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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview

In response to the growing national concerns about staff recruitment and turnover within the
child welfare workforce, (GAO, 2003), Maryland has made a commitment to assess its current
child welfare workforce situation. Recognizing the importance of this issue to the provision of
quality care to children and their families, the Maryland state legislature passed House Bill
799/Senate Bill 792 (Child Welfare Accountability Act, 2006) mandating that the Maryland
Department of Human Resources (DHR) commission a twelve-month study on child welfare
workforce recruitment and retention to be carried out by the University of Maryland School of
Social Work.

Researchers in conjunction with DHR advisory members and experts in the field of child welfare
research conducted a mixed-method study to better understand the current child welfare
workforce situation. Data was collected to describe the child welfare workforce, to guide
actionable recommendations for change, and to create baseline data for evaluating the success
of any future change strategies implemented by DHR.

The findings from this research are consistent with previous research, (e.g., APHSA, 2005;
Ellett, Ellett, & Rugutt, 2003; GAO, 2003), suggesting that Maryland DHR faces the challenge
of growing turnover, continuous vacancies, and organizational factors (above and beyond
personal/demographic factors) related to organizational withdrawal, a continuum of behaviors
signaling potential turnover (Laczo & Hanisch, 1999). With this clearer picture of the current
Maryland workforce situation, informed decisions regarding intervention strategies can be
implemented to recruit, select and retain a talented child welfare workforce.

This report is structured to highlight key issues of interest. It describes the research methods and
processes used to conduct the study, DHR turnover and vacancy trends over the last few years,
caseloads, supervisor to supervisee ratios, and salaries for the current child welfare workforce
(i.e. caseworkers, supervisors). Finally, individual and organizational factors related to
withdrawal behaviors and turnover are highlighted through a presentation of themes that
emerged from 21 focus groups with 203 case workers and supervisors from across the state, and
from data gathered in an online survey completed by 561 Maryland DHR workers.

Study Methods

The focus and scope of this research was to:

(1) Identify characteristics of the existing Maryland child welfare workforce;

(2) Compare salaries of Maryland child welfare personnel (caseworkers, supervisors,
administrators) with comparable personnel in other states and with other state
government employees;

(3) Establish the rate of caseworker turnover (overall and by agency/region) for a specified
time period; and

(4) Identify organizational, personal, and other factors contributing to retention or turnover.



Data collection was informed by a conceptual framework developed using findings from
previous research literature, and tested Glisson’s organizational climate measures that have been
refined over time, in order to verify their use with the current study population.

Multiple sources of data were utilized for this study that would allow the researchers to develop a
more comprehensive understanding of employees’ perceptions and behaviors. Data was
collected from the following:

e DHR and local agency databases,

e Self-report survey, and

e Focus groups, and

= Scanning for best/promising practices.

The self-report survey was created using valid and reliable measures related to the purposes of
the study, and included questions about respondents’ perceptions of personal factors and
organizational and environmental conditions that contribute to employees’ satisfaction,
organizational commitment and identity, effort-reward balance, job and work withdrawal and
intent to stay or leave public child welfare. A semi-structured set of key interview questions was
developed for child welfare workers and supervisors for the focus groups to better understand
current recruitment, selection and retention processes within the local departments and the
central office.

Response rates were as follows:
e Survey - 992 child welfare workers, supervisors, and administrators from local
departments (23 counties, Baltimore City, and the central office of DHR)
e 561 completed a survey for a response rate of 56.5%.

e Focus groups - 332 randomly selected workers, supervisors and administrators
proportional to each local department size to insure statewide representation;
e 203 participated for a response rate of 61%.

Overall, there was adequate geographical and demographic representation across the state for
both survey and focus group participation (Table 1). The study participants also portray a
relatively accurate representation of all child welfare employees in Maryland.

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS AND MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE
EMPLOYEES

Gender Race Age Salary
Child Welfare | Women Men White Black Other Mean Mean
Employees
DHR 86% 14% 40% 53% 7% 45 years | $44,997
Study 89% 11% 53% 32% 15% 42 years | $46,749
Participants




Study Findings

As a starting point to understanding the current state of the child welfare workforce in Maryland,
data from DHR and local agencies were collected to create a complete database on information
related to staff turnover, vacancies, caseloads/supervisor to supervisee ratios and salary. The
following highlights key findings:

The data collected to assess turnover covered 2004, 2005 and 2006 and indicated an
upward trend over time as opposed to national turnover trends, which have held steady
over the same time period. Many counties that did not necessarily follow this trend had
significantly higher turnover than the state average losing approximately a quarter of its
workforce, yearly. The results could not be broken down by preventable (i.e. talented
people leaving as a result of discontent) and non-preventable turnover (i.e. death, firing) a
useful piece of information for future analysis, due to limitations with the data.

There appeared to be emerging seasonal trends for some local departments. In particular,
while vacancies fell after December 2004 (about the time hiring increased), vacancies
began to increase soon after. In general, it appeared that vacancy rates rose in the fall
and in the early spring, and tended to decrease in the late spring and early summer
(perhaps corresponding to availability and hiring of new Title IVV-E and Masters of Social
Work graduates). These trends warrant a continual collection of data, and inquiry and
analysis as to the causes.

Child welfare worker caseloads consistently have been found to be related to turnover in
the child welfare workforce research. Therefore, researchers provided descriptive data on
this key factor. Maryland caseworkers who participated in the surveys appeared to have,
on average, comparable or lower caseloads (ranging from an average of 9.33 to 21.33
cases) than that reported by other studies on child welfare workers (APHSA, 2005; GOA,
2003). The data collected in this study may not include cases unofficially carried by staff
covering for other workers on extended medical leave and as a result of vacant positions.
Additionally, this data does not capture caseloads of those who have actually left the
child welfare workforce (information that will be captured in the exit interview portion of
the research that will be conducted next). What we do know from this data is that 114
(27%) of survey participants indicated that they carried an average caseload of 20 or
more cases and that 46 of these workers reported an average monthly caseload between
30-60, caseloads well above the 12-15 cases recommended by the Child Welfare League
of America (CWLA) and above the 18 or less recommended by the Council on
Accreditation (GOA, 2003).

Supervisor to staff ratios are also of concern to the child welfare workforce and were
described in this study. For all supervisors in the study, the mean number of workers
supervised was 5.93 to 9.67. This is close to the 1:5 supervisor to employee ratio
recommended by the CWLA and the 1:7 supervisor to employee ratio recommended by
COA (GOA, 2003). This is only slightly higher than the 1:6 ratio reported by 18-23 out
of 45 states responding to the 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Survey Report (APHSA,
2005).



e Salaries for child welfare professionals were raised as a critical issue by line workers and
supervisors in the focus groups, and were reported as “inadequate” in the survey. The
average FTE salary for line workers participating in the study is $44,213 and ranges from
$26,692 to $72,100. Overall, Washington County has the lowest average salary and
Montgomery County the highest average salary. DHR Headquarter staff who
participated in the survey and focus groups, and who indicated they were not supervisors,
have an average salary of $54,118. Child welfare line workers’ salaries were compared
to Maryland government workers such as teachers, police officers, and nurses. In fact,
these particular professions were often referenced and the disparity in their salaries
identified by focus group participants. According to the average salaries reported in May
2005 by the Bureau of Labor and Statistics and converted into 2006 constant dollars,
Maryland State elementary/secondary teachers, police officers, and licensed practicing
nurses have average salaries that are higher than the average salaries for Maryland child
welfare line workers.

The average FTE salary for Maryland child welfare supervisors participating in the
survey and focus groups is $54,477. The lowest salary is $32,343 and the highest salary
is $87,700. Talbot County has the lowest average salary for supervisors. Montgomery
County has the highest average salary for supervisors. On average, the 2006 adjusted
salaries for state employees in supervisory positions in selected professions are higher
than the average salaries for Maryland child welfare supervisors.

Current Recruitment, Selection and Retention Strategies (Focus Group Data)

A total of 21 focus groups were conducted with child welfare supervisors, workers, and
administrators from across the state of Maryland. Each group discussion was tape recorded,
transcribed and then coded for emerging themes related to current recruitment, selection and
retention strategies/issues across the state.

Recruitment strategies identified include the following: job advertisements, state listings,
internal recruitment, college recruitment, position incentives, and Title IV-E recruitment.

Neither were they consistently implemented across the state, nor did anyone have any knowledge
about their actual effectiveness.

Selection processes also varied across local departments: some local departments used group
interviews, and others used individual interviews. Some local departments used standardized
evaluation forms, and others did not. Some local departments included writing samples and role-
play during interviews, and others did not.

There does not appear to be many universal retention strategies currently in place at DHR and
the local departments. However, focus group participants offered views about what, at the
agencies, either influenced retention or contributed to turnover identifying:

e salary as inadequate or unequal to those in other professions with similar status and
qualifications (a reoccurring theme brought up in every focus group);
e reward system as inadequate and with no methods for rewarding talented staff;



training is often inaccessible due to distance, funding, or time, or limited workshop
content;

negative job experiences such as dangerous home visits, unhealthy working conditions,
inadequate and insufficient supplies (i.e. mobile phones, cars for visits, etc.),

negative experiences With the court system;

increased stress on the job related to more complex cases, ongoing vacancies, increasing
requirements to complete administrative paperwork within a failing management
information system (Chessie), and the negative image of child welfare workers in the
community.

differences in generations a reality of the current workforce such that younger workers
changed jobs more often, not necessarily out of discontent with the work, but as a result
of various factors such as moving locations, entrance and exit from the work force from
child rearing, striving to earn more money, and less commitment to any one organization.

When focus group participants were asked, “why do people leave, ” seven main themes emerged:

(1) Chessie MIS,

(2) dissatisfaction with supervision,
(3) job location,

(4) lack of money,

(5) lack of professional development,
(6) lack of respect, and

(7) stress, burnout, and frustration.

When focus group participants were asked, “why do people stay,” seven corresponding main
themes emerged:

(1) the job,

(2) money,

(3) relationship with clients,

(4) relationship with co-workers or supervisors,
(5) retirement or benefits,

(6) the type of work, and

(7) waiting for a better job

Perceived Organizational Environmental Factors (Survey Data)

Child welfare survey respondents generally perceived:

supervisors and coworkers as supportive,

supervisors competent,

supervisors willing to “stand up for” them or “back them up” when necessary,

not being included in decision making, although most indicated that they had access to
communication and feedback.

The overall perceptions of the “psychological” climate of the organization were mixed. Overall,
respondents tended to report:

peer cooperation,
role clarity,
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e personal accomplishment,

« relatively low levels of emotional exhaustion,

e relatively low amounts of role conflict,

e moderate concerns about safety,

e low depersonalization of clients,

» few opportunities for professional growth and career development,

e moderate stress from the external environment (negative impressions of the agency by
service providers, media and community),

e moderate amounts of respect from other professionals, such as lawyers, judges,
physicians, and teachers.

There were various differences in employees’ perceptions of the organizational environment and
affective outcomes related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational
identity, and effort-reward balance by position (line worker or supervisor), age, tenure,
education, and agency size and accreditation status.

