Executive Summary

An Update of the DSHS Division of Developmental Disabilities 

Case/Resource Management Essential Workload Standards

	Introduction


In 1997/1998, the Division of Developmental Disabilities (DDD) contracted with the Division of Research and Data Analysis (RDA) to perform a workload study
 on DDD’s case/resource managers in order to better understand the workload of these staff.  RDA borrowed nationally recognized techniques from workload studies on Children’s service systems because such a study had never been performed before in the area of developmental disabilities service systems.  Some modifications to the techniques used in other service systems were necessary because of the different nature of work in the DDD service system.  Washington State still remains the only state in the nation that has conducted a workload study on its developmental disabilities service system.

In 2001/2002, DDD conducted a second workload study.  This study was scaled back to fit within resource limitations and was intended to simply update key findings from the previous study.  An additional goal of the 2001/2002 study was to improve on the methodology first defined in the 1997/1998 study, including modifying the spreadsheet of results so it will more easily allow DDD management to calculate workload under various possible scenarios.

	Method


How did we calculate the Essential FTEs?

1. We organized a field committee of experts in case/resource management and social work in developmental disabilities and asked them to use a consensus process to:

· Describe the activities they are minimally expected to do to implement and manage DDD programs

· Determine how long, how often, and for how many people or unit each activity is expected to be done 

How did we define “minimally essential standards”?

2. Minimally essential case and resource managers’ work in the DSHS Division of Developmental Disabilities consists of the activates required by federal and state laws, Washington State WACs, DSHS and division policies, health and safety concerns.

How much time per FTE is available for case/resource management work?
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The number of hours available for casework was based on 100% time data collected from DDD case/resource managers and social workers in September 2001.

· In the September 2001 data collection, case/resource managers and social workers said they spent 59% (51.4% plus 7.6%) of their work time on case management and resource management activities (see Chart).

· We started with the number of work hours in a month, converted to a yearly figure, subtracted leave time, and then multiplied by the 59% case/resource work reported by case/resource managers, and calculated that each FTE has 1,115 hours available in a year for case and resource management activities.

· The previous study assumed that all casework was performed at 100% efficiency, other than required breaks and leave time.  The updated study also calculated time available per FTE by using an efficiency factor, provided by the DSHS budget office, to take into account unforeseeable occurrences such as getting lost on the way to a clients house, copier jams, and other events that distract a worker from the task at hand.  Time available in a year for direct case/resource management activities was reduced to 931 hours per year.

How did we calculate total essential FTEs and caseload size?

4. We determined total essential FTEs by dividing the total number of hours it takes to serve a population by the total number of hours available for case/resource management.

5. We divided the total community caseload by current FTEs and by essential FTEs to determine both current and maximum caseload size to meet essential standards.

What other data did we use?

6. We gathered data about Number of Persons Served and Percentage of Participants involved in a particular step from various sources including the Field committee via meetings and emails; Social Service Payment System (SSPS), Trends and Patterns Database (TPD), Common Client Database (CCDB), and other data systems; and DDD Central Office Program Managers.

	Results


What case/resource manager and social worker activities are and are not included in the current estimate?

1. Sporadic activities and complex characteristics

· Pars of programs where the activities that are required are too sporadic to measure easily and that vary so greatly in time required that developing accurate averages was impossible without a great deal more detailed data collection have not been included (e.g., the time spent on clients in crisis, additional time required for clients with complex characteristics in addition to their developmental disability, respite care in RHCs).

2. Action plans responding to audits

· Time required to catch up on the backlog of eligibility reviews and other recent priorities that are part of action plans responding to audits have not been taken into account.

3. New service dollars

· Fewer people are being connected to services in the current calculations because new service dollars have not been as available as they were in 1997/1998.  Caseloads will need to be smaller if additional service dollars become available, for instance, the ARC lawsuit settlement.

4. Client general life support

· Support provided to clients above and beyond arrangement for paid services and required assessments has not been included.  This is the primary service provided to 34% of the DDD caseload.  Case/resource managers and social workers report that these duties increase as a result of required services not being available.

5. Best practices

· Only minimal health and safety monitoring have been taken into account in the current calculations.  Quality assurance and quality improvement activities have not been included because of the focus on minimally essential activities and the assumption of a service system operating under perfect conditions.

	
	
	1997-1998
	2001-2002

	What is the current FTE Gap?

	
	198
	224*

	How does the Current Caseload Ratio compare to the Essential Caseload Ratio?

	Current (mean) 
	1:141
	1:114


	
	Current (median)

Case Carrying
	Did not calculate
	1 :143


	
	Essential 
	1:65
	1:64

	What percent of time is available to case / resource managers for case and resource management?

	
	69%
	59%


*DDD has received approval to hire a portion of the additional case management staff needed, and will begin hiring in April 2003.

NOTE:  Difficult clients or crises will require a reduced workload.  2001-2002 FTE gap and essential caseload ratio assume 74.1% efficiency
.  An additional adjustment was made to account for social worker FTEs who are limited to a caseload ratio of 1:30. 

