NYS Portable
Information Technology Pilot project as well ag/dinds, begun in July 2007 with data collection
concluding in October 2007.

The overall goal of the initiative was to provid®& caseworkers with remote access to
CONNECTIONS (the OCFS central child welfare infotroa system) and other ACS applications
to allow them to accomplish their reporting actestwhile outside of the office. Specifically, the
program was to enable caseworkers to use time gg@gtihg for appointments or court
appearances, which often involve several hoursaiting time, to complete their required case
documentation. Overall, ACS has approximately 1,8P® staff in five boroughs which
investigates approximately 70,000 reports of suggechild abuse and neglect a year.

Understanding Technology in the CPS work setting

The approach used in this assessment is basedutsrigom the first mobile technology pilot in
2006, which showed that any technology use dependise following main factors:

»  The overall capabilities of the device

*  How well the device fits in with the users’ normabrk practices

*  How well the device fits in with personal work peegnces

. Nature of environment (physical and organizatiomalyhich work is performed
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Device capabilities

Results from the first phase showed the perceiesetits of a laptop computer in reporting and
documentation. Unlike the other technologies tedtgptop computers offered direct connectivity
to the central database providing the potentialrforeased opportunities for where and when work
is done, and access to information from the ceditdbase and other online sources while in the
field. In comparison, the use of a dictation segwvith a cell phone has the potential to have data
automatically entered into a central database.rBigjubelow describes two main tasks in which
various technologies differ in their capabilitidg (wvhen converting the users’ words into digitatte
and (2) when entering the text into the central GIBETIONS database.

Figure 1 - What Can be Done In the Field

Capability of Devices Used Independently*

Data Entry Data Retrieval & Interaction
A

( \f ) )
Record Convert Format for Enterin  Retrieve/ Admin. Access
Material  totext data base database edit data Functions other info.

With

Laptops + ‘
Connectivity

Dictation on |:'>

cell phone

Dragon +
Digital
Recorder

Digital Pen E

|::> Current capability

Potential Capability
with system * Independent of laptops or other devices
modification

It was also found that to derive the most valuenfelomobile device, the following is required (1)
mobile devices with access that provides real emey into the central database application and (2)
connectivity with ubiquitous access. If the tworgmnents are not present, the potential value of
the mobile technology will not be obtained.

Overall fit with existing work practices

The first phase results indicated that requiringegaorkers to adopt a new technology and change
the way they do their work proved to be a signiitcabstacle for many. Any technology must fit
well with individual work practices to produce valurhe advantage of laptop computers was that it
required relatively small adjustments in work pi@es, being similar to an office PC, except for
connection and logon procedures. But not all caslesve are comfortable working in the same way
and these individual skills and preferences, tloeeehape the use. Some caseworkers avoided
using technology during a home visit, preferringdous on the family and rely on handwritten
notes, which can limit the potential value of teetinology.
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Nature of work environment

Mobile technology’s effectiveness can be strongfluenced by that environment, as well as by
organizational support and the goals for work talbee in the field. The work environment of
CPS workers presents any potential challenges &ffaative use of mobile technologies such as
privacy concerns, timing issues, and personal ggclihe extent to which these potential
challenges become obstacles to use depends oerrgunpl circumstances of each CPS worker.
Thus workers who rely on public transportation mag technology differently than those who
have a dedicated car. For some, time betweers vigty be too short to complete work, whereas
large blocks of time waiting in court can be vergguctive. Some individuals may need a quiet
work space to enter notes; others may be more adi@girking in public spaces. The constraints of
the workers’ environment and the organizationapsupfrom superiors can shape use of the
technology and the costs and benefits that resart that use.

Project Assessment

The Center for Technology in Government (CTG) weleed to conduct the independent assessment
of laptop use in the CPS work setting and the impadcCPS work. These four categories of
investigation emerged from preliminary discussiatth OCFS, ACS-MIS, and ACS-DCP:

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

»  Typesand Locations of Work - the 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 workersenip locations.

»  Effect on Current Work Practices and Policies - how work practices changed with the
introduction of technology and how policies and aggment practices may impede or
promote the use of laptops.

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

Technology

Device

The Panasonic Toughbook W5 was selected for thendet pilot, based on the recommendations
from the first phase of testing in 2006. Its prezs=or, Panasonic Toughbook W4, was rated by the
first phase’s participants most favorably on acc¢airits weight, size, and battery life (see the
appendix for a detailed device description). PESAequest, each device was equipped with an
internally mounted Verizon Wireless Wide Area NetkvQVWAN) card and the laptop memory
was upgraded to 1GB of RAM.
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Connectivity

Each laptop connected remotely to the internetAG8 network, and CONNECTIONS via the
built-in Verizon WWAN card for access to the Veniecellular network (where available).
Although the Manhattan and Staten Island area egeeper Verizon information was 100%, the
actual connectivity varied considerably. A typisaksion using ACS Remote Access to use the
ACS network and CONNECTIONS would last between 80¥inutes before the user needed to
reestablish a connection to the system.

Security

Security provisions included deterring theft andweing data and network integrity. Locks were
distributed to each pilot participant to securelépgop to a fixed location. In addition, each tgpt
hard drive was encrypted using BeCrypt data secsoftware. Finally, access to the ACS network
and CONNECTIONS was protected by several layemastwords designed to prevent
unauthorized access to sensitive client data. Morgg-related problems or breaches were reported
for the test period.

Figure 2 - CPS Connectivity to CONNECTIONS System Dring the Pilot

CPS Connectivity to CONNECTIONS System During the Pilot

CPS Worker CPS Worker CPS Worker CPS Worker
Login Required Login Required Login Required Login Required

DolTT Juniper ACSAD Remote ACSAD CONNECTIONS CONNECTIONS

- . )
sty Yeizen Server Farm Access Server Farm Desktop Citrix Farm Application

As shown in Figure 2, using the laptop requireduber to execute four password-protected logons:
the first provided access to the encrypted lapiegifi the second log-on provided access to the
server at DOITT; the third log-on provided acces8€CS’ remote access server; and the fourth
provided access to the CONNECTIONS database. Aifth@®CS MIS staff recognized that a multi-
layer password protection would present usabilibbfems for the pilot participants, they were
unable to eliminate any of these layers prior ®likginning of the pilot due to requirements
imposed by NYC’s Department of Information Techmpl@nd Telecommunications.

Data Collection Methods and Timeline

The assessment covered a four month period fromJomé 2007 to late October 2007. There were
four streams of data collection throughout thisigetb Surveys of pilot participants and data from
the central OCFS CONNECTIONS database were usadsess productivity, user satisfaction and
timeliness, and patterns and locations of laptap Uikis data was supplemented by material from
workshops with CPS workers in both field officesda@elephone interviews with CPS supervisors
and managers from both boroughs (a more detailscrigon of the methodology is in Appendix
B). A baseline survey was distributed in June 2@0&Il participating caseworkers. All participants
underwent training and were given laptops by theé @nJuly. Five workshops with Manhattan and
Staten Island caseworkers were conducted at th@feAdgust, approximately four weeks after the
beginning of the pilot. In October, the researehnt conducted teleconferences with supervisors
and managers from both boroughs and distributeghdisé survey to all participating caseworkers.
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CONNECTIONS data collection occurred in the prepperiod from April 29, 2007 — July 21,
2007 and during-pilot period July 29, 2007 to Oetob9, 2007.

Field Tester Selection and Deployment strategy

One hundred and ninety ACS managers, supervisads;aseworkers volunteered to use the
laptops in the pilot test. Of those 190, 135 cas&ers and supervisors from the William Street and
Staten Island field offices participated in theesssnent. All part received training prior to
deployment and all received the same model andgroation of laptop. Prior to receiving the
laptops, the volunteers also received a survegtabéish a baseline concerning their attitudes and
work practices against which to compare a simitat pest survey’s results. They did not, however,
receive special instructions on how to employ teeices in their work.

The pilot design included two boroughs, with theentation that different geographical and
transportation characteristics might result inetéint use patterns. Manhattan field workers would
face different obstacles when trying to use théola@mong high-rise buildings. In addition,
population density and prevalence of public tramgpion for CPS work in Manhattan were likely
to present different problems, compared to Staglmdél’s more suburban landscape and more
common use of cars by CPS staff.

The pilot participants in both field offices all luateered and were assigned their laptops for the
duration of the pilot period. Prior to receivinggatop computer, each participant attended a three-
hour orientation and training session, which introet them to the device and provided training on
connecting to the ACS and CONNECTIONS networks ig®pf training manuals can be obtained
by contacting ACS). In addition to the practiqalning, caseworkers were encouraged to contact
the ACS help desk in case they experienced anygrabwith their device. To ensure
comparability of data and work conditions, supeskgsand managers whose caseworkers were
issued a laptop were instructed not to modify aplices or work practices during the pilot period.

Caseworker Population and Demographic Information

Of the laptop computers, 135 were deployed to cagdeaws and supervisors from two ACS field
offices: Manhattan (70) and Staten Island (6%)f these 135 participants, 95 replied to both, th
base and post pilot survey, creating a total pdjmriaf 42 caseworkers and four supervisors for
Manhattan and 46 caseworkers and three superdy@ostaten Island. Overall, the participant
populations in both field offices exhibited a Idtsimilarities in terms of their CPS experience and
general computer skills, while displaying notewgrthifferences in the length of time spent
working overtime and waiting in court. Also, agekted, the two field offices reported
significantly different patterns of transportatiose.

The pilot test group had a generally low level #fSCexperience, averaging just under 4 years, with
57% of all caseworkers reporting CPS experiendeofyears or less. The participants also rated
themselves relatively high on technology skillsg thajority rated their skills as intermediate or
higher in all surveyed categories ranging from gaineomputer use to the use of CONNECTIONS.
Most respondents did not report a need for futtaing, with the exception of about 39% needing
training in CONNECTIONS.

1 DCP provides two levels of field work supervisi@upervisor | and Supervisor II. Supervisor | respbilities
include both case work and supervision of othee eearkers. Only Supervisor | users are includetti assessment.
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Graph 1 - Level of Skills Wthin Assessment Population
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Two noteworthy areas where Staten Island and M&aihag¢ported significant differences were in
(1) the average length of weekly overtime and i2)dverage length of court wait time. In both, the
pre-pilot and pilot periods, Manhattan caseworkep®rted using nine hours of overtime a week or
less (average of 5.32 hours). At the same tinmeenthjority of Staten Island caseworkers in both
time periods reported the average length of overtiorbe ten hours and more (average of 9.37
hours). Interestingly, the amount of reported dwegtuse decreased for both boroughs during the
pilot period, which is consistent with caseworkeestimony during our workshops in which they
indicated that the timing of the pilot coincidedhva seasonal slow-down in incoming cases.

Graph 2 - Overtime Averages for Manhattan and Stten Island Field Offices
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The average court waiting time reported and thebarrof court appearances showed a similar
pattern: Staten Island had significantly more wiaie in court compared to Manhattan and slightly
more frequent appearances. Almost 70% of Manhatiaaworkers reported waiting in court five

hours or less per typical court appearance, cordgaré0% in Staten Island, who reported waiting
five hours or more per typical court appearance.
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Chapter 2: Factors that Shape the Laptop
Experience

Successfully introducing new technology into a widake requires extensive planning,
coordination, and buy-in. Added complexity comesfrthe presence of multiple organizations
developing policy and providing technical servicBe result is a myriad of interdependent factors
ultimately affecting the overall results. Suchhes tase with this pilot test.

The large number of participants involved in cooading and implementing mobile technology in
child protective service work make it very diffittid pinpoint anyone factor or everone entity that
shapes the entire laptop experience. Thus, thermegalts of the assessment, in terms of mobility,
productivity, and user satisfaction, cannot bakaited to any single cause, but are the result of a
mixture of user, organizational, technology, poliagd managerial factors.

This combination of factors is represented in Feg8irwhich shows the complexity of the CPS
environment and the influencing factors on the al@aseworker laptop experience.

Figure 3 — Influencing Entities and Factors on theéverall Laptop Experience
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Technology

Technology factors strongly influence the laptopenence. In this pilot project, the delivery oéth
technology experience is distributed across foganizations: ACS MIS, DOITT, Verizon
Wireless, and OCFS. ACS MIS is responsible foneeing the overall technology service but does
not control all the necessary pieces. This carhbes in the network path that was set forth for
caseworkers to connect from the laptops to the CEBINONS application. NYC DOITT requires
that all external access to city agency systemsdhmough DOITT servers. As shown in Figure 2,
caseworkers logon first to the laptop, then DOIT3ésver, then to ACS’ Terminal Server, and then
to the CONNECTIONS Citrix servers. To gain acceslwtal ACS applications, which
caseworkers also need, the path must channel thidG& servers. But this path of getting to the
CONNECTIONS application negatively impacts perfono@ by requiring an additional logon and
using a Citrix session thus slowing overall systesponse.

While in the field, connectivity is a very largentdbutor to the overall experience. Access to
wireless networks is critical to mobility when ontthe field or working from home. Wireless
signal strength varies from place to place, affecperformance. The NYS Office of Court
Administration (OCA) also influences connectivitythe City’s courts. Since caseworkers spend a
considerable amount of time waiting for court appaaes, court connectivity is important.
Applications and network technology are also inficed by the NY State agency with overall
responsibility for CPS work: OCFS. OCFS in turn trfoiow technical and security guidelines set
by two other NY state agencies: the Office for Tremlbgy (OFT) and Office of Cyber Security and
Critical Infrastructure Coordination (CSCIC).

To add to the complexity, within ACS MIS, there apparate divisions for technology
procurement, support, deployment training, andastfiucture maintenance. ACS MIS drew on
these resources for developing the deployment laokdand providing technical support for
mobile caseworkers. ACS MIS also relies on oth@adenents for maintenance of servers that
affect laptop performance.

Finally, device and accessory characteristics pfaymportant role in the experience. Devices that
are light, yet durable, with a long battery lifeualy improve the experience. Smaller laptops that
fit in work bags may be used more. Not every caskarawill like all the characteristics of the
laptops, but the number positive features incretseguality of the overall experience.

