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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In March 2000, the Juvenile and Adult Court Programs Division of the Office of State Courts
Adminigrator (OSCA) determined that a workload study of multi-county circuit court operations was
needed to accurately determine the juvenile court’ s resource needs. OSCA subsequently contracted with
the Nationd Council on Crime and Ddlinquency (NCCD) to assst with design and implementation of the
study. NCCD has conducted over 80 similar workload studies for adult or juvenile corrections agencies

during the past decade. This report describes the study’ s design and reviews its findings.

BACKGROUND
Pursuant to the Juvenile Crime Bill of 1995, the State of Missouri recently adopted a risk
classfication system for ddinquent youth, which impacts workload. This classfication system has three
main components:
1 An actuaria risk assessment tool completed at an informa adjustment conference or
before adjudication that classfies youthinto three categories with high, moderate, or low

probabilities of re-offending;

2. A cdlassification matrix which recommends sanctions and service interventions gppropriate
to the youth’ srisk level and his or her most serious adjudicated offense; and

3. For youth placed under formal supervision, differentia contact stlandards associated with
eachrisk level. For ingtance, high risk youth are to be contacted by juvenile officers four
times per month versus one contact for alow risk youth or two for moderate risk youth.

In summary, arisk-basaed case management system estimates a youth's likelihood of continued

involvement in delinquent behavior and makes recommendations about the most gppropriate interventions

given the identified level of risk. Because objective assessment procedures such as Missouri’s risk
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assessment aremore accurate and reliable, they encourage more effectiveresource utilization (e.g., officers
gpending more time with youth with the highest risk of re-offending).

Actuarid risk assessment and the gpplication of differentid supervison contact standards based
upon risk classfication is part of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Ddlinquency Prevention’s (OJIDP)
Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders! Theface-to-face contacts
probation gaff are expected to have with a youth increase as the risk level increases, and thisinsures that
officers are spending more time with youthwith the highest risk of re-offending. In Missouri, for instance,
the monthly contact standard for alow risk youth is one, but high risk cases are expected to have four
contacts per month.

Juvenile Courts have limited staff resources for providing supervison and it makes sense to
supervise high risk offenders much more closdly than low risk offenders. This strategy is centrd to the
OJIDP Comprehensive Strategy and isbased on research studieswhich observed theimpact of supervision
on crimind behavior. These sudiesindicate that crimind activity among high risk cases may be reduced
by 50%if they are provided moreactive supervisioninvolving morefrequent contact by probation officers:
Consequently, effective matching of supervison leve to thejuvenile offender’ srisk of re-offending permits
courts to reduce crime and enhance public safety. However, thisresult can only be obtained if adequate
daff resources are available to provide an effective level of supervison. Consequently, workload studies

are critical in determining staff resource needs.

1 03DP, 1995.

2 Eisenberg, Michael and Gregory Markley, “Something Works in Community Supervision,” Federal
Probation, Vol. 51, No. 4, 1987. Baird, Heinz, and Bemus, “A Two-Y ear Follow-Up of the Wisconsin Case
Classification Project,” American Correctional Association Monograph (1981).
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OSCA’s Juvenile and Adult Court Programs Division, through the Risk Assessment Committee,
has only recently recommended tha the risk classfication and differentid supervison sysem be
implemented satewide. To date, ninecircuitshave formaly implemented it and 13 circuits haveinformaly
done s0.2 Implementation of the risk classification and corresponding differentiated contact standards
depends a great ded upon the staffing level. Officers cannot make the appropriate number of contacts
necessary to meet standards on cases unless they have a casdload of reasonable size. Thus, workload
impacts not only the implementation of Missouri’srisk classfication system but aso the effectiveness of a

court’ s intervention.

OBJECTIVES

Workload studiesconducted by NCCD for correctiona agenciesareprescriptive, or performance-
based. They are designed to estimate the number of direct service staff a court requires to effectively
perform its public misson, i.e,, preventing future juvenile ddinquency, and protecting the community.

This study incorporates service effectiveness into workload measurement by observing the time

daff required to serve a case according to the standards the Supreme Court has established to achieve
positive outcomes for youth and families. The three objectives of the workload study reflect thisfocuson
service effectiveness:

C Determine the number of deputy juvenile officers (DJOs) needed to conduct juvenileintake

screening and investigations and supervise youth on probation in a manner which meets
standards.

3 Informal implementation indicates adoption of the risk classification tool and associated standards as
practice guidelines, without formal training and implementation (including computer software) by state personnel.
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C Deveop an ongoing “workload accounting” system that will enable the OSCA to more
efficiently distribute its available resources and ensure equitable distribution of workload
across circuits.

C Describethe nature of ongoing intake, casedipostion, and supervison activities, including
where they take place, what activities consume adisproportionate amount of time, and the
amount of time required by travel, paperwork, €etc.

METHODOLOGY

A prescriptive, case-based research methodol ogy was employed in the conduct of thisstudy. For
example, the sudy estimated the number of hours an officer required to supervise a high risk case when
expected to make four face-to-face contacts with ayouth or parent each month. Consequently, thefocus
of the study is not the officer, but how much time an officer requiresto servea caseat a prescribed
standard.

The amount of time an officer needs to supervise acase or conduct an investigation according to
standardsisreferred to asa"workload value." During the workload study, officersrecorded the time they
spent serving asample of their active casesfor amonth, and workload vaues were estimated from sample
cases which met standards. The workload vaues derived from sample cases were then gpplied to the
entire multi-court caseload to estimate the number of staff the court needs to meet sandards on dl active
cases.

Theworkload study needed to measure the officer time necessary to serve or superviseacasefrom

intake screening to case termination. To accomplish this, the study classified cases by type and then

sampled cases of each type for observation during the study. This strategy makes it possible to obtain
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accurate workload vaue estimates for dl court case activity without unduly burdening officers. Officers

tracked their activities on a sample of the following case types?*

. Juvenile Supervision Cases: Includes any case opened for informd or formal supervison,
including intensive supervison cases. Both new cases and existing cases were sampled
snce the start of a case often involves different and sometimes more work than does an
exiging case. Officers recorded time spent supervising and serving sampled cases
throughout the two months of the studly.

. | ntake Screening and Case Processing: Includesdl work doneduring intake, from thetime
ayouth isreferred until acaseis opened or the referrd isrgected. These include intake
screening and forma or informa case processing.® Officers recorded time spent
completing these tasks from the time of assgnment to completion.

Cases were sampled using different methods, and tracked for different time periods as described

below:

. Ongoing cases were randomly sampled from each officer’s casdload listing and were
tracked from mid-September until mid-November 2000 (i.e., for two months).

. Intake and new cases were randomly sdected during the first month of the sudy. New
case times were tracked for 31 calendar days from the time of assgnment. Intake
screenings and formal/informal processing cases were tracked from assgnment until
completion of the task.

Supervisors were responsible for assigning sample cases, administering the workload study, and

monitoring time recording.

4 Informal adjustment cases with no supervision assigned were excluded. Intakes do not include cases
transferred from other counties; these transfer cases would be considered a supervision case under existing
workload definitions. Child welfare cases were included in the data collection but were not included in the workload
estimate because statewide practice standards are still being developed for this area of work.

® Informal case processing includes time spent preparing for and holding an informal adjustment

conference, while formal case processing includes preparing a petition and appearing in court, as necessary, until
final disposition isreached. For more information, refer to Appendix B.
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Workload data was collected from ten multi-county circuits from mid-September through mid-
November 2000. Sixty-nine officers participated. The study sample resulted in 177 intake case
observations (i.e., screening and forma/informa processing) and 513 observations of delinquency
supervision cases (both formal and informal)® Overal, 92.9% of the cases tracked met standards.’

Appendix A provides more detail about the sample.

DERIVATION OF WORKLOAD ESTIMATE

Workload isthe estimated number of staff hoursthe court requiresto meet standards on the cases
it currently serves each month. Thisis derived from multiplying the time estimates reviewed in the report
by the average number of casesthe court servesin atypica operating month. The workload estimate was
derived for the referra process and supervision of delinquency cases because performance sandards are
in place for cases of these types®

Table E1 reviews the estimated workload of the multi-county circuits for an average month. The
workload vaues (hours per month necessary to meet court standards) for each type of case are displayed

inthe second column of thetable. Thetable sthird column showsthe average number of casesactiveeach

6 For ongoing supervision cases, each month of case time recorded constitutes the standard observational
period during which case service standards may be applied.

’ Please note that officers were asked to meet standards on sampled cases if possible.
8 Monitori ng of child welfare cases was included during the data collection phase of the study. Since

standards are still in the devel opment phase for the monitoring of post-disposition child welfare cases, they were not
included in the workload estimate. This ensures that the workload estimate reflects the time needed in order to meet
standards for cases and referrals.
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month.° The total workload hours required to serve cases in the multi-county circuits in a manner that
meets current juvenile court sandards are computed in the far right column.

For example, screening areferrd to juvenile court intake has aworkload vaue of 2.1 hours based
upon study findings. During an average month in the preceding year, officers in the multi-county circuits
screened 3,296 referrdstojuvenileintake. Approximately 6,921.6 staff hours (3,296 referrals multiplied
by 2.1 hours per referral) would be required to meet standards for these intake cases.

The rest of the table shows the estimated monthly workload hoursfor referrds being informaly or
formally processed, and delinquency supervision cases. The tota workload for the multi-county circuits
is estimated at 29,899.3 hours per month.

