UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE

SUMMARY
The Human Services In-depth Budget Review (found at http://le.utah.gov/interim/2010/pdf/00001613.pdf) was assigned
by the Executive Appropriations Committee (EAC) and later heard by EAC and the Social Services and Executive Offices and
Criminal Justice Appropriations Subcommittees. The in-depth review included 15 major recommendations and 14 other
additional recommendations. The two subcommittees passed intent language to have Human Services report back on the
progress and status of the review’s recommendations during the 2012 and 2013 General Sessions.

2013 GENERAL SESSION
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CAL ANALY: STAFF: STEPHEN JARDINE AND ZACK KING

LEGISLATIVE ACTION

For follow up Major Recommendation item number 1 and Minor Recommendation item number 5, the fiscal analyst

recommends the Subcommittee approve intent language in connection with the DCFS SAFE system replacement that

would encompass regular reporting on DCFS technology issues (see the budget brief Department of Human Services —

1.

Division of Child and Family Services Legislative Action item number 2).

2. For follow up Major Recommendation item numbers 2 and 7 and Minor Recommendation item number 6, the fiscal
analyst recommends the Social Services and Executive Offices and Criminal Justice Appropriations Subcommittees
consider hearing reports on these topics in subsequent meetings.

BACKGROUND

An in-depth budget review was done on the Department of Human Services (including the Division of Juvenile Justice
Services) and reported to the Executive Appropriations Committee (EAC). EAC voted to have the report heard in the
Health and Human Services (now Social Services) and Executive Offices and Criminal Justice appropriations
subcommittees. Both subcommittees heard the in-depth review and subsequently passed intent language to have Human
Services report during the 2012 and 2013 General Sessions on the progress and status regarding its recommendations
(S.B. 2, items 15 and 83 from the 2011 General Session and H.B. 2 items 16 and 96 from the 2012 General Session).

The in-depth budget review included 15 major recommendations and 14 additional recommendations. Status and

implementation for all 29 recommendations is reported in this brief in compliance with intent language.

PROGRESS AND STATUS ON THE REVIEW’S 29 RECOMMENDATIONS

Selected 15 Major Recommendations

The Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS)
establish a pilot program that would decrease office
time and increase field time by the use of non-
traditional work schedules, laptops, cell phones, and
other technologies. (P. 28)

With better technology field workers could be more
efficient and effective.

Status: “During fiscal year 2011-2012 DCFS was able
to utilize some federal incentive money to update
computer hardware and software. Caseworkers
were given laptops and the ability to connect to the

system to document logs if they had an internet
connection. These computers had updated
operating systems, and newer software versions that
have more automated features. Software was also
purchased to set up more on-line web trainings for
workers in the future. Additionally phones were
updated, many with tethering capabilities, so that
workers could access email when in the field and
would also be able to tether lap tops in order to
access the system to complete case logs. The
information attached outlines the purchases made
for these upgrades.
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Many workers have a set flex schedule. Itis very 4. The Legislature eliminate or provide authority for the

important to note that almost all of our caseworkers
and support staff regularly flex their schedules to
meet the needs of the public that we serve.
Attached are reported numbers on the approximate
percentage of staff that worked non 8-5 schedules in
FY2011 and those that telecommuted regularly.

It may be difficult to determine the effectiveness of
these technology upgrades. We have been
monitoring whether time to case closure and time to
placement entry has decreased. We also surveyed
workers to get their perceptions of how these new
technologies affected their efficiency and their
downtime as the audit was related to worker
perception. The survey was completed in 2012.

See the In-depth budget DCFS Technology Progress
Review (in Appendix) for more detail.”

LFA recommends the Subcommittee approve intent
language in connection with the DCFS SAFE system
replacement that would encompass regular
reporting on DCFS technology issues.

DCFS explore alternatives to housing case workers in
single, private offices and paying for multiple high-
cost leases around the state. (P. 83)

The division currently provides case workers and
support staff with single, private offices.

Status: “The Cedar City Admin office is being
consolidated into the Cedar City Regional office and
will give back 1,336 ft. of space.”

Previous DCFS office consolidation was reported in
the 2012 General Session issue brief on this topic.
This is in addition to that report. No further action
needed, although the Subcommittee may want to
include the efficient use of office space as a topic
during a future Subcommittee meeting.

The department realign priorities and decision
making by moving State Hospital funding to counties
since they are responsible for hospital placements.
The department and counties should provide options
to the Analyst by November 1, 2011. (P. 41)

Direct State Hospital funding discourages counties
from managing service costs.

Status: “Completed. The Utah State Hospital
Funding Study Group report was submitted to the
LFA.”

No further action needed.

Acute Rehabilitation Treatment Center (ARTC)
program at the State Hospital. (P. 38)

All Human Services programs have statutory
authority except the State Hospital 5-bed ARTC
program. It provides acute beds for rural community
mental health centers that do not have community
inpatient psychiatric beds

Status: “In FY 2003 (during the 2003 session), USH
received an increased appropriation of $570,000 in
dedicated credit revenue. The title was "State
Hospital - adjust estimate for acute care beds".
Source: Budget Summary, FY 2004 and FY 2003
Supplementals, GOPB, April 2003.

It is our understanding that this appropriation was
the action by the Legislature to authorize the ARTC
program.

The DSAMH and Utah Behavioral Healthcare
Committee workgroup met with the Department of
Health early in 2012 to review access to care and
funding options for patients in the ARTC. Medicaid
requires statewide access to acute inpatient care.
None of the rural Mental Health Authorities have the
purchasing power or volume necessary to access
hospital beds for Medicaid or unfunded clients in the
same way that urban mental health authorities do.

The ARTC workgroup recommendations were:

e Continue ARTC to ensure appropriate acute
inpatient psychiatric hospitalization is available
to Utah citizens in rural areas.

e Expand access to ARTC beds for all rural
authorities: Northeastern Counseling, Central
Utah Counseling Center, Four Corners Mental
Health, San Juan Counseling, Summit County,
Tooele County, and Wasatch County.

e Monitor access to ensure appropriate utilization
based on population.”

No further action needed.