Policy and Management

Policy and management influences on the laptoprexpee were also important, and involve
similar complexity. Figure 3 shows how ACS DCP miestelop and carry out policies that
originate in or are shaped by several organizatiNiYsState OCFS, NY City Department of
Citywide Administrative Services (DCAS), and thentract and relationships with Social Services
Employee Union Local 371 (SSEU).

Three policy areasthat are most pressing on the laptop experience:
1. Working at Home Policy. The NYC DCAS maintains a strict no-working fromnhe policy for
all NYC employees. This policy is for both reguweork hours and after-hours work, meaning no

NYC employee can work from home at any time. abBcy restricts the full potential of using the
laptop for CPS work. Working from home on the taptluring regular work hours could
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potentially alleviate having to travel to the offibefore making field visits, cutting down on
commute time and time between field visits. Afegular work hours, it allows caseworkers to
catch up on documentation in the evening or weekedthough ACS may want to encourage
caseworkers to work from home, they cannot bectnesedo not oversee the prevailing policies.

2. Field/Office Scheduling. ACSDCP currently has policies that prescribe the daysdseworker

is in the field and the days they are in the offid@dis work model was developed so that
caseworkers can leave the office for family visitgl court appointments and return to the office for
supervision and documentation. The laptop offereva model for how caseworkers and
supervisors can interact. While in the field, easekers currently communicate with the office
primarily by cell phone. The laptop offers new pbsiies of receiving case information in the

field and communicating via email. In order to exgece the laptop’s full potential, management
and supervisory practices may need to change soffie time and field time is not prescribed.

3. Overtime and Compensatory Time. The policies for overtime and compensatory timespnt a
couple of concerns including the daily cap for twee and the inconsistent implementation of
approvals. Since there is a cap on time, casew®etersometimes faced with the fact they will not
get compensated for the amount of work they have dsing the laptop. In some cases
establishing a connection, maintaining a connediah completing the work takes longer than the
time they are allowed for overtime. Subsequenkigytrisk not getting paid for the full amount of
time they worked which can impact the overall |gpgxperience. Additionally, field offices do not
uniformly implement the policy. Some offices regupreapproval and others do not, and the
inconsistency leads to confusion about using thfaafter work hours.

Finally, other policy and management factors shdyed the laptops were used in the pilot:
existing caseload, consistency in management pescéicross field offices, and training. Overtime
and compensatory time policies for work completethe field or at home were particularly
important. Although ACS may develop much of its guaticies and management practices, it is
still subject to NYSOCEFS policies and oversighthoyC's DCAS.

Individual

Caseworkers bring a range of attitudes and skillsatd technology and change to laptop use. How
to get information into a digital format can be tteseworker’s personal work style choice. Many
caseworkers prefer typing notes into a word prangssocument, while others may prefer hand
writing all their notes first. Some caseworkers rpagfer dictating to writing or typing, or using
software to convert spoken language into digitel. t€hese preferences and general attitudes
towards technology can be significant in deterngriime laptop experience. Some people are
naturally curious and willing to try new tools, Wbthers resist change.

Personal circumstances and home life also plajeamshaping laptop use. Factors such as where
the caseworker lives and modes of available tramstpon affect the laptop experience.
Caseworkers who use public transportation to corarmay find opportunities to work then, while
caseworkers who drive will miss those opportunitiesaddition, caseworkers who live farther
away from cell service may experience a harder staging connected.
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Nature of Casework

One of the most direct influence on the laptop eepee is the nature of casework itself. Within
this profession, there are a host of responsisliind competing priorities. While it is necessary
investigate child protective cases by being ph¥lsigaiesent with the family, it is just as importan
to document all findings in CONNECTIONS. This ce=at tension between spending time
working with families versus documenting. Casewoskaust also devote time to court
appearances, follow ups, and removals. Introduaitapl that changes where work can be done,
can impact the overall experience.
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Chapter 3: Mobility and Use

The laptops provided caseworkers opportunitiesdkwutside the office environment in new
ways. This chapter reports on how the testers tse opportunities in terms of the type of work
done and the locations, including attention toessmfluencing that use. The results include
attention to three locations: at home, in courtdasy and in the field. Issues examined in relabon
using the laptop outside of the office environmantude: (1) difficulty establishing connection)) (2
loss of connection, (3) the speed of connectionleg¢el of privacy (or personal work space and
ability to ensure confidentiality of informatior(p) personal safety, and (6) amount of time
available to use the laptop. How information waseased and entered by testers was also
examined.

Extent of use

The results illustrate two main benefits of mogilit) increased flexibility in where and when all
types of CPS work is done, and 2) increased a¢ogaformation while out of the office. The
laptop was used in case investigation and intefwest documentation and reporting, and court-
related activities while in the field, at court Is@s, and at home. Testers used the laptop during
normal work hours, after work hours, during comntutees, and when working overtime. About
60% of caseworkers from both districts reportedigishe laptop while working overtime.

Case documentation was the most frequently uskidimg inputting and updating notes, and
completing safety assessments. Other work includading and reviewing case histories or new
cases, doing person searches or checking cliewrieis, conducting clearances, email, accessing
government or other Web sites, and looking up sesvfor clients. One caseworker stated, “I have
used the laptop to complete safety assessmengs,ietarviews, complete RAP's, and other case
related work,” while another recounted “I once ugext a 30 Day Conference to do a clearance and
access my email to look up a court document.” Aaptaid, “I mainly use the laptop to update my
notes and submit cases. | also use it to checkedindh e-mails and for directions. When | am in the
field and get a new case, | use it to read supanyidirectives and case history.”

The extent to which caseworkers can access or ieidemation while out of the office has a big
influence on how mobile the testers can be. Thppears to be a shift from the pre-test period to
the during test period in access to and the atidignter information. Overall, approximately 72%
of testers report using the laptop to access irdtion while in the field at least once a week.
Similarly, approximately 68% of testers accessedikat least once a day or more while 54% of
testers reported using their laptop at least orst@yaor more to access map directions. Laptop use
significantly reduced the need to return to théceffluring the work day. Over one-quarter of the
testers reported never returning to the officent@einformation, compared to 6% before the test.
Similarly, 42% reported never returning to the aéfio access case information while in the field,
compared to 15% before the test. Cell phone usedsed somewhat as well. Before the test, about
80% of testers reported calling their supervisors t three times a week to access information,
down to 57% after the test. There was a similaretese in the number of people calling colleagues
for assistance with accessing information whileafithe office, although not as dramatic a shift as
with the supervisors. One caseworker statedntitdases caseworkers opportunities to access
services while in the field and affords the CPSkeomore independence in acquiring clearances.
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Thus laptop use may increase the productivity of-users who would otherwise be on the
receiving end of phone calls from caseworkers @figld.

The testers reported several obstacles to mobeleingbility to establish a connection in all
locations, not having a dedicated space to wodoimt houses, overtime policies that discourage
work at home, and differences in individual workgrsferences about using the laptop during non-
working hours.

Table 1 below details the percentage of testergyubie laptop at different locations, as well as th
average length of time the laptop was used. Testprmted using the laptop most frequently at
home, 86% use the laptop at home compared to mtetions (44% using it in the court house and
42% using it in the field). In addition, casewarkese the laptop at home on average for four and
half hours per week, compared to using it in cborse or the field an average of just over two
hours per week. One caseworker stated, “If doctatien of the notes cannot be completed at the
office, they can be completed at home on the laptimpes can also be done while waiting in court.”

Table 1- Location and Hours of Use Per Week

Overall (n) gvjézgselfvr\‘/g?k Manhattan () Staten Island (n)
Home 86 % (82) 4.47 hours 89 % (41) 84 % (41)
Court 44 % (42) 2.34 hours 44 % (20) 45 % (22)
Field 42 % (40) 2.33 hours 35 % (16) 49 % (24)
Office 6 % (6) 0.30 hours 0 % (0) 12 % (6)
Do not use at all 4 % (4) -- 2% (1) 6 % (3)

Although it has been hypothesized that caseworkirbe able to use their laptops during their
commute to and from work, it seems the nature ectimmute (i.e., using various forms of public
transportation or dealing with traffic) may notaall optimal conditions for laptop use.
Approximately 91% of testers in Manhattan and 68%esters Staten Island have commute times
between 30 and 90 minutes. The majority of caskererdo not do work on their commute. Those
that did, used cell phones to make contacts. dstegly, the number of testers reporting that they
work during their commutes went down during th@fpjeriod. During the pre-pilot period, 33%
of Manhattan testers and 27% of Staten Islandrestported working during commute times,
however, after the test period, only 19% of Mardratind 11 % of Staten Island testers reported
working during their commute. Of those who do wdtking their commute time, a higher
proportion of testers from Staten Island (83%) theelaptop than in Manhattan (58%).

Many caseworkers reported more flexibility in wheerd where work can be done and some
changes in personal work styles were evident. €aseworker stated, “It serves to increase your
level of flexibility and offers you greater indegkance.” Another commented, “When | am able to
document sensitive information right away, | ddmétve to stress about rushing to the office to
document it before speaking to supervisors abauisue.”

More testers now feel that they do not have to tweaénter information in CONNECTIONS when
activity happens at the end of the day, howevenynsdll believe they will wait until the next
morning. Before the test, about 20% of testersgilesd that they had to wait to enter information
the next morning (and 78% agreed), after the 838t disagreed they had to wait until the next
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morning (and 58 % agreed). While these are no¢ Ishgfts, some individuals did benefit. Several
caseworkers stated, “With the laptop, | enter miygaogress notes on time. That means any visit
that | did after work hours is entered before tegtrwork day.” while another said, “I don't have to
wait until the next day to input my notes afteritial visit or field visit. It is very helpful.” The
introduction of the laptop made no changes to jpimes of caseworkers having control over their
schedule during the day or being able to schetheie time more efficiently. Most already perceive
that they have control over their schedules andschrdule time efficiently.

Overall, 48% of testers rated the log-on processeagdifficult to extremely difficult, 28 % ratatl
as neither difficult nor easy and another 20% #gais easy. However, Staten Island testers
reported greater log-on difficulty than Manhattastérs (61% of Staten Island and 35% of
Manhattan testers reported logging on to be vdficdit to extremely difficult). Many testers also
experienced problems with connectivity. Statearldltesters consistently reported establishing a
connection, losing a connection and the speedmi@ction as more problematic in all locations
than testers in Manhattan. This difference is eigllg evident in perceptions of problems
occurring at court houses and in the field.

Use in the field

About half of Staten Island testers (49%) repotsitig the laptop in the field on average for 2.74
hours a week compared to roughly 35% of Manha#atets using it on average for 1.88 hours a

week. Caseworkers reported using the laptop wHengaublic transportation, outside of a clients
home, in a hospital, and at coffee shops in betvag@ointments.

In terms of issues that affect the use of the [aptdhe field, technical difficulties with estasiting
and maintaining the connection as well as the spéednnection were important. Approximately
65 % of testers in Staten Island reported estahlyslh connection problematic, 74% reported loss
of connection as problematic, and about 80% regdapeed of connection as problematic.

Graph 3 - Problems Using the Laptop in the Field

Perceived Problems Using the Laptop in the Field
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In Manhattan, 40 % of caseworkers reported estahlysa connection as a problem (but a similar
proportion, 42 % perceive it as not a problem)kelwise, 47 % reported loss of connection as
problematic (but almost 50 % do not see it as alpro or are neutral). About half of Manhattan
testers reported speed of connection as problematic

Work environment factors such as privacy and playslanger are perceived differently than
technical issues. Almost two-thirds of the workierboth field offices did not perceive lack of
privacy as a problem in the field. However, petways of personal safety did differ. In Manhattan,
a larger proportion of testers (20 %) felt likeytiveere in danger using the laptop in the field
compared to 6 % of testers in Staten Island. @rBkaten Island where fear for personal safety did
not seem to come up almost at all during the wargshnearly every caseworker in Manhattan
stated that fearing for personal safety was ortbefnain reasons why they did not carry their
laptop in the field. They felt that having an emp@e piece of equipment would make them even a
bigger target, in addition to being CPS casework€&se caseworker recalled being asked by a
client how much would her computer cost and sherted that it made her feel very uncomfortable
and she never brought the laptop again.

The perception of having small blocks of time authie field to use the laptop was split among
testers. About half in both field offices reportedt having small blocks of time was not a problem
in using the laptop, while the others were unsureoasidered it problematic.

Manhattan testers noted during workshops and ile@s/on several occasions that “the field” was
not conducive to working on a laptop. Several nosed the lack of suitable locations in which

one feels comfortable. Some stated they try todulleeheir appointments back-to-back to
minimize the time they have to spend in some pHrtse city due to security concerns, and thus do
not have time to stop to use the laptop in betvaggoointments. Several caseworkers reported
during the workshop that they kept the laptop ahéanless they knew that they were going to
court that day. In addition, many reported thatytwill not use the laptop in a client's home. yhe
said that during this time they try to establisiapport and make a connection with the family.
Although some did say that for appointments withf@gsionals at schools, hospitals and police
stations, they would consider using the laptoprduthe meeting.

Use at the court house

The amount of time caseworkers spend in court figdkat is an important location for mobile
work. Testers in Staten Island and Manhattan redapending on average four days a month at
court (4.12 and 3.95 days respectively). Approxatyab0% of testers in Staten Island reported
waiting in court more than five hours for a typicalurt appointment, whereas only 31% of
Manhattan testers reported waiting in court moamttive hours for a typical appointment. The
average length of time spent waiting in court hgusas higher in Staten Island (5.60 hours) than in
Manhattan (4.36 hours).

These differences relate to the total number offitesters use the laptop in court houses.
Approximately 45% of testers in both field officeported using their laptops while at the court
house. Staten Island testers used the laptopemage for 2.77 hours a week, similarly, Manhattan
caseworkers reported on average 1.86 hours of weela Manhattan has a higher proportion of
workers using the laptop for one to three houreakn52%), as compared to Staten Island testers
(35%).
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Overall, Graph 4 below shows that more Manhattan tBtaten Island testers reported favorable
conditions for working on the laptop while at cowtsmaller proportion of Manhattan testers
reported technical difficulties or lack of privaag a very big problem. The proportion of Staten
Island reporting court problems was approximat@Yyo#or establishing a connection, 75 % for loss
of connection, almost 80% for slow speed, and ahalit(48%) for lack of privacy. Interviews with
Staten Island testers revealed that there is magerroom to wait in the court house and
caseworkers are mixed in with the general populadiod so are unable to work on any confidential
information. They said that if they had a placevtwk privately, they would use it more frequently
even with the technical challenges.