To trandate workload into the estimated number of officers needed to meet demand, thisestimate
was divided by the number of hours an officer has availableto perform direct service activity (110.3 hours
per month) after subtracting average annud leave, sck leave, holiday time, etc. per month. The study
findings estimate that 271.1 officers would be required to meet the court’ s service ddivery standards for
the exigting casdoad.’® Since the current number of court direct service officers is 190.5, an additional

80.6 officers would be required to meet standards (a 42.3% increase from the existing staffing level).

% For new and ongoing cases, the average number of cases by type is based upon the actual number of
cases opened in the multi-county circuits at the end of each month, from August through December 2000 (based
upon a case count form submitted by each circuit at the end of each month). The number of screenings and casesin
processing is derived from Department of Y outh Services (DY S) statistics for 1999.

101t should be noted that this figure includes officers who perform referral/casework only (i.e., deputy

juvenile officers, Department of Family Services (DFS) liaisons, case aides, trackers, etc.). Supervisors and clerical
staff were not observed in this study and are not included in this workload estimate.
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TableE1l
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Egtimated Average Monthly Workload for Intake and Delinquency Supervision
Workload Average Total
Cas=Type Hours/Case Monthly Cases | Workload Hours
1. Delinquency and Child WelfareIntakes
Screening 21 3,296 6,921.6
Informal Processing 20 637 1,2740
Formal Processing 6.4 556 35584
Intake Average Workload Demand in Hours 11,754.0
2. Delinquency Case Supervision
Informal Cases 29 2,497 I 7,241.3
Formal Cases
Low Risk 22 314 690.8
Moderate Risk 36 429 15444
High Risk 7.0 292 2,044.0
Community-Based Intensive™ 7.0 476 33320
Unclassified 28 1,176 3,292.8
Supervision Average Workload Demand in Hours 18,145.3
Total Average Workload Demand in Hours Per Month 29,899.3
Total Direct Service Officers Required to Meet Workload Demand 2711
(based upon 110.3 staff hours available to perform direct casework)
Actual Direct Service Positions* 1905
Total Additional Direct Service OfficersRequired 80.6

I ——
* Actual positions filled as of 5/2001 survey of circuits. Some positions, such as trackers, may be grant funded as
opposed to state funded.

1 The minimum standard for community-based intensive supervision cases across circuits is the same as
that of high risk cases (four face-to-face contacts with the youth per month), therefore, the workload value for high
risk cases was applied for this case type. Most of the intensive supervision cases sampled for observation were also
high risk cases.
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Figure E1 provides a graphic display of the multi-county circuits current staff compared to the
number of staff the workload study estimated are required to meet court service ddivery sandards*2 As
mentioned previoudy, the workload study estimates an additional 80.6 officers are needed to meet the

circuits existing workload.

FHoure E1

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Officers Needed Compared to
Exigting Officers

2711

250

200

Existing Estimated
Direct Service Officers Direct Service Officers Needed

SUMMARY

The primary objectiveof thisworkload study wasto determinethe number of direct serviceofficers

needed by juvenile and family courts in the 35 multi-county circuits to conduct investigations and serve

2 often agencies require mandatory training for new staff, and thistraining will reduce their time available
to do investigate referrals or supervise cases.
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cases in a manner consistent with existing court standards. The method used was a precriptive, case-
based study, in which workload vaues are based upon cases that met standards according to supervisor
review.

Theworkload estimateisderived for caseand referrd typesfor which performance sandardshave
been adopted by the courts, which isthe intake and processing of delinquency and child welfare referrds
and the supervision of delinquency cases. Thisensuresthat the workload estimate reflects the time needed
in order to meet standards for cases of this type. OSCA is currently developing standards for the
monitoring of post-disposition child welfare cases, and therefore this type of work wasnot included in the

workload estimate. Once standards are in place, these cases will be included in workload estimates.

Comparison to Other Workload Studies

The workload vaues derived as aresult of the study are smilar to those obtained during studies
conducted by NCCD in other jurisdictions. Table E2 comparestheresulting workload va uesderived from
this study to those of other tudies in jurisdictions which use risk classfication and employ smilar
supervision contact standards. For example, high risk cases in each jurisdiction shown have a minimum
contact standard of four face-to-face contacts with the youth per month. Theworkload vauefor highrisk,
forma supervison casesin Missouri is 7.0 hours. The equivdent workload vauein Virginiais 6.3 hours,
8.8 hours in Oklahoma, and 7.0 hours in Maryland.

The workload vaues derived for the intake process are more difficult to compare, Since casetype
definitions (i.e., what work isinvolved in screening or referra processing) vary between jurisdictions. As
mentioned previoudy, Missouri’ s study looked at intake in two stages. screening (receipt of areferrd and

determining whether or not and how to process it) and case processing (as either a formd or informal
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case). The study in Oklahoma did not separate out the screening process from the rest of the intake

process, but did separate court processing from all other intake processing. Despite these differences,

Missouri’ s intake workload values are amilar to those of Oklahoma's. The workload vaue in Missouri

for screening is 2.1 hours, while the value for intake processng in Oklahomaiis 2.8 hours. Other states

have somewhat lower intake times. Maryland' stimeis 1.4 and Virginia sis1.3. Theworkload valuefor

formal, court processing in Missouri is 6.4 hours, compared to 7.0 hours in Oklahoma, 8.1 in Maryland,

and 6.9in Virginia Overdl, theintake processng times observed here are smilar to those found in other

juvenile agencies.

TableE2

Comparison of Missouri Juvenile Officer Workload Valueswith
Other Jurisdictions

Note: All studieswere conducted by NCCD.
*Detention screening time for Virginia, Maryland, and Alaska.

** Pre-disposition processing for Virginia, Oklahoma, and Maryland.
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Minimum Oklahoma
Monthly Missouri Virginia Youth Maryland Alaska Youth
Faceto-Face 2001 (2001 Probation Probation Services
Contacts Egtimates Prelim.) (1992) (1991) (1987)
Supervision Case Type
Intensive 8 N/A 111 N/A N/A N/A
High 4 7.0 6.3 88 7.0 N/A
Medium 2 3.6 38 41 4.6 56
Low 1 22 24 29 26 30
Screening and Intake
Screening/Detention Screening* 21 13 28 14 15
Intake Processing N/A N/A N/A 33
Informal Processing 20
Formal Processing ** 6.4 6.9 7.0 81 N/A

X



Impact of Risk Classification on Workload Estimates

This study estimates workload for the multi-county circuits. Based upon the time needed to serve
intakeand supervision casesaccording to juvenile court tandardsand thevolume of casestypicaly served,
the multi-county circuits need an additiona 80.6 direct service gtaff in order to meet standards for the
current average casdoad. Thisestimate does not include clerica staff or supervisors. These postionsare

typicaly requested as a proportion of the staff who perform direct supervision tasks.
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INTRODUCTION

In March 2000, the Juvenile and Adult Court Programs Divison of the Office of State Courts
Adminigrator (OSCA) determined that a workload study of multi-county circuit court operations was
needed to accurately determinethe resource needs of thejuvenilescourts. OSCA subsequently contracted
with the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to assst with design and implementation
of the study. NCCD has conducted over 80 smilar workload studies for adult or juvenile corrections

agencies during the past decade. This report describes the study’ s design and reviews its findings.

. BACKGROUND
Pursuant to the Juvenile Crime Bill of 1995, the State of Missouri recently adopted a risk
classfication system for delinquent youth, which impacts workload. This classification system has three
main components.
1. An actuarid risk assessment tool completed at an informa adjustment conference or
before adjudication that classfies youth into three categories with high, moderate, or low

probabilities of re-offending;

2. A classfication matrix which recommends sanctions and service interventions gppropriate
to the youth’ srisk level and his or her most serious adjudicated offense; and

3. For youth placed under forma supervison, differentid contact sandards associated with
eachrisk level. For ingdance, high risk youth are to be contacted by juvenile officers four
times per month versus one contact for alow risk youth or two for moderate risk youth.

In summary, arisk-based case management system estimates a youth's likelihood of continued

involvement in delinquent behavior and makes recommendations about the most gppropriate interventions

given the identified leve of risk.
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Hidoricdly, risk assessment was an informa and highly discretionary procedure performed by
individud probation officers who had different levels of experience and could apply very different
assessment criteria when making the assessment.  Informal assessment procedures have been criticized
because they frequently lead to case decisonsthat are : 1) wrong, 2) inconsstent, 3) inequitable, and 4)
lacking in accountability because the assessment criteriaemployed in decision making are unknown (Baird
1984; Clear 1988; Glaser 1987). Informal assessment procedures may aso result in the mis-alocation of
scarce agency resources by falling to assgn youth to the gppropriate supervision leve or intervention
program. Low risk offenders, for ingtance, should not be placed on intensive supervison, and high risk
cases should not be assigned to informa probation. Because objective assessment procedures are more
accurate and reliable, they encourage more effective resource utilization.