The department disclose to the Legislature all federal
block grants: available balances, authorized federal
amounts, detailed projected expenditures, and
changes on an ongoing basis. (P. 75)

Four federal block grants used by the department
are highly flexible and can be transferred across line
items and departments, accumulated off the budget,
and used according to agency rather than legislative
direction.
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Status: “Completed. The department provided
information to the Fiscal Analyst, which has been

No further action needed.

. . . ) 9. The department post transaction level detail
included in the 2012 General Session Issue Brief — . .
) . . p showing vendor/payee on the Transparency website.
Social Services Related Revenue Options. (P. 74)
No further action needed. The Analyst recommends the department post
The state sell the five Division of Services for People transaction level detail showing vendor/payee
with Disabilities’ (DSPD) group homes or lease them information on the Transparency website.
to providers at market rates. (P. 84) Status: “Completed. The information requested that
The state built five, $450,000 group homes for the shows vendor/payee detail on the Transparency
Division of Services for People with Disabilities and website is now available as part of the
currently leases these buildings at no cost to private implementation of CAPS, the USSDS rewrite.”
prqv!ders. Other prowd('ers house individuals in No further action needed.
division programs at their own expense.
. . 10. DFCM assist the Office of Recovery Services (ORS) to
Status: Analysis Completed: report submitted to LFA . .
o . find other state agencies to share 23,000 square feet
by DSPD and the Division of Facilities and .
. of vacant lease space in the HK Towers. (P. 83)
Construction Management.
. The Analyst recommends DFCM assist the Office of
No further action needed. . . .
Recovery Services to find other state agencies to
The Department of Facilities Construction and share 23,000 square feet of vacant lease space in the
Management (DFCM) and the department study how HK Towers.
to best u(sje 62,400 s”q;;)e feet offvacant I:)u”:mi th Status: “The HK Tower lease has been renegotiated
stacei an us;e T::set (Pa;r()e)s ot excess fands at the from $21.54 to $19.77 per square foot. The total
cevelopmental Lenter. {F. square footage leased has been reduced 25,618
The Developmental Center has 62,400 square feet of square feet, from 97,246 to 71,628. These changes
vacant facility space available and 250 acres of result in an annual savings of $678,593.28.”
available farm land. DFCM response: “This space has been filled by the
Status: “The strategic plan that includes plans for Department of Health to house their new
unused space and land at the USDC is close to being Medicaid/Medicare program. Renovation of the
finalized and will be shared with the LFA when it is space is nearly finished, and Health is expected to be
ready, later this month. completely moved in by the end of the month
DFCM response: With Building Board approval, (lanuary 2013).
DFCM engaged a planning consulting firm to create a No further action needed.
comprehensive Master Plan, which is currently 11. ORS and DFCM plan to exit the HK Tower lease when

nearing completion, for the future development and
use of vacant Developmental Center property.”

LFA recommends the Subcommittee consider
hearing the Master Plan in a subsequent meeting.

The Developmental Center and the State Hospital
annually provide the Analyst with a detailed average
direct and overhead cost per patient. (PP. 17 and 39)

The department does not collect detailed costs per
individual at the State Hospital or the State
Developmental Center, inhibiting legislative and
management analysis of treatment alternatives.

Status: “Completed. The Utah State Developmental
Center and Utah State Hospital reports were
submitted to the LFA.”

it comes due in FY 2014 and explore options in state
owned facilities. (P. 82)

The Analyst recommends ORS and DFCM plan to exit
the HK Tower lease when it comes due in FY 2014
and explore options in state owned facilities.

Status: “See response to major recommendation
10.”

DFCM response: “This lease was renewed through
June 2018. This is mainly due to ORS being
considered for inclusion in a couple of different
possible plans involving new and existing State-
owned space, which precludes a long-term move to
new leased space at this time.”
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12.

13.

No further action needed.

DFCM develop new space standards based on
current needs and employee information. (P. 81)

The Analyst recommends DFCM develop new space
standards based on current needs and employee
information.

Status:

DFCM response: “This has been underway for 6
months and the consultant is 85% complete. We
expect final completion within one month. We are
also having the consultant evaluate the potential for
an on-line space utilization program that tracks staff
assigned to location by HR database, calculates space
needed based on the standard, and alerts DFCM to
notable under/over utilization of space.”

No further action needed.

All department divisions follow best practices for
performance measures (P. 65 in App. #3):

e Measure things that matter

e Focus on outcomes, then outputs

e Compare internally and against other states

The best department examples are DCFS for state
provided services and the Division of Substance
Abuse and Mental Health (DSAMH) for contract
services.

Agency performance measures vary widely in quality
and quantity.

Status: “Analysis Completed. Improvements are
ongoing. The Department of Human Services
appreciates the importance of performance
measures and is engaged in a continuous effort to
improve the measures for its programs. The
Executive Director has communicated this to the
leadership team and is working with each division to
focus attention on measuring what matters based on
the statutory missions.

The first step is to analyze the current measures that
are used based on the following criteria:

e Core mission and services;

e Using measures as a management tool;

e Telling the story of program effectiveness; and
e Best practices and national standards.

Next, identify measures that need to be improved.
And finally, identify outcome measures that speak to

the impact and effectiveness of programs. At the
same time, the department recognizes that output
measures which identify the demands on our
services are important to manage our resources
efficiently and prudently. All performance measures,
both output and outcome, need to align with the
statutory mission of the agency and the services
provided.

The department has prioritized attention to
performance measures of the divisions and offices
with the following order and emphasis:

Juvenile Justice Services — measures have been
improved and initiated to focus on the importance of
recidivism in assessing the effectiveness of programs
on preventing and reducing juvenile crime and the
burden on the justice system.

Child and Family Services — focus existing measures
on guiding management decisions regarding
resource allocation and policy.

Substance Abuse and Mental Health —improved
communication of measures of the oversight
function for accountability and system quality.

