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"PREFACE 

In May of 1974,'the Offlce of Child Developmen~ and~Socla~and 
Rehabilitation Services of the Department~of,~Health~Educat,±on 
and Welfare Jointly 'funded eleven~three-year,~Childiabuse~and 
neglect service projects to.~,de~elop strategles~for~trea~!ng 
abusive and neglectful parents.and thelr,~ch±idren~-and-~for 
coordination of communlty-wide child~-~buse~and~neglect~systems. 
In order to documentthe content~of'theidlfferent~serv~ce~±nter- 
,ventions testedand to.determine their relative~effectiveness~and 
cost-effectlveness, the Division of Health<,Services, EvalUat~on~of ~ 
the National Center for HealthServicesResea~ch}-.~ealth~Resources " 
Administration of the Department.of. Health~.Educatlon~and~Ne~fare 
awarded a contract to BerkeleyPlanning .Ass0ciates~to•:conduct a 
three-year evaluation of,the~proJ~ects.~This~.,repor~is~one~of a 
series.presenting, the findings from that~evaluat~on~effort. 

This evaluatloneffort was.~the flrstsuCh'~:natlonal~study~in~'~the 
child, abuse and neglect field. As.such,~the:~work,:,must~be,~tegarded 
as exploratory and suggestlve,.not conclus~ve.~Many~aspects~of¢~the 
deslgn.were pioneered forthlsstudy. ~¢Heal,thydebate~exlsts,ab0ut 

,whether-,or. not~the methods used:were~t~he~:m0st~approprlate.,:~he 
evaluation focused on a:demonstration.program~of.:~eleven~proJects 
'selecCed'priorto the,fund~ng~of.,the.evalua£1on."t.The~proj~ects~were. 
-establ~shed:because'oft-he."range.of"tre~tment~yapproachesi,they~p~oposed 
to demonstrate,,notbecause they-.were representat±ve~of.~-~child~abuse 

programs in general. The~,evaluatlon:was l,~m±ted,to:~these.eleven 
projects; no controllgroups were utillzed.~It,was felt t~hat::~he~eth±cs 
of providing, denying or randomly-assigning~servlces.~was~not~an~Issue 
for the evaluation to be'burdened with .... All~flndingsmust~be;interpret.ed 
with these factors in mind. 

'Given thenumber of different federal.agenc~es,and.:loca~pro~ects 
involved in the evaluation,'coordinat±on'~and:~coopera~ion~,~as~i:critical 

Wewishto thank.the~many~people.who helped.~.Us:';the~£edera~~personnel 
resPonslblefor thedemonstrat±onproJects,~,the:proJect d~rectors;~':t.he 
staff members of theproJects, representatlvesfrom~var,~ous~agenc±es~:in 
the projects' communities. RonStarr;Shir~ey.:Langlois~i.He.~en~Davls~,~and 
DonPerlgut are alltobe commended for~their~excellence~'In~:process~ng 
the data collected. ~And in particularwe~,,w±sh~.to thankour:own~pro~!ect 
officers from the National Centerfor Hea~th.~:Services:Research~_~Arne 
Anderson, Feather HairDavisand~GeraldiSparer~-for~their~support~and 
input, and, wewish to-acknowledgethat.they~,very:~mUch~he~Ped~to~:ensure 
that this was a cooperative venture. 

Given themagnitude of the study effort,~.and~the~number~and,~length~of 
final reports, typographicaland other,such~errors~areinevltable. 
Berkeley Planning Associatesand the National~Centerfor.Health~Serv±ces 
Research~:would appreciate.notiflcation-ofsuch errors, Jr.:detected. 

,\ 
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SUMMARY 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  

In May o f  1974, p r i o r  to  expend i t u r e  o f  funds a p p r o p r i a t e d  to  the  
Chi ld  Abuse and Neglec t  P reven t ion  and Treatment  Act, Pub l i c  Law 93-247 
the  O f f i c e  o f  Child Development and S o c i a l  and R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s ,  
o f  DHEW, j o i n t l y  funded e leven  t h r e e - y e a r  c h i l d  abuse  and n e g l e c t  s e r v i c e  
p r o j e c t s  in o r d e r  to  deye lop  and t e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  t r e a t i n g  
abus ive  and n e g l e c t f u l  p a r e n t s  and t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  and a l t e r n a t i v e  models 

f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  o f  community-wide c h i l d  abuse  and n e g l e c t  sys tems .  T h e  
p r o j e c t s ,  spread  throughout  the  coun t ry  and i n  Puer to  Rico ,  d i f f e r e d  by 
s i z e ,  the  t y p e s  o f  agenc ies  in which they  were housed,  the  k inds  o f  s t a f f  
they  employed,  and the  v a r i e t y  ,of s e r v i c e s  t hey  o f f e r e d .  In o r d e r  to  
document the  con ten t  o f  the  d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  t e s t e d  and 
to de t e rmine  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  H e a l t h  
Resources  and Admin i s t r a t i on  awarded a c o n t r a c t  to  Berke ley  Planning 
A s s o c i a t e s  to  conduct  a t h r e e - y e a r  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the  p r o j e c t s .  This r e -  
po r t  p r e s e n t s  the  f i n a l  ana ly se s  o f  p r o j e c t  r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  based  
on t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n .  The purpose  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  to  d e s c r i b e  the  c o s t s  
a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  and to  sugges t  how t h i s  
i n f o r m a t i o n  may be u s e f u l  to  program p l anne r s  and managers.  

I. ~ethodology 

A sys tem f o r  c o l l e c t i n g ,  p r o c e s s i n g  and ana lyz ing  i n f o r m a t i o n  from 
t h e  p r o j e c t s  on how t h e i r  r e s o u r c e s  were expended was d e v e l o p e d ,  This " 
system included the identification of discrete project activities to which 
resources were allocated and the careful monitoring of project resources 
tothese activities. Monitoring occurred for one-month intervals every 
three or four months during the demonstration period; project staff re- 
Corded their own time expenditures in relation to project activities and 
project directors accounted for all other, non-personnel, expenditures 
for the month. Donated resources (including volunteered time) were also 
accounted for. A percentage distribution of all resources to discrete 
activities and the unit costs of activities were generated. Costs were 
adjusted to reflect regional wageand price differences, allowing for 
across-project comparisons and averages. Given that the data collected 
amd analyzed are from eleven different projects, which are not necessarily 
representative of child abuse and neglect programs across the country, 
care must be used in generalizing from the findings. 

If. Cost Findings 

The demonstration projects as a group, staffed by approximately 4S0 
people (including volunteers), spent $2.21 million annually, which was 
matched by over $330,000 a year in donated resources. With an average 

I 
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of 800 cases in treatment per month, over 2200 new cases•were opened"by 
the projects each year. Countless others received.minimal, supportive 
services from the projects. Direct treatment services'focused on"the 
abusive or neglectful parent,with individual counseling being:the"most 
widely offered service, supplemented by crisisintervent~on,'::.mdlti- . 
disciplinary team review and lay therapy services. Fewer,than 175 
children received direct treatment services from the projects each year. 
However, over 50,.O00'professionaland lay peop~e,~>annually recei~ed 
d i r e c t  e d u c a t i o n  or  t r a i n i n g  i n  m a t t e r s  ~pe~ta~ning t o c h i l d : a b u s e ~ a n d  
neglect. 

The unit.costs ofdirect .treatment services ~aried'considerablywfth 
lay and group services being about the least expensive (withan across 
project average of $7..25 per lay therapy counseling contact; J$9.50.per . 
"person for a parent education .class; $10.50 per person for a.grouptherapy 
session). Individual counseling cost abouttwice as •much as.:~ay therapy 
counseling ($14.75 .per contact). Multidisciplinary::team'[re~iews.,icost 
the projects~an average $54.75-per review;however, whenthevolunteered 
time of consultants is'ascribed a dollar value,, the cost:.per review r~ses 
to $125.50. Comparisons across projects revea~led':that proj~ects..with !.. 
larger ~service volumes provided group services' at lower .unit :costs;~unit 
• costs of individual-client services werenot~a~reflection~of service • 
-volume. 

The~factors most strongly associat~ed with:efficiency (the. ability 
'of a project to offer its'm~x and volumeofserv~ces.at.a~costlower~than 
.the average.across.projects) appear to.be organizational characteristics. 
• including larger•staff size, fewer supervisors.per st'aff,.and greater'ex- 
plicitness of rules and procedures. ,Workers-satisfaction..has~a:negative 
"relationship with efficiency. 

.III. Using the Cost Findings forProgram'Planning 

The above cost findings can be used'for",treatment!program:~@lanning 
purposes, particularly in determining how.resources will~likely~be.:allo-. 
cared, how program economy and.efflciency:can~'beenhanced~and~what:the 
costs associated with service delivery packages would be..,.Examples:Of 
the adaptation of the cost data to program p~anning: are presented. 

~i~. • 
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INTRODUCTION 

History of the Demonstration Effort 

During the fall of 1974, prior to the passage of the Child Abuse 

Prevention and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, the secretary's office 

of the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) decided 

to allocate four million dollars to child abuse and neglect research and 

demonstration projects. A substantial portion of that allotment, approxi- 

mately three million dollars, was to be spent jointly by the Office of 

Child Development's (OCD) Children's Bureau, and Social and Rehabilitation 

Services (SRS) on a set of demonstration treatment programs. On May i, 

1974, after review of over I00 applications, OCD and SRS jointly selected 

and funded eleven three-year projects. 1 The projects, spread throughout 

the country, differ by size, the types of agencies in which they are 

housed, the kinds of staff they employ, and the variety of services they 

offer their clients and their local communities. However, as a group the 

projects embrace the federal goals for this demonstration effort, which 

include: 

(I) to develop and test alternative strategies for treating 
abusive and neglectful parents and their children; 

/ 

, T  ' 

(2) to  deve lop  and t e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  models  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  
o f  community-wide sys tems p r o v i d i n g  p r e v e n t i v e ,  d e t e c t i o n  
and t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  t o  dea l  w i th  c h i l d  abuse and 
n e g l e c t ;  

(3) t o  document t he  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e  i n t e r v e n -  
t i o n s  t e s t e d  and to  d e t e r m i n e  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

1The p r o j e c t s  i n c l u d e :  The Family  Cen t e r :  Adams County ,  ColOrado; 
P r o - C h i l d :  A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ;  The Ch i ld  P r o t e c t i o n  C e n t e r :  Baton Rouge, , 
L o u i s i a n a ; : T h e  Ch i ld  Abuse and Neg lec t  Demons t r a t i on  U n i t :  Bayamon, Pue r to  
Rico;  The Arkansas  Ch i ld  Abuse and Neg lec t  Program (SCAN): L i t t l e  Rock, 
Arkansas ;  The Fami ly  Care Cen te r :  Los Ange l e s ,  C a l i f o r n i a ;  The Chi ld  D e -  
ve lopment  C e n t e r :  Neah Bay, Washington;  The Family  Resource  C e n t e r :  St.. 
Lou i s ,  M i s s o u r i ;  The Pa ren t  and Ch i ld  E f f e c t i v e  R e l a t i o n s  P r o j e c t  (PACER); 
S t .  P e t e r s b u r g ,  F l o r i d a ;  The Panel  f o r  Family  L iv ing :  Tacoma, Washington;  
and The Union County P r o t e c t i v e  S e r v i c e s  Demons t r a t i on  P r o j e c t ,  Union 
County ,  New J e r s e y .  



) .  

-Overwew o f  t h e D e m o n s t r a t i o n  E v a l u a t i o n  ~ " 

In order to accompl i sh  the  t h i r d  g o a l ,  a s : p a r t  o f  DHEW:,s s t r a t e g y  .tO 

make t h i s d e m 0 n s t r a t i o n  program an i n t e r a g e ~ c y  e f f o r t ,  the  D i v i s i o n ' o f  

Health S e r v i c e s  E v a l u a t i o n ,  Nat iona l  Center for  Health  Serv ices .  Research 

.of  the Heaith  Resources  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  ( H R A ) a w a r d e d . a n e ~ a l u a t . i o n . c o n - .  

t r a c t  to Berkeley  P lann ing  A s s o c i a t e s  (BPA) i n . : J u n e 1 9 7 ~ ,  t o " m o n ~ t o r ' i t h e  

demonstrat ion  p r o j e c t s  over t h e i r  three  y e a r s o f  f e d e r a l - f u n d i n g ,  document,  

'ing what they  did and how e f f e c t i v e  i t  was. The.0veral: l  purpose  Of . this  

e v a l u a t i o n  was t o  prov ide  gu idance  to  the  f e d e r a l  government and. local:  

communities  on how to  deve lop  community-wideprograms t o d e a l . w i t h , p r o b l e m s  

o f  c h i l d  a b u s e a n d n e g l ~ e c t  in  a . s y s t e m a t i c . a n d : c o o r d : i n a t e d  f a s h i o n .  .The  

s tudy ,  which combined both format ive  (or descr ipt ive ' )  a n d s u m m a t i ~ e  ~or 

o u t c o m e / i m p a c t - r e l a t e d )  evaluat~ion concerns ,  documented , t h e . c o n t e n t ~ o £  

'the d f f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  t e s t e d  b y t h e  p r o j e c t s  and determined 

the  reliat' ive e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and c o s t - e f f e c t S v e n e s s  o f  t h e s e  s t r a t e g i e s .  • 

S p e c i f i c q u e s t i o n s . ,  addressed  w.~th 'quanti tat i .ve .  and.~quallLtative data  

g a t h e r e d  through a v a r i e t ¥ , a f  c o l , t e c t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s ,  n o t a b l y  q u a r t e r l y  

f i v e - d a y ~ i t e  v i s i r s ,  spec$a l  t o p i c  s i t e  v i s i t s a n d i n f o r m a ~ o n ! s y s t e m s  

mainta ined  by the  p r o j e c . ~ s ~ o r  the  eva luator . s~ ,~nc lude:  

• W h a t a r e . t h e  problems i n h e r e n t  in  a n d ~ h e . - p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  f o r  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  .and o p e r a t i n g  c h i l d . a b u s e : a n d  n e g l e c t p r o g r a m s ?  

~hat  were the . . goa l s  o f  each o f  .~he--proj~eCt.s and 'how~:success£ul  
were they  i n  .accompl ish ing  them? " . ,  
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What are the c o s t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  chi ld~iabuse~,and;neg~ect ,~ser-  
v i c e s  and the c o s t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  mi .xes~of .~services . , , :Pa~t icu ,  
l a r l y  i n . r e l a t i o n  t o - e f f e c t i . v e n e s s ?  " 

What a r e t h e  e lements  a n d s t a n d a r d s  f o r . ; q u a l i t y . c a s e  management .~ 
and what are t h e i r  r e I a t i o n s h i p s  wi~th:c~ient.:outcome? " . 

How d o . p r o j e c t  m a n a g e m e n t . p r o c e s s e s . . a n d ~ o r g a n i z a t i o n a l . l s t ~ u c -  
tu re s  i n f l u e n c e p r O j e C t  performance'and, , ;most : important i~y ,  

'worker b u r n o u t ?  

What are the  e s s e n t i a l  e l e m e n t s o f  a : w e i . l - f u n c t i o n i n g , : : c h i l d  
abuse and n e g l e c t  sys tem and what k i n d s . . ~ . . o f : p r o j e c t - a c t i v i t i e s  
a r e - m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  in  i n f l u e n c i n g  t h e d e v e l o p m e n t o f  t h e s e  
e s S e n t i a l  e lements?  
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• What k inds  o f  problems do abused and n e g l e c t e d  c h i l d r e n  
p o s s e s s  and how amenable are  such problems to  r e s o l u t i o n  
t h r o u g h  t r e a t m e n t ?  

• And f i n a l l y ,  what a re  t he  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  
abuse r s  and n e g l e c t o r s ?  

During t h e  summer o f  1974, t he  p r o j e c t s  began t he  l e n g t h y  p r o c e s s  o f  

h i r i n g s t a f f ,  f i n d i n g  space and g e n e r a l l y  implemen t ing  t h e i r  p l anned  p r o -  

grams. C o n c o m i t a n t l y ,  BPA c o l l e c t e d  b a s e l i n e  da t a  on each o f  t he  p r o j e c t s '  

community c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  sys tems  and comple ted  d e s i g n  p l a n s  f o r  

t he  s t u d y .  By J anua ry  1975, a l l  b u t  one o f  the  p r o j e c t s  was f u l l y  ope ra -  

t i o n a l  and a l l  ma jo r  da t a  c o l l e c t i o n  sys tems f o r  t he  e v a l u a t i o n  were in  

p l a c e .  Through q u a r t e r l y  s i t e  v i s i t s  to  t h e p r o j e c t s  and o t h e r  d a t a  c o l -  

l e c t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s ,  BPA mon i to r ed  a l l  o f  t he  p r o j e c t s '  a c t i v i t i e s  t h rough  

Apr i l  1977, a t  which t ime t he  p r o j e c t s  were in  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  s h i f t i n g  from 

d e m o n s t r a t i o n s  to  ongoing s e r v i c e  p rograms .  Throughout  t h i s  p e r i o d ,  numer- 

ous documents  d e s c r i b i n g  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  and p r e l i m i n a r y  f i n d i n g s  were 

p r e p a r e d  by t he  e v a l u a t o r s .  This  r e p o r t  p r e s e n t s  p a r t  o f  t he  f i n a l  know- 
1 

l edge  g a i n e d  from the  p r o j e c t s '  j o i n t  e x p e r i e n c e .  

Project Profiles 

As a group, the projects demonstrated a variety of strategies for 

community-wide responses to the problems of abuse and neglect. The pro- 

jects each provided a wide variety of treatment services for abusive an~ 

n'eglectful parents; they each used mixes of professionals and para- 

professionals in the provision of these services; they each utilized dif -; 

ferent coordinative and educational strategies for working with their com- 

munities; and they were housed in different kinds of agencies and communi' 
i: 

ties. While not an exhaustive Set of alternatives, the rich.variety 

among the projects has provided the field with an opportunity to system -~ 

atically study the relative merits of different methods for attacking the 

child abuse and neglect problem. 

Each project was also demonstrating one or two specific and unique 

strategies for working with abuse and neglect, as described below: 

IFor a listing of other major study reports and papers, see Appendix A. 



The Family Center: Adams Count),, Colorado' 

The Family Center ,  a p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s - b a s e d p r o j e c t  h o u s e f f i n  
a separate  d w e l l i n g ,  i s  noted for  i t s  demonstrat io ,~of '  h o w t a . c o n ~  ~ 
duct i n t e n s i v e ,  thorough m u l t ~ d i s c i p l i n a r y • i n t a k e  and. pre~fminary " 
treatment  o f  c a s e s ,  Which were ~ then re f erred-on  to"the ' . eentra 'L ,  
c h i l d i r r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  s t a f f  for  ongoing treatment. .  I n a d d £ ~  
t i o n ,  the  Center created  a treatment  p r o g r a m f o r c h ~ l d r e n ,  inc lud~ 
ing a c r i s i s  nursery and play  therap~b .  

P r o - C h i l d : A r l i n g t o n ,  V~rginia  

ProLChild demonstrated methods f o r  e n h a n c i n g t h e  Capacity and.~! 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  a county p r o t e c t i v e  servicesagency by .expandi:fig: 
the number o f  s o c i a l  workers one,the staf-f.and~addiag:cerltR~n~.:anc~l.- 
lary  workers such as a homemaker. A team:~ofConsuttants . ,  notgb~y. .  
inc lud ing  a p s y c h i a t r i s t  and. a lawyer,  were hired.by,  the~projlec~. " 
t o . s e r v e  on a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  d i a g n o s t f c r e v i e w  team.,:.as we%l.!as~ 
to  provide  c o n s u l t a t i o n  to  i nd i v i dua l  workers.  ' 

The~Child P r o t e c t i o n  Center: Baton• Rouge, Louisiana 

The Chi ld  P r o t e c t i o n - C e n t e r ,  a p r o t e c t i v e : s e r v i c e s - b a s e d : a g e n c y } • .  
t e s ted ,  out a strategy,fOr.redefining,.pro~ec~£veservices: a s : a .  
m u l t ~ d i s c i p l i n a r y - c o n c e r n  by housing t h e . ~ p r o j : e c t o n h o s p i t ~ l  • 
grounds and e s t a b l i s h i n g ~ , c l o s e r  formai l inkages  wi th"thehosp£ta l~ , i  
i n c l u d i n g  t h e h a l f - t i m e " s e r v i c e s  o f  apedia:trxcian::andxmmed~ate'~ 
access  o f  a l l  Center cases  to  t h e m e d ~ c a l . f a C i t £ t ~ e s .  

.1  

The Child Abuse and Neglect .Demonstr~t£on~.Unit: BaTamon~; Puerto:~Ri.eg_~',. 

In a regionwheregraduate level workers'~are"~.rareI~',employed~,'bypro~ • 
tective services, thisproject demonstrated.,the~.beneflts'of, establ~s:h - 
ing an ongoing treatment, under theauspicesof:protecti:ve~serw£ces~, 
staffed-by , highly trained social-workers:wi'~h,..the baek;up.of'profes:-. 
sional consultants to provide, intensive serVicestothe most:di~f~uIt 
abuse and neglect cases. 

l 

The Arkansas Child Abuse and Neg lec t  Program: LL~t'le ,R0¢k,~.Arkan~sas: 
' t 

In. Arkansas, the  s t a t e  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  agency c o n t r a c t e d  to:SCAN,-. 
Inc . ,  a . p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  to  provide s e r v i c e s ,  to  a l l  i d e n t i f f e d  ~., 
abuse cases,  in s e ! e c t  c o u n t i e s .  SCAN, in  turn, .demonstrated'  methods/:: 
by which a r e s o u r c e - p o o r  s t a t e ,  l i k e  A r k a n s ~ s . , . C o u t d , e x p a n d i t s  pro~? 
t e c t i v e : s e r v i c e s  c a p a b i l i t y  by us ing .lay t h e r a p i s t s ,  superv i sed  .by " 
SCAN s ~ a f f ,  tO provide  S e r v i c e s  to  those .abuse  cases,. 
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The Family Care Center :  Los Angeles ,  C a l i f o r n i a  

The concept  behind the  Family Care Cen t e r ,  a h o s p i t a l - b a s e d  program, 
was a demons t r a t ion  o f  a r e s i d e n t i a l  t h e r a p e u t i c  program f o r  abused 
and n e g ! e c t e d  c h i l d r e n  wi th  i n t e n s i v e  day - t ime  s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e i r  
p a r e n t s .  

The Chi ld  Development Center :  Neah Bay, Washington 

This  Cen te r ,  housed wi th in  the T r i b a l  Counci l  on the  Makah Ind ian  
R e s e r v a t i o n ,  demonst ra ted  a s t r a t e g y  f o r  deve lop ing  a community-wide 
c u l t u r a l l y - b a s e d  p r e v e n t i v e  program, working wi th  a l l  those  on the  
r e s e r v a t i o n  having p a r e n t i n g  or f a m i l y - r e l a t e d  problems.  

The Family Resource Center :  St .  Louis ,  Missour i  

A f r e e - s t a n d i n g  agency with h o s p i t a l  a f f i l i a t i o n s ,  the  Family Re- 
source  Cente r  implemented a f a m i l y - o r i e n t e d  t r e a t m e n t  model which 
i n c l u d e d  t h e r a p e u t i c  and support  s e r v i c e s  to  p a r e n t s  and c h i l d r e n  
under  t he  same roo f .  The s e r v i c e s  to c h i l d r e n ,  in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  were 
c a r e f u l l y  t a i l o r e d  to  match the  s p e c i f i c  needs o f  d i f f e r e n t  aged 
c h i l d r e n .  

Paren t  and Child E f f e c t i v e  Re l a t i ons  P r o j e c t  (PACER): 
St .  Pe tersburg~ F l o r i da  

Housed w i th in  the P i n e l l a s  County J u v e n i l e  Welfare  Board, PACER 
sought to  develop community s e r v i c e s  f o r  abuse and n e g l e c t  us ing  a 
community o r g a n i z a t i o n  model. PACER a c t e d  as a c a t a l y s t  in  the  de-  
velopment of  needed community s e r v i c e s ,  such as p a r e n t  e d u c a t i o n  
c l a s s e s ,  which o t h e r s  could then adopt .  

Panel f o r  Family Living:  Tacoma, Washington 

The Pane l ,  a v o l u n t e e r - b a s e d  p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  demons t ra t ed  the  
a b i l i t y  o f  a b road ly -based  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  and l a r g e l y  v o l u n t e e r  
program, to  become the  c e n t r a l  p r o v i d e r  o f  those  t r a i n i n g ,  e d u c a t i o n  
and c o o r d i n a t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  needed in  P i e r c e C o u n t y .  

The Union County P r o t e c t i v e  S e r v i c e s  Demonst ra t ion  P r o j e c t :  
Union County,  New J e r s e y  

T h i s p r o j e c t  demonst ra ted  methods to  expand the  r e s o u r c e s  a v a i l a b l e  
to  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  c l i e n t s  by c o n t r a c t i n g  f o r  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  
purchased  s e r v i c e s  from o the r  p u b l i c  and, n o t a b l y ,  p r i v a t e  s e r v i c e  
agenc ies  in  the  county .  

5 



The Cost Analysis Component of the Evaluation 

A key question raised of any new program is "How much does it cost?"; 

frequently followed by "How much does it ~ cost?, and "Is it worth 

it?". The questions have obvious significance for every participant in 

the program--clients, workers, administrators, program planners, legisla- 

tors, and tax payers--although each of theseaudiences is, in fact, inter- 

ested in a different aspect of the question. While the bottom line concern 

is one of cost-effectiveness (thatis, what does it cost to successfull[ 

• treat program clients or successfully carry out the'project activitiesg, 

there are numerous intermediary issues to be explored. 

The evaluation of theJoint OCD/SRS National DemonstrationProgram 

in Child Abuse and Neglect addresses these issues. Interest has been.in 

de t e rmin ing  how p r o j e c t r e s o u r c e s  a re  being a l l o c a t e d  ac ross  d i f f e r e n t  

p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  and in ana lyz ing  the  un i t  cos t s  o f  va r i ous  s e r v i c e s  in 

i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s ,  over  t ime and ac ross  p r o j e c t s .  The purposes  o f  the  

c o s t  a n a l y s i s  a r e :  
A 

(1) To de te rmine  t h e . e f f i c i e n c y  and s e r v i c e  v o l u m e e c o n o m i e s  
w i t h i n  the  e leven- :demons t ra t ion  p r o j e c t s ;  

(2) To de t e rmine  the  c o s t s  o f  pursuing,  d i - f f e r e n t  g e n e r i c  
a c t i v i t i e s  in  the  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  f i e l d  and the  
u n i t  c o s t s  o f  r e l a t e d  s e r v i c e s ;  

(3) To develop i n f o r m a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  de t e rmin ing  t h e c o s t -  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e . : , s t r a t e g i e s . f o r  abusive-.  
and n e g l e c t f u l  p a r e n t s  and t h e i r  c h i l d r e n ;  

(4) To p rov ide  c o s t  Control  and m a n a g e m e n t * i n f o r m a t i o n . t o t h e  
p r o j e c t s  and t h e i r  funding,  agenc ies .on ,  how p r o j e c t  r e s o u r c e s ' :  

a r e  used.  

Within t h i s  r e p o r t  summary p r o f i l e s  o f  t h e . c o s t s  of  the  demons t r a t i on  

e f f o r t  as a w h o l e ,  the  average  p r o j e c t . a n d  s e r v i c e u n i t  c o s t s  and. measures  

o f  p r o j e c t  e f f i c i e n c y  a re  p r e s e n t e d  a long .w i th  s u g g e s t i o n s . l o t " p r o g r a m  ' 

p l a n n e r s  on c o s t i n g  out  new programs.  The appendices  i n c l u d e  f i n a l  co:st 

summaries o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s  and comparison ac ross  p r o j e c t s ;  t he  

complete  methodology o f  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  ins t ruments ; :  and. comparison r a b i e s  ' 
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d e t a i l i n g  the data  c o l l e c t e d .  C o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  f ind ings  appear in a 

companion document: The ,Adult Cl ien t  Impact Report 1. The reader  i s  

advised tha t  because the p ro j ec t s  s tud ied  are  not n e c e s s a r i l y  represen-  

t a t i v e  of c h i l d  abuse and neglec t  programs across  the country ,  care 

must be used in gene ra l i z ing  from the f i nd ings .  

l In  e a r l i e r  repor t s  published by Berkeley Planning Assoc ia tes ,  
most of  the purposes of the cost component have been addressed in de-  
t a i l ,  i nc lud ing  the e f f i c i e n c y  and se rv ice  volume economy i s sue ,  un i t  
cost  concerns,  impact on resources  in the communities, and cost  moni- 
t o r ing  informat ion for  the p r o j e c t s '  management. Relevant r epor t s  
inc lude :  .Cost Analysis Design and P re t e s t  Resu l t s ,  Apri l  1975; Cost 
Analysis :  January ThroughMay 1975, September 1975; Cost Analysis :  
Months of  January,  May and October 1975, February 1976; Ful l  Cost 
Analys i s :Methodology  and Pre l iminary  Data, September 1976; Full  Cost 
Anal7sis:  Findings to Date, November 1976; P ro jec t  Accomplishment: 
The First .Two Years of Operation,  Ju ly  1976; and Community Systems 
In te r im Report: Early Findings of  the Demonstration Experience,  
August 1976. 
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SECTION I : METHODOI~OGY 1 

• ] 

In order to address the cost  quest ions o f  i n t e r e s t ,  .we. ,established 

a system for c o l l e c t i n g ,  process ing and analyzing information from the 

projects  on how t h e i r  resources were expended. This ,system ~require~ the  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  d i s c r e t e  proj~ect a c t i v i t i e s  to ,iwhich .resources,were 

a l located  and the careful~monitoring of  proj:ect resources i n r e l a t i 6 n ~ t o  

these a c t i v i t i e s .  BPA developed cost  accountings'forms ,and trained the 
• 

projects  in t h e i r  use during s i t e . v i s i t s  in .the fal lLOf'1974.  In:January 

1975, a pre tes t  was conductedwhich ,led •to i.nstrument r e v i s i o n  and h 

second data c o l l e c t i o n  e f f o r t  inMay of  1975. :Si .gni f icant .gains  in data 

r e l i a b i l i t y  were.:made fo l lowing t h i s e f f o r t .  O u r . f i n a l  data analys i s  i s  

based on the la s t  three data c o l l e c t i o n  periods (October 1975..~and ~April  

and •October 1976) during the peak of  program.operations,  a f t e r  .start.'--up 

costs  and before the demonstration e f fort :ended.  

The cost accounting forms required the ,projects to a l l o c a t e  t h e i r  

time, expenses,  purchased ~services and durable equipment costs  across' .the 

,40-odd a c t i v i t i e s  i n  which a pro jec t  m i g h t p a r t i c i p a t e .  In addit iof i ,  

they monitored the volume 'of serv ice  uni t s  delivered, during the  :accounting 

month. Extensive c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and correct ion procedures  were .under.taken 

prior to and a f t e r  .data process ing .  After~the~cost  data had •been c o l l e c t e d  

and reviewed i n t e r n a l l y  by the pro jec t ' s -admin i s t ra t ion ,  •each cost  account- 

ing booklet and employee time sheet was reviewed"by.:the BPA-project ~site 

l i a i s o n  and .the cost analyst  for reasonahleness ,  based on s i t e  v i s i t  

observat ions  ~and previous reporting periods.  'The data.was subsequently 

coded, keypunched and processed using a mul.tipl,e-stage computer-lprogram. 

The output was subjected  to a s imi lar  review~and c o r r e c t i o n p r o c e s s .  The 

data emerging from th i s  e f f o r t  are viewed by a l l  part i c ipants  as ~accurately 

r e f l e c t i n g  program operat ions .  

In order to arrive at d i s cre te  costs  for d i f f e r e n t  program .activit,i,  es ,  

the computer program d i s t r i b u t e d  each employee?:s payrol l  expenses : a c r o s s  

. , . . .  

1See.,Appendix C of  t h i s  report for the. detai led.methodology andex- '  
amples of  the data c o l l e c t i o n  instrument.s and Computer output.. . . . . . . .  
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the  s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  in p r o p o r t i o n  to  the  hours  o f  e f f o r t  t hey  devo ted  

to each and d i s t r i b u t e d  n o n - p a y r o l l  expenses ,  purchased  s e r v i c e s  and 

d u r a b l e  equipment c o s t s  a c r o s s  the s e r v i c e c o m p o n e n t s  in p r o p o r t i o n  to  .~ 

the  p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r s '  e s t i m a t e s .  In a d d i t i o n  to  p r o v i d i n g  cumula t ive  

hours  and c o s t s  f o r  each s e r v i c e  component,  the  program c a l c u l a t e d  the  

u n i t  c o s t s  o f  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  to  c l i e n t s .  Seve ra l  ad ju s tmen t s  to  the  

da ta  were r e q u i r e d  in o rde r  t h a t  l e g i t i m a t e  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t  comparisons  

cou ld  be made. The f i r s t  major man ipu l a t i on  was the a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  wage 

and p r i c e  f a c t o r s  to  a d j u s t  f o r  r e g i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s .  1 The second a d j u s t -  

ment i nvo lved  un i fo rmly  d i s t r i b u t i n g  the  overhead c o s t s  2 ac ros s  the  d i r e c t  

s e r v i c e  Components in o rde r  to  r e p r e s e n t  the  t r u e  c o s t s  to  a p r o j e c t  o f  

d e l i v e r i n g  s p e c i f i c  s e r v i c e s .  And t h e  t h i r d  ad jus tmen t  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a s -  

c r i b i n g  v a l u e s  to  the  donated  r e s o u r c e s  u t i l i z e d  by the  p r o j e c t s ,  in  

o r d e r  to  r e p r e s e n t  the  t o t a l  c o s t s  o f  r e p l i c a t i n g  a p r o j e c t  model in th~ 

face  of  unknown l e v e l s  o f  c o n t r i b u t e d  goods and s e r v i c e s .  

' U t i l i z i n g  the computer ized  d a t a ,  the  f o l l o w i n g  a n a l y s e s  were con- 
3 

duc ted :  

• I n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n  
and s e r v i c e  u n i t  c o s t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  t r e n d s  over  t ime;  

• Comparisons ac ros s  p r o j e c t s  o f  r e s o u r c e  u t i l i z a t i o n  and 
s e r v i c e  u n i t  c o s t s ,  i nc lud ing  t r e n d s  over  t ime;  

• Program t r e n d s ,  i nc lud ing  s e r v i c e  volume economies and " 
r e l a t i v e  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c i e s  o f  p r o j e c t  S e r v i c e  packages .  

In t h i s  f i n a l  c o s t  r e p o r t ,  the  da ta  from the  t h r e e  accoun t ing  months have 

1Since an Arkansan d o l l a r  s imply w i l l  no t  buy the  same s e r v i c e s  or  
s u p p l i e s  inlNew J e r s e y ,  we f e l t  i t  was impor tan t  t o  s t anda rd i ze ,  d o l l a r  
v a l u e s  f o r  a c r o s s - p r o j e c t  comparison p u r p o s e s .  

20verhead c o s t s  i n c l u d e :  genera l  management, program p lann ing  and 
s t a f f  development  and t r a i n i n g .  

3The f i n d i n g s  of  t h e s e  ana lyses  a re  d e t a i l e d  in the  i n t e r i m  r e p o r t s  
. c i t ed  in the  i n t r o d u c t i o n .  



I 

been averaged f o r  each o f  the  12 p r o j e c t  s i t e s .  1 The ,resu l tant .  dana:are  

• used to  deve lop  summary p r o f i l e s  o f  the  c o s t s  o f  the  demonstrat ion  e f f o r t  

-as  a whole and the  average p r o j e c t  c o s t s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  a . v a r i e t y  o f  

q u e s t i o n s  concerning the  c o s t s  and mer i t s  o f  a s s e m b l i n g d i f f e r e n t  program 

models a r e : a d d r e s s e d ,  as w e l l  as f i n a l  assessments  o f  the f a c t o r s ~ a s s Q -  ~' 

c i a t e d  with  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y .  ! 

As wi th  any s o c i a l  program r e s e a r c h ,  caut : ion~mustbe  u s e d ~ i n t h e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  s tudy~s f i n d i n g s .  F i n d i n g s  are based~on, ele~en~ 

p r o j e c t s ,  spread throughout t h e  country ,  w h i c h d i f f e r e d  in  anumber~o~ 

important ways. The p r o j e c t s  were s e l e c t e d  and~studied because  e ~  t h e i r  

d i f f e r e n c e s ,  because  they were:demonstrating:~.ne~ ways to. workwith~: the  

problem o f  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t .  As such, t h e  f i n d i n g s  r e ~ l e c t  t h e .  

e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  t h e s e  e l even  p r o j e c t s ;  they a r e : n o t n e c e s s a . r i l y  g e n e r a l i z -  

ab le  to  a l l  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  programs  

1While there  were e l even  demonstrat ion  p r o j e c t s  funded, the  Arkansas 
model was developed in two c o u n t i e s ,  For~c0st  contro l  and management  
purposes  throughout the e v a l u a t i o n ,  the  cos t  data from the two s ~ t e s  
were t r e a t e d  independent ly .  Fo~ c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y  c o r r e ! a t i o n s  , the  t w o  
Arkansas p r o j e c t s  were averaged so as not to . skew the d i s t r i b u t i o n .  : 
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SECTION II: THE COST FINDINGS 

in this section the following are discussed: (a) the demonstration 

investment and what it bought; (b) the allocation of project resources; 

(c) the stability of program expenditures; (d) a project cost 

profile; (e) the unit costs of services; (f) service volume economies; 
1 

and [g) cost efficiency. 

A. The Demonstration Investment 

In addition to a rich base of knowledge about coping with problems of 

child abuse and neglect, the demonstration effort resulted in the produc- 

tion of a largeand varied number of services and other products which did 

not previously exist in the demonstration communities. 

The eleven demonstration projects spent approximately $2.21 million 

annually, or $6.63 million over the three year period. For every thousand 

dollars spent by the program, an average of at least $150 worth of donated 

resources were utilized. This amounts to over $330,000 worth of contri- 

buted time, services and goods being leveraged by the federal investment 

over the course of a year and close to one million dollars over the three 

year period. This reflects a growing commitment on the part of local com- 

munities to coping with the problem of child maltreatment, a commitment 

spawned by activities on the federal level. 

While there is no way to accurately sum the total numbers of clients, 

professionals and lay citizens with whom the projects came in contact and 

potentiaily influenced during the course of the demonstration effort 

through formal and informal service provision, an estimate can be derived 

based on average monthly figures supplied by the projects during sample 

. ~" 

1 
In our.'presentation of findings, we have sought to describe the ex- 

periences of the demonstration projects as a group. For those readers 
interested strictly in protective service-based projects, we recommend 
that information be generated from the tables in Appendix D, using data 
from the Adams County, Arlington, Baton Rouge andUnion County projects 
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months.  Approximate ly  2330 i n t a k e s  were completed by the  p r o j e c t s  ~ a c h  

year .  Over t h t  t h r e e  years  md~e than h a l f  o f  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  c l o s e  t o ' 4 5 0 0 ;  

r e c e i v e d  the  b e n e f i t  o f  m u l t i p l e - d i s c i p l i n a r y d i a g n o s i s d u r i n g  t h e : i n t a k e  

p e r i o d ,  an approach r a r e l y  taken b y t r e a t m e n t p r o v i d e r s p r i o r t o t h e  

d em on s tra t ion  p e r i o d .  A f a r  g r e a t e r  number o f  cases  werereferred~o~: the~i~ ,  

p r o j e c t s  or came i n  c o n t a c t  w i t h  the  p r o j e c t s : - f o r ~ - a b r i e f p e r i o d  o f ~ t i m e ;  

they  r e c e i v e  minimal support ,  most o f t e n  in  the  form, o f  informat ion~and, ,  

r e f e r r a l .  , . ! 

T h e  average, monthly  c a s e l o a d  s i z e  for  t h e - p r o j e c t s  as a .  g r o u p - ( o r  • 

average  n u m b e r o f  c l i e n t s  in  t r e a t m e n t  at .any.  I t i m e ) . w a s . 8 0 0 ~  T h e . a c t u a l  

c o s t  per  c a s e  v a r i e d  dramat ica l ly , .depending-~ .upon~the ,  t y p e s  .and..~quantity~ 

of  s e r v i c e s  a c l i e n t  r e c e i v e d .  

I n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g o r t h e r - a p y w a s t h e , , ' s i n g l e t r e a t m e n t ' s e r v i c e ' :  

p r o v i d e d  to  ,most c l i e n t s  ( a b o u t 8 0 % ) .  The p r o j e c t s , a s . a  group-provi~ed~- 

over 12~000 i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s  a year ,  or  c lose ,~to  36 ,000  . . . . . .  

during  t h e d e m o n s t r a t i o n  e f f o r t ;  In a d d i t i o n ~ ; o v e r 9 0 0 O l a y  t h e r a p ~  

c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s  Wereprovided,  a n n u a l l y . ( o r c l o s e  to  2 7 , 0 0 0 o v e r - - ~ h e  

demons tra t ion  p e r i o d ) ;  3400(parent  educat ion  p e r s o n s e s s i o n s , ( 1 0 , S 0 0 ~ o v e r  

three  y e a r s ) ;  5500 group therapy  person s e s s i o n s  (9900 over three,  y ~ a r s ~ : ;  

and 3100 c o u p l e s  or f a m i l y  c o u n s e l i n g  s e s s i o n s , ( 9 3 0 0  over t h e  t h r e e y e a r s ) .  

These figures reflect a greatly expanded capacity.in the communities to 

provide an array of treatment services to..abusive and neglectful'parents. 

As a group the projects made only a small contribution.towardthe 

development and provision of treatment.servicesdirectly,-tochildren; 

Fewer than 500 childrenreceived directtreatmentservices over. the.three. 

year period, even though large numbers of Children undoubtedly benefited 

indirectly from services offered to their parentsand families.. The, 

children impacted on directly by the project did receive intensive ser' 

~vices; annually about2400 days of residential care,.6600 child:devel6p~ 

ment or individualtherapy'sessions, and1500days:in, a crisis...nursery .: 

were provided. Beyond these "treatment services" we11 over 7000 days of 

d a y c a r e  were prov ided  as a r e s u l t  o f  p r o j e c t a c t i v ~ t i e s  . ,  , . .  

In addi, t i o n  t o  the  number o f  c l i e n t s  served,, a n d t h e e . v o l u m e < o f  . . . . . .  

treatment  s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d ,  the  f e d e r a l  i n v e s t m e n t i n  the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  

p r o j e c t s . r e s u t t e d  i n , o t h e r s i g n i f i c a n t  accomplishments;  n o t a b l y  i n t h e  

12 

"4 

t 



area  o f  e d u c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g .  At l e a s t  50,-000 p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and l ay  

peop le  a n n u a l l y  were p rov ided  with e d u c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  on i s s u e s  p e r -  

t a i n i n g  to  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  by demons t r a t i on  p r o j e c t  s t a f f s .  This 

t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  a t  l e a s t  150,000 people  in t h e s e  10 communities w h o s e  

awareness  and knowledge about  the  problem was undoub ted ly  i n c r e a s e d  dur ing  

the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p e r i o d .  Each o f  the  p r o j e c t s  pursued  p u b l i c  awareness  

e f f o r t s  through the  media as w e l l .  There i s  no way to  count  the  numbers 

o f  pe r sons  or  agenc i e s  i n f l u e n c e d  by such a c t i v i t i e s ,  bu t  i t  i s  c l e a r  

t h a t  the  numbers are  f a r  g r e a t e r  t h a n w a s  the  case  p r i o r  to  the  demonst ra-  

t i on  e f f o r t .  C o o r d i n a t i v e  e f f o r t s  c a r r i e d  out  by p r o j e c t  s t a f f  on an on- 

going b a s i s  through the  demons t ra t ion  p e r i o d  " b o u g h t "  each community a 
1 

better functioning community system. 

Finally, approximately 450 people were employed part or fulltime by 

the demonstration projects each year. Given annual turnover rates of 30% 

on average, close to 725 individuals worked closely with the demonstration 

projects, gaining skills and knowledge about child abuse and neglect which 

they will likely pass on to others inthefield in years to come. Given 

the dearth of individuals well-trained in child abuse and neglect at the: 

beginning of the demonstration effort, the cadre of professionals and lay 

people alone serves as a significant contribution of the demonstration 

investment. 

B. A l l o c a t i o n  o f  Program Resources  

While t h e r e  were wide v a r i a t i o n s  among the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  in 

terms o f  the  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  r e s o u r c e s  committed to  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i -  

t i e s  (and an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  as d i s c u s s e d  in Appendix B, 

i s  most i m p o r t a n t ) ,  i t  i s  u s e f u l ,  f o r  p lann ing  p u r p o s e s ,  to  look a t  t he  ave r -  

age resource allocation. With a range of budgets from $55,000 to $670~000 

per year, on average the annual operating budget of the projects was ap-: 

proximately $185,000; this money was spent on four discrete program activi- 

ties: Overhead, Direct Servicesto Clients, Community-Oriented Activities 

and Research. 

.). 
L~ 

:) 

Isee the Community Systems Impact Report for a detailed discussion 
of projects' .community-oriented activities and their apparent effects. 
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The range o f  the  propor t ion  o f  a p r o j e c t ' s  budget s p e n t . o n  o~erhead 

a c t i v i t i e s  was from 21% to  64%, with an average 40% o f  a p r o j e c t ' s  b u d g e t  

a l l o c a t e d  to  the  overhead f u n c t i o n s  o f  s t a f f  deve!opment:and t r a i n i n g , .  

program planning and development ,  and general  management. W i t h - r e s p e c t - t o  

s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y ,  the  f u n c t i o n  o f  case  management and case, rev iews  i :which  ' 

on average consumed another 12%of  the budgeg. , .coutd:beregarded.as~the, .  

i n d i r e c t  c o s t  of .  h a n d l i n g ~ c a s e s ,  As such, on~:average, over  h a l f  o f  these: .  

demonstrat ion  p r o j e c t s '  budge~ was used for  those  ac t i v i t i e s : .neces sary ,  t o  

f a c i l i t a t e , t h e  d i r e c t  p r o v i s i o n o f  services- .  Whi4~e~this f i g u r e  i s  Substan~.. 

t i a l l y  lower than many large  bureaucrac i e s ,  i ~ i s .  l i k e l y  that .  t h e . f i g u n e w o u l d . .  

have d e c l i n e d  even more had the  projects~ .cont inued to. be f u l l y  operat ionaL,  f o r  ,. 

an a d d i t i o n a l  three  years ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  as. demands f o r  s t a f £ - t r a i n i n g ,  d i m i n i s h e d .  

Once a l l  overhead c o s t s . w e r e  d i s t r i b u t e d . ( a s  d i scussed ,  in -Appendix  C ) .  

across  o ther  program a c t i v i t i e s ,  the. average :expend i tures  by the~eteven:.. 

p r o j e c t s  as a group were as f o l l o w s :  

DIRECT SERVICES TO~,CLIENTS 

Casework A c t i v i , ~ i e s  

Treatment S e r v i c e s  t o  
Parents  

Treatment S e r v i c e s  to  
Children 

Support S e r v i c e s  to  
F a m i l i e s  

COMMONITY-ORIENTED ACTIVITIES 

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

65% (of  the. t o t a l  budget;) 

(16%)- 

(27%) 

(13%) 

(9%) 

~25% 

10% 

i ̧'. 

.¢ 

" i  

i,Zi ~ 

I 

' ! '  

;. 

. g i  • 

? 