Actuarid risk assessment instruments, suchasMissouri’ s, aredevel oped by examiningthestatistica
rel ationships between youth characteristics and recidivism within a specified follow-up period (such as 12
months). The likelihood that a youth will commit another delinquent offenseis estimated using outcomes
observed for cases with Smilar characteristics during a previous period (Baird 1984; Wagner 1992).
Typicdly, actuarid risk assessment will accurately identify high risk casesthat are three or four times more
likdy to commit a new offense than low risk cases. The use of risk assessment enables agencies to: 1)
make decisonstha are more reliable, condgtent, and vdid; and 2) more efficiently alocate limited system
resources by targeting the most intensive interventions on the most serious, violent, and chronic offenders.
Ultimately, thegod of risk assessment isto provide greater public safety by moreaccurately identifying high

risk offenders and focusing resources on them.
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Actuarid risk assessment and the application of differentia supervison contact standards based
upon risk classfication is part of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Ddlinquency Prevention’s (OJIDP)
Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders.™

Asmentioned previoudy, the benefit of risk classfication isthe ability to focus resources on youth
who aremogt likely to re-offend. Juvenile Courtshavelimited staff resourcesfor providing supervison and
it makes sense to supervise high risk offenders much more closaly than low risk offenders. This Strategy
is centrd to the OJIDP Comprehensve Strategy and is based on research studies which observed the
impact of supervison on crimind behavior. These sudies indicate that crimina activity among high risk
casesmay bereduced by 50%if they are provided more active supervisoninvolving morefrequent contact
by probation officers.** Consequently, effectivematching of supervisionleve to thejuvenile offender’ srisk
of re-offending permits courts to reduce crime and enhance public safety. However, this result can only
be obtained if adequate staff resources are available to provide an effective level of supervison to
offenders. Consequently, workload studies are critica in determining staff resource needs.

OSCA’s Juvenile and Adult Court Programs Division, through the Risk Assessment Committee
has only recently recommended tha the risk classfication and differentid supervison system be
implemented statewide. To date, nine circuits have formadly implemented it and 13 circuits haveinformaly
implemented it.™> Implementation of the risk dasdfication and corresponding differentiated contact

standards depends a great ded upon the staffing level. Officers cannot make the number of contacts

13 01IDP, 1995.

14 Eisenberg, Michael and Gregory Markley, “Something Works in Community Supervision,” Federal
Probation, Vol. 51, No. 4, 1987. Baird, Heinz, and Bemus, “A Two-Y ear Follow-Up of the Wisconsin Case
Classification Project,” American Correctional Association Monograph (1981).

B Informal implementation indicates adoption of the risk classification tool and associated court standards
as practice guidelines, without formal training and implementation (including computer software) by state personnel.
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necessary to meet standards on cases unless they have casdloads of reasonable size. Thus, workload
impacts not only theimplementation of Missouri’ srisk classfication system but dso the effectiveness of the

court’ s intervention.

[11.  OBJECTIVES
Workload studiesconducted by NCCD for correctiona agenciesareprescriptive, or performance-
based. They are designed to estimate the number of direct service officersacourt requiresto effectively
perform its public misson, i.e., preventing future juvenile delinquency, and protecting the community.
Thisstudy incorporatesserviceeffectivenessinto workload measurement by observing thetime staff
required to serve a case according to the standards the Supreme Court has established to achieve postive

outcomes for youth and families. The three objectives of the workload study reflect thisfocus on service

effectiveness:

C Determine thenumber of direct service officersneeded to conduct juvenileintake screening
and investigations, serve child welfare cases, and supervise youth on probation in amanner
which meets court standards.

C Develop an ongoing “workload accounting” system that will enable the OSCA to more
efficiently digtribute its available resources and ensure equitable ditribution of personne
across circuits.

C Describethe nature of ongoingintake, casedigpogtion, and supervison activities, including
wherethey take place, what activities consume adisproportionate amount of time, and the
amount of time required by travel, paperwork, etc.

V.  METHODOLOGY
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A prescriptive, case-based research methodol ogy was employed in the conduct of thisstudy. For
example, the sudy estimated the number of hours an officer required to supervise a high risk case when
expected to make four face-to-face contacts with ayouth or parent each month. Consequently, the focus
of the study is not the officer, but how much time an officer requiresto servea caseat a prescribed
standard.

The amount of time an officer needs to supervise acase or conduct an investigation according to
standardsisreferred to asa"workload value." During the workload study, officersrecorded the time they
spent serving asample of their active casesfor amonth, and workload va ues were estimated from sample
cases which met standards. The workload vaues derived from sample cases were then gpplied to the

entire court caseload to estimate the number of staff needed to meet standards on dl active cases.

V. CONDUCT OF THE WORKLOAD STUDY

InMarch 2000, NCCD, OSCA gaff, and select juvenile court staff beganto desgnthestudy. The
planning group conssted of management, supervisory, and line staff, representing both urban and rurd
circuits. The planning group met on three different occasonsfor one-day planning sessons. Theseforma
meetings were supplemented by informa contacts between group members and NCCD. The planning
group asssted in the design and implementation of the study, and were a critica resource which helped
insure the vaidity and reliability of the study.

The study sample consisted of ten multi-county circuits Stratified by region and size of circuit.2®
Together, the sample represented 41% of the previous year’ sreferrdsto dl multi-county circuits. Three

of thecircuitshad formaly and onehad informal ly implemented therisk classification system and risk-based

16 The sampled circuits were 5, 10, 13, 20, 26, 27, 33, 35, 36, and 37.
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contact sandards. Six circuits had not implemented the system and their cases were unclassified. All
officers in the sampled circuits participated in a workload training sesson held in September 2000, and
recorded time spent serving sample cases under actud field conditions between mid-September and mid-

November 2000.

A. Sdection of Casesfor Study
Theworkload study needed to measure the officer time necessary to serve or superviseacasefrom
intake screening to case termination. To accomplish this, the study classified cases by type and then
sampled cases of each type for observation during the study. This strategy makes it possible to obtain
accurate workload vaue estimates for al court case activity without unduly burdening officers. Officers
tracked their activities on a sample of the following case types?’
. Juvenile Supervison Cases: Includes any case opened for informa or forma supervision,
including intengve supervison cases. Both new cases and existing cases were sampled
snce the sart of a case often involves different and sometimes more work than does an

existing case. Officers recorded time spent supervisng and serving sampled cases
throughout the two months of the studly.

. Child Welfare Cases: Includes child abusa/neglect and other child welfare'® casesassigned
to juvenile officers or Divison of Family Services (DFS) liason officers.  As with
supervision cases, both new cases and existing cases were sampled.

. | ntake Screening and Case Processing: Includesal work doneduring intake, from thetime
ayouth isreferred until acaseis opened or the referrd isrgected. These include inteke

7 \nformal adjustment cases with no supervision assigned were excluded. Intakes do not include cases

transferred from other counties; these transfer cases would be considered a supervision case under existing
workload definitions.

18 « Other child welfare” cases (informal or formal) refer to child protection cases that do not result from
allegations of child maltreatment, such as cases opened in relation to custody issues or adult abuse.
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screening and forma or informa case processing.’®  Officers recorded time spent
completing these tasks from the time of assgnment to completion.

Cases were sampled using different methods, and tracked for different time periods as described

below:

. Ongoing cases were randomly sampled from each officer’s casdoad listing and were
tracked from mid-September until mid-November 2000 (i.e., for two months).

. Intake and new cases were randomly selected during the first month of the sudy. New
case times were tracked for 31 calendar days from the time of assgnment. Intake
screenings and formd/informa processing cases were tracked from assgnment until
completion of the task.

Supervisors were responsible for assgning sample cases, adminigtering the workload study, and

monitoring time recording.

B. Workload Study Participants

Virtudly dl line gaff from the sampled circuits wereinvolved in the workload study. Each officer
and DFS liaison officers recorded time he or she spent (including travel) serving asample of cases. Time
spent in generd case support and non case-related administrative activitieswas aso recorded. Supporting
daff such as trackers, interns, and case aides, dso recorded time they spent assisting the officer with a
sampled case. Clerica staff, detention staff, socid workers, police, judges, and specidized program staff
were not involved in the sudy. Though supervisors helped implement the workload study data collection,

they did not record time spent during the study.

19 Informal case processing includes time spent preparing for and holding an informal adjustment
conference, while formal case processing includes preparing a petition and appearing in court, as necessary, until
final disposition isreached. For more information, refer to Appendix B.
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C. Juvenile Court Service Standards

The purpose of the study was to determine the time required to supervise and serve cases or
conduct investigationsat prescribed minimum levelsof service. Thestandardsapplied for eachtypeof case
were those approved by the Supreme Court. For cases classified by risk, standards varied by risk level.
Unclassfied cases dso had aminimum standard applied. Specific juvenile court contact standards, case
sarvice, and documentation proceduresfor the varioustypes of cases Sudied are detailed in Appendix B.

In order to develop the workload values (i.e., the estimate of the average time necessary to meet
or exceed sandards), the andyss used data only from those cases in which standards were met or

exceeded. Juvenile officerswere askedto meet the sandards for the sample supervision and intake cases

they were asked to track during thestudy, if possible, giventheir responsbility for other cases. Supervisors

reviewed the sampled cases and indicated whether or not standards had been met for each case.

VI.  WORKLOAD STUDY RESULTS

Workload data was collected from ten multi-county circuits from mid-September through mid-
November 2000. Sixty-nine officers participated. The study sample resulted in 177 intake case
observations (i.e., screening and forma/informa processing), 513 observations of delinquency supervision
cases (both forma and informal), and 154 observations of child welfare cases®® Overal, 92.9% of the

cases tracked met standards.? Appendix A provides more detail about the sample.

2 For ongoing supervision and child welfare cases, each month of case time recorded constitutes the
standard observational period during which case service standards may be applied.

2L please note that officers were asked to meet standards on sampled cases if possible.
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A. Time Estimates for Cases Which Met Standards

Table 1 and Figure 1 show the average time recorded by officers (the workload val ues) for cases
that met juvenile court standards.?? For example, officers needed 2.1 hours on average to appropriately
screen ajuvenile intake and 2.9 hours per month to meet standards for the average informa supervision
case.

The average case times reflect the nature of the work performed. Only 2.0 hours, on average,
were necessary to process areferra as an informa case, but formal processing of cases, which includes
preparation of a petition, other court documents, and court hearings, required 6.4 hours.