Graph 4 - Problems Using the Laptop in the CourHouses

Perceived Problems Using the Laptop in Court Houses
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In terms of technical difficulties, it seems thiag toverall experience of Manhattan testers wasagai
more divided. For example, 36 % of testers repoettablishing connection as not a problem, and
almost the same proportion (38 %) reported it ablpmatic. Similar patterns are present for loss
of connection, although speed of connection seedmed a more of a problem for testers (47 %
reported it as problematic versus 30 % perceiviag inot a problem). In interviews, it was noted
that Manhattan family courts offer a private roamdaseworkers that provides privacy conditions
to complete CPS work.

It is uncertain why Staten Island used the laptapse in court houses given the reported problems
using it there. Several case workers stated liegt $imply do not bring the laptop to court with
them any more, given the technical difficultiesoviever, the survey information clearly shows that
use in court is important. Both field office testenentioned that the laptop would bring the
greatest benefits if it could be used reliablyant — the long wait times mentioned provide the
worker with the ability to work on documentation ilehwaiting to be called.
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Use at home

During the workshops, many participants statedttinsy used the laptop at home, mostly during
after hours. Testers reported increased capatnlitatch-up on documentation at home. Several
stated they were more productive at home due soilgsrruptions from their colleagues, while
others stated that technical problems deemed thssrefffective than at the office as it took them
longer to do the same amount of work. Although,rttagority of caseworkers used the computer at
home, attitudes and preferences varied. Some oakens expressed positive attitudes toward
having increased flexibility to do CPS work fromnhe, while others expressed negative attitudes
citing the laptop created an intrusion in theirgoeral life.

Testers did not agree on how the current compeamsptlicies for overtime work at home impacted
their propensity to use the device. Some casewsregiressed a preference or willingness to use
the laptop at home regardless of compensation estigg that “peace of mind” and “being caught-
up” motivated their use. One testers said, “Whkave time at home | will sometimes enter notes
so that | don’t feel so overwhelmed at work. Itdis on my own time to keep myself from being so
stressed out about notes not being entered inedytimanner.” Those testers less willing to use the
laptop at home simply stated that they should ravkvat all unless they are compensated, and some
just wanted to make sure that if they did do wdrkane, that they would be fairly compensated.
One caseworker stated, “The process of gettingtioverapproved to work on the laptop is too
complicated.”

Most caseworkers experienced some problems withemdivity at home. Staten Island testers
reported connectivity issues more frequently thaanhattan testers. More than half (56 %) of
Staten Island caseworkers reported establishimgnaection and the speed of connection as
problematic, while 46 % also reported losing a @mtion as problematic. Understandably, the lack
of privacy, physical danger, and small time blodidnot seem to present an obstacle to most
Staten Island testers when using the laptop at home

Graph 5 - Problems Using the Laptop at Home

Perceived Problems Using the Laptop at Home
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Manhattan testers overall see technical problerhsme as less problematic than their Staten
Island counterparts. While about 35 % of testeported establishing a connection as problematic,
about the same proportion (36 %) perceive it asproblematic. Similarly, 29 % of Manhattan
testers reported the loss of connection as prolilentaut another 22 % reported it as non-
problematic. More testers in Manhattan viewedsieed of the connection to be more problematic
than other technical issues, about 45 % reportasl iroblematic, but again, a comparable
proportion (33 %) reported it as not a problem.K atprivacy, physical danger, and small blocks
of time posed no problem for most of the casewarkdren using the laptop at home.

Similarly to Staten Island, the issue of overtimenpensation was mentioned frequently in
connection with using the laptop at home. Casewsr&gpressed concern about pay for their work
at home. They also stated that although the paolidyaving to get a prior approval has not changed,
the level of scrutiny and expectations for workaie seems to be higher. One tester stated, “The
general expectation is that you have your laptoposocould take your work with you wherever

you go even if you are off the clock.” Another sai/hile | believe that the laptop is extremely
useful, | am concerned about management's expatddor those who have them. | am a mother
of two children and | sort of felt compelled to uag laptop at odd times, just so my manager
would not use the phrase ‘but you have a laptdpdine of the caseworkers also mentioned the fact
that because of the relatively small number of €&eening in during the pilot period, they could

not truly evaluate the usefulness of the tool forkvat home because they were caught up and did
not need to use it. This perception did not matehactual number of cases during the test period,
which actually increased slightly.

Experiences from managers and supervisors

Overall, managers and supervisors Il seemed maheigiastic and positive than caseworkers as to
how helpful the laptops are in their everyday woHome was viewed as the location where
laptops were the most valuable to the manager @pelrgisors interviewed. They liked the

flexibility for when and where they did their wor®ne manager stated that she took her laptop to
all out-of-office meetings and after the meeting slould check on her cases so when she returned
to the office she was caught up and was not s&ghtiy anything. Another manager stated that it
was great having it at home because if a casewogtksrlate at night or on the weekend with an
emergency she can go onto the system and look afewdr she needs to advise the caseworker
from home, instead of having to go to the officewdver, one supervisor expressed that the
laptop’s slow connection speed reduced the likekhof using it at home and instead, preferred to
continue to do work at home through the existingote access.

Conclusion

Although the laptop did provide a certain degreéedfibility of location and time, it did not truly
enable “full mobile capability” of the CPS staffhi§ result was partially expected since Phase | of
the mobile technology project demonstrated that @B& does not lend itself to full mobilizing
due to nature of the work itself. The need to dsflalzlose contact with the client and the family
prevents use of a laptop in the client's homehsoneed for hand-written notes cannot be fully
eliminated. Additionally, the highly confidentiahture of information that CPS caseworkers deal
with dictates a need for privacy that is not alwayailable outside of one’s office or home. Lastly,
the need for frequent contact with supervisorstaecheed for close oversight of caseworkers’
decisions and actions dictates continual needgending significant amount of time in the office.
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Despite these limitations and despite some of thblpms and issues encountered in the pilot, the
laptop computer was used in a variety of locatmg allowed caseworkers the flexibility of doing
work on their own timetable and without the needetioirn to office. The degree to which this
flexibility has been utilized varied from persongerson depending on their personal preferences,
their experience with the device, as well as thairk practices and work ethic.
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Chapter 4: Productivity and Efficiency

Productivity and efficiency

We used CONNECTIONS system data and survey respdosxamine three core questions about
possible technology impacts: (1) Are workers maaapctive with respect to progress notes and
reporting? (2) Does timeliness of reporting charga® (3) Does technology use affect the kinds of
reporting activities undertaken or the type of wddne? The goal is to trace possible technology
impacts on the productivity, timeliness and worknflfor documentation.

The evidence presented in this section suggest shadprovements in productivity attributable to
laptop use, and less noticeable improvements ielitiress of documentation and work product
changes. The small improvements in timeliness neasitnply a consequence of limited room for
improvement, since overall timeliness of documeaoialby these testers prior to laptop deployment
was good. Also, some factors affecting timelinesay not be amenable to technology impacts
(e.g., overtime policy, management practices).

What we measured

The data extracted from the central CONNECTIONSiade included information on cases
(investigation begin date and end date), progresssi(related event date, the date a note is enhtere
into the system, and the type of note), and safetgssments (safety assessment submission date).
Safety assessment submission date is used bebatise the time frame within which the CPS
worker has control over entering safety assessmfartnation. Safety assessment approvals
require supervisor action and other factors outidecaseworker’s control.

The surveys gathered participants’ perceptionsyaliness, productivity, and changes in work
activities. Our findings on timeliness and workwilanpacts include analysis of these data.

Also note that data and findings are based on ake cbllected from the testers in each of the field
offices, not the entire field office.

Limitations of the Data

The central database records the timing and typpsogress notes entered, but not their length or
guality. The number of cases per tester and thesrqmr case varied widely, as did the types of
notes entered. The participants were working onxaafncases, some open for long periods prior to
the pilot test, some started and closed duringilog and others remaining open at the end of the
test period. Therefore, the notes entered duhagtlot test period applied to both new and older
cases, ranging from as little as a day to overrs¢veeeks old. We used only those cases that had
an actual investigation close date. Approximag€o of all cases (471 cases) started within 60
days of our pilot data collection date (10/24/0@) avere not included in the analysis. Moreover,
the data does not include the ultimate dispostifaitie case or any rating of the quality of
outcomes obtained.

In addition, by law there are specific timeframegttmust be followed. For example, the “clock
starts” for two important processes when a cathasle to the central registry. The date the call is
made is recorded in CONNECTIONS and a caseworkeséaen days from that point to do a
safety assessment and 60 days to complete aveltigation. Progress notes are required to be
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entered contemporaneously, but the definition ot@mporaneous is interpreted differently in each
field office.

Efficiency and productivity

We examined the changes in efficiency and prodigtin terms of the pace of case closings and
safety assessments submitted. It appears thefrabeely closing of cases between zero and 60
days increased for both field offices during th& feeriod and can be seen as evidence of
productivity increases.

Graph 6 - Proportion of Cases Closed Pre-Pilot ahDuring Pilot
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Manhattan testers increased the rate of case gk®iithin 60 days (40 % pre-; 45 % during pilot),
despite a 32 % increase in the number cases befweeand during-pilot test periods (440 cases;
579 cases respectively). Similarly, Staten Iska@stiers increased their rate of case closingsnwithi
60 days (71 % pre-; and 79 % during-pilot); whikperiencing a smaller case number increase of
8%. Within this population of testers, the Stadtdand participants have a larger number of cases
overall than Manhattan participants (1383 case$9 Dases respectively).

The proportion of safety assessments submittelgeipte-pilot and during-pilot periods was also
examined. By law, a safety assessment needsdotmitted within seven days.
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Graph 7 - Safety Assessments Submitted Within Sen Days
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The submission rate of safety assessments withiensgays stayed about the same for each field
office pre- and during-pilot test periods; howewdgnhattan maintained the same rate of
submission with a 32 % increase in the number f@tgassessments submitted (which corresponds
to the case increase mentioned above — each caglel $lave a safety assessment submitted
although some cases close without submitting aysatsessment). This can be seen as evidence of
productivity increases in Manhattan. Staten Isldigidhot have a substantial increase in case
numbers or safety assessments during this peridanaintained a similar submission rate.

Timeliness

One indicator of timeliness used is elapsed time the number of days between an event and the
posting of documentation in the CONNETIONS systegarding that event, or the length of time
necessary to close a case. If we look at the agassas, for only those cases that opened and closed
within the pre-pilot period (April 28, 2007 — Ju®, 2007) and the during-pilot period (July 30,
2007 — October 19, 2007), we see a picture whichamhstrates timeliness increases. The trend line
during the pilot shows a marked increase in caks®d within approximately the first seven days
and the percentage of cases closed is higher bbgrapproximately 10 % over the pre-pilot
figures. The pre-pilot trend line also shows &gtecrease as it nears 60 days and this may
represent CPS workers playing “catch-up” in ordemeet the required time frames. With the
technology, the days approaching 60 days is mudosrar and reflects less of an accelerated
“catching-up” process.
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Graph 8 - Age of Cases When Closed
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Table 2 below represents the percentage of sassgsaments submitted over a seven day period.
Very few safety assessments are submitted on the day the cases investigation opens. This is as
expected given that completing a safety assessmguires multiple tasks to be completed, such as
visiting the home and contacting individuals. Tépiarters of the safety assessments (74 % pre-
and 74 % during) are submitted by day seven fan b pre- and during-pilot periods.

Table 2- Percentage of Safety Assessments Submitéithin 7 Days

Same day 1 day 2 days 3 days
Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During
Percent of all safety
assessments submittg o 15 3. 2 € g 15 7
Number of safety 1 1 31 17 | 55 | 45 | 76| 63
assessments
4 days 5 days 6 days 7 days

Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During
24 27 35 38 52 53 74 74

Percent of all safety
assessments submittg
Number of safety
assessments

95 67 116 86 182 109 230 152

With 75 % of safety assessments submitted by degnsehat leaves 25 % for improvement and a
chance for some technological impact. Howeve/®&f all safety assessments are submitted by
day 14 after the start of a case (95.2 % pre-piotod; 95.6 % during-pilot period). Too many
factors may be at play here to expect the techiyadmne to improve timeliness, including tracking
down clients or waiting for information from othgarties.
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We also looked at the elapsed time between progiassentry and the related event. During both
periods, approximately half of all progress n@esentered on the same day as the event, and
approximately two-thirds are entered within one d#gr the event. In addition, three-quarters of
all progress notes are entered by three-daystatezvent. We would have expected the proportion
of notes on the same day, next day, and secontbdagrease from the pre-pilot periods.

However, there were not overall increases in tlo@gntion, indicating no productivity gains in the
reporting process. In addition, if three-days issidered contemporaneous, that leaves only 25 %
of all notes where technology impacts may helprtprove timeliness.

Table 3- Percentage of Notes Submitted ithin 5 Days

Same day 1 day 2 days
Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During
% of all notes entere 50 50 66 65 71 70
Number of notes
entered 10348 | 8608 | 3469| 2713| 1047 890
3 days 4 days 5 days
Pre | During| Pre | During| Pre | During
% of all notes entere 76 75 80. 79 83 83
Number of notes 1085 | 884 | 792| 657 | 591 | 586
entered

There are some slight differences between fieldedfwith Manhattan more able to get progress
notes in by the first day, but Staten Island taestatch up by day two. In Manhattan, about half of
all progress notes were entered on the same dayebahd during the pilot (52 % pre-pilot; 51 %
during-pilot) and about two-thirds were entered dag after the event (68 % pre-pilot; 65 %
during-pilot). In Staten Island, about half of ptbgress notes were entered on the same day (47 %
pre-pilot; 49 % during-pilot) and almost two-thirdere entered one day after the event (69 % pre-
pilot; 65 % during-pilot).