C l e a r l y  the  focus  o f  the. p r o j e c t s ,  as a group, was o n ' d e l i v e r y  of,;~ 

d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s ,  to  c l i e n t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  adu l t s ;  On,average,-65%of.~a~ ~ 

proj e c t '  s budget was expended on  direct . :  s e r v i c e s  a l th0ugh. . indiv iduat ,  p r o -  

j e c t ' s  expendi tures  r a n g e d f r o m  as l i t t l e  as~55~(Tacoma) . toas ' -nnach  .asi 

89% ( A r l i n g t o n ) ,  as shown in Table I I - 1 .  Within t h i s  d i r e c t  se~wice  ca tegory ,  

1See Appendix C f o r  the  methodology u s e d . f o r  these  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  
and for the d,iscrete service activities included.~in each grouping. 
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Table  l l - l :  P e r c e n t a g e  D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  T o t a l  Number o f  l lours and D o l l a r s  
by D i s c r e t e  I ' r o j e c t  A c t i v i t i e s  f l u - l ! a c h  P r o J e c t  and t he  D e m o n s t r a t i o n  Program 

I 
Average  Adams Baton Union [ Los 

. . . . . .  P r o j e c t  County A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon Count)" S t .  Lou i s  I Angeles  

Overhead O p e r a t i o n s  1 

D i r e c t  S e r v i c e s  

Casework 
A c t i v i t i e s  

Trea tment  S e r v i c e s  
~)r  P a r e n t s  

Trea tment  S e r v i c e s  
f o r  C h i l d r e n  

Suppor t  S e r v i c e s  
to F a m i l i e s  

Community 
Acti~it~es 

Research  

J e f f e r s o n  
;Tacoma County 
I 

~llr ~$ %llr ~$ %llr %$ :%llr %$ %llr %$ %llr %$ %llr %$ %Hr %$ !%llr %$ %llr %$ 

27 41 20 36 15 21 28 35 23 36 30 33 21 42 22 47 34 47 26 40 

68 65 82 7~ 90 89 81 81 47 52 78 82 83 80 92 86 32 33 79 70 

10 16 18 19 26 27 33 32 9 10 35 28 9 11 3 S 6 6 22 17 

27 27 16 19 23 26 14 14 30 30 32 37 25 24 3 6 24 24 53 49 

Wash ing ton  
County 

%fir %$ 

32 40 

69 63 

23 22 

45 40 

St .  
Neah Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

%fir %S %ltr %S 

49 64 29 45 

37 37 49 38 

15 13 3 5 

16 15 42 31 

16 13 43 31 3 3  18 1 0 5 

9 9 S S 18 18 33 35 2 6 11 13 15 13 

23 25 9 13 6 9 l l  

9 10 9 13 4 8 9 

6 0 4 34 32 81 68 0 0 

S 7 3 3 

7 "16 16 38 30 11 10 

4 3 3 15 18 "11 8 

0 0 

4 4 

7 12. 53 52 14 19 

1 -2 1S 1S 7 11 

0 0 0 0 

1 1 6 6 

19 25 S1 52 

12 14 12 11 

0 0 

4 2 

41 SI 

lO I I  

1The p e r c e n t a g e s  a l l o c a t e d  t o o v e r h e a d O p e r a t i o n s  r e f l e c t  t h e  raw d a t a  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  b e f o r e  t h e s e  ove rhead  f u n c t i o n s  a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  a c r o s s  t h e  o the r  
p rogran t  a c t i v i t i e s .  The p e r c e n t a g e s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  D i r e c t  S e r v i c e s ,  Community A c t i v i t i e s ,  and Resea rch  r e f l e c t  t h e  a l l o e a t i o n s  a f t e r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t ~ n  
o f  t h e s e  h ~ d i r e c t  c o s t s .  
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m o s t p r o j e c t s  devoted more of  the ir  resources (on average,27%) :to..:ser~ing~::~/I 

parents; projects  in Adams County, St.  Louis and Los Ange:les-placed. a.~_ 

greater  emphasis on c h i l d r e n ' s  serv ices  a l thoughthe .acros s~pro jec t . , aVerage  

amounted to only 13% of  t h e b u d g e ~ . .  Casework:activit ies , : . including:~:~ntake~. .  

and i n i t i a l  d iagnos i s ,  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  team. r e v i e w s - a ~ , . ~ , ¢ f o l l o w u p . , . u t i l -  

i zed .an average.of.15% of, the budget. SuppQrt* s e r v i c e s . t o : f a m i l i e s  com~ 

manded the smal les t  proportion o f  the budgetat9%,..although::..therange,.:(f~bm.~,. 

1% i n  Washington County, Arkansas, to 35%,in,Baton,.Rouge).was:~consdlerabte .... 

Al l  the demons tra t ionpro jec t s  provided~:some, services~.to:their..com~:~ 

munities as a whole, e i t h e r  in .prevent ion  efforts,:.communi£y.:and:profes~.. 

s ional  education,  agency coordinat ion,  .and~or,!egislati~e~.and:,pol.icy:~. 

a c t i v i t i e s .  For some~.projects; notably  Neah:Bay, Tacoma:::and. St,:Peters~:~.. 
burg,, community a c t i v i t i e s w e r e  a major objective. .oftheirprograms;~::for:,~ 

o t h e r s j , e f f o r t s  were morefocused on d i r e c t : s e r v i c e s . .  On, average., approx,<. 

mately2S% was a l l o c a t e d . t o  community a c t i v i t i e s , - : i n o r d e r ~ t o : p r o v i d e ~ t h e ~  

essential ly . interface betweem,the project  and~:~the r e s t  :of the~.community and~z,:i. 

to improve,,the community response to  problems~.:of.:child~!abuse o r . n e g l e c t ) .  

Research and evaluation, a c t i v i t i e s  received::,approximately:lO~: of-.the..~. 

p r o j e c t ' s  resources ,  a l though. the  individua~,~:projects spent:.as.: . , l ittleas, .-2% 

(Los Angeles) and as much as 18% (Bayamong".of::their.budgets,on.,such a c t i ~ i ~  

t i e s .  I t  would be u n l i k e l y  that an.ongqing,~,non~demonstration effort.~-(e~g.,  

a t y p i c a l  ch i ldren ' s  p [ o t e c t i v e  serv ice  agency) would~utilize.:.suc.h a h~gh,, 

proport ion .of  funds:.fo~ research:or.even.for-commun~ty~oriented~aCtivit ies~:  

T h e a l l o c a t i o n  o f  s t a f f : t i m e  t o p r o j e c ~  activities~:isnot.~always,:the.:,,~o. 

same~ as the a l l o c a t i o n  of  d o l l a r s .  Although'~.the::proj,ects~ a l l  ocat ion~of  . . . .  

time and money are . in  comparable proportions for:.some, a c t i ~ i t i e s , ,  the~:are..~/ 

not for-overhead operations and ,treatment s e r v i c e s : t o  children~.as.:shown:on:~. 

Table. I I -1 .  Uniformly, overhead operat ions:ut i l ized::a  signi'ficant~:y!-~larger. 

proport ion of  the b u d g e t ' t h a n o f  the s t a f f 6 f f o r t , w h e r e a s  .the-re~erse~was:~. 

true. for  c h i l d r e n ' s  s erv i ce s .  This .canlbe ,explained:by.  the ~ac , t . that-over-  

head. a c t i v i t i e s  are usua l ly  c a r r i e d o u t b y h i g h e r : p a i d p e r s o n n e l , _ : p r o j ' e c t .  

d irectors  and, administrat ive  a s s i s t a n t s ,  as  w e l l  a s , s t a f f  tra iners- -whereas  

a large proportion of  t h e . s t a f f  working with chi ldren a r e v o l u n t e e r s ,  re-  
imbursed andunpaid, with resulting lower, associated costs. 

6. 
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C. The Stability of Program Expenditures 

Overall, the allocation of resources remained quite stable during 

the year the cost data were collected--a year in which all projects were 

fully operational. Only a minor shift in resources from Community Activi- 

ties to Direct Services, mostly to children's services, was observed. 

Earlier in the demonstration, however, when projects were becoming opera- .... 

tional, a greater proportion of resources was allocated to research. As 

projects began to perceive that many of their information needs would be 

filled by the outside evaluation (and as record-keeping activities for 

that evaluation became more routine and less time consuming), projects in 

general substantially cut back on their own planned research activities. 

And, as projects' direct service activities became operational, more resources 

were devoted to community-oriented activities. Also, whereas the same pro- 

portion of the budget, 65%, was utilized for the Direct Services category 

before and after projects were operational, the internal distribution of 

these resources changed over time. Casework activities (i.e., organizing 

the delivery of services) received the lion's share of the direct services 

budget during project start-up and collectively, only 35% was expended on 

actual services to parents, children and families. Once the projects were' 

underway, however, an equal proportion of these expenditures (50%)was 

spent for both. 

Arlington, Union County, St. Louis and the two Arkansas Sites had 

extremely stable expenditures throughout the demonstration period. In 
I 

addition tobeing the largest of the projects in terms of number of clients 

served, all had well-articulated and operational goals from the beginning 

of the demonstration effort. On the other hand, Neah Bay and St. Peters- 

burg fluctuated considerably in their allocation of resources. Both had 

small caseloads and although originally oriented to community activities, 

expanded their program design to include treatment services, resulting in 

dramatic reallocations of resources. Adams County decreased the propor ~' 

tion of their time and budget expended on casework ~ctivities, while in -~ 

creasing resource allocations to children's services. Baton Rouge shifted 

resources committed to treating parents into support services for families 

and increased community activities. Los Angeles, o n the other hand, 
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decreased  i t s  c o m m u n i t y a c t i v i t i e s  and r e d i s t r i b u t e d  the r e s o u r c e s  to  

the  c h i l d r e n ' s  program. Bayamon s u b s t a n t i a l l y  cut  back r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  

and i n c r e a s e d  t rea tment  s e r v i c e s  to  c h i l d r e n .  Tacoma r e a l l o c a t e d  r e - .  
! 

sources  o r i g i n a l l y  spent  s e r v i n g  p a r e n t s  to  i n c r e a s e  r e s e a r c h  e , f forts . . .  . ,  .~ .. : 

D. A P r o j e c t  Cost P r o f i l e  1 -~: : ? 
. I 

For purposes  o f  f u t u r e  program p l a n n i n g ,  i t  i s  u s e f u l  to  de termine  

the  c o s t  s t r u c t u r e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  types  o f  programs, beyond the  g e n e r a l  i • 

a l l o c a t i o n  o f  r e s o u r c e s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  g r o u p i n g s  o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  d i s c u s s e d  

in  th'e p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n .  Some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  ~he d e m o n s t r a t i o n  

p r o j e c t s ,  such as budget ,  s t a f f  s i z e ,  and c l i e n t  load can  ,be r e a d i ! y  
,i 

averaged to  g e n e r a t e  a b a s i c  p r o j e c t  p r o f i l e .  'This b a s i c  :profi l .e  should  

no__t_t i t s e l f  be used d i r e c t l y  in  p l a n n i n g .  However:, t h i s  a v e r a g e o f  eos.t 

and r e l a t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  from a l l  p r o j e c t s  reduces  to manageable  s i z e  a 

complex array  o f  c o s t  concerns  and prov ides  a p o i n t  o f  d e p a r t u r e  f o r  

d i s c u s s i n g  the  cost~s o f  d i f f e r e n t  program m o d e l s ~ ( s e e  S e c t i o n  I I t )  ...... 

Th'e p r o j e c t s  on average  had a c a s e l o a d  .of 70 c l i e n . t s . 2  Whi,l,e .the 

a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  t h e  ~demonstration p r o j e c t s  i n c l u d e d  .programs 

o p e r a t i n g  at  annual  c o s t s  o f  l e s s  than $ 5 6 , 0 0 0  (Neah :Bay) and more  .than 

h a l f  a m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  (Union ,County),  an average  annual budge~ was 

$ t 8 4 , 5 0 0 .  The c a s e l o a d  s i z e s  ranged c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y  from an a v e r a g e ~ o f  

e i g h t  c a s e s  to  294 c a s e s  a month. A~ssumi, ng for  ana, l y s i s  purposes  , : t .hat  

a t y p i c a l  c l i e n t  i s  i n  t rea tment  for  one year ,  .the resul~t ing  a ~ e ~ a g e  

e x p e n d i t u r e  ,per c a s e  served i s  around $2700  ,per Year :Cwith a ~range o f .  

$1500  per case  in  A r l i n g t o n  to $.22,500 per c a s e  :in Los Angel.,e,S).3. ' : ~ :  

1Throughout the  demons tra t ion  per iod ,  'the c o s t  analyses . .haVe d e s c r i b e d :  
in  d e t a i l  what s e r v i c e s . e a c h  o f  the  p r o j e c t s - d e l i v e r s ,  i n w h a t  volumes., a~  
what u n i t  c o s t s ,  and how t h e s e  f i g u r e s  have .changed over t ime .  The :value 
o f  t h i s  f i n a l  c o s t  a s s e s s m e n t  i s  l e s s  one Of c h r o n i c l i n g  the  i n d i v i d u a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  m a n i f e s t e d  i n  the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n p r o j e c t s a n d  .more o n e 0 f . s y n -  
t h e s i z i n g  t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e s  i n t o  a t y p i c a l  iprojec t  p r o f i l e .  

2See ~Appendix D f o r  d e t a i l e d  comparison t a b l e s  o f  t h e s e  d a t a  acros s  
proj e c t s .  

3This dramat ic  range r e f l e c t s  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  types  a n d  q u a n t i t y  
o f  s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d  t o , c l i e n t s  by each p r o j e c t ,  as w e l l  as d i f f e r e n c e s  
in  the  communityeducation and c o o r d i n a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  
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the community, otherwise known as hidden costs, are included in the pro- 

gram's operating resources, ~he average annual cost per case tops $3000. 

Although the range in staff size (including consultants and volun- 

teers) was also considerable (from seven in Neah Bay to 98 in Arkansas),~ 

the average number of participants in a project was 37; two-thirds of 

these were non-regular staff members (e.g., consultants and volunteers, 

unpaid and reimbursed). These people, collectively, spent over 25,000 

hours during the year (of which less than 20% was contributed by the non- 

regular staff members). Thus, an individual client, in treatment for one 

year, received about 375 staff hours of care or slightly under 50 days. 

The complement of services typically offered by projects, as shown on . 

Table II-2 (i.e., offered by at least three=fourths of the demonstration 

projects) and which might be regarded as core or basic services offered 

by these demonstrations include: 

• Case management•and regular review; 

• Individual counseling; 

• Intake and initial diagnosis; 

• Court case activities; • 

• Crisis intervention; 

• Multidisciplinary team case reviews. 

Services offered • less frequently (i.e., those provided by only two-thirds 

of the demonstration projects) and thus which might be regarded as impor- 

'rant, supplemental services offered by these demonstrations include: 

P a r e n t  a i d e  or  l a y  t h e r a p y  C o u n s e l i n g ;  

• Couples  counseling; 

• Transportation and waiting; 

• Psychological and other testing. 

19 



Tab le  I I - 2  

Average  U n i t  C o s t s  A c r o s s  A l l  P r o ~ e c t s  f o r  D i r e c t  S e r v i c e s  

Service 

Outreach 

Intake ~ Initial Diagnosis 

Court Case Activities 

Crisis Interv. During Intake 

Multidisciplinary Review 

Individual Counseling 

Parent Aide/Lay Therapy 

Couples Counseling 

Family Counseling 

Alcohol, Drug, Weight Couns. 

24-Hour  H o t l i n e  

I n d i v i d u a l  T h e r a p y  

Unit 
Measurement 

c a s e s  

i n t a k e s  

cases 

c o n t a c t s  

reviews 

contact hours 

contact hours 

c o n t a c t s  

c o n t a c t s  

pers. sessions 

c a l l s  

c o n t a c t s  

Group T h e r a p y  pets. s e s s i o n s  
. . . . . .  | 

P a r e n t s  Anonym~'fls p e t s .  s e s s i o n s  

P a r e n t  E d u c a t i o n  C l a s s e s '  p e r s .  s e s s i o n s  
| 

C r i s i s  [ n t e r v .  A f t e r  I n t a k e  :~ c o n t a c t s  
i 

Day Care  c h i l d  s e s s i o n s  
m 

R e s i d e n t i a l  Care c h i l d  days  
• , t 

C h i l d  Development  Program c h i l d  s e s s i o n s !  
i 

Play  T h e r a p y  c h i l d  s e s s i o n s  

S p e c i a l  C h i l d  The rapy  c o n t a c t s  

C r i s L s  N u r s e r y  c h i l d  days  

Ilomemaking contacts 

Medical  Care v i s i t s  
- i  

B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care c h i l d  h o u r s  

Tr~nsportation/~aiting r i d e s  

Emergency Funds n o . o f  payments l  

P s y c h o l o g i c a l  6 O t he r  T e s t s  p e r s o n  t e s t s  

!!amily Planning Counseling 

Follow-Up 

i p e r s .  s e s s i o n s  

p e r s . f o l l o w u p s  

S / U n i t  ( a v e r a g e  1 
c o s t  t o  p r o j e c t )  

$ 25 .25  

7 8 . 7 £  
I 

126 .00  

13 ,50  

54 .75  
I 

14.75 
i 

7 .25  
i 

17 .00  
i 

30. O0 
i 

7.50  
t 

7 .50  
i 

21.25 

10.50 

5:75  
i 

9.50 
i 

14.25  
i 

7 . 7 5 '  

3 7 . 7 5 ,  

21 .50  
i 

11.75 

5 4 . 2 5  

35 .50  

22.75 

' 23 .50  

3.'50 
I 

8 . 7 8  I 

. t  
36 .25 I . • 

i 

_ ;  ! 
I 

20.50 i 

S / U n i t  ( a v e r a g e  c o s t  
to  community)  z 

$ 26 .00  

Number o f  P r o j e c t s  
P r o v i d i n g  S e r v i c e  

lO 83.25 

7 

132.25 10 

14.00 6 

125.50 9 

15 .00  11 

I0.00 8 

18.25 8 

31.50 . 6 

10.25 2 

7 .50  2 

22 .75  7 

6 r . : 

4 

- 7  

12.25 

7 .00  

11.00 

14.75 10 

8 . 2 5  2 

38.50 1 

24~00 ; 4  

14.25 

54 .25  . 1 

43 .00  1 

22.75 

25.25 

4.75 

9 .00  

45 .25  

I 
28 .00  [ 

3 

7 

4 

8 

3 

8 

0 • • 

6 i 

IThese c o s t s  r e f l e c t  raw d a t a  a d j u s t e d  fo r  w a g e / p r i c e  d i f ' f e r e n t i a l s  and o v e r h e a d  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

2These a r e  a d j u s t e d  c o s t s  w i t h  v a l u e s  a s c r i b e d  t o  d o n a t e d  r e s o u r c e s .  
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E. The Unit Costs of Services 

The unit costs of these frequently offered services vary greatly, as 

discussed below. 1 Depending upon which of these services a project chooses 

to offer, and the volume at which they are offered, a project's cost pro- 

file will vary substantially. 

i. Intake and Initial Diagnosis 

As t h e  g a t e k e e p i n g  f u n c t i o n  f o r  any f u t u r e  s e r v i c e ,  i n t a k e  and 
i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s  i s  an e s s e n t i a l  s e r v i c e .  I t  i s  a l s o  a c o s t l y  
and o f t e n  t ime-consuming  s e r v i c e .  Based on the  e x p e n d i t u r e s  o f  
t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  a p r o j e c t  on ave rage  would conduc t  
19 i n t a k e s  each month or  abou t  one a day a t  a c o s t  o f  $78.75 p e r  
i n t a k e .  Of ten  the  i n t a k e  and d i a g n o s i s  p r o c e s s  w i l l  t a k e  up t o  
two months f o r  complex c a s e s ,  r a i s i n g  t h e  u n i t  c o s t  pe r  case  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  The mon th ly  volume o f  i n t a k e s  i n  t h e  d e m o n s t r a -  
t i o n  p r o j e c t s  ranged  from two ( in  Neah Bay) to  32 ( in  A r l i n g t o n ) ;  
t h e  c o s t s  f l u c t u a t e d  from as l i t t l e  as $14.00 pe r  i n t a k e  ( J e f f e r -  
son County)  to  as much as $143.25 (Union C o u n t y ) .  In g e n e r a l ,  
o n l y  a modest  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  dona ted  r e s o u r c e s  a r e  u t i l i z e d  in  
t h i s  s e r v i c e ,  due p r i m a r i l y  t o  t h e  need f o r  e x p e r t i s e  and p r o f e s  ~' 
s i o n a l  judgment  to  be used i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .  Thus,  when added t o  
p r o j e c t  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  c o n t r i b u t e d  r e s o u r c e s  r a i s e  t h e  c o s t  p e r  
i n t a k e  l e s s  than  f i v e  d o l l a r s ,  to  $83 .25 .  

2. Case Management and Regular Review 

Any project must provide case management and review as part of 
a service package; Costs associated with this activity are in- 
cluded in other service categories since these are, in theory, 
the indirect costs associated with providing direct treatment 
services. Thus, unit costs were not calculated for the cases 
management and regular review functions, but on average these 
activities account for at least 10% of any service unit costs. 

lThroughout our discussion of the costs tO provide Various services, 
it is important to note that the figures cited include indirect costs, 
both general program overhead and the cost of case management and regular 
review. Hence, the unit cost to provide an individual counseling contact, 
for example, has overhead and case management costs built into it in pro- 
portion to the relative amounts of effort the :staff (including paid, 
volunteer, and consulting) has invested in Individual Counseling as a dis- 
crete service activity. 
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5. C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  

Although generally not provided in large volumes, typically 
50 contacts per month, or one or two a day (with a range from' 
6 in Los Angeles to 181 in Union County), crisis intervention 
was provided by ten of the demonstrations at an average cost 
per contact of $14.25. (Unit costs ranged from $4.75 per con- 
tact in Washington County to $78.00 per contact in Baton Rouge. ) 
This is one of the few services that cannot be planned in ad- 
vance for clients, and indeed some-clients may require a great 
deal and others none. 

. Mul . t id i s c ip l inar~  Team Case Reviews 

M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team reviews  are amongthe  most Cos t ly  s e r v i c e s  
to  prov ide .  Averaging near ly  $55 per review,  there  was a range 
from $25 per review in Adams County to $189 per rev iew in Bayamon. 
This un i t  c o s t  r e p r e s e n t s  the  actual  expendi tures  a p r o j e c t  could 
a n t i c i p a t e  a l l o c a t i n g  to  m u l t i d i s c i p I i n a r y  team rev iews;  however,  
the value to  the p r o j e c t  far  •outs tr ips  that  sum s i n c e  the  per ~ 
review c o s t  averages $125.50 when donated resources  are inc luded .  
D o n a t e d r e s o u r c e s  were provided f o r M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team rev iews  
more o f t e n  than o t h e r • s e r v i c e s ;  and t h i s  donated time has the 
greatest impact, since with rare exceptions the team members are 
highly paid professionals whose value on the consulting market 
would co,~nand from $I0 to $75 per hour. The personnel donating 
their services often include psychologists, psychiatrists, physi- 
cians, pediatricians, public health staff, legal advisors, social 
workers, school teachers and counselors, ministers, police and/or 
court officials, private voluntary agency personnel, and private 
citizens. (While no one project's multidisciplinary team included 
all of the perspectives listed above, several were very comprehen- 
sive.) Multidisciplinary teams averaged five members; meetings 
were typically held weekly or bimonthly 'for an hour or two. While 
a few projects initially utilized multidisciplinary reviews for 
each intake, perceiving their function as critical to diagnosis 
and treatment planning, most reverted to calling on the team for 
reviewing particularly difficult or complex cases. On average 
this resulted in about 15 reviews each month or 5 to 5 per meeting 
(although the projects ranged from 5 to 49 reviews per month). 
These reviews permitted information ~haring among multiple ser- 

vice providers and ready access to referral sources. 

1By the end o f  the demonstrat ion e f f o r t ,  a l l  but one o f  the  p r o j e c t s  
had developed m u t t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  teams; a n d o n l y  one had been d i sbanded  
during that  t ime.  This c e r t a i n l y  a t t e s t s  to the  perce ived  va lue  o f  h a v i n g  
m u l t i p l e  p e r s p e c t i v e s  and a range o f  e x p e r t i s e  a v a i l a b l e  during c a s e  r e v i e w .  
A major b e n e f i t  gained from t h i s  a c t i v i t y  was i n - s e r v i c e  s t a f f  t r a i n i n g ,  
f o l l owed  by increased  c o o r d i n a t i o n  among s e r v i c e  providers  in  the  communities. 
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5. Court Case Activities 

The s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  ca se s  r e q u i r i n g  c o u r t  i n t e r v e n t i o n  i s  t h e  
most c o s t l y  o f  a l l  s e r v i c e s ,  a t  an ave r age  o f  $126 p e r  c a s e .  
The range  o f  c o s t s  a c r o s s  a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  however ,  i s  v a s t  - -  
from $27 p e r  case  in  Los Angeles  t o  o v e r  $500 p e r  case  in  
Union County.  On a v e r a g e ,  however ,  a p r o j e c t  o n l y  h e l p e d  t o  
p r o c e s s  s i x  c o u r t  ca se s  p e r  month.  Given t h a t  some c a s e s  
may appear  in  c o u r t  two or  t h r e e  t imes  in  a y e a r  f o r  v a r i o u s  d i s -  
p o s i t i o n a l  or  p r o g r e s s  h e a r i n g s ,  t h e  u n i t  c o s t  p e r  c a s e  w h i l e  i n  
t r e a t m e n t  cou ld  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h i g h e r  t han  the  f i g u r e s  c i t e d  
h e r e .  The p r o j e c t s  appear  t o  bea r  t h e  burden  f o r  most o f  t h e  
s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d e l i v e r i n g  t h i s  s e r v i c e ,  
s i n c e  t h e  ave rage  u n i t  c o s t  i n c r e a s e d  o n l y  m a r g i n a l l y ,  t o  $132.25,  
when dona t ed  r e s o u r c e s  were i n c l u d e d .  Th i s  u n i t  c o s t  t o  p r o j e c t s ,  
o f  c o u r s e ,  does no t  i n c l u d e  t h e  c o s t s  borne  by t h e  l e g a l  sy s t em 
i t s e l f  in  p r o c e s s i n g  a c a s e .  

6. I n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  

At an ave rage  o f  $14.75 p e r  c o n t a c t ,  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  i s  t h e  
most commonly d e l i v e r e d  s e r v i c e  to  c l i e n t s .  While t h e  l a r g e  p r o -  
j e c t s  d e l i v e r e d  s e v e r a l  hundred  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s  pe r  month ,  on 
a v e r a g e  p r o j e c t s  p r o v i d e d  93 such c o n t a c t s  o r  20-25 a week. The 
impac t  o f  dona ted  r e s o u r c e s  on the  c o s t  p e r  c o n t a c t  i s  n e g l i g i b l e  
s i n c e  t h e  s e r v i c e  i s  n o r m a l l y  d e l i v e r e d  by p a i d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a f f  
members. 

. P a r e n t  Aide or  Lay Therapy C o u n s e l i n g  

The ave rage  c o s t  p e r  c o n t a c t  hour  o f  l a y  t h e r a p y  c o u n s e l i n g  i s  
$7.25 or  j u s t  about  h a l f  t h a t  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t .  

l ~ i l e  i n i t i a l  m o n i t o r i n g  o f  l a y  t h e r a p y  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s  i n d i c a t e d  
a g r e a t  s i m i l a r i t y  in  c o s t s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s ,  we found t h i s  
was due t o  t he  l e n g t h  o f  t ime  i n v o l v e d  in  a " c o n t a c t . "  An i n d i v i d u a l  coun-  
s e l i n g  c o n t a c t  r e q u i r e s  an hour  and a h a l f  Of p r o f e s s i o n a l  e f f o r t ,  i n c l u d i n g  
t h e  w o r k e r ' s  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  t he  c l i e n t ,  t he  t ime  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  case  
management f u n c t i o n s ,  and any s u p e r v i s o r y  t i m e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  case  r e v i e w .  
In c o n t r a s t ,  a l a y  t h e r a p y  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t  i n c l u d e s  t h r e e  hours  o f  e f f o r t ,  
p r i m a r i l y  c o n t r i b u t e d  by the  l a y  worker ,  bu t  s u p p l e m e n t e d  w i t h  c o n s i d e r a b l e  
i n v o l v e m e n t  by t h e  w o r k e r ' s  s u p e r v i s o r .  As a c o n s e q u e n c e ,  a l a y  t h e r a p y  
c o n t a c t  i n v o l v e s  t w i c e  t h e  t ime  i n v e s t m e n t  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  
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(The range among the demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s  was from $4.50 per 
contact  hour in J e f f e r s o n  County to  $16.75 in Tacoma.) Ascr ib ing  
va lues  to  the donated r e s o u r c e s ,  used e x t e n s i v e l y  f o r  t h i s  s e r -  
v i c e ,  r e s u l t s  in an average per uni t  c o s t  o f  $10. On average ,  
p r o j e c t s  prov id ing  lay therapy would d e l i v e r  96 c o n t a c t s ,  or 192 
contac t  hours ,  per month. (The volumes a c t u a l l y  d e l i v e r e d  ranged 
from 18 c o n t a c t s - - 3 6  contact  h o u r s - - i n  Tacoma to 225 c o n t a c t s - =  
450 contac t  h o u r s - - i n  J e f f e r s o n  C o u n t y . )  

8. Couples C o u n s e l i n g  

On average ,  19 c o n t a c t s  o f  couples  counse l ing  were d e l i v e r e d  by 
a demonstrat ion p r o j e c t  each month, or one a day, at  an average 
c o s t  o f  $17 per c o n t a c t .  The ranges across  p r o j e c t s ,  both in 
terms o f  volumes and per uni t  c o s t s ,  were not very Wide. And 
only  small  i n c r e a s e s  in the cos t  per contact  r e s u l t e d  from inc lud~ 
ing the value  o f  donated re sources .  

9. Transporta t ion  and Waiting 

Rides were provided by some p r o j e c t s  r e g u l a r l y  and s p o r a d i c a l l y  
by o t h e r s .  Al l  but on~ p r o j e c t  provided t h i s  s e r v i c b .  At $8 .75  
per r i d e ,  i t  i s  a s u r p r i s i n g l y  expens ive  support s e r v i c e ;  very l 
o f t e n ,  however, during the d r i v i n g  time i t s e l f  c l i e n t  c o u n s e l i n g  
does take p l a c e .  (The c o s t s  ranged from $2.25 in St .  Louis ,  which 
provided over 400 r i d e s  each month, to  $30.75 in Baton Rouge, 
where fewer than 20 r i d e s  a month were prov ided . )  The average 
number o f  r i d e s  f o r  a p r o j e c t  was 150 per month, or between 30 
and 35 a ~eek.  

10. P s y c h o l o g i c a l  and Other Tes t ing  

These t e s t s ,  w~ich were always administered by p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and 
u s u a l l y  by paid p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  are an understandably e x p e n s i v e  
s e r v i c e  at  an average o f  $36.25 per t e s t .  (The range exper ienced  
by the demonstrat ion  p r o j e c t s  ran from $11.00 tO $ 8 9 . 7 5 . )  A few 
p r o j e c t s  were ab le  to  secure  some donated t e s t s  which,  when a s -  
cr ibed  v a l u e ,  increased  the average c o s t  per t e s t  to  $45~25. On 
average,  p r o j e c t s  would adminis ter  approximately  n ine  t e s t s  per 
month, or a few a week. 

? 

c o n t a c t .  In order to  most a p p r o p r i a t e l y  c0mpare t h e  c o s t s  o f  the  two 
s e r v i c e s ,  we converted  the u n i t  o f  measurement to  a "contact  hour" o f  
one and a h a l f  hours per "contact  hour." The average c o s t  per contac t  
hour o f  lay  therapy,  then ,  i s  $7 .25 ,  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than h a l f  t h a t  f o r  
an i n d i v i d u a l  counse l ing  contac t  hour. 
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F. S e r v i c e  Volume Economies 

One q u e s t i o n  of  i m r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  to  program p l anne r s  i s  how tile 

c o s t  o f  a g iven s e r v i c e  i s  r e l a t e d  to tile volume at  which t h a t  s e r v i c e  i s  

p r o v i d e d .  One would p r e d i c t  t h a t  the  u n i t  c o s t  o f  s e r v i c e s  i n v o l v i n g  

groups would d e c l i n e  as the  number o f  group p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n c r e a s e d ,  s i n c e  

the  s t a f f  r equ i r emen t s  would not  change s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  However, i n d i v i d u a l -  

o r i e n t e d  s e r v i c e s  may not  have such economies r e l a t e d  to  volume s i n c e  m o s t  

p e r s o n - h o u r s  o f  c o n t a c t  in ,  f o r  example,  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g ,  should  con- 

sume co r r e spond ing  amounts o f  s t a f f  t ime .  Thus, i t  would be expec ted  t h a t  

s e r v i c e s  such as M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case Reviews,  Group Therapy,  Paren t  

Educa t ion  C l a s s e s  would e x h i b i t  s e r v i c e  volume economies .  I n d i v i d u a l  and 

Lay Therapy Counsel ing  would not .  

Two approaches  can be used in de te rmin ing  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

c o s t  pe r  u n i t  and number o f  u n i t s  p r o v i d e d .  F i r s t ,  one can s tudy  d i f f e r -  

ences in s e r v i c e  u n i t  c o s t s  fo r  p r o j e c t s  p r o v i d i n g  va ry ing  volumes of  the  

s e r v i c e .  Such a comparison r e f e r s  to  s e r v i c e  volume economy a c r o s s  p ro -  

j e c t s ,  and p r o v i d e s  in fo rma t ion  on whether  p r o j e c t s  p r o v i d i n g  high volumes 

o f  a g iven s e r v i c e  can do so a t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduced  c o s t s .  Second,  one 

can s t u d y  f o r  a given p r o j e c t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  s e r v i c e  volume over  t ime 

and the co r r e spond ing  changes in u n i t  c o s t .  " 

Ra ther  than looking a t  a l l  s e r v i c e s , ~ a  s u b s e t  o f  the  s e r v i c e s  i s  

s e l e c t e d  in o rde r  to  de termine  whether  s e r v i c e  Volume economies e x i s t  

in the  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s .  The s e r v i c e s  i nc luded  I n d i v i d u a l  Counsell- 
ing and Lay Therapy Counsel ing as i n d i v i d u a l - o r i e n t e d  s e r v i c e s  and Group 

Therapy,  Pa ren t  Educat ion Classes  and M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case Reviews 

as s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d  to  more than one c l i e n t  a t  one t ime .  

1. A c r o s s - p r o ~ e c t  Comparisons 

To i d e n t i f y  a c r o s s - p r o j e c t  s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n  economies ,  the  p ro -  
j e c t s  were c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  two groups f o r  each o f  t h e i r  c o s t  and 
v61ume c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  t hose  above the median va lue  and t h o s e  
below,  based on the  average  c o s t  to  p r o v i d e  the  s e r v i c e .  1 As 
was a n t i c i p a t e d ,  the i n d i v i d u a l - o r i e n t e d  s e r v i c e s  ( i . e . ,  I n d i v i d -  
ua l  Counsel ing and Lay Therapy Counse l ing)  f a i l e d  to  show any ~ 

1See Appendix C f o r  the d e t a i l e d  methodology o f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  and 
Appendix D f o r  the  s e r v i c e  u n i t  c o s t s  (Table D-7).  
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strong relationships between service volume and unit costs.: 
The group or multiple-client services, on the other hand, con- . 
sistently revealed that for all three services (e.g., Group 
Therapy, Parent Education Classes, and Multidisciplinary Team 
Reviews), projects providing higher than median volumes of the 
service could do so at lower than median costs, whereas projects ~ 
providing lower volumes did so at higher costs. 

Within-pro~ect Comparisons 

To identify within-project economies, changes in the costs and 
service volumes for the same subset of services between October 
1975 and April 1976 and between April 1976 and October 1976~were 
studied for each project providing the service. 1~e two variables 

were again dichotomized, but this time in terms of whether costs 
or volumes (i) increased during the time period or (2) stayed the 
same or decreased. While the hypothesis that service volume economies 
would not operate for individual-oriented services was borne out 
for individual counseling, it was not upheld for lay therapy 
counseling. In the latter service, increased volumes were asso~ 
ciated with decreased costs. ~e speculation for the contrary , 
finding may refer to the activities associated with the services 
that do not involve direct client contact. Perhaps as person-. 
hours of direct contact increase,..these associated activities " 
(e.g., consultation, case review, record keeping) decrease; thus, 
~while the worker "records the same amount of time spent delivering 
the service (i.e., logs the same costs), more of the time is going 
to direct contact (i.e., greater service volume). 

Of the group or multiple-client services, only Multidisciplinary 
Team Reviews substantiated the hypothesis that increased volumes 
would result in decreased costs and vice versa. The relationship• 
does not hold for Group Therapy and,.~in the case of Parent Educa- 
tion Classes, the reverse is true; that is, increased volumes of 
parent education result in increased costs. The most likely ex- 
planation is that the unit volumes reflect increases in number of 
courses offered rather than in number of clients participating in 
a given course. 

In general, the across-project comparisons, which would seem to be 

more relevant to policymakers, identify consistent and valuable findings 

about service volume economy, whereas within-project comparisons, which• 

would seem to be more relevant to internal, management decisions, do not : 

reveal particularly useful information. 
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G. Cost Efficiency 

Analyzing each individual type of service is important to understand- 

ing the relative investments necessary for various service volumes. How- 

ever, such an analysis does not take into account the fact that services 

are not offered in isolation but rather as part of a package of interre- 

lated services. Accordingly, one should also analyze the cost relationships 

associated with this total package. 

For this purpose, an index Of relative cost efficiency was constructed. 

This index reveals the extent to which a project delivers a given package 

of services at a greater or lesser cost than would other projects which de- 

liver these services. The exact formula for computing the index is shown 

on Table II-3 along with the resulting efficiency ratings for each of the pro- 

jects. The formula, as can be seen, computes the ratio of a project's 

costs for its service package to the average costs for these services 

across all projects. 1 Thus, if the index is above one, the project delivers 

services at a greater cost than the average; below one, the project is 

relatively more cost efficient, i.e., delivers services at a lower cost. 

Looking across projects, the Jefferson C0unty, Arkansas project 

appears to be the most efficient (E = .49), with the Baton Rouge project ~', 

the least efficient (E = 1.69). Seven projects fall above the mean (E > I), 

with the remaining five falling below (E < i). One interesting observation 

is that, of the more than 800 clients in the projects' cumulativeannual'~case - 

load, approximately 80% were being served by the less efficient projects, 

or projects with larger caseloads offered services less efficiently. ;: 

Interestingly, the top ranking projects for cost efficiency based on 

actual costs do not remain the top ranking projects when donated resources 

are taken into account. These differences reveal the contribution of non- 

paid volunteers in helping a project deliver services more efficiently.:For 

example, the Jefferson County project, while the most cost efficient when 

analyzing project expenditures drops to eighthwhendonated resources are inclu- 

ded in the estimates, re~ealing a substantial contribution of volunteer effort. 

The indexing of overall cost efficiency allows for assessment of ~he 

strength of association between efficiency and a variety of project and 

lThe formula assumes that the units of service are the same acrossprojects. 
In the course of the study, in depth process analyses were conducted of some 
named services across projects; that analysis, described in detail in the 
Adult Client Report, supports that assumption. 
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T ab le  I1 -3  

Relative Cost Efficiency o f  Projects 

Project 
; , L 

Adams County, Colorado 

Arlington, Virginia 

E f f i c i e n c y  Base~ on 
Cos t  t o  P r o j e c t -  

Jefferson County, Arkansas 

Efficiency Based on Total 
Cost to Community 2 : 

0 .86  

1.'01 

0.80 

1.05 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 1.69 1.57 • 
,,. ,. . . . .  

Bayamon, Puerto Rico 1.19 1.08 

0.49 

Washington County, Arkansas 0.71 

Los Angeles, California 1.01 

1.49 Neah B a y , W a s h i n g t o n  

'St. .  L o u i s , ' M i s s o u r i  

S t . ~ P e t e r s b u r g ,  F l o r i d a  

Tacoma, Wash ing ton  

Union County ,  New J e r s e y  

1 . 0 4  
, = 

0.84 

0 . 9 6  

i .53 

0 . 8 3  . ; 

1.81 
L 

1 .00  

0 . 8 9  " 

0 .71  

1 .12  

0 . 9 0  

1 .23  

I '  

'11 
J 

• I ! ,  

ii 

' 3 ,  - 

,,r 

• . : .  , 

' i :  

2 ' !~  , 

Y 

When Ej : ~p 
1 i j U i j  
z.FTU.. 
1 1 1 , . 1  

Where Ej = relative cost efficiency of~project j 

Pij = price per unit service i at project j 

Uij = units of service i delivered at project j 

~= average price per unit service i across all projects. 

NOTE: If Ej > I, then project more costly than average in 
• delivering its package of services. 

iAverage efficiency index for actual project Costs based on October 
1975 and April and October 1976. 

2Average efficiency index for project costs including donated re- 

sources based on October 1975 and April and October 1976. 
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. case  management c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The p r o j e c t s  were d iv ided  i n t o  t h r e e  

c a t e g o r i e s  on the bas i s  o f  the cost  e f f i c i e n c y  index:  (1) those  demon ::~ 

strating highly cost efficient practice (i.e., Arkansas, Adams County, i~ 

and St. Louis); (2) those functioning at average cost efficiency {i.e., 

Tacoma, Los Angeles, Arlington, and St. Petersburg); and (3) those func~ 

tioning less efficiently than the average (i.e., Bayamon, Baton Rouge, 'i 

Union County, and Neah Bay). The relationships between the projects' ~: 

scores on a number of potentially explanatory variables--i.e., project 

and case management characteristics--and the efficiency ratings were i 
studied. 1 

The program and case management characteristics used were those " 

identified through other activities of this evaluation to have relevance 

in explaining project performance. The variables include management ' 

factors (variables which describe the work environment and worker atti-" 

tudes), organizational factors, formalization factors and centralization 

factors (variables which describe the structural properties of the program). 

Table II-4 displays the association between the select independent • 

variables and cost efficiency; a positive association indicates that an i 

increase or improvement in the causal factor improves a project's cost 

efficiency. Only one of the factors tested, total expenditure, appears' 

to have no impact on a project's cost efficiency; all others tested had 

either a positive or negative association of varying strengths and levels 

of significance. 

The structural properties significantly associated with cost effi- 

ciency are staff size, span of control and clarity; that is, the larger the 

staff, the wider the span of control (i.e. fewer supervisors) and the , 

more explicit the rules and procedures, the greater the cost efficiency. 

These conditions minimize the cost of delivering services by providing a 

ITwo or three point scales usually representing below average, 
average, and above average were used. Simple cOntingency tables were 
run with the Somer's D statistical test of the strength of association 
being calculated for each. While the sample size was quite small and 
our major concern was with the probability of the correiation more than 
with its stability, we did nevertheless test for statistical significance 
using Kendall's Tau with cost efficiency as the dependent variable. 
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Table I I -4  

C o r r e l a t e s  o f  Cost E f f i c i e n c y  

Fac t d r  
7 

Management Fac to r s  

Burnout 

Worker S a t i s f a c t i o n  

Job Involvement  

Peer  Cohesion 

Staff Support 

Autonomy 

Task Orientation 

Work Pressure 

Clarity 

Control 

:Innovation 

Leadersh ip  

Communication 

S t r eng th  o f  1 
Assoc ia t  ion 

Level o f  2 
S i g n i f i c a n c e  

.13 .35 

--. 77 .02 

--.11 .38  

.13 .3S 

--.43 .12 

:--.37 .14  

.13 .35 

.07 .42 

.71 .02 

--.36 .16 

--.37 .14 

--.13 .35 

.13 • 3 5  

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  FaCtors 

T o t a l  S t a f f  S ize  

Average Monthl~ Client Load 

Complexity 

Span of Control 

Budget 

Sponsorship  (CPS vs .  Other)  

F o r m a l i z a t i o n  Fac to r s  

R e c r u i t m e n t  

Job Codification 

Rule Observation 

J o b  S p e c i f i c i t y  

C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  Fac to r s  
Program C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  

Job Centralization 

Turnover 

.66 . O1 

--.33 .13 

.31 . IS 

.65 .01 

0 .50 

.40 .12 

.21 .29 

--.13 .35 

• 1 1  . 3 8  ::i 
! 

,--.Ii .40 

--.33 .13 

--.13 .33 

.25 .19 

Overall Assessment of Quality of Case Mgnt! ,12 ,O1 

iSomer's D 

2Kendall's Tau 
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high ratio of volunteer staff, decreasing the number of firstline 

supervisors monitoring workers, and clarifying rules andprocedures 

under which staff operate. Although these organizational factors are 

not necessarily unfavorable to high job morale, they are not the vari- 

ables most conducive to job satisfaction. Rather, the work climate proc- 

esses most highly associated with job satisfaction (e.g., job autonomy, s£aff 

support, opportunities tO be innovative and creative)tend to increase 

the cost of administering the program, thereby reducing program effi- 

ciency. This explains the negative relationship between cost efficiency 

and job satisfaction. In these demonstration projects there appears to 

be a trade-off between cost efficiency and the quality of the work environ- 

ment, including workers' attitudes and perhaps the quality of service de- 

livery. An example illustrates this point. The data suggest that high 

turnover rates are associated with efficiency. Project turnover appears 

to be cost efficient because the externalities of turnover are not com- 

puted into the cost efficiency formula. A project often saves Salary 

costs when workers terminate; Senior staff are often replaced with new, 

inexperienced workers at lower salaries, and often the staff vacancy is" 

not filled promptl~ saving the organization money. The agency appears 

to be serving more clients with less resources. But what is overlooked 

is the extra caseload responsibilities imposed upon the remaining staff 

who must compensate for being understaffed, as well as the delays in 

service delivery and inadequate supervision of clients, and the costs of 

recruitment, and training. Consequently what appears to be a.cost effi- 

cient condition may not, in the long run, be an obvious savings. 

These data also demonstrate a number of other relationships between 

cost efficiency and organizational characteristics. Although they are • 

not significant, and thus must be interpreted cautiously (due to the 

small number of projects involved in the study), they, nevertheless, are 

interesting to report. Projects that are highly bureaucratic, highly 

centralized in decision-makingand that have •large average monthly case- 

loads tend not to be cost efficient. Projects in which there are a large 

number of different professional disciplines represented tend to be cost 

efficient. Organizational complexity is cost efficient because the bene- 

fit derived to the projects from the multidisciplinary teams that assist 
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p r o j e c t  s t a f f  in  rev i ew  o f  d i f f i c u l t  cases  are o f t e n  d o n a t i o n s  from ; 

l o c a l  a g e n c i e s ;  p o o l i n g  community e x p e r t i s e  r e s U l t s " i n p r o j e c t  c o s t  e f f i ~  

ciency •because the cost o£this service is absorbed by the other community. 

agencies. But more interesting is the finding that bureaucratic structures 

and large caseloads tend not to be cost efficient. Larger and more struc- 

tured programs simply do not doas well from a cost efficiency perspective. 

Finally, it appears that the qualfty wi.thwhich cases are managed is 

significantly related to efficiency. While the association is not a 

strong one, this does suggest that the methods workers use to manage the 

cases they deliver services to influences the efficiency with which ser- 

vices are delivered. 

: ii• , 
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SECTION I I I .  USING THE COST FIND,INGS 

FOR PROGRAH PLANNING 

~ h i l e  t he  cos t  a n a l y s i s  has been a u s e f u l  t o o l  in mon i to r ing  the  

d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  and in comparing the  c o s t s  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o£ , 

d i f f e r e n c e  s e r v i c e  s t r a t e g i e s ,  the  p r imary  use  o f - t h e  c o s t  f i n d i n g s  j u s t  

p r e s e n t e d  i s  in program p lann ing ,  Not on ly  do the  f i g u r e s  c i t e d  s e rve  as 

benchmarks a g a i n s t  which i n d i v i d u a l  programs can beg in  to  a s s e s s  t h e i r  own e f f i -  

c i e n c y ,  but  t he  f i g u r e s  and r e l a t e d  f i n d i n g s  p r o v i d e  the  ba s i s  f o r  d e s i g n -  

ing s e r v i c e  program s t r u c t u r e s  and budge t s .  In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  the  fo l l ow-  

ing a r e  d i s c u s s e d  f o r  program p lann ing  pu rposes :  (a) d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  a l l o -  

c a t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t  r e s o u r c e s ;  (b) methods to  enhance p r o j e c t  economy and ~ 

e f f i c i e n c y ;  and (c) t h e c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  a l t e r n a t i v e  t r e a t m e n t  models .  1 

A. Determining the Allocation o f  Pro~ect Re.sources 

Despite the range of experiences in the demonstration objects, program 

planners might find it useful to assume that most programs will utilize 

something in the vicinity of 40~ of their budgets on overhead functions 

including staff development and training, program planning and review, and 

general management. An additional i0~ or more will be used for general 

case management and case review (including record keeping). If these indirect 

costs are incorporated into the costs of other program activities, it can 

be expected that most direct service programs, once operational, will spend 

about 75~ of their budget on direct client service activities and an addi- 

tional 25~ on community-oriented activities. An operational program should 

expect few shifts in budget allocations unless project goals change; however, 

about six months is required for program implementation and during this 

period budget allocations will not be stable. A substantially greater pro- 

portion of the budget must be spent on general case management functions"' 

i.e., implementing a system for Case managementS-and proportionately less 

fine on community activities. 

l i t  must be kept  in  mind t h a t  t h e  d a t a  used a r e  t hose  d e r i v e d  from 11 
d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  which a re  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  comparable to  c h i l d  abuse 
and n e g l e c t  programs in  g e n e r a l .  As most s t u d i e s  on o t h e r  c h i l d  abuse•  
programs a r e  completed ,  a r e f i n e m e n t  of  t h e s e  d a t a  would be v a l u a b l e .  
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b~cause o f  the  current  p u b l i c  concern about and commitment to  problems 

o f  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t ,  programs can e n c o u r a g e v o l u n t e e r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  Given the demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s '  c o l l e c t i v e  exper i r  

ence  o f  expanding r e s o u r c e s  by 15% through the u s e o f  v o l u n t e e r s  and o t h e r '  

donated goods and s e r v i c e s ,  most l o c a l  programs might a n t i c i p a t e  an a b i l i t y  

t o e x p a n d  program r e s o u r c e s  by at  l e a s t  10%. Second~ as d i s c u s s e d  in the  

prev ious  s e c t i o n ,  the  u n i t  c o s t s  o f  group-or iented  s e r v i c e s  are lower than.  

i n d i v i d u a l  s e r v i c e s  and the  d i f f e r e n c e s  are more dramatic as h igher  volumes 

o f  group s e r v i c e s  are o f f e r e d .  Thus, c o s t - c o n s c i o u s p r o g r a m  planners  and 

managers can bu i ld  more group s e r v i c e s  in to  t h e i r  program d e s i g n s .  F i n a l l y ,  

c e r t a i n  management and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f e a t u r e s  o f  a program can be des igned  

to  enhance e f f i c i e n c y ,  i n c l u d i n g :  l arger  s t a f f  s i z e s ,  small  c a s e l o a d  s i z e s ,  

fewer superv i sory  p o s i t i o n s  and g r e a t e r  job c l a r i t y .  