Thisrelationship between average times and the nature of thework isa so apparent for supervison
cases. Informa supervison casesrequire oneface-to-face contact per month with the child and family and
2.9 hourswere needed to meet that standard. Low risk formal casesalso require oneface-to-face contact,
and officers spent an average of 2.2 hours meeting that sandard. High risk cases have a more rigorous
supervisonstandard and, therefore, take moretimeto supervise; the monthly standard isfour face-to-face
contacts and, on average, 7.0 hours were needed to supervise juveniles at thet level. High risk juveniles
are most likely to commit another offense and the juvenile court adopted the risk-based supervison
standard to focusintervention effortsonthese cases. It must beexpected that these casestake more officer
time. Moderate risk cases are contacted twice amonth and officers spent gpproximately 3.6 hours each
month serving them. Officers spent an average of 2.8 hours per month on unclassified forma supervision

cases.

22 Asnoted previously, supervisors reviewed cases and time recording forms and indicated whether or not
standards were met.
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Child welfare cases were dso studied. Officers spent an average of 5.6 hours per month on new
cases which involved considerable investigation and court work when the case entered the court system.
Ongoing child welfare cases required 2.6 hours which is very smilar to the time reported for informa

SUpervison cases.

Tablel

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Egtimated Hoursto Meet Standards by Case Type

Cases That Met Standards

Sample Case Type Avg. Hrs. N
Delinquency and Child Welfare I ntake Processing
Screening 21 74
Informal Processing 20 1
Formal Processing 6.4 53
Supervision Cases
Informal Cases 29 125
Formal Cases
Low Risk 22 65
Moderate Risk 36 110
High Risk 70 83
Unclassified 28 86
Child Welfare
New 5.6 19
Ongoing 2.6 128

e ———— 1
Note:  For intake processing, the time indicated is the average hours needed to process the intake of that type. For

supervision and child welfare cases, thetimeisthe average hours needed per month to serve acase of thetype
indicated.
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Fgure 1
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study

Estimated Hours per Case Type
for Cases that Met Standards

INTAKE
Screening
Informal Processing
Formal Processing
SUPERVISION
Informal
Formal - Low Risk
Formal - Moderate Risk
Formal - High Risk
Formal - Unclassified
CHILD WELFARE
New
Ongoing : 2.6
0 2 4 6 8

Average Hours
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B. Officer Time Available

In Missouri, the typica full-time officer is paid for 173.3 hours each month, or 2,080 hours each
year. Sick leave, vacation, and holiday leave significantly reduce these available work hours. Based upon
state and samplecircuit administrative records, officersaverage 10.6 hours of vacation/personnd leave per
month, 5.3 hours of sick leave, 8.7 hours of holiday leave, and three hours of training per month. Officers
are not available to supervise youth or conduct investigations when they are on leave or in training (see
Table 2).

Although officers spend most of ther time performing intake tasks and supervising the cases
assigned to them, they dso perform avariety of generd case support and administrative taskswhich reduce
the time they have to serve cases they are assigned.

In generd, officer case support time is essentid to the court’s public protection mission because
it supports the effective functioning of the juvenile court’s direct service programs, but cannot be related
to a particular case assigned to an officer. The time officers spend in unit case saffings or case training,
for ingance, may help them serve and supervise youth more effectively but cannot be assgned to a
particular case. Other case support activities include assisting other officers with their cases, performing
on-call or group supervison duties, and performing other case-related work. AsTable 2 indicates, officers
currently spend an estimated 17.6 hours each month performing these kind of case support activities.

Adminidrative time includes activities indirectly reated to client services such as administrative
meetings, coordinating with community service providers, serving on court or community task forces,
providing public information about juvenile delinquency to community organizations or other forms of
community work, preparing of staff surveys, completing travel claims, work safety, personnel devel opment

traning, etc. Officers spend an average of 17.9 hours per month performing work activities of this nature.
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After subtracting the hours that officers are not available, an officer has an average of 110.3 hours per

month to perform the direct service tasks which are essentid to the court’s mission (see the bottom row

of Table 2).
Table2
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Hours Available for Officers

Total Work Hours Per Month® 173.3
Average Leave Used 10.6
Average Sick Leave Used 53
Average Allotted Holiday Leave (13 days per year) 87
Average Training Time 30

Monthly Hours Available to Officers by Policy 145.8
Case Support Time 176
Administrative Time 179

Monthly Hours Available to Officers 110.3

The time officers spent providing support for cases assgned to other officers or performing
adminidrative taskswas estimated by recording these activitiesduring thetwo-month study. Table 3 shows
the type of case support and adminidtrative work performed and the average amount of time spent by
officers by task. Of case support work performed, officers spent an average of 6.7 hours doing on-call
work, 4.5 hours in case staffing or consultations, 1.7 hours covering for another officer, and an additiona

4.7 hours in other case support activities.

23 Averages are based upon data received by the ten sampled circuits, with the exception of allotted
holiday leave (which came from OSCA). In most cases, data was provided for a one-year period, which was then
divided by 12 months to obtain the average per month. Regarding vacation leave, OSCA allots 10-14 hours of
vacation per month, based upon an officer’s number of years of service. The estimate for vacation time is based
upon time used rather than allotted because the information was more readily available. The averages for leave used
and sick leave used are based upon nine circuits.
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Of the 17.9 hours officers spent performing adminigirative tasks, most of the time (11.0 hours)
involved court or community task forces or meetings. An additiona 2.2 hours were spent on public

information and 4.7 on generd adminigrative work (time sheets, travel clams, administrative meetings,

etc.).
Table3
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Time Spent Per Month Performing Case Support and Administrative Work
Hours Per cent of Total Time
Case Support Time 17.6 10.1%
Case Staffing/Consulting 45 2.6%
Substitute Coverage 17 1.0%
On-Call Work 6.7 3.9%
Other Case Support* 47 2.7%
Adminigtrative Time 17.9 10.3%
Court or Community Tasks Forces/M eetings/Consultants 110 6.3%
Public Information in Community Work 22 1.3%
Other Non-Case Administrative Work* 4.7 2.7%

I ————————————————
Note: The above estimates are based upon 134 observations of case support and administrative work performed by staff
during amonth (69 workers during the first month of the study and 65 workers during the second month of the study).
Percentages are based upon 173.3 hours available per month per officer.

* See Appendix C for examples.

24 Examples of other case support and other administrative work noted by officers are shown in Appendix

0
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C. Derivation of Workload Estimate
Workload isthe estimated number of staff hoursthe court requiresto meet standards on the cases
it currently serves eech month. This is derived from multiplying the time estimates reviewed above (the

workload vauesin Table 1) by the average number of casesthe court servesin atypical operating month.

The workload estimate was derived for thereferral process and supervision of delinquency cases
because performance standards are in place for cases of these types. Since standards are ill in the
development phasefor the monitoring of post-digposition child welfare cases, they were not included in the
workload estimate. This ensures that the workload estimate reflects the time needed in order to meet
standards for cases and referrals.

Table 4 reviews the estimated workload of the multi-county circuits for an average month. The
workload vaues (hours per month necessary to meet court standards) for each type of case are displayed
inthe second column of thetable. Thetabl€e sthird column showsthe average number of casesactiveeach
month.? The total workload hours required to serve cases in the multi-county circuits in a manner that
meets current juvenile court sandards are computed in the far right column.

For example, screening areferrd to juvenile court intake standard has a workload vaue of 2.1
hours based upon study findings. During an average month in the preceding year, officers in the multi-
county circuits screened 3,296 referrds. Approximately 6,921.6 staff hours (3,296 referrals multiplied by

2.1 hours per referra) would be required to meet standards for the intake of these cases.

2 For new and ongoing cases, the average number of cases by typeis based upon the actual number of
cases opened in the multi-county circuits at the end of each month, from August through December 2000 (based
upon a case count form submitted by each circuit at the end of each month). The number of screenings and casesin
processing is derived from DY S statistics for 1999.
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The rest of the table shows the estimated monthly workload hoursfor referrds being informaly or
formally processed, and delinquency supervison cases. The total workload for the multi-county circuits

is estimated at 29,899.3 hours per month.

Table4
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Average Monthly Workload for I ntake and Ddlinquency Supervision
Workload Average Total
CaseType Hourg/Case Monthly Cases Workload Hours
1. Ddinquency and Child Welfare Intakes
Screening 21 3,296 6,921.6
Informal Processing 20 637 12740
Formal Processing 6.4 556 35584
Intake Average Workload Demand in Hours 11,754.0
2. Déinquency Case Supervision
Informal Cases 29 2,497 I 7,241.3
Formal Cases
Low Risk 22 314 690.8
Moderate Risk 36 429 15444
High Risk 7.0 292 2,0440
Community-Based Intensive?® 7.0 476 33320
Unclassified 28 1,176 3,292.8
Supervision Average Workload Demand in Hours 18,145.3
Total Average Workload Demand in Hours Per Month 29,899.3

26 The minimum standard for community-based intensive supervision cases across circuits is the same as
that of high risk cases (four face-to-face contacts with the youth per month), therefore, the workload value for high
risk cases was applied for this case type. Most of the intensive supervision cases sampled for observation were al so
high risk cases.
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D. Estimated Staff Needed to Meet Workload Demand

Table 5 estimatesthe number of direct service officers needed to meet the estimated workload, and
compares that number to the number of existing officers. The previous table showed that the tota
workload for themulti-county circuitsisestimated at 29,899.3 hours per month. Thisestimatewasdivided
by the number of hours an officer has avaladle to perform direct service activity (110.3 hours per month,
see Table2). Thestudy findings estimatethat 271.1 officerswould be required to meet the court’ sservice
ddlivery sandardsfor the existing casdload.?” Since the current number of direct service officersis 190.5,

anadditiond 80.6 officerswould berequired to meet standards (a42.3% increase from the existing saffing

leve).
Table5
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Average Monthly Workload Demand and Number of Staff Needed
for Intake and Delinquency Supervision
Total Average Workload Demand in Hours Per Month (from Table 3) 29,899.3
Total Direct Service Officers Required to Meet Workload Demand 2711
(based upon 110.3 staff hours available to perform direct casework)
Actual Direct Service Positions* 1905
Total Additional Direct Service Officers Required 80.6

I e —————
*Actual positions filled as of 5/2001 survey of circuits. Some positions, such as trackers, may be grant funded as
opposed to state funded.