Behavioral Outcomes - Organizational Withdrawal and Search (Survey Data)

Organizational withdrawal is considered a more comprehensive measure of “turnover” in that it
encompasses two subscales, job withdrawal and work withdrawal, that capture a continuum of
behaviors indicative of turnover, transfer, and unfavorable behaviors that individuals engage in
while still on the job (i.e., absenteeism, lateness, neglecting tasks, failing to attend meetings,
making excuses to go somewhere, etc.) rather than the typical one or two items that inquire about
intent to turnover (Laczo & Hanisch, 1999). The other behavioral outcome is search behavior
that captures job search activities.

Table 2 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the behavioral outcomes related to
organizational withdrawal and search behaviors for all of the survey respondents. Employees at
the worker-level and supervisor/manager-level report similar behaviors related to organizational
withdrawal (Table 3). The data indicate that both report a moderately low level of intention to
leave the organization or transfer out of their current work setting (job withdrawal). Both
workers and supervisors report high levels of behaviors that would reflect disengagement with
their work (work withdrawal) (Table 3). Finally, both workers and supervisors/managers report
moderate amounts of current job search behavior.

TABLE 2. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR SEARCH AND ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL
BEHAVIORS FOR ALL EMPLOYEES

Behavior Outcomes Mean SD Alpha
Job Search behaviors 2.71" 92 73
Job withdrawal (turnover & transfer) 4.46° 1.83 .84
Work withdrawal (unfavorable behaviors) 18.63° 5.37 .82

N =561

!Scale of 1 to 5; higher scores indicate higher levels of each construct
2 Job withdrawal scores range from 2 to 12

®Work withdrawal scores range from 12 to 60
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TABLE 3. ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL AND SEARCH BEHAVIORS BY WORKERS AND
SUPERVISORS

Job Withdrawal | Work Withdrawal Job Search
(Turnover and (Lateness, Behaviors
Transfer) Absenteeism, and
Unfavorable
Behaviors)
Mean® SD | Mean” SD Mean SD
Workers 4.44 1.81 18.7 5.69 2.71 923
Supervisors/Managers | 4.55 1.92 18.2 3.82 2.72 910

#Scale of 2 to 12, with higher numbers representing greater levels of job withdrawal.
®Scale of 12 to 60, with higher numbers representing greater levels of work withdrawal

Factors Explaining Organizational Withdrawal and Search Behaviors for Maryland Child
Welfare Employees (Survey Data)

Hierarchical regression analyses were performed on the survey data to determine what factors
best explain employees’ job withdrawal, work withdrawal, and search behaviors.

Job withdrawal behavior (intent to leave or transfer) is best explained by:
e high levels of “stress” (captured by emotional exhaustion, role overload and role
conflict),
» low career commitment,
e low morale (job satisfaction and organizational commitment),
* Dbeing confident about finding a better job opportunity,
» being “non-white”, particularly African-American.

Work withdrawal behaviors (absent, late, not completing work, etc.) is best explained by:
e high levels of “stress”,
e poor engagement with clients,
e lack of accomplishment,
e low career commitment,
e being young (< 40 years old)

Search behavior (current job search activities) is best explained by:
e high levels of “stress”,
e low career commitment,
e few “esteem” rewards (respect and appreciation),
» higher caseloads,
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e exclusion from decision-making,
e Dbeing confident about finding a better job opportunity,
e being “non-white”, particularly African-American

Conclusions and Recommendations

Survey and focus group data show that there are many positive practices and long-term
committed, skillful employees within the Maryland Department of Human Resources, Social
Services Administration (DHR, SSA). However, a number of disconcerting findings tend to
reiterate what several other child welfare workforce studies have discovered. The results support
the idea that many factors occurring within this entire system affect workers’ behaviors.
Emerging trends from focus groups complement many of the survey findings, as well as
supplementing them. As a result, the following recommendations look at the entire
organizational system (Figure 1).

FIGURE 1. CURRENT ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES RELATED TO CHILD WELFARE WORKER
WITHDRAWAL BEHAVIORS AND TURNOVER

(A) (B) (C) (D)
RECRUITING SELECTING ONBOARDING MAINTAINING
TALENT TALENT TALENT TALENT

EMPLOYEE
ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL
& TURNOVER

| | |

(F) EXTERNAL/COMMUNITY FORCES

External/Community Forces (Sidebar F)

It is widely accepted that organizations with excellent reputations experience less difficulty in
recruiting and keeping talented employees while organizations with less favorable reputations
struggle in this regard. The Maryland DHR, not unlike other public child welfare agencies, has
struggled against a negative perception of “child welfare work™ in communities across the state,
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sometimes fueled by the media, the family court system, and
(F) EXTERNAL o'_[her legal and social entities. This public image

COMMUNITY FORCES disadvantage seems to be an underlying factor in problems
CONCLUSION with recruitment and selection. These problems are

compounded when the organization utilizes traditional,

» Negative community image reactive recruitment practices that fail to provide a talented

candidate pool “before it’s needed”.

Recruitment (Sidebar A)

While negative community image affects recruitment making it particularly challenging, reactive
recruitment may not only narrow the available pool of candidates, but could also result in
selecting less than the most desirable employees to fill vacant positions (warm-body
recruitment). Upon hire, a host of problems can ensue including:
e an inadequate understanding or preparation for the assigned job;
e perceptions of an organizational environment characterized by a lack of appropriate
resources and support;
» work overload,;
e concern about safety; and
» few perceived opportunities for input or growth.
(A) RECRUITMENT
These issues appear to culminate in organizational withdrawal CONCLUSION
behaviors — plans to leave or transfer, display of unfavorable ' .
behaviors that signal “checking out”, search for another job, *  Reactive recruitment
and ultimately turnover.

= Waini-body teciiitent
e |ackscrealivily

Clearly, there are factors that are beyond the control of DHR,
such as the personal characteristics, attributions, and career
aspirations of employees, and geographical/community
characteristics, etc. However, there are job and organizational factors that are within the control
of DHR. While addressing some of these factors will take time and significant changes will be
realized over the long-term (i.e., developing allies and advocacy strategies within the state
legislature), others are more “actionable” and have the potential to bring about necessary changes
in the short-term. These “actionable” recommendations are outlined below.

Conclusion: Recruitment for new employees needs to be more proactive, creative, and targeted
to the appropriate markets and needs to take place within an environment where there is a more
positive image of child welfare work.

Action: Create a more positive image about child welfare work through persuasive, yet realistic,
statewide public relations marketing campaign targeted to the general public and policy makers.
This effort should be combined with a more aggressive advertising campaign.

« Partner with an area college marketing class to be a “class client” for assistance in
developing a marketing campaign.

14



Selection (Sidebar B)

Conclusion: Interview and selection processes are flawed
and inconsistently applied across agencies.

Improve the web site of each local department so that it is user-friendly, includes
application materials and instructions, and markets the agency in a manner that attracts
applicants.

Secure help to create a realistic video portraying the realities of the job — rewards and
challenges — and link it to the DHR website for prospective applicants to view. Other
state child welfare agencies have developed such videos (i.e., North Carolina) and could
serve as a model.

Regularly recruit at Schools of Social Work through job fairs, fliers and posters,
admissions offices informational sessions, speaking in classes, etc. to increase visibility.

Regularly recruit at community job fairs and community colleges and technical schools to
attract applicants for “support” positions — clerical, case aides, etc.

Use established and affordable electronic recruiting services to target technology-savvy
individuals who search for jobs electronically (i.e., CWLA, NASW).

Institute a universally applied referral and hiring incentive that rewards current
employees financially (i.e., $250.00 bonus) for applicant referrals that result in successful
hires.

Use a standard procedure for signing bonuses for those local departments that have more
difficulty attracting applicants (i.e., Baltimore City and outlying rural agencies).

Pursue a nontraditional growing population of talented older persons interested in
pursuing another career (Alliance for Children & Families, 2006) or who are interested in
working part-time as they gradually ease into retirement. Provide the necessary training
through the Child Welfare Academy and place them in appropriate positions.

(B) SELECTION
CONCLUSIONS

Flawed Interviewing

Process
Action: Develop reliable, valid, universal “selection tools” Inconsistently applied
based on employee competencies and Human Resource selection process
Management criteria of knowledge, skills, attributes, Inefficient hiring process

qualifications, and professional commitment needed for the * Incomplete DHR HOQ

various child welfare positions or functions that can be

records

implemented at the local level.
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e Human Resources Management staff at the central and local offices need to be integrally
involved in cross-collaborative consultations with administrators and supervisors to
develop selection tools.

e Develop a valid interview protocol to be used consistently in every local department
across the state.

Conclusion: Selection/ hiring process is not efficient or timely due to administrative delays
between local departments and DHR central office, resulting in unfilled positions due to lags
from vacant positions to “filled” positions. Interested candidates are often lost before the hiring
decision or paperwork is finalized because they have taken another job.

Action: Local departments take control over their own selection/hiring processes.
« Streamline selection process from point of vacancy to start date.

e Review and update civil service lists regularly, and create a process for streamlining the
lists (i.e., removing inappropriate applicants).

e Consider streamlining job classifications into broader functions for more flexibility in the
selection process.

« Consider broadening the practice of hiring for a position before it is vacant to allow for
overlap between employees leaving and employees on boarding. Some local departments
(i.e., Frederick and Talbot) have used this strategy.

e Develop and maintain an applicant tracking system, both to determine successful
recruitment strategies, and for follow-up with appropriate candidates not hired to
determine future interest in DHR.

e Streamline the hiring process so that the designated human resource manager for each
local department handles the paperwork, background and reference checks, hiring, etc.
and notifies DHR central office of the start date, without first having to secure approval.

Conclusion: DHR central does not have up-to-date records on current employees and has
limited ability to track turnover, vacancies, etc.

Action: ldentify information needed and create a system to maintain up to date information on
employees related to transfers, preventable turnover, etc.

Action: Assign all employees an identification number (Employee ID), rather than a PIN
number, that stays with the employee throughout their employment for tracking purposes.
Require all employees to complete an annual employee verification form to update changes in
addresses, phone numbers, email, and position.

16



On-boarding (Sidebar C)

Conclus_zon: New _employees _ne;ed to ha_ve adequa'ge (C) ON-BOARDING
preparation for the job by receiving training, coaching CONCLUSIONS
and mentoring at the time of “onboarding”.

Action: Continue to work collaboratively with the Lack adequate preparation
University of Maryland School of Social Work in the for job: .
development, maintenance, and evaluation of the Child Lack connections to
Welfare Academy. mentors or coaches

Action: Leverage employee “fit” so that new employees
are matched to jobs that adequately reflect skills, abilities,
and interests.

Action: Connect new employees with talented coworkers and supervisors in order to build a
high-quality network of coaches and mentors that will enhance employee development and
performance and sustain commitment.

7

Action: Connect employees to the organization by helping them understand the “big picture
and how their work contributes to the organization’s success.