C- The Costs  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  Treatment Models~. 

Fo~ program p l a n n e r s ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e d  with any s i n g l e  

demonstrat ion p r o j e c t  may not be u s e f u l  i f  a program with the  same s e r v i c e  

mix and volume i s  be ing  c o n s i d e r e d .  However, us ing program-averages o f  

:the c o s t s  o f  d e l i v e r i n g  each~ o f  a v a r i e t y  o f  s e r v i c e s  to  a s i n g l e  c l i e n t  

over the  course  o f  a year ,  annual  budgets,  f o r - a l l  d i f f e r e n t  program mode l s  

can r e a d i l y  be e s t i m a t e d .  The c o s t s  o f  the s e r v i c e  mix p lanned i s - c a l c u ~  

l a t e d  and m u l t i p l i e d  by the  a n t i c i p a t e d  annual  c a s e l o a d .  Table I I I - 1  d i s p l a y s  

the average annual volumes o f  s e r v i c e s  and the a s s o c i a t e d  c o s t s  t o  d e l i v e r  • 

them to  a s i n g l e  c l i e n t .  

For the purposes  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  the  c o s t s  o f  f i v e  d i f f e r e n t  p r o g r a m  

models are e s t i m a t e d ,  each o f  which minimal ly  inc ludes  a s e t  o f  e s s e n t i a l  

s e r v i c e s  which we assume any program would provide .  The c o s t s  o f  the  

mode l s  may appear• h igher  than the budgets  o f  the demonstrat ion p r o j e c t s . :  

themse lves ;  t h i s  i s  because  t h e  models are based on c e r t a i n  assumptions 

about standards f o r  s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n  which i n d i v i d u a l  demonstra t ion  pro~ 

j e c t s  did not  always meet.  The models include,•: an Indiv idual  C o u n s e l i n g  

:model, a Lay Therapymodel ,  a Group Treatment model, a C h i l d r e n ' s  Program, 

and a Family Treatment model. To f a c i l i t a t e b u d g e t  c a l c u l a t i o n s ,  an e s t i -  

mated case load  o f  100 c l i e n t s  was used.  
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T a b l e  I I I - 1  

Annual  Cost Per C l i e n t  to  D e l i v e r  S e r v i c e s *  

and Annual Volumes o f  Un i ts  

ii i 
.... 11 i 

~ . , '  

Service Annual  Onits/Clients Cost/Client, 

II. Outreach Cases ** 

12. Intake & initial diagnosis Intake process over 2 months $ 157.50 

14. Court-case activities Case activities over 3 months 378.00 

k 

- j "  
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15. Crisis intervention during intake 

16. Multidisciplinary-team c a s e  review 

17. Individual c o t a n s e l i n g  

18. P a r e n t  a i d e / l a y  t h e r a p y  c o u n s e l i n g  

19. Couples counseling 

20. Fami ly  C o u n s e l i n g  

A l c o h o l ,  d r u g  ~ weight c o u n s e l i n g  

Contacts 

Reviews 

C o n t a c t  h o u r s  52 

Contact hours 52 

Contacts 52 

Contacts 52 

54.00 

109.50 

767.00 

377 .00  

884.[ 

1,560..( 

21. Pe r son  s e s s i o n s  52 390.(  

22. 24-Hour hotline counseling Calls 78 585.( 

23[ Individual therapy Contacts 52 1,105.( 
,.,. 

241 Group therapy Person sessions ; 52 546.( 

25. Parents Anonymous Person sessions 52 299.( 

26. Parent education classes Person sessions 20 190.00 

27. Crisis intervention after intake Contacts 26 364.00 

28. 9aycare Child sessions 260 2,015..00 

29. Residential care Child days 90 3 , 3 9 7 . 5 0  . 

30. Child develop'ment program Child sessions 260 5,590.00 

31. Play therapy Child sessions 104 1,222.00 

32. Contacts 52 2,821.00 S p e c i a l  c h i l d  t h e r a p y  

33. C r i s i s  n u r s e r y  

34. Homemaking 

C h i l d  days 14 

C o n t a c t s  30 

Visits 

C h i l d  h o u r s  104 

Rides  104 

4 9 7 . 0 6  

682 .50  

3 6 4 . 0 6 "  

910.o6 .... 

35. Medica l  c a r e  . 

B a b y s i t t i n g / c h i l d  c a r e  36. 

72 .50  

37. T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / w a i t i n g  

3 g .  Emergency f u n d s  Number o f  paymen t s  

39. P s y c h o l o g i c a l  ~ o t h e r  t e s t i n g  P e r s o n  t e s t s  2 

40. Fami ly  p l ann i lng  c o u n s e l i n g  Pe r son  s e s s i o n s  ** 

41.  Fo l l ow-up  P e r s o n  f o l l o w - u p s  2 53 .00  

*Cost  p e r  c l i e n t  e s t i m a t e s  i n c l u d e  i n d i r e c t  c o s t s  s u c h  a s  g e n e r a l  managemen t ,  s t a f f  
d e v e l o p m e n t  and t r a i n i n g ,  and c a s e  management  and r e g u l a r  r e v i e w .  

E s t i m a t e s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  from d e m o n s t r a t i o n  da t a , •  
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The set of basic services that any prdject would provide include:i . 

intake and initial diagnosis, case management and regular review, crisis 

interventi?n, multidisciplinar~ team case reviews, court case activities, 

and follow-up..In a caseload of 100 clients, it can be assumed that all 

clients will receive intake and initial diagnosis over a two-month period, 

ongoing case management, semi-weekly crisis intervention contacts ~fter 

intake, and two follow-up contacts. Approximately 25% Of a progrsJn's case- 

load would receive two multidisciplinaryteamreviews and about 10%would 

require court case intervention extending over three months. This basic 

service package would require an annual budget ofslightly less than 

$60,000. While this basic model lacks any "ongoing treatment or thera- 

peutic services," it is a Close approximation of that offered in many of 

our public protective agencies. Table III-2 displays the annual costs asso- 

ciated with these basic • Services, as well as the budget supplement for 

each addi t iona l  serv ice  provided by the project  

The INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING MODEL would supplement the basic  service l  

package with a weekly counsel ing contact for each c l i e n t ,  as  shown'in:  

Figure I.II-1. The annua~ cost  o f  th i s  model i s  c lose  to $136,000 f o r l O 0  

c l i e n t s  or $1360 per c l i e n t .  In contrast ,  the LAY THERAPY MODEL, s u b s t i -  

tu t ing  a weekly lay therapy contact for the. indiv idual  counse l ing  contact  

and inc luding  a weekly Parents Anonymous Sess ion  for about a quarter of  

the case load,  would require  an annual budget of  s l i g h t l y o v e r  $104~000 

or only $1040 per client.• If, followingthe philosophy-underpinning the 

lay therapy concept of providing more frequent contact• with the client Of 

longer duration, the weekly contacts are doubled in the lay therapy model, 

the annual program cost very c!osely approximates the Individual Counsel- 

ing Model at $142,000. : 

The GROUP TREATMENT MODEL would augment the•basic service package 

with group therapy once a week for oneyear for half the, clients (or once 

a week for 6 months for all clients} and a Series of parent education classes 

for all clients and weekly individual counseling for about a quarter o£ .... 

the clients. Such a treatment programwould require an annual budget :of 

nearly $125,000 or $1250 per client. : 

A model CHILDREN'S PROGRAM would add to the basic services a daii~ 

child development program for an'average of one child in each client ~ 

family and special child :therapy once a week for about 10% of them. 
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Table III-2 

ANNUAL SERVICE STRATEGY COSTS 

Basic  
S e r v i c e s :  

Intake  and I n i t i a l  D i a g n o s i s  

Case Management and Regular  Review 

C r i s i s  In tervent ion  After  Intake 

M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case Reviews 
(25 % o f  c a s e l o a d )  

Court Case Activities 
(I0% of  case load)  

Fol low-up 

I f  supp lemented  wi th:  

I n d i v i d u a l  Counse l ing  

Parent Aide or Lay Therapy C o u n s e l i n g  

Parents  Anonymous (25%) 

Group Therapy (50%) 

Parent  Educat ion C las se s  

Chi ld  Development Program 

S p e c i a l  Chi ld  Therapy (10%) 

Family Counse l ing  (50%) 

B a b y s i t t i n g  (25%) 

Transportat ion (25%) 

P s y c h o i o g i c a l  T e s t i n g  (25%) 

Day Care 

Annual C o s t  fOr 100 C i i e n t s  ,: 

$ 59,197 

Then, add to  annual  c o s t s :  

$ 76,700 

. 37,700 

7,475 

27,300 

19,000 

559,000 

28,210 

78,000 

9,100 

22,750 

1,813 

201,500 

NOTE: I f  the  s e r v i c e  s t r a t e g y  i s  housed in  a P r o t e c t i v e  S e r v i c e s  Department,  
the  s e r v i c e  c o s t s  shou ld  be i n c r e a s e d  by a f a c t o r  o f  about 10 p e r c e n t .  
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t" igurL- i i / - i  
I)ROGR.gM COSTS OF "I'HREI~ ALTI"KNA'fIVI! SERVICE MODELS 

DESIGNED TO SERVE 100 CLIENTS 

INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING MODEL: 

Basic Services 
plus 

Individual Counseling 

Basic Mode1 With Anc i l l a ry  Services* 

$135,897 $169,560 

BASIC SERVICES: 

Intake and I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 
Case ~anagemen t and Regular Review 
C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  Af te r  Intake 
b ~ I t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  "ream Case Reviews 

(25g of  case load)  
Court Case A c t i v i t i e s  

(10g of  c a s e l o a d )  
Follow-up 

LAY THERAPy MODEL: 

Basic Services 
plus. 

Lay Therapy Counseling 
Parents  Angnymg..u s ~25~) 

GROUP TREATHENTHODEL: 

Basic Serv ices  
p lus  

• Group Therapy (50~) 
Parent  Education.  Classes  

• Ind iv idua l  Counsel ing (25~) 
. . . .  . . - "  . 

CHILDREN' S PROGRAN: 

Basic Se rv ices  
p lus  

Child Development Program 
Specia l  Child Therapy (lOg) 

.$104,372 $138,035 

. $124,672 

$646,407 , [ "  l 

$155,355 

$680,070 

I Ft~iLY TR~TtlENT PROGR~4: 
" C h i l d r e n ' s  Program ' p lus  ! $828,407 . $862,070 

Ind iv idua l  Counseling 
Fami!y Counseling (50~) 

_. . ' .  Group Therapy (50~) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
- . - "  . . . . .  , -  . 

, . . = . 

=> ."'- . *Anci l la ry  Ser.Vices. inc lude  Babys i t t i ng /Ch i ld  Care, T ranspor t a t i on /Wai t ing ,  and Psychological  and o t h e r  •Tes t ing .  

..... " "" -" ..NOTE: Th'e  cost:g-~6stimated above inc lude  ind i rec t :  c o s t s  o f  p r o j e c t  ope 'rat i0ns a1:d case management. I f  a p r o j e c t  a n t i c i p a t e d  prov id ing  Community 
." " A c t i v i t i e s . ( i n c l u d i n g  PreventiOn, Community E d u ca t i o n , -P ro f e s s i o n a l  I - d u ca t i o n ,Coord ina t i on ,  and .Legis la t ion  ~ p o l i c y ) ,  the above c o s t s  

:~'" . . . .  " ,. -"':  ." / ' .  . . . . .  } ": ": " "woUld c o n s f i t u t e  appro i i~a t6 fy  75 pe rcen t  o f  flhc t o t a l  p r o g r a m ' c o s t s , '  I f  the 'model under'  c o n s i d e r a t i ' o u - i s  to  b e h o u s e d  in  a P r d t e c t i ~ e  .... . 
-i.),~. -* 2:.: :':?,,..- ':.':yv~,~,i ' . :: . Scrgi~cs.agcnc~y', the s e rv i ce  cost-g:gbould be . in , foRged ,  by-a f a c t o r  of  about IO percent'... : .  - 

. . . . . .  • ' -  " " " . .  - ' . . ¢ . . . .  , t ,  



amounts to an extremely costly program model at $646,000 per year. The 

FAMILY TREATMENT MODEL supplements the children's program with weekly 

individual counseling for one parent and weekly sessions of either family 

counseling or group therapy. The annual budget for such a program would 

exceed $800,000 or $8000 per family, i. 

In addition to the basic treatment models proposed, several ancillary 

services, such as babysitting, transportation and psychological tests, may 

be offered to a subset of a project's clients. If one assumes that 25% of 

the I00 client caseload in each of the treatment models would receive these 

services, the annual budgets would increase by approximately $33,500. The 

impact of providing daily day care sessions for at least one child in each 

family escalates the program costs by approximately $2000 per child or 

$200,000. 
Since the unit cost figures used to calculate the preceding estimates 

included the overhead expenses of project operations and Case management, 

the annual budgets already include indirect costs. •Most projects, however, 

also will provide substantial community activities; in fact 25% of an ' 

average program budget is typically expended on prevention, community and 
1 

professional education, coordination, and legislation and policy activities. 

These services are essential for ensuring adequate interface between a pro,- 

ject and the rest of the community. If one assumes, therefore, that the 

budget estimates provided on Figure III-I comprise 7S% of the total annual bud- 

get, the costs of the different models would range from less than $200,000 

to  w e l l  o v e r  a m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a y e a r .  

A f u r t h e r  d e t e r m i n a n t  in  e s t i m a t i n g  b u d g e t s  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  t r e a t m e n t  

strategies is that of the sponsorshiP under which the program functions. 

Analyses revealed that several services delivered within Child Protective 

Services agencies are substantially more costly'per unit than those deliv- 

ered in other agency settings. On average, if a service program is house~ 

in a Protective Services department rather than a private agency, the ser- 

vice c o s t s  s h o u l d  be  i n c r e a s e d  by a f a c t o r  o f  a b o u t  10%. ' ~ 

i A n o t h e r  10% o f  t h e  a v e r a g e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p rog ram b u d g e t  was expended  
on r e s e a r c h  a c t i v i t i e s ;  however ,  we do n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  t o  be  p a r t  o f . a  
b a s i c  p r o j e c t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s  . . . . . .  
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List ing  of  Major Evaluation Reports. and Papers 

C1) 

(2) 

(s) 

(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

(7} 
(8) 

(9) 

Reports 

A Comparative Descript ion o f  the Eleven J o i n t  OCD/SRS Child Abuse 
and Neglect  Demonstration Projects;  December 1977. 

H i s tor i ca l  Case Studies:  Eleven Child Abuse and Neglect  Projec t s ,  
1974-1977; December 1977. 

Cost Report; December 1977. 

CommunitySystems Impact Report; December 1977. 

Adult Cl ient  Impact Report; December 1977. 

Child Impact Report; December 1977. 

Qual i ty  of  the Case Management Process Report; December 1977. 

Project  Management and ~orker Burnout Report; December 1977. 

Methodology for Evaluating• Child Abuse and Neglect  Service  Programs; 
December 1977. 

(10) Guide for Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglect  Programs; 
December 1977. 

(11) Child Abuse and Neglect Treatment Programs: Final Report and Summary 
o f  Findings; December 1977, 

. .  , • - .  

~ . - . ,  : .  

"Evaluating New Modes o f  Treatment for Child Abusers and Neglectors:  
The Experience of  Federally Funded Demonstration Projects  i n  the USA," 
presented bY Anne Cohn and Mary Kay N i l l e r ,  F irs t  Internat ional  Con- 
ference on Child Abuse and Neglect ,  Geneva, Switzerland; September 1976 
(published in Internat ional  Journal on Child •Abuse and Neglec t ,  ~ in ter  1977). 

"Assessing the  Cos t ,Ef fec t iveness  of  Child Abuse and Neglect  Preventive 
Service Programs," presented by Mary Kay Mi l l er ,  American Public Health 
Assoc ia t ion  Annual Meeting, Miami, Florida;  October 1976 (writ ten with 
Anne Cohn). 

"Developing an I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  System f o r  Treatment o f  Abuse andNeg lec t :  
What Norks and What Doesn't?", presented by Anne Cohn, Statewide Governor's 
Conference on Child Abuseand Neglect ,  Je f f erson  City ,  Missouri;  March 1977 
(published in conference proceedings) . . . . . . .  . 
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" F u t u r e  Planning  for  Chi ld  Abuse and Neg lec t  Programs: ~hat H a v e W e  
Learned from Federal  Demons tra t ions?" , .presen ted  byAnne  Cohn a n d  
M~ry Kay M i l l e r ,  Second Annual Nat ional  Conference on Chi ld  Abuse. 
and N e g l e c t ,  Houston, Texas; Apri l  1977. 

"What Kinds"6f A l t e r n a t i v e  De l ivery  Systems Do WeNeed?", presen ted  
by Anne Cohn , Second Annual Nat ional  Conference on C h i l d A b u s e  a n d  
N e g l e c t ,  Houston, Texas; Apri l  1977. 

"How Can We Avoid Burnout?", presentedbY Kather ine-Armstrong,  Second 
Annual NatiOnal Conference on Chi ld  Abuse:i..and~Neglect, Houston,  Texas; 
Apri l  1977. 

"Evaluat ion .Case  Management", presented  by .Bever ly  DeGraaf, Second •.. ' 
Annual Nat iona l  Conference on Chi ld  Abuse and N e g l e c t ,  Houston, Texas; , 
Apri l  1977. 

"Qual i ty  Assurance in  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s :  Catchingup w i t h t h e  Medical  
F i e ld" ,  presen ted  b y B e v e r l y D e G r a a f ,  Nat ional  Conference on S o c i a l  .• 
Welfare,  Chicago,  I l l i n o i s ;  May 1 9 7 7 .  
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APPENDIX B 

IndividualPro~..ect Descr,iptions 
and 

Across-Pyp,~ec, t Comparisons 





INDIVIDUAL PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO: THE FAMILY CENTER 

This section of the case study is based on data collected over three 

sampled months during the course of a year (October 1975, April 1976 and: 

October 1976). Staff time per service (including donated time) and budget 

allocations per service were compiled. It is estimated that the Adams 

County project staff and consultants put in 3?,680 hours over a year's 

time (this equaled an 18 person-year effort), using an estimated average 

annual budget of $186,696. 

Of the client-related services of the project 7% of the staff (and 

consultant Where applicable) went into intake and initial diagnosis, 4% 

went towards case management, 5% was devoted to multidisciplinary team 

review, • and 5% was put into lay therapy. In contrast to these relatively 

small percentages spread over several services, 29% of total staff time 
.r 

was devoted to the project's crisis nursery. Of the non-client services, 

coordination and community education (including professional education) 

consumed 7% of the staff time, and general management took up 8% of the 

total time. Staff development and training used up 9% of the time, and 

the project's researcheffort took up 64 of the time. 

Budget expenses generally reflected the allocation of staff time with 

two noticeable exceptions. Whereas general management used up only 8%of 

the staff time, it used up 24% of the budget..On the other hand, the crisis 

nursery took 29% of staff time on average, compared to only 104 of the bud- 

get. General management costs arehigh because of the use of very expen- 

sive time (that of theproject director with no volunteers to speak Of). ~ 

The crisis nursery, which was staffed seven days a week, used comparatively 

less expensive time (that of houseparents and some volunteers). 
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O n  average ,  the  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  t o g e t h e r  worked on 22 i n t a k e s  per.month 

and maintained an a c t i v e  case load  o f  26 per month The monthly volume o f  
I 

. s erv i ce s  shows that  the p r o j e c t  i n t e n s i v e l y  d e l i v e r e d  a wide range o f  s e r -  

v i c e s  per  month including, among o t h e r s ,  about 40 i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  

c o n t a c t s ,  79 lay therapy c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s ,  4 4 g r o u p  therapy  s e s s i o n s ,  

41 i n d i v i d u a l  therapy c o n t a c t s ,  and 33 medica.1 c a r e  v i s i t s .  The p r o j e c t ' s  

m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  team reviewed about 38 cases,  per month, and the  c r i s i s  

nursery covered on average 127 c h i l d - d a y s p e r m o n t h .  

Table B-1 d i s p l a y s  two u n i t  c o s t  f i g u r e s ,  one based on a c t u a l  budget 

d o l l a r s  per  u n i t  o f  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r e d ,  t h e  o t h e r b a s e d  on " s o c i a l  d o l l a r s "  

.which are ac tua l  budget d o l l a r s  p lus  a d o l l a r  value a t t r i b u t e d  for  donated 

time and r e s o u r c e s  ( e . g . ,  v o l u n t e e r s ,  i n c l u d i n g  s t u d e n t s ,  and c o n s u l t a n t s  

who were e i t h e r  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t h e i r  t ime or were reimbursed at' l e s s  than 

t h e i r  market r a t e ) .  In g e n e r a l ,  t h e r e  were minimal d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

the  two types  o f  u n i t  c o s t s ,  wi th  the  dramatic e x c e p t i o n s  o f  the c o s t s  o f  

m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  r e a m r e v i e w s  and. p s y c h o l o g i c a l  or o ther  t e s t i n g .  Where- 

.as the  ac tua l  c o s t  to  the  p r o j e c t  budget f o r  one m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  t e a m  

review was $13 .76 ,  the  rea l  .costs  o f  the  team's time .amounted to  $87.78. 

per rev iew - -  demonstrat ing  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  a m o u n t o f  v a l u a b l e  time con- 

t r i b u t e d  by var ious  people  t o  t h i s  work; The t y p e  o f  t e s t i n g  inc luded  in  

the. ca tegory  o f  p s y c h o l o g i c a l a n d  o ther  tes t . ing  for  t h i s  p r o j e c t - i s  that" 
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o f  s p e e c h a n d  hearing t e s t i n g ,  which was provided f r e e  o f  charge by the. 

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Denver. This e x p l a i n s  the  large  d i f f e r e n c e  between t-he small 

• a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t  per  t e s t  p i c k e d  up by t h e  p r o j e c t  ($.44.) and the  rea l  

c o s t  o f  such t e s t s  ( $ 3 3 . 4 7 ) .  
1 
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In actual dollars, an intake cost the project $50.95 per month, and 

carrying one case cost about $27.00 per month. Some of the more expensive 

services were court case activities which cost $42.85 per case, family 

counseling which cost $20.42 per contact (because often more than one worker 

was involved in each contact with the family), and play therapy ($13.16 

per child-session). Parents Anonymous, which some project staff members • 

• sponsored, and group therapy were two of the most inexpensive services 

(at $2.32 and $3.05 per person-session, respectively). 
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Table .  B-I ' 
Adams County; Colorado 

Project Resource Allocation and Service Costs 

Activity 

Community Education 

Pro fe s s iona l  Education 

Coordinat ion 

S t a f f  Development/Training 

Program Planning/Development 

General Management 

P ro jec t  Research 

8PA Evaluat ion 

Outreach 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 

Case Management/Review 

Court Case A c t i v i t i e s  

Crisis Intervention During Intake 

Mul t i d i s c ip l i na ry ,  Team Review 

Individual Counseling 

Parent  Aide/Lay Therapy 

Couples Counseling 

Family Counseling 

Ind iv idua l  Therapy 

Group Therapy 

parents Anonymous 

Parent Education Classes  

C r i s i s  In te rven t ion .  A f t e r  Intake 

Chi ld  Development Program 

Play Therapy 

Crisis Nursery 

Medical Care 

Transpor ta t ion/ IVai t ing  

PsYchological /Other  Tes t ing  

Follow-Up 

Total Annual Person Years/Budget 

Resource Allocation to 
Activities 

Average 
Annual 
Budget 
Al loca t ion  

2% 

3 

4: 

2 

24 

Volume and Unit C o s t s o f  Se rv ices  

Average 
Annual 
Time 
Al loca t i on  

6 

1 

7 

4 

1 

2% 

2 

3 

2 

8 

4 

1 

Average Monthly Volume 

10 cases  

22 intakes 

26 ave. c a s e l o a d  

Average 
Annual 
Unit Cost 

$ 6.78 

50.95 

27.01 

6 cases  42.85 

7 con tac t s  7.71 

Average 
Unit Cost 
t o  Community 

5 3 38 reviews 

1 2 40 co n t ac t s  

5 4 79 co n t ac t s  

1 1 ! 19 co n t ac t s  

I i 

1 1 

1 1 

2 

I ,  

I0 

2 

1 : 

$186,696• 

7 c o n t a c t s  

41 con tac t s  

144 person-sessions 

54 person-sessions 

33 person-sessions 

I0 contacts 

22 child-sessions 

I0 child-sessions 

127 child-days 

35 visits 

2 

1 

29 

2 

2 

$ 8.11 

20 r ides  

8 person-tests 

57.9o 

"27.26 

18.1 

. i ' 46Jo8  
.C 

; 7 . 7 1  

13.76 87.78 

7.63 7.77 

8.78 8.82 

10.34 10.68 

20.42 21.04 

10.22 

4.05 

2.54 

5.49 

4.29 

6.71 

13.96 

12.66 

5.79 

14.60 

33.47 

6.56 

I0.22 

3.0S 

2.32 

4.83 

4.29 

6.71 

13.16 

12.65 

5.70 

11.97 

.44 

5 person fo l low-ups  6.42 
| 

Average Monthly Caseload = 26 
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ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA: PRO-CHILD 

The allocation of both staff time and dollars duringthe project's 

operation reflects the project's emphasis on direct services to clients ..... 

both parents and children. During 1976, 14.23 person years of effort were 

expended on the project, at a total budget of $225,984. Table B-2 depicts 

the average allocation and service unit costs. 

With the exception of general management and day care, both the pro- 

portion of time spend on various project act~ivities and the proportion of 

the budgetthose activities consumed are quite similar (within two per- 

centage points). General management cost proportionally more due to the 

high salaries of senior level staff Performing that function, and the 

actual cost of day care was lower than the proportion of staff time allo -• 

cared because of the use of unpaid volunteers working in the day care 

program. 

About 5% of the resources (staff time and dollars) were expended in 

educational activities, 1% of coordinating activities within the community, 

and 14% on general management, staff training and program development com- 

bined. Research and evaluation activities consumed 4% of the resources. 

• The project served an average of 179 clients per month, offering most 

clients a combination of counseling or therapy (individual, group, couples, 

f~mily or Jay therapy), crisis intervention, diagnostic services, and sup- 

portive services such as homemaking, medical care, babysitting, transpor ~ 

ration and emergency funds. A small number of cases were reviewed by a 

multidisciplinary team, and about 19 cases per month were court-involved 

cases. The management and review of all cases consumed about 27% of the 

staff's time and the project resources, by far the largest proportion of 
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'both e x p e n d i t u r e s  on any s i n g l e  a c t i v i t y .  Day care e x p e n d i t u r e s  (6%~"0f I 

the  d o l l a r s  and 12% o f  the  s t a f f  t ime)  were a l s o  p r o p o r t i o n a l l y  h i g h e r  

t h a n  o'ther c a t e g o r i e s .  CondUcting i n t a k e s ,  p r o v i d i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i D g . :  , 

• ( the primary adu l t  s e r v i c e  o f f e r e d ) ,  and t r a n s p o r t i n g  ¢ l i e n t s . w e r e  the  n e x t  

largest resourcelexpensive activities. 

As is depicted in TableB-2, the unit costs.of activities'remainedrela- 

tively stable during the demonstration period, with a few notable exceptions:. I- ~ 

Case management, multidisciplinary review and play therapy unit costs were 

significantly higher as caseload size or the number of cases reviewed or ~ 

the number of children in play therapy were lower than ~verage, reflecting 

both more intensive services to fewer clients-andthe fixed costs of con- 

'vening the team and having the play therapist-conduct a session,irrespec- 
> 

tire of the number of cases reviewed or the children served per session.~:~ 

THe wide fluctuation in unit costs Of several ot-her services, including • 

'~omemaking, court case activities, crisis intervention and medical care 

~appear to reflect primarily a difference in the intensity (stafftime) wit.h: 

'whichthe service was provided. 

The unit costs of most services were Well within the average for the 

demonstration projects as a whole. It is interesting~to:n6te that in 

Arlington, as in the other projects, the costs of multidisciplinary team 

reviews are high, $50 actual cost per review and a~most $I'00 if,the value 
. . . , . 

iof donated time is included in the calculation.' Outreach services, in- 

take and •initial diagnosis, .and court-case activities are..also~cos£1y ser- 

vices, due to the amount of staff time required:to carry out theSe ac£ivities 

(much of which is spent locating clients or-waiting with them). 
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Tab le  B-2 

A r l i n g t o n ,  Virginia 
Pro~ect Resource Allocation a n d  Service Costs 

Activity 

Community Educa t ion  

Professional Education 

C o o r d i n a t i o n  

Staff Dewelopment /Tra in ing  

Program Plann ing /Deve lopment  

Resource Allocation to 
Activities 

Average Average 
Annual Annual 
Time Budget 
Allocation Allocation 

1 •2  

3 3 
! 

1 1 

7 7 

1 1 

General  Nanagement 6 13 
I 

P r o j e c t  Research 1 1 

BPA E v a l u a t i o n  3 3 

Out reach  1 1 

Intake/Initial Diagnosis 8 8 

Case Manggement/Review 26 28 

C o u r t  Ca~e Activities 4 4 

Crisis [atervention During Intake 1 1 

Multidisciplinary Team Review 1 1 

Individual Counse l ing  7 8 

Parent  Aide/Lay Therapy 2 -- 

Couples Counseling . . . .  

Family Counseling 1 1 

24-Hour [ {ot Iine . . . .  

Individual Therapy -- 1 

Group Therapy 1 2 

Crisis ]mtervention After Intake I 1 

Day Care 12 6 

Play Therapy 2 1 

Homemaking 

Medical Care 

Babysitting/Child Care 

Transportation/Waiting 

Emergency Funds 

Psychological/Other Testing 

Fol low-Up 

1 - -  

2 2 

- -  1 

8 6 

- -  1 

To ta l  Annual Person -Years /Budget  14.25 $225,984 

Volume and Uni t  Cos t s  o f  SerViC~g 

l Average Average 
, Annual Uni t  Cost  

Average Monthly Volume Unit Cost to Community 

$23.53 $23.87 

46.42 46.42 

12 cases 

3 2 i n t a k e s  

179 average  ca se loa d  

19 ca se s  38.75 

26 c o n t a c t s  8.71 

6 reviews 51.96 

273 c o n t a c t s  

29.67 29,85 

4 4 . 1 2  

8.76 ' 

99.$7 

5.92 5.97 

20 c o n t a c t s  7.16 , 7 .29 

9 contacts 9.55 , 

23  c o n t a c t s  9.95 

12 c a l l s  4.91 

11 c o n t a c t s  12.01 

72 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  4..18 

2 9  c o n t a c t s  10.10 

155 c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  6.96 

5.75 30 c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  

5.90 

12.40 

8 contacts 

.50 

4.  O0 

26.3? 

12 visits 

9.55 

9.95 

4.91 

12.01 

4.29 

?ix0.10 
8 . 4 2  

6.37 

• 5 . 9 0  

12.60 

. 5 2 " "  

4.21 

26.37 

4.05 

222 c h i l d - h o u r s  

293 r i d e s  

6 payments  

9 p e r s o n - t e s t s  

11 p e r s o n  f o l l o w - u p s  4.05 

Average Monthly Case load = 179 
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BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA: THE CHILD PROTECTION CENTER 

This s ec t ion  o f  the case study i s  based on data from three  sample 

months during one year (October 1975, Apri l  1976 and October 1976). s t a f f  

time per s erv i ce ,  inc luding  donated t ime,  and budget a l l o c a t i o n s  peruser - 

v ice  were c o l l e c t e d .  It i s  est imated that the Baton Rouge project  s t a f f  

and consul tants  put in 20,600 hours over a year's  time; t h i s  equaled'a  9:.9 

person-year e f for t~  with an average annual budget of  $175,500. 

For the c l i e n t - r e l a t e d  s e r v i c e s ,  27% of  the time went into  ongoi'ng 

case management and review a c t i v i t i e s ,  8% went into  intake and 6% was put 

into  homemaking. Coordination a c t i v i t i e s  and profess iona l  and comimin'ity 

education consumed 12% of  s t a f f  t ime. S t a f f  development and t r a i n i n g  a c t i -  

v i t i e s  took Up 8% of  the t ime,  and general management, used, on average, " :  

18% of  the t ime. 

Budget expenses genera l ly  r e f l e c t  the a l l oca t ion  of  s t a f f  t ime,  With 

some not i ceab le  e x c e p t i o n s .  Whereas case management took 27% of  s t a f f  t ime,  

i t  used only 19% of  the budget. On the 'other hand, general management used 

u p  27% of  the budget' compared to 18% of  the t ime,  and medical care consumed 

8% of  the budget for only 2% o f  the t o t a l s t a f f  time. Both general manage- 

ment and medical ca~e used proport ionate ly  large amounts of  veryexpens ' ive  

t i m e  (a physic ian and a large percentage of t h e p r o j e c t  d irector)  while  

case management used up comparatively l e s s  expensive time ( s o c i a l  workers 

and a high percentage of  t y p i s t s '  time to k e e p u p  the case records) .  

On average the project  s t a f f  together  did 27 intakes  per month and  

maintained an ac t ive  caseload of  85 per month. F i f ty , two ind iv idua l  coun--  

s e l i n g  contacts  were made in a g ivenmonth ,  which works out to l e s s  than ~ 
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o n e  ( 0 . 6 )  p e r  month p e r  c a s e .  Many c r i s i s  i n t e r v e n t i o n  c o n t a c t s  were  a l s 0  

made in  an a v e r a g e  month - -  16 such c o n t a c t s  f o r  c l i e n t s  in  i n t a k e  and 21 

f o r  c l i e n t s  i n  t h e  a c t i v e  c a s e l o a d .  O the r  n o t a b l e  mon t h l y  o u t p u t s  i n c l u d e d  

s i x  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  r e v i e w s  (one t o  two a t  each  o f  t h e  w e e k l y  m e e t i n g s  • 

o f  t h e  t e a m ) ,  20 homemaking c o n t a c t s  ( a b o u t  one p e r  working  day p e r  month) 

~and 21 med ica l  V i s i t s  ( a g a i n ,  abou t  one p e r  d a y ) .  The a v e r a g e  o f  19 r i d e s  

p r o v i d e d  p e r  month canno t  be  c o n s i d e r e d  t y p i c a l ,  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  

o f  40 r i d e s  p r o v i d e d  in  O c t o b e r  1975 when t h e  p r o j e c t  had an a c t i v e  v o l u n -  

t e e r  component  t o  a low o f  t h r e e  in  O c t o b e r  1976. 

T a b l e  B-3 d i s p l a y s  two u n i t  c o s t  f i g u r e s ;  one b a s e d  on a c t u a l  b u d g e t  

d o l l a r s  p e r  u n i t  o f  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r e d ,  t h e  o t h e r  b a s e d  on " s o c i a l  d o l l a r s , "  

o r  a c t u a l  b u d g e t  d o l l a r s  p l u s  a d o l l a r  v a l u e  f o r  d o n a t e d  t i m e  and r e s o u r c e s  

( e . g . ,  v o l u n t e e r s ,  i n c l u d i n g  s t u d e n t s ;  and c o n s u l t a n t s  who were r e i m b u r s e d  

at less than their going rate). In general, there were only minimal dif- 

ferences between the two figures for the Center, due to a relatively limited 

volunteer component. Most of the differenceslbetween the two unit costs 

for direct client services are accounted for by a social work student who 

worked at the project for her placement. 

In actual dollars, an intake Cost the project $36.54 per month and 

c a r r y i n g  one c a s e  c o s t  $ 3 5 . 2 2  p e r  month.  Some o f  t h e  more e x p e n s i v e  s e r -  

v i c e s  were  c o u r t  c a s e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  which c o s t  $175 .40  p e r  c a s e  ( t h i s  i n c l u d e d  

t h e  u se  o f  a c o n s u l t i n g  l a w y e r ) ,  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  team r e v i e w s  a t  $67 .63"  

p e r  r e v i e w  (many s t a f f  and c o n s u l t a n t s  met t o  r e v i e w  o n l y  a l i m i t e d  number 

o f  c a s e s ) ,  and med ica l  c a r e  a t  $90.48 p e r  v i s i t  ( t h i s  s u g g e s t s  u n d e r - u t i l i z i n g  

t h e  s t a f f  p h y s i c i a n  who was p a i d  a f l a t  r a t e  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  number o f  ":~ 

c h i l d r e n  b r o u g h t  i n ) .  The homemaking u n i t  c o s t  might  seem h igh  t o  some" 

( $ 2 1 . 4 6 ) ,  b u t  i t  must be p o i n t e d \ o u t  t h a t  a t y p i c a l  homemaking c o n t a c t  f o r  

t h e  p r o j e c t  most  o f t e n  i n c l u d e d  t h e  b e t t e r  p a r t  o f  one day .  
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Table B-3  

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
Pro~ec t  Resource M l o c a t i o n  and S e r v i c e  C o s t s  

Activity 

Conmtmity Education 

Resource A l l o c a t i o n  to  Volume and Uni t  Cos t s  o f  Services ' ,  
Activities 

m 

Average Average 
Annual Annual 
Time Budget 
Allocation Allocation 

3% • 3% 

Professional Education 6 5 

Coordination 3 3 

Staff Development/Training 8 7 

Program Planning/Development i 
| 

General Management 18 

Pro j ec t  Research 1 

BPA Ev a lu a t i o n  2 

Outreach 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 

Case Management Review 

Court Case Activities 

Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  During In take  

M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Review 

I n d i v i d u a l  Counse l ing  

27 

27 

Couples Counse l ing  a 

2 

6' 

19 

2 3 

2 

2 

3 2 

Average Monthly Volume 

3 cases $12.85 
I 

27 i n t a k e s  36.54 

8 3 a v e r a g e  c a se loa d  

3 Cases  

16 c o n t a c t s  

6 reviews 

52 c o n t a c t s  

14 contacts 

Average Average 
Annual Unit Cost 
Unit Cost to Community 

$ 1 6 . 9 8  

"40.54 

35.22 36.99 

175.40 ' 175.40 

7.83 . -. 7.83 .... 

67.63 : 71.30 

4.98 ;. 5;69 

3 .75 3.75 

Family Counse l ing  . . . . .  10 c o n t a c t s  11.11 11.11 
I I I I •I 

I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy a . . . .  16 c o n t a c t s  9.84 9.84 
I I I I I 

Crisis Intervention After Intake 1 2 21 contacts 5.16 5.16 

Homemaking 6 3 20 c o n t a c t s  21.46 
I i l 

2 8 i 21 visits 90.48 
I I " I 

3 2 I .  06 . 

2 

II0 child-hours 

19 rides 17.45 

6 person-tests 32.50. . 

4 person follow-ups 

Medical Care 

B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care a 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / w a i t i n g  

P s y c h o l o g i c a l / O t h e r  T e s t i n g  

F o l l o w - U p  I i ' .92 i 

B-IO 

9.9  

21.46 

90.48 

Tota l  Annual Person Years /Budget  

1 . 0 6  

q9.64 

3 2 , 5 0  

t l . 9 2  "~ 

$175,524 Average Monthly Caseload = 83 ... 

aAverages based on da t a  from October  1975 and Apr i l  1976 only;  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  were not  p rov ided  in 
October  1976. 
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BAYAMON, PUERTO RICO: THE CHILD PROTECTION CENTER 

Table B-4 shows how project staff and consultant time and project budget 

were allocated, on average, to different project activities, as well as dis' 

playing typical monthly service volumes and unit costs for different activi- 

ties. 

A full 40% of staff time was spent on the provision of treatment ser- 

vices to clients; while over one-quarter of this was utilized in the review 

and management of cases, the project staff still managed to spend signifi~ 

cant proportions of their time on different kinds of counseling and therapy 

services. With an average monthly caseload size of 70, and with up to eight 

new cases coming'into the project in a typical month, the project offered: 

92 individual counseling or therapy contacts a month; 34 sessions of family 

or couples counseling; 37 alcohol, drug or weight counseling sessions; and 

four group therapy person-sessions. One hundred fourteen person-sessions 

of parenting education were offered to clients and some members of the gen- 

eral community. The unit costs of services were quite stable over time 

with the exception of multidisciplinary team reviews which increased sub: 

stantially when the project started to pay professionals to come and sit 

in on the team. The cost to the project to provide a unit of any of the • 

services was not substantially different from the cost to the community~ ~ 

given that the project used very few donated or volunteered resources in 

B - I I  
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s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n .  The u n i t  c o s t s ,  i n  g e n e r a l ,  a re  h i g h e r  t h a n  one might  

f i n d  in  t he  t y p i c a l  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  d e p a r t m e n t ,  u n d o u b t e d l y  due in  p a r t '  
L 

to  t he  l e v e l  o f  e x p e r t i s e  on t h e s t a f f .  

Of t he  60% o f  p r o j e c t L r e s o u r c e s  no t  used  fo r  d i r e c t  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s ,  

7% o f  s t a f f  t ime  (and 4~ o f  t he  budge t )  was spen t  on  p r e v e n t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s ;  

16% o f  t ime (and 8% o f  t he  b u d g e t ) w a s  s p e n t  on/community  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  

e d u c a t i o n [  and 25% o f  s t a f f  t ime (52~ o f  t h e  budget )  was s p e n t  on ove rhead  

a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  s t a f f  deve lopmen t  and t r a i n i n g ,  program p l a n n i n g ,  and 

g e n e r a l  management.  The p r o j e c t  a d d i t i o n a l l y  spen t  11% o f  i t s  budge t  on i t s  

own i n t e r n a l  r e s e a r c h .  
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Activity 

Prevention 

Communit 7 Education 

Professional Education 

Coordination 

S t a f f  Development/Training 

Program Planning/Development 

General blanagememt 

P r o j e c t  R e s e a r c h  

BPA Evaluation 

Outreach 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 

Case Management/Review 

Court C a s e  Activities 

M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Review 

I n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  

Couples CounseLing 

Fami ly  C o u n s e l i n g  

Alcohol, Drug, l~eight Counseling 
[ ; 

Individual Therapy 

Group" Therapy 

Parent Education Classes 

Crisis Intervention After I n t a k e  

C h i l d  Development  Program 

Medical Care 

Fol low-Up 

T o t a l  Annual  P e r s o n  Y e a r s / B u d g e t  

Table B-4 

Bayamon, Puerto Rico 
Project Resource Allocation and Service Costs 

~esource Allocation 
to Activities 

Average ' Average  
Annual Annual  
Time Budget  
A l l o c a t i o n  A l l o c a t i o n  

7% 4% 

I i  4 

5 4 

7 4 

8 8 

1 1 

13 27 

10 ,11 

2 2 .. 

_- II cases 

2 2 8 

I0 9 

2 1 

2 1 

7 6 

-- I 

3 .2 

1 ̧  1 

2 2 

1 - -  

i 1 

2 2 

5 4 : 

1 1 

8.5 

I 

Volume and Un i t  Costs o f  s e r v i c e s  
I 

Average  Average  
Annual ' Unit CoSt 

Average Monthly Volume Unit Cost to Community 

intakes 

70 a v e r a g e  caseload 

4 cases 

2reviews 

67 contacts 

9 c o n t a c t s  

25 c o n t a c t s  

37 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  

$ 7 .75  $ 8.75 

16.00 i 9 . 0 0  

16.25 17.00 

33 .50  

118.00 

12.50 

10.75 

12 .25  

10 .50  

10 .50  

24 .00  

33.75 

•118.25 

• 12.75 

<:" i '0.7S 

• i 2 . 5 0 .  

": " " 10.75: 

; 10.50 

: 24.25 

$150.,912 

4.75 

29.50 

38.50 

25 c o n t a c t s  

4.75 

7 c o n t a c t s  29 .25  

6 visits 38.50 

8 person follow-ups 

Averige monthl Z caseload = 70 

4 person-sessions 

114 person-sessions 
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JEFFERSON COUNTY, ARKANSAS: CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT PROJECT (SCAN) 

With an annual hudget o f  nea r l y  $62,000, t i le JcCferson c o u n t y  Ch i l d  Abuse ' 

and Neglect  p r o j e c t  mainta ined an average caseload o f  43 c l i e n t s  w i t h  a range.. 

from 38 to 48. Assuming a case would require a year of service provision • , the 

average annual cost per case is $1,435. As ~:llustrated on Table B:5, approxi- " 

mately 60% of the project's time and 40% of its budget Were expended on direct 

services, which reflects the intense usage of reimbursed volunteers in the 

delivery of the project's major treatment modality, i.e. lay therapy counseling. 

About 10% of the staff time and 15% of the budget are directed toward community 

activities; with another 5% of the time and 8% of the monies allocated to re- 

search activities. Project operations utilized the remaining 25% of staff time 

and 41% of the budget. 

These a l l o c a t i o n s  were q u i t e  s t a b l e  d u r i n g  the  yea r  o f  i n t e n s i v e  c o s t  

a c c o u n t i n g  months ,  w i th  f l u c t u a t i o n s  o c c u r r i n g  in  on ly  t h r e e  s e r v i c e  components .  

Resources  a l l o c a t e d  to  s t a f f  deve lopment  and t r a i n i n g  appea red  t o  decre~s~e as 

t ime  went on; however ,  in  a c t u a l i t y ,  two o f  t h e  months O v e r s t a t e d  t h e  normal  

inVes tment  in  s t a f f  deve lopment  s i n c e  t h e y  c o i n c i d e d  wi th  i n t e n s i v e  l a y t h e r a p y  

t r a i n i n g  workshops  h e l d  in  L i t t l e  Rock. N o r m a l l y ,  t h e s e  workshops  occu '~on i y '  

t h r e e  t imes  a yea r .  A l though  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  Of t ime  a l l o c a t e d  t o  genera i : 'man  - 

agement d e c r e a s e d  over  t i m e ,  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  Of t h e  budge t  i n c r e a s e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  , 

r e f l e c t i n g  s a l a r y  i n c r e a s e s  and t h e  c o n c e n t r a t e d  e f f o r t s  o f t h e  p a i d  S t a f f  O n  

t h e s e  f u n c t i o n s .  The MDT rev i ews  u t i l i z e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e d u c e d  r e s o u r c e s  d u r i n g •  

t he  l a s t  c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g  month ,  which was no t  r e f l e c t e d  in  t h e  budge t  d i s t r i b u -  
i , 

t i o n  s i n c e  t h e  l a b o r  f o r  t h i s  s e r v i c e  was a lmos t  e x c l u s i v e l y  c o n t r i b u t e d  p r o -  

f e s s i o n a l  time.• . " .... 

"[ 
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The service package offered by the Jefferson County project included intake 

and initial diagnosis, case management and regular review, MDT reviews, and lay 

therapy. Small proportions (2% or less) were devoted to court case activities, 

~risis intervention, individual counseling, Parents Anonymous, and transportation 

and waiting. This service mix was stable during the demonstration effort and 

represents the lay therapy•model as practiced throughout Arkansas. 

The volume of service units delivered each month was relatively stable, 

although the cost per unit did fluctuate modestly. Case management was provided 

at nearly $10.50 per case per month, although it decreased considerably each 

month it was monitored. On average 225 lay therapy counseling contacts were 

provided monthly at an average cost of about $3.50 per contact. Individual 

counseling, on the other hand, was provided in small amounts (on average only 

12 contacts per month) at a substantially higher cost per unit (nearly $7.50 

per contact). At an average of 26 intakes per month, the cost per intake ap- 

proached $7, although it ranged from less than $4 to over $I0 per unit~ 

Several services wereprovided very inexpensively: transportation at 

$1.20 per ride; MDT reviews at $2.00 per review; and Parents Anonymous at 

$2.30 per person session. Court case activities, at an average of $15~.50 per 

case, and crisis intervention (at $14.50 per contact during intake and $ii.00 

per contact after intake) were the most expensive services provided by th~ 

project, before considering the impact of ascribing values to donated resources. • 

The MDT reviews experienced a dramatic increase following this manipulation of 

the data to nearly $600 per review; court case activities increased to approx- 

imately $25.50 per case; and lay therapy counseling doubled to about $6.50 per 

contact. Crisis intervention after intake, primarily provided by the lay 

therapist involved in the case, also increased substantially to approximately 

$16 per contact. 
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WA~SHINGTON COUNTY, ARKANSAS: CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT PROGRAM (SCAN) 

The Washington County Ch i ld  Abuse and Neglec t  p r o j e c t  m a i n t a i n e d  an aVerage 

c a s e l o a d  o f  30 c l i e n t s  on .an annual  budget  o f  s l i g h t l y  more t h a n  $67,000..! As- 

suming a case  would r e q u i r e  a yea r  o f  serv%ce p ~ o v i s i o n ,  t h e  ave rage  annual  c o s t  

pe r  case  was $2,242 .  As i l l u s t r a t e d  on t he  f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  h a l " f r  

o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  t ime  and.3S% o f " i t s  budget  were expended on d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s ,  ........ 

which r e f l e c t s  t he  i n t e n s e u s a g e  o f  r e imbursed  v o l u n t e e r s  in  t h e  d e l i v e r y ' o f ,  t h e  

p r o j e c t ' s  major  t r e a t m e n t  m o d a l i t y ,  i . e .  l ay  t h e r a p y  c o u n s e l i n g .  About 15%0f  

the staff time and budget were directed toward community activities; with an- 

other 8% of the time and 10% of the monies allocated .to research activities. 