Graph 9 focuses on elapsed time and plots the mge of all notes entered by days from the note
entry to related event for each field office. OViethe same pattern is present as above — no
substantial technology impacts on timeliness ofjpss notes is apparent for each field office.

The information we gathered from surveys and waskshmay shed some light on these patterns.
First, timeliness is impacted by individual worklss and caseloads. Some individuals were very
timely before the introduction of technology, aming were not. Some supervisors reported seeing
substantial improvements in productivity in somsdes. The introduction of technology appears to
affect individuals differently and the aggregatsulés are that modest gains by one person is
adjusted by modest losses for another person. c@smworker stated, “Even though the laptop
makes case notes entry a lot easier, because blantoeaccess CONNECTIONS from anywhere,
as long as a signal is available, there is s@lifisue of the caseload size as well as some of the
individual cases and the type of family and thesues that we have to deal with.”
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Graph 9 - Percent of Notes Entered by Day After #ent by Field Office
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CPS workers in the workshops described working thigir supervisors to close a case while the
worker was in the field, and being able to enteritiformation the supervisor needed to close the
case. While, changing overall work habits may ragigen in a 12-week pilot test, these experiences
represent positive work changes.

Work activity changes

The volume of progress notes is another indicamusged to detect possible work flow effects.
Overall, the number of progress notes entered dsedefor both field offices during the pilot test
period.

Graph 10 - Volume of Notes Entered
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There is a decrease in the notes entered per ndantiy the pilot test periods for each field office
Both districts decline in July and went up in Augwien the laptops were introduced, then
declined again in September and October. Thisésesting considering the total number of cases
increased for Manhattan by 32 %. This demonstthggsthe number of progress notes per case
varies considerably, presumably by individual wogkstyle or other factors.

The changes in work practice were examined in terihp®ssible variaion in the types of notes
entered. The introduction of new technologies caoelilt in changes in the kinds of work done, as
well as the speed and quality. For this test, h@mnavappears that there were no discernable
changes in the types of notes entered during tbeperiod. The descriptions of the work impacts
are discussed throughout this report, but we usediata from CONNECTIONS to show the
proportion of four kinds of notes: (1) attempteahizzts, (2) contacts, (3) collateral contacts, and
(4) summary notes both prior to and during thetgdst periods. These are only a few of the many
types of notes, but the numbers of other note tyse too small for any meaningful comparisons.

Graph 11 - Percent of Notes Entered by Type and €id Office
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Perceptions of timeliness and work impacts

Participants were issued a post-pilot survey attiteof the testing period. We asked participants
to what extent using a laptop made a differend@R$ work compared to not having the laptop.
Five different areas were examined: (1) timelinefssocumentation, (2) ability to do work in court,
(3) ability to access case information, (4) commaahon with supervisors, and (5) service to
clients. Respondents were asked to rate the €iféer on a five-point scale 1 being much worse, 3
being about the same, and 5 being much better.

Overall, most caseworkers reported the use of pepitmproved their work in terms of timeliness

and accessing information, with a very few repgyriiras negative. A smaller proportion reported
no difference. Tables 4 and 5 below show the peages.

p. 29



Table 4 - Perceived Change Timeliness and Work Ingzts

Much Somewhat| About the | Somewhat| Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Overall (both field offices)
Timeliness of documentation 1% (1 0% (O 32%)(B 48% (45)| 19 % (18
Ability to access case informatign 2% (2 1% (1) 19% (18) | 45% (42)] 33 % (31
Communication with supervisors 0% (0 1% (1) 666%) | 20% (19)| 13 % (12
Service to clients 2% (2) 0% (0) 69 % (6pb) 1716)(| 12 % (11)
Ability to do work in court 3% (3) 3% (3) 44 %Y | 28 % (25)| 21 % (19

About two-thirds of participants in both field afés reported their timeliness of documentation to
have been somewhat better to much better usinigpbep. Over three-fourths of participants in
both field offices reported the ability to accease information as being somewhat to much better
using the laptop. Conversely, participants didpeteive having the laptop made much of a
difference in communicating with supervisors andise to clients (66 % and 69 % respectively).
Some participants during workshops said that théyeateive new case assignments while in the
field by checking their email and CONNECTIONS aatisu Supervisors would put all information
in CONNECTIONS that was needed to continue theghgation. However, many caseworkers
said that they would still get cell phone callsir¢their supervisors about new cases in the field, a
they would use the cell phone more frequently His.t

The ability to do work in court received mixed rgfs. With an almost equal percentage thinking it
was about the same (44 %) as those perceiving haviaptop was better (49 %). We decided to
break this down by field office (see Table 5 below)

Table 5 - Perceived Ability to Do Work in Court by Field Office

Much Somewhat| About the | Somewhat| Much
worse worse same better better
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
Manhattan
2% (1) | 0%(0) | 40%(17) 28%(13) 30 % (1B)
Ability to do work in court Staten Island
4%2 | 6%@) | 49% (23] 28%(13) 13 % (6)

Staten Island testers reported less of a posiiyeact in doing work at court than did Manhattan.

In our workshops, we heard that the court hous&aten Island did not receive a good signal, that
cases workers “just need a place to go” emphasthiaiigthe caseworkers wait in the same room as
the families and needed a private space to do wotke laptop.
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Chapter 5: User Satisfaction

We looked at various measures of satisfactionlatican to CPS work and job-related stress to
assess how using the laptop impacts employee mdiadeoverall level of satisfaction with the
laptops is high. Graph 12 below shows more than 668l testers expressed being somewhat or
very satisfied, compared to less than 20% beingesdrat or very dissatisfied. In general,
Manhattan testers express a higher general satmsfargith using the laptops (69%). While Staten
Island also expressed satisfaction, a greater piiopaf testers were somewhat to very dissatisfied
compared to Manhattan testers (24% in Staten Istantgpared to 11 % for Manhattan).

Graph 12 - Overall User Satisfaction With the Lapbps
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Through workshops and survey responses, Statardiplarticipants reported more technical
difficulties, such as loss of connection, troubdéablishing a connection, and connection in casirt a
more problematic, compared to Manhattan. Otherrozgéional or managerial factors may be
influencing these overall satisfaction levels.dtild also be the case that having a laptop produced
higher expectations for use at court and in thie fiexpectations that were not wholly met.

Use of the laptops does not appear to have muah ohpact on the attitudes of the testers toward
their work, except on the question of resourceshBeld office testers fairly consistently repatte
liking their job and feeling they work in a suppeet environment. Both of these attitudes appear to
have improved slightly from the pre-pilot periodthe during-pilot period. There was also little
change overall in the testers’ feelings of beinlgi®d by their organization. However, having the
laptop does appear to have substantially incretieedverall feeling of having adequate resources
to do the job. The baseline survey showed 57%stéte in both field offices disagreed or strongly
disagreed that they had sufficient resources tthéio job and only 28% agreed or strongly agreed.
The proportions reversed after using the laptopith, 57 % of testers now agreed or strongly agreed
that they had sufficient resources to do theinjatl, and only 21% disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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There are some differences worth noting betweenvibdield offices in testers’ attitudes toward
their work. Staten Island testers were slightlyenpositive than Manhattan testers concerning
liking the job and working in a supportive enviroam. Graph 13 below shows that Staten

Graph 13 - Perceived Sufficiency of Resources byetd Office
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Island testers are somewhat more positive thaMtrehattan group with respect to the sufficiency
of resources, but overall, as mentioned above, tpathps became much more positive in this
regard during the pilot.

The difference between responses for the two béfides are the most noticeable in feeling valued
by the organization. Graph 14 below shows that M#ah testers’ responses are more negative
after the test period than in the baseline surkéyhe outset of the test, over 32 % reported figgli
valued, but that rating dropped to 22 % in the {milstt survey (conversely, the negative responses
rose from 34 % to 46 %). In Staten Island, by cst{rthe positive responses increased from
approximately 33 % to 49 % over the test periode 8 not uncover any possible intervening
factors through the surveys or workshops that waaltbunt for this negative trend.
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Graph 14 - Perceptions of Feeling Valued by Fiel®ffice
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Overall, many testers feel their jobs are stressfilere appears to be a slight overall reduction i
perceptions of job-related stress from the basétirtee post survey (66 % high to very high pre-
pilot ratings; 57 % high to very high post-pilotirgs). The top three situations that testers say
caused them stress before the pilot were the anwdwldcumentation (78 %), insufficient technical
tools to do their work well (70 %), and documerdatdeadlines (63 %).

After the test period, there was a considerablagaoh in testers’ reporting that insufficient
technological tools to do their jobs was major esoisjob-related stress (23 % compared to 70 %
prior to the test). In addition, 60 % of testersha pre-pilot period reported that inflexibility i
places to do their documentation caused them stressstress factor substantially reduced to only
35 % in the post-pilot survey.

Laptop use generally was seen as contributingwergob-related stress; almost two-thirds said
that it did and 35 % said it did not. Those whoorged a reduction in stress said that their abibty
catch up on their work, being able to submit report time, just knowing the laptop is available
and having the flexibility of working on documentett outside of the office were reasons for stress
reduction. One caseworker said, “If | can't slaepight because of all the stress that resulta o
build up of casework activities not completed, h cemplete case documentation at home during
the evening to reduce some of the work | will heovelo the following day.” Several others
expressed this similar sentiment, “Knowing thaavé it [the laptop] helps me relax when | feel |
don’t have enough time to complete work while ia tifice.”

Those whose stress levels were not reduced by dpnaviaptop varied more in the reasons why. The
most frequently mentioned were the problems th@esgnced while working with the laptop
including poor or intermittent connectivity, andsi speed. One caseworker said, “The laptop
requires too much time to connect and thereforeetiomes creates additional stress when | am
striving to meet deadlines and cannot stay condecide laptop also locks up at times and offers
me more frustration, I've since stopped using itrash.” However, many others expressed that the
nature of CPS work in general, such as difficualthg with increased pressure for timely
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documentation, not getting paid for work at honmed ehanges in work/life balance are issues. One
caseworker stated, “Technology only helps us teelikexibility in where and when we do the
documentation but does not lessen the complexidytamsion in each case.”

Overall, 77% of testers’ recommend the continuedlafghe laptops ( 84 % positive
recommendations in Manhattan and 69 % in Statand3! The reasons mentioned for this
included perceptions that it increases one’s giiituse time more efficiently, it enables you to d
your work outside of office and on your own timdegltand it increases access to information and
timeliness of your documentation.

Although all managers and supervisors Il, who weterviewed recommended that a laptop

computer be provided for CPS workers, they alsiedtthat the degree of benefit each worker
derives from such a tool is directly dependenttenwork ethic of the individual.
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Chapter 6: Recommendations and Future
Considerations

Introducing technology into a well establisheddief work is never easy. With continuous
feedback in the process, however, implementerslose gaps between what is working and what
is not. These recommendations present that kirfideafback to inform the experience and improve
the process.

In the first phase of the pilot project, there weegeral policy and management recommendations
that remain valid. These include taking a broadek lat caseload, focusing on change management
and overall support, dedicating resources to tnginand developing additional measures of
improvement. Additional recommendations from theeaged pilot assessment are presented here.

Recommendations

1. Allow More Time for Entire Process

One year does not appear to be enough time ta @sgject of this complexity, which requires
procuring, deploying, assessing, and reportingheretfects of laptop use in twelve months. As
seen in Figure 2 (above), there are many organizm@nd factors that shape the laptop experience.
The interdependencies created with several orgamisasetting policy and providing services adds
complexity and slows processes on the front erttleproject. For more reliable conclusions, data
should come from longer periods of CPS casewonksesof the laptop, allowing for integration

into their work to observe the full effects. Thesfifew months of use are likely to be strongly
affected by difficulties in learning how to expldite new technology as well as working out initial
set-up, connectivity, and management issues.

An 18 to 24 month period may be better for workha$ type. Deploying laptops in the original
pilot and in the extended pilot show that it hdetaapproximately six to seven months from
legislative mandate to deployment. This includeddat development, procurement, receiving,
imaging, deploying, and setting up connectivityttoe devices. In addition, three months of data
collection is not enough time for the caseworkefutty integrate the laptop into their work. A
longer data collection period of six to seven menshpreferable. Then analyzing data and report
generation from several hundred caseworkers aduthemtwo to three months. The full cycle can
thus take longer than one year to accomplish.

2. Maintain Support for Laptop Deployment

When CPS caseworkers were asked about recommeadtpdgop to their colleagues, a large
proportion of them say they would highly recomméndhe high overall satisfaction appears to
result from increased flexibility, a higher levélfeeling valued by the organization, and having
enhanced resources to do their job. These positigacts are often hard to quantify, but can be
very important parts of the overall laptop expetenContinuing to support laptops can provide
CPS caseworkers in other districts the opportunityee how mobile technologies can impact their
work.
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3. Revisit Longstanding Policies and Management Practices

Maximizing the value of laptop use in child proteetservices depends as much on attention to
areas of policy and management as it does to témimoPolicies and procedures to implement the
policies are developed for a certain set of coodgiwithin a specific environment. When the
conditions change and the environment is moditieel existing policies, practices, and regulations
may need revision. Reuvisiting the policies to me&dain that they are still valid and appropriate
for the new environment is critical. Throughoustassessment three policy areas emerged as
needing review: no working from home, office/fiedheduling, and compensation for work
outside normal hours.

Working From Home

In this study we found that caseworkers used thfs primarily at home after regular work hours
to catch up on documentation. Since NYC polictagesthat no one can be paid for working at
home, caseworkers cannot get paid for doing wotkénone location they most frequently use.
Thus we recommend ACS approach DCAS for discussibost revisiting or changing this policy
so the caseworkers can maximize the potential vafltiee laptop and attain increased flexibility in
where and when work is completed.

Office and Field Scheduling

Field offices and even units within field officeanage work by designating office days and field
work days. Caseworkers are assigned certain day® afeek to make visit appointments. Other
days are scheduled for case workers to be in fieedbr documentation, supervision, and other
administrative tasks. Court appointments are nduded in those field visits and occur when
scheduled by the court system.