Why do we consider this a conservative estimate?

· Time spent on crises, sporadic work, and general life support for caseload members have not been included in the estimates.

· New priorities, such as quality assurance, a DSHS emphasis on enhanced customer service and health and safety monitoring, catching up on a backlog of work due to chronic understaffing in prior years, and programs yet to start such as the new Community Alternative Waiver, have not been taken into account.

· The estimation method assumes that when services are not available, no case/resource managers or social worker contact is needed.  In fact, lack of services may increase the amount of time case/resource managers or social workers spend handling crises and clients continue to call in order to find out when services might be available to them.

· The estimation method assumes that no additional time is necessary to administer a program under crisis conditions and that all clients can be as easily placed and are stable in services as any other client.  In fact, the previous workload study found that half of all DDD clients have complex characteristics that result in increased case/resource manager time.

	Discussion


What did the 2001/2002 DDD Workload Study accomplish?

1. Essential Standards were verified and updated via expert estimation by a second field committee.  Concurrence on the amount of time activities take was noted across several independent estimators.

2. Changes in workload over time as programs, policies and expectations change has been documented.

3. A single and simplified spreadsheet is available for management to use when estimating workload impact under various scenarios.

4. The methodology utilized in the previous study has been revised and improved to reduce the possibility of double-counting work tasks and to include an efficiency factor to take into account that case/resource managers are human beings and cannot reasonably be expected to work at 100% efficiency.

5. The study has verified that the division is still not capable of performing minimally essential work, in spite of the addition of new case/resource positions and the decline in service growth.

What are the recommendations from the 2001/2002 study?

The 2001/2002 workload study has made substantial improvements in the methodology for workload studies within the field of developmental disabilities service provision.  Further study will be required before the division can obtain a precise picture of what the best FTE ratio is for case/resource managers and clients in their service system.   The following next steps are recommended:

1. The division should begin the process of requesting additional FTEs for case/resource manager positions before the gap becomes any larger.  Management and support staff for the new case/resource managers will also be required.  

· The FTE gap is so large that it is unlikely that the full number of required FTEs can be obtained in a single budgetary cycle.

· The gap is based on a conservative estimate (i.e., the true gap is NOT LESS THAN the amount indicated in the present study); so all the required staff identified in the current study will still be required when more precise measurement is performed. 

2. Perform a time study by case type to enhance understanding of the workload impact that results from specialized cases, sporadic activities, and new programs.  Target populations for the time study by case type should include:

· All specialized caseload populations in the 1997/1998 time study by case type; 

· Persons in new programs such as Intensive Case Management and State Supplementary Payment; 

· Persons in crisis; 

· Arranging respite care at the RHCs; 

· Populations that may take less time due to supports available in other locations; such as, those receiving early intervention services, school aged children, persons receiving no paid services through DDD with strong informal supports; and

· Persons receiving no paid services through DDD who do not have strong informal supports.

3. Revise the FTE gap and recommended caseload ratios to take into account the additional workload required by specialized cases, sporadic activities, and new programs.

4. Begin utilizing Workload Standards Study results in the management of the DDD case/resource managers and social worker resource.  An example of this is the presentation to the September Full Management Team meeting regarding utilizing data on complex characteristics to assign caseloads to DDD social workers and new case/resource managers in a fair and equitable manner.  Information from the workload studies can also be used to ensure that sufficient case/resource manager staff positions are requested in correspondence to budgetary requests for service expansion, to determine appropriate staffing ratios for case/resource managers with specialized caseloads, and other day-to-day management issues.
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� Workload Standards Study Technical Report, Case/Resource Management in the Division of Developmental Disabilities, DSHS, Research and Data Analysis, Report 5.30, March 1999.


� FTE Gap equals the number of FTEs for essential case and resource management that the study calculated minus the current number of FTEs allocated for case and resource management (incl. positions to be added after January 2003), adjusted in FY02 study to match recommended caseload size and FTEs currently being used for other purposes such as training or quality assurance.  By essential FTEs, we mean work that must be done because it is required by federal and state laws, Washington state WACs, DSHS and division policies, and assuring health and safety concerns are met at their most minimal level.  


� Caseload ratio equals current DDD community caseload divided by number of current or essential FTEs under 100% efficiency.


� Includes vacant positions, positions currently being utilized for provider training, quality assurance and resource management.


� The median provides a better estimate of the “typical” load for a case/resource manager or social worker under today’s conditions.  In 2001-2002, several staff are resource managers only and do not carry cases.  Also, some case/resource managers and social workers have small specialized caseloads.  For instance, VPP social workers are limited to a caseload of 30 clients.  Non-case carrying case/resource managers and specialized caseloads reduce the arithmetic average (mean) and give a false impression of the typical case/resource manager’s caseload being smaller than it actually is.


� From 100% time data collected from case/resource managers and social workers in September 2001.


� DSHS Budget Division standard.
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