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Synopsis

Members of the General Assembly requested the Legislative Audit Council
(LAC) to conduct an audit of the Child Protective Services (CPS) program at
the Department of Social Services (DSS). Our review focused on DSS’s
compliance with applicable laws and policies. In addition we examined CPS
staffing levels and the department’s process for investigating and disciplining
employees. We also reviewed DSS’s internal quality control process for
CPS. Our findings are summarized below.

o \We found a number of areas where DSS was in violation of either state
law or DSS policy. For example, DSS policy requires that in treatment
cases the victim child and family be visited every thirty days. In our five
sample counties, the percentage of cases where at least one visit was not
made in accordance with policy ranged from 38% in Kershaw County to
83% in Marlboro County.

® DSS maintains the Central Registry of Abuse and Neglect, which is
separate from SLED’s Sex Offender Registry, and is used by agencies
and businesses throughout the state to determine if prospective or current
employees have a record of abuse and/or neglect. We found that
individuals have not always been entered into the registry as required by
law. We reviewed 77 cases of sexual abuse in 5 counties and found that
in 30 (39%) of the cases, DSS had not followed the process for entering
individuals into the central registry.

e Individuals who are convicted in criminal court of certain offenses
involving the sexual or physical abuse of a child are also required to be
placed on the central registry. We reviewed a sample of convicted sex
offenders in Bamberg and Lexington counties and found 20 cases where
the judge had not included in the sentencing order the requirement that
the person be placed on the central registry, as required by law.

® Based on caseload information for 2005, the Department of Social
Services needed additional staff to bring South Carolina more in line
with the national standard for the number of treatment cases handled by a
treatment caseworker. For FY 06-07, the General Assembly funded 91
additional treatment workers.

® From FY 02-03 through FY 04-05, there were 42 disciplinary actions,
including 8 terminations, against CPS employees statewide. While
disciplinary action should not be taken for all violations, we found
significant violations of law and policy where no action was taken.
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Synopsis

® DSS has a quality control process involving both external and internal
reviews of CPS operations. We identified several instances where
individual counties had consistently underperformed on certain CPS
performance measures. We also found that actions taken by DSS to
improve performance in these areas did not result in significant
improvement.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Audit Objectives

Scope and
Methodology

Members of the General Assembly requested the Legislative Audit Council
to conduct an audit of the Child Protective Services (CPS) program at the
Department of Social Services (DSS).

Our objectives for this audit were:

® Review DSS’s compliance with applicable laws and policies in the child
protective services program.

® Examine the effectiveness of DSS’s process for investigating and
disciplining employees who violate CPS laws and policies.

® Examine DSS’s staffing levels in CPS.

® Determine the effectiveness of DSS’s internal quality control program
for CPS.

Our findings and recommendations are discussed in the report.

The period of this review was generally January 1, 2004 through June 30,
2005. Information used in this report was obtained from the following
sources:

® State laws and DSS policies concerning the child protective services
program.

Interviews with DSS staff.

Interviews with other professionals involved in the CPS program.
Reviews of individual CPS case files in five sample counties.
Employee personnel records.

Victims of child abuse or neglect can be treated either in their own homes or
be placed in foster care. Our audit focused only on in-home treatment cases.

We used some computer-generated data from the Child and Adult Protective
Services System (CAPSS) in conducting this audit. During our audit, we
found evidence to suggest that the information maintained in CAPSS was not
entirely reliable (see p. 12). Where computer-generated data was material to
our findings, we attributed it to the agency. In reviewing compliance with
state law and DSS policy and evaluating DSS’s process for disciplining
employees, we relied primarily on our review of CPS case files and
personnel files.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Background

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.

The Department of Social Services’ child protective services program is
designed to ensure the safety and health of children by protecting them from
abuse and neglect. Under state law, “[a]ll child welfare intervention by the
state has as its primary goal the welfare and safety of the child.” In addition,
one of the goals of the CPS program is to keep children in their own homes
whenever possible and appropriate.