Maintaining Talent (Sidebar D)

Structure and Resources (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: Human Resource Management strategies related to the child welfare workforce
need to be better connected to the broader organizational (DHR) goals.

Action: Human Resource staff cannot operate at the fringes of the organization. They need to
have a broader influence in creating a supportive and responsive environment/climate in which
child welfare employees carry out their work. This group needs to move front and center in the
change effort.

» Review the capacity of Human Resources in the central office and the local departments
to carry out their responsibilities given the resources allocated to this important function.

e Create a forum for regular monthly meetings (rotated around the state) of all HR staff to
address recruitment, selection and retention issues and coordinate efforts.

» Give HR staff the tools and resources to take charge of the organizational environment.

Action: Improve communication and access to information between the central office and local
departments (i.e., email answered, phone calls returned, visits to locals, etc.)
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(D) MAINTAINING
TALENT!

RESOURCES AND

SIRUCTURE

= HR Sliategles not
adeguately connected o
Ortganizational goals

= Employees lack basic
Olgatizaiional resoutces

* Caseload

COMPENSA ] ION AND

CAREER DEVEL OPMENT

= |imited Workiorce
developient

= Salaries for living 1n
Maryiand

* Salaties 101 sUPELVISOIS

ORGANIZATIONAL

ENVIORNMENIAL

s Decision meking

« Cooperation

* Role Clarity

= Growth and Advancement

= Role confliet

* Role overload

s Personal accomplishiment

= Personalization

= Emolional exhiaustion

= Job satistaction

= Organizational
commitment

s Sialus rewatds

Conclusion: Ensure that employees have the basic
organizational resources to do their jobs effectively.

Action: Secure and allocate funds for the purchase of cell
phones (and service) for every employee who makes home
visits or transports children/family members, and an
adequate number of state cars that are in good working
condition. Pagers (or an alternative method of
communication) should be provided to employees in rural
areas where cell phone service is not available.

Action: Hire additional qualified clerical and
transportation staff to assist child welfare workers so that
they may concentrate their efforts on tasks that are in their
job descriptions.

Action: Develop a technological system that supports, not
hinders, employees’ work performance.

e Make up-to-date computers and relevant
technological training available to all staff

e Make the automated information system
(“Chessie”) work for employees (i.e., ease of access
and usefulness) rather than make the employees
adapt to a system that does not meet their
informational needs.

Conclusion: “Caseload” may not be the best measure of
workload. Some cases are more labor-intensive than
others; some involve driving long distances to meet with
families, and some cases are temporarily assigned to
workers but not counted as part of their caseload, etc.

Action: Consider alternative ways to define and measure
workload and assess regularly.

Compensation and Career Development (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: The current career development system is problematic and grounded in tenure and
promotion, not achievement.

Action: Develop a career ladder with opportunities for growth and development that transcend
promotion and tenure, and include clearly differentiated roles, skills, and salary.
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e Experiment with job enrichment, job rotation, and self-directed teams that replace
promotion as a motivating factor or incentive. Pilot-test it in one program in several local
departments.

e Institute a “pay-for-performance” compensation system that rewards better performers
financially (rather than penalizes underachievers).

e Incorporate a “skill-banding” approach that: (1) breaks down a job (or function) into
specific competencies and skills; (2) identifies the skills needed at specific levels (on the
career ladder); (3) encourages employees to learn new skills to progress to the next level,
and (4) fosters an atmosphere that encourages cross-functional skill development to keep
advancing.

Action: Provide ongoing professional/career development for experienced staff that specifically
meets their needs.

Conclusion: Although the salaries of Maryland child welfare employees are in line with child
welfare workers in other states, they are still low in comparison to other Maryland government
service employees in challenging, demanding jobs.

Action: Lobby to increase salaries to a level comparative with other Maryland government
service workers — i.e., police, firefighters, and teachers. Subsequently, reward workers on the
basis of achievement and skill-banding (pay for performance).

Conclusion: Supervisor salaries are problematic because there is little difference in pay between
supervisors and workers, and in some cases, line workers have a higher salary than supervisors
do.

Action: Increase current supervisor salaries to levels above line workers to create an incentive
to become a supervisor. Then, reward supervisors on the basis of achievement (pay for
performance).

Organizational Environment/ Psychological Climate (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: Maintaining a talented workforce means creating a work environment that is
conducive to retaining talented employees who want to continue to be a part of DHR/DSS child
welfare (instead of the current vicious cycle of turnover and vacancies).

Action: Develop mechanisms for increased participation in decision-making.
e Create “employee forums” that meet regularly in the central office and each local
department (with elected representation from each program in the larger departments) for

employees to bring forth issues, concerns, suggestions, and solutions to pressing
problems.
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Action: Develop mechanisms for formal and informal recognition and rewards for effective
performance, collaborative efforts, and personal accomplishment (i.e., recognition committees in
California).

Action: Instill a culture that promotes open communication, flexibility, and risk taking that
fosters employee engagement.

Action: Build a learning organizational culture, at the supervisor-worker level, unit/team level
and at the administrative level.

e Continue to train supervisors through the University of Maryland Child Welfare
Academy so that they are prepared to use supervisory practices that support and facilitate
the work of staff (i.e. on developing and implementing performance feedback, etc.)

= Clarify performance expectations with specific, outcome-focused goals.

e Require written individualized career development plans that become part of the
performance appraisal process, and demonstrate a commitment to employee development
by supporting and implementing the plans.

» Provide targeted formal and informal feedback (at every supervisory level) to individual
employees and units/teams, emphasizing strengths and specific suggestions for
improvement.

e Charge supervisors with the responsibility of setting learning goals in their units/teams
and creating opportunities for growth and development.

e Encourage units/teams/departments to provide tangible solutions to specific work
challenges, and share solutions across the organization.

e Collect data in an automated and systematic process across all local departments related
to vacancies, turnover, transfers, employee demographics, etc. Regularly analyze data
and use credible information to make administrative and programmatic decisions.

e Take advantage of opportunities for research, evaluation, and assistance in understanding
and operationalizing the results.

Conclusion: Consistent with other research on both the nonprofit and for-profit workforce
(American Humanics, 2006; Bridgestar, 2005; Catalyst, 2001; Families and Work Institute,
2004; Halpern, 2006), this study also uncovered generational differences in employees’
perceptions of the organizational environment and their reports of organizational withdrawal. As
a large percentage of the nonprofit workforce, in general, is near retirement, the attitudes and
behaviors of younger employees are already having an impact on recruitment and retention, and
will likely have an effect on the nature of child welfare work.
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Action: Understand that while “Generation X and Y” employees demonstrate high career
commitment, they also have higher expectations for career development, desire more work/life
balance, want fair compensation for their effort, and perceive themselves as “undervalued and
unappreciated” by superiors than previous generations. This underscores the importance of
addressing the organizational environment, structural and resource-related recommendations.

Conclusion: The study findings support the need for a shift in organizational climate, and to
some degree, changes in job and organizational structure (i.e., salaries, workload, and role of
human resources). Both survey and focus group data highlighted the importance of
organizational environment and climate on worker behaviors and turnover, a factor that research
shows can be changed.

Action: Implement the “Availability, Responsiveness, and Continuity (ARC)” organizational
intervention strategy for child welfare turnover, climate and culture (designed by Glisson, Dukes,
and Green, 2006). This intervention focuses on the use of specially trained facilitators as
“change agents” in concert with small action teams (workers, supervisors and managers)
engaged in systems-based interventions within an evidence-based model (pre-post tests,
randomized experimental design). It is one of the strategies that has been tested and shown to
reduce staff turnover and improve organizational climate (Glisson, Dukes, and Green, 2006).

Future Directions

This report outlines the findings from one year of assessing Maryland’s current child welfare
workforce. The next step includes exit interviews and dissemination of the survey used in this
study to all employees who left the Department of Human Resources during the study period.
This will allow the researchers to gather more in-depth qualitative data about the reasons for
actual turnover, and directly compare the survey results of those employees who left with those
who remain. A supplemental report from this wave of data collection will be provided to DHR.

The researchers strongly encourage DHR to take the next leap into improving recruitment,
selection and retention by making implementation of the strategies described in this report a
priority. The research team is committed to helping DHR and the local departments prioritize
and make these recommendations a reality.

It is also recommended that the results of this study be openly shared with child welfare

employees throughout the state who care deeply about these issues and openly shared their views
and suggestions with the research team.
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BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Child welfare organizations have historically struggled with how to maximize the recruitment,
performance, and retention of their workforce. Less than effective recruiting strategies and high
turnover have costly consequences for child welfare organizations, and potentially, the families
served. For organizations, the time and money spent on recruiting, selecting, orienting and
training new employees is conservatively estimated to be between $10,000 (Graef & Hill, 2000)
and $16,000 (Daly, et al., 2000) per worker. This is a substantial amount when considering that
the annual turnover in child welfare agencies is estimated to be between 20 and 40 percent
(Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2003). Children and families suffer, sometimes tragically, when
turnover results in staff shortages and high caseloads that impair workers’ abilities to perform
critical case management functions (GAO, 2003) compromising child safety and positive
outcomes for families. (Cornerstones for Kids, 2006; Institute for the Advancement of Social
Work Research/National Association of Social Workers, 2004).

As a response to the growing concerns associated with inadequate recruitment and high turnover,
the Government Accountability Office (GAQO) recommended that the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) do more to address recruitment and retention problems in child welfare
agencies. The GAQ’s strong recommendations have filtered down to State governments who
have also become increasingly concerned about the ramifications of child welfare recruitment
and retention problems - spurred by high-profile cases that resulted in children’s deaths or
serious injuries, class-action lawsuits, alarming vacancy rates in child welfare agencies, and
rising administrative costs related to turnover. Several state agencies (e.g., Arizona, Nebraska,
New Jersey, and Michigan) have launched initiatives to hire more child welfare workers. In
other states (e.g., Texas and Connecticut), worker salaries have been measurably increased and
caseloads decreased. Other states (e.g., Colorado, North Carolina, and Maryland) have radically
overhauled their orientation and in-service training provided to staff. Finally, a few states have
developed specific interventions to combat upward spiraling turnover (e.g., New York, Colorado,
and Tennessee).

Maryland is one of the states that has become increasingly concerned about its child welfare
worker vacancy rates, recruitment and retention challenges, and outcomes for children and
families. The Maryland state legislature recognized the importance of child welfare worker
recruitment and retention in House Bill 799/Senate Bill 792 (Child Welfare Accountability Act,
2006) mandating that the Maryland Department of Human Resources (DHR) commission a
twelve- month study on child welfare worker recruitment and retention to be carried out by the
University of Maryland School of Social Work (UM-SSW).