Project operations utilized the remaining 30% Of staff time and 40% Of the 

budge t .  " 

The:se a l l o c a t i o n s  weme q u i t e  s t a b l e  d u r i n g  t h e  yea r  o f  i n t e n s i v e  c o s t  

a c c o u n t i n g  months ;  marked f l u c t u a t i o n s  occu r r ed  in  on ly  t h r e e  s e r v i c e . c o m p o n -  

e n t s .  Resources  a l l o c a t e d  to  s t a f f  d e v e l o P m e n t a n d  t r a i n i n g  a p p e a r e d t o  "~~ 

d e c r e a s e  over  t ime ;  however ,  i n  a c t u a l i - t y  t w o o f  t he  months  o v e r s t a t e d  t h e  

normal i n v e s t m e n t  s i n c e  t h e y  c o i n c i d e d  wit,h i n t e n s i v e  l ay  t h e r a p y  t r a i n [ n g  " 

workshops h e l d  in  L i t t t e  Rock.  Normally  t h e s e  workshops occu r  o n l y  t h r e e  

t imes  a y e a r . .  A l though  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of  t ime  a l l o c a t e d  t o  g e n e r a l  mahage- 

ment d e c r e a s e d  over  t i m e ,  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  Of t he  budget  i n c r e a s e d ~  r e f l d c t i n g  
k 

s a l a r y  i n c r e a s e s  and t h e  c o n c e n t r a t e d  e f f o r t s  o f  t h e  p a i d  s t a f f  on t h e s e  

f u n c t i o n s .  While case  management and r e g u l a r  r ev iew consumed an i n c r e a s i n g  

p r o p o r t i o n  o f  S t a f f  t i m e ,  i t  d i d  n o t  u t i l i z e : a  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  i n c r e a s e  O~ t h e  

b u d g e t .  Th i s  ~mpl ies  an e n l a r g e i n g  case  management r o l e  f o r  t h e  l ay  t h e r a p i s t s  

in a d d i t i o n  t o - m a i n t a i n i n g  the  l e v e l  o f  d i r e c t  counse l ing  as i n i t i a t e d .  
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Jefferson County, Arkansas 
TableB-5: Project ,Resource Allocation and_Service Costs 

I 

Activity 

Resource A l l o c a t i o n '  to  
Activities 

Average Average 
Annual Annual 
Time Budget : 
Allocation Allocation 

Community Education 3 6 

Professional Education _ 2 2 

4 5 Coordination 

Legislation/Policy 1 1 

13 14 Staff Development/Training 

Program Planning/Development 

General..Management 

Project Research 

BPA Evaluation 
2 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  D i a g n o s i s  

Case Management/Review 

Court Case Activities 

Crisis Intervention During Intake 

blultidisciplinary TeamReview 

Individual Counseling 

Parent Aide/Lay Therapy 

Parents Anonymous. 

Crisis Intervention After Intake 
.. .. 

• _ J T o t a • i  A n n . a ]  

3 4 
i 

9 23 

2 4 

3 

4 

i0  

2 2 
i 

1 , 1 

8 - - - -  

2 2 

25 ' 15 

2 2 

2 .  2 

.T ra l i s ]~o r . t ' a t : i on / -Wa i t i ng . : - : . -  - - : - '  ~ ...... ' .  ': i ~  . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . .  

[ ' r , -  . . . .  nl  P / ; r ~ n n  Y ~ , ~ r s / B u d ~ e t • "  - 8.:98 ' . .  

. . . . .  ,..•. 

- $ 6 1 , 7 0 4  

Volume and Unit Costs of Services 

Average 
Actual 

Average Monthly Volume Unit Cost 

26 intakes $ 6.81 

43 average caseload I0.36 

6 cases 15.53 

3 contacts 14.52 

7 reviews 2.01 

12 contacts 7.41 

225 contacts 3.37 

31 person-sessions 2.31 

8 contacts 11.09 

-94-rides 1.20 

...... 2person follow-ups 15.40 

., ..... Average Monthly Caseload = 43) 

Average 
Unit Cost 
to Community 

$ 6.96 

14.25 

24.64 

13.97 

584.24 

8 . 1 1  

6 . 3 0  

4.37 

16.09 

I .16 

15.40 



tThe s e r v i c e  package o f f e r e d  by the  Washington County p r o j e c t  inc luded i  

i n t a k e  and i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s ,  case  management and r e g u l a r  rev i ew ,  a n d l a y  

therapy  c o u n s e l i n g .  Small p r o p o r t i o n s  (3% or l e s s )  were devoted to  m u l t i L -  

d i s c i p l i n a r y  team case  r e v i e w s ,  c o u r t  case  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g , :  

Parents  Anonymous, and parent  e d u c a t i o n  c l a s s e s .  This  s e r v i c e  mix was s t a b l e  ' ;  

during  the  demons tra t ion  e f f o r t  and r e p r e s e n t s  the  lay  therapy  model as p r a c -  
. ~.j ! . . . . . .  . • '~ } 

r i c e d  throughout  Arkansas . . . .  

Both the  volume o f  s e r v i c e  u n i t s  d e l i v e r e d  and the  per u n i t  c o s t s  Of 

some f l u c t u a t e d  over the  t h r e e  a c c o u n t i n g  months. Case  management, p r o v i d e d  

at approx imate ly  $24 .50  per case  per month, however,  was r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e .  

On average 143 l ay  therapy  c o u n s e l i n g  c o n t a c t s  were provided monthly  a t  an  

average  c o s t  o f  about $3 .30  per c o n t a c t ;  the :month ly  volume i n c r e a s e d  drama- 

t i c a l l y  fr'om 108 in  October 1975 to  170 in  October 1976, w i th  a correspond ing  

decrease  in, . the,  c o s t  per c o n t a c t  (from $5 .50  to  $ 2 . 1 0 ) .  I n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  

was provided  in  smal l  amounts  ( o n  average  only  7 c o n t a c t s  per month) at sub-  

s t a n t i a l l y  h i g h e r  c o s t  per u n i t  ( n e a r l y  $14 per c o n t a c t ) .  At an averaSe'  o f  

18' i n t a k e s  per month, the  c o s t  per i n t a k e  was approx imate ly  $ 1 4 ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  

ranged from $10 to  $20 per u n i t .  - •  

Severa l  s e r v i c e s  were prov ided  q u i t e  i n e x p e n s i v e l y :  p a r e n t  e d u c a t i o n  

c l a s s e s  at  $ .75  per  person s e s s i o n ;  c r i s i s  i n t e r v e n t i o n  a f t e r  i n t a k e  at  $1 .30  

per contact; transportation at $1.80 per ride; and Parents Anonymous, at $4.85 

per person session. Court case activities • was the most costly service pr~ ~ 

vided by the project at $95 per Case per month. When the value of donated ' 

resources is considered, MDT reviews experienced a dramatic increase, from • 

$•12.65 per review to nearly $230 per review. •Only one or two court cases .•. 

./ 

and ~T cases were handled by the project each month. The cost of lay ther- 

apy counseling contacts and crisis intervention after intake increased in 

substantiai amounts when the value of donated resources was introduced. 

B-18 

, . • . .  

' , , I .  

• !i~:: ¸ / •  

• . . . ~ . . .  

:'Jii • 

I :  .! 

> • 

"L ~ . 

? ,}.. 

J 

:' { 

, . . { 

j, : { 
• . • • 

. J . ~ ,  

- % i  . 

. ! %  

.;%" • 



I 

Washington County, Arkansas 
Table B-6: Project Resource Allocation and Service Costs 

A c t i v i t y  

Communi ty  E d u c a t i o n  

Resource Allocation to 
Activities 

Professional Education 

Coordination 

Legislation/Policy 

S t a f f  D e v e l o p m e n t / T r a i n i n g  

Average 
Annual 
Time 

Pro  g r  am P 1 ann i n g / D e v e  1 opm en t  

General Management 

Project Research 

AI locati~on 

BPA Evaluation 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagn, o s i s  

6% 

2 

6 

1 

Case Management/Review 

Court Case Activities 

Crisis Intervention During Intake 

Average 
Annua I 
Budget 
Allocation 

18 

7% 

2 

6 

i 

17 

5 

18 

3 4 : 

5 6 

Volume and Unit Costs of Services 

A v e r a g e  
A c t u a l  

Average Monthly Volume Unit Cost 

A v e r a g e  
U n i t  C o s t  

5 5 18 intakes 

16 14 30 average caseload 

2 2 1 case 

Multidisciplinary Team Review 3 1 

Individual Counseling 2 1 

15 9 Parent Aide/Lay Therapy 

2 Parents Anonymous 

Parent Education Classes 

Crisis Intervention After Intake 

2 

$ 6 7 , 2 7 2  , 

. T r a n s p o r t a t , i o n / . W a i t i n g  : - . : : . . : .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  " • 

Fo i low-~Up • . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T ~ , , 1  :Ann,ml ::"Person Y e a r s / B u d g e t .  ' " ! -  7 .5 ,4 :  " 

$14.07 

24.55 

95.20 

2 contacts 17.10 

3 reviews 12.67 

7 contacts 1.3.84 

143 contacts 3.29 

4.86 14 person-sessions 

69 person-sessions 

8 contacts 

to Community 

$13.91 

26 07 

95 20 

16 22 

229 15 

ii 14 

5 33 

6.34 

. . .20  r i d e s •  1 .81  

: 2 p e r s o n  f o l l o w - u p s  11 .59  

0.74 0.74 

1.30 2.$3 

1.81 

Average monthly caseload = 30 

11159 



LOS ANGELES; CALIFORNIA: THE FAMILY CARE CENTER 

~ e  f o l l 0 w i n g  t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  the  ways in which the Famiiy Care Center  

a l l o c a t e d  both s t a f f  time and p r o j e c t  re sources  to  var ious  a c t i v i t i e s '  during 

the course  o f  the  p r o j e c t .  These f i g u r e s  dep ic t  the  major emphasis o f  the  

p r o j e c t ,  namely the  p r o v i s i o n  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  c a r e  f o r  c h i l d r e n ,  i n c l u d i n g  a 

c h i l d  development component, combined with minimal t h e r a p e u t i c  s e r v i c e p r o -  

v i s i o n  to  parent s .  Ful ly  62~ o f  the  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  time was spent in ~ i t h e r  . . . . . . .  

the p r o v i s i o  n o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  care or c h i l d  development s e s s i o n s ;  a l though ,  

due to  the very  large  number o f  v o l u n t e e r s ,  t h i s  time only  consumed 29%.of 

the p r o j e c t ' s  ac tua l  r e s o u r c e s .  The next  l a r g e s t  expendi ture  was f o r : o v e r -  

head, i n c l u d i n g  general  management, s t a f f  t r a i n i n g ,  and program planning .  

These a c t i v i t i e s  accounted f o r  23~ o f  the  s t a f f  time spent on the p r o j e c t ,  

but ,  due to  the  high s a l a r i e s  o f  the  s t a f f  invoived in program management/ 

d i r e c t i o n ,  f u l l y  47% o f  the  p r o j e c t ' s  resources ,  were expended carry ing  them 

out .  S t a f f  a l s o  spent about 7% o f  t h e i r  time (and 9~ o f  the  p r o j e c t ' s •  

r e s o u r c e s )  on educa t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  and coord inat ion  endeavors in the  com= 

munity. Only 3% o f  the  p r o j e c t ' s  r e s o u r c e s  were spent on re search  or~eval  - 

ua t ion  a c t i v i t i e s .  In a d d i t i o n  to  the  p r o v i s i o n  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  c a r e ,  

inc lud ing  c h i l d  development s e s s i o n s ,  none Of the .other d i r e c t  services"" 

provided to  c l i e n t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  outreach and intake  a c t i v i t i e s ,  g e n e r a l c a s e  

management, i n d i v i d u a l  parent c o u n s e l i n g  or therapy,  b a b y s i t t i n g  and t r a n s -  

p o r t a t i o n ,  consumed more than 3% o f  the  s t a f f ' s  t ime or the  proj~ect 's  

r e s o u r c e s .  

The Family  Care Center  s t a f f  spent  about 19 person  y e a r s  p r o v i d i n g  '~'' 

s e r v i c e s  to  nine  f a m i l i e s  per month. Approximately 207 c h i l d  days o f  

r e s i d e n t i a l  care were PrOvided each month at an average c o s t  o f  $36 per ~ 
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day, and 155 c h i l d  development s e s s i o n s  were prov ided  t o  t h e s e  same c h i l d r e n  

each month at  a c o s t  o f  about $16 per day. About 55 i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  

or therapy  s e s s i o n s  were provided each month to  p a r e n t s ;  the  c o u n s e l i n g  

c o s t  about  $19 per s e s s i o n ,  whi l e  the  therapy s e s s i o n s  averaged $15 p e r .  

c o n t a c t .  The o v e r a l l  management o f  the  f a m i l i e s  at  the  Center ,  i n c l u d i n g  

r e g u l a r  r e v i e w  o f  c a s e s  c o s t  $33 per f a m i l y  per month. Working with  c a s e s  

r e q u i r i n g  cour t  i n t e r v e n t i o n  ( four  c a s e s  per month) c o s t  $34 per c a s e .  

P s y c h o l o g i c a l  t e s t i n g  o f  c h i l d r e n ,  which about four  c h i l d r e n  r e c e i v e d  

each month, was ex tremely  e x p e n s i v e  ($55 per c h i l d ) ,  due p r i m a r i l y  t o  the  

c o n t r a c t e d  s e r v i c e  o f  an o u t s i d e  c o n s u l t a n t  t o  perform the  t e s t s .  

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  that  wh i l e  many p r o j e c t  s t a f f  ( p r i m a r i l y  

F o s t e r  Grandparents  and CHTA employees)  were not  paid out  o f  grant  monies ,  

the  c o s t s  o f  o v e r a l l  program management was so h igh  t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  no 

'cost  s a v i n g  was exper ienced  by u s i n g  t h e s e  "free"  r e s o u r c e s ,  as a comparison 

o f  the  a c t u a l  c o s t s  and hidden c o s t s  (which i n c l u d e s  the  a s c r i b e d  c o s t  o f  
: 

v o l u n t e e r s )  shows.  
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, .  T a b l e  B - 7  

Los Angeles ,  C a l i f o r n i a  
P r o ) e c t  Resource Al loca t ion  and Service  Costs 

['. 

Act iv i ty  

Program Planning/Development 

Resource A l loca t i on  to  
A c t i v i t i e s  

Average 
Annual 
Budget 
A l loca t ion  

Average 
Annual 
Time 
Al loca t i on  

Community Education 2g 1% 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  Education 2 3 

Coordinat ion 37 S 

S t a f f  Development/Training 9 11 

2 

General Management 

Pro jec t  Research 

BPA Evaluat ion 

Outreach 

i n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis* 

Case Management/Review 

Court Case Activit,ies 

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  During Intake* 

M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r  ~ Team Review 

3 

12 33 

1 1 

Ind iv idua l  Counseling 

2 

i 1 

Parent  Aide/Lay Therapy 

Couples ,Counsel ing 

Family Counseling* 

Alcohoi,  Drug, Weight Counseling* . . . .  

Indiv idual  Therapy 2 3 

.Parents  Anonymous* . . . .  

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  Intake 

Res iden t i a l  Care 

Chiid Development Program 

Play Therapy 

Special  Child Therapy* 

Medical Care 

Babys i t t i ng /C h i ld  Care 

Transpor t a t ion /Wai t ing  

Psycho log ica l /O the r  Tes t i ng  

Follow-Up 

Total  Annual Person Years/Budget 

44 19 

18 10 

2 

2 

18.83 

2 

3 

$236,280 

Volume and Unit Costs of Services 

Average 
Actual 

Average Monthly-Volume. Unit C o s t  
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -  r 

5 c a s e s  $18.67 

18 in takes  3.93 

9 average caseload 33.38 

4 cases 33.98 

4 con tac t s  9.10 

4 reviews 27.16 

20 con tac t s  18.07 

S contacts 18.45 

4 con tac t s  16.87 

2 contacts 17.19 

3 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  18.18 

35 con tac t s  15.15 

:19 pe r son - ses s ions ,  0.59 

6 c o n t a c t s  '12.58" 

207 ch i ld -days  35.94 

155 c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  16.16 

10 c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  3.18 

46 con tac t s  2.12 

19 v i s i t s  10.0S 

42 r ides  13.49 

4 p e r s o n - t e s t s  55.96 

6 person fol low-ups 20.88 

Average Monthly Caseload = 9 

A v e r a g e  
Unit Cost 
to Commuflity 

/ 

$ 1 8 . 6 7 "  

3 . 9 3  
' , ' ,  

34 .'28 

33~98. 

9.1.0 ,. 

27.16 • 

18.60 . 

18.45. 

17.19 

18.18 

1S.22 

4 . 8 0  

12.58 

•56..22 

16.27 

5.8~ 

"~ 12 

10;35 

13.so 

55.96 

20.88 
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NEAH BAY' WASHINGTON: THE CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

Functioning on the smallest annual budget of'the eleven demonstration 

projects at about $56,000 per year, the Child Development Center maintained 

an average monthly caseload of eight clients, with a range from one to 14. 

Following the period of time used to generalize cost data (October 1975 

through October 1976), the project's client load increased to 20 active 

cases with an additional 25 considered to be stabilized, but under obser- 

vation. Certainly by the end of the project considerably larger propor- 

tions of the project's resources were being allocated to the direct service 

components of case management and review, MDT reviews and individual 

counseling; however, the allocation of time and money displayed on Table .B- 

8 reflects the earlier orientation toward far more concentrated efforts 

in community activities and project operations. On average these data 

show that approximately half of the staff time and three-quarters of the 

budget were expended on staff development and training, program planning 

and development, and general management activities. The remaining half 

of the staff time and quarter of the budget were divided approximately 

equa]ly between community activities and direct services, with a small 

proportion of each devoted to the BPA evaluation. 
? 

These allocations were very unstable over the year of intensive cost 

accounting, caused in part by the coincidence of the cost accounting per- 

iods occurring during months of intensive staff training or community 

workshops, and in part by shifts in the program orientation from a case 

monitoring and coordinating function within the community's social service 

structure to an active case managing and service providing role. Addi- 

tionally, with an average staff of five persons, shifts in a single indi- 

vidual's role definition could and did dramatically affect the.overall 

allocation of resources u 
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S e r v i c e  e f f o r t s  were i n i t i a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a small subset  o f  those  

p o s s i b l e ,  and inc luded  i n t a k e  and i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s ,  case  management and 

regular  rev iew,  MDT rev i ews ,  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g ,  and parent  educat ion  " 

c l a s s e s .  As the s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n  aspec t  o f  the p r o j e c t  was s tepped u p , .  ," 

during the  l a s t  c o s t  account ing  month (October 1976),  a d d i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s . . . . .  

were added which more c l o s e l y  r e f l e c t  the  p r o j e c t ' s  s e r v i c e  package f o r  

the l a s t  year o f  opera t ion .  Supplementing those  p r e v i o u s l y  mentioned,  

these  s e r v i c e s  inc luded:  ou treach ,  court  case  a c t i v i t i e s ,  c r i s i s  

i n t e r v e n t i o n  (both during and a f t e r  i n t a k e ) ,  homemaking s e r v i c e s  and t r a n s -  

portation. . . • ,  • 

The volume of service units delivered did not vary significantly for 

those services offered more than one month; however, the cost per unit, : 

in some instances, did. For those services provided during at least two 

of the cost accounting months, the following average unit costs prevailed:: 

in take  and i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s  c o s t  approximately  $20 per in take  when aver-  

aged, a l though the cos t  decreased c o n s i d e r a b l y  over t ime;  case  management 

averaged approximately  $30 per case  per month, but f l u c t u a t e d s o m e w h a t  

e r r a t i c a l l y ;  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  averaged about $6 per •contact ,  and 

parent educat ion  c l a s s e s  averaged about $21 per p e r s o n - s e s s i o n  - -  both 

: ?  

• " ! t  

i " 

J l  • ! 

1 . , 8 ,  
• . r [ ,  

' < 

were quite stable over time. Multidisciplinary team case reviews, which 

gained a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  during the l a s t  year,  were provided at a c o s t  • 

per review o f  approximate ly  $30. As the  only s e r v i c e  f o r  which donated 

resources  were expended, the  c o s t  per review increased  n e a r l y  f i v e - f o l d  

to  about $140 per review when va lues  were ascr ibed  t o  t h e s e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  

Of professional time. 
i l  L . 
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T a b l e  B-8: 
Neah Bay, Washington 

Project Resource Allocation and Service Costs 

I 

bO 

t/1 

Activity 

.Community Education 

Professional Education 

Coordination 

Legislation/Policy 

Staff Development/Training 

Program P l ann ing /Deve lopmen t  

Genera l  Management 

BPA Evaluation 

Out re ach 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l D i a g n o s i s  

Case Management/Review 

Court Case _Activities 

Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  During I n t a k e  

Multidisciplinary Team Review, 

Individual Counseling 

Alcohol, Drug,.Weight Counseling 

I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy  

Parent Education classes 

Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  After I n t a k e  

R e s o u r c e  A l l o c a t i o n  to 
Activities 

Average 
Annual 
Time 
Allocation 

. 6  

Average 
Annual 
Budget 
A l l o c a t i o n  

5% 2% 

4 S 

7 4 

7 6 

19 17 

16 13 

14 36 

2 

6 6 

3 1 

7 1 

.5 2 

- -  2 

1 2 

' . - ~ 5 " , 8 8 4 ~  ~ " 

Volume and Uni t  Cos t s  o f  S e r v i c e s  - -  

Average  Monthly Volume 

[ 9 c a s e s  

2 intakes 

8 ave rage  c a s e l o a d  

[2 c a s e s  

[4 c o n t a c t s  

[ 5  r e v i e w s  

19 c o n t a c t s  

[5 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  

[2 c o n t a c t s  

5 person-sessions 

[9 c o n t a c t s  

Average 
Annual 
Unit Cost 

; ., . . 

Homemaking .... . . . . . .  , , . . . ,  . . " -.-[lO~GQnt0cts 

Transportati0n/Waiting : .:A . . . . .  [ 5 r i d e s :  

T o t a l  Annuai P e r s o n - Y e a r s / B u d g e t .  : " 3 . 4 i !  

F i g u r e s  • i n b r a c k e t s  •were o f f e r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  a c c o u n t i n g  month o n l y .  

Average 
Unit Cost 
to Community 

$ 8.45 $ 8.45]* 

19.40 19.40 

29.88 29.88 

8.60 8.60] 

13.87 

28.20 

13.87] 

137.80] 

5~90 5.90 

3.94 3.94] 
41.25 41.25] 

20.90 20.90 

3.65 3.65] 

5.91 5.91] 

12.80 

. . . .  Average  M o n t h l y . C a s e l o a d  = 8 

12.80] 
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ST LOUIS, MISSOURI: THE FAMILY RESOURCE CENTER 

As the  p r o j e c t  r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n  t a b l e  shows,  the  Family  Resource  

Center a l l o c a t e d  a lmost  h a l f  o f  i t s  budget  to  d i r e c t  treatment  a c t i v i t i e s  

(48%). This  i n c l u d e d  15% of  the  budget  f or  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  to  c h i l d r e n ,  

12% f o r  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  to  p a r e n t s ,  and 21% fo~  casemanagement  and ser~ 

v i c e s  f or  f a m i l i e s .  Actual  s t a f f  t ime a l l o c a t i o n  to  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  was 

g r e a t e r  in  each c a s e ,  however,  wi th  65% of  s t a f f  t ime go ing  i n t o  d irect :  

t r e a t m e n t .  S t a f f  t ime was a l s o  more h e a v i l y  a l l o c a t e d  to c h i l d r e n ' s  

s e r v i c e s  (28% for  c h i l d r e n ' s  programs versus  15% for  adu l t  s e r v i c e s ) .  

Community a c t i v i t i e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  8% o f  s t a f f  t ime (6% of  the  b u d g e t ) ,  r e -  

search  about 6-7% o f  t ime and budget ,  and " o v e r h e a d " f u n c t i o n s  20% o f  s t a f f  

t ime ,  but  40% o f  the  budge t .  

Chi ld  development  c l a s s e s  and group therapy were the " s t a p l e "  s e r -  

v i c e s  o f  the  p r o j e c t ,  w i t h t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and b a b y s i t t i n g ,  as s u p p o r t i v e  

s e r v i c e s ,  a l s o  be ing  very  f r e q u e n t l y  o f f e r e d .  Unit  c o s t s  f o r  p a r e n t s '  

s e r v i c e s  ranged from $2 .86  f o r  one i n d i v i d u a l  therapy s e s s i o n  (one hour 

long)  to  $14 .24  f o r  parent  e d u c a t i o n  s e s s i o n s .  Unit  c o s t  f o r  a c h i l d  de-  

velopment  c l a s s  (about t h r e e - h o u r  s e s s i o n s )  were about $ 6 . 0 0 .  Donated 

r e s o u r c e s  ( s t u d e n t  s o c i a l  workers ,  v o l u n t e e r  l a y t h e r a p i s t s ,  and " v o l u n t e e r ,  

p h y s i c i a n s )  were used in  most treatment  s e r v i c e s  wi th  p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  heavy 

use  in  lay  therapy ,  medica l  care ,  b a b y s i t t i n g ,  parent  e d u c a t i o n ,  and .... 

c o u n s e l i n g  and therapy .  

T h e  p r o j e c t  c a r r i e d  a r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  average monthly c a s e l o a d  o f  

40 c a s e s ,  and had a t o t a l  annual  budget  o f  about $160 ,000 .  
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Table B-9 

St .  Louis,  Missour i  
P r o ) e c t  Resource  A l l o c a t i o n  and S e r v i c e  C o s t s  

Activity 

Community E d u c a t i o n  

P r o f e s s i o n a l  E d u c a t i o n  

C o o r d i n a t i o n  

S t a f f  D e v e l o p m e n t / T r a i n i n g  

Program P l a n n i n g / D e v e l o p m e n t  

Genera l  Management 

: P r o j e c t  R e s e a r c h  

BPA E v a l u a t i o n  

O u t r e a c h  

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 

Case Management /Review 

Court  Case  A c t i v i t i e s  

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  Dur ing  I n t a k e  

I n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  

P a r e n t  A i d e / L a y  The rapy  

Couples.  Counseling 

Fami ly  C o u n s e l i n g  

24 -Hour Hot l i n e  

I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy  

Group T h e r a p y  

P a r e n t  E d u c a t t o a  ( : l a s s e s  

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  I n t a k e  

C h i l d  Deve lopment  Program 

P l ay  The.rapy 

Medica l  Care 

Resource A l l o c a t i o n  to 
Activities 

Average  Average  
Annual  Annual  
Time Budget  
A l l o c a t i o n  A l l o c a t i o n  

4% 3% 

2 2 
I 

2 1 
I 

10 8 

6 S 
I 

4 28 
1 

4 3 

3 3 

2 1 

4 5 

7 8 

1 1 

i 1 

2 2 

4 2 

1 1 

1 1 

2 1 

4" 4 

2 2 

Volume and Unit C o s t s  o f  Services 

Average  Month ly  Volume 

1 case 

13 i n t a k e s  

40 a v e r a g e  c a s e l o a d  

4 c a s e s  

8 contacts 

67 c o n t a c t s  

28 c o n t a c t s  

18 c o n t a c t s  

Average  
A c t u a l  
Un i t  Cos1 

$49 .60  

48 .97  

33 .60  

Average  
Uni t  Cost  
t o  Community 

$57 .00  

55 .96  

33.01 

20 .92  20.,92 

9 c o n t a c t s  

12 c a l l s  

9 .97  9.97" 

3 .19  4 .39  

5 .60  11.02 

5.54 6.50 

1 1 

22 14 

8 .93  15.92 

2 .86  2 .86  

2 .86  27 c o n t a c t s  7 .27  

106 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  4 .24  6 .00  

17 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  14.24 19.75 

22 contacts 4.60 4.78 "̀ ~'' 

285 child-sessions 5.96 8.03 

5.24  8134 1 1 16 c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  

4 v i s i t s  5 .94  22,. 76 

1 .10  " 4 . i 9  ' .  

0 .92  0.95" - 

B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care 5 1 87 c h i l d - h o u r s  

T r a n s p 0 r t a t i o n / W a i t i n g  4 3 433 r i d e s  

P s y c h o l o g i c a l / O t h e r  T e s t i n g  I 1 18 p e r s o n - t e s t s  8.54 

I 1. 35 8 p e r s o n  f o l l o w - u p s  

11.27 $160,068 

Follow-Up 

T o t a l  Annual  Pe r son  Y e a r s / B u d g e t  

8.31 

5.75 

Average  Month ly  C a s e l o a d  = 40 

., ,,. 
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ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA: PACER 

• The a l l o c a t i o n  o f  the  p r o j e c t ' s  r e s o u r c e s ,  time and d o l l a r s  are good 

d e s c r i p t o r s  Of the  PACER program a c t i v i t i e s .  Table B-10 d e p i c t s  the  average 

a l l o c a t i o n  o f  both time and d o l l a r s  f o r  the year 1976. As i s  ev ident  in  

the t a b l e ,  a t o t a l  number o f  8.1 person-years  or over 16,848 hours were 

used by the p r o j e c t .  The corresponding  budget for  the  year ,  not  i n c l u d i n g  

the d o l l a r  value o f  donated re sou rces ,  was $122,472.  Since  the  p r o j e c t ' s /  

primary purpose i s  t o  provide  community and p r o f e s s i o n a l  educat ion  as Well 

as community c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  most o f  the  p r o j e c t ' s  resources  are a l l o c a t e d  

to  n o n - d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s .  Nine percent  o f  the budget was spent on p r e v e n t i o n ,  

'B. ' 

i 

15% on community and professional education, and 4% on community coordina- 

t i o n .  ~bout 28% o f  the  budget was a l l o c a t e d  tO general  overhead f u n c t i o n s ,  

s t a f f  development and p lanning ,  program planning and development,  and g e n -  

era l  management. 

Parents  Anonymous and lay  therapy are the only two treatment  s e r v i c e s  

provided by the  p r o j e c t .  About o n e - t h i r d  o f  the  p r o j e c t  t ime and 17% o f  ~ 

the budget i s  a l l o c a t e d  to  these  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s .  One p r o j e c t  

s t a f f  member spends most o f  her time superv i s ing  the  ~ay therapy program. 

This accounts  f o r  n e a r l y  23% o f  the  p r o j e c t  time a l l o c a t e d  to  s e r v i c e s .  

About 3% of a staff member's time is devoted to the multidiscip!inary re i 

view team, and another 3% is spent on Parents Anonymous. About 378 lay 

• therapy hours, or $1719, was d0nmted as time and resources to the projec~'s 

lay therapy program. This donated time explains the project's relatively 

minor budget allocation for direct service •in relationship to the amount 

of time spent in delivering the services. 
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Costs for the various components tended to decrease in' the last cost • 

accounting period, with two exceptions. The allocations for professional 

education and community coordination increased in the last year. This in- 

crease reflects the project's intense effort in their last year to provide 

professional education to everyone in the community. The increase in time 

and money allocated to community coordination indicates the project's in- 

creased efforts to establish the community-wide coordinating board that 

would replace PACER's coordination function in the community. 

There was little noticeable change in project budget and time alloca- 

tion for direct services, but in the last year less time was spent • in pro- 

viding direct services as lay therapists dropped out of the program and ~ 

were not replaced. Also in preparation for project termination, the pro- 

ject staff spent less of their time supervising direct services and began 

to devote more time to hunting for new homes for the services they had 

developed. 

• • . . .  
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. ~ _'. • . . . ." ...- Table B-IO: 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Project Resource Allocation and ServiCe Costs 

I 

c )  

Activity 

Prevention 

,Community Education 

Professional Education 

Coordination 

Legislation/Policy 

Staff Development/Training 

Program P lann ing /Deve lopmen t  

Genera l  Management 

P ro~ec t  Resea rch  

BPA E v a l u a t i o n .  

Case Management/Review 

Court  Case Activities 

Multidisciylinary TeamReview 

Parent Aide/Lay Therapy 

Parents Anonymous 

Parent Education Classes 

Resource Allocation to 
Activities 

! 

Average Average 
Annual Annual 
Time Budget 
Allocation Allocation 

9% 

S 

10 

4 

1 

9 

5 

14 

3 

4 

2 3  

10~ 

7 

12 

5 

1 

6 

6 

31 

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  I n t a k e  i 1 
I I 

B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care . . . . .  2 
I ' I 

; ~ r a n s p o r t  a t i o n / W a l t i n g -  .-.: : .-~:..: ~ : . . . . . . . . .  =- .. .  
= 

I 

.Total Annuai.Person Years/Bddget. . • 8;1 

3 4 

1 

• 1 

Volume and Unit  Cos ts  o f  S e r v i c e s  

Average Monthly  Volume 

, , ~ ° 

[ 

18 ave rage  c a s e l o a d  

4 r ev i ews  

Average 
Annual 
Uni t  Cost  

$ 2.06 

135 c o n t a c t s  

100;17 

3.71 

Average  
Uni t  Cost  
t o  Community 

$. 2.06 

98 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  

15 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  

223.90 

13.86 

. 6 . r i d e s  : 

10.89 10.89 • 

4 .84  

.0 

20.28 

[ - -  

15 c h i l d - h o u r s  0 4 . 5 8  
• I 

, $122,47.2 .Average Monthly  Case load  = 18 

9 . 2 9  

.,-). 



TACOMA, WASHINGTON: • THE PANEL FOR FAMILY LIVING 

The way project resources (both time and dollars) were allocated to 

different activities and services are good descriptors of the Panel's pro- 

gram. Table B-II depicts the average allocation of both time and dollars for 

the year 1976. As can be seen on the table, a total of 11.9 person-years 

(or 24,660 hours) were used by the project, including the time of both paid 

Staff and volunteers and consultants as well. The corresponding budget for 

a year, not including the dollar value of donated resources, was $155,8201 

Most of the project's resources were utilized for other than direct 

treatment services. Twenty percent of the time (and 17% Of the budget) was 

used for community and professional education; another 14% of the time (and 

10% of the budget) was for coordinative activities{ and 33% of time (and 48% 

of the budget) was for general overhead functions including staff develop- 

ment and training, program planning, and day-to-day management. The dis- 

:crepancies between the time and dollar percentages reflect the added 

~resources of volunteers used extensively in education and coordination acti- 

vities. Although not shown on the table, data from a sample of months in~ 

1975 and 1976 indicates that these resource allocations were quite stable 

over time, reflecting few or no changes in this aspect of the program. 
,;,, 

Less than one,quarter of the project resources~went directly to the servzce 

program. 

Table B-II also shows how time and dollars were allocated to specific 

£reatment activities, • the typical monthly volume of units offered in each 

treatment service category and the average unit costs. AS discussed else- 

Where, the Panel's mix of services included: intake and initial diagnosis 

(with a monthly average of seven); case management (with a monthly caseload 

i 

I 

B-31 



of. 42); multidisciplinary team review [with a monthly average of three); . :i ' 

individual counseling [with 114 contacts per month); lay therapy counselin~ :i 

[with 18 contacts a month); couples counseling (58 contacts a month); group 

therapy [20 person-sessions amonth); and parent education classes (29 per- 

son sessions a month). Additionally, the Panel offered modest amounts of 

crisis intervention, transportation and babysitting. The unit costs of 

most of the Panel's activities were stable over time; the most dramatic 

chang e was in the cost of a review by the multidisciplinary review team, 

which dropped substantially over,time due to decreased participation by 

both staff and consultants. The dollar cost of several of the service units 

increased substantially when one includes the dollar value of volunteers 

and unpaid consultants. Multidisciplinary team reviews, for example, cost 

the project, ~n average, $23 per review, but "cost" the communi,ty $88 in 

terms of total resources used. Likewise, the unit cost of parent aide • 

counseling goes from $15.75 per contact to $19.25, and )arent education 

classes go from $13 per person-session to $16.75. 

" 4 " '  

i. 
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T a b l e  B-11" .  
T a c o m a ,  W a s h i n g t o n  

P r o j e c t  R e s o u r c e  A l l o c a t i o n  and  S e r v i c e  C o s t s  

Activity 

R e s o u r c e  A l l o c a t i o n  t o  : 
A c t i v i t i e s  . 

A v e r a g e  A v e r a g e  
Annua l  Annua l  
Time B u d g e t  
Allocation Allocation 

Community Education 12% 9% 

Professional Education 8 8 

Coordination 14 I0 

Legislation/Policy 1 I 

Staff Development/Training 17 i0 

Program Planning/Development 4 4 

G e n e r a l  Management  11 33 

P ro j  e c t  R e s e a r c h  8 6 

R P A  F v n  1 u n t  i ,  n n  2 2 

Volume and Unit Costs of Services 

Average Monthly Volume 

A v e r a g e  
Annua l  
Unit Cost 

BPA Evaluation 

Outreach . . . .  7 cases 6.75 7.50 

Intake/Initial Diagnosis 1 i , 8 intakes 16125 , 17.00 

Case Management/Review 6 5 

2 

4 

3 

C o u r t  C a s e A c t i v i t i e s  

Multidisciplinary Team Review 

Individual Counseling 

Parent Aide/Lay Therapy 

~ C o u p l e s  C o u n s e l i n g  2 

L Group T h e r a p y  • 2 2 

. P a r e n t  E d u c a t i O n  C l a s s e s  3 3 

. . . . . . . .  ~ -  . . . . . . .  : . .  . ~ . - .  ,i . . . .  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / . w a i t i n g . - : . .  ,: ~.i."~'? i.. . .. • ' 

P s y c h o . l o g i c a l / O t h e r T e s ; i h g ~ !  : ' : ' .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  = ,  . . . .  . ,  

• T o t a l  A n n u a l P . e r ~ Q n - ¥ e a r s / B u d g e t . . ' ' ' ' . - . l i : . 9  

• 1 3 reviews 
t 

3 114 c o n t a c t s  
I 

2 18 c o n t a c t s  

2 58 c o n t a c t s  
I 

! 

29 p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  
I 

. . . 12  r i d e s . i  -. 
I 

• ! 

: .__  . . . .  1 0 t e s t s l .  
. i . . . .  

. , $ . ! 5 5 , 8 ~ 0  " ,  A v e r a g e  m o n t h l y  c~ 

Average 
Unit Cost 
to Community 

42 average caseload 14.50 : 15.50 
) I 

4 cases 16.75 18.25 
J 

23.00 88.00 
t 

3.00 3.50 
] ) 

15.75 19.25 
] i 

4.50 5.00 
I I 

20 person-sessions 13.25 13.50 
i I 

13.00 16.75 

2.50 2 . 5 0  

29 00 122.50 i 
caseload = 42 



UNION COUNTY, NEN JERSEY: THE UNION COUNTYPROTECTIVE SERVICES PROJECT 

The allocation of the project's resources, time and dollars are good 

• descriptors of program activities. Table B-12 depicts the average alloca- 

tion of both time and dollars for the year 1976. As is evident in the 

table, a total number of 23.72 person years, or 49,344 hours, were used 

by the project. The project's average monthly caseload was 294 cases. 

The corresponding budget for the year, not including the dollar value of ' . 

donated resources, was $669,744. 

: About o n e - t h i r d  o f  the p r o j e c t  resources  were u t i l i z e d  for  o t h e r -  - 

than d i r e c t  treatment s e r v i c e s .  About 34 o f  the time and 24 o f  the  budget 
. , .  • ' -  . , , , 

was a l l o c a t e d  for  community and p r o f e s s i o n a l  educat ion a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 34 

o f  the  budget and time was a l l o c a t e d  to  community c o o r d i n a t i o n .  General 

overhead f u n c t i o n s  account f o r  304 o f  the  time and 33~ o f  the  budget.  

These a c t i v i t i e s  inc luded  s t a f f  development and t r a i n i n g ,  program p lann ing ,  

and d a y - t o - d a y p r o j e c t  management. 

Table B-12 a l s o  shows how time and d o i l a r s  were a l l o c a t e d  to  s p e c i f i c  

treatment  a c t i v i t i e s ,  the t y p i c a l  monthly volume• o f  s e r v i c e  Units  o f f e r e d  

~n each treatment  s e r v i c e  ca tegory ,  and the average uni t  c o s t s ,  over  5 7 4  

o f  the  p r o j e c t  budget and 50% o f  the  s t a f f  time was spent on d i r e c t  s e r -  

v i c e s ,  in take  and i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s ,  i nd i v i dua l  and group c o u n s e l i n g ,  case  ~ 

:management and r e f e r r a l s  to  contrac t  and community agenc i e s .  The most f r e -  

quent ly  o f f e r e d  s e r v i c e s  were case  management (with a monthly average Of 

2 9 4 )  and i n d i v i d u a l  counse ! ing  (with a monthly average o f  354) ,  but o ther  

s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d  c o n s i s t e n t l y  as part  o f  the p r o j e c t ' s  r a n g e • o f  s e r v i c e s  :: 

inc luded intake  and i n i t i a l  d i a g n o s i s  (with a monthly average o f  30) ,  m u l t i -  

d i s c i p l i n a r y  team rev iews  (with a monthly average Of 49 ) ,  lay  therapy " 

'1i 

• ¢ ,  . 

• , . . , (  

.~ 

:i 

/ 

, J  
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counseling (with 119 contacts a month), couples counseling (22 contacts 

a month), group therapy (28 person-sessions a month), • and parent education 

classes (36 person-sessions a month). •Additionally, the project offered 

181 crisis intervention contacts, ii units of babysitting and 148 transpor- 

tation contacts. These service units tended to be under-reported because 

many of the services were provided by contracting private agencies in the 

community, and these agencies did not always keep precise counts of the 

number of individual contacts or attendance at their groups. 

The project costs tended to be stable Over time with several excep- 

tions. Due to delays in activating the use of emergency funds, more was 

spent in the last year than in the first two years of the project. Also, 

there were fluctuations in the budget when contracts for the hotline and 

homemakers were finalized in the last year, increasing costs from those 

of the first two years. Other changes in costs over time are due to cost 

reporting procedures becoming•more accurate in the later cost accounting 

periods. The only donated time, 140 hours or $581 dollars, was devoted 

to the area of project research. 
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Table  B-12 

union County, New Jersey 
Pro~ect Resource A l locat ion  and Service Costs 

Activity 

Community Education 

P ro fe s s iona l  Education 

Coordination 

L e g i s l a t i o n / P o l i c y  

S t a f f  Development/Training 

Program Planning/Development 

General Management 

Pro~ect Research 

BPA Evaluat ion 

OUtreach 

I n t a k e / I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 

Case Management/'Review 

Court Case Activities 

C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  During Intake 

Mul t id i sc ip l ina ry 'Team Review 

Indiv idual  Counseling 

Parent  Aide/Lay Therapy ,. 

Couples Counsel,ing 

Family Counseling- 

24- t tour 'Hot l ine  

Individual  TherapL 

Group Tl~erapy 

Parent Education Classes  

Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  Intake 

Day Care. 

Child Development Program 

P l a y  Therapy 

Special Child Therapy 

Homemaking 

Medical 'Care 

Babysitting/Child Care 

Transportation/Waiting 

Emergency funds 

• Psrchological/Othcr Testing 

FOliow-Up 

Resource Allocation t o  
A c t i v i t i e s  

Average  
Annual 
Time 
A l l o c a t i o n  

1% 

Average 
Annual 
Budget 
Al loca t ion  

1% 

2 1 

3 3 

11 12 

1 .  

17 20 

3 2 

5 3 

1 2 

5 3 

24 18 

4 2 

1 1 

3 2 

7 4 

1 5 

2 

2 

i 3 

- -  . 3  

1• 

3 

Average Monthly Volume 

40 cases  

Volume and Unit Costs  o f  s e r v i c e s  

Average Average " 
Annual Unit  Cost 
Unit  Cost t o  Conmunity 

$ 7.55 

30 in takes  48.78 48.78 

294 average caseload 

6 con tac t s  

68 c o n t a c t s  

49 r ev i ew s .  

con tac t s  
L "  

con tac t s  

con tac t s  

33.36 

Total Annual Person Years/Budget 

354 

119 

22 

31 

31 

48 

28 

36 

181 

"492 

7 

1 

7 

i91 

64 

11 

148 

11 

3 

3 

238.64 

3 .37 

22.33 

6.25  

21.96 

t 

7.55 

53.70 

238.64 

con tac t s  

3.37 

23.65 

6 ;25 

• 24.14 

4:7.32 45.61 

37 .29  39.06 

1.40 c a l l s  1.40 

46.49 

10.39 

6.58 

! 

23.72 "$669,744 

con tac t s  43.30 

p e r s o n - s e s s i o n s  10.39 

person=sess ions  6.58 

c o n t a c t s  10.14 

c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  4.11 

c h i l d - s e s s i o n s  1 9 7 . 4 3  

c h i l d - s e s s i o n  135.00 

con tac t s  69.75 

con tac t s  12.99 

v i s i t s  7.65 

chi ld=hours  4.78 

r i d e s  10,51 

payments °-  

p e r s o n - t e s t s  . 39.46 

person f611ow-ups 80.47 

Average Monthly Caseload = 294 

=, 

10.14 

4,11 

• 197.43 

: 135 .00  

' 6 9 ; f 5  ' 

1-2 ..ci9 

7 . 6 5  

"4.78 

I'o.61 

:SON7 L. - 

,> 

• / !  ' 
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ACROSS PROJECT COMPARISONS 

While the projects did pursue many of the same activities, the 

amount of time spent on these activities, the magnitude or volume of 

the activities, and their related costs varied considerably across pro- 

jects. Very few patterns emerge which•allow for the neat grouping of 
.... u. 

projects into one or two categories. 

General Activities :, 

In addition to general day-to-day management functions, all pro- 

jects.provided some staff development and training as well as devoting ~ 

time to program planning and •development (see Table B-13). The average 

amount of staff time spent on •general management was 11%, with projects 

spending as little as 4% and 6% (St. Louis and Arlington, respectively)' 

and as much as 17% (Union County). 2 Most projects spent about 5% or 

l e s s  o f  t h e i r  t ime  on program p l a n n i n g  and d e v e l o p m e n t  and an a v e r a g e  

o f  12% on s t a f f  deve lopment  and t r a i n i n g .  When one combines  t h e s e  

d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  o p e r a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  t r e m e n d o u s  v a r i a n c e  a c r o s s  

p r o j e c t s  becomes  a p p a r e n t ,  w i th  as  l i t t l e  as  15% s p e n t  in  A r l i n g t o n  

on t h e s e  f u n c t i o n s  and as much as  49% i n  Neah Bay; t h e  a v e r a g e  a c r o s s  

a l l  p r o j e c t s  was 26%. While t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  n o t  r e f l e c t i v e  o f  t o p -  

h e a v y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  p r o b l e m - l a d e n  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  w e l l - r u n  o r  p o o r l y - i :  

run o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i t  does  r a t h e r  d i r e c t l y  r e f l e c t  a c o n s u m p t i o n  o f  

r e s o u r c e s  i n  one a r e a  which a l l o w s . f o r  more o r  l e s s  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  

a r e a s  o f  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  community o r  s e r v i c e s  t o  C l i e n t s .  

1For  more d e t a i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  p r o j e c  t t i m e  and r e s o u r c e  a l l o =  
c a t i o n s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  s e e  e v a l u a t i o n  c o s t  r e p o r t s ,  l i s t e d  
in Appendix A. 

2Varying interpretations by projects of exactly what constituted 
"general management" may account for some, but not a significant pro- 
_portion, of the variation. 

. , . .  
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revent i on 

.~pmm_.~J~!ni_!tZ_~.quc__~tion 

Profess iona l I:ducut t on 

Coordination 

Legis la t ' ion  & I 'olic~ 

S t a f f  Development/Training 

Pro ram Plannin ~ Develo 

General Manaj~ement 

P ro | ec t  Research 

BPA Eva lua t ion"  

Outreach 

Intake 6 Initial Dia~.nosis 

C ~ m e n t  ~ Re ular Review 

Court Case Activities 

Crisis Intervention During Intake 

Multidisci~Team Review 

Individual Counseling 

Parent Aide/Lay Thera v Counselin 

Cou)les Counselin 

Family Co~iseling 

Alcoitol, L)ru ~ .~£ sit Cou~}selin 

"'2~-llour H0tline Counsdlio~ 

' Individual Therapy 

Grou Thera v 

Parents  AnonYmous 

Parent Education Classes  

C r i s i s  I n t e rven t ion  Af te r  Intake 

Care 

Residential Care 

Child b e v e l o ~ r a m  

Play T~erap_~ 

Snecial  Child Therapy 

Crisis X'urser Z 

liomemakin 

~ Medical Care 

f Babvs i t t in~ /Chi ld  Care 

~ icaI. & Other T e s t i n g _ _  

[ Follo~'-Up_ 

RF, R 

Summary Informat ion:  

Project  Operat ions  

CoJ~lunity A c t i v i t i e s  

Treatment A c t i v i t i e s  

~-Direct  s e rv i ce s  to c h i l d r e n  
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• Each of the projects pursued some number of activities with respect 

to their local communities. Only two, Bayamon and St. Petersburg, 

formally identified these activities as including those which were pre- 

ventive in nature. Indeed, the community and professional education, 

coordination, and legislative and policy activities of•all the projects 

had implications for the prevention of child abuse and neglect. Five 

of the projects (Adams County, Arlington, Los Angeles, St. Louis and 

Union County) spent well under 10% of their time on these community- 
_.. 

oriented activities. These projects might be regarded as the more 

heavily direct treatment oriented projects. Their goals, their staf- 

fing patterns, their whole orientation waz more to demonstrate methods 

for working with clients than methods of Working with community systems. 

Three other projects, Bayamon, St. Petersburg and Tacoma, each spent 

close to 30% of their time on community activitieS, reflecting clear 

mandates in their goals to try to change the local child abuse and 

aeglect systems either through coordinative or educational activities. 