During FY 04-05, DSS received more than 25,000 reports of suspected child
abuse and/or neglect. When a report is received, DSS evaluates the report to
see if it meets the legal definition of abuse or neglect. The person committing
the abuse has to be either a parent or someone acting “in loco parentis”. If the
person suspected of abuse and neglect is a non-parent, DSS would refer this
to law enforcement. There must also be physical or mental injury to the child
or the substantial threat of such injury. Abuse and neglect can consist of:

Physical abuse.
Sexual abuse.
Physical neglect.
Medical neglect.
Educational neglect.
Abandonment.

Types of cases include:

® Screened out reports which are referrals that DSS does not accept for
investigation.

® Unfounded cases which are cases where there was not a finding of abuse
or neglect.

® Indicated or treatment cases which are cases where the abuse or neglect
was found to have likely occurred based on a preponderance of the
evidence.
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Once DSS evaluates the allegation, staff determine whether to accept it for
investigation or “screen it out.” Once accepted for investigation, DSS has up
to 60 days to complete its investigation to determine if the allegation of abuse
and/or neglect occurred. Of the 17,000 reports accepted for investigation in
FY 04-05, DSS found approximately one-third to be cases where abuse,
neglect, or some other type of child maltreatment likely occurred.

If the allegation is indicated (i.e. found to have likely occurred), the case
becomes a treatment case and DSS provides services to the child and family,
if appropriate. Treatment can take place either in the home or in a foster care
setting. In FY 04-05, DSS had 4,614 in-home treatment cases and 5,022
children in foster care.

The child protective services program has 424 authorized county treatment
and assessment positions allocated statewide. The CPS program is funded
through a combination of federal and state funds. Funding in FY 04-05 was
approximately $21 million.
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Chapter 2

Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Table 2.1: Referrals and Sampled
Cases From Five Counties

Compliance
Issues

We found a number of areas where DSS was in violation of either state law
or DSS policy. We reviewed a non-statistical sample of case files and other
data from five counties (Bamberg, Kershaw, Lexington, Marlboro, and Y ork)
chosen, based on their size, geographic location, and whether the county had
been subjected to a review by either DSS or another entity. We reviewed 216
cases in these counties which were referred to DSS from January 2004
through June 2005. We focused only on in-home treatment cases, excluding
any with foster care involvement.

Table 2.1 shows the number of cases reviewed by type of case in each

county, as well as the total number of cases referred in that county during the
18-month period of our review.

SAMPLED CASES

SCREENED
COuNTY REFERRALS out UNFOUNDED | INDICATED™/
01/01/04 06/30/05 e TREATMENT

Bamberg 160 10 2
Kershaw ** 527 9 16
Lexington 2,284 41 26 16
Marlboro 240 3 2 6
York 2,083 27 25 23
TOTAL 5,294 90 71 55

COI\)I

* |Indicated cases are cases where the preponderance of evidence indicates that the abuse or
neglect has likely occurred.

** In Kershaw County, two case files could not be located and we relied strictly on the
information in CAPSS when reviewing those cases.

Source: DSS Child and Adult Protective Services System (CAPSS) and LAC sample.

We found a number of instances where DSS did not comply with state law or
DSS policy in CPS cases. This non-compliance varied significantly from
county to county. When DSS does not follow state law and DSS policy,
children who are victims of abuse and neglect may be at greater risk of
additional harm. In addition, children and their families may receive
inadequate treatment services.
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Chapter 2
Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

30-Day Visit

Table 2.2: Treatment Cases Where
At Least One Visit Was Not Made
Within 30 Days

DSS has not complied with policy requiring that children in in-home
treatment cases be seen every 30 days. DSS also has not always complied
with S.C. Code 820-7-650(F) requiring it to complete an investigation of
alleged abuse within 60 days. In addition, we found that DSS’s policy of
delaying or “pending” an allegation of abuse or neglect may not be allowed
by law. Further, DSS has not always held meetings between supervisors and
caseworkers as required and has not developed treatment plans within 30
days of case decisions. Also, DSS has not consistently entered individuals
into the Central Registry of Abuse and Neglect as required by S.C. Code
820-7-680. Finally, we found that caseworkers were not always entering case
information into the CAPSS system in a timely manner.

