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Texas Child Protective Services Workload
Assessment

Goal: develop a separate case
weight for CPS cases to be used in

analyzing judicial workload in
Texas courts that handle child

protection cases.

2007 Study Case Weights
Case Weights
Case Types (minutes)
Felony Group A 186
Felony Group B 39
Misdemeanors 12
Injury or Damage - MV 126
Injury or Damage - Non MV 122
Contract 53
Other Civil 27
Divorce a7
Modifications / Enforcement 33
Other Family Law 48
Delinquent Conduct 54
CINS 14
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2007 Study Case Weights
Case Weights
Case Types (minutes)
Felony GI A 186
elonyGroup Other Family Law includes:
Felony Group B 39 .
Misdemeanors 12 IV-Paternity
Injury or Damage - MV 126 IV-D Support Order
Injury or Damage - Non MV/ 122 Established
Contract 53 Parent-Child — No divorce
OFherCMI 2 Other Family Law Matters
Divorce 47 - -
Modifications / Enforcement 33 Child Protection Cases
Other Family Law 48
Delinquent Conduct 54
CINS 14
Judicial Assessment Process
Current Practice Judicial Needs Assessment Committee

“What is”

Provide project guidance and oversight

 Events — Types of hearings

* Review judge-day and judge-year values

* Establish scope and method of time
Quality Adjustment study data collection (e.g., participation
“What should be” sampling strategy, duration)

Elements used to calculate number of judges needed

o Accurate filing counts
Q Judge year value

o Case weights
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Calculating Resource Need Example
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Number of
new filed
cases
Case Type A 1,000
Filings
Case Type B 3,000
Case Type C 200
4,200
Calculating Resource Need Example
Number of
new filed Time
cases * (mins)
Case Type A 1,000 * 300
Case
Case Type B 3,000 * 50 Weights
Case Type C 200 * 125
4,200
Calculating Resource Need Example
Number of
new filed Time Workload
cases * (mins) = (mins)
Case Type A 1,000 * 300 = 300,000
Case Type B 3,000 * 50 = 150,000
Case Type C 200 * 125 = 25,000
4,200 475,000
Workload




Calculating Resource Need Example

Total
Workload
(mins)

475,000

Calculating Resource Need Example

Total
Workload Judge Year
(mins) + Value (mins)
475,000 N 77,400

Calculating Resource Need Example

Amount of time
available in a year
to handle cases
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Total Implied
Workload Judge Year Judge
(mins) + Value (mins) = Need
475,000 + 77,400 = 6.1
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Available Judicial Officer Time

“Judge day”— Number of hours per day judicial officers are
available for case-related activities

“Judge year”— Number of days per year judicial officers are
available to perform case-related activities

Factors determine a “standard” for the total time judicial
officers have available each year

Available Judicial Officer Time

Case-related matters: Time spent Non-case related: Time spent on
handling cases both on-bench and  functions not directly case-related.
off-bench.

Non-Case-Related Events

Work-related travel time

% Non-case-related administration

M. Judicial education and training

EQ General legal research

?:S Committee, other meetings and related work

Community activities and public outreach

~
@ Vacation, sick leave, and holidays




Judg

e Years (in days) in Selected States

State Judge Year State Judge Year
Arkansas 226
Missouri 224 Michigan 215
Delaware 222 Minnesota 215
New York 221 New Mexico 214
Colorado 220 Washington 214
Georgia 220 Connecticut 213
Oregon 220 Nebraska 211
Maine 219 Utah 211
New Hampshire 219 Louisiana 209
Hawaii 218 Wisconsin 209
Virginia 216 North Dakota 205
Florida 215 Alabama 200
California 215

25-state average -

Texas Judge Day

The standard judge day reflects judge time actually spent

on

case-related matters (both on and off the bench).

* The standard judge day is:

Distr

Q00000

— 6 hours for judicial officers in Jurisdictional Patterns 1 and 2
— 5.5 hours for judicial officers in Jurisdictional Patterns 3, 4, 5, 6

— 5 hours for judicial officers in Child Protection Courts

ict Court Jurisdictional Patterns

Single County, Multiple Courts, No Courts Serve Another County
Single County, Single Court, Court Does Not Serve An Another County
Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, Identical Jurisdictions

Multiple Counties, Single Court

Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, One Separate Jurisdiction

Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, Many Separate Jurisdictions
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District Court Jurisdictional Patterns

6 Q Single County, Multiple Courts, No Courts Serve Another County
Q Single County, Single Court, Court Does Not Serve An Another County
e Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, Identical Jurisdictions
Multiple Counties, Single Court
5.5

e Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, One Separate Jurisdiction

Multiple Counties, Multiple Courts, Many Separate Jurisdictions

Judge Year Value: Jurisdictional Patterns 1 and 2

215 days x 6 hours/day x 60 minutes = 77,400 minutes

> Each FTE judge has 77,400 minutes
per year for case-related work

Texas Judge Day

The standard judge day reflects judge time actually spent
on case-related matters.