Services for People with Disabilities — DSPD has
continued to make significant changes to its public
reporting of outcome measures in response to the
concerns outlined in the Legislative Fiscal Analyst's
in-depth review of DHS. The FY 2012 Annual Report
available on the DSPD website included information
about both its own and provider budgets (pages 7-8),
service descriptions, costs, rates, unit classification
and utilization (pages 13-19), performance outcomes
for both private and state support coordinators
(page 20) and provider performance outcomes in
meeting contract requirements (pages 25-26).
Beginning in FY 2013 DSPD rejoined its membership
in the Core Indicators Project - a reporting database
for state disability agencies to report standardized
performance outcomes. This will allow DSPD to
compare the outcomes it achieves with other states
and national averages on a wide variety of measures.
In FY 2012, DSPD began reporting two new
performance outcomes in the DSPD scorecard; a new
measure of consumer health and safety related to
significant incidents and the percentage of people
with disabilities employed as part of the Supported
Work Independence program. DSPD plans to
continue to refine improvements to outcome
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measures and reporting in the coming year and to
expand the reporting on these topics that is part of
future DSPD annual reports and data available on the
DSPD website. Currently, a wide range of
performance data is available on the DSPD website
including performance data for support
coordinators, fiscal agents (payroll service agencies),
annual reports and several National reports in which
DSPD participates. For more details please visit the
DSPD website at

http://dspd.utah.gov/reports main.htm.

Aging and Adult Services — use adult protective
services case information to recommend appropriate
referral services for clients and continue to track cost
savings for community alternatives to nursing home
placements.

Office of Recovery Services — “continue excellent,
currently required measures that assess the
efficiency and effectiveness of collection and cost
avoidance efforts.”

No further action needed.

All programs develop easily understood reports
regarding major budget areas and routinely share
them with the Legislature, Governor’s Office and the
public by publishing them on public websites
(various pages).

Department programs collect detailed financial
information which is often difficult for outsiders to
obtain and understand once they do get it.

Status: “Completed. An easily understood Budget
Report for the department and for each of the
Divisions was created and posted to the
department’s web site
(http://www.dhs.utah.gov/pdf/BUDGET%20REPORT.
pdf).”

No further action needed.

The department annually report distribution of
services by county to the Legislature for:

e State Hospital Forensic Unit (P. 42)

e Utah State Developmental Center (P. 20)

e DCFS regional budgets (P. 32)

e DJJS detention and secure care facilities (P. 52).

Some department services do not appear to be
distributed in a manner consistent with relevant
populations.

Status: “Completed. The above referenced reports
were submitted to the LFA.”

No further action needed.

|
OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST

-5-

JANUARY 23, 2013, 8:49 AM



14 Other Remaining Recommendations

Multiple Agency

1.

As it completes its USSDS Rewrite by April 2011, the
Analyst recommends the department make USSDS
detailed transaction records available annually and
on a timely basis to the Legislature and the
Governor. (#2 on p. 16 and #2 on p. 28)

78.9% (5155 million) of all DSPD transactions and
40.2% ($63.2 million) of all DCFS transactions are not
available to the Legislature and Governor for review.
The Governor’s Optimization Commission
recommended “accelerate robust information
systems and tools to measure performance, increase
communication, and institutionalize accountability”
(page C-2).

Status: “Completed. USSDS was replaced with CAPS
(Contracts Approvals and Payments System). As part
of CAPS, there is a new interface with FINET, the
State’s accounting system. Through the new
interface, provider (vendor) names are included in
information sent to FINET. For certain confidential
payments, “DHS Provider” is included in the
transmittal to FINET instead of the actual provider
name. The Transparency website pulls data from
FINET; therefore provider names are available on the
Transparency website.”

No further action needed.

Division of Services for People with Disabilities

2.

The Analyst recommends DSPD provide a detailed
update of administrative and regional staff
responsibilities and functions to the LFA by
September 1, 2011 after its structural changes have
had time to take effect. (#4 on p. 17)

Significant changes have been made to the
organizational structure of the Division of Services
for People with Disabilities through the consolidation
of regions, the elimination of offices, and contracting
for support coordinators. Outside observers have
guestioned the staff efficacy under the new
organization in the context of reductions to services.
A review of the DSPD organization and the purpose
of its functions would help to assure the value of its
current staff structure.

Status: “Update Completed. Improvements are in
Progress. The division’s administrative structure has
been streamlined by reducing positions, including,
two associate director positions, all regional director

HuMAN SERVICES — FOLLOW-UP ON IN-DEPTH BUDGET REVIEW

positions, a technical writer position,
secretarial/training support positions and a research
tech position. The administrative and regional
responsibilities and functions of the eliminated
positions have been consolidated at the
administrative office and transferred to the
employees who still remain.

The division has privatized the support coordinator
function and most of the people served have been
transferred to a support coordinator who works
under a private contract with the state. Around 20
support coordinators continue as state employees.
The state support coordinators complete required
functions for new cases, assist consumers with
transition to private providers, and complete
required assessments and documentation. The
privatization of support coordination has allowed the
division to vacate offices around the state. Since FY
2009, the division has vacated 16 offices. As of
January 2012 the division has 7 open offices.

The division is transitioning from a decentralized,
region-based organizational structure with standards
set by the administrative office, to a highly
centralized, administrative-office based
organizational structure that is strongly focused on
core business functions, including responsive timely
and superior customer service, responsible
resolution of grievances, meeting federal and state
requirements, reducing risk and payback, making
timely payment to private providers, establishing
acuity levels, providing trustworthy fiscal forecasting,
stewardship and accountability, providing
meaningful monitoring, measurement and reporting,
and leading the States in implementing future
disability services, guiding principles and
organizational structure.

The division gathered input from stakeholders on
which division functions provide the most value.
This input, along with State and Federal
requirements, were the basis for the organizational
structure changes for the division. A detailed update
of position titles and FTE counts has been sent to the
legislative fiscal analyst.”

No further action needed.

Division of Child and Family Services
3. The Analyst recommends DCFS include private

contracts in the FINET expenditure category "Pass
Through.” (#4 on p. 28)
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The department is not consistent in how it accounts
for private contracts which can cause confusion in
summary documents for policy makers and the
public.

Status: “Completed. The division identified private
contracts in FINET that were not posting to the “pass
through” category, and made adjustments to costs
posted in FINET to correct FY 2011 as well as on-
going posting.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends DCFS review its contracts
and rewrite these contracts, when necessary, to
ensure ancillary processes are not delaying high-
stakes, basic child welfare functions. (#7 on p. 29)

LFA staff observed an instance in a courtroom where
the basic functions of assessing the status of a child
and family with regard to reunification was
significantly delayed by a mental health assessment
not being available to a judge in a timely manner.
The child welfare system is one where timelines are
established and the outcomes at stake are high.