27|t should be noted that thisfigure includes officers who perform referral/casework only (i.e., deputy
juvenile officers, DFS liaisons, case aides, trackers, etc.). Supervisors and clerical staff were not observed in this
study and are not included in this workload estimate.
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Figure 2 provides a graphic diplay of the multi-county circuits existing staff compared to the
number of staff the workload study estimated are required to meet court service deivery sandards. As
mentioned previoudy, theworkload study estimatesan additiona 80.6 staff are needed to meet thecircuits

existing workload.

Figure 2

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Officers Needed Compared to
Exigting Officers

2711

250

200

Existing Estimated
Direct Service Officers Direct Service Officers Needed

Vil. SUMMARY

The primary objectiveof thisworkload study wasto determinethe number of direct serviceofficers
needed by juvenile and family courts in the 35 multi-county circuits to conduct investigations and serve

cases in a manner consgtent with juvenile court sandards. The method used was a precriptive, case-
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based study, in which workload values are based upon cases that met standards according to supervisor
review.

Theworkload estimateisderived for caseand referrd typesfor which performance sandardshave
been adopted by the courts, which isthe intake and processing of ddinquency and child welfare referrds
and the supervison of delinquency cases. Thisensuresthat the workload estimate reflectsthe time needed
in order to meet standards for cases of this type. OSCA is currently developing standards for the
monitoring of post-disposition child welfare cases, and therefore this type of work was not included in the

workload estimate. Once standards are in place, these cases will be included in workload estimates.

A. Comparison to Other Workload Studies

The workload vaues derived as aresult of the study are smilar to those obtained during studies
conducted by NCCD in other jurisdictions. Table 6 comparesthe resulting workload vauesderived from
this study to those of other udies in jurisdictions which use risk classfication and employ smilar
supervision contact sandards. For example, high risk cases in each jurisdiction shown have a minimum
contact standard of four face-to-face contacts with the youth per month. Theworkload vauefor highrisk,
forma supervison casesin Missouri is 7.0 hours. The equivaent workload vauein Virginiais 6.3 hours,
8.8 hours in Oklahoma, and 7.0 hours in Maryland.

The workload vaues derived for the intake process are more difficult to compare, Since casetype
definitions (i.e., what work isinvolved in screening or referrd processing) vary between jurisdictions. As
mentioned previoudy, Missouri’ s study looked at intake in two stages. screening (receipt of areferrd and
determining whether or not and how to process it) and case processing (as either aforma or informal

case). The study in Oklahoma did not separate out the screening process from the rest of the intake
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process, but did separate court processing from all other intake processing. Despite these differences,

Missouri’ s intake workload values are Smilar to those of Oklahoma's. The workload value in Missouri

for screening is 2.1 hours, while the value for intake processing in Oklahomaiis 2.8 hours. Other states

have somewhat lower intake times. Maryland' stimeis1.4 and Virginia sis1.3. Theworkload vaue for

formal, court processing in Missouri is 6.4 hours, compared to 7.0 hours in Oklahoma, 8.1 in Maryland,

and 6.9in Virginia. Overdl, the intake processing times observed here are Smilar to those found in other

juvenile agencies.

Table6

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Comparison of Missouri Juvenile Officer Workload Valueswith

Other Jurisdictions

Note: All studieswere conducted by NCCD.
*Detention screening time for Virginia, Maryland, and Alaska.

** Pre-disposition processing for Virginia, Oklahoma, and Maryland.
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Minimum Oklahoma
Monthly Missouri Virginia Youth Maryland Alaska Youth
Faceto-Face 2001 (2001 Probation Probation Services
Contacts Egtimates Prelim.) (1992) (1991) (1987)
Supervision Case Type
Intensive 8 N/A 111 N/A N/A N/A
High 4 7.0 6.3 88 7.0 N/A
Medium 2 3.6 38 41 46 5.6
Low 1 22 24 29 26 30
Screening and Intake
Screening/Detention Screening* 21 13 28 14 15
Intake Processing N/A N/A N/A 33
Informal Processing 20
Formal Processing ** 6.4 6.9 7.0 81 N/A
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As was the case with the workload vaues, the average time available for Missouri’s juvenile
officersis ds0 in line with the results found in NCCD gudies of other juvenile judtice agencies. Time
avalability findings ranged from alow of 104.2 hours in Rhode Idand to a high of 125 hours in Indiana,
with values close to Missouri’s in other states (115.4 hours in Oklahoma, 118 hours in Maryland, 119

hoursin Alaska, and 111.8 hoursin Virginia).

B. Risk Classification and Workload Estimates

Thefollowing tableillustrateshow risk classification and the associated contact Sandards can affect
workload estimates. Table 7 shows that for the 1,035 formal cases supervised using the low, moderate,
or high risks sandards, the total workload per month is 4,279.2 hours. Assuming that the same 1,035
cases were supervised using an unclassified standard, the workload vaue estimated is 2.8 hours, and the
estimated workload is only 2,898 hours. Consequently, classifying these cases by risk and gpplying the
differential contact standards requires 12.5 additiona officer positions ([4,279.2 hrs- 2,898 hrs=1,381.2

hrs] / 110.3 per officer).

Table7

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Missouri Formal Supervision
Comparison of Risk Classified and Unclassified Workload

Workload Average Total

Case Type Hours/Case Monthly Cases | Workload Hours
Ddinquency Formal Supervision

Low Risk 22 314 690.8

Moderate Risk 36 429 15444

High Risk 70 292 2,044.0
Risk Classified Workload Demand 1,035 4,279.2
Unclassified Workload Demand 2.8 1,035 2,898.0
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This study estimates workload for the combined multi-county circuits including those that have
implemented the risk classification system and those that have not. Based upon the time needed to serve
intakeand supervision casesaccording to juvenile court tandardsand thevolume of casestypicaly served,
the multi-county circuits need an additiona 80.6 direct service gtaff in order to meet standards for the
current average casdload. If dl the circuits adopted risk-based supervision standards, an additional 14.2
gtaff would be required to meet the higher standards?® This estimate does not include dlerica taff or

SUPErVISors.

C. Impact of Capacity and Peak Service Periods

The workload estimates shown for each service areaare based on average monthly case ectivity.
The demand for intakes and investigation of referrds, however, fluctuates from month to month. Periods
of peak service demand will range above the estimates shown previoudy and require more staff time.
While it is difficult to estimate an ided saffing level because periods of high demand may be met by

overtime or staff re-deployment, it isimportant to note that more staff timeis required to meet sandards

during peak periods.

D. Summary
Workload estimates should reflect the policies and priorities of the court. The workload vaues

resulting from this study enable an ongoing assessment of workload as policies change and as the number

2 Thisis estimated based upon the 47.7% increase in staff as aresult of calculationsin Table 7
(1,381.2/2,898 = .477). The average monthly workload for unclassified formal supervision casesis 3,292.8 hours (see
Table 4), and an application of a47.7% increase resultsin an additional 14.2 staff ([3292.8*.4777=1570.7] /110.3=14.2).
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of referrals and open supervision cases change. The vaues can be used to assess not only overdl court
workload but dso unit and individud officer workloads. Applyingtheworkload vauestoindividud officers
can guide future case assgnments, or guide decisions about specidized casdoads.

It isimportant to note that this workload estimate does not include clerica, administrative support
deff, or supervisors. Thesepostionsaretypicaly requested asaproportion of the staff who perform direct

supervison tasks.

VIII. DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICER TIME

A secondary purpose of the workload study wasto provide information about how officers spend
time doing casawork. The following figures review officer time recorded for cases that met standards by
the nature of the work performed.?®

All circuit gaff involved in direct casework recorded time spent on sampled cases. Staff such as
case ads, trackers, and placement coordinators are referred to as support staff. Figure 3 shows that
officers who were primarily responsible for the case account for the mgority of time spent on supervison
cases. High risk cases have the highest proportion (35%) of support aff. Intakes (screening and referrd
processng) had minima support staff time indicated and child welfare cases had no support staff time

indicated, and therefore are not shown.

2 Appendix A provides more detailed information of time spent by method and activity.
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Figure 3

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Worker Type for Supervision Cases
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Note: Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.

Figures 4 and 5 show time spent on cases by the nature of officers work; whether they were
involved in a case activity, traveling, or waiting for someonerelated to the case. Acrossall casetypes, the

mgority of officer time was spent on activities as opposed to travel or waiting.
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Figure4

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Digtribution of Time by Method of Work

100%
90% 91%

80% |- 11% 11% 76%

60% |-

40% |-

20% |- 16% 8% 1%

5% 394 6% 5% %
0%
Screening Informal Formal Informal Child Welfare
Processing Processing  Supervision Cases

mActivity CmTravel @Waiting

Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.

Figure5
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Method of Work for
Formal Supervision Cases
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Note: Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.
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Figures 6 and 7 break out time spent on cases by the method of contact. With the exception of

forma case processng, more than haf of the time spent on acaseinvolved face-to-face contact (i.e., with

the youth or family, other departmentd Steff, etc.).