For treatment cases, DSS policy requires that the victim child and family be
visited at least once per month (defined as once every 30 days). We found
various levels of compliance with this policy in the counties in our sample.
Table 2.2 shows the number and percentage of cases in our sample where at
least one monthly visit was not made in accordance with DSS policy.

COUNTY NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CASES

Bamberg 1 (50%)
Kershaw 3 (38%)
Lexington 8 (50%)
Marlboro 5 (83%)
York 17 (74%)

Source: LAC review of CPS case files.

According to an agency official, most visits are unannounced and a
caseworker may need to make several attempts at a visit before seeing a
child. However, we found cases in our review where multiple visits were
missed and, as a result, children were not seen for several months. For
example:

® |na case of sexual abuse in Kershaw County, the child was not seen for
almost three months (July 13, 2005 to September 30, 2005).

® In a case where a child was found at risk of physical abuse in Marlboro
County, 3 of the 7 visits were not made within 30 days, ranging from 7 to
19 days late.
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Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Recommendations

Case Determinations

® |na case of physical neglect in Lexington County, the children in the
family were not seen for over three months (October 4, 2004 to January
29, 2005).

® |nacase in Lexington County where there was a threat of harm of
physical abuse, the children were not seen for almost two months
(January 25, 2005 to March 21, 2005) and then not seen again for three
months (March 21, 2005 to July 1, 2005).

® In a case of sexual abuse and physical abuse in York County, a child was
not seen for over four months (June 11, 2004 to October 21, 2004).

® |na case where there was the threat of harm of sexual abuse in York
County, the children in the family were not seen for over five months
(June 29, 2004 to November 9, 2004) and were not seen again for over
five months (February 24, 2005 to July 29, 2005).

S.C. Code 820-7-764(B)(3) requires that children in foster care be seen at
least once per month. As noted above, it is DSS policy, not state law, that
children in CPS treatment cases be seen every 30 days. According to a
directive issued in September 2004 from the state office, “The primary goal
of each contact is to assess for the safety and well-being of the children.
These assessments are critical because they will drive all other case-related
decisions.” The directive further states, “Failure to make the minimum
contacts and failure to provide oversight of these requirements may result in
disciplinary action.”

=

The General Assembly should amend S.C. Code §20-7-650 to require
that children in child protective services treatment cases be seen at least
once every 30 days.

2. The Department of Social Services should establish a system for
ensuring compliance with the requirement that children in child
protective services treatment cases be seen every 30 days.

According to S.C. Code §20-7-650 (F), DSS has up to 60 days to make a
determination as to whether abuse or neglect has occurred in a case. Based on
a limited sample, we estimate that in Lexington County approximately 5% of
the 1,458 reports investigated between January 2004 and June 2005 took
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Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Recommendations

Delayed Decisions

Recommendations

longer than 60 days to make a determination. In some cases, the
determination took over 100 days. In York County, we found 30 (2%) of the
1,543 reports investigated during the same time period took longer than 60
days. Each of these occurrences is a violation of state law.

w

The Department of Social Services should establish a policy outlining
how counties will be held accountable for not completing investigations
within 60 days. The department should also take corrective action when
counties do not comply.

4. The Department of Social Services should include, in its annual
accountability report, performance measures for the percentage of cases
in which children were not seen every 30 days and the number of case
determinations which exceeded 60 days.