DHR is comprised of a central office (from here on in labeled as DHR HQ) and 24 local
departments of social services (DSS) (including Baltimore City) across the state that provide
both child welfare and income support services to children and families. The division of Social
Services Administration (SSA) within DHR is primarily responsible for delivering child welfare
services to Marylanders across the state. The leadership of SSA is characterized as proactive and
committed to making substantial improvements in Maryland’s child welfare system.
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Scope of the Study

The UM-SSW proposed to design and conduct this study in collaboration with an advisory
committee comprised of representatives from DHR and local DSS’s across the state of Maryland,
University of Maryland faculty with expertise in organizational development research, and other
stakeholders. The focus and scope of this research was to:

(1) Identify characteristics of the existing child welfare workforce in the state of Maryland;

(2) Compare salaries of Maryland child welfare personnel (caseworker, supervisor,
administrator) with comparable personnel in other states and with other state government
employees;

(3) Establish the rate of caseworker turnover (overall and by agency/region) for a specified
time period,;

(4) Identify organizational, personal, and other factors contributing to organizational
withdrawal behaviors, retention or turnover;

(5) Identify recruitment and retention strategies currently utilized by DHR and the local DSS.

(6) Conduct a review of promising retention strategies being used by public child welfare
agencies in other states; and

(7) Complete a report based on findings and make recommendations for strategies to increase
the retention rate (lower the turnover rate), increase the qualifications of the workforce,
and identify areas for future study.

As an important preliminary step to this study, IASWR and the UM-SSW undertook a systematic
review of the research literature on child welfare retention, drawing from the Campbell
Collaboration guidelines for systematic reviews (www.campbellcollaboration.org) (Zlotnik,
DePanfilis, Daining, et al., 2005). It examined studies on child welfare personnel
turnover/retention as the dependent variable, with the assumption that recruitment strategies are
only effective if they result in retention. Thus, recruitment was considered as one of a number of
strategies that could affect retention and turnover. The researchers discovered that comparisons
across studies were difficult because of inconsistent definitions of turnover, e.g., combining
anticipated turnover (through promotions or moves) with preventable turnover (due to
dissatisfaction, work mismatch and burnout) and a lack of standardized measures used in the
research. Overall, their findings showed that recruitment and retention problems are believed to
be a combination of perceived job and organizational factors (i.e., workload/caseload, poor pay,
lack of supervisory and coworker support) and individual factors (i.e., burnout, including
emotional exhaustion, and role overload/conflict/stress) suggesting that a combination be
targeted simultaneously in order to develop successful hiring and retention strategies.

Evidence was sought to support or refute the growing concern that Maryland faces increasing
staff vacancies and turnover within its child welfare system. A sound conceptual model based on
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the comprehensive systematic review of the literature (Zlotnik, DePanfilis, Daining, et al., 2005),
and additional recent research (Appendix 1 for a summary of research publications related to
child welfare recruitment and retention) informed the development of the survey instrument. It
used psychometrically sound measures and sought to test and validate instruments for use in
child welfare research. Ultimately, the findings can be used to make an informed decision
regarding the best change strategies to address Maryland’s current child welfare workforce
situation, and will be useful baseline data to determine the effectiveness of these interventions.

Conceptual Framework

The aim of this study was to gain clearer insight into the many factors related to Maryland’s
child welfare work force behaviors in order to identify strategies for improving worker retention
and decrease staff turnover. Data collection was informed by a conceptual framework (shown in
Figure 2) developed using findings from previous research literature, as well as, ongoing
discussions with child welfare administrative staff, line staff, and consultants about the factors
most important to worker organizational withdrawal behaviors. To date, the literature has looked
at an array of isolated variables (individual and organizational factors) with several, more recent
studies considering conceptual frameworks that integrate the two (Ellett, Ellett, & Rugutt, 2003;
Glisson, Dukes, & Green, 2006). Studies suggest that it is a combination of these factors that
drive worker behaviors and which are found to be linked to service effectiveness and positive
outcomes for children (Glisson, 2002; Glisson & Himmelgram, 2000; Glisson & James, 2002).
Ultimately, no one factor can predict turnover thus, this model outlines the multi-level factors
that need to be addressed to reduce child welfare worker turnover. This research also takes the
opportunity to test Glisson’s organizational structural measures that have been refined over time,
in order to verify their use with the current study population.

Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the conceptual model including the organizational
level factors, perceived organizational/environmental factors, demographic/personal worker
profile factors, attitudinal/affective outcomes, moderating factors and eventual behavioral
outcomes. At the individual level worker attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, etc) (Figure 2, Box 4) and behaviors (e.g., organizational withdrawal and search
behavior) (Figure 2, Box 5) are a function of employee demographics, personal characteristics,
and worker profile factors (i.e., salary, position, tenure, etc.) (Figure 2, Box 3), as well as the
workers’ perceptions of the work environment (Figure 2, Box 2). These in turn are a function of
organizational level variables (i.e., agency size, accreditation status, etc. (Figure 2, Box 1).

In response to these organizational level variables — characteristics of the workplace common
across the agency -- individuals have certain perceptions of their work environment and varying
affective and attitudinal responses (Figure 2, Box 4). Thus, workers’ job satisfaction,
organizational commitment (affective factors) and beliefs that their efforts are in line with the
rewards received (attitudinal factors) are a function of their perception of their work environment
(Figure 2, Box 2) and their personal work profile (Figure 2, Box 3). In turn, organizational
withdrawal and search behavior (Figure 2, Box 5) are directly related to the person’s affective
and attitudinal response to the work environment (Figure 2, Box 4) and indirectly related to
individual level variables such as demographics, worker profile factors, and perceived
organizational and environmental factors (Figure 2, Boxes 1 and 2). Finally, the model suggests
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FIGURE 2: FACTOR RELATED TO CHILD WELFARE WORKER WITHDRAWAL
AND SEARCH BEHAVIORS
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that certain variables such as personal attributes, career commitment and geographical
opportunities, will moderate these relationships (Figure 2, Box 6).

The survey for this study was developed in such a manner that it would capture each of the
variables in the conceptual model. Building on recommended strategies for improving
recruitment and retention research related to child welfare workforce studies (Zlotnik,
DePanfilis, Daining, et al., 2005), measures from child welfare and industrial/organization
psychology literature found to have psychometrically sound properties were used (See Appendix
2 for a list of these measures, their reliabilities and source).

METHODOLOGY

The research team at the UM-SSW worked collaboratively with the Maryland DHR, Social
Services Administration staff and the statewide Advisory Group to implement a multi-level data
collection and analysis plan. The aim of the study was not only to fully understand current
recruitment, selection and retention processes and develop recommendations for enhanced
retention, but also to capture the perceived organizational environment and employees’
subsequent attitudes and behaviors (see Figure 2, “Conceptual Framework™). Therefore,
multiple source of data were utilized for this study that would allow the researchers to develop a
more comprehensive understanding of employees’ perceptions and behaviors. Data was
collected from DHR and local agency databases, a self-report survey, focus groups, and exit
interviews. Information to guide the development of the research and recommendations was
gathered by scanning for best/promising practices. This section of the report will describe these
activities. Prior to making contact with study participants, the research protocol related to
“human subjects protection” was approved by the University of Maryland’s Institutional Review
Board (#H-28391).

Participants

The researchers secured a list from DHR of all current child welfare professional staff (social
workers, caseworkers and administrators). Due to concerns about the accuracy of this list, the
researchers requested a separate list of current child welfare professional staff from each local
DSS. These lists were then compared to the original DHR list, adjustments were made, and the
information was entered into a new database resulting in a more complete final roster of current
child welfare professional staff. The samples of study participants for the surveys and focus
groups were selected from the newly created database. The total number of child welfare staff
invited to participate in the study was 1,324 (1,021 for the survey and 203 for the focus groups).

A total of 1,021 staff were selected to participate in the survey. Two groups were selected, new
hires (hired after December 2004) and tenured staff (hired prior to December 2004). The two
year cut point was used to determine newly hired staff versus tenured staff because there was a
somewhat natural comparison group based on those employed before and after the state began to
increase hiring. The first group selected for the survey included 521 recently hired (from
December 2004 - December 2006) child welfare workers, supervisors, and administrators from
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local departments (23 counties, Baltimore City, and the central office of DHR). A stratified
random sample of an additional 500 child welfare workers, supervisors, and administrators hired
before December 2004 proportional to each local department’s staffing size was selected. While
the initial total sample for the survey was 1,021 employees, twenty-nine employees had either
been incorrectly identified as child welfare professionals, (i.e., they were actually Adult Service
staff) or were on extensive medical leave; they were excluded from the sample thus, reducing the
final survey sample to 992. Of those 992 employees selected into the sample, 561 completed a
survey for a response rate of 56.5% (see Table 4) with 458 workers and 103 supervisors
responding. As shown in Table 4, the survey response rates were much higher in some local
departments than were in others. For example, 15 of the 24 (including Baltimore City) local
departments and DHR HQ had response rates higher than the overall response rate of 56.5%,
with 10 local departments as high as 70% and above (i.e., Anne Arundel, Caroline, Charles,
Frederick, Garrett, Harford, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, and Talbot). Five of the 24
local departments had response rates of less than 50%, with the lowest response rates at 32%
(Wicomico) and 33% (Worcester).

The participants selected for the focus groups included 332 randomly selected workers,
supervisors and administrators from the different DSS child welfare job classifications,
proportional to each local department size to insure statewide representation. Of the 332 staff
selected for the focus groups, 203 participated for a response rate of 61%. As shown in Table 5,
the response rates for the focus groups, which were conducted regionally (including Baltimore
City as its own region) were much higher in some regions of the state than others. For example,
five of the eight regions had response rates higher than the overall response rate of 61%, with the
Southern regions, the Eastern Shore and DHR HQ exceeding 80%. Baltimore City and its
immediate surrounding counties had the lowest response rates for the focus groups.

Overall, there was adequate geographical representation (above 50%) across the state for both
survey and focus group participation (see Table 6), with the exception of Baltimore City.
Baltimore City employs the largest number of child welfare staff in the state and had the largest
number of employees selected for the survey sample (291). However, with a response rate of
42% for the survey and 40% for the focus groups, their views may be underrepresented.

Data Collection Procedures

Database

Data pertaining to child welfare professionals (as described previously) was exported from the
DHR HQ Personnel database and collected from human resource departments at local agencies.
This agency data was used to describe the existing child welfare workforce, and to calculate
vacancy and turnover rates across the state and within each local department for specified time
periods.

Survey

The researchers, in collaboration with the Advisory Group, developed a comprehensive, valid
and reliable survey instrument with standardized measures that would yield useful data. This
effort involved a careful examination of previous and ongoing recruitment and retention
research, and included contact and discussions with research faculty from several other States
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that are engaged in child welfare retention research (i.e., SUNY-Albany, University of Denver,
University of North Carolina, University of California, University of Georgia, University of
Pittsburgh, and University of Tennessee). The survey included questions about respondents’
personal factors and perceptions of organizational and environmental conditions that contribute
to employees’ satisfaction, organizational commitment, perceived effort-reward balance, work
and job withdrawal and current job search behaviors (see the Conceptual Framework, Figure 2
and description of all the survey measures in Appendix 2).