The remaining projects had more mixed priorities. 

The differences between projects become most clear in analyzing 

both the time allocated to direct treatment services, in general, to 

specific kinds of treatment, and the variations in caseload size and 

service unit volumes. Four of the projects (Adams County, Arlington, 

Los Angeles and St. Louis) spent well over 60% of their time on ser- 

vices to clients. Four others (Bayamon, Neah Bay, St. Petersburg and 

Tacoma) spent under 40%. The remaining three spent approximately half 

their time on direct client services. Of the eleven projects, only ' 

three (Adams County, Los Angeles and St. Louis) spent less than one- 

third of this direct services time on general case management functions 

(intake, diagnosis, review • , referral, etc.) as opposed to the actual 

)rovision of services. These three projects additionally spent sig- 

nificant portions of the direct services time on the provision of 

treatment services to children (32%, 62% and 23%, respectively). 

These are the few projects out of the eleven which are regarded as 

having operational programs for children; Arlington also provided some 

direct services to children, but did not have a specific, identifiable 

- ~%, 
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group o f  c h i l d r e n  e n r o l l e d  in  t h e s e  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  o v e r  t i m e .  ThuS,  

as a m a c r o - l e v e l ,  one s e e s  v a r i a t i o n s  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  in  terms o f  how 

much e f f o r t  o v e r a l l  was d e v o t e d  t o  d i r e c t  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s ,  how much 

o f  t h a t  was s p e n t  on management f u n c t i o n s  as opposed  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  

p r o v i s i o n  o f  s e r v i c e s ,  and how much was s p e n t  on s e r v i c e s  t o  c h i l d r e n  

as  o p p o s e d  t o  s e r v i c e s  f o r  a d u l t s  o r  su p p o r t  S e r v i c e s  f o r  f a m i l i e s .  

Specific Service Activities 

The specific services offered and their volume reflects variations 

across projects (see Table B-14). First, projects had dramatically dif- 

ferent caseload sizes. Los Angeles and Neah Bay typically had fewer 

than i0 families in treatment (in Los Angelesthe capacity of  the , .  

residential facility for children and various management and staffing 

difficulties kept the caseload size small; in Neah Bay the community 

size--approximately i000 people, the staff size--three people, and.a 

basic orientation toward serving the community in general rather than 

specific families resulted inthe small caseload size)... St. Petersburg 

had, on •average, 18 families in treatment (this project did not regard 

itself as a direct treatment program, but rather developed a small 

lay therapy program to test its feasibility in the community as one 

of many "community-oriented, community-organizing" activities). Of ~ 

the remaining projects, six are regarded as having medium sized case- ~ 

loads ranging from 26 to 83. Two of these, Baton Rouge and Arkansas, 

served all of the identified abuse, but not neglect, cases coming 

into the county protective services system and their caseload sizes 

were determined accordingly. Adams County and Bayamon, both parts 

of protective services, selected more interesting or serious cases 

coming into protective• services; the number of cases selected was 

limited to meet internal criteria of desirable worker caseload size. 

Finally, St. Louis and Tacoma, private programs functioning as adjunct~ 

to local protective services, received cases from a variety of sources 

and limited numbers depending upon their treatment capacity. In 

other words, all projects with medium or Small caseload, sizes selected 

out certain types or numbers of cases and did not service all "identi- 
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fled" cases in the community. The two projects with "large" caseloads, 

Arlington with an average of 179 cases and Union County with an aver- 

age of 294, however, were set up to serve all cases referred to the 

local protective services. 1 

In addition to caseload size, there are many other variations 

across projects with respect to type and volume of services offered. 

All of the projects except St. Petersburg performed intake and initial 

diagnoses on cases (St. Petersburg generally worked with cases which 

had already been through this process at the local protectiveservices 

department). The average number of "intakes" per month varied across 

projects (from two in Neah Bay, eight in Tacoma and Bayamon, to 44 in 

Arkansas) with the protective services based or affiliated projects 

handling significantly larger numbers. These projects had less choice 

in accepting cases for intake than did the private agency-based pro- 

jects. The seemingly large number of intakes in Adams County relative ~ 

to caseload size is explained by the fact that the project did intakes 

on many cases that were then referred on to another protective ser- 

vices unit for treatment. 

All of the projects except for Neah Bay and St. Petersburg per- 

formed certain court-related functions for their cases; the number 

of cases per month with court-related activities was generally small, 

with an across'project average of about six (Arlington was the excep~ 

tion here, with 19 per month). 

During most of the demonstration period, all projects but Neah 

Bay, St. Louis and St. Petersburg provided multidisciplinary team re- 

vie~s for their cases. The different numbers of cases reviewed by 

such teams not only reflects different project caseload sizesbut 

also differences in the kinds of teams and how cases were reviewed. 

In Adams County, for example, with an average of 38 reviews per month, 

l~t is interesting to note that with the exception of Neah Bay and 
Union County, caseload size appears to have little or no relationship 
to a project's budget or staff size. Neah Bay, with the smallest bud- 
get and smallest staff size, also did have the smallest caseload size; 
likewise, Union County had the largest staff, budget and caseload size. 
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all new intakes into the protective services department, not all of 

which were seen by the project itself, received a review as mandated 

by state law. Thus, eight Or I0 cases may have been reviewed at a 

single two-hour weekly meeting of the team. In Arlington and Baton 

Rouge, workers identified particularly problemmati¢ cases to bring to 

the team; the team reviewed two to three cases per meeting, thereby 

often spending a full hour on one case. Similarly in Tacoma, cases 

received very intense, thorough review; here, however, not only did 

project treatmentworkers present cases but any worker in the county 

was free to do the same. This team met more sporadically than did 

the one in Arlington, explaining the smaller number. In Los Angeles, 

with four team reviews per month and an average caseload of nine, 

it becomes apparent that cases were brought back to the team often 

for review (approximately every other month), whereas in projects 

such as Adams County or Union County, more than one team review per 

case was the exception rather than the rule. The most salient dif- 

ference between team reviews seems to have been the amount of time 

spent per case, and thus the amount of detailed attention any case 

receive~ from the team. 

All of the projects except for St. Petersburg offered individual 

counseling or therapy to their clients. 1 The St. Petersburg clients 

received individual counseling from the local protective services 

department. Individual counseling or ~herapy served as the core 

treatment services provided to clients in these projects. Almost all 

clients received individual counseling or therapyand one or two other 

services. However, the amount of individual counseling or therapy pro- 

vided to clients did vary across projects. On average, eight of the 

projects (Adams County, Arlington, Bayamon, Los Angeles, Neah Bay, 

• .£ .  :. 

; I  

. f '  
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t, 

lother than multidiscip!inary team reviews, a content analysis of 
the services offered by these projects showed that same-named services 
were actually delivered in the same way (if individual counseling and 
individual therapyare merged into one category), i.e., consisted of the 
same thing, across projects. See BPA Adult Client Working Paper #I. 
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St. Louis, Tacoma and Union County) provided individual counseling or 

therapy to cases more than once a month, of these, only Los Angeles, 

Neah Bay and Tacoma provided, on average, more than two such contacts 

a month. This does not imply that in the other projects cases were 

not seen by the projects as often as twice a month, but rather that 

on average they received individual counseling or therapy, which was 

typically offered by the primary case manager, that infrequently. 

Of Course, cases in the early stages of treatment were probably seen 

at greater frequency; cases which hid been in treatment quite awhiie 

were probably seen less frequently. 

Lay therapy or parent aide counseling was offered by all butBaton 

Rouge, Bayamon and Neah Bay. In most projects lay therapy counseling 

was provided to a subset of the projects' caseloads. In some of these 

projects, notably Tacoma and Union County, the lay therapy counseling 

was considered a primary service for these cases; the lay therapist 

or parent aide functioned very much as a case manager. In other pro- 

jects, it was provided as an ancillary service. In Arkansas, however, 

lay therapy was provided to all clients, and it was the primary ser- 

vice offered. 

All but Arkansas, Neah Bay and St. Petersburg offered family or 

couples counseling. In Adams County, St. Louis and Tacoma this par- 

ticular service wasused more frequently with clients than in any of 

the other projects, but not as frequently as individual counseling. 

In terms of crisis oriented services, all projects but Neah Bay 

and St. Petersburg formally provided crisis intervention contacts. 

In addition, Baton Rouge, Arlington and St. Louis received crisis calls 

on a 24-hour basis. The amount of crisis intervention performed by. 

projects did vary considerably, with Adams County, St. Louis and Union 

County providing on average about one per month per client, and 

Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Tacoma providing less than one 

per client every two months. 

All projects except for Baton Rouge and Los Angeles provided'some 

form of group services for clients. In eachlof these projects only 

a small percentage of the clients received these group services, 

l 
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however. Group therapy was offered in Adams County, Arlington, Bayamon, 

St. Louis, Tacomaand Union County. All but St. Louis had difficulty 

keeping this as a viable service with a constant group of six or more 

meeting once a month. Adams County, Arkansas and St. Petersburg offered 

Parents Anonymous as part of their programs; Tacoma also helped to 

sponsor such a group but not necessarily for their own clients. Parent 

education classes were offered directly to clients by Adams Count}', 

Arkansas, St. Louis, Tacoma and Union County. Bayamon and Neah Bay 

provided such classes for the community in general; St. Petersburg 

played a significant role in getting such classes started in local 

schools. 

In looking specifically at which projects offered children's ser- 

vices, we Concern ourselves with very few of the projects. As men- 

'tioned earlier, only Adams County, Los Angeles and St. Louis had fully 

developed treatment programs for children. In Adams County, the core 

of the program was a residential crisis nursery complemented by a 

child development program and play or other therapy for children. "~ 

In Los Angele s , the core of the program was 10ngerrterm residential 

care for children which included childdevelopment-oriented group and 

individual services. And, in St. Louis, a therapeutic day:care and 

"child development program withspecialized child therapy was provided. 

In Arlington, day care was provided in conjunction with a local pri- 

vate agency to a small number of children with someplay therapy back- 

up, and in Union County day care Was purchased for Children from other 

agencies. 

All of the projects were organized to be able to provide a variety 

of supportive or advocacy services to their clients; once again, how- 

ever, some projects did so much more frequently than others, FOr 

example, Arlington, Arkansas, Los Angeles, St. Louis and Union County 

were all big providers of transportation, with St. Louis providing 

far more than any of the other'projects, primarily through the use of 

their own bus. Arlington, Baton Rouge and Union County all provided 

homemaking services, with unionCounty providing, through purchase of 

service, significantly more than the others. Arlington exceeded the 

other projects in directly providing clients with babysitting. 
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As a final note on specific treatment services offered, none of 

the projects offered very much in the way of follow-up contacts in a 

typical month. Although all projects acknowledge the importance of 

this activity and manysay that in theory they do it, it does not 

appear very often in project records as a service offered. 
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T a b l e  B-14 
T y p i c a l  A v e r a g e  M o n t h l y  S e r v i c e  Volume 1 

I 

~ a s e l o a d  S i z e  

n t a k e s / I n i t i a l  D i a g n o s i s  

: a s e s  w i t h  C o u r t  A c t i v i t i e s  

l u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case  R e v i e w s  

n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  o r  T h e r a p y  C o n t a c t s  

,ay Therapy C o n t a c t s  

' a m i l y / C o u p l e s  C o u n s e l i n g  S e s s i o n s  

r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  C o n t a c t s  

4 Hour  H o t l i n e  C a l l s  

roup Therapy Person Sessions 

A v e r a g e  A c r o s s  
Adams Baton  Los Neah S t .  S t .  Onion P r o j e c t s  P r o -  
C o u n t y  A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon A r k a n s a s  A n g e l e s  Bay 2 L o u i s  P e t e r s b u r g  Tacoma C o u n t y  v i d i n g  S e r v i c e  

26 179 83 70 73 9 8 40 18 42 294 77 

22 32 27 8 44 - -  2 13 - -  8 30 22 

6 19 3 4 7 4 - -  4 - -  4 6 6 

38 6 6 2 10 4 . . . . . .  3 49 14 

81 284 .68 92 19 55 1 9  94 - -  114 3 9 2  118 

79 20 . . . .  368 S - -  28 135 18 119 96 

26 32 . - -  34 - -  4 - -  27 - -  58 53 33 

22 55 37 7 21 6 - -  45 - -  12 249 SO 

- -  12 . . . . . . . . . .  12 . . . . . .  12 

44 72 - -  4 " - -  - -  106 - -  20 28 46 

a r e n t s  Anonymous P e r s o n - S e s s i o n s  $4 -~ . . . .  45 . . . . . .  98 . . . .  66 

ay  C a r e  C h i l d - S e s s i o n s  - -  153 . . . .  8 . . . .  22 . . . .  492 166 

r i s i s  N u r s e r y  o r  R e s i d e n t i a l  C a r e  
h i l d - D a y s  i 2 7  . . . . . . . .  ~ 207 . . . . . .  .7- - -  167 

h i l d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P r o g r a m  C h i l d - S e s s i o n s  22 . . . . . . . .  155 - -  285 - °  -~  7 ~ 117 

h i l d  P l a y  o r  O t h e r  T h e r a p y  S e s s i o n s  lO 3 0  . . . . . .  lO - -  16 . . . . .  7 1S 

omemaking  C o n t a c t s  - -  8 20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  191 40 

a b y s i t t i n g  Hour s  - -  222 . . . . . . . . . .  87 15 - -  11 84 

r a n s p o r t a t i o n R i d e s  1 4  2 9 3  19 - -  114 42 - -  423 - - -  - -  148 150 

s y c h o l o g i c a l  ~ O t h e r  T e s t s  8 9 6 10 - -  4 - -  18 - - -  1 2  3 9 

o l l o w - O p  C o n t a c t s  5 11 4 - -  4 6 - -  5 - -  10 3 6 

• _ ! . ~ . - ,  . . • • . 

- ' l D o e s  n 6 t  f n c l u d e  s e r v i c e s  a p r o j e c t  may h a v e  p r o v i d e d  s p o r a d i c a l l y .  

2By O c t o b e r  1976 ,  N 6 a h ' B a y ' a l s b ' o f f e r e d c o u r t - c a s e " a c t i ~ i t \ i e s ,  m u l t i d i s e i p l i i l a r ) "  t e a m  r e v i e w s ,  and a c r i s i s  n u r s e r y  and c r i s i s  xn te  r v e n t  i o n .  
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Costs of Services 

As seen  in  T a b l e  B-15,  t h e  c o s t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  were  n o t  

t h e  same a t  a l l  p r o j e c t s .  The a v e r a g e  c o s t  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  f o r  one 

h o u r  o f  work a t  t he  p r o j e c t s  r anged  from $4 .00  o r  l e s s  i n  each  o f  t h e  

A r k a n s a s  c o u n t i e s  t o  $11 .00  in  Bayamon and Union Coun ty .  In g e n e r a l ,  

t h o s e  p r o j e c t s  w i th  a l ower  a v e r a g e  c o s t  p e r  h o u r  o f  work were t h o s e  

t h a t  r e l i e d  more h e a v i l y  on unpa id  o r  m o d e s t l y  r e i m b u r s e d  v o l u n t e e r s .  

L i k e w i s e ,  t h e  a v e r a g e  mon t h ly  c o s t  p e r  c a s e  r a n g e d  from $105 in  

A r l i n g t o n  (a p r o j e c t  w i t h  a l a r g e  c a s e l o a d )  tO $2 ,188  i n  Los Ange le s  

(a p r o j e c t  p r o v i d i n g  i n t e n s e  r e s i d e n t i a l  c a r e  t o  a sma l l  number o f  

c a s e s ) .  The a v e r a g e  m on t h ly  c o s t  p e r  case  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  o f  $225 i s  

p r o b a b l y  q u i t e  c l o s e  t o  what t he  t y p i c a l  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  d e p a r t -  

ment can a n t i c i p a t e  s p e n d i n g .  

Uni t  c o s t s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e s  a l s o  v a r i e d  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s .  

One r e v i e w  by a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  team c o s t  a p r o j e c t  as l i t t l e  as 

$25 i n  Adams County  and as much as $189 in  Bayamon. With an a v e r a g e  

c o s t  p e r  h o u r  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  a t  $ 1 4 . 7 5 ,  

one c o u n t y  in  Arkansas  was wel l  above t h e  a v e r a g e  a t  $ 3 5 . 5 0 ,  and t h e  

S t .  Lou i s  p r o j e c t  was w e l l  below t h e  a v e r a g e  a t  $ 7 . 0 0 .  • V a r i a t i o n s  

a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  f o r  l a y  t h e r a p y  were n o t  as g r e a t ,  w i t h  an a v e r a g e  

c o s t  p e r  h o u r  o f  $7 .25 .  Group t h e r a p y  u n i t  c o s t s  ( t h e  c o s t  p e r  p e r -  

son s e s s i o n )  were q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s ,  as were  p a r e n t  

e d u c a t i o n  c l a s s  u n i t  c o s t s .  D i f f e r e n c e s  h e r e  a r e  l a r g e l y  e x p l a i n e d  

by t t le  c r e d e n t i a l s  o f  t h e  p e r s o n ( s )  r u n n i n g  t h e  s e s s i o n ,  and t h u s  t h e  

s a l a r y  t h e y  command, as we l l  as a t t e n d a n c e  ( h i g h e r  a t t e n d a n c e  r e s u l t s  

in  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lower  u n i t  c o s t s ) .  • The u n i t  c o s t s  f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

( c o s t  p e r  r i d e )  a l s o  v a r y  d r a m a t i c a l l y  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t  s . These  d i f -  

f e r e n c e s  a r e  a l s o  e x p l a i n e d  by t h e  c r e d e n t i a l s  o r  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  

person offering the service ( in some projects it was the social worker) 

as well as the number of persons provided with rides at the same time 

(St. Louis used a bus to transport many people at the same time, 

• greatly reducing the unit costs). 

B-47 



.J 

Table B-IS 

P r o j e c t  Costs 

! 
4~ 
oo 

Average Monthly E x p e n d i t u r e s  

Average  
Across 
Project s 

$i5,720 

Average Cos t /Hour  $ 7 .50  

-Average  Monthly  C o s t / C a s e  $ 225 

-Un i t  C o s t s  o f  S e l e c t  S e r v i c e s *  

C o s t / M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team 
Review $ 4 . 7 5  

C o s t / l t o u r :  I n d i v i d u a l  
C o u n s e l i n g  $ 14.75 

C o s t / H o u r :  Lay Therapy  $ 7 .25  

C o s t / P e r s o n :  Group T he rapy  
Session $ I0.50 

Cost/Pers0n: Parent 
Education Session $ 9.50 

Cost/Ride: Transportation $ 8.75 

Adams Baton J e f f .  Co Wash. Co 
County  A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon A r k a n s a s  A r k a n s a s  

15,558 18,832 14,627 12,576 5,142 5,213 

5 . 0 0  9 .50  8 .25  11 .00  3 .25  4 .00  

598 105 176 180 120 174 

25 .00  137.00 125.50 189:.00 54 .75  76 .75  

8 .25  ~ 11.00 14.50 28 .75  14.75 35 .50  

7 .75  7 .75  . . . .  4 . 50  5 .75  

3.75 9 .00  - -  69 .25  - -  

5.75 . . . . . . . . . .  

30 .00  I0.50 30.75 - -  2 .50  - -  

*These f i g u r e s  have  been  a d j u s t e d  to  a c c o u n t  f o r  r e g i o n a l  wage and p r i c e  d i f f e r e n c e s .  

Los 
Angeles Neah Bay 

19,690 4,657 

5.25 

2,188 582 

St .  
Louis  

13,339 

9.00 

333 

31.75 - -  

9.75 24.75 7.00 

-- 10.50 

_= -- 9.50 

- -  41.50 32.75 

14.25 - -  2.25 

St.. 
P e t e r s b u r g  

10 ,206  

851 

8.50 

Tacoma 

12,985 

7.75 

3O9 

Union 
County" 

55,812 

11.00 

190 

98.00 51.25 

7.75 18.50 

17.00 10.50 

27.25 9.00 

31.25 19.25 

4 .OO 21.75 
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APPENDIX C 

DETAILED COST ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The basic objective of the cost analysis is to provide information on 

projects' costs in a different way from that used in traditional budget allo- 

cations. While it is useful, in fact essential, in program planning to know 

project costs in terms of budget items such as payroll, rent and utilities 

for certain evaluation questions and policy decisions, we would also like to 

have some knowledge of the costs of the individual services which projects 

are providing. The cost analysis methodology described here enables us to 

look at project costs in terms of individual services, such as thecost of 

providing day care services, or of providing group therapy. This is the 

basis for answering such questions as the cost-efficiency of service strate- 

gies, the cost-effectiveness of individual services, and the unit costs of 

various services. 

The methodology, then, requires the translation of project resources 

from the traditional budget categories to service and operational components 

'of the project. The resources which projects use include personnel (both 

paid and unpaid), space, supplies, equipment, telephone and Other costs such 

as purchased services, travel and printing. The project components in which 

t,hese resources are used include all discrete activities of the project rela- 

ted directly to serving clients and the general community, as well as inter- 

nal activities necessary for the functioning and development of the project. 

.I. Monitoring Resource Utilization 

Our methodology provides techniques for allocating each of the major ~ 

types of resources to the project components. The resources which proje6ts 

use include personnel (both paid and unpaid), purchased services, durable 

equipment, and non-payroll items (such as rent, utilities, supplies, travel 

and printing). For personnel, which represents the major resource in the 

projects, the technique is to have staff monitor the use of their time during 

periodic intensive cost accounting months, reporting the number of hours 

..! 
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they spend on each of the project's service components. With this informa~ 

tion on time allocation of staff, volunteer and consultant time, we allocate 

personnel costs across services. For non-payroll expenses, durable equipment, 

and purchased services, projects report expenditures on each major item and 

also allocate these expenditures to the major project components for which 

.they were used. Finally, the projects record the quantities of services 

provided during the month for the subset of the service components which 

reflect direct services to clients. Once this information on the amount 

and use of various project resources and the units of services delivered 

has been collected from the projects,• BPA's computerized processing of the 

data aggregates the individual items of data into total costs for each of 

the project's service components, as well as the cost of delivering a unit 

of each of the services. 
: ! 

II • Identification of Service Components ~ 

The objective in the cost analysis is to determine the costs of each 

of the project's activities. In order to mnsure that comparisons across 

projects will be feasible,-a standard listing of project activities or~ser - 

vices components must be used by all projects. A major effort in designing 

the cost analysis was the identification and definition of a workable list- 

ing of these service components. 

Initially, BPA staff studied the projects' original grant proposais 

and sought to identify discrete • project activities. During the first site 

visit to projects, discussions were held with project directors and staff 

to further clarify what specific activities the project intended to pursue•. 

The listings developed for each individualproject were then combined, and 

generic titles for the different activities identified. The intent was to 

develop a listing which was exhaustive, non-duplicative and in sufficient 

detail to sort out the costs of discrete activities, but which also was 

clearly related to the service strategies being implemented by the projects. 

.The purpose of the evaluation effort is, after all, toassess the effective- 

ness of service strategies and thus establish guidelines for other communi- 

t.ies on how best to set up programs to respond to the problem of child abuse 

and neglect. This listing was then reviewed with the projects during the 
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second site visit. With further revisions, the listing constituted the set 

of service components utilized in the January cost analysi~ pretest. Refine- 

ments from experiences during the pretest resulted in a listing of 42 service 

components. 

The listing is long, yet for any given project only a subset of the 

total listing of service components is relevant. The uniformity of the list, 

however, is essential in making across-project comparisons. Some compromises 

had to be made in the choice and scope of the service components in order 

to satisfy both the need to make the list appropriate for any given project 

while maintaining the possibility of analysis across projects. For example, 

a given service component may seem too broad for one project and too narrow 

for another. The one project may find that several of their i~ortant acti- 

vities are included in one of the service components, as given, and some 

subdivision of that service component would be more useful to them for their 

own cost control. The other project may find that two service components 

~are, in fact, activities that they carry out, but the two are so intimately 

• mixed that staff members have difficulty deciding whether their time is 

going into one or the other and would prefer that they be combined. The 

service components and their definitions are shown in Table C-I; the clust@r- 

ing of service components into generic activity groups is shown in Table C~2. 

Service Components and Their Definitions 

1. Prevention. Activities designed to reach persons ~'at risk," with 
general potential to abuse/neglect. For example, hospital visiting to 
new mothers and parents to develop their awareness of community re- 
sources and assess their potential for abuse/neglect; "family life"- 
type courses and presentations to high school students or adult educa- 
tio~ students; screening of medical clinic patients to identify "high 
risk" families. "Prevention" is closely related to "community educa- 
tion" but the essential distinction is that prevention deals specifi- 
cally with groups in the population which are "at risk." : ~  

Community Education. Activities designed to promote, among the general 
public, an awareness of the phenomena of childabuse and neglect, an 
understanding • of the dynamics and causes of abuse/neglect, as well as 
an awareness of community resources available for treating the problem. 
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Tabl~e 

Includes speakingengagements, media appearances and interviews, work- 
shops, poster and pamphlet preparation and distribution, etc. 

. Professional Education. Seminars, workshops and other training activi 
ties for professionals in fields related to children or in agencies 
dealing with abuse/neglect [doctors, police;'court personnel, teachers, 
social workers, etc.). Designed to promote: awareness of and abflity 
to identify abuse/neglect and of the project's role; understanding of 
reporting requirements and the dynamics of child abuse and appropriate 
treatment strategies; knowledge of community resources. 

. Coordination. Contacts with other community agencies in the child 
abuse and neglect system to increase coordination and develop a more 
effective network for receiving and treating child abuse and neglect 
cases. Includes one-to-one contacts with agency people, as well as 
meetings, etc. directed toward developing inter-agency procedures, new 
services, agreements and other general coordinative efforts. Many acti- 
vities pursued by the project, such as a Multidisciplinary Review Team, 
will have spin-off effects on coordination. However, unless the main 
purpose of the activity is coordination, time should be allocated to 
another component. Thus, the time spent in Multidisciplinary Review 
Team meetings would be allocated to the category with that name and less 
formal review of cases would be allocated to Case Management & Regular Review. 

5. ~ Legislation & Policy. Activities directed toward effecting changes 
in local, state or federal laws and other written policies for child 
abuse and neglect. For example, helping to draft model legislation 
or proposed bills or amendments, meeting with legislators to promote 
legislative changes, etc. 

. --~vi ', 
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. Staff Development/Training. Staff meetings and informal interactions 
to enhance staff knowledge of abuse/neglect, treatment strategies, 
methods of case handling and modes of working together. May involve 
outside speakers, consultants. Includes weekly "staff sensitivity" 
or similar sessions. Includes time spent on giving or receiving "on- 
the-job" training for staff (paid or volunteer) and in staff super~ . 
vision directed toward improvement of staff functioning. .. 

k~ 

7. Program Planning & Development. Developing overall plans for new pro- 
ject components that will have long-term effects. Includes changes 
in project operation, expansion, project goals and objectives, etc. 
Developing additional resources (e.g., fund-raising) for continuation 
of project after federal funding. (NOTE that time spent in planning 
for any specific project component, such as Day Care, should be allo- 
cated to it.) 
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Table 

8. General  Management. Budgeting,  pe r sonne l  and o t h e r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i -  
v i t i e s  not  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  a s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t  component. I nc ludes  
communication and meet ings  to  d i s c u s s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  m a t t e r s  and r o u t i n e  
m o n i t o r i n g  o f  s t a f f .  NOTE t h a t  t ime spent  o n a n y  a c t i v i t y  ( t y p i n g ,  
b u d g e t i n g ,  e t c . )  which i s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  a p a r t i c u l a r  component or  
components should be a l l o c a t e d  to  t h a t  component, not  General Manage- 
ment ( e . g . ,  a meeting to  d i s c u s s  s t a f f  assignment  s t o  Group Therapy 
and I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy should be a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h o s e  two components) .  

9. P r o j e c t  Research .  P r o j e c t - g e n e r a t e d  r e s e a r c h  or  r e s e a r c h  in which p ro -  
j e c t  p l a y s  a major r o l e  on a s p e c t s  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e / n e g l e c t  and t r e a t m e n t  
o f  i t ,  as wel l  as e v a l u a t i o n  r e s e a r c h  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  moni to r ing  and 
a s s e s s i n g  your  own p r o j e c t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  b e n e f i t s  and 
c o s t s ,  e t c .  Inc ludes  deye lop ing  p r o j e c t  forms and c l i e n t  r e c o r d s .  

10. BPA E v a l u a t i o n .  A c t i v i t i e s  per formed as  p a r t  o f  the  Na t iona l  Evalua-  
t i o n  be ing  conducted  by BPA. I n c l u d e s  meet ings  wi th  BPA s t a f f ,  r ev iew-  
ing BPA r e p o r t s ,  f i l l i n g  out  BPA c o s t ,  log and c l i e n t  forms. 

11. Out reach .  (1) A f t e r  r e c e i v i n g  r e f e r r a l  or  s e l f - r e f e r r a l ,  t h i s  compo~{ 
nen t  i n v o l v e s  c o n t a c t s  wi th  the  p o t e n t i a l  c l i e n t  t o  encourage  him or  
her  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  in or  accep t  the  p r o j e c t ' s  s e r v i c e s .  May be in t h e .  
form o f  t e l e p h o n e  c a l l s  or  home v i s i t s .  (2) A c t i v i t i e s  des igned  t o  
i d e n t i f y  a b u s i v e / n e g l e c t f u l  f a m i l i e s  who could  b e n e f i t  from the  p ro -  
j e c t ' s  s e r v i c e s :  e . g . ,  s c r e e n i n g  o f  c h i l d r e n  in day ca re  c e n t e r s  or  

s c h o o l s .  

12. Intake & Initial Diagnosis. Initial interview and case evaluation 
(fo'llowing outreach efforts, if they have occurred), to determine . 
whether abuse/neglect or potential for abuse/neglect is present, and_ 
to determine appropriate treatments or assistance. Includes consul~a- 
tion with other agencies, weighing medical reports, sorting out family 
history andpresent circumstances. May include medical evaluation. 
Includes developing a service plan if this is not done by a special 
Diagnostic Team. Does not include case reviews after the initial 

' intake and diagnostic process is completed. Time spent on such re- 
views (e.g., developing a revised service plan) should go under Case 
Management & Regular Review or Mul.tidisciplinary Team Case Review. 

13. Case Mana.gement & Regular Review. Review of a case after intake, i 
during treatment, for purposes of reviewing client progress and re-: 
vising treatment plan. Monitoring client's receipt of services, arran- 
ging services for clients from other agencies (making appointments, 
etc.), discussing case with other involved agencies, follow-up. Advo- 
cacy services for the client are included here. 
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14. Court Case A c t i v i t i e s .  Time spent  p r e p a r i n g  for  and p r e s e n t i n g  a l l  
n e c e s s a r y  documents and t e s t i m o n y  f o r  cour t  p r o c e e d i n g s ,  l n c l u d e s  
o t h e r  case  management f u n c t i o n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  c o u r t  and l e g a l  
m a t t e r s  such as meet ings  with a t t o r n e y s .  E x c l u d e s a r r a n g i n g  f o r  c o u r t  
Ordered p lacemen t s .  I nc ludes  t r ansp0~ t , a t i on  and wa i t i ng  t ime r e l a t e d  ,, 

t o  cou r t  a c t i v i t i e s .  

15. Crisis Intervention During Intake. staff member intervenes in a - 
client's crisis situation during intake. •Includes emergency meetings 
at client's home or in the project offices. Does not include intakes 
which are not serious emergencies. 

16. Multidisciplinary Team Case Review. Review of case during intake and/ 
or treatment by a team, typically composed of individuals representing 
many different disciplines, for diagnosis, case planning and case re- 
assessment. Not included here are the more frequent, more informal 
case reviews by staff. 

17. Individual counseling. One-to-one counseling typically at worker's 
office or in client's home. Typically provided by a social worker or 
other staff (nurse, etc~) to discuss client's situation and problems 
(primarily social and economic), possible changes in them, and other, 
issues. To be distinguished from Individual Therapy which is usualIy 
on a more formalized basis. :: 

18. Parent Aide/Lay Therapist Counseling. One-to-one counseling typically 
~ at client's home in which a person designated as a parent aide or lay .... 

therapist befriends client and discusses various issues of benefit to 
client. : 

19. Couples Counseling. Counseling provided by a professiofially trained 
, counselor typically in the counselor's office for married couples or 

two adults living together to help them resolve difficulties they may 
be experiencing together. 

20. Family Counseling. Counseling provided by a professionally trained 
counselor typically in the counselor's office for families (parents 
and children) to help them resolve difficulties they may be having 
together. At times counseling may be provided to individual family 

' members and at times is provided to the family as a group. 

21. Alcohol, Dru~ ~ Weight Counseling. Counseling provided either on a One-to- 
one or groupbasis directed at helping individuals overcome personal 
problems of alcoholism, drug addiction and overweight. Includes ser- 
vices offered at a drug abuse clinic, AA, Weight Watchers, Mental Health 
Center and other specialized treatment centers. 
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22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counsel ing .  A t e l e p h o n e  number a p a r e n t  can c a l l  any-  
t ime o f  day or  n igh t  to  reach out f o r  he lp  and r e c e i v e  t h e r a p e u t i c  
a s s i s t a n c e  or a t  l e a s t  be assured  o f  r e a c h i n g  a p a t i e n t  l i s t e n e r .  

23. I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy.  0ne - to -one  t h e r a p y  prov ided  to  c l i e n t ,  which i n -  
c l u d e s a l l  o f  t he  fo l lowing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  p rov ided  by a t r a i n e d  
p s y c h o l o g i s t ,  p s y c h i a t r i s t ,  or  s o c i a l  worker in  an o f f i c e  s e t t i n g ;  
s t r u c t u r e d  by both t ime (50-60 min.)  and appointment  ( u s u a l l y  once/  
week, sometimes more o f t e n ) ;  p r i m a r i l y  though not  e x c l u s i v e l y  psycho-  
l o g i c a l  in  focus .  

24. Group Therapy. A therapeutic group session, typically two hours in 
duration, run by one or two persons qualified as group therapists and 
skilled in a variety of group techniques. 

25. Pa r e n t s  Anonymous. A t h e r a p e u t i c  group s e s s i o n  fo r  abus ive  and n e g l e c t ~  
fu l  p a r e n t s  t y p i c a l l y  o rgan ized  and run by the  p a r e n t s  with suppor t  
from one or  two r e s o u r c e  persons  who a t t e n d  the  group mee t ings .  • 

26. Parent Education Classes. A number of sessions provided, typically 
in a classroom setting, by persons qualified in child development to 
discuss issues of child development, parenting, etc. 

27. Crisis Intervention After Intake. Staff member intervenes in client's 
crisis situation, by means other than 24-hour hot line, e.g., emergency 
home visit, emergency meeting at project, etc. Excludes initial con~ 
tact with client. This is a crisis for the family, not an emergency 
for the project. 

28. Day Care. Child is left at licensed or otherwise designated center 
for a certain number of hours during the day: Typically day care ser- 
vices are provided five days a week. 

29. Residential Care for Children. Long-term (i.e., longer than emergency ~ 
basis) overnight care of children, providing a warm and reinforcing : 
living environment, 

30. Child Development Program. A day care program in which activities 
are prescribed to deal with psychological, learning and other needs 
of the children in a therapeutic setting. 

31. Play  Therapy.  The c o u n t e r p a r t ,  f o r  c h i l d r e n ,  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  t h e r a p y ,  
u t i l i z i n g  p l ay  equipment to  promote the  c h i l d ' s  s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n  . . . .  

32. Spec ia l  Chi ld  Therapy. Speech t h e r a p y ,  p h y s i c a l  t h e r a p y  or  o t h e r  
s p e c i a l i z e d  t h e r a p y  provided  to  c h i l d  to  f i l l  a p a r t i c u l a r  need o r ' .  
improve developmenta l  a b i l i t y .  
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33. C r i s i s  Nursery.  A nursery  to  which a c h i l d  may be brought any t ime o f  
day or n ight  and l e f t  f o r  short  per iods  o f  time when parent  i s  in time 
of c r i s i s .  

34. Homemaking. A q u a l i f i e d  homemaker o r e q u i v a l e n t  v i s i t s  c l i e n t ' s h o m e ,  
p r o v i d e s  i n s t r u c t i o n  on such t o p i c s  as n u t r i t i o n  and h y g i e n e ,  a n d / o r  
a s s i s t s  in  a l l e v i a t i n g  househo ld  s t r e s s  by h e l p i n g  wi th  c l e a n i n g ,  cook-  
ing ,  c h i l d  care ,  e t c .  

35. Medical Care. Provision of medical services by a physician or other 
health professional. Includes dental and optometric care. 

36. Babysitting~Child Care.• Parent is provided with babysitting service 
either in home or at the project while he/she attends to his/her own 

.affairs. 

37. T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / W a i t i n g .  C l i e n t  i s  provided wi th  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  to  a n d  
from s e r v i c e  appointments ,  shopping,  e t c .  Excludes c o u r t - r e l a t e d  t r a n s -  
p o r t a t i o n  and wa i t ing  t ime.  

38.  Emergency Funds. C l i en t  i s  provided with small amount o f  emergency 
money from p r o j e c t  e i t h e r  as a loan or as a g i f t  Time spent arrang-  
ing f o r  funds goes under Case Management & Review. 

39. P s y c h o l o g i c a l  & Other T e s t i n g .  P sycho l og i ca l  and p e r s o n a l i t y  t e s t i n g  
adminis tered  to  c l i e n t  by a person t ra ined  in t h e . a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  
the t e s t  as a d i a g n o s t i c  ins trument ,  to  be b e t t e r  able  to  s p e c i f y  
client's problems. 

40. Family P lann ing  C o u n s e l i n g .  Parent i s  provided wi th  c o u n s e l i n g  by a 
q u a l i f i e d  fami ly  p l a n n i n g  c o u n s e l o r ,  t y p i c a l l y  at  a f a m i l y  p l a n n i n g  
c e n t e r ,  on c o n t r a c e p t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s  and the  l i k e .  

41. Follow-Up. All contacts, either by phone or in person, with clients 
after they have been terminated or stabilized, or contacts with other 
agencies/individuals about a terminated client. ~ ::~ 

42. R & R. Recovery time, or "rest and relaxation." Time not spent direct - 
ly on any component• or service, but used to recoup one's energy after 
an exhausting client session, etc. Does not include lunch and prescribed 

breaks. 

i 
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Lis t ing  of Service Components by Component Group 

Community Activities 

(1) 
• ( 2 )  
(3) 
( 4 )  
(s) 

Prevention 
Community Education 
Professional Education 
Coordination 
Legislation & Policy 

Project Operations 

(6) Staff Development/Training 
(7) Program Planning 
(8) General Management 
(42) R & R. 

Research 

(9) Project Research • 
(i0) BPA Evaluation 

Casework Activities 

( I I )  Outreach 
(123 Intake & I n i t i a l  Diagnosis 
(13) Case Management & Regular 

Review 
(14] Court C a s e A c t i v i t i e s  
(16] Mul t i d i s c ip l i na ry  Team Case 

Review 
(413 Follow-Up 

Treatment Services to Parents 

(15) Crisis Intervention During •Intake 
(17)Individual Counseling 
(18) Parent Aide/Lay Therapist Counseling •.• 
(19) Couples Counseling 
(20) Family Counseling 
(21) Alcohol, Drug & Weight Counseling 
(22) 24-Hour Hot Line Counseling 
(23) Individual Therapy 
(24) Group Therapy 
(25) Parents Anonymous 
(26) ParentEducation Classes 
(27) Crisis Intervention After Intake 

Treatment Services tO Children 

(28) Day Care 
(29) Residential Care for Children 
(30) Child Development Program 
(31) PlaF Therapy .... 
(32) Special Child Therapy 
(33) Crisis Nursery . ... ~ 

Support Services to Families 

(34) Homemaking 
(35) Medical Care 
(36) Babysitting/Child Care 
(37).Transportation/Waiting 
(38) Emergency Funds 
(39) Psychological & Other Testing 
(40) Family Planning Counseling 

i 
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I I I .  Data Collection 

In o r d e r  t o  c o l l e c t  t h e  d a t a  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  c o s t  a n a l y s i s  from t h e  

p r o j e c t s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ,  we d e v e l o p e d  a s e t  o f  c o s t  forms t h e  Month ly  

Cost S t a t e m e n t  and t h e  Time A l l o c a t i o n  Form. The formsw~re  d e s i g n e d  t o  be 

general  enough to  accommodate a l l  o f  the  e leven  pro jed t s  in the  same format.  

The forms are based on a format which uses  columns for  i n d i v i d u a l  r e s o u r c e s  

and rows for  s e r v i c e  components. The Monthly Cost Statement fN-C07B) i s  

a book le t  that  was des igned f o r  the convenient  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  Personnel  

Informat ion,  Non-Payrol l  Expenses ,  Purchased S e r v i c e s ,  and Q u a n t i t i e s  Of 

pro jec t  S e r v i c e s .  T h i s  bookle t  was completed by the p r o j e c t  d i r e c -  

t o r  and/or the  p e r s o n ( s )  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  monitoring the p r o j e c t ' s  budget.  

Al l  neces sary  i n s t r u c t i o n s  are p r i n t e d  d i r e c t l y  in t h i s  b o o k l e t .  The Time 

M l o c a t i o n  Form (N-C01C) i s  used to  monitor the  time o f  p r o j e c t s '  s t a f f s .  

Examples o f  the  data c o l l e c t i o n  instruments  f o l l o w  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  

complete .methodology . . . .  

A. Personnel Time Allocations 

The first set of information requested is a listing of all personnel 

contributing to the project. This includes all persons who regularly con- 

tribute directly to the project regardless of whether theyare paid directly 

by the project or not. The status (regular staff, consultant, substitute 

or temporary staff, reimbursed volunteer and other volunteer), title, aca- 

demic degrees and, if relevant, the gross pay during the month including 

fringe benefits, are requested. This listing then constitutes a roster of 

all individuals whose time allocations will be calculated in the cost ana- ' 

lysis as well •as a tally of all payroll expenses for the month. 

Personnel expenditures represent both the largest item of a proiect's 

resources and the most complex. Care must be taken in identifying the many 

different types of personnel associated with a project and in accounting 

for the type of contributions each makes. Differences are due to (I) indi- 

vidual's generic work roles, (2) whether they are paid for their services 

or not, and if so, (3) what the source of that payment is. The status codes 

used to differentiate personnel are as follows: 
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S t a t u s  C o d e s :  R = R e g u l a r  S t a f f •  .... 
F u l l o r  p a r t - t i m e  s t a f f  members  who a r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  
be  on d u t y  f o r  a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  t h e  work week and  a r e  
a c c o u n t a b l e  t o  p r o j e c t  management  f o r  work p e r f o r -  . 
mance i n  r e t u r n  f o r r e g u l a r  p a y .  A l s o  s t a f f  members  
who are expected to be on duty at certain times, but 
are paid from some other source, e.g., VISTA, another 
agency, etc. 

S = Substitute or Temporary 
Same as above but, by agreement, are expected to 
stay with the project for only a short time, either 
to substitute for an absent staff member or to handle 
some extra work load of limitedduration. 

C = Consultant 
A specialist who works now or has worked profession- 
ally in the field of specialty. May be paid by the 
project by the hour or may donate time which may or 
may not be compensated by some other source. Does 
not include regular staff members who are called 
consultants for special bookkeeping purposes. 

RV = Reimbursed Volunteer , 
A volunteer who contributes to the project, is not..• 
paid by project or from any other source for the 
kind of work done for theproject, but receives com- 
pensation for expenses, e,g., travel. 

V = Volunteer 
Same as above, but no compensation. 

Since salaries are the dominant cost of projects, the allocation of such 

payments for staff time has agreater effect on the cost of individual pro- 

ject activities than the allocation of any other resource of the projects. 

In order to know how to allocate salaries across project activities, we had to 

know how individual staff members spent their time in relation to specifilc 

activities. Because we. considered it too burdensome for the projects' staffs 

to monitor their time continuously,we asked them to monitor time only period- 

i c a l l y  - -  one  month  o u t  o f  e v e r y  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  d u r i n g  wha t  we r e f e r  t o  as,-. 

t h e  i n t e n s i v e  c o s t - a c c o u n t i n g  month .  1 The  Time A l l o c a t i o n  Form (N-CO1C) ~as  

u s e d  f o r  t h i s  p u r p o s e .  

IThe data collected during three intensive cost-accounting months (Octo- 

ber 1975, April 1976, and October 1976). 
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The form c o n t a i n s  columns f o r  each day o f  a month and rows r e p r e s e n t i n g  

42 p o s s i b l e  s e r v i c e  components o f  a p r o j e c t .  Al l  i n d i v i d u a l s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  

d i r e c t l y  t o  the  p r o j e c t  s e r v i c e s  record a l l  hours worked d u r i , g  a g iven  

month in  the  a p p r o p r i a t e  spaces  on the  form. 1 The form has been d e s i g n e d  

t o  be s e l f - c o n t a i n e d ,  p r o v i d i n g  a l l  o f  the  i n format i on  n e c e s s a r y  in  order  

t o  f i l l  i t  out p r o p e r l y .  Thus, i n s t r u c t i o n s  for  f i l l i n g  out the  form are 

prov ided  d i r e c t l y  on i t .  Often ,  t h e p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  p r e f e r r e d  to  f i l l  t h i s  

form in f o r  C o n s u l t a n t s  and o t h e r s  who worked only  a few hours  per  m o n t h a n d  

on on ly  one or a few s e r v i c e  components .  

S t a f f  t ime i s  accounted for  in  hours .  These h o u r l y  a l l o c a t i o n s  are 

conver ted  i n t o  p e r c e n t a g e s  and the  p e r c e n t a g e s  are then a p p l i e d  t o  the  i n d i -  

v i d u a l ' s  pay f o r  the  month t o  produce d o l l a r  a l l o c a t i o n s .  These are summed 

f o r  a l l  s t a f f ;  the  r e s u l t a n t  f i g u r e s  are the  a l l o c a t i o n s  o f  p a y r o l l  e x p e n s e s  
2 

a c r o s s  s e r v i c e  components .  

B. Non-Payro l l  Expenses  

The second se t  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  reques t ed  i s  a l i s t i n g  o f  a l l  n o n - p a y r o l l  

expenses  for  the  month, e x c l u d i n g  purchased  s e r v i c e s .  This  i n c l u d e s  i t ems  

such as r e n t ,  t e l e p h o n e ,  p r i n t i n g  and t r a v e l  as we l l  as a l l  durab le  and non- 

durable  equipment and s u p p l i e s .  An i d e n t i f y i n g  t i t l e  f or  each n o n - p a y r o l l  

expense  i tem i s  l i s t e d  on the  form a long  with the  payment made f o r  s a i d  i r e  m 

during  the  month and the  p r o j e c t ' s  percentage  e s t i m a t e  o f  how t h i s  i tem 

should be a l l o c a t e d  a c r o s s  the  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  s e r v i c e  components .  For 

.. :" .. 

1Vacat ion t ime ,  s i c k  l e a v e ,  t ime o f f ,  and lunch t i m e ~ e r e n o t , t o  be re -  
corded by p r o j e c t  s t a f f  as t ime  spent  on one o f  the  42 s e r v i c e  components .  
The pay t h a t  a g iven  person  r e c e i v e s  in  a month i s  used t o  determine  t h a t  
p e r s o n ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  the c o s t  o f  t h e  s e r v i c e  c o m p o n e n t s o n  which he worked 
tha t  month. This  c r e a t e s  no problems for  s i c k  l e a v e ,  t ime o f f  and lunch, , t ime.  
Vacat ion  t i m e e o u l d p o s e  problems i f  such t ime i s  c o n c e n t r a t e d  in c e r t a i n  months,  

:but was handled e i t h e r  through accrua l  or  through p o s t - f a c t o  r e a s s i g n m e n t  
o f  c o s t s  based on p r e v i o u s  t ime e x p e n d i t u r e s  on s e r v i c e  components .  

2The re imbursements  f o r  expenses  to  parent  a i d e s  are t r e a t e d  a r b i t r a r i l y  
as s a l a r y  and are combined wi th  c o n s u l t a n t  f e e s  in  the n o n - s t a f f  p e r s o n n e l  

c a t e g o r y .  
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durable equipment costing $200 or more purchased during the month, the esti- 

mated lifetime is also entered. This set of information then constitutes 

the basis on which non-payroll project expenses as a group are allocated 

across service components. .... 

C. 

The third set of information requested in the Monthly Cost Statement 

form was a listing of all services purchased during the month. The agency 

from which the service(s) is purchased, the amount of the payment and the 

percentage allocation of that component across service components are re- 

corded. Not all of the demonstration projects purchased services from 

other agencies for their clients; for those that•did, this information was 

particularly important in determining the extent and variety of purchased 

services utilized. 

Purchased Services 

D. Units of Service 

In order to carry out the unit cost analysis, it was essential that the 

quantity of service provided each month by the projects be specified and 

that the same units be used across projects for comparative purposes. There 

are many ways in which "units" for a given service can be defined. For 

example, for group therapy, one can be concerned with the number of sessions, 

the number of persons attending, or the number of person-sessions. Each 

results in a different cost: the cost per session, the cost per perso n , 

or the cost per person-session. We studied each of the five service com-~ 

ponents offered by projects and the alternative unit specifications. Table 

3 shows the units that seemed appropriate for the cost analysis based on / 

pre-t est results. 