This policy should be revisited because the laptap implemented to increase mobility and thus
allow more time for caseworkers to work in thediglith children and families. When a policy
specifies when and where a caseworker must wocknilimit the potential value of laptop use.
Continuing to designate office days is counterrtoogiraging more time out of the office. In
addition, to fully understand how the laptop aféegtcaseworker’s mobility, there should be as
little restrictions (on work location ) as possible

Overtime and Compensatory Time

The procedures and management practices that aaognopertime policy state that some offices
have a daily cap for all overtime work, althougimeocaseworkers stated that this isn’t true for all
offices. In addition, policies are not consistemthplemented across all CPS departments. Some
field offices have different procedures for overiand compensatory time approvals. Some offices
require caseworkers to submit a request, which thest go through a several layer review process
to allow for the overtime to be approved afterasloccurred. Ensuring overtime consistency across
field offices may increase the effectiveness ofdppise.
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4. Continue to Address Infrastructure and Connectivity Concerns

Since first reported, the technology issues (schomr system performance) are being addressed
by ACS’s MIS department. ACS MIS reports that imgaad performance while entering data in
CONNECTIONS will result from reconciling the netvkgpath and configuration so that
caseworkers can access the CONNECTIONS applicttrongh either a NYC or NYS SSL Virtual
Private Network (VPN) connection. Additionallyygplification of the security requirements
should improve users’ experience. By streamlinirggrietwork path and removing some layers, the
performance problems should be alleviated.

Problems with connectivity coverage and speed arelinectly within the control of MIS, although
MIS has contacted Verizon and discussed the prabédtensively. From these exchanges, ACS
MIS stated that it has begun an upgrade of thepaptvireless capabilities. The improved speed
and reduced latency associated with this upgradeldlimprove connectivity and stability.
Connectivity in fixed locations such as courthousles continue to be of concern. While ACS MIS
indicated a desire to make Wi-Fi connectivity aalé in the courthouses, it was not completed in
time for this pilot. All connectivity within theaurts is approved and coordinated by the NYS
Office of Court Administration. Working closely WitOCA on connectivity concerns and then
sharing information with caseworkers will help kes@ryone “on the same page.”

Finally, it is important to note that caseworkeid ot report all connectivity or performance issue
to MIS. Instead, caseworkers only called the laelgk when they could not establish connection or
their laptop was not working at all. Caseworketl/shared their frustration when asked about any
technical problem while in the workshop. One casd#ers stated: “I would highly recommend the
laptop because despite its flaws it helps minintheetask of doing all notes in the office. | wislet
computer glitches were fixed because the laptopldvioe even more desirable. If it was designed to
be faster getting on to CONNECTIONS, allowing mtinge to type without being logged off, and
there was no delay in the words typed appearinthescreen.” Encouraging caseworkers to share
feedback about using the laptop on a regular baskisther it be through face to face meetings or
email, may bring to light issues that may haveatberwise surfaced.

Future Considerations

This report is only one step in a longer term eéffoimprove caseworker’s ability to meet the needs
of children and families in NYS. This study recoemds maintaining support for laptop
deployment, but its also suggest several factoconsider before making more investments.

The larger question is: “How much mobility is desi?” If a highly mobile caseworker is the ideal,
then several policies must be revisited, such aking from home, overtime, and field and office
day scheduling. Restricting where and when a cade can work, limits their ability to be
mobile.

On the technical side, optimizing infrastructurel @onnectivity is also critical. This includes
considering swapping laptops for traditional depktAside from the concerns of supporting
multiple platforms, caseworkers may be more apis®the laptop outside the office when they are
accustomed to using it in the office as well. Rlag for connectivity should be addressed in the
beginning and continually assessed for effectivenes
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Finally, any technology deployment rests on a gifmundation of training and support. In many
cases when there are no dedicated resources $astéps, such initiatives flounder. A strong
preditor of successful deployment of technologthesoverall effort for training and ongoing

support.
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APPENDIX A: 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 partnershipeegsh, and innovation, the Center provides
government organizations and individuals with amayof tools and resources designed to support
the development of a digital government. The gbavery CTG partnership project is to build
knowledge that improves the way government worksG @rojects have helped state, local, and
federal agencies increase productivity and cootdinareduce 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.

Corporate partners like Microsoft, Oracle, Hewkdickard, Sun Microsystems and Meta Group,
donate equipment, software, and services.

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 ingpservices and operations;

» collaborated with nearly 100 government agenci2qrdvate 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-servictata for over $10 million;

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

e given over 250 trainings, workshops, and confergmesentations provided data and support
to more than 20 doctoral dissertations and maptejscts.

For more information about CTG or this report peesntact:

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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APPENDIX B: Methods

There were four streams of data collection throug/iwis project. Online surveys of pilot
participants and data from the central OCFS CONNIEQIS database provided quantitative data
that were used to assess questions concerningginatiy satisfaction, and timeliness, along with
patterns and locations of use of the mobile deviieis data was supplemented by qualitative data
gathered via workshops with CPS workers in bothi@pating boroughs and telephone interviews
with CPS supervisors and managers. Each methaebigibed in greater detail below.

Workshops

Facilitated workshops with CPS staff from both Mattén and Staten Island, were conducted on
August 27 and August 28, approximately four weeks after the start of thetpSpecifically,

CTG conducted two three-hour workshops with CP®waskers from Manhattan and three one-
and-a-half-hour workshops with CPS caseworkers f&taten Island. Supervisors Il and managers
were purposely excluded to allow for an open disiuswith the CPS caseworkers. The difference
in length of time and the number of workshops waget by limitations of physical space at the
Staten Island offices, which allowed only for 10ithi#rviewees per session. In total, 59
caseworkers attended the workshops representingxappately 42% of all caseworkers testing the
laptops in both locations. The workshops in Mardrattere attended by 28 participants, Staten
Island workshops were attended by 31 participaBtsch workshop was facilitated by two CTG
investigators and was designed to elicit informa@dbout participants’ experience with the laptop,
as well as general information about the overabfiimobile technology into CPS work.

Supervisor Interviews

In order to capture experiences of supervisoradimanagers whose work practices differ from
CPS caseworkers and supervisors I, CTG conductedes of telephone interviews with
supervisors Il and managers who participated inmbbile technology pilot and who were also
supervising caseworkers who were assigned a laptaptelephone interviews took place from
October 11 through October 18 and ranged in length from 2&5oninutes. In total, CTG
conducted five interviews with six people. Namelg interviewed two supervisors Il from Staten
Island, 1 supervisor Il from Manhattan, two manadgesm Manhattan and one manager from
Staten Island. All interviews were conducted BTG investigators and were designed to gather
information regarding the personal experience cheaterviewee with the mobile device as well as
their observations of the effects of the laptop patar on the work practices of their subordinates.

CONNECTIONS Data

The overall objective for using the CONX data wasnieasure the effect of the use of mobile
technologies on CPS work practices by using data fhe central database. The CONNECTIONS
dataset (i.e., the central database) containedniation on case records and caseworkers’ progress
notes. The information contained within each ofstheecords include: Stage ID, time-related
information the investigation stage (Intake Stasttd) Investigation Stage Start Date, Investigation
Stage End Date, progress notes information (Preghstes ID, Progress Notes Event Date,
Progress Notes Time, Progress Notes Entry Datgré&ss Notes Types, Progress Notes Purposes)
safety assessments (Safety Submit Date, Safetyo&ppbate) logged by caseworkers (Person ID),
and districts (District Name). The CONNECTIONS dateluded progress notes entered Aprif'30
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2007 and October 92007. The data used during this phase of the snmyded 38,392 entries
within 2,402 unique Investigation Stages, from taSeworkers. The data was used to compare two
time periods: a pre-pilot period (April 2007 — July 2% 2007) and pilot period (July 22007 —
October 18 2007).

A total of 91 cases that were closed between J2Iy2D07 and July 282007 were excluded from
the analyses. These cases fell into a period betteeend of the pre-pilot and start of the pilot.
addition, there were 43 entries that took placera®ictober 26 2007 that were not included in the
analyses. These entries were created after thefeheé pilot period. Finally the data were checked
for consistency, and only one entry was deleted w&as for an entry date prior to the actual event
date.

Online Surveys

The primary objective for the use of surveys wasdilbect the perceptions and attitudes regarding
testers experiences using the laptops. Two sepsuateys, a baseline and post-pilot survey, were
administered to assess the effect of mobile tedgyolise in Child Protective Services. The surveys
were developed over a period of a few months. Qutims time, the surveys were modified based
on the project team’s past-knowledge of the inifgbt study and its understanding of the
objectives set forth in this extended pilot stully. online survey was developed using commercial
software (Survey Monkey).

The surveys were administered to caseworkers gomehgsor |. The names, email addresses, and
titles of participating CPS caseworkers were codlddrom the two participating field offices
(Williams Street in Manhattan, and Staten IslaR#xsonalized survey invitations were emailed to
participants. This measure was necessary to ettsatrenly the intended participants were in fact
those taking the survey. Both surveys were seatttal of 135 CPS caseworkers and supervisors |,
of which 70 were from the Williams Street field io# and 65 were from the Staten Island field
office.

The baseline survey was administered prior toekeperiod and the deployment of laptops to CPS
caseworkers and Supervisors |. The baseline sumasyopen for eight weeks; starting on June 25
2007 and ending on July 20 2007. The survey waged to collect data from the following
thematic categories: CPS work practice, CPS wanle tidemographic information, mobility, skill
and stress levels, technology acceptance, traimaimg,use of technology. The overall response rate
for both field offices was 86% (n = 116). Williantr&et’s response rate was 83% (n = 58), whereas
Staten Island’s response rate was 89% (n = 58).

The post-pilot survey was administered three mofalswing the deployment of laptops. The
survey was open for one week; starting on Octobe2QD7 and ending on October 23, 2007. Data
was collected from three new thematic categorias)aly the impact of laptops on CPS
Caseworkers and Level-I Supervisors’ daily actagtimobility-related issues, and technical
difficulties experienced during the pilot. The ppgdbt survey also collected data to compare
participants’ pre- and post. The overall respoase for both field offices was 78% (n = 105).
Williams Street response rate was 76% (n = 53)redweStaten Island’s response rate was 80% (n
= 52). After both surveys were closed, participargsponses were downloaded and a data quality
check was performed by choosing randomly-selestedeys. Following the data quality checks,
the data variables and responses were relabelecoaied.
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APPENDIX C: Data Collection Tools

Workshop Facilitation Plan

Assessing Mobile Technologies in Child ProtectiveeBvices

ACS — Manhattan & Staten Island
8/27/07 & 8/28/07

Borough Address Location Time Participants
Manhattan 150 William St. Conference Rm. 8A11 9r80a12:30pm About 14-16 CPS
caseworkers
Manhattan 150 William St. Conference Rm. 8A11 1180p4:30pm About 14- 16 CPS
caseworkers
Staten Island 350 St. Marks Place "™ B Conference Rm. 9:30am — 11:00 am About 9-10 CPS
Caseworkers
Staten Island 350 St. Marks Place "™ F Conference Rm.| 11:30 am — 1:00 nd onAbOUt 9-10CPS
caseworkers
Staten Island 350 St. Marks Place ™ R Conference Rm. 2:00 pm —3:30 pm About 9- 10 CPS
caseworkers

Facilitation Plan

Time | Questions
5 min | Introduction/ Hello.
Who we are, Who is CTG, What is the assessmenitalvhat we hope to learn
20 min | Icebreaker
= |f there was only ONE thing you could say abouhgdaptops in CPS work or about your
experience — what would it be?
20 min | Location — Based Use
» Where do you keep your laptop throughout the dEyplore why on each response.
» What locations did you find were best for gettingriwvdone?
» Where did you think you would be able to use yaptdp that you didn’t or tried to and it
didn’t work?
* What prevented you from using your laptop? (tecbgwl environment, connectivity)
35 min | Documentation and Productivity
* What did the laptop enable you to do that you werteable to do before?
* How did having a laptop make doing your work diéfet? Better? Worse?
* What work functions did you do the most while usihg laptop? Why those functions?
* How do you think using laptops in the field makeiyoore efficient at documentation? Or if i
doesn’t — why not?
» Did having a laptop computer allow you to catchoapyour work? (i.e. progress notes, closi
cases, etc.) How so?
» Were able to spend more time in the field doingizvisince working with the laptop?
15 min | Break
20 min | Job Stress and Satisfaction

* How does using a laptop affect your level of jales$? Is the same, different than before?
* What made it more stressful — what made it legsstul?
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Facilitation Plan

Time | Questions
» Has satisfaction in doing your job changed sincerftathe laptop?
» Do you feel that having the laptop has given yawaased flexibility in the way you do your
job?
» Have there been any barriers to using a lapto tpodr work?
25 min | Reaching Full Potential
» Are there any other technical tools that you feelld make your work easier (i.e. digital
camera, dictation device)?
*  What will make using laptops better, more produgtasier?
» Can you imagine circumstances under which havilag@p would be more useful (i.e. havir
a car, long commute)?
* What impediments do you see to using this techryalogfs fullest potential? Prompts-
policies, work practices, technologies, regulatjomsrk style, capabilities, environment
15 min | General Impressions
*  Would you recommend a laptop to your co-workers%\dfwhy not?
» If laptops were to be deployed to all CPS workex®ld you change anything about their
deployment (i.e. more or less training)?
* Were there any technical issues that made it lvaudé the laptop for your daily work (i.e.
connectivity, hardware problems, number of log-8ns)
* Were there any security risks that you noticed yioatthink should be addressed?
10 min | What else should we know that we didn’t ask?
5 Wrap — up

p. 43

g



£BUMO[j0} BL}} JO YoES U] BUIUIEL) SABY 03 2)1] NOA PINOM JUSIXS JeUM OL ‘T

“raguasep aseald

(mo]aq xog asn} Hiom
542 404 pasn suopeajdde Jayndwes seyin

SNOLLIINNOD

EEUNTCINE]

51135 BuydAg

@)
S
O 35N J3UsajU] (RlIBUAD
@)
Q

OOCO00O
COO000O0

®)
®)
Q
Q
®)
O

0]0]0/0]0]0)