* The standard judge day is:
— 6 hours for judicial officers in Jurisdictional Patterns 1 and 2
— 5.5 hours for judicial officers in Jurisdictional Patterns 3, 4, 5, 6

— 5 hours for judicial officers in Child Protection Courts
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Judicial Assessment Process

Time Study

Current Practice October 26 — November 22, 2015
“What is”

« Benchmark of current practice

- Participants: 19 CPC clusters & 37
district court judges

« Event-based analysis

Quality Adjustment « How much time do judges spend
“What should be” on hearings in the life of a CPS

case?
« Case weights describe “what is”

Time Study

Daily Time Log

Web-based tool

Hearings

o Removal hearing

e Adversary or 14-day hearing

© show cause hearing

o Status hearing

e Initial permanency hearing

@ Subsequent permanency hearing (before final hearing)
e Motions and additional hearings (before final hearing)
@ Final hearing

9 Motions and additional hearings (post final hearing)
@ Permanency hearing (after final order)
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Additional Information

Pre-hearing preparation

E’ Case administration

a Travel time (CPC judges only)

Time Study

P hudges Durstion lime) verage per Hearing
Hearing Ay Time/ case
brep earing o Neoring | _treguency et
Emergency remous!fex pare) hearing 1188 s 2430 128 s 6
. s ams s 234 i s
Adversary or 14doy hearing 200 830 1150 88
Status hesring si0 s 02
nitial prmanency hearing before fnal order s 7ars o
Subsecuent parmanency bearings before fins! order 650 10955 26
Metions snd sdatians! hessings pre-finsl hearing w00 s360 193
- 205 17288 192 wren 78
Metions and addians! hearings pest-inal hearing 2510 apes 155 1088 )
Permanency hearings afte final order ssw  uas 155 sesn 253
T oiew 204
CPC judges spent 30,835 minutes (514 hours) preparing for hearings
& 54,005 minutes (900 hours) conducting hearings
Time Study
P hudges Durstion lime) verage per Hearing
Frep  Hearing | AugTime/ case
brep earing o Tee  Time  hearing  _freauency weight
Emergency remous!fex pare) hearing 1188 s 203 132 18 a0 s 6
. a5 sam #5 a3s a0 % 10s
Adversary or 14doy hearing 8350 11320 s
Status hearing S0 s 35 ns
nitial prmanency hearing before fnal order a5 7ams 9 a2

Subzequent parmanency hesrings before fnal order 4035 6310 10855 s
Motions and adaitianal hassings prefinal hearing 2 ap0 s w3

Final hesting 1005 1788 35 a4 10745 .
Motians and adéitiona| hearings sost-final hearing 2510 aos 125 s 1 P
Permanency hearings aftr final order 850 11375 27w 9% 3

54005 54840 a0

CPC judges held 2,199 hearings




Time Study
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PC hudges Curticn {ime) verage per mearing
e case
P Hearng avaings trevmey  wiegnt
Emergency removs!fex aarz) hearing 1205 24 ) a8
Wonemergency bearing 265 s nis e
adversary or 16-doy hearing 830 130 i sor
stanus hesring s10  sams % me
) ptrreanency hesring before sl orcc a0 7ams s 245
Subseauent prmanency hearings beforefinsl order 6520 10355 s ass
Motions and additianal hearings are final hearing o0 60 ns s ;s s s
Final hearing 1pss 17285 a4 a0z 08 107 4% 758
Motians and sdétans! hearings postfinal hearing 510 s ns  1ms s 108% I
Fermanency hesrings she fina! ocer s uars u 155 ase ssow 353
Soms  Ag0s  w4sa0 2804
Average Prep Time for Status Hearings
3,275 minutes + 255 hearings =of prep time per hearing
Average Hearing Time for Status Hearings
5,160 minutes + 255 hearings 4 20.2 minutes |per hearing
Time Study

PG g Durstion lime) verage per Hesring
Hearing Ay Time/ case
Prep  rearig  Toml _ snearings n Hearing e
Emergency remous!fex pare) hearing 1185 128 283 133 a0 6
- s ams s 3e a0 105
Adversary or La-dey hearing 190 &30 D150 P 07
Status hesring st su0 sess 02 s
nitial permanency hearing before finalarder apes  as0 7a7s ss a7 245
Subsecuent parmanency bearings before fins! order a0 es0 0sm s e ws
Motions and sdarans! heseings prefinal hearing a0 680 93 0s a1
Fieahearing ups  1ass w2 706 wren 78
Motions and sdditians! hesrings post-ins! hesring 155 2810 4o 18 15 s 1088 33
Fermanency hearings ater final order 75 es  nams @ u 55 s sesn 253
EE 204