Figure 6

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Method of Contact
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Figure 7

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Method of Contact for
Formal Supervison Cases
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Note: Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.

Figures 8 and 9 show case time by the person contacted (using any method). For supervison

cases, staff gpent between 34% and 47% of their time with the youth (with or without others present), 14%
to 20% with the youth and the parents, and an additiona 11% to17% with the parent but not the youth (see
Figure 9). Child wefare cases have the highest proportion of time spent with others, which is expected
given that court personnd monitor rather than directly serve these cases. Referras being processed into
forma cases have the least proportion of contact with others, which may be a function of preparing a

petition and other court materias.
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Figure 8

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Person Contacted
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Note: Others (such as attorneys, other agency staff, etc.) may or may not have been part of contacts with youth, youth and
parent, and parent without youth. Percentages may sum to dightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.

Figure9

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Time by Person Contacted
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Note: Others (such as attorneys, other agency staff, etc.) may or may not have been part of contacts with youth, youth and
parent, and parent without youth. Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than 100% due to rounding error.
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Table 8 reviews the average number of face-to-face contacts recorded for sample cases by the
typeof supervisoncases. Informa supervision caseshad an average of 2.4 contactswith the youth without
a parent present, and an average 1.2 contacts with the youth and parents. As expected, the average
number of contacts for supervison casesincreases asrisk level increases. A forma low risk case had an
average of 2.0 contacts with youth, while high risk cases had an average 5.1 contacts with youth. Given
theseaverages, sandardswere exceeded for somecases. Thisisexpected, since officers spend moretime

on youth or families that have a crigs, which can occur with any youth at any risk level.

Table8
Average Number of Face-to-Face Contacts by Supervision Case Typefor
Casesthat Met Standards
Supervision Aver age Contacts Average Contactswith
Cas=Type N with Youth Youth and Parent
Informal 125 24 12
Formal
Low Risk 65 20 0.8
Moderate Risk 110 35 10
High Risk 83 51 17
Unclassified 86 23 0.7

e —
Note: Others(such asattorneys, other court staff, etc.) may or may not have been part of contactswith youth or contacts
with youth and parent.

The preceding information reviewed the nature of work performed for casesthat met standards.
The dataindicate that officers spend the mgority of their time on case-related activities, and in contact with

youth and/or family members.

30" Asmentioned previously, officers were asked to meet standards for sampled cases during the study
when possible.
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TablesAland A2 review the observations made during the study for each study casetype (based
upon asdtratified random sample selected), and what proportion met standards based upon a supervisor's
review of the work performed and tracked. For example, during the course of the study, 94 screenings
of an intake were randomly sampled and tracked from start to completion. Of the 94 screeningstracked,
92, or 97.9%, met standards based upon asupervisor’ sreview. Of forma supervision cases, 469 of 513

(91.4%) met standards (not shown). Overal, 92.9% of the cases tracked met standards (not shown).

TableAl
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Proportion of Casesthat Met Standar ds Per Supervisor Review
Total Number that % That Met
CaseType Sample Met Standards Standards
Intake
Screening A 92 97.9%
Informal Processing 46 41 89.1%
Formal Processing 56 53 94.6%
Delinquency Case Service/Supervision
Informal Cases 134 I 125 93.3%
Formal Cases
Low Risk 68 65 95.6%
Moderate Risk 122 110 90.2%
High Risk 0 83 92.2%
Unclassified 9 86 86.9%
Child Welfare Case Services
New Cases 19 19 100.0%
Ongoing Cases 135 128 94.8%
Overall Case Observations 863 802 92.9%

[O\OFFICE\S80\MO_wkid_FniRpt_ADOBE.wpd] Al



Table A2

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Estimated Hours Per Case Type

Me Standards

Did Not Megt Standards

Sample Case Type Avg. Hrs. N Avg. Hrs.

Intake
Screening 75 010 1 2.06 74
Informal Processing 46 1.05 5 203 11
Formal Processing 56 339 3 641 53
Delinquency Case Service/Supervision
Informal Cases 134 || 140 9 287 125
Formal Cases
Low Risk 68 147 3 218 65
Moderate Risk 122 243 12 357 110
High Risk 0 197 7 7.02 83
Unclassified 9 183 13 284 86

Child Welfare Case Services

New Cases 19 - - 558 19

Ongoing Cases 135 4.30 7 2.60 128

Table A3

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study

Egtimated Hours Serving Delinquency Casesthat M et Standar dsby Case Status
— |

New Cases Ongoing Cases

Cas=Type HrsMo. N HrsMo. N
Informal Cases 315 30 2.78 9%
Formal Cases

Low Risk 4.45 4 203 61

Moderate Risk 4.13 4 355 106

High Risk 8.19 8 6.89 75

Unclassified 3.37 5 2.78 81

The remaining tables (Tables A4-A7) review the digtribution of officer time spent by the nature of

the work.
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Table A4

Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Distribution of Timeby Worker Type

Sample Total
Cases Primary Officer Support Staff Minutes Total Hours
Screening 74
Minutes 123 0 I 123
21
Percent of total time 100% 0% I 100%
Informal Processing 1
Minutes 122 0 I 122
2.0
Percent of total time 100% 0% I 100%
Formal Processing 53
Minutes 382 2 I 384
6.4
Percent of total time 9% 1% I 100%
Informal 125
Minutes 147 25 I 172
2.9
Percent of total time 85% 15% I 100%
Formal Low Risk 65
Minutes 116 15 I 131
2.2
Percent of total time 89% 11% I 100%
Formal Moderate Risk 110
Minutes 209 6 I 214
3.6
Percent of total time 98% 3% I 100%
Formal High Risk 83
Minutes 274 147 I 421
7.0
Percent of total time 65% 3% I 100%
Formal Unclassified 86
Minutes 170 0 I 170
2.8
Percent of total time 100% 0% I 100%
Child Welfare Cases 147
Minutes 179 0 I 179
3.0
Percent of total time 100% 0% 100%

Note: Timeisshown in minutes unless otherwise indicated.
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Table A5
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Digribution of Time by Method of Work
Sample Total Total
Cases Activity Travel Waiting Minutes Hours
Screening 74
Minutes 111 9 4 123
21
Percent of total time A% ™0 3% 100%
Informal Processing 41
Minutes 111 7 3 122
20
Percent of total time 91% 6% 2% 100%
Formal Processing 53
Minutes 300 59 25 384
6.4
Percent of total time 8% 15% ™ 100%
Informal 125
Minutes 132 31 9 172
29
Percent of total time 7% 18% 5% 100%
Formal Low Risk 65
Minutes 80 42 9 131
22
Percent of total time 61% 32% ™ 100%
Formal Moder ate Risk 110
Minutes 157 49 8 214
3.6
Percent of total time 3% 23% 4% 100%
Formal High Risk 83
Minutes 352 61 8 421
7.0
Percent of total time 84% 14% 2% 100%
Formal Unclassified 86
Minutes 120 40 9 170
2.8
Percent of total time 71% 24% 5% 100%
Child Welfare Cases 147
Minutes 136 30 13 179
30
Percent of total time 76% 17% ™0 100%
Note: Timeisshownin minutes unless otherwiseindicated. Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or lessthan
100% due to rounding error.
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Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study

Table A6

Distribution of Timeby Method of Case Contact
Sample Face-to- Computer/ Total Total
Cases Face Phone | Paperwork Other Minutes Hours
Screening 74
Minutes 80 24 19 1 123
Percent of total time 65% 20% 15% 1% || 100% ot
Informal Processing 11
Minutes 76 28 17 1 122
Percent of total time 62% 23% 14% 1% 100% 20
Formal Processing 53
Minutes 180 60 121 24 384
Percent of total time 4% 16% 32% 6% 100% o4
Informal 125
Minutes 128 22 15 6 172
Percent of total time 4% 13% P 3% 100% 29
Formal Low Risk 65
Minutes 108 12 8 2 N 131
22
Percent of total time 82% % 6% 2% 100%
Formal Moderate Risk 110
Minutes 172 20 20 2 214
Percent of total time 80% 6 %6 1% || 100% >0
Formal High Risk 83
Minutes 323 47 12 8 421
Percent of total time ™% 11% 10% 2% || 100% "0
Formal Unclassified 86
Minutes 118 30 20 1 170
Percent of total time 69% 18% 12% 1% || 100% #
Child Welfare Cases 147
Minutes 124 31 23 2 179
Percent of total time 69% 17% 13% 1% || 100% >0

Note: Timeisshownin minutesunlessotherwiseindicated. Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or less than
100% due to rounding error.
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Table A7
Missouri Multi-County Juvenile Officer Workload Study
Digribution of Time by Person Contacted (Any M ethod)
Sampl Total
e Youth & Parent Minute Total
Cases | Youth* Par ent* * Other None S Hours
Screening 74
Minutes 10 48 12 A 20 123
Percent of total time % 39% 1% | 2% | 16% || 100% #
Informal Processing 41
Minutes 28 A 2 20 17 122
Percent of total time 23% 28% 18% 16% 14% 100% 20
Formal Processing 53
Minutes 64 69 36 A 121 384
Percent of total time 17% 18% D% 24% 32% 100% o4
Informal 125
Minutes 66 3B 30 24 21 172
Percent of total time 38% 20% 17% 14% 12% 100% 29
Formal Low Risk 65
Minutes 45 26 18 28 11 131
Percent of total time 3% 20% 14% 21% 8% 100% 22
Formal Moderate 110
Risk
Minutes 9% 42 29 A 20 214
Percent of total time 45% 20% 14% 16% % 100% 50
Formal High Risk 83
Minutes 198 58 48 80 43 421
Percent of total time 47% 14% 1% | 19% | 10% || 100% "0
Formal Unclassified 86
Minutes 66 27 24 30 22 170
Percent of total time 3% 16% 146 | 18% | 13% || 100% #8
Child Welfare Cases 147
Minutes 24 30 40 61 23 179
Percent of total time 13% 1% 2% 34% 13% 100% 50