The survey was pilot-tested with four child welfare employees (representing Baltimore City and
Anne Arundel and Allegany Counties), who were also graduate students at the School of Social

Work, to ascertain ease of completion, comprehension, and time commitment. The survey was

constructed in a web-based format that study participants could easily access and confidentially
complete. The SSW contracted with the company Question-Pro to provide a dedicated web site
for the web-based survey. The survey took, on average, 30-45 minutes to complete.

An invitational letter was sent to each employee selected for the survey component of the study.
The letter briefly explained the purpose of the study, how the respondent was chosen, directions
for completing the web-based survey and, how long it would take to complete the survey; It also
included an assurance that confidentiality would be maintained, emphasizing that no one at DHR
or their local DSS office would ever see their questionnaire. Since a response rate of at least
70% was desirable for the survey component of the study, a $20 gift card was promised to each
respondent who completed the survey. This was done both as an incentive and to show that the
researchers appreciated the participants’ time and effort.

The surveys were coded and paired with a list of participant names for the purposes of matching
information from the personnel database to survey respondents, facilitating follow-up reminders
to non-respondents, and reimbursing respondents with a gift card for their participation. Only
the SSW researchers had access to the survey data, and the data was compiled and reported in
aggregate form.

Several waves of “follow-up” were conducted with non-responders to the survey. Two weeks
after sending the initial letter, a second “reminder” letter was sent out reiterating the importance
of employee participation. It encouraged participants to contact the research staff if they were
experiencing any difficulty with accessing or completing the survey. Then a second email
“reminder” was sent to non-responders another two weeks later that once again reiterated the
importance of completing the survey and contacting the research staff if they had questions or
concerns. At this time, emails were also sent to Assistant Directors in the local departments
requesting that they encourage staff to participate in the study, and to Information Technology
staff asking that they ensure the local agency’s Internet firewall would allow participants to
access the survey website. (This became an issue for some participants who could not access the
website from their agency computer). Finally, during the last week of the web based survey
availability, the research staff made phone calls to the remaining non-responders encouraging
them to complete the survey. A total of 579 child welfare workers accessed the web-based
survey resulting in data for 561 individuals for a completion rate of 56.5%
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Focus Groups

The SSW researchers and the advisory group collaboratively developed a structured set of
questions (see Appendix 6) to guide the participants’ discussion and to provide a consistent
format across all of the focus groups. The purpose of the focus groups was to develop a better
understanding of: (1) Current recruitment and selection processes; (2) What makes the work a
satisfying experience; (3) What makes employees stay; and (4) What makes employees want to
leave. The focus groups were also used to collect information that would help to identify
organizational characteristics such as supervision, training and career development affecting
employment longevity. Separate focus groups were scheduled for DSS workers and DSS
Supervisors.

TABLE 4. SELECTED AND PARTICIPATING EMPLOYEES IN THE ONLINE SURVEY
BY LOCAL DEPARTMENTS

DSS Local Sample Completed Response

Department Selection Survey Rate
Allegany 22 10 45%
Anne Arundel 75 55 73%
Baltimore City 291 122 42%
Baltimore County 105 57 55%
Calvert 18 11 61%
Caroline 15 11 73%
Carroll 33 21 64%
Cecil 40 22 55%
Charles 34 25 73%
Dorchester 16 9 56%
Frederick 49 38 77%
Garrett 13 11 85%
Harford 34 27 79%
Howard 28 19 68%
Kent 2 1 50%
Montgomery 30 12 40%
Prince George’s 55 33 60%
Queen Anne’s 7 6 86%
Somerset 14 12 86%
St. Mary’s 17 12 71%
Talbot 9 8 89%
Washington 38 22 58%
Wicomico 22 7 32%
Worcester 18 6 33%
DHR HQ 7 4 57%

TOTAL 992 561 56.5%
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TABLE 5. SELECTED AND PARTICIPATING EMPLOYEES IN FOCUS GROUPS

Selected Employees

Participating Employees

Regions Supervisors | Workers | Supervisors | Workers | Response
Includes Area Counties Rate
%
1
Allegany /Garrett/ 17 18 9 10 54
Washington
2
Baltimore City 36 36 17 12 40
3
Ann Arundel/ 36 36 12 15 37
Baltimore/Cecil/
Harford
4
Calvert/Charles/St. Mary’s 10 18 8 17 89
5
DHR HQ 10 8 80
6
Dorchester/Somerset/ 13 18 10 12 71
Wicomico/Worcester
7
Frederick/Carroll/Howard 17 18 8 18 74
8
Montgomery/Prince 28 24 20 12 64
George’s Counties
9
Caroline/Kent/Queen 10 21 9 16 81
Ann’s/Talbot
Total 332 203 61
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TABLE 6. RESPONSE RATES BY REGION FOR SURVEY AND FOCUS GROUPS

Survey Focus Groups Overall
Regions Response Rate | Response Rate | Response Rate
Includes Area Counties
1
Allegany /Garrett/ Washington 63% 54% 58%
2
Baltimore City 42% 40% 41%
3
Ann Arundel/ Baltimore/Cecil/ 65% 37% 51%
Harford
4
Calvert/Charles/St. Mary’s 68% 89% 78%
5
Dorchester/Somerset/ 52% 71% 61%
Wicomico/Worcester
6
Frederick/Carroll/Howard 70% 74% 2%
7
Montgomery/Prince George’s 50% 64% 57%
Counties
8
Caroline/Kent/Queen 74% 81% T7%
Ann’s/Talbot
DHR HQ 57% 80% 68%

An invitational letter was sent to each employee selected for the focus group component of the
study that briefly explained the purpose of the study, how the respondent was chosen, the date,
time and location of the focus group. It ensured participant’s confidentiality of their responses,
emphasizing that no one at DHR or their local DSS office would have direct access to the focus
group tapes, notes or transcripts. The participants were asked to confirm their attendance for
their assigned focus group. The researchers followed—-up with non-responders to encourage their
participation in the focus group. The focus group participants also received a $20.00 gift card as
an incentive and in appreciation for their time and effort.

The 23 local DSS departments were divided into 8 regions for the purpose of scheduling focus
groups throughout the state (Tables 4-6) for a list of counties in each region). Baltimore City
was viewed as its own region, and the DHR HQ was viewed as a separate locale. Twenty-one
focus groups were conducted by five members of the research team and two doctoral students, all
with previous experience in facilitating focus groups. Each focus group adhered to an
established protocol (Amherst-Wilder Foundation model) and “script” to standardize the focus
group process.
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The focus groups were representative of caseworkers, supervisors, and administrators throughout
the state. One focus group of DSS workers and one focus group of DSS supervisors were held
within each “region” at a site convenient for the participants. Because of the large number of
employees in Baltimore City DSS, two focus groups of DSS workers and two focus groups of
DSS supervisors were held. One focus group was conducted with DHR administrators at DHR
HQ. Each focus group was approximately 90 to 120 minutes long. All of the focus groups were
tape-recorded and notes were taken by the researchers during the meetings. Designated members
of the SSW research staff (e.g., the Administrative Assistant) transcribed the tapes. Only the
researchers had access to the focus group tapes, and the data was compiled and reported in
aggregate form.

Best/Promising Practices Scanning

The researchers conducted a review of: (1) promising and/or effective retention strategies being
used by public child welfare agencies in other states. This “scanning” process included seeking
out knowledgeable sources, such as “expert” opinions, professional conferences, accreditation
standards, and research and evaluation reports; and (2) best (proven) retention strategies being
used by other types of organizations that could be applicable to DHR.

Exit Interviews

The researchers and Advisory Group collaboratively developed a structured telephone exit
interview guide and process for employees who left DSS during the middle six months of the
study period (from October 1, 2006 — April 1, 2007). [Due to difficulties in receiving
information, the exit interviews could not be conducted and will be completed at a later date. An
addendum to this report will be prepared and submitted to DHR HQ.] The exit interviews will
be used as another method to identify organizational, personal, and other factors leading to
turnover.

ANALYSIS

The survey data was downloaded from the designated web site into a database and analyzed
using the SPSS program. A variety of appropriate statistical techniques were used to analyze the
survey data including:
» Descriptive analyses of child welfare staff demographics, salary, caseload, and
work history data;
e Internal consistency reliability analyses for each of the survey scales;
e Bivariate correlations among the various measures;
e Independent T-test analyses to compare differences in perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors by relevant subgroups (i.e., supervisors and workers, employees with a
MSW degree vs. those without a MSW degree, etc.);
e Multiple regression analyses to determine the factors related to job and/or work
withdrawal and search behaviors.

The transcriptions of the focus groups were coded and analyzed according to qualitative research

guidelines (Lee, 1999; Weber, 1985), using the Nudit qualitative analysis software program.
Content analysis was performed on participant’s responses to the focus group questions, and

32



categories of responses were grouped under themes that emerged from the data. The number of
responses under each theme was counted to determine the intensity of participants’ perceptions
and experiences.

RESULTS

This section of the report describes the major findings of the study, beginning with a description
of the Maryland child welfare workforce and profiles of the study participants, followed by
presentation of data on employee turnover rates, job vacancy rates, caseloads, and salaries. The
next part of this section presents information related to recruitment and selection practices from
the focus groups data, followed by results from the statistical analyses of the survey data.

Description of the Maryland Child Welfare Workforce

Table 7 provides a basic profile of the current child welfare workforce in Maryland by state and
local department in terms of their gender, race, age, and salary. The original source of this data
was the DHR personnel database. The personnel database was not completely “up to date”;
therefore, the researchers secured data from each of the local departments’ human resource
managers. The researchers matched and updated the database information.

Table 8 and Table 9 provide profiles of the child welfare workers and supervisors/managers that
participated in the focus groups and online survey (study participants) by state and local
departments regarding gender, race, salary (starting and current), tenure, Title I\VV-E participation,
DSS internships, program, and caseload (for workers).

Comparison of Study Participants and Maryland Child Welfare Employees

The child welfare employees who participated in the survey and focus groups constitute the
“study participants”. In order to determine if the selected study participants (N = 741) were
representative of all the child welfare employees in Maryland (N = 2,043), the two groups were
compared on the basis of organizational and demographic characteristics.

Organizational representation: First, all of the local departments were represented by the
study participants, both in the online survey and the regional focus groups. Second, the study
participants in both the survey and focus groups represented line workers, supervisors, and
administrators. Third, the study participants represented the seven primary programs operated by
DHR (i.e., Adoptions, CPS, Family Services, Family Preservation, Foster Care, Intake,
Placement/Resources).

Demographic representation: The study participants and Maryland child welfare employees
were also compared on key data that is collected by DHR on all employees — gender, race, age,
and salary (Table 10). As shown in the table, the women and men who comprise the study
participants similarly reflect the composition of women and men in the organization. Regarding
race, the study participants represent a lower proportion of black employees than in DHR as a
whole. The mean age for the study participants was within three years of the mean age for all
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child welfare employees. The mean salary for the study participants was only $1,752 higher than
the average for all child welfare employees. Overall, the study participants portray a relatively
accurate representation of all child welfare employees in Maryland, although black employees
are underrepresented. Further examination of the data reveals that this is primarily because of the
lower response rates for both the survey and focus groups from Baltimore City employees where
the largest number of black employees is located.