According to an agency official, in most cases, DSS makes a decision on
whether to accept for investigation an allegation of abuse or neglect based on
information gathered during the initial contact. S.C. Code §20-7-650 requires
that DSS initiate an investigation within 24 hours of a receipt of a report of
abuse and neglect. However, DSS policy allows employees to delay or
“pend” a decision on allegations of abuse for up to 24 hours to allow DSS to
gather additional information from professional contacts such as teachers,
doctors, or law enforcement. It is questionable whether state law allows DSS
to delay this decision.

According to information from the DSS Child and Adult Protective Services
System (CAPSS), between January 1, 2004 and June 30, 2005, DSS delayed
decisions in 2,306 (6%) of the 38,697 allegations of abuse and neglect. Of
these, 335 (15%) were delayed over 24 hours, in violation of DSS policy.
Also, according to CAPSS data, in 766 cases (including cases both formally
pended and not pended) DSS took 24 hours or more to make the decision
about whether to investigate a case. In 220 of these, the decision took over 7
days.

5. The Department of Social Services should stop delaying or “pending”
cases unless state law is amended to expressly authorize the department
to delay the initiation of an investigation.
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Chapter 2
Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Additional Compliance
Issues

Table 2.3: Cases Where Meetings
Were Not Held Within Five Days

Recommendation

6. If the law is amended, the department should establish, through
regulation, its policy and criteria for pending allegations of abuse and
neglect. The regulation should specify that decisions to accept or reject a
report are not to be delayed more than 24 hours.

DSS policy requires that there be a meeting between the supervisor and
caseworker no later than five days after a report of abuse and neglect has
been accepted for investigation. In three of the five counties in our sample,
we found evidence of noncompliance (see Table 2.3).

NUMBER AND
COUNTY
PERCENTAGE

Kershaw 1 (4%)
Lexington 23 (55%)
York 16 (33%)

Source: LAC analysis of CPS case files.

DSS policy requires that a supervisor review an allegation of abuse or
neglect before it is accepted for investigation. In 3 (6%) of the 48 cases in
York County and 2 (5%) of the 42 cases in Lexington County, there was no
documentation showing supervisory approval of the decision to either screen
out or accept the allegation for investigation. Without supervisory review, the
likelihood of rejecting an actual case of abuse or accepting a false report
increases.

DSS policy requires that a treatment plan be developed within 30 days of a
case decision in indicated cases of abuse and neglect. In 5 (83%) of 6 cases in
Marlboro County and in 10 (43%) of the 23 cases in York County, the
treatment plan was not completed within 30 days of the case decision.

7. The Department of Social Services should ensure that allegations of
abuse and neglect are reviewed by a supervisor and that a treatment plan
is developed within 30 days of the case decision.
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Chapter 2
Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Central Registry of
Abuse and
Neglect

S.C. Code 820-7-680 requires that DSS maintain a Central Registry of Child
Abuse and Neglect. This registry is separate from the Sex Offender Registry
maintained by the State Law Enforcement Division which contains the names
of individuals convicted in criminal court of certain sexual offenses. The
central registry contains names of individuals with indicated cases of abuse
and neglect.

The central registry is used by agencies and businesses throughout the state
to determine if prospective or current employees have a record of abuse
and/or neglect. Certain acts of abuse and neglect, particularly sexual abuse,
can result in an individual being listed on the registry. Individuals are placed
into the central registry only by order of either the family court or criminal
court. Between August 2004 and July 2005, DSS performed almost 50,000
checks of the registry. In our review of the central registry, we found that
individuals have not always been entered as required by law.

Individuals can be entered into the central registry in two ways.

e |nall indicated cases of sexual abuse, DSS is required to petition the
family court to have the perpetrator added to the registry.

® Persons convicted in criminal court of certain kinds of sex offenses are
required to be included on the central registry.