Status: “Completed. DCFS has implemented a
process to review and improve language for all
contracts. Specifically regarding the example cited,
DCFS has established new contracts for mental
health services that now specify the time frame for
providers to submit required mental health
documentation. No time frame was required to
submit documentation in the prior cycle of mental
health contracts.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends DCFS plan in advance to
take advantage of future funding opportunities in
order to benefit from technology advances when the
opportunity arises. (#8 on p. 29)

DCFS staff functions can be time and paperwork
intensive. There are still numerous functions DCFS
workers perform that could also benefit from
technology.

Status: “See the In-depth budget DCFS Technology
Progress Review (in Appendix) for more detail.”

LFA recommends the Subcommittee approve intent

6.

The Analyst recommends DJJS plan in advance to
take advantage of future funding opportunities in
order to benefit from technology advances when the
opportunity arises. (#4 on p. 50)

DJJS staff functions can be time and paperwork
intensive. There are still numerous functions DJJS
workers perform that could also benefit from
technology.

Status: “Completed. JIS continues to examine ways
to use technology to enhance operations. In the
past year, the Youth Parole Authority (YPA) has
implemented an electronic case file process,
eliminating paper and improving distribution of
hearing information to YPA Board Members;
investigations and quality assurance teams are using
portable devices to take files and reports to the
various locations they are reviewing; web-
conferencing is being implemented to help reduce
travel for meetings; JJS expanded a room check
system that electronically logs in when staff have
conducted room checks as required by policy.”

No further action needed. The Executive Offices and
Criminal Justice Subcommittee may want to have
DJIS report on these activities in a future meeting.

The Analyst recommends closure of excess bed
space if the trend of reduced nightly bed counts
continues. (#7 on p. 51)

DJJS nightly bed counts have gone down from

FY 2008 by 106 beds or 21.7 percent. This may be an
ongoing or a temporary drop. If the decline is long
term, bed space could be closed. Data do not
differentiate high utilization days. There are also
variables to consider, such as a requirement for
dividing male and female offenders, separating gang
members, considering offender ages, and others.

Status: “Completed. Analysis is ongoing. Thirty-two
detention beds have already been closed, reducing
capacity by 8.1%. An additional 34 beds (Weber
Valley Detention Center) are scheduled to close in
FY13, further reducing capacity by 8.6%.”

No further action needed. The Executive Offices and
Criminal Justice Subcommittee may want to have
DJIS report on these activities in a future meeting.

language in connection with the DCFS SAFE system
replacement that would encompass regular
reporting on DCFS technology issues.

Office of Recovery Services

8. The Analyst recommends the Office of Recovery
Services annually provide total direct and overhead
costs per collection unit compared to actual
collections for the same unit. The collection units

|
OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST -7- JANUARY 23, 2013, 8:49 AM

Division of Juvenile Justice Services



HuMAN SERVICES — FOLLOW-UP ON IN-DEPTH BUDGET REVIEW
.|

10.

are: 1) Child Support and Children in Care, 2) Medical
Collections - Cost Recovery, 3) Medical Collections -
Torts (auto accidents, etc.), 4) Medical Collections -
Probate (estates), 5) Disability Recovery for
Workforce Services, and 6) State Hospital
Collections. (#1 on p. 57)

The Office of Recovery Services budget is not set up
to show total costs compared to total collections by
each collection unit.

Status: “Completed. A report compiling direct and
overhead costs and actual collections per collection
unit has been built. Data is available for SFY 2012.
Similar reports can be created, as needed, for
subsequent fiscal years.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends ORS, in conjunction with
the Department of Health, study the use of the
industry standard approach to cost recover Medicaid
pharmacy, which includes more cost avoidance at
the time of payment for services rather than the
current approach of "pay and chase" and report its
findings to the Legislature by November 1, 2011. (#4
on p. 59)

The Office of Recovery Services currently follows the
Medicaid directive on cost recovery of Medicaid
payments regarding pharmacy that allows for initial
payment of the pharmacy claim and then review,
after the fact, information regarding potential third
party payers.

Status: “Analysis Completed. Discussions are
ongoing between the Department of Health and ORS
for consideration of modifying collection methods.
While the new MMIS development is in progress, it
seems advisable to delay major current system
changes to avoid duplicating programming costs in
both the old and new MMIS systems while also
having to modify ORSIS twice.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends ORS, in conjunction with
the Department of Health, explore methods to
encourage large Utah health insurance providers to
provide online membership access. (#5 on p. 59)

Online membership access would allow ORS to
improve cost recovery and avoidance efforts now
requiring much more timely methods such as
telephone and letter.

11.

12.

Status: “Completed. ORS does currently have online
access with all the major insurers doing business in
Utah — with the exception of Select Health. Select
Health has not been willing to provide ORS with
online access despite repeated efforts by ORS to
obtain this access.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends ORS, in conjunction with
the Department of Workforce Services, review the
cost and benefit of examining for supplemental
health insurance products and provide a
recommendation to the Legislature by September 1,
2011. (#6 on p. 59)

The state does not automatically check for
supplemental health insurance products (assurance)
which impact income determinations for Medicaid.
Currently, Medicaid clients must report if they
participate in a supplemental health plan, but there
is no automatic check to verify that information. If
there is under-reporting of this information by
Medicaid clients currently, then developing a system
to check this information may result in savings to the
state.

Status: “Analysis Completed. This is an eligibility
issue best handled by the entity making the eligibility
determination.

ORS has no statutory authority to compel
supplemental insurance providers to identify all
policy holders who are Medicaid recipients.
Supplemental insurance product companies, such as
AFLAC, do not fall into the third party insurance
category because they are a benefit paid directly to
the policy holder and not to the medical provider.

ORS has raised the issues of AFLAC and supplemental
coverage with CMS Technical Advisory Group (TAG).
Feedback received is that only one state
(Pennsylvania) has pursued AFLAC and other such
entities as obligated third parties. Pennsylvania has
not been successful with this approach to date. The
consensus from the states is that supplemental
benefits are best treated as income to the Medicaid
eligible and included in the eligibility determination
process.”

No further action needed.