34



g€

a|qe|ieAeun sem ejeq,
ejep Buissiw 0} anp asnedaq Q0| 0} dn ppe jou Aew s|ejol,

Junoo [enpy,

S6°0l 00'659°96$ | 00'¥65°62$ | €v'661°GV$ | 99 T4 1474 %80 %€0 %00 %L0 | %0°L %L1 18)S82I0 N\
6l°. 00'6¥.°.G% | 00'¥65°'62$ | L0'8022¢i$ | 09 14 6¢ %L %90 %Ll°0 %E0 | %L’ %0°¢ OJIWODIAA
1011 00°228°C9% | 00'8se‘€es | ¥O'8LL'VPS | ¥9 ¥Z A7 %G'€ %¥'0 %20 %90 | %S'€ %LV uojbulysepn
sevl 00'€66°'65$ | 00°9¢9°2€$ | L0°€90°8¥$ | 99 yX4 117 %L.'0 %10 %Ll°0 %00 | %L0 %.L0 loqel
el 00'659°96$ | 00°2.26°€€$ | ¥0'S60°EV$ | 6G T4 A7 %60 %¢€0 %l°0 %00 | %C'L %€’ shieiy 1S
ov'6 00°098'85$ | 00°€.5°8C$ | €€205¢v$ | 85 14 8¢ %80 %€0 %00 %L°0 | %60 %0’} lJeslaswog
8lL'El 00'669°96$ | 00'G60°2€$ | L9'8LG'8V$ | 6G T4 6€ %S0 %10 %00 %00 | %S0 %90 $,8UUy ussnp
iZAY’ 00'6G9°96$ | 00°2r.'Ge$ | €9'8€G'GYS | L8 T4 8y %l¢ %0'G %.L°0 %0 L | %L9 %L L s,9b1099 8ould
08’8 00°290°2ZL$ | 00°2¥8Cr$ | 9€7€50°¥9% | VN, VN, VN, %6'¢ %<cC'¢ %80 %60 | %8S %9 Asawobjuop
197Gl 00'61G€S$ | 00°286°Ge$ | L9'6VS9V$ | L9 6¢ 174 %€0 %10 %00 %00 | %¥'0 %¥'0 sy
18 L1 00'122°'G9$ | 00'90Z°LE$ | 06°€OL LVS | 29 9C 1474 %L1 %.L0 %20 %20 | %Ll %6’ piemoH
99'L1 00'€66°'65$ | 00'6¥9°'9¢$ | GZ'¥S6'GY$ | €9 ¥Z 1474 %€'C %.L0 %Ll°0 %€0 | %LC %1€ pJojieH
So'LL 00°0988G$ | 00¢v8've$ | L2 L6L'vv$ | 29 6¢ 4% %80 %00 %00 %€0 | %80 %Ll naileg
99'8 00°€.¥'09% | 00°88.°2€E$ | S6'6GL°€v$ | 29 ¥e oy %C'¢ %¥'0 %¥'0 %20 | %8'¢C %0°€ Jolispal4
g6¢l 00'€65°'GG$ | 00°269'9¢$ | L9'GLE'EVS | 29 €c Ly %S0 %90 %L°0 %L0 | %0°L %L1 Jsysayalog
€8'0¢ 00'900°99% | 00°20E'8¥$ | 26°€L2'9G$ | 89 L€ 4] %¥0 %80 %00 %20 | %0°L %<’ OH dHA
166 00'6€0'79$ | 00°269°9¢$ | G9°096°¢1$ | 99 ¥e L %0’} %€’} %10 %L°0 | %E'C %¥'¢ s8leyd
1G'6 00/2829% | 00¢v8've$ | ¢'Gocer$ | 29 ¥Z A4 %8’ %€0 %20 %lL0 | %l'C %C'¢ [1980D
60°L1 00'66996$ | 00'¥65°'62¢$ | 0G'€S9'VP$ | G9 €c 474 %9’L %10 %€0 %L0 | %L %6 [loled
98'8 00'€6G5°GS$ | 00'¥¥8°0€$ | Ly vEC'EYS | €G ¥Z L€ %S0 %€0 %L°0 %10 | %80 %60 suljoied
182 00°'1€€'65% | 00'¥8°0€$ | 29°006°C$ | 8F T4 A %S0 %¢€0 %20 %00 | %80 %60 HaAeD
9c'el 00°900'99% | 00°¥+8°0€$ | 88°€V6'8Y$ | G2 €c yA4 %8¢ %G'€E | %0°¢C %S L | %ELE %.'8¢€ AnD asownjeg
ocol 00CEL'69$ | 00°C6G°L2S | Le'GECOVS | 99 T4 A7 %lY %€'C %S0 %90 | %E9 %69 Ayunog aiownjeg
g9¢l 00'6¢5°€9$ | 00'¥69'8¢$ | L£L00'OVS | L2 ¥e 114 %0°'€ %¥'¢ %¥0 %S0 | %E'S %8'G [dpunly suuy
LEYL 00°€66'65$ | 00°€.5°8¢$ | L6620 ¥¥$ | 99 8¢ 14 %C'€ %10 %10 %¥'0 | %6'¢C %€’'€ Aueba)|y
8L'LL 00°290CZ1$ | 00°8S€‘€CS | 01L°L66'VY$ | L8 €C 114 18 9601 €cl 98¢ GG/l €v0C 9jels
SIe9A winwixe winwiui abeloAy | wnwixely | wnwiuiy | ebesany alum, | xoeig, | 1auio, | eI, | slewsad, | yeis jo juswiedag
paJiy Aiejeg aby CEEY Japuag, JaquinN |esoT]
aouls
awy jo
yjbua
"BAy

FOHOAMHOM FHVATIM ATIHO ANVTAUVIN 40 NOILdIFOS3A 'L FT19Vv.L




9¢

14 1BYO
z e
T 04
0T dd
6T S4 %89 9Mym UoN
€e Sd0 %l6 4 Awnod
¢0'9T 6 uondopy %.LE %8¢ sreak /°6 yIT'Sh 658'6¢ %0. %¢CE SNUM | %l N alowljeg
14 18yl0o
0¢ 'S34/1d
1T o4
8 dd
9€ S4 %<C¢T ©®HYM UON
8T SdO %388 4
06'6T 14 uondopy %L %V siesh 9'TT 6vv' v GTT'EC %TT %88 SMUM | %ZT IN Aup asownjeg
9 13ylo
9 'S34/1d
[4) 04
0¢ dd
9T S4 %¢¥ 9MYM UON
0€ Sd0 %06 4 |spuniy
A 0T uondopy %9€ %ve sieak 6°0T 0LL'Cy 09T'6C %81 %8S SINUM | %0T IN suuy
€l 18yl0o
L 'S34/1d
0¢ o4
€€ S4 %/, ®SHYM UON
€T SdO
88’71 L uondopy %0t %ET siesA T'TT 6V1'8Y ¥9¢ ‘22 %€S %€E6 SUUM | %00T 4 Aueba|v
8 13y10
I4 aNelu|
8 o4
8 dd
T¢ S %97 8NYM UON
6C Sdo %06 4
67T 9 uondopy %EE %/.T sieak g0t €T vy 8G¢'8¢ %9% %VS SHUM | %0T IN 9Jel1S
dHa yum | Arejes | Aefes
peojase) uau| I-Al aiual | waun) | bumels
ues\ 05 Weaboid Ssa 9L ues\ ues|\ uesi\ | MSIA ey lapuag SuoIed0

Auno) pue a1e1s Ag bunedidnied SiaxIop 10O 3]1104d

ALNNOD ANV 3LV1S A9 ONILVdIDILHVd SHIHHOM 40 31140dd '8 371dVvVL




LE

€ 24
8¢ S4 %ST SHUM UON
14 Sdo %69 4

09vT 8 uondopy | %8¢ %26 sieak L'€T TVS'Sy ¥60'0€ %9% | %58 BUUM | %TE N Nale9
g S34/1d
ra4 on|
rA dd
0T S4 %GE  SUYM UON
rA7 SdD %06 4

6 L uondopy | 9%zv %2 SIeak T'TT £E6'2Y 625'6¢ %29 | %S9 aMUM | %0T N A3li8palS
L axelu|
v 18UI0
Gl S34/1d
gl 24
YA sS4 %2S 9HUM UON
9 Sdo

0S'TT L uondopy | 9%0€ %, sieak 9'g ¥16'0F 6v.'LC %92 | %8y aNUM | %00T 4 Sal4eyd
Fa aelu|
9 18UI0
Ge o4 %EZ  SUYM UON
rA S4 %88 4

€9'/T Geg Sd0 | %Ez %eT sieak /') £05'TY £66'7€ %ET | WLl auMUM | %2T N 11980
LT 1BYI0
v axeju|
8 dd
4 of
4 sS4 %G SHYM UON
1C Sdo %88 4

1,97 ¥ uondopy %9Y %.T SIeak €6 G6T v 7182 %PS | %S UM | %2T N [j011eDd
6¢ 1BYI0
4 o4
4 S4 %9E  SUYM UON
4 Sdo %26 4

95'TT / uondopy | ocp %P1 sieak 28 6791 009'72 %05 | %¥9 alUM | %8 W auljoJed
0T 1BYI0
0g 'S34/1d %0E  SUYM UON
0S o4 %06 4

A A 0T Sd0 | %0S %0T SIeak 0'g 1592 £96'L2 %0Y | %0L UM | %0T N H8AeD

HHQ Yyum Arejes | Arejes
peojase) uiau| I-Al alnus | waun)y | Bunels
uea\ 04 Welbolid SSa AL uea|\ uea\ ueaN | MSIN aoey lapuao Suo1eI07

(p.Juo2) Aiuno) pue a1e1S Aq Bunedionied siaxJop Jo ajioid




8¢

8 18y10
8 S34/1d
gc 24 %8¢ SHYM UON
£C sS4 %58 4
00°¢T £z SdO | %S %ET sieak '8 v60'TY 292'se %69 | %29  SMUM | %ST I 19SJ18W0S
e1 18y10
e1 dd
74 sS4 %88 4
19°0T 0s SdD | %e9 %Ge sieak L'TT 9SY' Ly 680'SC %z9 | %00T 8MUM | %zt W | S.8UUV usand
9 axeu|
T 18Y10
g S34/1d
6 o4
o o %9/ 3NUM UON
9 S4 0 !
G Sdo %T6 4 5801089
¢STT Zzt  uondopy | opy %GE sieak G€T 89T vy LS6'SE %6. %¥Z  SUYM | %6 W 3dulld
6¢ JEITTS)
9 S34/1d
9 on|
9 dd %EZ  SUYM UON
9 sS4 %88 4
L9°€T I SdO | wez %8T sieak 9'€T G2T'05 708'LE %6 | %LL oMum |zt w | Asswobiuo
Ge o4
¥4 sS4
74 Sdo
0021 Gz uondopy | 4G/ %001 sieak 6'9 L9T' Ly 000'82 %0S | %00T  8MUM | %00T 4 us
0T 18U10
1T o4
91 dd
1C S4 %8y 8HUM UON
z€ Sdo %¥8 4
€C'6 0T  uondopy | op/v %zZE SIeaA €11 MG 'EY £9€'82 %89 | %2S AMUM | %9T I pJemoH
g 18y10
) S34/1d
0g 24
g1 sS4 %GE  SUYM UON
0 Sdd %06 4
LTLT g uondopy | %05 %0T s1eak G'TT v28'oy v8L'ee %Sy | %S9 AMUM | %oT I piojieH
HHQ Yyum Arejes | Arejes
peojase) uiau| I-Al alnus | waun)y | Bunels
ueap 04 Welbolid SSq 3L uea\ ueap uea\N | MSIN aoey lapuag SuoIeI0T