Projects are asked to •record the quantities of services provided during 

the month for the subset of the service Components which reflect direct ser- 

vices to clients. These units are used in determining unit costs for dif- 

ferent activities during the month. 
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Table C-3 

Listing of Service Components With Units 

~ . ~ '  

~'" ~if':" 

Service Units 
.,. ,,,, 

11. Outreach Cases 

12. Intake & I n i t i a l  Diagnosis Intakes 

13. Case Management & Regular Review 

14. Court-Case A c t i v i t i e s  

15. Cr i s i s  Intervent ion During Intake 

16. M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case Review 

17. Individual Counseling 

18. Parent Aide/Lay Therapist Counselin~ 

19. Couples Counseling 

20. Family Counseling 

21. Alcohol ,  Drug & Weight Counseling 

22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counseling 

25. Individual  Therapy 

24. Group Therapy 

25. Parents Anonymous 

26. Parent Education Classes 

• Average Caseload t h i s  Month. 

Cases . .  

Contacts 

Reviews 

,Contacts 
I 

]Contacts 

Contacts 

Contacts 

Person Sessions 

Calls  

C ont act s . . , .  

Person-Sessions 

Person-Sessions 
F 

Person-Sessions 

27. Crisis Intervention After Intake Contacts 

28. Day Care Child Sessions 

29. Res ident ia l  Care 

30. Child Development Program 

131. Play Therapy 

32. Special  Child Therapy ' 

33. Crisis Nursery 

34. Homemaking 

35. Medical Care 

C-14 

36. Babysitting/Child Care 

37. Transportation/Waiting 

38, Emergency Funds 

39. Psychological & Other Testing 

~' 4 0 .  F a m i l y  Planning Counseling 

41. Follow-Up 

Child Days,, 

Child Sessions 

Child Sessions 

Contacts 

Child Days 

C o n t a c t s  

Visits 

C 

Child Hours 

Rides : 

Number of  Payments 

Person-Tests 

Person-Sessions 

Person Follow-Ups • ~i/~ 

)i• i 
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IV. Da t a  P r o c e s s i n ~  

A f t e r  the cos t  data had been c o l l e c t e d  a n d r e v i e w e d  i n t e r n a l l y  by the 

p r o j e c t s '  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  each cos t  account ing  book le t  and employee time shee t  

was rev iewed by the BPA p r o j e c t  s i t e  ! i a i s o n  and the  c o s t  ana l y s t  f o r  reasonab le -  

n e s s b a s e d o n s i t e ~ i s i t ° b s e r v a t i ° n s a n d p r e v i ° u s r e p ° r t i n g p e r i ° d &  The data wassub-  

s e q u e n t l y  coded,  keypunched and processed  on a m u l t i - s t a g e  program which 

produced the f o l l o w i n g  s e t s  o f  p r i n t o u t .  
Two s e r i e s  o f  15 data output t a b l e s  were produced f o r  each o f t h e  . 

p r o j e c t  s i t e s  for  each cost  account ing  per iod .  The two s e r i e s  d u p l i c a t e  

the same procedures  although one i s  based on T y p e  I data ,  t h a t  i s ,  i n f o r  - ~  

marion that  r e f l e c t s  the p r o j e c t ' s  ac tua l  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  and the  o ther  i s  

based on Type  I I  data ,  which incIudes  values  a s c r i b e d  to  donated re sources  

The in format ion  dispIayed on each Table i s  a s  f o l l o w s :  

Table i: Total Hours for Each Employee. Based on the Personnel Roster 

of the Monthly Cost Booklet the assigned employee number, the status of 

each (regular, substitute or temporary, consultant, reimbursed volunteer, ~' 

or volunteer), the total hours each employee contributed, and the total pay, 

including fringe benefits, are presented on Table i. 

Table 2: Individual Personnel Hour Fractions. Based on the time allo- 

cation forms collected for each employee, Table 2 displays the proportion 

of the total hours expended on each service component. It is this figure 

which is applied to the individual's pay and distributes it across service 

components. 
Table 3: Total  Percentages  for  Non-Payrol l  E x p e n s e s .  T h i s  t a b l e  p r o ,  

~ i d e s  a l i s t i n g  o f  the non-payro l l  expenses  en tered  in  the  Monthly C o s t  

Bookle t .  
Table 4:  T o t a i  Percentages  for  Purchased S e r v i c e s .  This t a b l e  pro'- ;  

vides  a l i s t i n g  o f  the  purchased s e r v i c e s  entered  in  t h e  Monthly Cost 

Book 1 e t .  : 
Table 5: Total  Hours for  Each Serv ice  Component. The hours worked, on 

each s e r v i c e  component during a given month are p r e s e n t e d  both as hours and 

percent s  by: regular  s t a f f ,  c o n s u I t a n t s ,  s u b s t i t u t e  s t a f f ,  reimbursed volun-  

t e e r s ,  v o l u n t e e r s ,  and t o t a l  hours.  
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Table  6: Tota l  D o l l a r s  f o r  Each Serv i ce  Compgnent. The d o l l a r s  s p e n t  

on each s e r v i c e  component dur ing  a g iven  month are p r e s e n t e d  by: r e g u l a r  

s t a f f . p a y r o I 1 ,  n o n - s t a f f  p a y r o l l ,  n o n - p a y r o l l  p r o j e c t  expense ,  purchased  

s e r v i c e ,  durable  equipment ,  and for  the  t o t a l ,  budge t .  

Table  7: Percent  o f  D o l l a r s  f or  Each S e r v i c e  Compo.nent. The percent  

o f  d o l l a r s  spent  on each s e r v i c e  component out o f t h e  p r o j e c t ' s b u d g e t  are 

p r e s e n t e d  by: r e g u l a r  s t a f f  p a y r o l l ,  n o n - s t a f f  p a y r o l l ,  n o n - p a y r o l l  p r o j e c t  

expense ,  purchased  s e r v i c e ,  durable  equipment ,  and for  the  t o t a l  budget .  

Table 8: Unit  Costs  Of Direc t  S e r v i c e s  to  C l i e n t s .  The number o f .  

u n i t s  prov ided  dur ing  the  c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g  month and the  cos t  per u n i t  are 

p r e s e n t e d  for  the  31 d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  components,  The cos t  per  u n i t  f i g u r e  

is derived through the computer division of the volume of units for each 

service into the total dollars for that service as shown on Table 6. 

Table 9: Total Dollars and Hours of Service Component Groups: The ;' 

d o l l a r s  and percent  o f  d o l l a r s  spent  and the  hours and percent  o f  hours 

w o r k e d a r e  p r e s e n t e d  by the  seven s e r v i c e  component groups: community a c t i -  

v i t i e s , . p r o j e c t  o p e r a t i o n s ,  r e s e a r c h ,  casework a c t i v i t i e s ,  t rea tment  s e r -  

v i c e s  to  p a r e n t s ,  s e r v i c e s  to  c h i l d r e n ,  and support s e r v i c e s  tO f a m i l y . .  '~ 

TabIe 10: Summar Z o f  S e r v i c e  Hour~ and Costs  Af t er  Overhead Distri±-  

b u t i o n .  The computer program d i s t r i b u t e s  the  hours and c o s t s  i n v o i v e d  in'  

Case  Management and Regular Review across  the  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e  components in 

p r o p o r t i o n  to  the  hours expended for  each and s u b s e q u e n t l y  d i s t r i b u t e s  the  

hours and c o s t s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  the  four .o~erhead  f u n c t i o n s  in  p r o j e c t . .  

. o p e r a t i o n s  ( i . e . ,  S t a f f .  Development & T r a i n i n g ,  P r o g r a m : P l a n n i n g . & D e v e l o p -  

.ment ,  General Management, and R & R) across  a l l  the s e r v i c e  components in  

. .the same manner. The r e s u l t i n g  t a b l e  p r e s e n t s  the  t o t a l  hours  o f  e f f o r t  

and p e r c e n t ' o f  hours  worked,  the  labor  c o s t s  and p e r c e n t ,  t h e  n 0 n - i a b o r  

c o s t s  and p e r c e n t ,  and the  t o t a l  c o s t s  and percent  o f  c o s t s  spent  on •each 

, s e r v i c e  component.  -:. 

Table  11: Unit  Costs  o f  Direct  S e r v i c e s  to  C l i e n t s  A f t e r  Overhead  

D i s t r i b u t i o n .  Based on the  new cos t  f i g u r e s  for  the  3 1 d i r e c t  s e r v i c e ; c o m  - 

p o n e n t s ,  Table  11 p r e s e n t s . t h e  volume o f  u n i t s  provided  for~ each o f  those  

s e r v i c e s  and the  c o s t  per  u n i t  once l0aded wi th  overhead c h a r g e s .  ":~ 

Table  12: Tota l  D o l l a r s  a n d H o u r s  o f  Serv i ce  Component Groups Af t er  

Overhead D i s t r i b u t i o n .  The d o l l a r s  and percent  o f  d o l l a r s  spent  and the  
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hours and percent of hours worked are presented by the seven service com- 

ponent groups after Project Operations and the Case Management function 

Of the Casework Activities Group have been distributed across the other 

components. 

Table 13: Summary of Service Hours and Costs After Overhead Distri- 

bution and Wage/Price Adjustments. For each project a separate wage factor 

and price factor have been entered into the computer which, when applied 

to labor and non-labor costs, adjust the data for market conditions in the 

project,s region to a national norm for comparability~ Presented in Table 

13 are the total hours and percent, labor costs and percent, non-labor 

costs and percent, and the total costs and percent expended On each service 

component after the overhead functions have been distributed and after the 

project's wage and price factors have been applied to the cost data. 

Tabl~ 14: Unit Costs of Direct Services to Clients After Overhead 

Distribution and Wage/Price Adjustments. This table presents the volume 

of units delivered during the month for each direct service component and 

the cost per unit, based on the new cost figures in Table 13. 

Table 15: Total Dollars and Hours of Service Component Groups After 

Overhead Distribution and Wage/Price Adjustments. The dollars and percent 

of do31ars and the hours and percent of hours worked are presented by the 

seven service component groups after the overhead functions have been dis- 

tributed and the wage and price factors have been applied to the costs. : 
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V. Two Types of Cost Analysis : :' 

The projects' activities, and thus resource utilizations, go well bezgnd 

those which the federal funding alone can support. The sources of projects' 

resources vary greatly from one project to another. Some projects have addi,: 

tional direct funding from state or local agencies. Most projects utilize 

volunteer time and other donated resources. Our efforts in the cost analysis 

are to deal with these differences across projects in a systematic way. 

To this end, the,cost component of our evaluation consists of two levels 

of analysis; the major difference between the two levels Of analysis is that 

in one, we are concerned with the costs covered by the project budget and 

:in the other, we are concerned with the total cost to the community, as indi- 

cated by the'value of donated resources utilized by the project. 

A. Type I Standardized Cost to the Project 

Type I analysis includes the allocation of all time spent on the pro.j'~ct, 

both paidand donated, to the service components. In terms of dollar expen- 

ditures, howeve r , we are concerned solely in Type I analysis with the alloca- 

tion of the dollar resources in the total project budget to the service 

components, not withthe allocation of donated resources which are not part' 

of the project budget. This budget mayinclude funds from sources othdr 

than the national demonstration funds and shouldcomprise all-monies over 

which the project management has discretionary control in carrying out its 

program. This type of analysis is most relevant for analysis of individual 

project costs and for their use by projects as a management tool. Two adjust- 

ments were desirable, for comparability of data across projects: (I) distri-i 

buting the indirect costs incurred by the projects in an equitable fashion 

to direct service categories; and (2) adjusting the wages and prices to 

a c c o u n t  f o r  l o c a l  marke t  c o n d i t i o n s .  :},7: 

" (1) D i s t r i b u t i n g  I n d i r e c t  C o s t s .  Over t h e . c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g  m o n t h s , . "  

e a c h  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s '  r e s o u r c e s  h a v e  be:en a l l o c a t e d  a c r o s s  a w ide  r a n g e  o f  

discrete activities relating, directly to serving clients and the general 

community, as well as to the functioning and development of the project, 

Within the direct service components, Case Management & Regular Review can 

be regarded as an indirect cost of providing those services. The four 

:%1. . 

;! 

.)¢ 

!!  

? 

'2 

,,.: 

. • .,~ 

"'j 

~i'" " 

,! 

/ , 

), 

C-18 
j' 



components comprising Project Operations (i.e., Staff Development & Train- 

ing, Program Planning, General Management, and R & R) can be seen as general 

overhead costs. 

Since the true cost of any direct service to clients includes some porz 

tion of the operational overhead, we developed a methodology for distributing 

these indirect costs proportionately across the service components. In an 

effort to achieve close comparability with the efforts of E.H. White and CPI, 

who are evaluating other similar federal child abuse and neglect demonstra- 

tion projects, our approach involved distributing the Case Management compo- 

nent (~13) across the direct service components (#11-#41), based on the 

proportion of the total hours devoted to those components. This distribu- 

tion was followed by spreading the Project Operations components (#6, #7, 

#8, #42) proportionately across all components, also based on how hours are 

distributed. 
More specifically, the overhead hours are distributed proportionately 

by the hours the project spends on other activities. Then the dollar amounts 

expended for overhead activities are collapsed into two new expense group- 

ings: labor and non-labor costs. The labor costs included the previous 

categories of regular staff payroll, non-staff payroll, and purchased ser- 

vices. The non-labor costs included the previous categories of non-payr011 

project expenses and durable equipment items. Since we had high confidence 

in the projects' allocation of labor costs, the formula for distributing~, 

overhead hours was applied directly to the dollar amounts for labor. How- 

ever, due to a wide variance in the projects' allocation of non-payroll expenses 

and durable equipment expenditures, we pooled these costs for each month into a 

:single General Management entry and then distributed that component across all 

other components in proportion to the hours expended for the activities. 

(2) Adjusting Cost Data for Local Conditions. The objective of comparing 

program expenditures and unit costs for service delivery across the demonstration 

projects requires that suitable adjustments be applied to raw cost data to ac- 

• 1 

count for differences in the market conditions each project faces. These market 

conditions fall into tWO broad areas: differences in labor costs, and variations 

Isome might argue that adjusting for these differences is artificial or 
otherwise unnecessary; however, given the strong desire to ensure fair com- 
pairsons across projects, it was felt that such adjustments were essential. 
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i n p r i c e s  for non=labor goods and s e r v i c e s .  Normally• wage and pr ice  l e v e i s  

do not vary s i m i l a r l y  in areas in a given time period. Therefore,  d i f f e r e n t  

a d j u s t m e n t  f a c t o r s  mus t  be a p p l i e d  t o  t h e s e  c o s t s  s e p a r a t e l y .  -[ 

Our a d j u s t m e n t  o f  wage and s a l a r y  c o s t s  r e l i e s  upon t h e  most  c u r r e n t  <;: 

s u r v e y  o f  s a l a r i e s  f o r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  w o r k e r s  a v a i l a b l e  ( S t a t e  S a l a r y  Sur-! 

ve 7 1974, U.S..Civil Service Commission, Bureau of Intergovernmental Per- 

sonnel Program, 1976). This survey provides data on salary levels across 

states available to workers performing comparable functions in social ser- 

vice agencies. The classification used •pertains to entry levelworkers 

wh$ch was found to reflect variations in the same direction as salary levels 

for classifications of graduate social Workers and social service supervisors 

Thus, the social service workers classification captures the differences in 

state salary levels for functions requiring, different levels of education,. 

experience and responsibility in social service agencies. To derive the ""i 

wage adjustment factor from the salary information provided in the survey'," 

state salaries were divided by the national mean salary to find percentage.• 

deviations from the norm. To provide comparability among project salary 

costs• areas that face lower salary costs for the •same function nn/st be 

adjusted upwards, relative to those areas that face higher salary costs. Thus• 

the suitable adjustment factor for salary expenditures is the reciprocal of 

the percentage deviations found above for each project..The resulting adjust- 

ment factors are presented in Table C-4. 

The adjustment of project raw expenditure data to account for variations 

in prices for non-labor goods and services relies upon the Current Price lhdex 

(CPI).I Price data for the CPI is collected for 56 metropolitanand non- 

metropolitan cities ofthe United States with separate indexes published:for 

23 SMSAs. Where separate indexes were not available for a project area, by 

reason of geographic proximity to project locations• CPI approximations were 

used. These CPls were determined by using the CPI of the closest area with a 

similar budget index as the area without a published CPI. Budget indexes are 

available for more areas and were considered to be c1ose indicators of the 

l"consumer Price Indexes " U.S. Bureau of Labor StatistiCS Monthly ..... 

Labor Review, 1976. 
. ~.t[" 
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of the appropriate CPI. Using the CPI as an adjustment factor for non-salary 

costs followed the same logic as that for salary costs, i.e., the reciprocal 

was employed. The resulting factors are applied to non-payroll expenditures 

and are shown in Table C-S. 

Table C-4 

Adjustment Factors ,  f o r  S a l a r y  Cost s  

P r o j e c t  

Adams County, Colorado 

Arlington, Virginia 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Bayamon, Puerto Rico 

Adj ustment 
Factor 

1 .11  

1.19 

0.94 

1.29 

Salary 
Level* 

$7,176 

6,700 • 

8,482 

6,177. 

Jefferson County, Arkansas 1.08 7,423 

Washington County, Arkansas 1.08 7,423 

Los Angeles, California 0.82 9,720 

Neah Bay, Washington 0.97 8,256 

St. Louis, Missouri 1.22 

St. Petersburg, Florida 0.94 

Tacoma, Washington 0.97 

Union County, New Jersey 0.79 

6,540 

8,498. 

8,256 

i0,0'9!2 

*National mean minimum Salary = $7,984; indicates minimum salary 
levels in 1974 for the classification of social service worker. 
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T a b l e  C-5 
i~Ad)ustment Factors  for  Non-Payrol l  E x p e n d i t u r e s  

? 

P r o j e c t  

Adams County, Colorado 

Arlington, Virginia 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Adjustment 
Factor 

1.01 

0.99 

1.01 

CPI* 

132.1"* 

135-.0 

132.3"* 
. . . . .  i 

.Bayamon, Puerto Rico 1.05 127.3"* 
I 

J e f f e r s o n  County, Arkansas 1.02 130.3  

1.02 

1.03 

130.3"* 

129 2 

1 2 7 . 5  ~* 

m 

Washington County, Arkansas 

Los Ange les ,  C a l i f o r n i a  

Neah Bay, Washington 

S t .  Louis, Missouri 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Tacoma, Washington 

Union County, New Jersey 

1.04 i 
I 

1.03 129.3  .~ 

' 7 1.00 , 133. * * ' i  

1.04 

0.95 

1 2 7 . 5  " 

1 3 9 . 7 .  

U . S .  c i t y  a v e r a g e  = 1 3 3 . 1  

* W  

Derived 'from budget index comparisons.  

. ; ' ,  
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B. Type II Standarflizefl Cost to the Communit K 

In order to assess the actual, that is to say the social, costs of run- 

ning the eleven demonstration projects, it is necessary to address all 

accountable resources that are consumed by the projects in providing ser- 

vices. For some projects, the proportion of the resources they utilize but 

do not pay for is substantial; such a situation has obvious implications for 

cost efficiency and effectiveness ratios. Hence, it is necessary to stan- 

dardize the resource bases we are comparing, in order that the unit of ser- 

vice costs more accurately reflect the resources utilized to produce them; 

Type II analysis seeks to accomplish this objective by ascribing monetary 

value to resources donated to the projects. Donated resources include per- 

sonnel (i.e., volunteers and professional consultants with full-time posi- 

tions elsewhere who donate their time to the project) and non-personnel 

resources (e.g., rent-free space, equipment, computer time, etc.). 

The procedure for estimating the monetary value of donated overhead 

items and the time of personnel with set salaries elsewhere or in profes- 

sions with standardized consulting rates is relatively straightforward. 

With advance notice of our needs, the projects determined the value of 

'donated overhead items and did extensive research in their communities to 

ascertain.hourly rates which their consulting professionals would charge. 

Lengthy conference calls with project directors or their designated repre- 

sentatiwes enabled our staff to collect this information. The information 

supplied by the projects was directly added to their cost data, with only 

infrequent adjustments made for hourly rates of consultants which deviated 

substantially from the aggregated ranges provided by all the projects. 

Arriving at reasonable hourly rates for volunteers is a somewhat more 

difficult task. However, since the issue at hand is replicability of the 

functions performed, rather than of the opportunity costs of the individuals 

performing the functions, the problem was simplified. While all but one 

of the projects utilize volunteers, they do so in an extraordinarily varied 

way. Their estimates for teacher aides, babysitters, child caretakers, 

drivers, etc., approximated our independent estimates of the value Of these 
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functions. In asking the projects to estimate what they. would pay per hour 

for a Service, if they felt it to be critical but had no volunteersto carry 

it out, their attention was focused on the service rather than on the pro= 

~ider, with remarkably comparable results, particularly when the nature of 

the. function and different market conditions are considered. Only the valUe 

attached to the lay therapist~parent aide function required reconciling among 

the'projects which deliver this service. 

The value estimates for lay therapists~parent aides by the sevenPr 0 - . ..... 

jects providing the service clustered around $4 per hour,although a range .... . ...... 

of $2.50 per hour to $15 per hour was offered. The wide range is explained 

in part by the relative importance of the service within the project's ser- 

vice strategy, in part by the.variation in the level of responsibility 

expected of the.volunteer in the role, and in part by equating the part- 

time nature of the service with consultants' contributions and thereby ?. 

;inflating the hourly rate. To resolve these differences, a variety of 

aspects of~the lay therapy~parent aide function were compared, including 

the number of workers performing the service in each of the projects for 

the month under consideration,, the volume of hours devoted to the service-; 

• the project's suggested hourly rate, our own estimation, and the effect of '- 

applying local wage factors to the estimates. Finally, we decided on two 

rates, based on the following criteria: '(l) projects whose lay therapists/ 

parent aides devoted more than an average of 20 hours per worker per month 

to the service were valued at $4.25per hour. (these projects include A'dams ~ 

County, Arkansas , St. Petersburg, and Union County); and •(2) those projects:. 

whose lay therapists/parent aides devoted less than 20 hours per worker per 

month were Valued at $4 per hour (these projects included Arlington, St. : 

Louis, and Tacoma). The higher rate was used for lay therapists who spend 

more than 20 hours per month because•we felt it likely that they assume a - 

greater responsibility for their cases (our process analysis of lay therapy 

in the different projectsconfirmed this). These rates are incorporated into 

project data after adjusting the cost data for local conditions 
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VI. Data Analysis Techniques 

A. Unit Cost Comparisons ~ i~ 

Before valid comparisons can be made, a word of explanation is needed ~, 

in order to fully appreciate the meaning of unit cost figures. As with all 

composite measures of an activity, the components which form the unit costs 

may combine in different ways to produce the same result. As shown in 

Figure C-1, unit costs are a function of a wide number of factors. Clearly 

at one level, unit costs may vary according to the levei of effort which 

goes into producing one unit of service and according to the wage rates 

which are applied to this effort. Certain efforts will not contribute to 

costs if they are unpaid (unpaid volunteer vs. paid staff mix). This range 

Of factors enters into the Type I-A (Raw Data) costs of a service component. 

Type I-B (Cost to Project) costs are found by adjusting for overhead on the 

basis of hours and for regional wage/price • differences. Type II (Cost to 

Community) are found by including the value of donated resources. Service 

component costs are then mediated by the number Of hours per unit to identify 

various types of unit costs (Type l-A, l-B, II). Thus, a change in any one 

of~the variables of hours expended, wage rate, hours/unit, unpaid volunteer 

mix, overhead, etc., will effect costs/unit. A change in any one variable may 

also be counterbalanced by an opposite change in another. The point here +is 

,that unit cost figures that are similar for different services may lead to the 

mistaken assumption that the underlying dynamics of the service are similar. 
,i 

B. Service Volume Economies 

Of particular concern to policy makers is understanding how the costli- 

ness of a given service is related to the volume at which that service is 

provided. For example, to what extent does increasing the amount of units of 

individual counseling within a given project change the cost per unit of this 

service? This question involves an analysis Of each specific service category 

to determine whether economies or diseconomies of scale may occur. 

Two possibilities exist in determining the relationship between cost per 

unit and number of units provided. Each gives different information to policy 

makers. At one level we may examine the question by observing different 
' ! 

!, 

[ . 
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Figure C-l: Components of Unit Costs 
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projects operating at different levels of output to note the differences in 

costs that mayoccur. This type of comparison refers to service volume economies 

acr_oss projects. Here, we obtain information about whether projects provid- 

ing a high level of a given service can do so at substantially reduced costs. 

The second type of analysis involves making comparisons within individual 

projects where, for a given project operating at different levels of output 

over time, we observe the corresponding changes in costs. 

To identify the across-project service provision economies, we constructed 

simple two-by-two contingency tables for cost per unit and service volume 

project data. Projects were classified into two groups for each of their 

cost and volume characteristics: those above the median Value and those 

below. This was done for a representative subset of individual and group 

services, based on the average volume and cost to the project (Type I-B) 

of each service. A hypothetical table is shown in Figure C-2 . . . .  
. L' 

Figure C-2 

HYPOTHETICAL COMPARISON TABLE FOR ACROSS-PROJECT ECONOMIES OF SCALE 

Below Median 

U n i t s  P r o v i d e d  

A b o v e  M e d i a n  

Above 
Average  Median 

Cost/ Below 
Uni t  

Median 

a b 

c d 

'/ 

Note: a, b, c, d refer to the number of projects falling within each cell. 

To identify within-project economies, we observed changes in Type I~B ~costs 

and service volume between October 1975 and April 1976 and between April 1976 

and October 1976 for a given project. The two variables were again dichotomized 

but this time in terms of whether costs or vokume (I) increased, or (2) stayed 

the same or decreased. A two-by-two contingency table was then constructed on 

the basis of these categories as shown in Figure C-3. Comparisons were made for 
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the  same s u b s e t  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and group s e r v i c e s .  

Figure C-3 

HYPOTHETICAL TABLE FOR WITHIN-PROJECT ECONOMIES OF SCALE 

Change in  
i n c r e a s e d  

c o s t / u n i t  
(October  t o  

s t a y e d  t h e  
April;  A p r i l  same or  
t o  October;  d e c r e a s e d  
Type I-B) 

Change in S e r v i c e  Volume (October  t o  A p r i l )  

s t a y e d  the  same 
or  d e c r e a s e d  i n c r e a s e d  

a •• b 

c d ., 

' , ' . 

Note:  a ,  b,  c ,  d r e f e r  t o  number o£ p r o j e c t s  in  each c e l l .  

As a means o f  summariz ing t h e  comparisons  made, two s t a t i s t i c s  were u s e d .  

Y u l e ' s  Q was employed as a s fmple  measure o f  • a s s o c i a t i o n  and was  found by the  

f o l l o w i n g  formula :  

ad - b c  . _ 1 < < 
A = ad + . b c  ' - Q - + 1 

Given the  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  samPle s i z e s  c6mpared,  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  f u l f i l l e d  the  

need f o r  a measure o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  as w e l l  as i n v o l v i n g  a r e l a t i v e l y  s imple i  hand 

c a l c u l a t i o n .  A l s o ,  t h e  sample s i z e  p r e c l u d e d  t h e  use  o f  ~he C h i - S q u a r e ,  the  

more t r a d i t i o n a l  s t a t i s t i c  f o r  c o n t i n g e n c y  t a b l e s .  To d e t e r m i n e  whether  t h e  l . 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  c o u l d  be termed s i g n i f i c a n t  in  a s t a t i s t i c a I  s e n s e ,  F i s h e r ' s  e x a c t  

t e s t  was employed.  Th i s  s t a t i s t i c  i s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  smal l  samples  and a110ws one 

to  d e t e r m i n e  the  e x a c t  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the  c o n t i n g e n c y  t a b l e  c e l l  

f r e q u e n c i e s  by the  f o l l o w i n g  formula:  

p = (a+b) : ( c+d)  ' (a+d) ' (b+c) ' 
' ' 'c'd' " 0 -< P < I (N =.a+b+c+d) • N . a . b .  - " 

T h u s ,  f o r  each o f  t h e  compar i sons  we were a b l e  to  d e t e r m i n e  both  t h e  

s t r e n g t h  and ' s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  r e f e r r i n g  t o  s e r v i c e  volume e c o n o m i e s .  
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C. Cost Efficiency 

A n a l y z i n g  each  i n d i v i d u a l  t ype  o f  s e r v i c e  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  i n v e s t m e n t s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  v a r i o u s  s e r v i c e  vo lumes .  However, such an 

a n a l y s i s  does  n o t  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  each  t y p e  o f  s e r v i c e  i s  n o t  o f f e r e d  

in  a vacuum, so t o  speak.  P r o j e c t s  more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  may be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  

as d e l i v e r i n g  a packag e o f  i n t e r r e l a t e d  s e r v i c e s .  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  one s h o u l d  

a l s o  a n a l y z e  t h e  c o s t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h i s  t o t a l  package .  

For  t h i s  p u r p o s e ,  we have c o n s t r u c t e d  an i n d e x  o f  r e l a t i v e  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y .  

This  i n d e x  r e v e a l s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a p r o j e c t  d e l i v e r s  a g iven  package  o f  

s e r v i c e s  a t  a g r e a t e r  or  l e s s e r  c o s t  t h a n  would o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  who d e l i v e r  

t h e s e  S e r v i c e s .  The e x a c t  fo rmula  f o r  comput ing  t h e  i n d e x  i s  as f o l l o w s :  

7. 
P . . U . .  

i 13 13 
When Ej = 7. - -  

P .U. .  
i 1 , j  

Where E. = relative cost efficiency of project j 
3 

P.. = price per unit service i at project j 
13 

U.. = units of service i delivered at project j 
1] 

P-~= average price per unit service i across all projects 
1 

NOTE: If Ej > I, then project more costly than average in delivering 

its package o f  s e r v i c e s .  

4 

The formula can be seen to compute the ratio of a project's costs•for 

its service package tothe average costs for these services across all pro- 

jects. Thus, if the index is above one, the project delivers services at 

a greater cost than the average; below one, the project is relatively more 

cost-efficient, i.e., delivers services at a lower cost. 

The indexing of overall cost efficiency permits us to answer questions 

concerning those factors which may contribute to cost-efficiency. To deter- 

mine across-project correlates, we again constructed contingency tables • 

formed by cross-classifying projects as to whether • they were above or bplow 
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the  average  on c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y  (E = 1) and above o r  below the  median v a l u e  

fo r  t he  p a r t . i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  be ing  t e s t e d .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t e s t e d - w e r e  

drawn from the  Q u a l i t y  Component and the  Management Component o f  t h i s  

E v a l u a t i o n .  Somer 's  D and K e n d a l l ' s  Tau were the  sununary s t a t i s t i c s  

employed to  t e s t  the  s t r e n g t h  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  between the  . v a r i a b l e s  and i t s  

Significance. ' 

VII.  Implementa t ion  I s s u e s  

J anua ry  1975 was the  p r e - t e s t  month f o r  the  c o l l e c t i o n  and a n a l y s i s  

o f  c o s t  da ta .  The e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  the  p r o j e c t s  in  p u l l i n g  t o g e t h e r  and s u b -  

m i t t i n g  to  us the  r e q u e s t e d  cos t  d a t a  and ou r  own e x p e r i e n c e  in f o l l o w i n g  

,up wi th  the  p r o j e c t s  t o  complete  the  d a t a  s e t s  and in p r o c e s s i n g  the  d a t a  

led to  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a r ea s  in which the  Cost a n a l y s i s  des ign  could  

be improved. The f o l l o w i n g  i n t e n s i v e  cos t  accoun t ing  month, May 1975, was 

exPer imenta l  as wel l  and d i d  not  r e s u l t  in u s a b l e  da ta  f o r  the  a n a l y s i s .  

Below are discussions of these implementation issues and, where relevant 

their res'olution. 

" A. Completeness of Data 

A primary difficulty encountered during the January pretest was the 

incompleteness of the data collected by'the projects and forwarded tO BPA. 

For examDle, weekly time sheets were missing for some staff members and 

payroll expenses were missing for others. We perceived a primary source ~ 

of this difficulty to be the large number of separate forms which had to 

,.be completed by the projects. Our solution was to revise the BPA forms; 

.Monthly allocation forms, rather than weekly ones, were devised, reducing 

• the number of forms per individual from four or five to one. All other)cost 

forms were incorporated into a single booklet, the Monthly Cost Statement, 

to further simplify matters for the projects, i 

B. Use of Service Component Definitions 

The success of the cost •analysis depends strongly on the proper use 

of the service component definitionz. If the hours spent on acertain kind 
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of activity are not entered under the same service component by staff mem~ 

hers in a given project or in different projects, then the validity of the 

cost analysis results ~ould be seriously reduced. 

Improper allocations to service components can arise from carelessness 

on the part of staff members, from misunderstanding of instructions or from 

ambiguities in the definitions themselves. Although instruction booklets 

had been prepared which included definitions of the service components and 

directions for completing each of the cost forms, and these instructions 

were reviewed by the BPA staff with the project staffs, January was still 

very much a month of learning for the projects. Definitions of some service 

components were misunderstood, as were instructions for completing some of 

the forms. In some instances, instruction booklets were not referred to 

or were even lost. Our solution was two-fold. First, we spent a fair amount 

of time on the telephone clarifying for individual projects how to avoid ~ 

in the future the mistakes made in January. Second, we refined the instruc- 

tions and definitions and incorporated them on the back of the cost forms 

themselves. This insures that all staff have access to and can better.under- 

stand the instructions and definitions, and the forms themselves becomeself- 

contained instruments. 

Ideally, BPA would additionally check each individual's time sheet to 

see whether allocations were made properly, but the inordinate amount of 

time required of BPA would make this infeasible. Thus, observations by the 

BPA staff during site visits and discussions with project directors are Jused 

to reveal misinterpretations of the definitions. 

C. R & R  . , .  

The R & R (rest and relaxation) service category was created with a 

very special purpose in mind. R & R is that time (and space) that a worker 

needs to recuperate after an intensive session with a client, prior to en- 

gaging in other work. It is akin to other internal services, such as staff 

development, which are needed as support for the delivery of services to 

clients and the community. R & R thus does not include lunch, time off, 

time when "there is nothing else to do," or any time when a staff person 

is not "on duty." During the pretest, some projects' staffs used this' 

category either for activities such as lunch or perhaps simply to round OUt 
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t h e  number o f  hou r s  r e c o r d e d  f o r  t h a t  day  t o  e i g h t .  O the r  s t a f f  members d i d  

no t  u se  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a t  a l l  even  t h o u g h  i t  was a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  them. 

D. L i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  S e r v i c e  Component L i s t  

In d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  l i s t i n g  o f  s e r v i c e  components  we a t t e m p t e d  t o  i n c l u d e  

a l l  i d e n t i f i a b l e  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s .  One purpose ,  o f  t h e p r e t e s t  was t o  d e t e r -  

mine w h e t h e r  t h e r e  was a need  t o  r e v i s e  t h i s  l i s t i n g .  The p r e t e s t  i n d i c a t e d  

t h e  need  f o r  s e v e r a l  a d j u s t m e n t s .  

S e v e r a l  p r o j e c t s ,  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e y  c o u l d  no t  i n c l u d e  c e r t a i n  o f  t h e i r  . . . .  

a c t i v i t i e s  in  one o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  c a t e g o r i e s ,  added new c a t e g o r i e s  t o  t h e i r  

c o s t  forms.  I t  was d e t e r m i n e d ,  upon d i s c u s s i o n  w i th  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s ,  t h a t  

some o f  t h e s e  new c a t e g o r i e s  Could be i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  e x i s t i n g  c a t e g o r i e s .  

For  example  , one p r o j e c t  wanted  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  r o u t i n e  I n t a k e  & I n i t i a l  Diag= 

n o s i s  from C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  Dur ing  I n t a k e .  The p r o j e c t  s t a f f  members  ' "  

made t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  on t h e i r  Cost  forms and u s e d  t h e  d a t a  t h i s  way f o r  

their own purposes; for the across-project evaluation, however, the two 

categories were combined. 

Three other changes suggested by the projects required revisions im: 

the list. First, projects wanted to account for resources spent on Hulti- 

disciplinary Team Activities as a category separate from Intake & Initial .... 

Diagnosis and/or Case Management & Regular Review. BPA decided to estab- 

lish this as a new category. Second, projects felt that time spent on court ~ 

case work, including waiting time at the court house, did not easily fit.: 

into the existing categories and is an expenditure of t~me worthy of inde- 

pendent study. For the January pretest, court-related work was included '~ 

in case management, but on the revised forms it was a separate service com- 

ponent. Third, because Ongoing Case Review is really an integral part of' 

Case Management, those two categories were combined into one, Case Manag e - 

ment& Regular Review. 

E. Personnel List 

Initially we planned to ask the projects to send us during each inten- . 

sive cost accounting month a listing of all paid staff and consultants, 

with the amounts, they were paid that~month. Then, during each of the non- 

intensive cost accounting months, project directors would indicate to us : 

? 

• . . . .  
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major  changes  in  p a y r o l l  expenses .  We d e c i d e d ,  however ,  f o r  p u r p o s e s  o f  

a c c u r a c y  and c o m p l e t e n e s s ,  t o  make t he  f o l l o w i n g  changes :  

(1) d a t a  would be averaged  from t h e  c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g  months con-  

duc ted  du r ing  t h e  peak o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  s i m u l a t e d  

for intervening months; 

(2) the paYment entered should include an individual's fringe 

benefits; 

(3) the listing should include all regular staff, consultants 

and volunteers who contribute directly to the project, re- 

gardless of whether an individual is paid from the project 

1 and budget  ; 

(4) f o r  t h o s e  r e g u l a r  s t a f f  and c o n s u l t a n t s  n o t  p a i d  by t h e  p r o ,  

j e c t ,  bu t  by some o t h e r  agency ,  t h e  l i s t i n g  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  

' salaries or approximate value of salaries. 

F. Project's Perceptions of the Cost-Analysis ~- 

Some difficulties encountered with the January pretest were undoubtedly 

due to some projects' misconceptions of the purposes of the cost analysis. 

Our intention was that the cost analysis would be useful to projects for 

their own internal management as well as to the overall evaluation. How- 

ever, in some projects the cost analysis was not seen as something that would 

be of use to the project and therefore was not handled with the high degree 

of concern for completeness and accuracy that BPA expected. Once the pro- 

jects had an opportunity to see the cost printouts for January and May, 

they were more appreciative of their potential usefulness and more careful 

in collecting and recording cost data. 

c , 

k , ,  . .  

~4 

,i .i 

--:i~ 

i i  
b 

L 

lln the case of projects with large numbers of regular volunteers, the 

number rather than the total listing of names is requested. 
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G. Promptness  o f  Data R e t r i e v a l  

With many o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  we d i d  n o t  r e c e i v e  t h e  c o s t  d a t a  w i t h i n  a 

r e a s o n a b l e  p e r i o d  o f  t ime  a f t e r  t h e  end o f  t h e  J a n u a r y  p r e t e s t ,  o r  i n  f a c t ,  

a f t e r  each o f  t h e  f o u r  s u b s e q u e n t  c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g  months .  Some p r o j e c t s  

t o o k  as long  as f o u r  months s u p p l y i n g  BPA w i t h  t h e  f u l l  s e t  o f  c o s t  d a t a .  

Our r e q u e s t  was t o  r e c e i v e  c o s t  d a t a  w i t h i n  two weeks a f t e r  t h e  end o f  a 

month in  o r d e r  t o  be a b l e  t o  p r o c e s s  t h e  d a t a  and r e t u r n  i t  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t s  

q u i c k l y  w h i l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  s t i l l  was u s e f u l  f o r  t h e i r  own management c o n c e r n s .  

Some o f  t h e  d e l a y s  i n  r e t u r n i n g  d a t a  t o  us u n d o u b t e d l y  r e s u l t e d  b e c a u s e  some 

p r o j e c t s  in  J a n u a r y  •were n o t  f u l l y  o p e r a t i o n a l .  They were o f  n e c e s s i t y  more 

concerned with getting their programs off the ground than with collecting 

and sending us the cost data. Other delays were due to the projects' in' 

ability, for many different reasons, to establish a system, during January 

for collecting the necessary cost data. Confusion over who should be respon- 

sible for filling out which forms was one of the primary problems. 

H. Optimal Precision 

Precision (attention to details) and accuracy (completeness and correct- 

ness) are two different issues. The precision of entries in the cost forms 

varied considerably across projects and from one staff member to another, 

As far as could be determined, therewere no forms in the january pretest ..• 

that were filled in with too little precision The tendency was to usemore 

precision than necessary, especially in parts of the forms where it was not 

needed, while neglecting the overall accuracy requirements to include all 

major costs and to put them in the right place. An example of too much pre- 

cision would be the entry ofsome non-payroll expense in the amount of0nly 

$10.00, allocated to a great many service Components with percentages as .., 

low as 1% each. An example of inaccuracy wouidbe neglecting to indicate 

any pay for a certain worker who was added to the payroll in the middle:of 

the month. Accuracy is always a necessity in a cost analysis, but the amount 

of precision can vary depending on the goals of the study. After further,. 

experience was gained with the May cost analysis, accuracy increased ands-: .- 

some rules were developed to go with the cost forms which led to adequate 

precision with minimum effort by the projects. -; 
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I. Durable Equipment 

As several cost accounting months went by, we observed wide variations 

in the reporting of durable equipment expenditures. It emerged, in the : 

course of conversations with the projects regarding donated resources, that 

some projects were reporting equipment purchased only during the cost 

accounting month and others were reporting all equipment purchases during 

the time elasped since the previous cost accounting month. Since the latter, 

depreciated and amortized, would more accurately reflect a project's monthly 

expenditure for these items, we requested a complete list of durable equip- 

ment purchased since the beginning of the project. Once depreciated and 

amortized, the costs involved comprise a very small proportion of the re- 

sources consumer -- on average, less than 2% of monthly expenditures. Con - 

sequently, we did not re-run the data for October 1975 and April 1976; 

rather, the durable equipment expenditures appear only in the October 1976 

data and only marginally effect the total cost picture. 

J. Allocat ion of Non-Payroll Expenses 

Wide variance in the precision and accuracy of allocating non-payroll 

expenses, including durable equipment, pe r s i s t ed  despi te  discussions with 

the projects and detailed instructions. Because of the ambiguous nature ! 

of such resources as rent, copying, utilities, etc., we resorted to the 

method of collapsing the non-payroll expenses into a single sum allocated 

to General Management which in turn was distributed in proportion to the 

hours expended across the other service components. This provided across- 

project comparability in handling these expenses and was executed in each 

of the three cost accounting months used in the final analysis. .? 
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Pro jec t  

Month 

N- C07B 

MONTHLY COST STATEMENT 

for  Child Abuse and 
Neglec t  P ro j ec t s  

General I n s t r u c t i o n s  

1. Please  f i l l  in t h i s  bookle t  dur ing each cost  account ing month. 

2. T ime-Al loca t ion  formN-CO1B i s  to  be used t o g e t h e r  with t h i s  book le t ,  f o r  complete 
monitoring. 

3. Please be sure that all significant costs'are included. For example, it is essen- 
tial that the personnel list be complete and,that, for the time-allocation months, 
a time sheet be returned for each individual on the personnel list. 

4. Please be sure that no costs are double counted. For example, a consultant who is 
entered once on the personnel list should not be entered again as a purchased 

service. 

i . 

Contents 

Personnel 

Non-Payrol l  Expenses 

Purchased Services 

Q u a n t i t i e s  o f  P r o j e c t  S e r v i c e s  

2 ~ 3  

4 ~ 5  

"6 

7 

BERKELEY P L A N N I N G  ASSOCIATES 



2 PERSONNEL 
I n s t r u c t i o n s  

1 .  
2. 

T h i s  l i s t  ~s meant t o  i n c l u d e  a l l  p e r s o n s  who r e g u l a r l y  c o n t r i b u t e  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  
P e r s o n s  t o  be i n c l u d e d  in  t he  l i s t  a r e :  

(a)  a l l  p a i d  s t a f f ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  s o u r c e  o f  f u n d i n g  
(b)  a l l  c o n s u l t a n t s  pa id  by t h e  p r o j e c t  
(c)  a l l  c o n s u l t a n t s  no t  pa id  by t h e  p r o j e c t ,  b u t  who c o n t r i b u t e  r e g u l a r l y ,  e . g . ,  r e g u l a r  members o f  

d i a g n o s t i c  t eam,  r e g u l a r  a d v i s o r s  to  s t a f f  m e e t i n g s ,  e t c .  
(d) a l l  v o l u n t e e r  s t a f f .  

Name S t a t u s *  T i t l e  
Academic 

Degrees  Held 
Gross Pay This Month Plus 
Any Benefits Paid by Pro) 

m 
| 

• *R = Regu la r  S t a f f  ( f u l l - t i m e  o r  p a r t - t i m e )  

C = C o n s u l t a n t  

S = S u b s t i t u t e  o r  Temporary  S t a f f  

RV = Reimbursed  V o l u n t e e r  ( e . g . ,  Pa r en t  Aide) 

V = V o l u n t e e r  
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PERSOI~IEL ( c o n t i n u e d )  

N m e  S t a t u s *  
- Academic .  

T i t l e  : D e E r e e s  He ld  

i 

$ 

G r o s s  Pay T h i s  X o n t h  p l u s  
Any B e n e f i t s  P a i d  b y . P r o J . .  ,.. . 
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NDN- PAYROLL E]D~ENSES 

¢ r o l l  expenses f o r  t h e  month, i n c l u d i n g  d u r a b l e  e q u i D l e n t ,  and t h e i r  a l l o c a t i o n s  by m ~ d ~ . .  
t e r  $200 p l e a s e  e n t e r ,  i n - a d d i t i o n ,  the  e s t i m a t e d  l i f e t i m e  in  ea~_e~_s. 
Lth t h e  same a l l o c a t i o n ,  e . g . ,  perhaps  r e n t  ~ u t i l i t i e s ,  may be combined in  a 

=y may comprise a group o f  t h i n g s ,  such as a s u i t e  of  f u r n i t u r e ,  i f  a l l  e l ements  

iame l i f e t i m e  and a l l o c a t i o n •  

Item---~ 

Honth---~ 

~r $200- ->  

in~ 

lopment 

~nosis 

tr Review 

3uring Intake 

Review 

r. Counsel. 

Counseling 

unseling 

A f t e r  In take  

'rogram 

:are " " " 

: i ng  

her T e s t i n g  

anseling 

.. 

..--. • 

'T 
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4 , , NON-PAY)R[ 

Inst ruct ions 
I .  P l e a s e  e n t e r  a l l  n o n - p a y r o l l  expenses  f o r  t he  ~_nth,  i n c l u d i n g  d u r a b l e  equg lment ,  and t h e i r  a l l o c a t i o n s  b g ~  

2 . .  For  du rab le  equipment o v e r  $200 p l e a s e  e n t e r ,  in  a d d i t i o n ,  t he  e s t i a a t e d  l i ~ i m e  in  y e a r s .  
3. I f  d e s i r e d ,  any c o s t s  wi th  t h e  same a l l o c a t i o n ,  e . g . ,  perhaps  r e n t  6 u t i l i t g ~ ,  may be combined in a 

• . s i n g l e  coluam . . . . . .  
4~ A durable-equipmont  e n t r y  m y c o w r i s e ' a  group o f  t h i n g s ,  such as a s u i t e  o~ f u r n i t u r e ,  i f  a l l  e lements  

have approx imate ly  the  same l i f e t i m e  and a l l o c a t i o n .  

. 

[tem--~ 

Payment This Month---~ 

ESt, Lifetime for Equip. Over ~200-'~ 

I. Prevention 

2. Community Education 

3. P r o f e s s i o n a l  Educat ion 

4. Coord ina t ion  

5. L e g i s l a t i o n  fi P o l i c y  

6. S t a f f  Deve lopment /Tra in ing  

7. Program P lann ing  ~ Development 

8. General Management 

9. P ro)ne t  Research 

I0. BPA Eva lua t ion  

11. Outreach 

12. In t ake  ~ I n i t i a l  D i a g n o s i s  

13. Case ~ t .  ~ Resu la r  Review 

14. Court Case A c t i v i t i e s  

15. Crisis I , n t e r v e n t i o n D u r i n g  I n t a k e  

16. Multidis. Team Case Review 

17. I n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  

18. Pa ren t  Aide/Lay Ther .  Counsel .  

19. Couples Counse l ing  

20. Family Counse l ing  

21. A l c o . ,  Drug ~ Weight  Counse l ing  

22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counse l ing  

23. I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy 

24. Group Therapy 

25. Pa r en t s  Anonymous 

26. Pa ren t  Educat ion C l a s s e s  

27. C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  I n t a k e  

28. Day Care 

29. R e s i d e n t i a l  Care 
30. Chi ld  Development Program 

31. Play Therapy 

32. Spe c i a l  Chi ld  Therapy 

33. C r i s i s  N u r s e r /  

34. Hv~. .~k ing  

35. Medical Care 

36. " B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care 

57~" T r h n g ~ r t a t i o n / W a i t i n ~ ,  " , , ~ ' '  "- ~': ":' " "  :; ": : 

3g~ F ~ r g e n c y  Funds ".'~--.":, ........ 

59."Psychological ~ Other  T e s t i n g  ........ . , .;': 

~O'f Famil~ Plannin~ C o u n s e l i n g ' :  . . . . . .  • " " 

41"~Fo l Iow-Op ' "  " -  " ~- . " ...... 

4 2 : : : R  & R '~ . . . .  ' " ' " ": 

• C - ~  
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6 PURCHASED SERVICES 
instructions 

I. If services are purchased by project from other agencies for delivery to clients in project's caseload, 
please enter the agencies, total amounts paid this month and allocations by percent. 