The Analyst recommends the Office of Recovery
Services consider the cost and benefit of
electronically accessing Department of Workforce
Services’ income information into its system in order
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to automate required calculations now performed

manually and report its findings to the LFA. (# 7 on p.

59)

Nearly all cases viewed required the employee to
manually access Department of Workforce Services’
income data and then manually calculate what the
information meant relative to potential annual
income.

Status: “Analysis Completed. This information is
currently available to ORS through e-Share.
Although it is possible to create an interface with
ORSIS and e-Rep to gather income information, this
would require an enhancement to ORSIS and an
interface to be built with e-Rep. The benefit to ORS
is minimal compared to the costs to ORS and DWS of
creating the interface. Because both ORSIS and e-
Rep have other mandatory enhancements and a
shortage of programming resources this
enhancement is not likely to be pursued at this
time.”

No further action needed.

13. The Analyst recommends the Public Utilities and
Technology Interim Committee review whether the
Department of Technology Services is fulfilling its
obligation to coordinate projections under UCA 63F-
1-201(4) regarding the Medicaid Management
Information System. (#8 on p. 60)

In order to ensure that the Medicaid Management
Information System replacement project is
coordinating with state/non-state users to maximize
efficiencies in the redesign for all major players, a
referral has been made to the Public Utilities and
Technology Interim Committee to investigate
whether the Department of Technology Services is

fulfilling its obligation to coordinate projections
under UCA 63F-1-201(4) and this committee has put
this item on its November 17, 2010 agenda.

Status: “The following recommendations need to be
referred to other agencies” (DHSIP, Dec. 14, 2010).
The Public Utilities and Technology Interim
Committee placed this item on its November 17,
2010 agenda — but the meeting was cancelled. The
item has not been subsequently placed on an
agenda.

No further action necessary.

Vehicles
14. The Analyst recommends that for all private vehicle

mileage reimbursement (PVMR) exceeding a
calculated breakeven point between PVMR and state
motor pool vehicles (708 miles in a given month), the
department annually report the reimbursement
exceeding that total. (#1 on p. 90)

For FY 2010, 20 percent or $507,800 of all DHS
expenditures for vehicle use was for PVMR.
$204,300 of the total PVMR was spent to reimburse
140 staff yearly amounts of $1,000 or more with the
highest reimbursement being $5,117. The
breakeven point between PVMR and state motor
pool vehicles is 708 miles per month.

Status: “For FY12, DHS did not have any employees
with an average of 708 miles or more per month.”

No further action needed.
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APPENDIX — SUBMITTED REPORTS

The following reports were submitted in connection with this follow up report to the Department of Human Services In-
depth Budget Review: 1) DCFS Technology Progress Review (Major Recommendation #1); 2) Utah State Developmental
Center and Utah State Hospital Cost Per Patient Calculations (Major Recommendation #8); 3) Utah State Hospital Forensic
Unit, Utah State Developmental Center, Division of Child and Family Services, and Division of Juvenile Justice Services
distribution of services by county (Major Recommendation #15); and 4) DSPD Positions, Functions, Unit (Other
Recommendation #2), and 5) Office of Recovery Services 2012 Collections and Costs (Other Recommendation #8).
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Follow-up Assignments from Legislative Audits and Intent Language
2013 Legislative Session

Admin Tracking Number: 44

Subject: Technology

Report Section # & page: BR p. 26, Item #5
Legislative Bill: S.B. 2, Item 83

Description or Intent: Major Recommendation #1. DCFS establish a pilot program that would decrease office time and increase field time by the
use of non-traditional work schedules, lap tops, cell phones, or other technologies.

Response:

During fiscal year 2011-2012 DCFS was able to utilize some federal incentive money to update computer hardware and software. Caseworkers
were given laptops and the ability to connect to the system to document logs if they had an internet connection. These computers had updated
operating systems, and we were also able to update software to newer versions that have more automated features. Software was also
purchased to set up more on-line web trainings for workers in the future. Additionally phones were updated, many with tethering capabilities,
so that workers could access email when in the field and would also be able to tether lap tops in order to access the system to complete case
logs. The information below outlines the purchases made for these upgrades.

Many workers have a set flex schedule. It is very important to note that almost all of our caseworkers and support staff regularly flex their
schedules to meet the needs of the public that we serve. Below are reported numbers on the approximate percentage of staff that worked non 5-8
schedules in FY2011 and those that telecommuted regularly.

It may be difficult to determine the effectiveness of these technology upgrades. We have been monitoring whether time to case closure and time
to placement entry has decreased. We also surveyed workers to get their perceptions of how these new technologies affected their efficiency and
their downtime as the audit was related to worker perception. The survey was completed in 2012.



FY2011 PURCHASES

SOFTWARE PURCHASES

Product Total Count  Description

Microsoft Office Professional (Includes Word,

Excel, Access, Publisher, Powerpoint) 96|Word, Excel, Access, Powerpoint, Publisher, OneNote

Microsoft Office Standard 2010 996(Word, Excel, Powerpoint, Onenote

Microsoft Visio 2010 38|For org charts and presentation charts

Camtasia/Snagit 24|Web training & Screen capturesoftware

Adobe Connect Pro 1|Webconferencing, 15 host licenses. To reduce travel time and expense for meetings and trainings
Captivate 1|Advanced web training software

Winzip 5|to secure and reduce the size of large files that need to be transferred

Madcap (SAFE help) 2|Softward for SAFE helps

Adobe Creative Suite 2|For annual report and other documents. Previous software was so old it wouldn't even load on new computers
Microsoft Project 10|For project tracking

SPSS 3|For CANS certification, CFSR measures, and any request needing statistical analysis.

HARDWARE PURCHASES

Product
Laptop (HP 8540/8560 or 2540 with docking

Total Count

station, keyboard/mouse, bag and lock) 907
Desktops (with keyboard/mouse) 25
Monitors 35
Printers 6
Scanners 4
Projector Cords 7
Hubs 4




FY2011 PHONE STATUS AND WORK SCHEDULES

Phone Status

Last Year This Year
Cell Smart Cell Smart
Region Phones Phones Tethering | Phones Phones Tethering
Northern 175 8 0 8 167 1
Salt Lake 267 20 0 0 287 287
Western* 113 4 0 19 113 32
Eastern 104 5 0 11 87 87
Southwest 74 0 0 7 78 11
State
Office 5 21 0 4 29 1
Total 738 58 0 49 761 419
Flexible Work
Schedules
|
Region Percent of |Percent of employees
Employees |who regularly
with regular |telecommute part of
flex schedule |time
Northern 70% 0%
Salt Lake 35% 15%
Western 9% 7%
Eastern 82% 0%
Southwest 70% 0%
State Office 60% 9%




MEASURES

Measures related to back entry are below. While it appears that the time to entry has decreased, it is too early to make that determination
because it may be that some late back entry has not yet occurred.