* Others (such as attorneys or other court staff) may or may not have been present.
Note: Timeisshown in minutes unless otherwise indicated. Percentages may sum to slightly greater than or lessthan
100% due to rounding error.
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CASE TYPES AND STANDARDS
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page #
Referral/lntake to Disposition
1 SCrEENING . o ettt Bl
2. Case Processing asInformal or Formal . ......... ... ... .. . . . . B2
Juvenile Delinquency
1 Informal SUPErVISION - NeW CaseS . . . .ottt e e B3
2. Informal Supervison - ONgoiNg CaseS . . . .. oottt B4
3. Formal SUpervision - New CaseS . . . ... oot e B5
4, Formal Supervison - Ongoing Cases . . ..o v ittt e B6
5. Community-Based Intensive Supervison Cases ... ...t B7
Child Welfare (CA/N or Other Child Welfare)
1 INfOrmal - NEeW CaseS . . . ..ttt e e B8
2. Informal - ONgOING Cases . . . ..ottt e e B9
3. FOrmal - New CaseS . . .. oot e e e B10
4. Formal - ONgoiNg Cases . . ..o vt ittt et B11l

Note: Track all work completed by you for sample cases/referrals. |If some tasks listed were completed by
other staff/prior to case assignment to you, the case meets that standard but you should not record the time
it took to complete that task (since you did not perform the work). The following standards are minimum
standards to be met. Track all work completed within the specified time frame, even if that work exceeds
the following standards.

Ddinquency Supervision Cases: Circuit courtsimplementing the Missouri State Classification System (courts
10, 20, and 13) have differential contact standards based upon the youth’srisk level. All other circuit courts
should follow the standard for unclassified youth.
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CASE TYPE: REFERRAL/INTAKE SCREENING
FORM: Referral/Intake and Disposition Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Delinquency (law and status) as well as child welfare (child abuse/neglect and child protection) referrals
assigned to an officer for follow up/investigation.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes al activities necessary to determine if departmental services are in the best interest of the youth,
family, and/or community. This may include but is not limited to: reviewing client case materials, interview
with and assessment of the client and family, follow up with collaterals, amental health assessment of youth,
documentation, and appropriate service referrals.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins: When referral is assigned to a court officer (either a date stamped referral or one received by
phone).

Ends: When decision is made about how to processthe case, formally or informally (for formal cases,
end just prior to preparation for petitioning; for informal cases, end just prior to preparation for
sending out the informal adjustment letter). For child welfare cases, end at the close of the DFS
investigation.

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Review case materias
b. Conduct investigation (determine if there is evidence available to support a petition)
C. Forward referral to appropriate authorities .. ............. ... ... .. if gpplicable
d. Make recommendation for disposition
Notdetainedorremoved . ....... ...t within 30 caendar days
Detained ... ... . within 24 hours
In protectivecustody . . .......... .. .. Family support team meeting within 72 hours
e. Victim notification . . ... ... as necessary
f. Obtain supervisor approval . . ... e as necessary

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-face with youth
Notdetained or removed . . .. ... ... as necessary
Detained . ......... e once if posshle
INProtective CUSIOAY . . . . oot e onceif possble
b. Parent(S)/custodian(s) . . . . ..o e i as necessary
C. Collateras (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .............. as necessary
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CASE TYPE: REFERRAL/INTAKE CASE PROCESSING AS FORMAL OR INFORMAL
FORM: Referral/Intake and Disposition Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Delinquency (law and status) as well as child welfare (child abuse/neglect and child protection) referrals
currently being processed as aformal or informal case.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes all activities necessary to process the case and may include but is not limited to: reviewing case
materials, assessment of the client and family (including risk and needs assessment if appropriate), case
conferencing or preparation of petition, documentation, and appropriate service referras.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins. Immediately following the decision about how to process the case, formdly or informally (for
formal cases, beginswith preparation for petitioning; for informal cases, begins with preparation
for sending out the informal adjustment |etter).

Ends:. At case disposition; case assigned to worker for ongoing supervision either asforma or informal
(after informal conferencef/final disposition).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Review case materials
b. Assessment of client and family
(Classification Courts: Risk and needs assessments, juvenile classification results)
C. Determination of sanctiong/services utilized ............. within 30 calendar days of referral
d. Case processing

Formal cases: Prepare petition, etc.
Informal cases: Conduct Informal Adjustment Conference

e. Results of above (c. and d.) senttocourt ............ five business days post final digposition
f. Complete DY S Stat form
. NGBS . .ttt e as required

Formal cases: Summong/service of petitions and other pleadings
Informal cases. Notice of informa adjustment

h. Victimnotification . . ... .. as necessary
I Obtain supervisor approval . . ... as necessary
- Provide or facilitate the provision of services

k. Follow uponsarvicesprovided .. ... as necessary

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-face with youth
NOt Detained . .. ... ..o once
Detained . ......... e once if posshle
b. Parent(S)/CuStOdian(s) . . . . oot once
C. Collaterals (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .. ............ as necessary
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CASE TYPE: INFORMAL SUPERVISION CASES - NEW CASE
FORM: DJO Supervision Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Supervision cases determined to be in need of informal supervision.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:*

Includes dl activities necessary to arrange and provide informal supervision to youth and/or family. Thismay
include but isnot limited to: gathering information, completing the treatment plan, referral to community based
sarvices, and follow up with service providers, youth and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:
Begins: When the case is assigned (post-informal adjustment conference).
Ends: 31 calendar days after case assignment.

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/documentation

b. Documentation of Violations . . . .. ... ... as necessary
C. Pick up/apprehensionrequests . . . ... ... as necessary
d. Establish/Review supervision rules with client

e. Victim and collateral notification .......... ... ... . .. . .. . . . as necessary
f. Provide or facilitate the provision of services

o} Follow-uponservicesprovided .. ....... ... . i as necessary
CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-face with youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) . . ... .......... .. ... once
b. Collateras (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .............. as necessary

s Only record time for work completed. Do not record time for above tasks that were completed during
intake.
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CASE TYPE: INFORMAL SUPERVISION CASES - ONGOING CASE
FORM: DJO Supervision Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Ongoing cases determined to be in need of informal supervision that have been assigned for 32 days or more.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:*?

Includes dl activities necessary to arrange and provide informal supervision to youth and/or family. Thismay
include but isnot limited to: gathering information, completing the treatment plan, referral to community based
sarvices, and follow up with service providers, youth and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins. When the study begins.

Ends: Upon completion of the study or when the case is closed (either because of successful
completion of services, filing of a petition, or a new referral).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/maintain documentation

b. Documentation of violations . . . . ... ... .. as necessary
C. Pick up/apprehensionrequests . . . ... ... as necessary
d. Victim and collateral notification ............ ... ... ... . ... . ... . .. as necessary
e Provide or facilitate the provision of services

f. Follow uponsarvicesprovided .. ... ..o as necessary
0. Case ClosUre ProCeAUIES . . . . . ottt e e e e e e e as necessary
CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-facewithyouth .. ... ... .. . .. monthly
b. Collateras (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .. ............ as necessary

&2 Only record time for work completed. Do not record time for above tasks completed prior to beginning of
recording time.
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CASE TYPE: FORMAL SUPERVISION CASES - NEW CASE
FORM: DJO Supervison Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Delinquency cases that resulted in an adjudication and forma disposition order. This does not include
community based specialized supervision/service programs such as ISS (Intensive Supervision Services).

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:*

Includes al activities performed by the assigned officer to provide supervision of ayouth. The emphasisin
this case typeison the officer activity required to meet applicable court standardsin the first month the youth
is assigned to supervision. This may include but is not limited to: preparation for and attendance of any
additiona court hearings, documentation and assessment compl etion/maintenance, supervising youth and/or
arranging/managing services for youth and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:
Begins. When the case is assigned (post-disposition).
Ends: 31 calendar days after case assignment.

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/documentation
b. Documentation of violations . . ... ... ... as necessary
C. Pick up/apprehensionrequests . . . ... oo as necessary
d. Required court work and reports/appearances .. ..............i i as required
e Review supervision rules with client
f. Victim and collateral notification . ......... ... ... .. . .. .. i as necessary
s} Provide or facilitate the provision of services
h. Monitor provision of services
CONTACT REQUIREMENTS
a Face-to-face with youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) .. ............. ...t monthly34
b. Face-to-face contact withyouth . . .. ... . ... monthly according to supervison level (see below)
C. Collaterals (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .. ............ as necessary
Monthly Contacts for Formal Supervision Cases I
Supervision L evel Typeof Monthly Contacts Conditions
High level 4 Face-to-face with youth, At least 1 face-to-face with youth and
Collateral contacts as needed parent/custodian.
Moderate level 2 Face-to-face with youth, At least 1 face-to-face with youth and
Collateral contacts as needed parent/custodian.
Low level 1 Face-to-face with youth, Face-to-face with youth and parent/custodian.
Collateral contacts as needed
Unclassified 1 Face-to-face with youth, Face-to-face with youth and parent/custodian.
Collateral contacts as needed

3 Only record time for work completed. Do not record time for above tasks that were completed during
intake.

34 Courts that have not implemented Missouri’s Juvenile Risk Classification System should make contacts
as specified for ‘Unclassified’ cases.
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CASE TYPE: FORMAL SUPERVISION CASES - ONGOING CASE
FORM: DJO Supervision Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Formal supervision cases that have been open 32 days or more. This does not include community based
speciaized supervision/service programs such as ISS (Intensive Supervision Services).