2. Individual specialists who work for the projec~ by the hour should be entered as consultants on page 2 
or 3 and should not be entered here. 

l Prevention 

Agency-==~ 

PaTment This Month-==~ 

2~ Communit/ Education 

3, Pro~essional Education 

4. Coordination 

5. Legislation ~ Policy 

6. Staff Development/Training 

7. Program Planning ~ Development 

8. General Management 

9. Pro~ect Research 

0. BPA Evaluation 

'11. Outreach 

12. Intake ~ Init±al Diagnosis 

13. Case Management ~ Regular Review 

14. Court-Case Activities 

15. Crisis Intervention During Intake 

16. Multidis. Team Case Review 

~J 

0 +J 

"1/I 

U 

17. Individual Counseling 

18. Parent Aid/Lay Ther. Counsel. 

19. Couples Counseling 

20. Family Counseling 

21. Alcohol~ Dru~ ~ Weight Coun. 

22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counselin~ 

23. Individual Therapy 

24. Group Therap~ 

25. Parents Anon~nous 

26. Parent Education Classes 

.~ 27. Crisis Intervention After Intake 

~28. Day Care 

29. Residential Care 

30. Child Development Program 

31. Play Therapy 

32. Special Child Therapy 

33. Crisis Nurser~ 

34. Homemakin B 

35. Medical Care 

36. Babys i t t ins /Chi ld  Care 

37. Transportation/Waiting 

38. Emergency Funds 

39. Psychological ~ Other Testing 

40. Family Planning Counselin~ 
41. Follow-Up 

2. R&R 

~ - q O  

m m  

L 

.. ., ' 

. . . .  i. 
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QUANTITIES OF PROJECT SERVICES 
Instructions 

For each selected service provided by project, please indicate tota ! quantity provided this month. 

SERVICE UNITS qUANTITY 

11. Outreach Cases 

12. Intake ~ Initial Diagnosis 

13. Case Management ~ Regular Review 

14. Court-Case Activities 

15. Crisis Intervention During Intake 

16. Multidis. Team case Review 

17. Individual Counseling 

18. Parent Aide/Lay Ther. Couns. 

19. Couples Counseling 

20. Family Counseling 

21. Alcohol~ Drug ~ Weight Counseling 

22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counseling 

23. Individual Therapy 

24. Group Therapy 

25. Parents Anonymous 

Parent Education Classes 

Intakes 

Ave. Caseload This Me. 

Cases 

Contac t s  

Reviews 

Contacts 

Contac t s  

Contacts 

Contacts 

Person Sessions 

Calls 

Contac t s  

,Person  S e s s i o n s  

Person S e s s i o n s  

26. Person Sessions 

27. Crisis Intervention After Intake Contacts 

Child Sessions 28. Day Care 

29. Residential Care 

30. Child Development Program 

31. Play Therapy 

32. Special Child Therapy 

33. Crisis Nursery 

34. Homemaking 

Medical Care 

Child Days 

Child Sessions 

36. Babysltting/Child Care 

37. Transportation/Waiting 

Child Sessions 

Contac t s  

Child DaTs 

Contac t s  

35. Visits 

Child Hours 

38. Emergency Funds 

39. Psychological ~ Other  Testing 

40, Family Plannin s Counseling 
41. Follow-Up 

Rides 

No. o f  Payments 

Person T e s t s  

Person  S e s s i o n s  

Person Follow-Ups 

NUMBER OF CASES ACCEPTED FOR SERVICES THIS MONTH 

NUMBER OF CASES CLOSED OR STABILIZED THIS MONTH 
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16. M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y ' T e a m  Case Review. Review of  case  during i n t ake  and/or  t r e a t m e n t  by a team, t y p i c a l  l y  com- 
. .~ ' .  ~posed o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  many d i f f e r e n t  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  fo r  d i a g n o s i s ,  case  p lann ing  ~ case r e a s s e s s -  
.~ :-~::- meat. Not i n c l u d ' e i : h e r e  a r e  the  more f r equen t ,  mere informal c a s e r e v i e w s  by s t a f f .  ~,.~, 

17. Ind iv iduM Counsel ' ing. One- to-one counse l ing  t y p i c a l l y  a t  w o r k e r ' s  o f f i c e  or  in  c l i e n t ' s  home. T y P l c a l i y "  
provided '  by a s o c i a l  workers o r  o t h e r  s t a f f  (nurse ,  e t c . )  t o d i s c u s s  c l i e n t t s  s i t u a t i o n  i problems. ~ ( p r i l n r l l  
s o c i a l  6 economi'c), p o s s i b l e c h a n g e s  in  them, ~ o t h e r  i s s u e s .  To be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy 
which is.'usually, o,.n, amore formalized basis. . . ..... 

18. Parent Aide/Lay Therapist Counseling. ~ One-to-one counseling typically at client's home' in which a per.son. : 
designated as paren~t aide or lay therapist befriends client ~ discusses various issues of benefit tO,~client ~. 

Ig.  Couples C o u n s e l i n g . .  Counsel ing provided  by a. p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  counse lo r ,  t y p i c a l l y  in  counse lo r ! s  " " 
o f f i c e ,  fo r  marr ied  coup les  o r  2 a d u l t s  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r  to  he lp  them r e s o l v e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  they  may be  exp@t~ 
iencing together.., ,.~ : ~ : ~. " ~ " ' 

20. Family Counseling;* Counseling provided by a professionally trained counselor typlcally in the counselor's : 
office for families (parents 5 childran} to help them resolve difficulties the)" may be having together. Atl 
times counsellngmay be provide~l to individual family.members ~ at times is provided to family as a IrrOup. ! 

21. Alcohol t Drug 6 Weight Counseling. Counseling provided either on a one-to-One or group basis directed at 
helping individuals' overcome personal problems of alcoholiim, drug addiction & overweight. Includes services 
o f f e r e d  a t  a d rug ' abuse  c l i n i c ,  AA, Weight Watchers,  g e n t a l  Heal th  Center  ~ o t h e r  s p e c i a l i z e d ,  t r ea t . - cen t e r 'S . .  

22. 24-Hour Hot Line Counsel ing.  A te lephone  number a pa ren t  can c a l l  anytime o f  day o r  n i g h t  ' t o  reach  out  ~ fo r  
he lp  6 r e c e i v e  t h e r a p e u t i c  a s s i s t a n c e  or  a t  l e a s t  be a s s u r e d o f  reach ing  a p a t i e n t  l i s t e n e r  ~. " ' 

23. I nd iv idua l  Therapy. One- to-one the rapy  Provided tO c l i e n t ,  which inc ludes  a l l  o f  t h e  fo l lowing  c h a r a c t e r i s -  
t i c s :  provided  by a t r a i n e d  p s y c h o l o g i s t ,  p s y c h i a t r i s t  or  s o c i a l  .worker, i ~  o f f i c e s e t t i n g ;  s t ructured-bY: 
both t ime (50-60~min.) 6 appointment  ( u s u a l l y  once/week, sometimes mere o f t e n ) ;  p r i m a r i l y ,  though .not-exclu~ I 
sively psychological in focus. ' ' " , .... ' il • 

24..Group Therapy. A t h e r a p e u t i c  group s e s s i o n ,  t y p i c a l l y  2 hours in  d u r a t i o n ,  run by one o r  two., persons~'qimli~... . 
f i ed  as group t h e r a p i s t s  6 s k i l l e d  in  a v a r i e t y  o f  group t echn iques .  .-: .-" ~)~ .~ 

25. . .Parents  Anonymous. A t h e r a p e u t i c  group se s s ion  fo r  abusive 6 n e g l e c t f u l  p a r e n t s  t y p i c a l l y  organized"a~d.r~in• • .~ ' 
by the  pa r en t s  with suppor t  from one o r  two r e source  persons  who a t t end  the  group meet ings•  . ,  ~ 

26. Parent Education C la s se s .  A number o f  s e s s i o n s  p rov ided ,  t y p i c a l l y  in a ~lassroom s e t t i n g ,  by persoi is  qual*~. 
i f i e d  in c h i l d  development to  d i s c u s s  i s sues  of  c h i l d  development,  p a r e n t i n g ,  e t c .  ~ ~ : . ."- ~ : " ~  ' ~"" I i i .  

27 . 1Cr i s i s  I n t e r v e n t i o n  Af ter  _rntuke, S t a f f  member in t e rvenes  in  C l i e n t ' s  c r i s i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  by'mea~s o~her  than ~!:I! i . 
24-hour h o t l i n e ,  e • g . ,  emergency home v i s i t , . ,  emergency meeting a t  p r o j e c t ,  e t c .  Excludes i n i t i a l  c o n t a c t .  ~ r" b 
With c l i e n t  Yh~a ~a a o r / s / s  for  the fam£Z¥, no~ an o~n~enoy for. the p~o~eot. ~ 

28. Day Care Child i s  l e f t  a t  a l i c e n s e d  o r  o the rwise  des igna ted  c e n t e r  fo r  a c e r t a i n  number o f  "hours during.~ 
the  day.  T y p i c a l l y  day ca re  s e r v i c e s ,  a re  provided  $ days a week. 

29. R e s i d e n t i a l  Care fo r  Ch i ld ren .  Long-term ( i . e . ,  longer  than '  emergency b a s i s )  ove rn igh t  c a r e  Of c h i l d r e n ,  
providing a warm 6 reinforcing living environment . . . . . .  ,: ,~ ~ 

30. Ch{~d Deue~op~en~ Pro~r~o~. A day care program in which activities are prescribed to deal with psychological, 
l e a r n i n g  ~ o t h e r  needs o f  the c h i l d r e n  in a t h e r a p e u t i c s e t t i n g .  :,: , ...~., ~ . . '  

SI.  Play Therapy.  The c o u n t e r p a r t ,  f o r  c h i l d r e n ,  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  t he rapy ,  u t i l i z i n g  p l a y  equipment tO. promote : 
the  child's self-expression. . .~. .~. 

$2, Special Child Therapy. Speech therapy, physical therapy or other specialized therapy provided,:.'to,child ta~. 
f i l l  a p a r t i c u l a r  need or  improve developmental  a b i l i t y .  /~. ' :~ .  " :_ 

33 .  C r i s i s  Nursery.  A nursery, to  which a c h i l d  may be brought any t ime  o f  day or  n i g h t . 6  l e f t  f o r  shorl~ p e r i o d s  
of time when parent is in time of crisis. . '. ' . "--tin 

54. Homemaking. A qualified homemaker or equivalent visits cllent's home, provides instruction "on such topics 
as nutrition ~ hygiene and/or assists in alleviating household stress by helping with cleaning-,~.cook~ng, 
child care, etc. 

35. Medical Care. Provision of medical* services by' 'a physician or'0therhealth professional. Inc1'udes-i:dental 

Optometric care. 
36. B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i l d  Care.  Parent  i s  p rovided  wi th  b a b y s i t t i n g  s e r v i c e  e i t he r ,  in  home o r  a t  t h e ' p r o j e c t ~  whil~. 

he/she  a t t e n d s  to  h i s / h e r  own a f f a i r s .  , .  ' : 
37. T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / W a i t i n g .  C l i e n t  i s  p rov ided  with  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  to  & from s e r v i c e  appoin tments ,  shopping,  

e t c .  Excludes c o u r t - r e l a t e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ~ wai t ing  t i m e .  ~ .' " ?. : 

58. Emergency Funds. C l i e n t  i s  p rov ided  With small  amount o f  emergency money f r o m p r o j e c t ,  e i t h e r  as  a loan o r  
as a g i f t .  Time spent,  a r r a n g i n g  fo r  funds goes under Case ganagement 6 Regular  Review. i~ 

59.  Psycho log ica l  6 Other T e s t i n g .  Psycho log ica l  6 p e r s o n a l i t y  t e s t i n g  a d m i n i s t e r e d  to  c l i e n t  by a person• t r a i n e d  . 
I n . t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  t he  t e s t  as  d i a g n o s t i c  ins t rument ,  to  be b e t t e r  ab l e  tO s p e c i f y  c l i e n t ' s  problems,  i . ,  , , .  • . 

40. Family Planning Counsel ing.  P a r e n t  i s  provided  with counse l ing  by a q u a l i f i e d  f ami ly  p l a n n i n g  counse l o r  ,f 
• t y p i c a l l y  a t  a fami ly  p lann ing  c e n t e r ,  on con t r acep t i on  techniques  ~ the  l i k e .  :: . : . . . .  

41. FolZo~-~. A~Z oontaota~ e~,ther by phone or ~n ~ a o n ,  w£th oZient~ a f t er  they have been terminated or C ~  [.., 
atabiZiaed, or oontaots ~ t h  o~her a~en~ee/indivia~aZe about a terminated o~ient. 

" . . . , - , ' .  ( 

~ii~ 42. R 6 R. Recovery t ime ,  or  " r e s t  ~ r e l a x a t i o n . "  Time not spent  d i r e c t l y  on any component or  . 'service;. but u s e d  . ~:l 
~f f -~coup o n e ' s  energy a f t e r  an exhaus t ing  c l i e n t  s e s s ion ,  e t c .  Does not  inc lude  lunch fi .p rescr ivea ,  v r e a r s .  . : i l i .  

' . . • . . . :  - , ~ i ~  
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I .  P r e v e n t i o n  
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2 .  C o ~ u ~ i t y  E d u c a t i o n  

3 .  P r o f e s s i o n a l  E d u c a t i o l  

4. C o o r d i n a t i o n  

5 .  Legislation ~ Policy 

16.  S t a f f  D e v e l o p m e n t / T r a i  n | n g  -, 

7 .  P r o g r a m  P l a n n i n g  6 De~,e l 'opment  

! 8 .  G e n e r a l  Managemen t  

9 .  P r o j e c t  R e s e a r c h  

10 .  BPA E v a l u a t i o n  

11 .  O u t r e a c h  

12 .  I n t a k e  ~ I n i t i a l  D / a g n o s i s  

13.  C a s e  Managemen t  R e g u l a r  R e v i e w  

14 .  C o u r t  C a s e  A c t i v !  l l e s  

I 5 ,  C r i s i s  I n t e r v e n t  ~ D u r i n g  I n t a k e  
l 

16 .  M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r ~  Team C a s e  R e v i e w  

17 .  I n d i v i d u a l  Couns .  l i n g  

18 .  P a r e n t  A i d e / L a y  l l m r a p i s t  C o u n s e l i n  
-p . . . .  

19 .  C o u p l e s  C o u n s e l i 1 ~  

2 0 .  F a m i l y  C o u a s e l i n ~ :  1 

2 1 .  A l c o h o l ,  D r u g  ~ ~ E h t  C o u n s e l i n g  

; 2 2 .  24-Hour Hot  Line Counseling 

23. Individual TheraFy 

24 .  Grotq~ T h e r a p y  

25 .  P a r e n t s  Anonymou~ : 

m 26. Parent Education ) C ~ a s s e s  

27. Crisis Interventi!em After Intake 
i 

2 5 .  Day C a r e  

2 9 .  R e s i d e n t i a l  C a r e  

30 .  C h i l d  D e v e l o p m e n t  I P r o g r a m  

31 .  P l a y  T h e r a p y  

3 2 .  S p e c i a l  C h i l d  Tho. rRpy 

33 .  C r i s i s  N u r s e r y  ! 

34 .  H o u e u a k i n g  

3 5 .  M e d i c a l  C a r e  i 

36 .  B a b y s i t t i n g / C h i i ~  C a r e  

37 .  T r e n s p o r t  a t  i o n / N d i t  i n g  

L 39 .  P s y c l ~ | o g / c a l  , ~ X e s t i a g  

4 0 .  F m t i l y  P l m m i a g  . . ~ m s e l i n g  

4 1 .  F o l l o w - U p  

• m 4 2 .  1 1 8 1 1  ~ ~ _ .  
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DEFINITIONS OF SERVICE COMPONENTS NOTE: Additions ~ changes in the definitions since May 1975 are shown in Ita!ics. 

I. Prevention. Activities designed to reach persons "at risk," with general potential to abuse/neglect. For ex- 
ile, hospital visiting to new mothers and parents to develop their awareness of community resources 6 assess 
their potential for abuse/neglect; "family life"-type courses 6 presentations to high school students or adult 
education students; screening of medical clinic patients to identify "Nigh risk" families. "Prevention" is 
closely related to "Community Education," but the essential distinction is that prevention deals specifically 
with groups in the population which are "at risk." 

2. C~ity Education. Activities designed to promote, among the general public, an awareness of the phenomena 
of child abuse & neglect, an understanding of the dynamics 6 causes of abuse/neglect, as well as an awareness 
Of congru i ty  r e sources  a v a i l a b l e  for  t r e a t i n g  the problem. Inc ludes  speaking engagements, media appearances: 6 
i n t e rv i ews ,  workshops, pos t e r  6 pamphlet p repara t ion  i d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  e t c .  * : ' 

3. P r o f e s s i o n a l  Educat ion.  Seminars, workshops ~ o ther  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  for  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  in  f i e l d s  r e l a t ed  t o  J 
c h i l d r e n  or  i n  agencies  dea l ing  with abuse /neglec t  (doctors ,  p o l i c e ,  c o u r t  pe r sonne l ,  t e a c he r s ,  soc ia l  worke r s ,  ; 
e t c . ) .  Designed to promote: awareness of  6 a b i l i t y  to i d e n t i f y  abuse /neg lec t  ~ of  the  p r o j e c t ' s  r o l e ;  under ;  * 
s t and ing  of  r epo r t i ng  requirements  ~ the  dynamics of  ch i ld  abuse ~ appropr i a t e  t rea tment  s t r a t e g i e s ;  knowledge .~ * 
o f  coumusity resources .  

4. Coordina t ion .  Contacts  with o ther  community agencies in  the c h i l d  abuse i neg lec t  system to increase  c0ordi/- 
n a t i o n  6 develop a more e f f e c t i v e  network for  rece iv ing  6 t r e a t i n g  ch i ld  abuse ~ ne g l e c t  cases .  Includes one; :'i 
to -one  con tac t s  with agency people,  as well  as meetings,  e t c .  d i r e c t e d  toward developing in t e r - agency  proce~i . . .  
dures ,  new s e r v i c e s ,  agreements 6 o the r  general  coord ina t ive  e f f o r t s .  Many a c t i v i t i e s  pursued by the p r o j e c t ,  *~ 
such as s H u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Review Team, w i l l  have s p i n - o f f  e f f e c t s  on coo rd ina t ion .  However, un le s s  the main ! 
purpose of the a c t i v i t y  i s  coo rd ina t i on ,  t ime should be a l l o c a t e d  to another  component. Thus, the time spent . 
in  M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Review Team meetings would be a l l oc a t e d  to  the  ca tegory  with tha t  name and l e s s  form a ! ,  . . . .  
review of cases  would be a l l o c a t e d  to  Case H~nagement 6 Regular Review. ~ . 

5. Leg i s l a t i on  6 Polic}r. A c t i v i t i e s  d i r e c t e d  toward e f f e c t i n g  changes in  l o c a l , - S t a t e  or Federal  laws 6 o t h e r "  " 
w r i t t e n  p o l i c l e s  for  ch i ld  abuse 6 n e g l e c t .  For example, he lp ing  to  d r a f t  model l e g i s l a t i o n  or proposed'rbili 's  
or amendments, meeting with legislators to promote legislative changes., etc. ... ~..~ . ., 

6. Staff Development/Training. Staff meetings ~ informal interactions to enhance staff knowledge of~abuse/neg- ., 
1act, ti'eatment strategies, methods of case handling ~ modes of working together. May involve outside spea ~ ~:~ 
kers, consultants. Includes weekly "staff sensitivity" or similar sessions. Includes time spent in giving or ~ 
r e c e i v i n g  d i r e c t  "on- the-Job"  t r a i n i n g  for  s t a f f  (paid or vo lun t ee r )  6 i n  s t a f f  supe r v i s i on  directed.toward: 
• Improwment of staff functioning. ~- ." 

7. Program Planning 6 Development. Developing overa l l  p lans  for  net7 p r o j e c t  ~mponenta  t h a t  ~ Z l  have ~ i 
t ; e ~  e f f e c t e .  IncZ4~dee changes i n  p ro j ec t  opera t ion ,  expansion,  p ro j ec t  goals  6 o b j e c t i v e s ,  e t c .  DeveloPing 

' a d c l i t i o n a l  resources  ( e . g . ,  f und - r a i s ing}  for  con t inua t i on  of  p r o j e c t  a f t e r  f edera l  funding.  (NOTE that  time 
s p e n t  i n  p l ann ing  for  any s p e c i f i c  p ro j ec t  component, such as Day Care, should be a l l o c a t e d  to i t ' : . ) ~  . 

P 

8. General Management. budget ing,  personnel  6 other  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  not  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  tO a s p e c i f i c .  
p ro j ec t  component. Inc ludes  c o ~ u n i c a t i o n s  6 meetings to  d i scuss  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  mat te r s  ~ r o u t i n e  monitoring o.f 
s t a f f .  NOTE tha t  time spent on any a c t i v i t y  ( typing,  budget ing ,  e t c . )  which i s  a s soc ia ted  with a p a r t i c u l a r  
component or  components should be a11ocated to tha t  component, not General Management ( e . g . ,  a meet ing- to  di  s- 
cu-qs s t a f f  assignments  to  Group Therapy ~ Indivi--d'u'al Therapy s h o u l d b e  a l l o c a t e d  to  those two components). " 

9. P r o ~ e c t  Research; P ro jec t -gene ra t ed  research or  remain, oh i n  which p r o j e c t  p~zye a major ~oZe on aspects  of '  • 
ch i ld  abuse /neg lec t  6 t rea tment  of i t ,  as well as e v a l u a t i o n  research  a c t i v i t e s  of  moni tor ing  6. assessing.~your . 
own p r o j e c t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s , . e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  b e n e f i t s  ~ cos t s ,  e t c .  Includes  developing p r o j e c t  fo rmsand  c l i e n t  

• r e c o r d s .  : .  : " " ;~ 

I0. BPA Evalua t ion .  A c t i v i t i e s  performed as par t  of  the Nat ional  Eva lua t i on  b e i n g  conducted by BPA. " Includes ' 
meetings with BPA s t a f f ,  reviewing BPA repo r t s ,  f i l l i n g  out BPA cos t ,  log, 6 c l i e n t  forms. .**, .-,~ ~ , , : ~  

I I .  Outreach. (I) Af ter  r e ce iv ing  r e f e r r a l  or s e l f - r e f e r r a l ,  t h i s  component involves  con t ac t s  with the ~ potenti .~l  ~. 
c ~ t o  emcourage him or her to p a r t i c i p a t e  in  or accept the  p r o j e c t ' s  s e rv i ce s :  May be in  the form of i 
te lephone c a l l s  or home v i s i t s .  (2) A c t i v i t i e s  designed to i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  abus ive  and n e g l e c t f u l , f a m i l i e s '  ' ';' ! 
who could b e n e f i t  from the p r o j e c t ' s  s e rv ices .  :" ' . . . . . .  

1 2 .  In take 6 I n i t i a l  Diagnosis .  I n i t i a l  in te rv iew 6 case e v a l u a t i o n  (fol lowing outreach e f f o r t s ,  if{theyi.have oc- 
cu r red ) ,  to  determine whether abuse /neglec t  or p o t e n t i a l ,  fo r  abuse /neg lec t  i s  p r e s e n t ,  6 to determine appro- 
p r i a t e  t rea tments  or a s s i s t a n c e .  Inc ludes  c o n s u l t a t i o n  with o t he r  agencies ,  weighing medical r epo r t s ,  s o r t i n g '  
out fami ly  h i s t o r y  ~ present  c i rcumstances .  May inc lude  medical eva lua t i on .  Inc ludes  developing a . , se rv ice  • 

p l a n  i f  t h i s  i s  n o t  done by a specia l  Diagnost ic  Team. Does not  inc lude  case reviews a f t e r  the ,  i n i t i a l  in take 
d i a g n o s t i c  process  i s  completed. Time spent on such reviews ( e . g . ,  developing a r ev i sed  se rv ice  p l a n ) ,  ~ '~, 

should go under Case Management 6 Regular Review or Maltidlsclplinary Team Case Review. . 

13. Case Mana~ememt 6 Regular Review. Review of a case after intake, during treatment, for purposes ~of~reviewing • 
c l i e n t  progress  ~ r e v i s i n g  t rea tment  p lan .  Honltor ing c l l e n t ' s  r e c e i p t  of  s e r v i c e s ,  a r rang ing  'services,  fo r  : 
c l i e n t s  from o ther  agenc ies  (making appointments,  e t c . ) ,  d i s c u s s i n g  case with o ther  involved agenc_ies, follow L '~ 
up. Advocacy s e rv i ce s  for  the c l i e n t  are included hero. ~. . . '  ~". 

14. Court Case A c t i v i t i e s .  Time spent p repar ing  for 6 p resen t ing  a l l  necessa ry  documents ~ tes t imony for  cour~: p 
proceedings .  Includes  o ther  case management func t ions  s p e c l f i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  to  court  ~ l ega l  mat te rs  such a~ 
meetings with a t t o r n e y s .  F, zcZu~ee  a r rang ing  for  court  ordered placements .  I ~ l u c ~ 8  t z ~ z ~ w o r t a t i o ~  ~ i ' t ~ . ~ $  
t~ ~ a t e d  t o  ~ou~t activities. • ~ *. " : 

]6. C~iaia Inte~Ve~tio~ Du~in.~ Intake. Stuff member, intervenes in a c~ient's criai8 a~tuation during intake. 
T ~ u d . e e  e~c~ meetings at c~ient's home or in the project offices. Does not include intakes which, are 
not 8er~ou~ emergenc'~e8. ": .... ~ .  t.~-~ 
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T a b l e  D-1 

S U ~ R Y  OF COblPARISONg FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 

A v e r a g e  M o n t h l y  E x p e n d i t u r e s  

Raw D a t a  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t  t o  P r o j e c t  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t • t o  Commtmi ty  

A v e r a g e  C a s e l o a d  S i z e  

A v e r a g e  M o n t h l y  C o s t / E a s e  

Raw D a t a  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t  t o  P r o j e c t  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t  t o  Communi ty  

A v e r a g e  T o t a l  S t a f f  

R e g u l a r  S t a f f  

N o n - R e g u l a r  S t a f f  

A v e r a g e  M o n t h l y  I t ou r s  

R e g u l a r  S t a f f  I l o u r s  

N o n - R e g u l a r  S t a f f  l l o u r s  

A v e r a g e  M o n t h l y  C o s t / l t o u r  

Raw D a t a  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t  t o  P r o j e c t  

S t a n d a r d i z e d  C o s t  t o  C o m m u n i t y  

A v e r a g e  Adams B a t o n  U n i o n  S t .  L o u i s  , o s  
P r o j e c t  C o u n t y  A r l i n g t o n  Rouge  Bayamon C o u n t y  ~ g e l e s  T a c o m a  

$ 1 5 , 7 2 0  1 5 , 5 5 8  18~832  1 4 , 6 2 7  1 2 , 5 7 6  5 5 , 8 1 2  1 3 , 3 3 9  I 1 9 , 6 9 0  1 2 , 9 8 5  

$ 1 5 , 3 6 3  1 7 , 0 2 9  2 2 , 1 6 1  1 3 , 9 0 6  "15 ,622  4 4 , 8 9 8  1 5 , 6 5 4 '  1 6 , 7 9 6  1 2 , 8 1 8  

$ 1 7 , 7 1 0  2 3 , 0 4 8  2 3 , 2 0 3  1 4 , 3 6 9  1 6 , 0 7 0  4 5 , 6 1 5  1 9 , 5 6 5  1 7 , 1 3 2  1 6 , 0 2 7  

70 26 179 83 70 294 40  9 42 

$ 225  598  105 17(, 180 190  333  2 , 1 8 8  309  

$ 2 2 0  6S5 124 168 2 2 3  153 391 1 , 8 6 6  I 305 

$ 253 886 130 173 230 155 489 1,904 382 

37 48 33 IS 20 34 51 29 76 

14 17 18 13 10 29  1 2  . 14 8 

23 31 1S 2 101  5 39 1 S  68 

2 , 1 0 7  3 , 1 4 0  2 , 4 6 7  1 , 7 1 8  1 , 4 7 6  4 , 1 1 2  2 , 2 0 3  • 3 , 2 6 4  2 , 0 5 5  

1 , 7 2 9  2 , 6 3 4 :  2 , 2 7 4  1 , 6 8 1  1 , 3 7 0 '  3 , 8 7 2  1 , 5 0 6  2 , 4 9 8  1 , 3 3 2  

378 5 0 6  193  37 106  2 4 0  697  7 6 6  723  

J e f f .  Co.  Wash.  Co.  
A r k a n s a s  A r k a n s a s  ~eah  Bay 

5 , 1 4 2  5 , 2 1 3  4 , 6 5 7  

5 , 5 1 8  5 , 6 0 6  4 , 6 4 3  

12,297 7,626 5,253 

43 30 8 

120  174 

128 187 

286  254  

5 6  42 

11 12 

45  30 

1 , 5 5 0  1 , 3 0 7  

1 , 0 1 2  1 , 0 4 8  

$38 2 5 9  

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

1 0 , 2 0 6  

9 , 7 0 4  

1 2 , 3 1 1  

12 

582  851 

5 8 0  ~ 809  

657  1 , 0 2 6  

7 32 

4 14 

3 18 

581  1 , 4 0 4  

552  971 

29 4 3 3  

$ 7 . 4 6  4 . 9 5  7 . 6 3  8 . 5 1  8 . 5 2  1 3 . $ 7  6 . 0 5  6 . 0 3  6 . 3 2  3 . 3 2  3 . 9 9  8 . 0 2  7 . 2 7  

$ 7 . 2 9  5 . 4 2  8 . 9 8  8 . 0 9  1 0 . 5 8  1 0 . 9 2  7 . 1 1  5 . 1 5  6 . 2 4  3 . 5 6  4 . 2 9  7 . 9 9  6 . 9 1  

$ -  8 . 4 1  7 . 3 4  9 . 4 1  8 . 2 6  1 0 . 8 8  1 1 . 0 9  8 . 8 8  5 . 2 5  7 . 8 0  7 . 9 3  5 . 8 3  9 . 0 4  8 . 7 7  

U 
i 
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I 
qype I=A 

October 1 9 7 5  

April  1976 

October 1976 

Type I-8 

October 1975 

Apri l  1976 

October 1976 

l'ype II 

October 1975 

Apri l  1976 

October 1976 

Average Caseload Size  

October 1975 

Apri l  1976 

October 1976 

Average Cost/Case - -  October 1975 
Type I-A 
Type l-B 
q~pe II  . 

Average Cost/Case -_ Apri l  1976 

Type I-A 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Werage Cost/Case _- October 1976 
Type I-A 
Type I-B 
Type II 

' labic B-2: Co'.;I';::~ISON()i. kXl'i:NI;llUi.:k:;: 

Total r Adams I 
Program Count Arl ington 

[ $164,393 14,51 

$203,552 13,74 

$197,965 18,411 

$163,453 16,01: 

-$196,610 14,97t 

$192,998 ~0,102 

$194,912 !1,736 

$'228,200 ~1,712 

$214,077 15,697 

807 20 

901 28 

798 30 

204 726 
203 801 
242 [,087 

• 226 491: 
218 535 I 
253 775 ] 

248 614 I 
242. 670 [ 
268 857 I 

16,721 

18,349 

21,425 

i9,696 

21,494 

25,293 

20,858 

22,499 

26,252 

207 

196 
134 

8 1  
95 

101 

• 94 
110 
115 'I 

160 
189 
196 

Bayam, 

{.;t;'it)~;i.lt I.')75 .\Pi.'LL ik;7u M~I) OC'ioiHH~ '1976 

°ni°~i I 
County St .  Louis 

242't I 
38,61 13,249 18,58 

11,015 67,785 14,762 21,64 

61,03, 14,28,4 J 8 [ 12,006 18,83 

Is s4,1:1,,!l lS6,, 11,,, 
13,985 54,47: 17,217 18,44! 
17,332 ~9,084 14,056 16,06" 

160,°li -l ooos li,, o,o 
14,659 4,712 20,771 L8,727 

17,542 9 , 9 5 0  17,919 i 6,578 

s, r 2,, I , o l ,  67 315 " 36 ' 14 
84 278 53 I0 

268 108 523 ,292 
276 112 667 3 , 363 

164 21sj 41o l~.., 
209 173 478 ,318 
219 174 577 ,338 

1,o/22ol 2. I~"' 
206 177 265 ,606 
209 178, 338 ,658 

[Tact 

11,2 

16,9 

10,7 

I I , l l  

16,7 ~. 

0,54 

4,48 

0,26 

3,33 

3~ 

4' 

41 

285 
285 
371 

360 
357 
431 

263 
257 

Arkansas 

, 5 ,~085 

4,935 

5,406 

5,478 

5,302 
5,773 

14,759 

13,877 

8,256 

38 

44 

4 8  

134 
144 

•388 

112 
121 
315 

113 
120 

Arkansas Neah 

4'86 / 2.45 
5.,37 7,05 

5,40: 4,461 

5,241 2,39: 

5,789 7,18( 

5,787 4,35~ 

7,745 2,584 

8,077 8,002 
7,055 5,172 

2, I 1 34 10 

28 14 

180 I 2,450 
194 2,391 
287 2,584 

158 I 706 
170 718 
238 800 

193 I 319 
207 311 
252 369 

St. 
Petersburg 

9,660 

10,944 " 

10,015 

9,155 

10,453 
9,503 

12,029 

13,320 
11,585 

0 

18 

1 8  

- _  

608 
581. 
740 

556. 
528 
644 

+, 



"l'.i;.l~" I)-5: ('...,i]"d;l'i.~:]~ Oi: i,,~l~l:S 'C.i~ 5~.',1i : (~i.;.~,l:[{ 1975 .',l'~l I,,7;; AND 0CTOL~,i!R 1976 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  S t a f f  

Oc tobe r  1975 

A p r i l  1976 

O c t o b e r  1976 

T o t a l  I lours  
i 

October  1975 

Apri 1 I976 

Oct ol)cr 1!176 

T o t a l  R e g u l a r  S t a f f  1 

Oc tobe r  1975 

A p r i l  1976 

Oc tobe r  1976 

T o t a l  R e g u l a r  l tours  

Oc tobe r  1975 

A p r i l  1976 

Oc tobe r  1976 

T o t a l  Non-Regu la r  S t a f f  2 

Oct ol)c r 1975 

A p r i l  1970 

Oc tobe r  1976 

T o t a l  Non-Regu la r  I lours  

Oc tobe r  1975 

A p r i l  197~ 

Oc tobe r  1976 

l o t a l  
Program 

437 

483 

407 

25,198 

25,806 

24,829 

- gaymnon 
Adams Baton ! Union Los J e f f .  Co. 
County A r l i n g t o n  Rouge '  ' , ; Cotmty S t .  Louis Angeles  Tacoma Arkansas  

38 26 17 24 30 56 28 76 64 

60 36 12 23 36 47 32 92 64 

45 37 17 13 36 50 27 61 39 

2 ,983 2 ,377 2 ,099 1,694 3 ,893  2,394 2,654 1,974 1,799 

3,356 2,584 1,304 1 ,413"  4 ,262  2.,117 3 ,956 2 ,090 1,483 

3,082 2 ,440  1,751 1,321 4 ,182  2,097 3 , i 8 3  2 , I 0 2  1,367 

158 13 18 1S 10 26 12 12 8 l l  

161 i 20 18 10 10 31 12 14 9 11 

172 18 18 15 9 30 12 17 8 12 

21,083 

20,664 

20,499 

2,505 2,208 2,091 1,586 3,770 1,683 2,210 1,354 1,122 

2,796 2 ,389 1,228 1,258 4 ,008  1,431 2 ,779 1,261 944 

2,602 2 ,224 1,723 1,265 3 ,838  1,405 2 ,504  1,381 969 

280 25 8 2 14 4 44 16 69 53 

322 40 i 8  2 13 5 35 18 83 53 

235 27 19 2 4 6 38 10 53 27 

4,115 478 169 8 108 123 711 444 620 677 

5,142 560 195 76 155 254 686 1,177 829 539 

4,330 480 216 28 $6 344 692 679 721 398 

Wash. Co. 
ArkanSas  

45 

47 

34 

1,325 

1,344 

1,251 

12 

12 

13 

1,036 

1,107 

1,001 

33 

35 

21 

289 

237 

250 

Neah Bay 

4 

4 

12 

480 

496 

767 

472 

488 

695 

8 

8 

72 

St .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

29 

31 

36 

1,526 

1,401 

1,286 

11 

13 

1,046 

975 

892 

11 

20 

23 

480 

426 

394 

iRegular = full-time, part-time, and s u b s t i t u t e  staff. 

2Non-Regular = consultants, volunteers, reimbursed volunteers. 

7 
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T.,hl< i.,. i :  ;'}!i..'}i:i.'2J':'~})!'t)tTl~;i~iil~ 1"175 

l o t a l  Expend i tu re s  
Type I-A 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

l o t a t  f lours l!xpeoded 
Cos t / hou r  Type I -A  
C o s t / h o u r  Type I-B 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I I  

W e r a g e  Number o f  Cases S e r v e d  
C o s t / c a s e  Type  I -A  

. C o s t / c a s e .  Type  I -B 
C o s t / c a s e  Type II  

' e r e .  Spent  on P r o j e c t  O p e r a t i o n s  

' c r c .  Spent  on Community A c t i v i t i e s  
Type I-B 
lype I I 

' ere :  Spent on R e s e a r c h  
Type I-B 
Type I I 

e re .  Spent on Casework A c t i v i t i e s  
Type I-B 
Type I [ 

ere. Spent on Parents' Services 
Type I -B  
Type [ 1 

e r e .  Spent on C h i l d r e n ' s  S e r v i c e s  
Type I-B 
Type I 1 

e r e .  Spent  on F a m i l y  S e r v i c e s  
Type I-B 
Type 1 1 

o ta l  Regular  S t a f f  

:~tal Non-Rcguiar  S t a f f  

Tot a i Adams 
Program Count, Ar l i ng ton  

$164,393 14,5H 16,721 
$163,453 16,01] 19,696 
$194,912 21,73~ 20,858 

25,198 2,982 2,377 
$ 6.52 4.8~ 7.03 
$ 6 . 4 9  5 . 5~ 8 . 2 9  
$ 7.74 7.25 8 .77  

807 2C 207 
$ 204 72~ 81 
$ 203 801 95 
$ 242 1,087 101 

36 27 24 

Bat on Un ion 
Rouge Bayamon County St. Loui~ 

16,95( 12,428 38,612 13,249 
16,12~ 15,549 31,132 15,688 
10,43( 16,010 32,184 20,005 

2,09f 1,694 3,893 2,394 
8.0~ 7.34 9.92 5.53 
7.6~ 9.18 8.00 6.55 
7.8~ 9.45 8.27 8,36 

9~ 58 288 30 
177 214 134 442 
168 268 i08 523 
171 276 112 667 

35 30 32 35 

Los 
Angeles Tacom 

18,585 11,27( 
15,876 i11,111 
16,090 ~14,482 

2,654 1,974 
7.00 5.71 
5.98 5.63 
6.06 7.34 

3 3 9  
6,195 289 
5,292 285 
5,363 371 

55 44 

J e f f .  Co. 
Arkansas  

5,085 
5,478 

14,759 

1,799 
2.83 
3.05 
8.20 

38 
134 
144 
388 

32 

22 17 I I  14 30 12 13 21 52 17 
20 14 12 14 31 11 12 21 S1 8 

14 4 
12 4 

20 27 25 
24 39 26 

4 23 7 
4 22 11 

33 S "32 
32 S 30 

3 10 12 
3 13 5 

16 8 8 20 
14 8 9 $5 

26 16 24 19 33 37 I 24 2 30 
25 14 23 19 33 37 25 2 27 

$1 
31 

11 18 20 2 0 0 28 61 " 0 0 
11 17 21 2 0 0 29 61 0 0 

8 6 15 29 10 l i  12 5 1 1 
8 5 14 29 9 11 13 5 ' 1 1 

158 13 18 15 10 26 12 12 8 11 

280 25 8 2 14 4 44 16 69 53 

Wash. Co. 
Arkansas  

4,862 
5,241 
7;745 

1,325 
3.67 
3.96 

5 . 8 5  

27 
180 
194 
287 

42 

Neah Ba) 

2,450 
,2,391 
-~,584 

480 
5.10 
4.98 
5.38 

1 
2,450 
2,391 
2,584 

70 

21 ° 68 
17 58 

s t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

9,660 
9,155. 

12,029., 
1 ,$26 

6.33 
6.00 
7.88 

0 

- _  

_ _  

37 

54 
48 

14 12 
11 11 

21 
31 

44 20 27 
41 20 33 

0 
0 

0 2 
0 4 

12 18 

33 .11 

2- 
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PC 

Total  
Program 

al Expend i tu r e s  
Type I-A 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

al flours Expended 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I-A 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I-B 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I I  

,rage Number o f  Cases Served 
C o s t / c a s e  Type I-A 
C o s t / c a s e  Type I-B 
C o s t / c a s e  Type I I  

c .  Spent on P r o j e c t  O p e r a t i o n s  

"c. Spent on C o r ~ a i t y  ~ c t i v i t i e s  
Type I-B 
Type I I  

;c. Spent on Research 
Type I -B 
Type I I  

re. Spent on Casework Activities 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

re. Spent on P a r e n t s '  S e r v i c e s  
Type I-B 
Type I [  

re. Spent on Children's Services 
Type I-B 
Type II 

,c. Spent on Family Services 
Type I - B  
'l~pe 1I 

t a l  Regular  S t a f f  

t a l  Non-Regular  S t a f f  

$203,552 
$196,610 
$228,200 

25,806 
$ 7.89 
$ 7.62 
$ 8.84 

901 
$ 226 
$ 218 
$ 253 

41 

T;,b l ¢ i , -5:  SUH~-~'d~Y OF ,.\Pl-'.[ I. 197- 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Adams Baton Jnion Los [.le f f .  Co. 
County A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayumon ~ounty 3t, L~ui~ Ang~lc~ Tacoma,Arkansas[ 

13,741 18,349 11,042i 11,015 57,785 14,762 !1,649 16,900 4,935 
14,975 21,494 10,495 13,985 54,477 17,217 18,449 16,794 5,302 
21,712 22,499 11,579 14,659 54,712 20,771 18,727 20,265 13,877 

3,350 2,584 1,304 1,413 4,262 2,117 3,956 2,090 1,483 
4.09 7.10 8.47 7.80 15.90 6.97 5.47 8.09 3.33 
4.46 8,32 8.05 9.90 12.78 8.13 4.66 8.04 3.58 
6.47 8.71 8.88 10.37 12.84 9.81 4.73 9.70 9.36 

28 196 92 ! 67 315 36 14 47 44 
491 94 120 164 215 410 1,546 360 112 
535 110 114 209 173 i 478 1,318 357 121 
775 115 126 219 174 577 1,338 431 315 

41 21 36 31 38 46 43 54 44 

Wash. Co. 
Arkansa~ 

5,375 
5,789 
8,077 

1,344 
4 .00 
4.31 
6.01 

34 
158 
170 
238 

41 

lenh ga I 

7,055 
7,180 
8,002 

496 
14.22 
14.48 
16.13 

10 
706 
718 
8OO 

79 

St. 
P e t e ~ b u r ~  

10,944 
10,453 
13,320 

1,401 
7.81 
7.46 
9.51 

18 
608 
581 
740 

55 

17 9 3 11, 24 11 $4[ 20 21 $3 41 
16 8 4 10 26 10 51 . 9 18 53 55 

11 14 6 22 10 10 3 12 { 10 18 33 14 
11 14 5 22 10 10 4 14 4 14 33 12 

17 16 29 31 13 24 14 4[ 18 22 4 
20 24 28 33 13 24 14 4 [ 58 32 4 

26 10 28] 44 40 IO 41 
27 10 29 ~ 25 36 10 43 

28 20 26 16 29 38 
27 17 26 16 28 39 

14 37 18 
14 34 18 

4 18 
4 18 

20 18 

40 18 

0 8 5 29 68 Ol 
0] 8 5 30 68 0' 

37' 4 14 10 9 2 
36 4 14 i0 9 2 

10 10 31 12 14 9 

2 13 5 35 18 83 

7 0 0 
3 0 0 

II 12 3 

53 35 I 

9 
9 

161 

322 

2 
2 

11 

20 

. . . .  ~ 2:.-3 .~ ~ _ ; ~ ' ~ - ~ - . ~ : ' ~ & ,  ~.!~i~ ~- . --.-~" ~,~'- .:-~.~, ; . ,  



Tota l  E x p e n d i t u r e s  
Type I-A 
Type I -8  
Type I I 

To t a l  t lours  Expended 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I-A 
C o s t / h o u r  Type I-B 
C o s t / h o u r  Type II 

:Aye rage  Number o f  Cases  S e rved  
C o s t / c a s e  Type I -A 
C o s t / c a s e  Type I -8  
C o s t / c a s e  Type I1 

P e r t .  Spent  on P r o j e c t  O p e r a t i o n s  

Pe r c .  Spent  on .Community A c t i v i t i e s  
Type I -B 
Type I I 

P e r t .  Spent  on R esea r ch  
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Pe r c .  Silent on Casework A c t i v i t i e s  
Type "I -B 
Type i I 

Pe r c .  Sl)cllt o n  I ' a r e n t s '  S e r v i c e s  
Type !-B 
Type I I 

Perc .  Spen t  on C h i l d r e n ' s  S e r v i c e s  
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Perc .  Spent  on Fami ly  S e r v i c e s  
"|')'p c I-B 
Type I I 

To t a l  Regular S t a f f  

To ta l  Non-R egu l a r  S t a f f  _. 

T o t a l  
Program 

f:t])iv t,-t.: 

Adams 
County A r l i n g t o n  

Baton 
Rouge 

SU,~".IARY OF OCT()ISI:R I~.)7( , 

Union 
Bayamon County  S t .  Louis  

Los 
A n g e l e s  

$205,000  18,418 21,425 15,890 14,284 68 ,073  12 ,006  18,837 
$198 ,626  20,102 25 ,293  15,097 17,332 54 ,712  14 ,056  16 ,063  
$214,077 25 ,697  25,252 15,097 17,542 49 ,590  17,919 16,578 

24 ,829  3 ,082 2 ,440  1 ,751:  1 ,321 4 ,182 2 ,097  3 ,183  
$ 8 .26  5 .98  8 .78  9 . 0 7  10.81 16.28 5 .73  S .92 
$ 8 . 0 0  6 .52  10.37 8 .62  13.12 13.08 6 . 7 0  5 .0 5  
$ 8 . 6 2  8 .34  10.76 8 . 6 2  13.28 11.86 8 .55  5..2! 

798 30 134 60 84 278 53 10. 
$ 257 614 160 265 1 7 0  245 227 ! , 8 8 4  
$ 249 670 189 252 206 197. 265 1 ,606 
$ 268 857 196 252 209 178 338 1 ,658 

39 40 19 35 46 29 46 43 

24 13 7 23 37 8 9" 7 
23 11 7 23 37 8 9 7 

J e f f .  Co. Wash. Co. 
Tacoma A r k a n s a s  Arkansas 

10,779 5 ,406  5 ,402 
10,549 5 ,7 7 3  5 ,787 
13 ,334  8 ,256  7 ,055 

2 ,102 1 ,567 1,251 
5 . 1 3  5 .95  4 .32  
5 .02  4 .22  4 .63  
6.34 6 .04  5 .64  

41 48 28 
263 113 !93 
257 120 207 
325 !72 252 

44 43 " 37 

48 21 27 
49 16 25 

Neah Bay 

4,465 
4,359 
5,172 

767 
5.82 
5.68 
6.74 

14 
319 
311 
369 

44 

34 
30 

St .  
Petersburg 

10,015 
9,503• 

11,585 

1 ,286 
7.79 
7.39  
9 .01  

18 
556 
528 
644 

42 

59 
49 

8 11 2 1 9 7 11 1 22 l o  11 2 7 
7 11 2 1 9 8 9 1 21l 8 9 2 5 

17 14 28 31 !2 27 4 2 6 14 23 31 8 
18 20 2 8  31 12 26 3 z 6 19 i 23 3 9  1 0  

25 20 26 7 28 38 23 7 18 50 37 24 26 
26 17 26 7 28 38 25 6 17 53 40 21 34 

15 38 1S 0 !0 7 37 76 0 0 0 0 0 
15 34 16 0 10 7 37 76 0 0 0 0 0 

22 
2! 
18 

. . . . . .  !9 , 

4 
7 

18 

,27 .  