Placement recording

New placements on all case types open as of the first of the month were included. “Finalized placement” is the number of days between the
start of the placement and the date was finalized. “Enter placement” is the number of days between the start of the placement and the time it
was entered.

For all open cases with a placement that started within the month
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Activity recording

Activities that started during the month for cases open as of the first of the month were included. “Finalized activities” is the number of days
between the start of the activity and when the entry was finalized. “Draft Activity” is the number of days between the start of the activity and
the date the first draft was created.

Activities on SCF cases that started during the month
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The length of time it took to enter an activity after it happened dropped by %



Average days to Activty Finalized
SCF cases open as of the first of the month
Activities that started during the month

days
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Case Closure recording

The number of days between the date of the case close and the date it was entered is very different for CPS than SCF cases. Most CPS cases
closures are entered into SAFE within 1 day.

For SCF and CPS cases closed during the month
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Time between case close and closure entry for
SCF cases that closed during the month
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USDC FY 2012 RESIDENTIAL & DAY TRAINING COSTS

75,215
COosT/ DAILY
RESIDENTIAL COSTS CLIENTS PERSONNEL TRAVEL CURRENT DP CURR DP CAP CAPITAL TOTAL CLIENT COST FTE
TWIN HOMES 36 2,244,338 0 120,323 11,319 5,545 2,381,525 65,384 179 71.0
QUAIL RUN 31 2,571,990 0 123,331 19,870 5,545 2,720,736 87,949 241 77.0
RAINTREE 46 2,898,541 0 115,538 21,772 5,545 3,041,397 66,256 182 92.0
WILLOWCREEK 46 2,920,705 0 183,000 21,520 94,427 3,219,652 70,139 192 85.0
TLC 5 538,637 0 40,186 5,761 0 584,584 106,511 292 19.0
SUNSET 2 102,995 0 16,903 6,170 0 126,067 63,166 173 10.0
OAKRIDGE 34 2,989,267 16 130,196 18,939 11,091 3,149,509 92,827 254 86.0
WOODLAND 5 645,602 0 49,254 8,112 0 702,968 128,080 351 20.0
DVM TRAINEES 0 629,673 0 0 0 0 629,673 3,056 8 46.5
DIETARY 0 113,001 0 958 2,017 0 115,975 563 2 2.0
QUALITY ASSURANCE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
RECORDS 0 151,724 88 5,662 12,353 0 169,826 824 2 4.0
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 206 15,806,472 104 785,351 127,833 122,154 16,841,914 81,730 224 52.13%
12 512.50
DAY TRAINING COSTS
TWIN HOMES 36.42 629,989 0 33,775 3,177 1,557 668,498 18,353 50
QUAIL RUN 30.94 721,962 0 34,619 5,578 1,557 763,715 24,688 68




RAIN TREE

WILLOWCREEK

TLC

SUNSET/COTTONWOOD

OAKRIDGE

WOODLAND

DVM TRAINEES

CANTEEN

CLIENT SERVICES

MALL

TOTAL DAY TRAINING

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL & DAY

SUPPORT SERVICES COSTS

GROUNDS

HOUSEKEEPING

LAUNDRY

MAINTENANCE

RESIDENT WORKERS

HUMAN RESOURCES

IMS

STAFF TRAINING

45.90 813,626
45.90 819,847
5.49 151,196
2.00 28,911
33.93 839,092
5.49 181,222
0 176,750