Cases of Sexual Abuse Indicated by DSS

S.C. Code 820-7-650(0) states, “The department must seek an order placing
a person in the Central Registry...in all cases in which...there is a
preponderance of evidence that the person committed sexual abuse.”
(Emphasis added.) DSS county staff are responsible for entering names into
the central registry where there is a family court order. We reviewed 77
cases of sexual abuse in our 5 sample counties to determine if the perpetrator
had been entered into the central registry. We found 30 (39%) cases where
DSS had not properly followed the process for entering individuals into the
central registry. For example:

® In Marlboro County, we found one case where, on June 21, 2004, the
family court had ordered the individual be placed on the central registry.
However, DSS did not place the individual on the central registry until
November 2005, almost 18 months after the order and after we inquired
about this case.
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Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

® In York County, as of December 2005, we found eight cases where DSS
had not yet gone to court because the county was “waiting on paperwork
from (the) treatment worker.” According to DSS staff, paperwork for
family court cases should be filed as soon as possible after the case
decision. Four of the cases had been substantiated for sexual abuse in
2004, with the earliest being June 5, 2004. The most recent case had been
substantiated on July 14, 2005.

® |n Lexington County, we found ten cases of sexual abuse where DSS did
not go to court because the county thought the law left DSS the option to
decide whether to go to court.

As a result of our inquiry, DSS instituted a centralized monitoring system to
ensure that individuals are entered into the central registry in a timely
manner. According to officials, DSS has taken the following steps:

® Examined individuals with substantiated cases of sexual abuse to
determine if the family court had been petitioned in all cases.

e |f the family court had not been petitioned, determining why the petition
was not filed.

® Where a petition was filed, updating the status of the case.

e Clarifying agency policy and responsibilities related to the central
registry and sent these clarifications to the county offices.

Sex Offenders Convicted in Criminal Court

S.C. Code 817-25-135 requires that when a person is convicted in criminal
court of certain offenses, and the offense involves sexual or physical abuse of
a child, the court is to order that person’s name be placed in the central
registry. The law further provides that the county clerk of court shall forward
the information to DSS in accordance with DSS guidelines. DSS state office
staff are responsible for entering names when the criminal court issues the
order. We reviewed a sample of convicted sex offenders in Bamberg and
Lexington counties and found 20 cases where the individuals had not been
placed on the central registry, as required by law. In all 20 cases, the judge
had not included in the sentencing order the requirement that the person be
placed on the central registry.

After our inquiry into these cases, DSS and the Office of Court
Administration revised the sentencing form used by judges to include a
specific reference to whether or not the person is to be placed on the central
registry. In addition, according to an Office of Court Administration official,
information about the registry was added to the clerk of court manual.
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Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Recommendations

Data Entry in
CAPSS

8. The Department of Social Services should continue its efforts to ensure
that the Central Registry of Abuse and Neglect is properly maintained,
including:

e Taking all indicated cases of sexual abuse to family court in a timely
manner, as required by S.C. Code §20-7-650(0).

e Adding all individuals convicted of sex offenses against minors by a
criminal court as required by S.C. Code §17-25-135.

9. The Office of Court Administration should monitor judges and county
clerks of court to ensure they carry out their duties related to the Central
Registry of Abuse and Neglect.

DSS has not adequately complied with its requirement that entries into the
Child and Adult Protective Services System (CAPSS) be made within 30
days of the case action. A long-time lag between case action and data entry
increases the likelihood of inaccurate data in CAPSS. Without timely entry
of case actions into CAPSS, supervision of casework and management by the
state office is made more difficult. There are various types of case actions
that are entered into CAPSS, including:

Monthly visits with children/family.
Telephone contacts with other involved parties.
Educational contacts.

Case meetings with supervisors.

Completion of DSS standardized forms.