O asn sandwod |eiauag
auop

£
=

Jiadxg pEOUBAPY SIEIpRWIRIU]  Jiseg

&svse) Buimoljoy 2y} ym [2A3] ||1S JUB44ND INOA 2qIIISEP NOA pjnom MmoH '

"ABOjOUYDE) YIM HIOJWIOD PUE S|BA3|
1118 JUBLINT INOA Se ||am SE 4oMm Ajjep JnoA U] @sn noA s3j5ojouLaal JUBLIND 3L} IN0GE SHSE UONDAS SIL)

NOoA pue Hjlom inoA ‘ABojolLaa] T UOIjD8S

‘suojienjeaa yeis pue sdnoab snooy

‘sypne |elapa) pue s32)s ‘yoseasad ul uoned|d|ed oy suieliad 058 I[ "SOUBURIUIBW WAISAS pue Jandwod
‘|eauia |esaualb ‘Buipew ‘Buixey 'Bujly Se YINS dJom 'S0y [BuUuosiad pue sjasys awn Jo uopajdwon
‘YaesiIne AJunwiwod 'siosiaRdns pue siexiom-o0 yim sbunesw pajeg|ai-ased-uou sapnpoul AloBajed sjyL
S3JINP 30140 IBYI0 PUB UOBJISIUjWIPY

‘awp yem pajeposse pue saoueseadde WoouNoo palejal-ased || 0} s4a4ad 05|E 1]

‘AjlAnze Lnod o|yaads 958D U0y UojIeLLIo Ul paJinbau jo Bupayieb pue ‘sbuyaugap dn-mojey u Supedpiped
‘Auowinsay Joj uonesedasd Ul s211035|y Bsed BuiMalaal ‘Unad Aq patapio spodas Aue pue suonped Buuedaad
‘uonejualINIoR [BUONIPPE JO Bumwgns pue Buuiayieb ‘sueipiend me| 1o S10sIAI2dNS LM SUDPEYNSLIOD
‘'shauione yim sbuissw ‘sbuipassoid yunod up Bunedaied pue 10) Bupedsud sapnjou| AsoBates siyL
SapARoe paje|al-3ano)

QIGTESIVETITR LTS

3nod o |eBa| apnjoul Jou saop AioBaied s|yL "ucpejuawniop Buioddns 13410 pUR 'SIUALLSSASSE S

pue A13)es ‘(dSv4) suejd 801AI5 JUBWISSaSSY Allwed ‘syiodal Bxelul ‘sayou ssasboad Sapnpu|l UoNEIUAWNI0p
paJinbay ‘suopediidde pasinbal Jaylo pue SNOLLIINNOD 0IUl UopeuLIoju| BupaIua pue ‘S30IN0S IS0

40 SNOLLDINNOD woly uojewoul Buissaoe ‘saapelleu Bupum 'sajou Bugzjuebio sapnou) Aobajed siyL
Bujoday pue uoljejuBWINDOQ aseD

PlY2

2 Bujaowas Jo ‘BSED B U0 UoHEWUO)U| [euonippe Bupqass pue 'sjoe) 109j03 0] Japlo U Saijjwe) Buimalaaiul
40 'Buiaiasqo 'Buiisia oM 1583U00 213381j02 ‘SaL03SIY Ajjluey uo yoapasal punoiByaeq Bujop ‘salolsly ases
Bulpeal sapnjau| osfe J] "34om aseds jnoge siaad pue stosiaiadns yim Bupesjunwiwios se |jam se ‘sianlBalen
PUE UBIP|IY2 104 580|AJIBS 1D341P Buipinoid ‘sjuswssasse Buonpuocd pue Bujuue(d sapnpul Alobajes siyL
UojUBAISIUT pue uopeblsaAur asen

‘suoiisanb ayy Jamsue 01 waly asn pue suopdiosap
BY} M3IADI 35BD|d "MO|3G PRGLIDISIP SAINAIIE SPUP| ANOS BYT JO SWASY U] HI0M JNOA Jnoge syse Asans ayj

INVIHOdWI

$931A19S 9A1199304d PIIYD Ul S8160]0ULDBL B|1IqOI BUisSsassy

"uaalos
158] ay3 jo pud ay3 je ,AdAINS JUGNS,, }DID 03 BUNS Bq ‘ABAINS BJjUS BU) PeIR|dLIED anBy NOA USLM

‘'suoyng ,,piemaod,, pue )degq, §,19smoaq noA asn jou op aseajd ‘paisajus aney

noA jey; eiep Aue Bujso] pioae o] "sabed A3AINs 3Y) LD SUOIING ,BNURLOD PUB 3ARS, pue ,snoimaid, ay)
Buisn aijeuuonsanb aujuo ayy yBnoJys Yo pue Xoeq BulAoW Ag B} Aue JB siamsue Aaalns Jnok abueyd
4o malnal Aew noj a1e|dwod 03 saynuiw 5T Ajpjewxoldde saxe) puB SUC|IRS  OJU| PAPIAIP S| ABAINS BUL
SNOILINYLSNI ATAUNS

‘a5 Jad sa0j30ead HI0OM JO JUSLWISSISSE UR JOU S| 5IYL ‘|elauab u) slom a3adas

anpaiedd plya yim s1e43u) ABojouysel moy puelsiapun sn dijay 03 auop si Jom JnoA moy Jo anad
[[ed2A0 UB pRAU 3M B3 404 'S3|3AIDR PRIBIAI-1N0I pue ‘uopeluswIndop ‘suopebisaaul Buipnpur Som
JenBaJ anok uy 3y 4Biw asn dojdej moy pueisiapun sn disy o3 paubisap s1 A3aans 3yl e T TV T-1- - T (s

'suciysanb oydesBowap IWos se jjam se ‘sannae

AepAtaaa JnoA U ABojouyoal jo asn auy) Jnoge suojuido oA syse osje Asains s|uy) ‘apeuw aney Aew sdojde|
BY3 SBOUBJEYIP JRYM SSBSSE UBD am 0S polad 3593 3Y3 Jo pusd auy) Jeau uiebe suopsanb awes ay) jo Auew
noA yse |jim ap 'sdoide| ay3 asn noA a10jaq sJom INoA Jnoqe sBUIY] BLICS UJS3| 0} PISU BM JUBLLSSISSE
5141 Jo4 "Mdom InoA s3oaye aalanal (M nod ad doyde| ayy moy ssasse 03 Moya Jno Jo ded s1 ABAINs siyL

NOILdI¥DS3a AZAUNS

Aueqpy 38 Ayssaalun “Juswulaaos ul ABojoulpal Joj 193uad auyy AQ panpuod

S3IAIBS S, UIPpILD J0)
UOPBAISILIWPY AJD Y04 MIN PUEB SB2IAIBS AJILIBY PUB UAIPHYD J0J 3310 2IBIS %I04 MBN 8U3 Ag patosuods

S82IAIDS BA129104d PlIYD ul saibojouyday ajiqojy Buissassy




& eaue
yoea uo puads AjjeaidA noA op awp yonw moy ‘ yeam abelane ue Bupng g

‘sajdwexa Jyads aie siaylo
‘Aanins syl Jo Bujuwbag sy 38 PaUlBp X¥JOM JO SBale UNoj 3u3 asn suonsanb ayy Jo IWOS ‘s3I IELN:=RH
58 ||3M se sauwlj} jlem Jo ssauinyasn pue Aduanbay sy 'Aep Jom JnoA BULINP BUN} JNOGE SHSE UO|IDBS Sl

SOLUIY 1ieM pue ‘laae.] ‘sjusiuslinbad swl| iz uoidas

1924N0s Yoiym sn ||a3 asea|d ‘sah J1 "eL

£ sbed pejaiaun

(g uopsanb o3 of) oy O

(e¢ wopsanb oy 10B) sap O

éDd dopjsap

22110 AnoA apisaq ad4nos Jayjoue Wodj SNOILIINNGD 0} :_..__nmo_: noA [+ Ta A 4

{molaq ansp Ayiaads aseapd) Jayio

auoyd jjaz
201A3D J0 33Al3E UoIEPIg

{"m@ "Auagyoeig ‘ajdwexa
104} Jueysissy [@1161g jeuossag

2d 12jgeL

2d dojdey

Qooo oa
Loog 4.
L0000 o

24 dojysag

u
E
o

£

o

I

uno3 3y PIaY ay3 U] B0 YR Y 880 30U og

(Aidde jeyy jje 109195 aseald) ¢HI0M SdD
a39|dwo2 03 sa1bojouydal Guimo|jo] au) JO Loea asn Ajjualind nod op a13YyM 0

z abed pspiun

(mojaq xog u) Aypads asead) 1930

auoyd (a3 _H_

BD)AIBS 4O B3ABD LOIEIG D

(338 “Ausagexoeig ‘sjdwexa Joy) Juelsissy (ebig |euosiag D

2d 1819eL _H_
dojder _H_

Od dojxsap Aw pasn Ajuo aaey | D
(Ajdde jeyy jje 1p9)9s) ¢Buisn sabuoj ou ai1e
nq yiom Sdd 932|dwod o3 3sed aiyy ul pasn nod aney saibojouyosy Yaym s

[ .. |

(mojeq xoq ul Ajrads aseapd) Jayio D

auoud jlad _H_

30|ABP SO 3T|ALSS UDIIEIDIG D

(012 'Ausaqyoe)g ‘ajdwexa Jo) Juelsissy ey Big jeuosiag D

2d 1aqe L D

dojdeq D

o4 doaxsag D

(Ajdde jey; e joa|9s

asea|d) Hjlom sd3 939]dwod 03 asn Ajjualind nod op sa16ojouyoal Y2IYM ‘v

O O O O O sa150jouyaa) U1ea) SianJom-0d djay |
O O O O O sajfiojouyaay mau 0y Ajjsea 1snfpe |
O O O O
@, O ) O O

aaibes|p
AlBuouyg

O sa|Bojouyal mau BujAly Jnoge pajnxs we |

ABojouyaaj Bugsn axj| |

aasbe A|Buoiys aasby auns joN aaibes|g

isjuawale}s Guimojjo) sy yym salbe noA op juaixa jeym oy "g

abed paj3iaun

“TaguIsap asea|d
{moj3q xog 3xa) asn) yiom
543 404 pasn suoyed|dde Jaandwod seyin

SNOILDINNOD

asn jJaulajul jeiauan
asn ||gw3

sfiiys BujdA)

ELLBE LTINS FETTET

000000
OOO000O
000000
OOO000O

Bujujen Bujujesy Bujujely
Bujujedy siseg
PaJURAPY ESCILETNEERTH UM J0U o

-
=




iynoa

ul sy Jlem 4noA Gulinp uo jdom noA sysel odeds ol aquIasap asea|d "BGT

9°g abed papiun

{97 uopsanb o3 ob) oy O
{eg7 uopysanb oy ob) sa, O

£HN0D Ul 3w Hem JnoA Burinp yiom sd3 op Ajjus44nd noA oq ST

_ IR—

éawn jiem anod s) 6uoj moy ‘ 1inoo uj Aep abesaae ue Buping ‘v

iMnoo
ui seadde o0} sney noA op sAep Auew moy ‘yjuow abesane ue Buring €T

9 sbed pajaiaun

puads noA awp jo Junowe |e303 3y} s] Jeym ‘Aep abeiane ue uQ *I1

b obed papiun

SBWILIBAD
Bupjiom usym uslyo 3souw uo yIoMm noA sysey syyads 3yl oqiiosap ases|d "ot

{mojag xoq u Ayoads asespd) Jayio D

SAIIND 32|40 JSYI0 PUE UOIIEIIE|U|WPY D

523[3|A 128 pajejai-uno] D

Sujjiodas pur uopRIUBWNDOR 3sED D

usjjusAsEIm pue uopeBisasu] sse D

(Ajdde 3eys jje 1ajas)

eul mr__w_-_.ﬂg noA aie sease jeym ..ﬂﬂu—hﬂg 24 S1Nnoy awijiano usym 'egt

Bl1xo slilIoAD - abed papliun

"9INWIWO0D InoA Bupinp uo 3iom noA sysey oydads ayy aqiIdSap Ised|d "Bz |

g abed paj3iun

(£T uopsanb o) ob) oy O
(ez1 uopsanb o3 o) say O

éawi bunnwwos snoA Bupinp yaom sd3 op Ajjussand noA og "I

2l

é¥J1om wody pue o3 Bunnwwoo

- I

&Hom noA op swiano jo sinoy Auew moy ‘yaam abesaae ue ug 01

‘raguosap aseald

(moj2q xoq asn) Jeyig

SaNjARDE Daje|ai-3inoD

Bujjiodal pue uojjejuawniop asel

O SB1INP SN0 JAYI0 PUR UD|IRS|UILLIDY

00000

O uopUAAIRIU| pue vojeb|Isaau] ase]
B

awn Auw
A o 3sow Aw jo 0] ¥ Aw jo awosg o 3 Adaa Aw jo auoy




O uopezjuebio Aw Ag panjea we [ |83 1

O lam gof Aw op 03 5a34NosaJl JUIIIYNS SARY | {mojzq xoq asn){auoyd (|22 uey) Jayio)

3 8 8 8
O O O O O uojjewiojul dn joe| 0 AP 3|jgow e asn
ﬂOu m m w m JuBWUBIAUS u:._:u%;“o” “__._._,_“,_.__ ” O O O O O uopewIoju dn ¥ooj 03 anbeajjos e (e
salbe A|Buoss anaby 2ins joH EEFLLLIN saibesip O O O O O e i S .
ABuons O O O O O dm ¥00] 0] papaau se ajyjo w:.“o.u_“n.”.““.u.“

sjuswalels Buimoljo) ay) yum ssi6e nok op Juaixe JeYM 0L 'ZT Hoam € sy -, yoam ss3) 50

JETEI
S UBY) Ri0) BSIWIS-p B SIWIE-Z NaEM E RIUQ

ISNOLLDANNOD Ul S9582 U0 Uoleuliojul 0] ssaaoe 186 03 Buimo)joy
ay3 op NoA op ualjo Mol ‘pjany ay3 Ul a4e noA uaym asm abeiaae ue uy ‘gt