0 128,537

0 424,160

0 0

206 4,915,292

206 20,721,764

PERSONNEL

873,458

18,824

60,718

211,545

109

TRAVEL

32,432
51,368
11,280
4,745
36,546
13,826
0
6,659
39,090

0

264,340

1,049,691

CURRENT

121,317
320,232

0
1,441,974
0

369,574
119,976

6,978

6,112
6,041
1,617
1,732
5,316

2,277

1,608

20,442

53,900

181,733

DP CURR

10,390
1,608

0
516,684

20,354

DP CAP

1,557

26,506

0

0

3,113

0

0

0

17,702

0

51,991

174,145
CAPITAL

0

0

0

192,900

0

0

7,102

0

853,726
903,762
164,094

35,387
884,073
197,324
176,750
136,805
501,393

0

5,285,528

22,127,442

TOTAL

121,317
320,232

0
2,518,722
20,433
369,574
704,480

238,877

18,598
19,688
29,898
17,731
26,057
35,952

858

664

2,433

25,649

107,379

COsT/

CLIENT

589

1,554

12,223
99
1,793
3,419

1,159

DAILY

COST

51

54

82

49

71

98

70

11

294

4.0

8.5

0.0

16.36%

12.50

68.48%

19.0

2.0

1.0

3.0



MOTOR POOL

WAREHOUSE

TOTAL SUPPORT SERVICES

MEDICAL SERVICES COSTS

DENTAL

MEDICAL

PHARMACY

OCC THERAPY

PHYS THERAPY

REC THERAPY

SPEECH

NURSING SERVICES

TOTAL MEDICAL SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION COSTS

ADMINISTRATION

BUDGET/ACCOUNTING

PURCHASING

1,164,545

196,925
711,865
0
140,437
51,063
51,689
0

1,261,995

2,413,974

507,595

258,774

214,423

229

229

167,710

582,002

3,129,763

82,727
132,475
573,020

23,866
188,884

15,017

3,473

3,574

1,023,036

52,748

5,717

5,457

549,036

4,825
31,236
18,993

6,467

3,216

7,409

72,146

37,059
12,652

11,687

200,002

15,275

13,900

29,175

178,821
0

29,498

167,710

582,002

5,043,346

284,477
890,850
592,013
184,670
243,163

66,706

10,882

1,265,798

3,538,559

776,223

277,143

261,064

814

2,824

24,474

1,380
4,323
2,873
896
1,180
324
53

6,143

17,172

3,767

1,345

1,267

67

12

17

47

10

15.61%

25.0

3.0

55

2.0

1.0

1.0

0.0

20.0

10.95%

325

6.0

5.0

4.5



TELE OPERATORS

TOTAL ADMINSTRATION

USDC TOTAL

Clients
TWIN HOMES
QUAILRUN
RAINTREE
WILLOWCREEK
TLC
SUNSET
OAKRIDGE

WOODLAND

206

36

31

46

46

34

206

188,057

1,168,848

25,469,131

Ave Daily

388

467

391

404

532

380

484

608

0

338

Annual
141,548
170,448
142,665
147,638
194,219
138,707
176,694

221,843

93,981

157,903

5,360,392

Program Cost
5,155,704
5,272,838
6,548,857
6,777,149
1,065,973

276,834
5,995,038

1,217,587

32,309,979

4,165

65,563

868,478

0

0

208,319

611,640

286,202

1,600,632

32,309,979

1,389

7,767

156,792

4 6.5
21 4.954%
22.0

430
604.50



Utah State Hospital

Daily Cost Per Patient - Actual Patient Days

FY 2012
from FINET/Budget Reports
Pediatrics Forensic Adult Services ARTC Average
Direct Personnel 355 227 206 393 240
Direct Operating Expense 6 4 4 9 5
Total Direct 362 232 211 402 245
Psychiatry/Medical Doctor 63 38 30 54 39
Psychology 9 9 9 - 9
Therapy 26 26 26 26 26
Pharmacy 27 27 27 27 27
Medical 13 13 13 13 13
Food Services 27 27 27 27 27
Housekeeping/Laundry 12 12 12 12 12
Administration 36 36 36 36 36
Computer Services 18 18 18 18 18
Facilities 29 29 29 29 29
Total indirect 261 236 228 243 236
Total Expense 623 467 439 645 481
Allocations Total
Number of Patient Days 17,591 35,815 52,596 1,528 107,530
% of Patient Days 16% 33% 49% 1% 100%
Number of Beds 72 100 152 5 329
% of Beds 22% 30% 46% 2% 100%




Utah State Hospital Forensic Units
Distribution by County

FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2010
Total Total Total
County Served % Served % Served %]

Beaver 0% 0% 1%
Box Elder 3% 1% 1%
Cache 2% 2% 3%
Carbon 1% 1% 1%
Davis 6% 5% 6%
Duchesne 3% 4% 5%
Emery 1% 1% 1%
Iron 3% 2% 3%
Juab 1% 0% 1%
Morgan 1% 0% 1%
Salt Lake 38% 7 43% 6 42%
Sanpete 1% 1% 1%
Sevier 1% 0% 0%
Summit 1% 0% 1%
Tooele 2% 2% 2%
Uintah 3% 2% 1%
Utah 46 24% 26% 20%
\Wasatch 2 1% 1% 1%
\Washington 11 6% 4% 6%
Weber 9 5% 10 6% 6%
TOTAL 190 100% 168 100% 163 100%
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Utah State Developmental Center
American Fork

6/30/2012

Census was 207

County admitted from Total
Washington 1
Iron 1
Juab 1
Millard 1
Uintah 1
Box Elder 1
Unknown 2
Carbon 2
Duchesne 2
Sevier 2
Cache 3
Tooele 5
Davis 12
Weber 16
Utah 54
Salt Lake 103
Total 207




Appendix - DCFS

DCFS EXPENDITURES BY REGION FY 12

App Unit Program/Service Area State Office Northern Salt Lake Western Southwest Eastern Total
KHB Service Delivery S 4,832,390 $ 14,854,816 S 22,175,952 $ 10,681,058 S 7,683,669 S 8,411,678 S 68,639,563
KHD In-Home Services S - S 615,986 S 535,965 S 258,834 S 85,595 $ 255,157 S 1,751,536
KHE Out of Home Services S 715,925 $§ 8,531,956 S 15,020,699 $ 7,658,007 S 3,383,255 $§ 3,916,584 S 39,226,426
KHG Facility Based Services S - $ 1,091,102 S 1,478,046 S 172,747 S 402,569 S 409,622 S 3,554,085
KHL Special Needs (Foster Children) S - S 548,744 S 721,407 S 361,748 S 181,416 S 150,688 S 1,964,003
KHM Domestic Violence S 75,107 S 1,025,232 S 1,396,893 S 605,539 S 914,744 S 850,261 S 4,867,777
KHN Children's Trust Fund (Account) S 399,873 S - S 21 S - S - S - S 399,894
KHP Adoption Assistance S - $ 4,630,762 S 5,180,294 S 2,471,350 S 1,103,282 S 933,715 S 14,319,404
KHS Child Welfare Mgt Info Sys $ 2,901,612 S 493,899 $§ 906,301 S 441,540 $§ 235965 S 316,656 S 5,295,973
KHK Selected Programs S 3,674,494 S - S - S - S - S - S 3,674,494
KHH Minor Grants $ 2,529,992 S 904,531 $ 1,151,323 §$ 683,410 S 325,812 § 348,071 S 5,943,139
KHA Administration S 3,577,019 S - S - S - S - S - § 3,577,019
Grand Total $ 18,706,412 S 32,697,027 S 48,566,903 S 23,334,234 $ 14,316,306 S 15,592,432 S 153,213,313
Percent of Total 12% 21% 32% 15% 9% 10% 100%
Population Percent by Region 26% 39% 22% 9% 1% 100%
Counties by Regions Northern Salt Lake Western Southwest Eastern
Box Elder Salt Lake Summit San Pete Daggett
Cache Tooele Wasatch Sevier Duchesne
Rich Utah Beaver Uintah
Weber Juab Piute Carbon
Morgan Millard Wayne Emery
Davis Iron Grand
Garfield San Juan
Washington