If even one of these CAPSS entries is made on the 31* day after the case
action, it is a violation. Our review found a lack of compliance in all the
counties in our sample. Table 2.4 shows the number and percentage of cases
where at least one of the case actions was entered late.
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Compliance with State Law and DSS Policy

Table 2.4: Cases With At Least
One Entry in CAPSS Not Made
Within 30 Days of Case Action

R NUMBER AND PERCENT
OF ALL CASES*

Bamberg 2 (50%)
Kershaw 15 (63%)
Lexington 26 (62%)
Marlboro 8 (100%)
York 39 (81%)

* Screened out cases would not be subject to this policy, since, by
definition, they are not investigated.

Source: LAC analysis of CPS case files.

While a case may be in violation of this policy based on a single late entry
being just one day late, we also found cases where multiple actions were
entered beyond the 30-day window and where the length of time between
case action and data entry into CAPSS was several months. For example:

® |na Kershaw County case, all 8 entries in the case were from 104 to 147
days late. The decision to close the case as unfounded was made in
December 2004 but none of the entries into CAPSS were made prior to
April 2005.

® |na Marlboro County case, 19 (40%) of the 48 entries were late,
including a face-to-face visit with the family that was made on August
12, 2005, but not entered into CAPSS until October 28, 2005.

® In a Lexington County case, 8 (53%) of the 15 entries were from 113 to
211 days late. A telephone contact with the child’s school was made on
January 14, 2004, but not entered until September 11, 2004. A home visit
made on January 15, 2004 was not entered until September 11, 2004.

DSS has also examined the number of treatment cases where no actions had
been entered into CAPSS. In January 2006, it found that 17% of all treatment
cases showed no CAPSS entries for three months. In Allendale County,

13 (65%) of 20 treatment cases showed no activity for 3 months.

Caseworkers are not prevented from entering dictation into CAPSS, no
matter how much time has passed between the case action and entry into the
system. In Marlboro County, we reviewed a case where, according to
information in CAPSS, there had been no visits between January and April of
2005. When we inquired about the lack of visits, a county official responded
that visits had been made in February and March of 2005. However, these
visits were not entered into CAPSS until January of 2006, almost one year
after they had taken place and after our inquiry.
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Recommendation

Conclusion

DSS does not have a separate form documenting visits. Caseworkers keep
handwritten notes of the visits and then make entries in CAPSS to document
the visit. According to state office officials, a case is not considered closed
until all the paperwork has been completed. However, we found no evidence
that employees have been disciplined for failure to enter information on a
timely basis (see p. 22).

10. The Department of Social Services should implement controls in the
Child and Adult Protective Services System to require caseworkers to
obtain the approval of their supervisors before entering data after a
specified time period.

We found areas of non-compliance with state law and DSS policy in every
county in our sample. County officials have cited high caseload and lack of
sufficient supervision as reasons for non-compliance. Other factors that may
contribute to non-compliance include the failure to discipline employees
(see p. 22) and the need for improvement in DSS’s quality control process
(see p. 24).
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Caseworker Caseload, Employee Discipline,
and Quality Control

Staffing and
Caseloads

Caseloads

We examined caseworker caseloads, DSS’s process for disciplining
employees, and the department’s quality control process for CPS. Based on
caseload information for 2005, we found that DSS did not meet national
caseload standards. In addition, we found examples where DSS did not
discipline workers for violations of DSS policy. Finally, we reviewed DSS’s
quality control process and found instances where the process had not been
effective in improving underperforming counties.

Based on caseload information for 2005, the Department of Social Services
needed additional staff to bring South Carolina more in line with the national
standard for the number of treatment cases handled by a treatment
caseworker. The Department of Social Services requested approximately
$8.2 million for 350 new staff positions in its 2006 budget request. The
General Assembly funded these positions for FY 06-07. Of those new staff,
DSS requested 91 new treatment caseworkers.

Staffing and caseloads varied significantly between the counties. The agency
has lost approximately 50 child welfare workers since 2001. However, the
turnover rate for child protective services staff averaged 7% from July 2002
through June 2005, which is lower than the FY 04-05 overall average of
11.54% for DSS and 12.64% for all state agencies.