39 4 14 !~ 7 7 5 2 
39 4 14 17 7 7 4 2 

!5 9 30 !2 • 17 8 !2 13 

,2 4 6 38  !0  53 " 27 ~1 

l l  
I I  

172 

235 

1 
I 

13 

23 

t) 

/ 
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T a b l e D - 7 :  (page 1 o f  15):  COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Out reach  / UNITS: Cases  

To ta l  
Month /Uni t s  Program 

Oc tobe r  1975 47 
Type I-B $ 18.50 
Type I I  $ 19.25 

A p r i l  1976 92 
Type I - 8  $ 24.75 
Type I I  $ 25.00 

Oc tobe r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Ave r age  
Type I-B 
Type I I  

46 
$ 29.50 
$ 31.25 

51 
$ 25.25 
$ 26.00 

Adams 
County 

28 
2.25 
2 .50  

1 
19.50 
22 .50  

2 
19.00 
25.75 

10 
3.75 
4 .75  

A r l i n g t o n '  

4 

81.75 
82.25 

2 6  

2 .25  
2 . 2 5  

5 
74.50  
76.25 

12" 
21.75 
22.00 

Baton Union 
Rouge ,ayamon County S t .  Lou i s  

0 4 O 3 
- -  29.25 - -  76.75 
- -  29.75 - -  95 .50  

1 1 4  4 0  4 

i 8 . 5 0  31.75 24.75 152.25 
19.50 32.25 24.75 157.50 

4 15 0 2 
95.00  4 .00  - -  54 .00 
95.00 4 .00  - -  57 .50  

3 - 11 3 
79.75 18.75 105.25 
80 .00  19.001 114.50 

Los 
A n g e l e s  Facoma 1 

0 8 I 
- -  17.25, 
- -  . 12.501 

6 0 
21 .00  - -  
21 .00  - -  

t 
4 5 

19.50 21.00 
19.75 26 .50  

= 

5 7 
20 .50  18.75 
20 .50  17.75 

J e f f .  Wash. 
County County 

Neah 
gay 

0 

0 

9 
24 .25  
26 .00  

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

-4 COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: I n t a k e  ~ I n i t i a l  D i a g n o s i s  / UNITS: I n t a k e s  

:y 

M o n t h / U n i t s  

Octobe r  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

A p r i l  1976 
Type I -8  
Type I I  

O c t o b e r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

-Average 
Type I - 8  
Type I I  "." : . . . .  

T o t a l  
Program 

198 
$ so.so 
$ 83.so 

196 
$ 72.5O 
$ 80.25 

171 
$ 81.50 
$ 84.25 

1 8 6  
$ 78.75 

Adams 
County 

24 
119.50 
131.50  

16 
83 .50  

119.50 

27 
46 .00  
52 .25  

22 
81.25 

. :96 .75  

Baton Union 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge 3ayamon County 

35 20 2 35 
79.75 169.00 66.25 109.00 
80 .25  170.75 67 .50  101.25 

34 31 9 34 
112.50 69.25 50.50 115.75 
113.00 8 5 . 0 0  51.75 116.00 

27 30 13 21 
111.75 ! 68 .50  31.50 245.25 
112.50 I 68 .50  31.75 245.50  

I 

32 27 8 3 0  
100.25 93 .50  41.S0 143.25 
101 .00  100.00 42.25 140.50 

S t .  Louis  

29 
62.50 
71.75 

5 
312.00 
362.00 

6 
47 .00  
53 .00  

13 
91.25 

105.25 

Los J e f f .  Wash. I 
Ange le s  Tacoma County County I 

I 

0 10 22 20 ! 
- -  22 .75 15.00 26.25 

- -  28 .00  15.75 32 .00  

18 2 29 16 
4 .25  60.00 7.75 33.00 
4 .25  65 .25  9 .75  38.00 

0 11 26 18 
- -  23 .50  21.75 I 51 .50  
- -  2 8 . 7 5  25.75 1 56 .00  

8 ~ 2 6  | 18 
29.25 1 4 . 0 0 /  36.75 
31.50 1 6 . 7 5 /  41.75 

Neah 
Bay 

1 

117.25 
121.25 

12 .00  
13.50 

2 
17.50 
18.751 

2 
35.25 
3 7 . 2 5  

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

" . - : -  ~ 5  "~'~:-; " , 2  , ~::a ~ , , ~ , ! : , : : ? ~ ' : = - ~ : . . ?  ~ , ; - .  , ~ -  ,-_ ~ , . "-~-:.-~, ~ ` ` ~ : ~ ~ . ~ . ~ : : ~ > ~ . È . ~  ~:,~-~:~ k ~ :,~-.'~-~:~:, :~÷~-~',~, , = ' - ~ : ~ : "  
. • • . . . . . .  ~ • . • _ , . , : ~  ~ 7 . - ~ - ~ : % ~ .  ~ ~ :  , ~2~_: ~ : -  . :  ~ . , ~  - .  - ,  . ~ . L ~  , ~ : : >  . 



Table D-7: (page 2 o f  15): 

~ n t h / U n i L g  

October  1975 
.Type l-B 
Type l I  

Apr i l  1976. 
. T y p e  I~B 

Type I I .  

To ta l  
Program 

October  1970 
Type I-B. 
Type I I 

Average . . . . . . . . . . .  
" • ,: Type I - B 

Type I I 

42 
$ 96,75 
$103.25 

65 
$1t7.25 
$121.25 

$7 
$149.00 
$157.50 

5 5  . ¸  

$126.00 
$ 1 3 2 . 2 5  

COblPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Court Case A c t i v i t i e s  ~ 'UNITI Cases 

Adams 
County 

6 
61.75 
67.25 

8 

40~-50 
5 0 . 0 9  

4 
106.25 
122.75 

6 
62;25 
72.00 

Baton Union 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon County 

15 " 1 2 3 

62.25 1357.25 86.25 109.00 
70.75 1362.50 88.25 101.25 

26 i 3 0 6 
59.25 133.50 - -  809.75 
64.00 142.50 - -  811.25 

t 

16 3 5 8 
155.75 213.50 105.75 446:00 
163.00 213.50 107.00 446.50 

: ! 
19 2 4 6 

87.00 342.50! 100.25 515.00 
93.50 347.25! 101.75 514.25 

St .  Louis 

'5 
5 4 . 0 0  
5 8 . 2 5  

5 
4 4 . 2 5  
4 5 . 7 5  

3 
7 . 0 0  
7 . 5 0  

4 
3 9 . 5 0  
4 1 . 7 5  

Los J e f f .  I Vash. Neah St .  
Angeles Tacoma County County Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

2 2 5 1 [ "0 
5 2 . 2 5  5 0 . 2 5  4 9 . 2 5  1 8 2 . 0 0  - -  
5 2 . 5 0  5 9 . 2 5  5 8 . 7 5  2 1 8 . 0 0  - -  

7 3 6 1 0 
I I . 0 0  . 24.50 15.00 34.50 - -  
11.00 26.50 17.75 36.00 - -  

2 S 6 1 2 
58.25 40.00 3 2 . 0 0  263.00 26.00 
59.00 50.00 66.75 284.75 27.50 

4 3 6 ' 1 
2 7 . 0 0  3 7 . 5 0  31: '00 1 5 9 ; 7 5  
2 7 . 2 5  4 4 . 7 5  4 7 . 0 0  1 7 9 . 5 0  

. . . . , 

c ~  
f 

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: C r i i i s " I n t e r v e n t i o n  at  In t ake  ; UNiTS~ Con tac t s  

M o n t h / U n i t s  

October" -19.75 : " 
:-~ Type I -a .  

Type I.I,: 
S ~  

Apr i l  1970 , , 
,'~ Type. I - B  

Type II: ,  

To ta l  I Adams 
Program County 

160 - I  .... 8 

Baton Union 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon C o u n t y  

October  1976 
' !- ' Tjrpe I=B 

[ Type I I :  

:Ave rage. ~-. " 
" TyEe I-B 

Type I I  ~,: 
. .  . : • , 

l o b  - I  .... 8 I 48 
$ ~ I S . 0 0 1  19:~2SI '7 .  S0 

i 5 . 2 5 [  2~.25 [ 7.7S 

94 I 0 I 22 
$ 1 2 . 5 0 1  ~- I 7 . 2 5  
$ 1 2 . 7 5 1  - -  I 7 . 2 5  

124 -I" " -6  "I. 7" 
$ '13 .001  5~-75 I 39.75 

!3.  S01 S . 2 S l  4 0 . 0 0  

$ ,13 .50  I 13;50 I 1:0.25 
$ 14 ' .001  14 .75  1 I 0 . 5 0  

• 26 " 0 60 
4 2 . 0 0  :-- 11.00 
42.25 - -  10.25 

9 2 58 
13.75 19.00 9.:75 
14:.50 1 9 . 5 0  10.00 

9 0 ' 8 6  
7. O0 ~- 9. O0 
?. OO - -  9. oo 

15 " , " 68 
29.  O0 
30,00 

Los J e f f .  I Wash. Neah S t .  
S t .  Louis Angeles  I Tacoma c66nty.[  ~6untyl  Bay' P e t e r s b u r g  

22 0 " ' - 2 l 0 1 0 -  
" 8 . 2 5  =- 26~00 ~-  , - -  
9.00 - -  31.50 . . . .  

2 0 
1 3 5 . 2 5  ~ -  

1 3 9 , 5 0  - -  

0 

68 " 12. " "  
9'.'75 18 .75  
9 . 7 5  2 0 . 7 5  

4 

10~25 
10..SO 

28.'25 
3 2 . 7 5  

: 1 

1 0 I 0 

4 3 : 2 5  I " -  • ~ -  
46.50 . . . . .  

i 

5 3 I 4 _ 
2 6 . 0 0  I 4 1 : 0 0  [ 42:~25 
3 0 . 5 0  4 4 . 2 5  4 5 , 0 0  

! 

. . _ .  , . . .  • . .  
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Tab le  D-7: (page 3 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: M u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team / UNIT: Reviews 

Month/Unl t~ 

Oc tober  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

A p r i l  1 9 7 6  
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Oc tobe r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Av c r a gO 
Type l -B 
Type I I 

.1o 

T o t a l  
Program 

156 

$ 38.oo 
$I18.75 

103 
$ 65 .50  
$169.00 

109 
$ 80.75 
$116.25 

118 
$ s4.7s 
$125.50 

Adams 

County 

7O 
15.25 
68 .00  

19 
54.50 

152.75 

24 
45.75 

133.00 

38 
25 .00  
96 .00  

A r l i n g t o n  

8 
102.75 
130.50 

7 
85.25 
97 .50  

4 
296.00 

3 1 4 . 7 5  

6 
157.00 
157.25 

Baton 

Rouge 

8 
38.50 
38.50 

5 
134~00 
151.00 

5 
256.50  
256.50 

6 
125.50 
130.25 

Union 
8ayamon County 

3 49 
96 .25  39.25 
98 .50  42 .00  

3 50 
81.75 61 .00  
83.25 61.25 

1 48 
789.00  53 .00  
798.25 53 .00  

2 . 49 
189.00 51.25 
192.00 52.25 

g t .  Louis  

1 
87.25 

151.50 

0 

0 

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: I n d i v i d u a l  C o u n s e l i n g  / UNITS: C o n t a c t s  

Los J e f f .  Wash. 'Neah 
A n g e l e s  Tacoma, CoLmty County Bay 

3 2 11 1 0 
43.75 217.00 46.25 346.00 -- 

45.25 388.00 680.25 1529.75 -- 

6 5 4 2 0 
24.S0 82 .50  159.00 170.75 - -  
24 .75  93.75 1909.50 751.75 - -  

2 2 7 7 5 
35 .50  17.25 8 .25  11.50 212.50 
56.00 22 .00  64.75 38.25 •556.25 

4 3 7 3 
51.75 98 .00  54.75 76.75 
52.50 143.25 708.00 330.00 

St. 
P e t e r s b u r g  

0 

0 

4 
148.50 
267 .00  

Mont h/Un i t  s 

Oc tober  1975 
Type I - B  
T)~e I I  

April 1976 

Type I - 8  
T)~e I I  

October  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Average 
Type I ' B  ' 
Type I'1 i ,~ " "~'-_ . . . . . .  

T o t a l  
Program 

Adams 
County A r l i n g t o n  

793 82 136 
$ 15.50 5 .50  18.25 
$ 15.75 6 .00  18.25 

1046 27 305 
$ 15.75 13.00" 9 . 5 0  
$ 16.25 15.50 9 .50  

378 
9 .75  

10 .00  

273 
ii..OO 

", 11.25 

Baton 
Rouge Bayamon 

60  s3 
IS.50 41.25 
16.00 42.00 

52 4 6  
18.00 38.75 
21.00 39.50 

Onion 
County S t .  Louis  

209 110 
21 .50  3.25 
20 .00  4 .50  

439 14 
18.50 24.00 
18.50 25.50 

78 
9.50 

12.75 

Los J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
A n g e l e s  Tacoma County County Bay 

6 107 15 0 
14.25 10.25 14.50 - -  

1 4 . 2 S  12.25 17.75 - -  

0 

20 107 12 6 18 
14.75 7 .50  15.25 47 .50  24.00 
15.00 9 .00  14.50 48.25 27.00 

67 
7.00 
9.25 

St .  
Petersburg 

.'... - ' 2  ." .~ , ,  4 ?-" 
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. . . . . .  Table•D-7:  (page  ' 4 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 
. . . .  . .. . : • 

" . : .  . . . . .  SERVICE : "Pa ren t  Aide/Lay l : h e r a p i s t  Counse l ing~ /  UNITS: C o n t a c t s *  
... . 

Baton Union 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon Cotmty 

October  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Apr i l  1976 
T ) ) e  I-B 

Type I I  

October  1976 
Type I-B 
Type. I I  

Average 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Tota l  IAdams 
Program ] coun ty  

i 

549 54 
$ 15.25 1 8 . 7 5  
$ 18.00 21.S0 

698 96 
$ 14.50 l l . 0 0  
$ 22.50 13.00 

900 86 
$ 1 2 . 2 5  18-.75 
$ 16.00 20 .50  

767: " 7 9  
$ 1 4 . 5 0  15.50 
$ 19.75 17.75 

*To c a l c u l a t e  " c o n t a c t  h o u r s "  m u l t i p l y  the  s e r v i c e  

Mon t h / Un i t  s 

October  1975 
' r~pe  i - B  
Type ] I"  

Apr i l  1976 
T)-pe I-B 
T)~e I I 

Oc tober  1976 
"" '~ype J=B 

ry# i 1 
• . , .. 

0 ' 103 
- -  20 .50  
- -  20 .00  

96 
21.75 
22.75 

21 
13.50 
23.25 

18 
17.25 
22.25 

20 
15.25 
22.75 

157 
20:50 
20. S0 

119 • 
20.75 
21.00 

J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
County  Eounty  Bay 

S t .  Louis 

31 
15.00 
21.50 

30 
34.50 
44.25 

24 
11.50 
18.50 

28-: 
21.00 
28.75 

volumes by two; to  c a l c u l a t e  the  cos t p e r  c o n t a c t  

COblPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERV'ICEI'~o41es : counse i ing  ) UNI'I'Si Contac t s  

Los J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
Angeles  Tacoma County Couhty Bay 

0 11 242 108 
- -  61.50 9.25 16.75 
- -  74 .50  15.75 23.00 

4 13 170 150 
43.00 54.50 11.25 11.00 
45.25 67.75 18.00 14.75 

0 29 264 170 
- -  14.00 7.50 8.50 
- -  19.50 11.00 12.25 

"18 225 143 
33/75 • 9 .00  11.50 
4 2 . 7 5  14.50 15.75 

h o u r ,  d i v i d e  the  p e r  u n i t  c o s t  by two. 

St .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

0 

118 
23.50 
35.25 

152 
11.50 
20.50 

i 35 
16:75 
27.00 

•Average 
: Type I-B 

T ) ' p 6  I 
. . . . - .  

Tota i  Adams 
Program County 

101" 
$~1,5.75 
$ 16.75 

173 
$ 20.25 
$ 2 2 . 2 5  

95 
$ 19.25 
$ 20.25 20.25 

153 " " 1 9  

$ 1:7.00 16.50 
lS .2 s  i9 .25 

A r l i n g t o n  

1 4  9 :  : 

14.'25 17.50 
15.50 17.75 

3 2  8 
16.75 19.75 
20.75 19.75 

11  10 
1 8 . 7 5  24.50 

2 4 . 7 s  

19 " I 9 
i 

! 6 . 5 0 .  : • 2o. 75 
19.25 217.00 

Baton - Union Los 
Rouge Bayamon County s t .  Louis  Angeles  Tacoma 

25 14 - - 1 4  2 . s  . 0 0 
7.25 28.25 31.50 ~8.50 - -  _:_ 
7.25 28.75 35. oo 9.75 - -  __ • 7 - ~ - + ; . 

2 4 19 20 3 85 
9.25 23.75 84.75 15.00 14.00 9:~00 
9.75 24.25 85.00 i8 .00  14.60 10.75 

0 9 - 32 8 : 4 31 
- -  32..50 16.75 10.50 21.00 12.50 
- -  33.00 17.00 11'.25 21.25 14.50 

" 14 9 : "22 ' : - 18  4 58 
7 50 29.00 39:75" 11.25 18.O0 10.?00 
7.50 29.50 40.75 13.00 i8 .25  I 1'1.75 

St .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

d 

. . . .  . ./- 

Month/t~li ts  

! , : •  • 

~-.. . .. 



" Tab le  D-7:  (page 5 o f  15):  COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Fami ly  C o u n s e l i n g  / UNITS: C o n t a c t s  

Mon th /Un i t s  

Oc tobe r  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

A p r i l  1976 
Type I-B 
Type II  

Oc tobe r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Average 
Type l - g  
Type II  

T o t a l  Adams 
Program County 

96 0 
$ 19.50 - -  
$ 2 1 . 2 5  - -  

101 6 
$ 4o.00 32.50 
$ 42 .00  38.50 

114 7 
$ 29.50 36.25 
$ 30.00 39.25 

l o s  7 
$ 30 .00  34 .50 '  
$ 31 .50  39.00 

A r l i n g t o n  

28 
19.50 
19.75 

31 
17.50 
17.75 

9 
27.75 
27.75 

Baton Union 
Rouge Bayamon County 

25 21 14 
5 .25  28 .00  37.50 
5 .25  28.50 40 .50  

3 17 30 
46.75 35.50 74 .50  
49 .50  36.25 74.75 

3 38 50 
25.00 35.75 22.75 
25.00 36.00 22.75 

23 10 25 "31 
19.75 11.25 33.50 41 .50  
20 .00  11.50 34.00 42 .00  

Los 
St. Louis Angeles 

8 0 
9 . 5 0  - -  

25 .25  - -  

12 2 
23 .00  18.50 
34.25 18.50 

7 0 
42 .50  - -  
45 .25  -= 

9 
24 .00  
34.50 

CO~ARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: A l c o h o l ,  Drug, Weight  C o u n s e l i n g  / UNITS: Person  S e s s i o n s  

Tacoma 
J e f f .  
County 

Wash. 
County 

Neay 
Bay 

S t .  
Petersburg 

Month /Un i t s  

O c t o b e r  1975 
Type I-B" 
Type I I 

A p r i l  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Oc tobe r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I 

Average 
Type 
Type 

I-B 
II  

*Used f o r  R e c r e a t i o n a l  Therapy.  

Total 
Program 

6 
$ 35.75 
$ 36 .50  

23 
$ 19.75 
$ 26.00  

109 
$ 2 .75  
$ 6.25 

43 
-$ -7.50' 
$ 10,25 

Adams 
County A r l i n g t o n  

Baton Union 
Rouge Bayamon County 

6 
35.75 
36.50 

6 
47.so 
48.75  

90 
1.75 
2 .00  

Los 
St. Loui~ Angeles Tacoma 

0 - 0 0 

14 3 0 
8 .00  18.75 - -  

17.75 18.75 - -  

13 0 1 
14.75 -- 28.50  
30.75 -- 33.00 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  £ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

34 9 
• 6.5,0 -" 11.25 

6 .75  " ; - 24 .00  

;? 

J e f f .  
County 

Wash. 
County 

Neah 
Bay 

0 

0 

5 
12.75 
13.75 

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  



Table D~7 {page 6 of  15): COblPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: 24-ilour Hot l ine  / UNITS: C a l l s  

Month/Units 

October 1975 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Apr i l  1970 
Type I-B 
Type II 

October 1976 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Average 
Type I-B 
T~)e II 

Total  Adams 
Program County 

i6 
$ s.so 
$ s.7s 

23 
$ 6, 75 
$ 6.75 

52 
$ 5 . 7 5  
$ 6.00 

24 
$ 7.50 
$ 7.so 

A r l ing ton  

0 

_ _  

9 
9.75 
9.75 

9.50 
9.50 

12 
9.50 
9.S0 

Baton 
Rouge Bayamon 

Union 
County St.  Louis 

0 16 
- -  5.50 
- -  5.75 

0 14 
- -  4.75 
- -  4.75 

31 7 
4.00 7.00 
4.00 7.50 

12 
5.50 
5.75 

Los J e f f .  Wash. Neah St .  
Angeles Tacoma County County Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

~bnt h/Un i t  s 

O~tdSer 1975 
Type i-B 
Type I i  

April  i976 
Type I-B 
Type II 

October i9"76 
Type I-B 
Type 11 

. , , , cage  
Type I-B' 
type II  

. : . . + _ 

T~)tal 
Program 

133 
$ 19.75 
$ 23.50 

193 
$ 23.00 
$ 23.75 

228 
26.0o 

. .  ~_ 27.?s  

~o3 . 
$ 21.25 
$ 22.75 

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FoR DIRECr Si'RVICES 

SERVICE: I n d i v i d u a l  Therapy / UNIT: Contac ts  

Adams 
County Ar l ing ton  

0 5 
- -  28.50 
- -  28.75 

40 7 
12.25 20.75 
14.00 20.75 

42 21 
21.25 22.SO 
22.75 22.50 

4 l ,  11 
i6 .75 23.OO 

• 18.50 ' 2 3 . 0 0  
+ .  . ,  . . . . .  

Baton 
Rouge 

2 9  
6.S0 
6.50 

2 
33.00 
35.00 

0 

16 
8L23 
8.25 

Bayamon 

14 
34.00 
34.75 

~6 
32.00 
32.75 

46 
13.25 
i3.2S 

25 : 
21.o0 
21.25 

Union 
County St .  Louis 

,39 34 
36.25 7 . 5 0  
43.25 13.25 

Sl 14 
41.25 5.50 
41.25 10.25 

ss 33 
38.00 i2.75 
38.00 20.75 

48 27 
• 38.75~ 9.25 

40.50 15.75 

LOS 
A n g e l e s  

12 
14.00 
14.25 

63 
15.25 
15.50 

31 
21.00 
21.50 

35 
16.73 
17.00 

J e f f .  Wash. 
Tacoma County County  

Neah S t .  
Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

0 

2 
60.00 
62.75 

0 
_ -  

: . . . . . .  . , L  . . . . . . . .  

• . + . 



Table D~7: (page 7 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Group-Therapy / UNITS: Person Sessions 

Month /Uni ts  

October  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Apr i l  1 9 7 6  
Type I-B 

Tota l  
Program 

283 
$ 10.50 
$ 12.25 

274 
$ 8.75 
$ 10.00 

312 
$ 7.50 
$ 8.75 

Type II 

October  1976 
Type I -8  

• Type 11 

Average 272 
Type I-B $ 10.50 
Type I I  $ 12.25 

Adams Baton Union 
County A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon County St .  Louis 

84 58 20 4 0 95 
2.00 9.00 9 .50 62.50 - -  11.75 
2.75 9.00 9.50 63.75 - -  15.00 

20 77 0 0 36 128 
4.75 9.25 . . . .  10.50 6.75 
8.00 ,9.50 . . . .  10.50 8.75 

22 80 0 3 19 94 
10.25 9.00 - -  78.50 6.00 11.00 
11.75 9.00 - -  79.50 6.00 14.75 

42 72 4 28 106 
3.75 9.00 69.25 9.00 9.50 
5.25 9.25 70.50 9.00 12.50 

LOS 
Angeles  Tacoma 

26 
28.25 
32.00 

13 
25.50 
27.75 

0 

20 
27.25 
30.50 

J e f f .  
County] 

Wash. 
County 

Neah 
Bay 

St .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: P a r e n t s  Anon)rmous / UNITS: Person S e s s i o n s  

] Tota l  
Moat h/Un i t  s Program 

October  1975 344 
Type I - 8  $ 3.50 
Type I I  $ 4.25 

Apr i l  1976 109 
Type I-B $ 8.25 
Type I I  $ 9.75 

October  1976 142 
"type I-B $ 8.25 
Type 11 $ 10.25 

Average 197 
, T y p e  I-B " $ 5.75 

'Type H $ 7.00 

Adams Baton Union 
CoLmty Arlington Rouge Bayamon County 

48 
4.00 
4.25 

34 
4.25 
5.75 

80 
2.75 
3.00 

) 54 
3.50 
4.00 

St .  Louis 
Los 
Angeles 

0 

19 
2.50 
6.00 

0 

Tacoma 
J e f f .  
County 

31 
5.50 
8.75 

30 
4.75 
5.00 

32  
7.25 

15.00 

31 
5.75! 

: ~-9.75 

Wash. 
County 

20 
14.50 
20.25 

0 

7 
19.50 
21.50 

14 
15 .75  
20 .50  

Neah 
Bay 

~ "  . ~ ,  ". " : . 2 .  

. . ~ ~ J~ ' ~  , , . ~ . ~ . ~ - ~ ! ~ , .  = ~,~.~ 7 :~  ~ .:'\\~:~±-'~--;:/.:~. ~ : ~ ,  

St .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

245 
2.25 
2.50 

26 
22.00 
22.75 

23 
25.00 
25.25 

98 
5.75 
6.00 



Table D-7: (page 8 of 15): COMPARISON OF UNIT cosTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Parent Education Classes / UNITS: PerSon Sessions 

Total  Adams Baton Union ] 
Month~Units Program County Ar l ing ton  Rouge Bayamon Comity: St .  Loui~ 

0~tdb~r 1975 .194 60 7 56 24 
TYlSe I-B $ 17.00 3.0d 40.50 18.75 27.00 
Type i i  $ 20.00 3.25 41.50 17.50 35.25 

Apri l  i97o 408 20 235 i9 i6 
Type I-B $ 8.50 6.00 1.00 i6 .00 48.25 
Type I I  $ 10.50 7.00 l .  O0' 16.00 60.50 

October 1976 248 20 lO0 33 12 
Typ9 I-B $ 7.00 13.25 1.00 22.00 23.75 
Type II $ 7.75 16.25 1.00 22.00 30.25 

Avebage 303  33 II~ 36 i7 
Type I-B $ 9.50 5.75 1.75 19.25 32.75 
Type II $ 11.00 6.50 1.75 18.50 41.75 

* l~hav ior  Management Tra in ing  

COMPAI~iSON OF UNiT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  In take  / UNITS: Contacts 

Los  

Angeles 

~inilt h/[J~ i t  s 

October 1975 
TyFe t:B 
Type I I 

April 1976, 
Type [=B 

• Typ'e I I 

Octobei  !976 
Type !-B 
'rype I!  

, ,~%e . 
T.vpe I-B 

: Type I I . 

Tot a i Adams 

1so 
$ 17.75 
$ i8.25 

385 
14.o0 
14.s'0 

12.75 
$ 13.25 

,364 
$ 14.25 

3 
3.50 
3.75 

19 
o.s0  

" 0.75 

. , , .9  . 
17.50 
i~.~s , C .  

io 
s.7s 

• 6 .2s  

25 
i7.7S 
17 .75  

10.25 
i0.25 

iS 
35.7s 

• 3 .oo 
"29 

16.75 
i~.oo 

Rouge 

29 
9.75 

io.oo 

21 
i6.so 
17.50 

) l .7S 
11.75 

~j 
12'.•75 
i2 .75 

union 
Bayamofi Couhty 

27 
I08.O6 29.25 
l l0.SO 27.25 

i0 233 
50.75 15.00 
52.00 I5.00 

3 ~82 
~9.~s 10.~5 
100.50 10.25 

78.b0 13.25 
• 79.75 13.25 

E o s  
St .  Louis Ah~eles 

28 0 
9.7S - -  

10.50 • - :  

36 i i  
8:S0 7.25 
9.25 7.25 

8 i 
7.s~ ig.so 

22 6 
9.06 8.25 
9.7~ s.2~ 

Tacoma 

2 8  
27.75 
34.00 

53 
33.25 

43.25 

5 
31.75 
39.75 

29 
31.25 
40.00 

J e f f .  Wash. Neah St .  
County County Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

0 4 
-- 51.50 
-- 54.50 

60 5 
2.00 33.50 
2.50 35.75 

78 0 
2.25 -- 
2.50 -- 

69 4 
2.25 41.50 
2.50 44.00 

J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
Tacoma Couhty County Bay 

11 3 i7 0 
0.75 33.25 O.SO -- 
1.oo sJ.sol  o.50 - -  

4 6 5 0 
3S.SO 13.00 7.25 - -  
39.00 15.75  13.00 - -  

- 2 2  15 1 9 
3.00 29.7S 62.50 12.00 
3.50 42.25 86.50 12.75 

• ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , 

12 ~ 8 
5.75 26.00 4.75 

6.s0 37.00 7.00 

15 
10.50 
26.50 

0 

0 

Z 

S t .  

P e t e r s b u r g  

~ •~,-,~,.~:?~3 3 . ' : . . ~ -  . . : .  % .  "~ .~ ,  , 

C 



Table D-7: •(page 9 of, IS): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Oa 7 Care / UNITS: Child Se s s ions  

Month/Units 

October 1975 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Tota l  
Program 

162 
$ 23.2s 
$ 25.7S 

A p r i l 1 9 7 6  653 
Type 1 - 8  $ 7.50 
Type II $ 7.75 

October 1976 632 
Type [-B $ 7.75 
Type II $ 8.25 

Average 647 
Type I-B $ 7.75 
T~)e II $ 8.25 

Adams 
County A r l ing ton  

162 
23.25 
25.75 

153 
21.00 
21.50 

144 
24.00 
26.50 

153 
22.75  
24.50 

B a t o n  

Rouge 
Union 

Bayamon County 

0 

SO0 
3.50 
3.50 

488 
3.00 
3.00 

494 
3.25 
3.25 

St. Louis 
Los J e f f .  Wash. Noah St .  
Angeles Tacoma County County Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

ol 

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: R e s i d e n t i a l  Care / UNITS: Chi ld  Days 

Total  
Month/Units  Program 

October  1975 35 
Type I-B " $217.50 
Type II $220.00 

April 1976 293 
Type I-B $ 26.75 
Type II $ 27.50 

October 1976 310 
T)?e I-B $ 26.00 
Type II $ 27.00 

Average 
Type I-B 
Type. I I 

207 
$ 37.75 
$.38.50 

Adams 
County A r l i ng ton  

0 

16 
8.75 
8.75 

0 

Baton 
Rouge 

Union 
Bayamon Cotmty 

37.75 
38.75 

0 

0 

S t .  Louis 
Los J e f f .  Wash. 
Angeles Tacoma County County 

34 
222.75 
225.25 

277 
28.25 
28.50 

310 
26.00 
27.00 

207 
37.75 
38.50 

i 

Neah S t .  
Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

5-  



• T a b l e  D - 7 :  ( p a g e  I0  o f  1 5 ) :  COMPARISON OF UNIT c o S T S  FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Chi ld  Development Program / UNITS: Chi ld  S e s s i o n s  

Honth/Uni ts  

O c t o b e r  1975 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

A p r i l 1 9 7 6  
Type  I - B  
Type  I I  

October 1976 
T~e I,B 
Type I I  

Average 
T~'p~ I-B 
Type  I I  

, 184 
$ 2 2 . 7 5  

T o t a l  Adams B a t o n  •Union  
P r o g r a m  C o u n t y  A r l i n g t o n  Rouge  Bayamon C o u n t y  

o o : o 
- -  __ . __ 

$ 30. o o  - -  _ _  _ _  

4 3 7  lr2 0 5 
$ 2 3 . 7 5  1 3 . 2 5  - -  1 1 5 5 . 7 5  
$ 26.25 15.50 - -  155.75 

4623 53 4000 8 
$ 2.75 9.75 0.50 156.25 
$ 3 .00t  i0 .50  0.50 156.25 

_ . 

480 33 7 
$ 21.5o lO.SO - i s 6 . o o  
$ 24.oo l l . so  lS6.OO 

L o s  
St.  L o u i s  ~ A n g e l e s  

184~ 0 
2 2 . 7 5  - -  
30".00 - -  

240 i8o 
20.00 : 25.50 
24.25 26.00 

432 130 
10.50 31.50 
1 2 . 7 5  l 3 2 . 7 5  

285 155 
15.7s 28.o0 
19.75 28.75 

b- 

COHPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: P i a y  T h e r a p y  / UNITS: Ch£1d  S e s s i o n s  

Mbnth/IJni~s 

O c t o b e r  1975 
Type I-B 
Type  i I  

g p r i i i 9 7 6  
' [ y p e  i - B  
Type  I [  

O c t o b e r  1976  
Type  I -B  
Type J I 

:verag~ 
Type I-B 
T~IJc I I  

T o t a l  ;Adams 
P r o g r a m  C o u n t y  

41 4 
$ i 2 . 2 5  2 2 . 5 0  
$ 15.'50 25.50 

99 13 

9.75 15.75 
$ 12.75 18.00 

: 59 I 14 
$ 18 00 : 23.50 
$ 1 9 . 0 0  2 7 . 2 5  

. 6 6  - 10" 
" $ ii .-75 • 2 0 . 0 0  

B a t 6 n  
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge  Bayamon 

7 
i2.oo 
i2. oo 

S8 
9.oo 

1 1 . 2 5  

24 
i4 .25 
1 4 . 2 5  

36 
o io.  ~s 
5 i2 .00 

Union 
County 

0 

0 

1 
182.50 
1 8 2 . 7 5  

i Los  
S t .  L o u i s  ! A n g e l e s  

2i I 
12.50 7.25 
1 7 . 0 0  1 0 . 2 5  

20 8 
9.25 6.00 

15.50 9.50 

8 12 
i9.2s 4.2s 
2d.7S 4.s0 

i6 1o 
i2.25 5.75 
i7 .00  - 8 . 0 0  

J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
Tacoma County County Bay 

T . - •- 
• J e f f .  Wash .  Noah  

Tacoma  I C o t / n t y  C o u n t y  Bay 

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

J " :'• • -~ .~: ~:~ ~ -' :~,-,':~" . . . . . . . . .  ¢ "•~ ~" ~:- '~:  ~-':~ ~ ' ::~" : - • - -- "3:-~:~.~ ~ : . ' , : ' ; : ' , ~ J . ~  - ~ :  * . . . .  ~-~-~ ~,. ,,<~:-• " . . . . . . . . . . . .  



TableD-7:  {page 11 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS'FOR D'IRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Special  Child Therapy / UNITS: Contacts 

Month/Units 

October 1975 
Type I-B 
Type II 

April 1976 
T~)e I-B 
Type II 

October 1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Average 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Total 
Program 

5 
$ - -  

$ - -  

123 
$ 11,50 
$ 16.25 

18 
$ 35.25 
$ 47.25 

7 
$ 54.25 
$ 54.25 

Adams 
Count y 

5 

71 
13.50 
21.75 

0 

Arl ington 
Baton Union 
Rouge Bayamon County St.  Louis { 

0 0 

6 0 
59.75 - -  
59.75 

8 I0 
50.25 23.25 
50.25 45.00 

7 
54,25 
54.25 

Los 
Angeles  

0 

46 
2 .25  
2.25 

0 

Tacoma 
J e f f .  
County 

Wash. 
County 

Neah 
Bay 

St. 
Petersburg  

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Crisis Nursery / UNITS: Child Days 

blonth/Un[ts 

October 1975 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Apri l  1976 
Type I-B 
Type II 

October 1976 
Type I-B 
Type II 

Average 
"Type I-B 
Type [I 

Total Adams . Baton Onion 
Program County Arl ington Rouge Bayamon County 

134 
$ 20.75 
$ 26.00 

I07 
$ 38.25 
$ 49.50 

"139 
$ 47:75 
$ 54.2S 

q27 
$ 3s.so 
$ 43.00 

134 
20.75 
26.00 

107 
38.25 
49.50 

139 
47.75 
54.25 

127 
35.50 

:43.00 

St.  Louis 
Los 
Angeles Tacoma 

J e f f .  
County 

'j :. 

Wash. 
County 

Neah 
Bay 

St .  
Pe tersburg  

- . ÷  



Table  0 -7 :  (page 12 o f  1S): COHPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Homemaking / UNITS: C o n t a c t s  

M o n t h / U n i t s  

Oc tobe r  1975 
Type i-B 
Type II  

A p r i l  1976 
Type l-B 
Type I I  

O c t o b e r  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Average  
T~ae I-B 
Type II  

T o t a l  
Program 

39 
$ 33.75 
$ 34.00 

192 
$ 15.5o 
$ 15.75 

247 
$ 22.50 
$ 22.50  

219 
$ 22.75 
$ 22.75,  

Adams 
County 

Baton UnLon 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon County  

12 26 1 0 
15.25 43 .00  18.50 - -  
15.25 43.25 19.00 - -  

2 14 0 176 
!1 .25  74 .50  - -  10.75 
11.25 80 .75  - -  10.75 

io 21 0 206 
27 .00  144.25 - -  10 .00  
27 .25  144.25 • - -  10 .00  

8 
19.75.' 
20.00 

20 , 191 
85 .00  16.25 
86 .50  1 6 . 2 5  

St .  Louis  
L o s  

Ange 1 es 
J e f f .  

Tacoma County 
Wash. 
County  

Neah 
Bay" 

0 

0 

. .  

10 
19.25 
20.SO 

St .  
Pe t e l r sb u rg  

| 

4 

oo 

gidf i th /Uni ts  

0 d t 0 b e r  i975 
Type I-B 
T~pe I I  

Afir]l  1976 
Type  ITB 
Type I I  

:),~tobe r 1976 
'!'~'t~e I-B 
i 7pc I I 

q ' y p e l ~ B -  
Type 11 '- 

T o t a l  
Program 

93 
$ 15.75 
$ 20;00  

1 9 5  
$ 19.5o 
$ 20.75:  

161 
$ 24.S0 

, .$ 24.5ff  

• 1 5 7  • 
$ 23 .50  
$ 25.25 

COblPARisoN .OF UNiT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Medica l  Care 1 uNITs:  V i s i t s  

AHams 
County A r l i n g t o n  

35 6 
16.00 21 .50  

1 7 . 5 0  21 .50  

38 31 
6 .75  9 .75  
~8.25 10.75 

22 16 
3 .50  46 .75  
3.75 47 .00  

32 - ' i8 
9 . 50  . 2 2 . 2 5  

10.50 23 .00  

Baton • I ~ i o n  
Rouge Bayamon County  

0 7 34 
- -  49 .75  7 .50  
- -  50.25 14.50 

12 .2 .80 
134.50 89.25 13.75 
136.75 89"501 13.75 

12 8 79 
146.50 38 .50  12.75 
146.50 38.75 ) 2 . 7 5  

"12 ~6 . 6 4 "  
140.50 . 49 .00  12.25 
141.50 49 .50 :  1 3 ~ 5 0  

S t .  Louis  

13 .00  
25.75 

3 
5.75 

49 .00  

0 

- 6 .  

1LO0 
32 .00  

Los 
.Ange les  

3 
25.S0 
2 6 . 2 5  

29 
12.oo 
12.00  

24 
2.2s 
2.25 

19  
8 . 5 0  

8 . S 0  

J e f f .  
Tacoma County 

Wash. Neah S t .  
County BaY P e t e r s b u r g  

. . . . .  _ . .  - . . . .  - ,  . , . 

. , - " ~  " - - ~ :  -:.C ~ ' ~ : : . ~ , ~ = T , - -  
--~ f / 



Table D-7: (page 13 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE; B a b y s i t t i n B / C h i l d  Care / UNITS: Chi ld  Hours 

Month/Uni ts  

October  1975 
Type I -g  
Type I[  

Apr i l  1976 
T y p e  I -B 
Type I I  

October 1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Average 
Type [ -B 
Type I I  

e9 
2o 

Total 
Program 

445 
$ 2.25 
$ 3.0o 

484 
$ 3.5o 
$ 4.25 

251 
$ s.25 
$ 8.25 

319 
$ 3.so 
$ 4.75 

Adams 
County 

20 
1.50 
2.25 

0 
- -  

0 

Baton Union 
A r l i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon County 

269 0 11 
0.75 - -  25.25 
0.75 - -  21.50 

225 176 10 
1.00 3.50 20.00 
1.25 3.75 20.00 

170 0 11 
0.75 "-- 17.00 
0.75 - -  17.00 

221 i I I  
i 

0.75 20.00 
1.00 19.50 

S t .  Louis  

145 
3.50 
5.75 

60 
10.25 
13.50 

55 
17.00 
3 0 . 0 0  

87 
8.00 

12.75 

COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: T r a n s p o r t a t i o n / W a i t i n g  / UNI'rS: Rides 

Los J e f f .  Wash. Neah 
Angele Tacoma County County Bay 

St. 
P e t e r s b u r g  

0 

13 
6.25 

10.75 

15 
4.50 
9.00 

14 
5.25 
9.75 

b~nth/Units 

October 1975 
Type I -B 
Type I I  

Apr i l  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

October  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Ave rage 
" Type I-B 
: Type I I 

Tota l  
Program 

1054 
$ 7.75 
$ 7.75 

862 
$ 11.00 
$ 11.75 

1246 
$ 8.25 
$ 8.50 

Adams 
County A r l i n g t o n  

25 255 
15.25 8.50 
16.25 8.50 

3 1 338 
103.00 i 8.25 
140.75 8.50 

15 I 285 
40.00 I 14.75 

5 2 . 2 5  15.25 

I045 14 ". 293 
8.75 30.00 10.S0' 
9 .00 37.50 l -  10.75 

Baton 
Rouge 

40 
19.00 
20.25 

13 
47.00 
54.50 

3 
15.25 
15.25 

1 9  
30.75 
33.25 

, Union 
Bayamon County 

116 
23.75 
22.00 

182 
19.75 
20.00 

145 
22.75 
22.75 

L o s  

St .  Louis Angeles 

470 21 
2.50 33.00 
2.75 33.25 

180 51 
4.25 18.25 
4 .50 18.50 

618 53 
1.50 2.75 
1.50 2.75 

148 423 42 
2 1 . 7 5  "2.25 14.25 

21.50 2.50 14.25 

J e f f .  [Wash. Neah S t .  
Tacoma County t C ° u n t y  Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

15 112 [ 0 0 0 
4.75 0.50 [ . . . . . .  

/ 

5.50 0.75 [ . . . . . .  

t 
70 ] o o 6 

19 5.50 12.75 2.75 . . . .  
3.00 6.25 [ . . . .  22.25 i iiiljo o 
8.75 6.25 42.50 - -  

!0 .25 7.00 45.50 - -  

12 
4.00 
4.25 

- ' .  ' . . . .  " .5"  



Table  D-7: (page  14 o r a l S ) :  COb~ARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERV.ICE : Emergency  Funds '/-'ON,ITS ~ Payments -  

. .  . . .. • • - : .  " ,  . ". 

H o n t h / U n i t s  

O c t o b e r 1 9 7 5  
' ' ' T y p e  l - B  . . . . . .  

" T y p e  II  

A p r i l  1 9 7 6  
• Type i -  B 

i T y p e  I I 

0 c t p b e r  1976 
Type I~B 
'~pe I i  

.A.verago 
Type I-B 
T);pe I I 

" to ta l  Adams Baton Union Los 
Program. : ,  County, --. A r l i n g t o n ,  Rouge... Bayamon County!. S t .  Louis :  Ange le s l  Tacoma County. . County Bay 

• ~ r . . . .  r ' - : |  " - 

6 '  4 _ 1 0  . 4- 

9 0 13 1 

2 0 10 1 

- -  _ _  _ °  

6 ._11 2 
. .  

- _  

24 
$ 
$ " 

23 
$ 
$ - -  

- 13 
$ r . -  
$ • 

.19 
$ : -  
$ - -  

J e f f .  Wash. Neah S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

l 

5 "  

Month /Un i t s  . . . . . . .  

Oc~6ber i97S 
:: i T y p e i _  B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Type I I  
; .. . • 

A p r i l :  1976 
..... Type.  I -B 
.... Type I1 .  - 

COMPARISON OF UNIT" COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE:. P-sychb log ica l . - ahd  Oi:liez" T e s t i n g ,  ' /UNITS:  P e r s o n  Tes t~  
'-',"~'~'~: ; . ' - , L . - : : ~ , ; . - ~ . ' - '  ~?~}i-~::. ! . i . : : . : ,  _.:.:. '~:~.;~. : . . . . .  

:2,:t Jber 1976 
Type I-B 
• tyi, e 1 i 

. v.: rage 

~y.po ~1 

Tot a 1 Adams 
I P.rggram County  

3s " " " ~" ~ 0  

$ 47.50 - - -  
$ 47 .50  - -  

49 5 
$ 3,4. oo 8.2,s 

39.25, 17.75 

r '  0 3 " " ' I 0 

$ 31.25  12.25 
• • $ 41.00 82 .60  

, .$68 ~ . . . . .  
: ~6.2s i i . 9o  

45'.25 60.50, 

~ ::: ::.:.~.: ', 

Baton Union 
A r I i n g t o n  Rouge Bayamon Cbtmty 

4 2 ~ " 12 2 -  
60.25' " 20.2-5 
60.25 20.25 

"9 0" -  
48 .75  - -  
49. O0 " 

1 4  "' 10 
~6.00 50 .00  
6 . 0 0  5 0 . 0 0  
' .  r "  " • • , ' 

• . - .  

87.75 79.7S 
88..00 74:50 
- i 

8 " 4 '  
41 .00  i02.2S 
41 .25  102.50 

I0" 2 
4.5.O0 74.75 
45.25 74.75 

. , . . -  

9' . : '6. '" .  10 3 
28.2s 4 s , 6 6  ~1.oo 89_75 
28'.2S 45 .00  61.25,  88 .50  

. . . ~ " f ?  • . 

Los 

St .  Lou i s  Ange l e s  Tacoma County  County Bay 

• ' ; "  " " ' | " . . 0 "  1 5 .  "~'0 
11.00 - -  : -  
12 .00  . . . .  
, - . - 

13 ~ '  4 
2 2 . . S 0  9.50 
2 3 . 2 5  9 .50  

2 5 " '  4 
18.75 110.25 
20.7S I12.00 

18 ? 4 
I J . 5 0  59 .75  
19.09 6o..7s 

J e f f .  Wash. Neah S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

1 
123.00 
315:75 

18  ~ 
38.00 
47.25 

10 
42.50 
61 .50  

& . ~ . .  

- _ . -  - ~ . . • • ' . ~ .  . . . • . 

...... - ~ - ' ~ - ~ . . - ~ .  '--~-~- - - , ~  ~ ~':.- 7 : % . . : : % ~ -  - ~_...j ..... -. .:.~;~,,~7.,.-~.~,.:,,',~.t.L°~-~,~ ..,_~:,~,,~= .~.:~:~:,_~;~ , . ~ .  - . . . .  ~,.~-~,~?~-~;;.~÷'~4~:-L~.~.':,.~:~,~:.o~:~.~.~¢~_~.q~:~, ~.~,~- j_ ,+, ,~ 



T a b l e  D-7: {page  15 o f  15): COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FoR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Fami ly  P l a n n i n g  C o u n s e l i n g  / UNITS: Person  S e s s i o n s  

Month/Uni ts  

October  1975 
Type I - 8  
Type I I  

A p r i l  1976 
Type I-B 
Type l I  

October  1976 
Type I-B 
Type I I  

Average 
Type I-B 
Type ' I I  

T o t a l  
Program 

0 
$ - -  

$ - -  

5 
$ 5.o0 
$ s . 0 0  

o 
$ - -  

$ - -  

o 
$ - -  

$ - -  

Adams 
County  A r l i n g t o n -  

0 

3 
7.00 
7.00 

0 

Baton . Union 
Rouge Bayamon County S t .  •Louis 

L o s  

A n g e l e s  

0 

2 
2.25 
2.25 

0 

J e f f .  Wash. Neah 

Tacoma Co~ty County Bay 
S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  

£ 
COMPARISON OF UNIT COSTS FOR DIRECT SERVICES 

SERVICE: Follow-Up / UNITS: Follow-Ups 

Month /Uni t s  

Oc tober  1975 
Type I-B 
Type II  

A p r i l  1976 
Type I -B .  
T y p e . I I  

T o t a l  Adams 
Program Coun ty  

17 
$ 1 1 . 5 0  
$ 12.25 

43 3 
$ 18.00 17.00 
$ 9.0.,5~ 20.50 

Octobe r  197o 
Type i -B 

• "ryl)e I I ,  - 

Ave rage  
• " Type I-B ~' 

• : 'Type  I I  " 

36 7 
$ 3 4 . 0 0  7.25 

• $ 34.5o! 8.25 
.:.. .:.. : -::-'l.:: ,: .x I:i ...... 

34 S 
• $ 26. S0 10.25 

$ 28 .00  . 12.00 

Baton 

Arlington Rouge 

II 0 
8.25 -- 
8.25 -- 

17 1 
7.75 18.75 
7.75 20.00 

6 6 
10.25 48.25 

10.25 48.25 

II 4 
8 .25  4 4 . 0 0  
8 . 2 5  4 4 . 2 5  

Union Los 
Bayamon County St. Louis Angeles 

0 0 4 0 

. . . .  13.75 -- 
- -  ~- 15.00 - -  

0 4 7 9 

-- 65.00 12.50 25.50 
-- 65.25. 27.25 25.75 

8 1 3 3 
33.75 322.75 32.75 23.7S 
34.00 323.25 34.75 24.00 

3 5 6 
116.50. 17.25 25.00 

I16.75 25.25 25.25 

Neah S t .  
Tacoma Bay P e t e r s b u r g  

J e f f .  Wash. 
County County 

2 0 
24.50 - -  
28 .50  - -  

2 0 

0 2 
- - 2 8 . 5 0  

- -  31.25 

• 17 • - 

i 
I 







I 