(pau02) Aiuno) pue a1e1S Aqg buled

19114ed SI8)J0M 10 3]110Id




6€

91qeorjdde JON=W¥N «

0S 18y10
VN 0S S34/1d | %001 %05 s1esh T'/¢ 8IT'vS 000'2T %00T | %00T @MUM UON | %00T 4 OH YHA
1 JETS)
e1 dd %/E 3UYM UON
L€ sS4 %88 4
0SvT L€ SdD | %!lE %S¢ sIeak gyT 98Y'cY 1162 %05 | %E9 aMUM | %2T N 18]1S8240/\\
FZa 24
1T dd %2z NUM UON
YA sS4 %8L 4
€e'1e a4 SdD | % %ES sieak 92T 999'ty 092'82 %29 | %8. aUUM | %2z W OJIWOJIMN
01 JENTS)
0C o4 %SZ  SNUM UON
gl S4 %56 4
09'8T 0S Sd0 | %Sz %0T SIeak €77 22L0p ¥22'0¢ %0T | %S. BUUM | %G W uojbuIysep
g1 18Y10
8 S34/1d
£C o4 %ST SNUM UON
8 S4
0Z'TT 8¢ SdD | %vS %ST SIeak T'6 6T L z€8'se %69 | %G8 aUUM | %26 4 jogjeL
1 axeju|
9 JE o)
1 oy %EE  SUYM UON
a4 sS4 .
0T'.T 8¢z SdD | %IT %9 sieak L'€T £29'¢y 0L6'TE %.T %19 UM | %00T 4 s A1le\ 1S
HHQ Yyum Arejes | Arejes
peojase) uiau| I-Al alnus | waun)y | Bunels
ueap 04 Welbolid SSq 3L uea\ ueap uea\N | MSIN aoey lapuag SuoIeI0T

(pauo2) Aiuno) pue a1e1S Aqg buled

19114ed SI8)J0M 10 3]110.d




oy

29 JENTS)

A o4

74 sS4 %.E %0 SIeak T'TT zL1'lS 00062 %.8 %00T  OMUM | %00T 4 [1930

LT JEINTS)

e sS4

e Sdo

LT uondopy %05 %001 sieak 6'GT TYE'SS 00092 %E8 %00T  oNUM | %00T 4 [1011eDd
%0G eNUM UON

05 Sdo

05 uondopy %00T %00T sieak /1T 920'L 000'9Z %007 %05 aMUM | %00T 4 auljored
%Gz NUM UON

Gl Sdd %S/ 4

14 uondopy %05 %52 sieak /) 166'TS 000'62 %G/ %S, AUUM | %G W HBARD

9 18y10

A 'S34Y1d

74 o4

9 dd

9 sS4 %6T  SNUM UON

L€ Sdo %€E9 4 Ajwnod

9 uondopy %.E %I sieak /0T £10'€S S79'8Z %6 %T8 aUUM | %lE W ajowlljed

8 CECRE

€T o4

8 dd

15 sS4 %T6 SNUM UON

LT Sdo %58 4 ANo

14 uondopy %Y %P Sieak 1T 619'2S 655'1¢C %T8 %6 aUUM | %ST IN ajowlljeqd

0C o4

0C dd

0€ sS4 %0T 8NYM UON

0z Sdo %06 4 |spunIv

01 uondopy %05 %0T s1eak 0'6 268'7S 05282 %001 %06 aMUM | %0T  IN auuy

00T S4 %05 %00T sieak £ £6/'15 00572 %00T %00T  8MUM | %00T 4 Aueba||v

3 18y10

9 'S34Y1d

0T o4

9 dd

€ sS4 %EY NUYM UON

6¢ Sdo %58 4

8 uondopy %SY %8 sieak 92T LIY'YS 181'GC %68 %.LS AUUM | %bT  IN 9JelS

qHA
yum Klejes Kieres
uJIau| 3Nl ainua| a.n) Buiuels | 9aibaq
weJsbold 3SSa 3L ueap ueap ues|y SI191Se) aoey lapuag uoned0T

Auno) pue a1e1s Ag bunedidnied siosialedns Jo aj1joid

ALNNOD ANV FLVLS A9 ONILVdIDILHVd SHOSINYIdNS 40 3711404d '6 319V.L




144

9 CECRE
9 on|
9 dd %TE SNUM UON
74 sS4 %S/, 4 5801089
95 SdD %by %E'9 sieak Z'91 A AA 00L¥2 %00T %69 BUUM | %S N 39dulld
8T JETS)
9 sS4 %9E  SNUM UON
9 Sdo %16 4
6 uondopy %2 8T %0 sieak T'GT 1109 00507 %T6 %19 aMUM | %6 w | Asswobiuo
00T S4 %0 %0 sieak 6'1¢ 6TS'ES ¥85'TE %0 %00T  8MYM | %00T o us
VT o4
1. Sdo %98 4
vT uondopy %EY %vT sieak g'1Z 805'2S 0Sv'ey %00T %00T  SMUM | %vT W plemoH
1T 'S391d
ra4 24
1T dd
e sS4 %EE  SNUM UON
1T Sdo %8/ 4
1T uondopy %95 %0 sieak 1’6 Lv¥'SS a8y, T %68 %19 UUM | %2z W piojrieH
0S 1B %08 4
0 SdD %05 %00T sieak €02 £92'25 005'92 %00T %00T  8MUM | %05  IN naleo
T 18U10
A 'S3Y1d
A dd
L€ Sdo
74 uondopy %29 %/ sieak ¥'€T TYY'eS 18572 %.8 %00T  9MUM | %00T o A3lispalH
0¢ dd
0C sS4 %09 SNUM UON
or Sdo
0z uondopy %09 %0 sieak 70T 9YS'ES 0S.'9T %00T %0¥ aMUM | %00T 4 J81sayaiog
3 18Y10
LT 'S341d
rA7Z sS4 %8 SNUM UON
8 Sdo
%4 uondopy %05 %L1 SIeah €77 220'2S G50'€ %S/, %2y aUUM | %T6 4 SaleyD
dHA
yum Arefes Arefes
uiau| =N alnua| uaLn) Bunueis | eaibe(
05 Weaboid Ssa AL ueap ueap uea\ SI21Se| aJey lapuao uonean

(p.auo2) Aiuno) pue a1e1S Ag Bunedionied siosiAladns Jo aj1joid




44

3 JETNTS)

1T 'S3Y1d %/9 S1YM UON

ee sS4 %68 4

44 uondopy % %00T sieak 121 0S.'%S 990'6T %00T %EE UUM | %TT W OH YHA
%29 81YM UON

e sS4 %1.9 4

19 Sdo %EE %001 sieah ¢ 921'95 £EE' YT %00T %EE UM | %EE N 18]1S82410/\\

0S dd

05 uondopy %05 %0 Sieak 9'g v2z'ss 00022 %007 %00T  SMUM | %00T o OJIWOJIMN

0T 18410

0T o4 %06 SHYM UON

0g s4 %0. 4

0S Sd0 %09 %0 Sieak ¥'6T TT'0S zee'le %06 %0T aUMUM | %08 N uojbuIysep

Ge dd %G/, 8MUYM UON

74 sS4

¥4 SdD %0 %0 sieak v'yT 292'vY 000‘€E %05 %52 aMUM | %00T 4 jogjeL

00T S4 %0 %0 Sieak v/ 00.'8Y 000'vE %00T %00T  8MUM | %00T o s Arle\ 1S

¥ CECRE

74 o4

0S dd %05 %0 sreak 0'g 6S.LS 000'9T %00T %00T  8MUM | %00T o 18s13W0S

4HAd
UM Kejes Kejes
uiau| =\ alnual | wauny | Buuels 9albaQ
05 Weaboid Ssa JIL ues|y ues|y ues|y SI91Se 208y lapua9 uoneoaonT

(p.uo2) Aiuno) pue a1e1S Ag Bunedionied siosiAladns Jo a1joid




TABLE 10. COMPARISON OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS AND MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE

EMPLOYEES
Gender Race Age Salary
Women Men White Black Other Mean Mean
Child Welfare 86% 14% 40% 53% 7% 45 years $44,997
Employees
Study 89% 11% 53% 32% 15% 42 years $46,749
Participants

State of Child Welfare in Maryland: Setting The Context

This section of the study provides a backdrop to the current work conditions related to the child
welfare workforce. Turnover and vacancies rates are presented as a means of providing a
context for understanding the current work environment. Each is found to affect child welfare
workers ability to provide quality care to children and families (GAO 2003; Cornerstone for
Kids, 2006; IASWR/NASW, 2004). In particular, costly turnover and ongoing vacancies create
conditions under which workers must spread their efforts to cover ongoing and incoming cases
that are not part of their own caseload, but need to be addressed. These are cases that would
otherwise not be served as a result of low worker coverage.

Therefore, in addition to turnover and vacancy rates, caseloads are presented. Readers should be
aware that these caseloads are most likely representative of workers “official” cases, and do not
necessarily include those additional cases that are meant to be covered by workers who should be
filling the vacant positions. Finally, building on this contextual picture, and focusing on a factor
somewhat controllable by the state of Maryland, salary data is presented.

Turnover and vacancy rates have been determined using data provided by DHR and
Montgomery County human resources. In order to put each into perspective, an attempt has
been made to compare the current Maryland landscape to national recommendations and/or
benchmark data. Each has been compared to the 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Study (APHSA,
2005) and/or information from the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor and
Statistics (US BLS, ).

Caution is warranted when making these comparisons because of different measurement time
periods and methods of collecting data. While data was collected from 45 state child welfare
agencies for the 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Study (APHSA, 2005) often fewer than half
provided information on particular factors (i.e. caseload), limiting its use as a benchmark, yet
providing some sort of comparison given the lack of national data available (Zlotnik, Depanfilis,
Daining, & Lane, et al., 2005). For salary data, where possible, dollar amounts have been
converted into 2006 constant dollars using the Bureau of Labor and Statistics Inflation Calculator
(U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor and Statistics, 2007).
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Turnover

In response to growing concerns regarding increasing turnover rates throughout the child welfare
system nationally, and in response to Maryland state legislature concerns, this research sought to
determine the level of staff turnover for child welfare agencies in Maryland public child welfare
system. Using data provided by DHR and Montgomery County, monthly, yearly and 3 year (36
month) turnover rates are presented. For the purpose of this study, turnover is defined as the
number of employees who leave an organization during a period of time given in percentage.
Turnover was computed by dividing the number of caseworkers, social workers and supervisors
in child welfare who left DHR during a given period of time, divided by the average number of
employees working for the same period of time.