During 2005, DSS had 424 authorized county treatment and assessment
positions allocated to the child protective services program statewide. These
positions are allocated to the county offices as well as the state office, and the
number varies by location.

We found that computing caseload standards is not an exact science, and
there is currently no universally accepted formula for computing caseloads. It
is difficult to compare worker caseloads from one state to another due to a
variety of factors. Some agencies measure caseloads in families per worker
while others measure it based on the number of children per worker. In South
Carolina, each foster child is considered a case while each family is
considered a case in CPS in-home treatment. In addition, some workers may
handle only one type of case (i.e. investigation or in-home treatment) while
others may handle more than one type.
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We reviewed information from various national human services
organizations, such as the Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) and
the National Resource Center, regarding caseloads. The CWLA is the
nation’s oldest and largest membership-based child welfare organization with
more than 900 public and private nonprofit agencies. One of its goals is to
develop and disseminate practice standards as benchmarks for high-quality
services that protect children and families.

To best determine caseload ratios, the CWLA recommends studying
workloads of a state’s CPS program. Workloads are best determined through
careful time studies conducted within the individual agency. However, with
the limitations cited above, the Child Welfare League of America has
established recommended national standards for assessment and treatment
caseloads. As of 2005, DSS’s caseload for CPS in-home treatment cases
exceeded the recommended national standards developed by the CWLA. The
current caseload for CPS assessment cases is in line with national standards.

DSS’s caseloads compare to CWLA standards as follows:

Intake/Assessment/Investigation — The average DSS caseload in this
category is approximately seven cases for each caseworker. The CWLA
standard for intake and investigation is 12 cases for each caseworker;
therefore, DSS is better than the national standard. Only three counties
are slightly above that standard.

In-Home Treatment — On average, each DSS treatment worker statewide
has approximately 22 treatment cases. The CWLA standard for treatment
cases is 17 cases for each treatment worker; therefore, DSS is worse than
the national standard. However, the average number of treatment cases
per worker varies dramatically between counties. For example, one
county averages 3 treatment cases per caseworker while another county
averages 54 cases per worker. Thirty-six of 46 counties have caseloads
above the national standard.

As part of our audit, we reviewed CPS cases in five counties and found
various levels of compliance with state law and DSS policy (see p. 5).
According to county officials, the reasons for problems with compliance
included lack of staff and staff turnover. Table 3.1 shows the number of
treatment staff in the five counties reviewed and the number of additional
positions needed based on CWLA standards.
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Table 3.1: Additional Treatment
Positions Needed in Sample
Counties

Differences in Counties

GOl AUTHORIZED POSITIONS ADDITIONAL POSITIONS
AS OF NOVEMBER 2005 NEEDED

Bamberg 1 0
Kershaw 2 1
Lexington 9 4
Marlboro 4 0
York 16 6

Source: DSS CAPSS data and LAC analysis.

While we were reviewing cases in our sample counties, we found that
counties had legitimate concerns about staffing issues which may be specific
to individual counties. For example:

® York County has lost staff to nearby Mecklenburg County in North
Carolina because the pay scale for a Mecklenburg County caseworker is
approximately $7,500 to $12,000 more per year than what South Carolina
pays. York County’s population grew 25% from 1990 to 2000.

® | exington County had the same number of allotted caseworkers in 2005
as it did in 1995, but its population had grown almost 30% from 1990 to
2000.

The counties vary in their demographics and their caseloads. In some smaller
counties, staff allocated to one program may also work in other programs, as
needed.

According to DSS officials, they have not conducted analyses or workload
studies to determine specific caseload standards. This type of analysis would
take into account the amount of time it takes for a CPS worker to complete
specific duties. DSS staff also must consider employee absences due to
required training, medical or military leave. Since no analysis has been done,
the department relied primarily on the caseload standards outlined by the
Child Welfare League of America when developing its budget request.
Without some type of analysis, DSS cannot determine the best way to
allocate 