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes al activities performed by the assigned officer to provide supervision of ayouth. The emphasisin
this case type is on the officer activity required to meet applicable court standards each month. This may
include but is not limited to: preparation for and attendance of any additional court hearings, documentation
and assessment compl etion/maintenance, supervising youth and/or arranging/managing services for youth
and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins. When the study begins.

Ends: Upon completion of the study or when the case is closed (either because of successful
completion of services or anew referral).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/maintain documentation
b. Documentation of VIOI&iONS . . . . ... ..o as necessary
C. Pick up/apprehensionrequests . . . ... ... as necessary
d. Required court work and reports/appearances ... ........... i as required
e. Victim and collateral notification ............ ... ... ... . ... . ... . .. as necessary
f. Provide or facilitate the provision of services
0. Follow uponsarvicesprovided .. ... ..o as necessary
h. Case ClosUre ProCeAUIES . . . . . ottt e e e e e e e as necessary
CONTACT REQUIREMENTS
a Face-to-face with youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) .. ................ ... ... ... monthly=®
b. Face-to-face contact withyouth . . .. ... .. .. monthly according to supervision level (see below)
C. Collaterals (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .............. as necessary
Monthly Contacts for Formal Supervision Cases I
Supervision Level Type of Monthly Contacts Conditions
High level 4 Face-to-face with youth, At least 1 face-to-face with youth and
Collateral contacts as needed parent/custodian
Moderate level 2 Face-to-face with youth, At least 1 face-to-face with youth and
Collateral contacts as needed parent/custodian
Low level 1 Face-to-face with youth, Face-to-face with youth and parent/custodian
Collateral contacts as needed
Unclassified 1 Face-to-face with youth, Face-to-face with youth and parent/custodian
Collateral contacts as needed

35 Courts that have not implemented Missouri’ s Juvenile Risk Classification System should make contacts
as specified for ‘Unclassified’ cases.
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CASE TYPE: COMMUNITY-BASED INTENSIVE SUPERVISION CASES
FORM: DJO Supervision Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Y outh assigned for community based intensive or specialized supervision/service programsthat are not placed
in aresidential treatment center.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes dl activities performed by the assigned officer to provide supervision of a youth according to
program requirements. The emphasis in this case type is on the officer activity required to meet applicable
court standards each month. This may include but is not limited to: preparation for and attendance of any
additiona court hearings, documentation and assessment compl etion/maintenance, supervising youth and/or
arranging/managing services for youth and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

New Case: Begins: When the case is assigned to the program.
Ends:. 31 calendar days after case assignment.
Ongoing Case: Begins: When the study begins.
Ends: Upon completion of the study or when the caseis closed (either because of

successful completion of services or anew referral).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/maintain documentation

b. Documentation of violations . . ... ... ... as necessary
C. Pick up/apprehension requestS . . .. ... oo as necessary
d. Required court work and reports/appearances . ... as required
e Review/establish supervision rules with client

f. Victim and collateral notification .......... ... ... .. .. . .. i as necessary
0. Provide or facilitate the provision of services

h. Follow-uponsarvicesprovided . ... ... as necessary
l. Case ClosUre proCedUIES . . . . . ottt e e e e e e as necessary

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-face with youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) . ... ..., monthly
b. Face-to-facecontact withyouth . . ... ... .. ... .. weekly=®
C. Collateras (victim, school, police, doctor, service provider, other) .............. as necessary

%6 or more frequently if program dictates.
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CASE TYPE: INFORMAL CHILD WELFARE CASES - NEW CASE
FORM: DJO Child Welfare Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Child Welfare cases (Child abuse/neglect cases and child protection cases) opened for informal services.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:*

Includes dll activities necessary to arrange and provide informal services to child and/or family. This may
include but is not limited to: gathering information, family assessment, documentation, completing the
treatment plan, referral to community based services, and follow up with service providers, child and/or
family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:
Begins. When the case is assigned (post-informal adjustment conference).
Ends: 31 calendar days after case assignment.

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/documentation

b. Participation in team SUpport Meetings . . . ... ..o ittt e if gpplicable
C. Meet withDESstaff . ... ... as necessary
d. Collateral notification . . .. ... ... e as necessary
e Provide or facilitate the provision of services

f. Monitor proviSION Of SEIVICES . . . . . . oot e monthly

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS
a Face-to-face with child/youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) .. .................. as necessary
b. Collaterals (schoal, police, doctor, service provider, other) . .................. as necessary

87 Only record time for work completed. Do not record time for above tasks that were completed during
intake.
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CASE TYPE: INFORMAL CHILD WELFARE CASES - ONGOING CASE
FORM: DJO Child Welfare Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Child Welfare cases (Child abuse/neglect cases and child protection cases) that have been opened for
services for 32 days or more.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes all activities necessary to arrange and provide informal services to child and/or family. This may
include but isnot limited to: gathering information, family assessment, documentation, completing the treatment
plan, referral to community based services, and follow up with service providers, child and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins. When the study begins.

Ends: Upon completion of the study or when the case is closed (either because of successful
completion of services, filing of a petition, or anew referral).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/maintain documentation

b. Participation in team support Meetings . . . .. .o v it if gpplicable
C. Meetwith DFESStaff . ... ... . as necessary
d. Collatera NotifiCation . . . ... ..o e as necessary
e Provide or facilitate the provision of services

f. Monitor proviSION Of SEIVICES . . . . .. oot monthly

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS
a Face-to-face with child/youth or parent(s)/custodian(s) ..................... as necessary
b. Collateras (school, police, doctor, service provider, other) . .................. as necessary
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CASE TYPE: FORMAL CHILD WELFARE CASES - NEW CASE

FORM: DJO Child Welfare Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Child Welfare cases (Child abuse/neglect cases and child protection cases) opened for formal services.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:38

Includes al activities necessary to arrange and provide forma services to child and/or family. This may
include but is not limited to: preparation for and attendance of any additional court hearings, documentation,
additional family assessment, completing the treatment plan, referral to community based services, and follow
up with service providers, child and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins.
Ends:

When the case is assigned (post-disposition).
31 calendar days after case assignment.

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/documentation

b. Participation in team SUpport Meetings . . . ... ..o ittt e if gpplicable

C. Meet withDESstaff . ... ... as necessary

d. Required court work and reports/appearances . .......... i as required

e Collatera NotifiCation . . . ... ..o e as necessary

f. Provide or facilitate the provision of services

0. Monitor proviSION Of SEIVICES . . . . .. oot monthly

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS

a Face-to-face with child/youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) . ................... as necessary

b. Collateras (school, police, doctor, service provider, other) . .................. as necessary
% Only record time for work completed. Do not record time for above tasks that were completed during

intake.
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CASE TYPE: FORMAL CHILD WELFARE CASES - ONGOING CASE
FORM: DJO Child Welfare Case Time

CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION:
Child Welfare cases (Child abuse/neglect cases and child protection cases) opened for formal services.

ACTIVITY TO BE STUDIED:

Includes al activities necessary to arrange and provide forma services to child and/or family. This may
include but is not limited to: preparation for and attendance of any additional court hearings, documentation,
additional family assessment, completing the treatment plan, referral to community based services, and follow
up with service providers, child and/or family.

LENGTH OF CASE STUDY:

Begins: When the study begins.

Ends: Upon completion of the study or when the case is closed (either because of successful
completion of services or anew referral).

PRACTICE STANDARDS:
CASE PLANNING/FORMS/DOCUMENTATION

a Case planning/maintain documentation

b. Participation in team support Meetings . . . .. .o v it if goplicable
C. MeetwithDFESstaff . ... ... as necessary
d. Required court work and reports/appearances ... ... as required

(Includes six-month permanency planning review and 12 month judicia review)

e Collateral notification . . ... ...t e as necessary
f. Provide or facilitate the provision of services

0. Monitor proviSION Of SEIVICES . . . . .. oot e monthly

CONTACT REQUIREMENTS
a Face-to-face with child/youth and parent(s)/custodian(s) . ................... as necessary
b. Collaterals (schoal, police, doctor, service provider, other) . .................. as necessary
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Appendix C

Examples of Activities Recorded as
Other Case Support/Administrative Codes
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Examples of Activities Recorded As Other Case Support/Administrative Codes

Thefollowing is asample of activitiesrecorded by officersand coded as* other.” Based upon the
activities listed here, it gppears that a portion of these activities could have been coded using an existing

code but were not (for instance, compl eting an intake may have been on-cal work, or substitute coverage).

Example Activities Recorded as Other Administrative Work:

Ligening to voice mail, reviewing emal
Mesting with interns

Vigting aschool

Updating the DFS phone list

Firearm certification

Mesting with community service providers

Example Activities Recorded as Other Case Support Work:

Accompany a DJO on ahome vist
Transport a youth who is not on my caseload
Tedtify in court

Covering another DJOs casdload
Supervisng aparent’ s vidtation
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Appendix D

Definition of Terms
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Definition of Terms

The following darifies terms used in the previous report.

Standards: The Standards in Adminigtration of Juvenile Judtice.
Courts: The juvenile divison/juvenile offices of the Circuit Court.

Workload Value: The estimated time needed to perform tasks associated with the case type.

[O\OFFICE\S80\MO_wkid_FniRpt_ADOBE.wpd] D1