12.8 minutes of prep time + 20.2 minutes of hearing time = 33.1 total minutes

Time Study

€RE dudges Ourstion (time] fvesage per Hesring
Frep  Heaing A Time)
Erep  Weoring Toe anenrings  Time Teme _Hearing
Emergency remousl fex parte) hearing 1185 s 28 132 138 20
- 3758 e sam 6 34 480
Adversary or La~day hearing 2000 8330 1130 u8 a1 s ass
Status heaing 325 s1e0 sa3s 38 s W m
nitial permanency hearing before final arder 2785 4530 7475 93 142 is w2
Subzequent parmanency hesrings before fnal order 4035 6310 10855 ¥ ns 18 sta
Motions and adaitianal hassings prefinal hearing ap0 s w3 193 308 1
aoss 17288 #s5 ara a0z 706 107.4% 758
= postHinsl hearing 1518 2810 4008 18 us 15 ne 1088 a3
Permanency hearings afer final ceder a7ss 630 1375 @7 ma 135 26 a9n 253
30835 S4005 9440 219 oA

CALCULATE CASE WEIGHT COMPONENT:

Total minutes X Frequency of occurrence of hearing = Case Weight

Frequency of occurrence based on cases filed in CY 2011, 2012, 2013
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Time Study
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o
s Tl i Twe e heng e wege
vt 4 oy s i ase msm we ni se  se
S ——————tis 0% 450 doos 2% 1
Motions and additional hearings pre-final hearing 350 010 5380 208 113 33.1 minutes X 71.2% = 23.6 minutes
S R e T
Time Study
p— — P
T g Ay Tin
e g w0 ume e ui ome  ss ww e
S pamarenes e bk o0 s m s me e
o5 s w8 4 s e e
e ]

CPS time study case weights
 All judges (CPC and District) = 238 minutes
* CPC judges = 280.4 minutes
« District Judges = 197.7 minutes

What Is A Case Weight?

The case weight represents the average amount of time judicial
officers spend on the handling of cases.

Example:

A case weight of 150 minutes means that, on average,
a case of this type requires 150 minutes of judge time
from filing through post-disposition activity.
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PREP TIME — Final Hearing

|
A ATRARNA

Emergency NonEmeg  14-day Staus  IntialPerm  SubPerm  Motonspre | Fna | Motonspost Permanency

Judicial Assessment Process

Current Practice
“What is”

Quality Adjustment
“What should be”

Sufficiency Survey

Adversary or 14-Day Hearing

Activities
Peview regorts e case fle prior e haareg

Sufficiency Survey
Web-based survey

Input from CPC and District judges
statewide

For each activity related to specific hearings
in Child Protective Services cases, please
indicate how often you feel that additional
time would improve adherence to quality
standards.

Used by Delphi groups to identify tradeoffs,
bottlenecks, or areas of perceived resource
constraints

remeal
adress ssues ofserves
ensure that parents undersiand terms of erder and next stops

prepare and enter onder

v~ how often do you feel that additionaltime

would impi

ensure famiy wseation plan s been fied. | 1) fewer than 10 percent of cases

s sy man s ekl 91 900 oo ot cacec
3) 26to 50% of cases
4) 51t075%of cases

5) more than 75% of cases

quality
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Quality Adjustment (Delphi)

Current Practice Quality Adjustment Sessions

2 i
What is Structured method for assessing
reasonableness of case weights
« Gather expert opinion on key case-
related activities
Quality Adjustment « Think explicitly about how specific types
“What sh(l:iuld be” of cases are handled

« Discuss how much time should be spent

« Provide specific rationales for
adjustments

« Consensus-based approach

Quality Adjustment (Delphi)

Current Practice Adjustments Made

What is « Status Hearing: 5 additional minutes
* To allow more time for hearing, discuss
placement options, consider service
plans
+ Initial Permanency Hearing: 5 additional
Quality Adjustment minutes
“What should be”

* To allow more time to review how each
child is doing, providing a thorough
discussion of permanence plan, and

address procedural issues

Quality Adjustment (Delphi)

Current Practice Adjustments Made

“Whatis” * Permanency Hearing after Final Order — 15
additional minutes in 40% of cases
* To allow more time to talk with the child,
therapist, family members to examine
reasons for placement changes,
Quality Adjustment necessity of residential treatment, and
“What should be” goals for achieving permanency
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Final CPS Case Weight
@ 293 minutes per CPS case filed

@_ 11,958 CPS cases filed (FY16)

ﬁ Total need statewide = 45 to 54 full-time equivalent
- judicial officers

Questions?

Amanda Stites

Court Services Manager
Office of Court Administration
amanda.stites@txcourts.gov
512-463-1643
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