(mojaq xoq u| Ajjoads aseaid) sayig

2A0GE 2L Jo auoy

¢ abed pepanaun

llam jaom Aw op o) s|oo) jeajBojouyaay Juapyns Bujaey Jon

Alpapaa))s siow 2wy Aw asn oy ajge Bujag joN

“UpRSN NOA a3lABD Ay] agUISAP PSERld

HIOM plaly o) aung Juapiyns Bujaey JoN
Sauljpeap uo|leluawnoop Buljasy
(mojaq xog asn)(suoyd gaz uey sayio)

payajdwon 5| LORRIUAWNDOPR AW 243yMm pUR uaym Ul AJ)1qixa)) Bujaey Jou UD|JRULIOU| BUYY J33Us 0} a3|ABP AjlqoW B a5

HIOM S43 YliM PIIRID0SSE UD[IRIUSWNIOD JO JUROWeE ay] uopRWAD U] 34y J3jus o3 anfea)joo e |jeg

o o o [ o [

SATY | S8SED JO Jaquinu By D UDIBLLIOU| 34 J33u8 03 J051A12dNS Jnok |20

(Ajdde jeys jje 109]9s) ¢SS243S NOA 3SNED SUCIIENYS YIIYM "TT

FIEERLLTY
UOJEULIOJUL BY] J97UB 0] 2310 BY) 0 UInlay

LRIOLC
O 00O
O 00O
O 00O
L QL0

Haam e saw) Haam Haam $53| JO iawEh
G UBY) 40|y BEIUN S -y ESIWNREL-F HAIM B BIUD
SRS ON O yby Asap O ybiH O wnpsy O Mo O mo| Auap, O
IS9SED U0 UOBLLIOJU] J23UB 01 SNOILDINNOD 03 ,ui-6oj,, 03 Buimojjoy
455315 paje|al-qol jo |ana| ||eian0 JnoA 93e4 noA pjnom moH 0z a3 op NOA Op UB30 MOY ‘PID1) BYY Ul 348 NOA UBYM »2am aBRIaAR UR U *£T
‘suonsanb
2)ydeiBowap awoes se ||am S8 559415 qof NOA $35N82 JBUM INOGE S3S8 ABAINS JNO JO UDIDSS 158] Ayl O O 3EN0Y N2 ayy Iy

O O awoy 1y
O O 831440 BY3 U]
O O P13l au Uy

iy UoIDaS

Sesusliadxe ple JUSLWUOIIALS JIOM

Aep jeajdAy e ue Apuapya oN sak
O O O O O RIfh SN 2LIR 0, :”m“_w”“ﬂh (1e193ew Buioddns Jayjo pue sjuswssasse ysi pue Ajajes ‘dsy4 ‘syiodad
O O O O O U0 BNPaYs AW Ul AJIOIKaY A AdeA Ay | ajejul .mﬂuﬂ: ssalboud se yons Ea_aﬂu—-UE:DDUu ésuonedo| mr__..so__._uu ayi ul
Aep jeidhy @ UsyMm uojjejuBWINIoP padinbad 49jus 03 SNOILDINNOD 031 ,ui-6o|,, nod og "9t
O O O O O

uo BNPAYIs AW JSA0 (01IU0D 3133 AJBA BARY |
SNOLLIINNOD 0ju| uopewIodu| 133U .

03 BUjUIOW IX3U 3YF 3UN AEM | ‘Aep AW ‘wojiad 0} ajge 242 noA s3se) Jo adA) pue oM Jo UoREI0)

O O O O O 4o pua ay; ye suaddey Aya)ioe pajejas-asea ji '8]A35 H40M UD BIRIIUSILOD BN UDJIBIUSLLNIOP BSED 13U pue asedasd noA moy uo S35N20) U0|328s SIYL

azibes|p

ansfe Alfuoss awiby ains joN asiBesig AlBuons

S3i}IAIOE buljiodad pue uonEjUSWINDO( (€ UOIDBS

sjuawajeys Buimoljoy syl y3Im aa16e NoA op Jusm 1BYM O "6T




LT 2DEd papnurn

ésa1els yoiym ‘sad J1 "egz

07 abed pajiun

(62 uonssnd o3 05) an ()
(egz uopsanb oy 0b) say O

ENHOA MaN
apisaq 93e3s J9Y}0 AUE U] SBDIAISS BAIFDRI0Ad PIYD 40§ PSXIOM NOA BABH ‘87

. R |

£821J0 SJV 1Ua.44NnD InoA je Bunjiom uaaq noA aney Buo] moH L7

_ IS

&SaDIAIBS BAII8104d PIIYD JO BaJe 3y} ul Buppiom usaq noA aaey Buo|] moH "9z

6 bed pejiaun

........... ]

(Ajzads asead) Jayin

1 Jjosiagadng O
BN IOMISET O

£20311 JuR4and anok S| yeym "sT

PUBIS] URIRIS O
19345 swelm O

= S S éie Buppiom Apjus.aano noA aie 30140 pIdL YIIYM b

yiog O
iey O

('312 "Aemans ‘sng) uoieodsurs) Dfgnd O

‘mojaq papiaold aseds
2yl u] wayy 193us aseajd ‘ABAINS SiyY} uj SUCISaNb BY3 IN0GE 10 HIOM SIIIAIDS édom je ajiym asn Ajeturid noA op uopeliodsuesy Jo suesw YIIYM "€

anpajold pliyd Inoqe sjuswwod Jo s3yhinoy) [euollippe aAely noA 41 ‘67

e e e B A AR e R st e B

g ebed psjanun




S3A C

iz
1890320 - 0€ AInc) poriad uopenjeas ayy Bunnp ysap diey ay3 |22 noA pig 'z

Asea Ajawaaixg
Asey

Aseafnayiip Jayaen
n2Ig

N3YYIp Ajpwanxa

OO0O00O

:doyde| a3 03 uo-6uib6o| Jo asea sy 2164 9sea|d |
~dojde| panss|-5oy uesw am ,dOLdy1, Ag 210N

"Bujules) pue ‘sanss| |eojuLpa) ‘ssuewnoiad s dojde) ay)
Yiim aouapiadxa [esauab unod jnoge syse uoaas sjyL Bujuiesy pue souewoad dojded (T NOLLDAS

(auon) souewaoliad dojde] pue Builied| i1 uonpes 'c

‘'suopenjena jjeys pue sdnoib snooy

's}lpne |edapay pue 33e3s ‘yoieasal vl uopedpnded o) suleuad 0s|e 3] "soUBUAIUIBW WRISAS pue Jejndwiod
‘[eaua)n |esauab ‘Buipew ‘Buxey 'Buljy SB YINS diom 'SWI0 [BUUosiad pue $19ays swi Jo uopaduwocy
‘ypeaaIne AJunwwiod ‘siosiadadns pue sis¥Jom-03 Ym SBUNIRaW palejal-asea-usU sapnjauy AloBaien SIyL
S2IINP B30 J3YI0 PUB UOIIRIISIUIWPY

AW 1lem pajeposse pue saoueleadde WO0IIN0D PalR|RL-ASED ||B 0) Siayal 0s|e 3]

"AjAne Jnod oypads ased Joy Uojlewlo Ul paainbal jo Buliayieb pue ‘sBuyaugap dn-mojjoy uj Buedpinied
‘Auowsa) Joj ueneledald u) sa03sIy 2sed Bupmalaas “unod Aq palaplo suodad Aue pue suonnad Bupedsud
‘UojiRjUBWINDOP |BUCRIPPE JO Bumiwigns pue Bupayies ‘sueipient me| 1o sios|asadns UM suoljejnsuoa
‘'shaulone yym sbupssw ‘sbujpaanoid 1noo vl Bupediiied pue ioy Guuedsad sapnjaul AdoBajes siy)
SBIIA|IDE pPRje[RI-1IN0D

*UDIIBIUBLLINIOP

3noo Jo jeba| apnjou Jou saop AsoBajes sy ‘uoneuaWwNIop Bujoddns 310 pue ‘SjUBLISSSSE HSI

pue Alayes ‘(dSyd) sueld aDiaJasS JuBssassy Ajlwe4 ‘sypiodad axejul ‘sajou ssasboid sapn|oul UOEIUSWNIOP
pasinbay ‘suopesydde padinbal J3uyjo pue SNOLLIINNOD 03u] uonelwdojul Bulajus pue ‘saanos Jayjo

40 SNOLLDINNOD wody uonewogu) Buissaioe ‘saapetieu Buum ‘sajou Bujziuebio sspnjpu AsoBajed siy)
Buipioday pue uoneUALINDIOQ B5ED

‘Plly2

2 Bujaowal 1o ‘258D B UD UDNBLUIOJU| [eUORIpPE BUB{@as pue 's1oey 193]j00 01 Japlo U sajjjwe) BUimalAlaiul

o ‘Buiasqo ‘Bujjis|A "HJOM JDBIUO0I |21938]|0D ‘SBLI0ISIY A|ILIBg) UO UDaeasad punocibyaeq Bujop ‘saliols|y SSed
Buipeal sapnpuy os|e 3] "34om 2582 noge siaad pue slosiatadns yum Bupesjunwiwod se jjam se ‘sianibaden
PUE URJp|IyD 4oy $32|A43S J2341p Buipincad ‘sjuswssasse Buianpuod pue Bujuued sapnjou) AtoBajed siyL
uopuaAIRIUT pue uopebisaaur asen

‘suoisanb ayj Jamsue o3 Wayl asn pue suopdusssp
B4} MBIABI BSEA|d ‘MO|2q PROUIISBP SBIIAIDE SPUP| AN0J BY3 JO SWIISY U 340M INOA IN0GE SHSE ASAINS 3yl

ANYLIHOdIWI

S9DIAIDS BAI18104d PIIYD Ul Saibojoulos ] ajiGow Buissessy o

whenans Jwigns,, 39919s pue yuj| jlews ay3 ybnodyj Asains
ay) Jajua-ad Ajdw)s ‘uoyyng , Asnins Juwiqgns,, ayj Bupya||s siojaq Jasmolq JNoA B50|3 NOA JI "U29135
1se| ay3 jo pua aij je ,ABAing Jugns,, ®21|2 03 34Nns aq ‘Asains aljjua ayy paia|dwiod aaRy NoA uaym

'suopng ,paemiod, pue oeg, s,19smodq inok asn jou op aseajd ‘palajua aaey

nod jey; ejep Aue Buyso| pjoae oy ‘sabed A3AINs BUYY UG SUOIING ,ENUZUDD PUB BABS, pue LSNopaud, ay3
Buisn adieuuosanb augue auyy YBnodyy Yoy pue ¥oeq Bulaow Ag aw)y Aue je siamsue Asains anoA abueys Jo
M3aL Aew noy "a1ejduwies o} saInuiw 07 AjRjewxoldde axe) |||m puUB SUGHISS N0y DIU| PAPIAIP 5| ABAINS By L
SNOILLINYLSNI AIAUNS

‘as Jad sao|yoead

HJOM JO JUBLLSSISSE UR J0U S| S|YL "Jaxdom B31aas aanaajodd pliyd € 4o H40M 34T UM I 3 ||2M Moy

pue 3dom JnoA papaye dojde| ayy moy puelsiapun sn diay 03 paubisap S| ABAINS YL 4 xxO30U ISED|dyxx

‘2d doide| ayy jo asn

4nod ynoge suopsanb |zuopppe Ym ‘ASAINS SUjBSeq AU U] SB SU0|IS2ND 3WES AU3 JO SIS NOA %SB [|IM 3
"WMoM INoA s10a44e paalaoad noA od doide| ay) moy ssasse 03 Woya Jno Jo Led puodas ayj | Asains SIYL

NOILJI¥DS3IA ASAUNS

Aueqy 38 AjjsIaAun “JUBWILIBADS Ul ABojouLds | 10) J3jua) Yy AQ pajonpuod

SaDIAIBS S,U24P(IUD 10}
Uonensiuiwpy A3 %JoA maN pue saoialag Al|Wed pue UaJpjiyd 40 BdLJ0 23835 SUOA MaN Bu3 Aq paJosucds

Aanang dn-mojjod

S32|AJ9S BA1309304d P|IYD uj sajbojoulda] ajiqoj Buissassy




ON O
s O

EaWan0 Bupjiom uaym yiom sdJ op o3 dojde] anoA asn noA oq "eg

SWIIBN0 0T

L] I

£340M NoA op awwHBA0 Jo sinoy Auew moy Heem abeiaae ue ug 'z

B 1]

éPI2Y 3Y3 vy puads nod op (s)Aep Auew moy / yjaam abelsae ue uy g

‘alWoy 1o "UNod ‘a0jo ayy woly ABMe UBaW am 07314 3HL NI, AQ - 3j0u aseald .