Kane




Juvenile Justice Services
Detention and Secure Care Admissions by County

Detention Secure Care
Admissions per Admissions per
100 County 100 County
FY 2012 % of All youth (10-17 yr FY 2012 % of All youth (10-17 yr
County Admissions Admissions olds) Admissions Admissions olds)
BEAVER 22 0.2% 2.22 1 0.5% 0.10
BOX ELDER 293 3.0% 4.00 4 1.8% 0.05
CACHE 487 5.0% 3.37 13 5.9% 0.08
CARBON 268 2.7% 11.24 6 2.7% 0.25
DAGGETT - 0.0% 0.00 - 0.0% 0.00
DAVIS 1,047 10.7% 2.34 20 9.1% 0.04
DUCHESNE 206 2.1% 7.68 4 1.8% 0.19
EMERY 68 0.7% 4.65 1 0.5% 0.07
GARFIELD 8 0.1% 1.28 - 0.0% 0.00
GRAND 103 1.1% 10.83 1 0.5% 0.11
IRON 226 2.3% 3.80 2 0.9% 0.03
JUAB 4 0.0% 0.23 - 0.0% 0.00
KANE 16 0.2% 2.06 - 0.0% 0.00
MILLARD 27 0.3% 1.43 - 0.0% 0.00
MORGAN 2 0.0% 0.13 - 0.0% 0.00
PIUTE 4 0.0% 1.81 - 0.0% 0.00
RICH - 0.0% 0.00 - 0.0% 0.00
SALT LAKE 3,035 31.1% 2.38 93 42.3% 0.07
SAN JUAN 141 1.4% 6.02 - 0.0% 0.00
SANPETE 59 0.6% 1.53 - 0.0% 0.00
SEVIER 101 1.0% 3.45 1 0.5% 0.03
SUMMIT 77 0.8% 1.57 3 1.4% 0.06
TOOELE 187 1.9% 2.06 3 1.4% 0.03
UINTAH 256 2.6% 5.76 7 3.2% 0.13
UTAH 1,141 11.7% 1.53 16 7.3% 0.02
WASATCH 75 0.8% 2.14 3 1.4% 0.09
WASHINGTON 431 4.4% 2.39 6 2.7% 0.03
WAYNE 2 0.0% 0.55 - 0.0% 0.00
WEBER 1,215 12.4% 4.17 28 12.7% 0.10
OUT OF STATE 164 1.7% - 5 2.3% -
UNKNOWN COUNTY 98 1.0% - 3 1.4% -
TOTALS 9,763 100.0% 220 100.0%




Division of Services for People with Disabilites

Class_Title
Administration

Employee FTE

DIR, DIV OF SVCS TO PEOPLE/DISABILITIES

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT

SENIOR ASSISTANT CASEWORKER

REGISTERED NURSE Il

REGISTERED NURSE Il

REGISTERED NURSE Il

REGISTERED NURSE Il

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR |

OFFICE SPECIALIST Il

PROGRAM COORDINATOR

CLINICAL CONSULTANT

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR |

PROGRAM MANAGER

ELECTRONIC BUSINESS PROJECT MANAGER

BUSINESS ANALYST SUPERVISOR

RESEARCH CONSULTANT Il

RESEARCH CONSULTANT I

RESEARCH CONSULTANT |

SENIOR BUSINESS ANALYST

TECHNICAL WRITER, DHS

DIVISION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIRECTOR

FINANCIAL MANAGER I

FINANCIAL ANALYST IlI

FINANCIAL ANALYST I

CONTRACT/GRANT ANALYST Il

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES MANAGER

Sub Total Administration FTE

Service Delivery (Previously known as regions)

olr|r|r|r|r|r|r|r|r|r|r|r|r| k| |r| |k k| k|, |r]| R~ |~

N

PROGRAM SPECIALIST |

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR I

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

PROGRAM MANAGER

PROGRAM MANAGER

PROGRAM COORDINATOR

PROGRAM SPECIALIST Il

PROGRAM SPECIALIST 1l

LICENSED CLINICAL THERAPIST

SENIOR ASSISTANT CASEWORKER

PROGRAM SPECIALIST |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR I

CASEWORKER |

PROGRAM SPECIALIST I

PROGRAM SPECIALIST |

LICENSED CLINICAL THERAPIST

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR I

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

Rk r|r| k| kR r|r| R~




Class_Title
Administration

Employee FTE

PROGRAM SPECIALIST I

PROGRAM SPECIALIST |

REGISTERED NURSE Il

CASEWORKER |

CASEWORKER I

CASEWORKER I

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR |

SOCIAL WORKER

PROGRAM SPECIALIST Il

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER I

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER I

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

PROGRAM MANAGER

CASEWORKER I

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

CASEWORKER SPECIALIST |

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR |

CASEWORKER I

PROGRAM SPECIALIST Il

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR I

PROGRAM SUPPORT SPECIALIST

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

PROGRAM SPECIALIST II

OFFICE TECHNICIAN |

PROGRAM SPECIALIST Il

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES MANAGER

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR I

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR Il

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEWER

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEW MANAGER

SENIOR BUSINESS ANALYST

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES MANAGER

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR I

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR Il

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

FINANCIAL ANALYST |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

Rlrr|r|r|r| k|| rr|r| k| k||| Rk r |k Rk R kR R Rk Rk r R R r Rk r k]~




Class_Title Employee FTE
Administration

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR Il

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SUPPORT SERVICES COORDINATOR |

SENIOR BUSINESS ANALYST

[ L L e o e T

COMMUNITY-BASED SERVICES REVIEW MANAGER

~
~

Sub Total Service Delivery (Previously known as regions) F

Total Administrative and Service Delivery current filled pos 103




ORS Teams/LFA Collection Units

ORS Team LFA Collection Unit(s)

4 1-Child Support

5 1-Child Support

6 1-Child Support

9 1-Child Support

20 1-Child Support

21 1-Child Support

22 1-Child Support

24 1-Child Support

43 1-Child Support

48 1-Child Support

52 1-Child Support

57 1-Child Support

72 1-Child Support (Children in Care),
5-Disability Recovery for Workforce Services
6-State Hospital Collections

80 2-Medical Collections-Cost Recovery

82 2-Medical Collections-Cost Recovery

85 3-Medical Collections-Torts
4-Medical Collections - Probate

95 3-Medical Collections - Torts

4-Medical Collections - Probate

Total Amount

m Collections m Costs

Office of Recovery Services
2012 Collections and Costs

Cost By Team
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Team Details
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