(1uoo) ABojouiae) pue iom JnoA ‘sjusiusiinbal swWil iz UOIIIBE '6

(Ajjpad m....a.w.m ajd}

O O O O @) =0
O O o O O SBINP 330 Y0 DUE UCIIEIISIUILURY
O O O O O sajiARRe pajejad-1inod
O O O O O Bujiiodas pue uojjejuUaWNI0R 3seD
O O uojjuAAIAIU PUR UDlIRBlISaAl] B5RD)

awn

awpn Aw
Aw jo 350 Aw yo o) v Aw jo awog o 3y Adea Aw jo suoy

éfunnpe
yoea uo puads AjjeaidAl noA op awp yanw moy ‘yaam abeiaae ue Bupng 'g

‘Aanans

a3 jo Bujuuibag ay) Je pauyap HI0M Jo SBAIE NDJ BY3 JNOGE ¥Se SUOIISAND A0S ‘SN [ABL) PUE Sawp
Jtem Bupnp dojde| ay3 jo ssaujnyasn pue Aduanbasy ay) se |jam se ‘suajjedo| snoues je doyde) syl jo

asn |etauab anod Jnogqe sxse uoaes siy ) ABojouysay pue “ydom anoA ‘sjuswenbel swyl iz NOILYES

e

“Hiom SdD 10} doyde| anoA Buisn
ul oA o0} [njasn 3sow aq pinom jey; Bujuieay Jo adA3 syy aquasep aseaid ‘B

buluiely jeuoiippe ey 'L

o O
sx O

¢osn dojde] JnoA asueyus 03 Bujujely jeuoiippe paau nok oqg v

aasbe A|Buoss O

aaiby O

salbe fsaibesip ByIeN O

anibesig O

aasbies|p AlBuodis O

{|nyasn sem dojde| a3 penss| sem I usym paniesad 1 Bujuied) ayl ‘g

aduewiiojiad dojde| pue Bujuiedy i1 uonoes ‘g

H CTES =

:dojde; ay3 ypm paosuaiadxs noA sanss)
souewiiojad Aue aquosap asead Hjsap dijay ay3 ||ed Jou pIp NoA J| usaAg *qz

sanssi soueuLiogad 1aYylo 's

i
f

:dojde| ay3 yum pey noA senss) asuewaopad
43yjo Aue aquosep pue ysap diay ayl pajjes noA Aym aqrLIosap asea|d "B

)sep disy pajied v




O000O

wajgosd
Big Adan v

L)

» OO

~ 0000

Q000

wajgqoad
B |je 3e jo0N

Aseapd jo yaey
paads LOIIBUUDD MO|S
uopaauuol ay) bujsoy

uoaauuod e Bujys)geiss

:2woy je ajiym dojde| anoA uo Bupiom noA yjim peaasjiajug
40 pajuanaad aaey 6w jeyy mojaq wajqoad yoes jo Ajlasnas ayy a1ey 7T

(3uoa)

ABojouysn) pue “aom nol ‘sjuswiadinbss alul) 17 UOII8S ‘6T

000000

wajqotd
Byg Asan

+ O00000

-~ 000000

0]0]0/0/0[0)

wajqoad
B ||E 3@ 30N

m

A_a:._._mn._..m...u...m...ﬁ& I T
|[|BWs 0] 3w Jo syo0ig
JabBuep uj sem | Bujjeay
Asearsd jo waeq

paads uoijIIUUDY MO|S

uopoauLea ay3 Buisol

uopzauL0 B Bulys)geiss

:34no2 ui 3jiym dojde] anoA uo Bupjiom noA yiim palspiaiul
10 pajuanaid aaey b jey; mojaq wajqoid yoes jo AJIDA3S L) a1y IT

(auo3)

ABojouyda) pue Hiom inok ._mu:mr,_w.._:m.u(. Slli] iz Uo1198S ‘$1

OOOO000

wa|qodd
Big Asan v

~ 000000

-~ OO0000

~ OO0000

OOO0000

wajqoJd
2 1e e JoN

lIBWE 003 3wl Jo sy20jg

Jabuep u| sem [ Bujeay
Aaeapd Jo x¥ae

pasds UDjIPaLUOD MO|S
uopRauues ay) Bujsol

uojirauuca e Bulysigelss

"PISIF ST UT S OCTAe] INOA UG BUDIOM TOA (I PoIsaaul |

40 pajuansad aaey JYbiw jey3 mojaq wajqoad yoes jo Aj1anas ay) 1Y 0T

{3uod)

ABojouoa] pue Hiom InoA 'sjusiissinbal swil| iz U0IDSS ‘£

Jwoy 18 3|ym
1N03 38 BpuM

PiS 243 Ul apym

" B0 BYL B ByM
Haam Jad sinoy |ejoy

DjOM §dD

J0y} dojde] anod asn noA op yaam Jad sinoy 2303 Auew moy ‘abelsane ug '6

auoyd |20
a3jA3p 4o 8310435 UDIIRIZIQ

{'712 "Auagyoe|g ‘ajdwexa
doy) Juesissy 231510 [Ruosiad

BERLILLIN
dojdeq

Dd doyysag

O0ooad Of
000 od
L0040 OO

o
E
a
£
<

unoz gy PRl 343 Ul BI0 YT Iy @250 10U og
(Ajdde yeys |je 1oajas)
énlom sd) a39jduion 03 Buimoljoy ay3 Jo yoes asn Ajjualind nod op aJaym '8

. (Juoa)
ABojoutos] pue Siom InoA ‘sjusiuadinbai swii| iz UOIIISS ‘2T

Pwiano Bupjiom
uaym doyde| anoA Buisn uo ydom noAd sysej oyads ayl aquiosap aseald "qs

oLIaA0 pue asn dojde| *ez ‘11




isjuawelels buimojjog sy yum asabe noA op Juaixe Jeym o) "gT

(3u02) saniAlOe Buiodss pue UOREBIUBINGOG i€ UOINOES '0Z

S SR S wmzw.w: .hn_.—lna oo um.r._...m.mnu_n
O O O O O 53j15 gap uawuszaob asn
O O O O O suojioanp Buiddew/laaedy asn
O O O O O liewa yaay3

App e sawy Aep Aep
SuURYyI Adol ESBPWIG-v e SR E-7

Aep e ajug danap

:03 dojde| anoA asn noA op uayo moy ‘Aep abesaae ue Buung z1

uopjewdoiu) dn yoo| o3 doyde| Aw asp

O O @) O O
O O @, O O
O O O O O uopiewlou| dn ¥oo| 0] J0sjaizdns Aw e

ueewoul dn Yoo oy
O O O O O 'PRPIRU 5B PlaY YT WO BIH0 BY) 0] UInJaY
Haam e saw|y Haam Haam
5 URY) 20 B SAWN S-p B SPW £-7

uopeuwoju dn yoo| o3 anbeaon e |e3

Hasm e adug Janap

1S8SED U0 uoneulIoju] 03 SS330Y 126 03 Buimo||oy
843 op noA op uslo Moy ‘pjal) Ay} Ui a1e NoA usym Haam abelane ue ur -9t

{penuiuos) sailialzse Buijlodad pue Honejuawinsog e UDIIDSBS ‘6T

uoeojul Byl Jatua oy dojde) Aw asp

O O O @) @)
O O O O O UoIEWI0 U} BYY Jajua o) anbeajod g jjeg
O O O O O UopRUWIoIU| BYy) Jajua o] Jos|adadns dnod jed

FICESLLEY

O O O O O UDjjewioju] ayy Jaiua oy a3y0 ay) 0] winiay

HIIM B SAW|Y Haam EEETY
S ueyy aaon B 52W) S5-¢ € 53W -2

* S9SED U0 uoljewiojul YI LN 03 ,SNOILLDINNOD 01 ul-Boj,, 03 Bumojjoy
2y3 op noA op uajyo moy ‘pjal ayy ul aJe noA uaym Haam abesane ue Uy "Gy

yeam e aaug SERETN

("23@ ‘Auiaqyoe|g

O O O O O ‘ajdwexa Joj) Jueisissy |eubig |euosiag
Q Q O O Q

Jd 33|81

O O O O 0
SO SN g MR g

R
Bwoy Iy uneo 3y PIaL I U] B30 3yl 3y -Boj, o) pasn
daAaU BARH

:Buimojjoy ayy Buisn uojejuswnoop
Pa4inbaJ Y3LNT 03 ,SNOLLIANNOD 03 ui-60oj, NoA op ataym “»1
‘waoyad oy ajge ale

noA sysey Jo adA) pue ‘oM Jo UOREI0| ‘BJAIS oM YIIM [B2p suonsanb ayj "UCPEIUSWINDOP 2SED JIJUs
pue ajedasd noA moy Inoge syse uopaas sIyL saIAlRe Bultiodas pue uopejuawnNIGg (€ NOILDIS

soilAII0E Builiodad pue LOREIUSWNDIOG i€ U0II9S ‘8T

I23NWo Jnok
Burinp dojdej 1noA Buisn y4om noA sysey ayydads ayy 8(110s9p asea|d 'qET

 9INWWIOD Bulnp 9sn 9qLIDSSp "qET LT

o O
s34 O

£9INWwod JnoA Burinp yi1om §47 op 03 Ja3ndwos dojde] anoA asn nok oq "eET

@sn dojde| pue 3NWWIOD "BET 'OT

an O
ELTS O

£ PINWWod noA Burinp yiom sdo op Ajjuasind nod oq *g£1

(Ayaads asead) Jayin

O liewis 003 3wl jo s¥20|9

JaBuep u| sem | Bupeay

0O
00O
00O




£SS343s jo

|2A3] jje48A0 NOA 92N pad jou saop dojde| e Buiaey AYm aqlIosap aseald 'qET

559115 S290npad J0U S90p ‘g7

5591415
40 [2n8] [jesan0 1noA saonpad dojde| e Bulaey AYm 2IIDSap DSE9|d "BETZ

£lana| ssaJ41s ||edano anok asnpaa dojde)] e Bujael saoq "£7

{3100) UonDERSIIES pUe JUILILOLAUD HI0M & UOIIDSS ‘£7

]

- ...ﬁ__:_uwam asead)
Jayi0

BA00E 3yl JO Buoy

AlEalioaye slow aw Aw asn o) 3|qe Gupsg JoN

HI0M PIBY) Jo i) usiyns Buimey jon

saujpeap uojIRIUaWNIop Bupiaagy

paiajdwos §| Uo|JeIUBWINDIOP AW BJSYM JO USYM L) Apjiqpxay Bujary yoN

llam xiom Aw op o3 sjo0] |e21Bojouysal Juayns Bujney yoN

(| |

HIOM Sd42 YIIM PRILIDOSSE UOHIRIUSWNGOP JO Junowy

SIS J0 JAgquiny D

(Aldde jeuy jje 10219s) ¢S50435 NOA @sned suolenIs YIIYM "ZZ

553415 Op O
yby Asap,
ybiy
wnjpap

mo

00000

o) Adap

£559.415 paje|a.i-qol Jo [9A8] [[Bl19A0 ANOA 214 NOA pjnom MoH *1z

(1u02) UoIIDRISIIES PUE JUBSLLIUOIIAUD YIOM i UOIIIAS "Z7

uojjezjueBio Aw Aq panjes we | 28 |

@) O O O O

O O O O O @M qof Aw op 0] $834N0SAS JUINIIYNS BARY |
O O O O O aWILoIALS BAoddns B U] ¥J0m |
O Q O O qof Aw ax1i 1

aaubesip
AlBuong

@)

aa15e A|Buons aasby a4ns JoN aasbesig

iSjuawRlels buimojjos oy yyim saabe nod op jusixe jeym oj "0z

O O O O s3160j0uyaa) Mmau wies| siayiom-oa djay |
O O O O salBojouyaay mau 03 Ajsea Jsnipe |
O O O O saifojouysal mau Burdsy Jnoge palPoxa we |
O O O O ABojouyaa) Bujsn ayy |

zaibesip
AlBuans

0000

aaibe AjBucns aalfy ains joN =aifes|g

¢sjuawalels Buimoljos a3 yum aaabe nod op juaixe jJeym ol "6T

'33U3l1adxa jjelaao JnoA Jnoge pue ‘uopoeisies ‘ssauls qol noA sasnes
18YM Jnoge SySe ABAINS UNO JO UORISS 158| 8y L UOHOIRJSIIES PUR JUSWIUOIIAUS YIOM b NOTLDES

UoioejsiIes pue JUSLUUOIIALS HIOM i UOIIDBE "17

Aep jedjdiAy v uo Ajjuapiye

PISI 343 Ul FWR HIoM AW BINPALIS |

Aep je2jdAy e

uo 2inpayds Aw up AJIGIXDY 3131 A1aA aaey |
Aep jeadAy e

up 2nNpayls Aw JaAo (0u03 3 Adsa asey |

ORORO)
Q0
O OO
OO0
O 0O

SNOILIINNOD 03U} UOIRWIOJU) HILNT
03 Bujulow jxau 8yl Iun Jem | ‘Aep By

O O O O O 4o pus 3yj 3@ suaddey AJjanoR pRie|ad-aseD JI

aa4bes|p

anibe A|Buosy 236 LILERT] sasbes
I 5 Y 0N [Ls] ABuolys




‘mojaq papinodd aseds ayj ul
wayy Jajua ases|d ‘Asains syl ul payse suojjsanb oy} INOGe 10 HIOM SBIINIDS
anpajo.ad pliys Jnogqe spuawwod 10 sjybnoy) jeuoippe aaey NoA JI *£Z

aghen O
op O
say O

¢sonbeajod 0} YI0M Sd) 40} dojde| ayy Buisn puawwodas NoA pINop "9z

pajisies Adap O

PRISIIES JRYMBLWOE O

PaK51IEs/PRYSIESSIP JAYIEN O

pRYSHESSIP JEYMaLLOS O

pajisiessip Adap O

Edom

S§dD uj dojde| ay3 yum uoiiaesnes [[elaA0 JNoA 3jel NnoA pjnom MoH "S5z

(penuizuod) aouUsiiadXe pLE JUBLIUOIIALD YIOAN :G UOIIIBG L7

O O O sjusKY snoA 0) 8ajades Buipiaoad uj
O O O 10S1A12dNS JN0A YijM BUREJUNLILIOD LaYymM
O O uOjieLLIDjL| 5583 553308 0] AJIGR Jnok u)
O O O HNeD e auop ¥iom 540 386 o3 Ajlge anodk u)
O O O UORRILIWINIOP INOA Jo SSaUKELIY ay) u)

FEMEL] awes BEI0M
487120 Yany BSIOM Yanj
mymawes auyl nogy IEYMaBwos

00000
C0000
O

Ppew
dojde| e Buisn aouauagnp ay3 93ea ‘doyde) e Buiney jou,, 03 pasedwo) ‘bz

(3u00) uodessiies pue JUSLILOJIAUD YIOM i LOIJD3S "07




Center for Technology in Government
182 Wolf Road, Suite 301
Albany, NY 12205
Phone: (518) 442-3892
Fax: (518) 442-3886
E-mail: info@ctg.albany.edu
www.ctg.albany.edu

UNIVERSITY
ATALBANY

State University of New York



New York State
Office of
Children & Family Services

Capital View Office Park
52 Washington Street
Rensselaer; NY 12144

Visit our website at:
www.ocfs.state.ny.us




	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Background
	SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS
	DEMONSTRATION PHASE ACTIVITIES
	APPENDIX A
	APPENDIX B
	APPENDIX C