Figures 2 -4 present turnover data for each county/local department by year, compared to the
DHR overall state turnover rate for 2004 (9.1%), 2005 (17.1%), 2006 (20.3%). Additionally,
benchmark data is provided. In particular, 17 states out of 42 states in the 2004 Child Welfare
Workforce Survey (APHSA, 2005) reported a turnover rate for child welfare workers of 17.4%,
while national data on state and local government workers across the United States showed an
annual turnover rate for 2004 at 15.3%. All but three counties, St. Mary’s, Baltimore County
and Anne Arundel County, have comparable or lower turnover rates than comparison data.

This does not hold true for 2005 and 2006, where Maryland state turnover rates began
increasing. While the Child Welfare Workforce Survey does not provide turnover information
for 2005 and 2006 because it was not in the scope of the research (APSHA, 2005), national
turnover rates for local and state government workers held steady at 15.1 for 2005 and 15.7% for
2006 (US BLS, 2007). Ten local departments had higher rates than the Maryland state rate for
2005 (17.1%) and 2006 (20.3%) and the national statistic for government workers.

At the state level, turnover has been increasing for the last three years, with rates increasing from
9.1% in 2004, to 17.1% in 2005, and finally to 20.3% in 2006. This is a trend generally reflected
at the local department level (see Figures 2-4 or Figures 5-11) again which is not unlike the
national turnover rates which have held steady over the last few years (a separation rate of
approximately 15% for 2004, 2005 and 2006 for state and local government across the United
States (US BLS, 2007.).

Those that do not reflect this trend include Garrett County where the turnover rate decreased, and
Kent County, which went from 0 % to 14.8% and returned to 0% for 2004, 2005 and 2006,
respectively. Additionally, Baltimore, Anne Arundel and Frederick Counties do not necessarily
follow this trend, but all turnover rates are particularly high with almost a quarter of the
caseworkers and social workers leaving yearly.

Figure 12 further illustrates the turnover rate over a three-year period for each county compared
to the Maryland state child welfare worker turnover rate of 47.3% for the same three-year period.
This compares equally to the national turnover rate of 46.1% for state and local government
employees (US Labor, Bureau of Labor and Statistics, 2007).

However, attention should be drawn to those local departments that have a 3 year turnover rate
higher than these benchmarks, in particular Wicomico (64.1%), Queen Anne’s (67.6%),
Baltimore County (70.1%), Caroline (72.5%), Anne Arundel (75.5%), and Frederick (77.6%)
counties. In Calvert County, there has been 96.4% turnover, with almost as many people leaving
over the 3-year period as actual employees working there, and St. Mary’s County has

44



experienced 104% turnover over this same time period, with more people leaving than the
average number of positions over the 36 months period. For example, the monthly average
number of employees in St. Mary’s county for the 36-month period was 26 and a total of 27
employees left the agency over that same time period. Overall, this data highlights a turnover
issue that is particularly troublesome given the amount of time, human power and financial
dollars that are invested in the continuous process of recruiting, selecting, orienting and training

new hires.

FIGURE 2. 2004 TURNOVER RATE FOR EACH COUNTY COMPARED TO STATE RATES
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Note 1: 2004 data for Baltimore City is not reflected in the chart because it was unavailable

Note 2: Solid horizontal line represents the 2004 Maryland average turnover rate of 9.1 percent

Note 3: Dash horizontal line represents the 2004 state and local government national turnover rate of
15.3% reported by the U.S. Depart of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2007)
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FIGURE 3. 2005 TURNOVER RATE FOR EACH COUNTY COMPARED TO STATE RATES
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Note 1: Solid horizontal line represents the 2005 Maryland average turnover rate of 17.1 percent
Note 2: Dash horizontal line represents the 2005 state and local government national turnover rate
of 15.1% reported by the U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics

FIGURE 4. 2006 TURNOVER RATE FOR EACH COUNTY COMPARED TO STATE RATES

70.0
58.8
60.0 _
50.0
418
. 402 %"
S 40.0 =
e
28.9
5 30.0 255 25.8 26.3 2157
Lol 221 22.6 — 4 [
15.7 17.5 18.6 18.9
20.0 7 128 145 50
o s - - - - 1'0.1- ----- - — . — ] - — = - - - — ] — = = —
10.0 - 63 o2
" il H
0-0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
X 0 > 0O w T T T O W oo > O w0
e €F e dsasI882872282%
~35¢§ 2885823383823 8282 =25
8 @ < > 2 3 T 02 5 2z §g°<
-+ 8 050 < o = @ () c =~ > © «
> > 2 s 2 2
P Q < 8
®
County
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FIGURE 5. YEARLY TURNOVER RATE FOR WESTERN MARYLAND REGION
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FIGURE 6. YEARLY TURNOVER FOR GREATER BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON D.C.
AREA
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FIGURE 7. YEARLY TURNOVER RATE FOR GREATER WASHINGTON
D.C. AREA
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FIGURE 8. YEARLY TURNOVER RATE FOR SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION
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FIGURE 9. YEARLY TURNOVER FOR GREATER BALTIMORE AREA
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FIGURE 10. YEARLY TURNOVER RATE FOR EASTERN SHORE
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FIGURE 11.

YEARLY TURNOVER FOR FAR EASTERN SHORE
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FIGURE 12. 36 MONTH (2004-2006) TURNOVER RATE FOR EACH COUNTY COMPARED TO STATE
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Vacancy Rates

Using data provided by Maryland DHR, a monthly vacancy rate was calculated for each county.
A vacancy is defined as an available position that needs to be staffed and for which DHR is
actively recruiting. While DHR provided research staff with the number of vacant positions for
local departments from December 2004 — December 2006, local office human resource staff
provided researchers with the total number of approved full time equivalent (FTE) positions for
the same years. Assuming that the yearly approved FTE positions reported by local agencies
was the same for each month in that year (i.e. If an office reported 16 FTE positions approved for
2005, then 16 was used as the FTE positions for each of the months in 2005), vacancy rates were
calculated by dividing the total number of vacant positions reported by DHR by the total number
of approved FTE positions reported by local departments.

Vacancy rates for local departments with available data are listed in Appendix 11 and can be
compared by county, for each month for a 24 month period. Furthermore, the vacancy rates for
the government sector across the United States are listed to provide a point of reference for this
data (US BLS, 2007). Caution is warranted when making the comparison, as the BLS data is for
all government workers. However, generally, the job opening rates (defined in the same manner
as vacancy rates) fall below 3%. While some county vacancy rates tend to hold fairly steady
around this 3% rate (i.e., Allegany, Dorchester, Harford) other departments tend to fluctuate
more wildly and drastically (i.e. Anne Arundel, Calvert, Frederick, Howard, and St. Mary’s).

Vacancy rates have been graphed for each local department for a 24 month period (Figures 13-
32). [Data for Montgomery and Prince George’s County was unavailable to determine vacancy
rates; data for Kent County was only available for 2005]. There appears to be emerging seasonal
trends for some local departments (i.e. Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Calvert, Charles, Howard,
Baltimore City and St. Mary’s) such that there is a drop in vacancies after December 2004
corresponding to the increase in hiring during that time; however, vacancies begin to increase
soon after. Furthermore, it appears that vacancy rates rise in the fall and in the early spring, and
tend to decrease in the late spring, early summer. While researchers can only speculate as to
why this may be the case, further inquiry and analysis is necessary to determine possible causes.
This data does suggest the importance of continuing to collect, and analyze vacancy data to
determine if these trends hold true and where DHR efforts might be targeted to reduce vacancy
rates.
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FIGURE 13.
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FIGURE 14. ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD

ALLEGANY COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 15. BALTIMORE CITY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 17. CALVERT COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 18. CARROLL COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD

12%

Vacancy Rate

4%
ailN NININ HIN |

10% - 9%
8% - 6% 6%
% -
6% 13% 3% 3% 3% I 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
g g
=

June ]

2 Fl 828 22§ % 3
E| 3|23 ||| =2|3 £
o) S ) ) S 5 o]
o > | 9 3 o
o | 7 o | o | ™| 0L o3
a Z | A 3
2004 (2005|2005|2005|2005|2005 2006/ 2006{2006|2006|2006 |2006| 2006|2006/ 2006
Months

Note: Data for some months not available

54



FIGURE 19. CHARLES COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 20. DORCHESTER COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 21. FREDERICK COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 22. GARRETT COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 23. HARFORD COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 24. HOWARD COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 25. KENT COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 26. QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD
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Figure 27. SOMERSET COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A TWO YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 28. ST. MARY’S COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 29. TALBOT COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANCY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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Note: Data for some months not available

FIGURE 30. WASHINGTON COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD

Vacancy Rate

18%

16% 4

14% A

12%

10%

8%

6% -

4% |

2% A

0%

16%

15%

1%

12%

14%

15%

1%

14%

8%

1%

15% 15%

9%

5%

8%

7%

8%

9% 9%

8%

December
January
February

March

April

May

June

July

October

2004 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005 | 2005

December

November

April

2005 | 2005 | 2006 | 2006 | 2006 | 2006

Month

May

2006 | 2006 | 2006 | 2006

June

July

August

October
December

o]
3
£
8
=
@
1%}

2006 | 2006 | 2006

60




FIGURE 31. WICOMICO COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANY RATE FOR A2 YEAR PERIOD
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FIGURE 32. WORCESTER COUNTY DSS MONTHLY VACANCY RATE FOR A 2 YEAR PERIOD
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Another useful tool for looking at the data is to graph vacancy rates regionally in order to explore
whether there are similarities and/or differences that may be related to locale and/or agency size.
The researchers have provided such plot graphs below in Figures 33-38 (Data for Montgomery,
Prince George’s, Cecil, and Kent Counties were unavailable to determine vacancy rates. Gaps in
the line graph are as a result of missing data.) There appear to be some similarities in vacancy
trends within certain regions, i.e. Garrett and Washington counties, Charles and Calvert counties,
and Frederick and Howard counties. It may be helpful for DHR to examine these possible trends
more closely to determine if there are common factors that impact vacancy rates at a regional
level and geographical interventions that could be initiated.

FIGURE 33. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S WESTERN REGION 2004, 2005, AND 2006
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Note: Gaps in line graph represent data that was unavailable to determine vacancy rates
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FIGURE 34. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S GREATER BALTIMORE WASHINGTON, D.C.
REGION 2004, 2005, AND 2006
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Note: Gaps in line graph represent data that was unavailable to determine vacancy rates
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FIGURE 35. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S SOUTHERN REGION 2004, 2005, AND 2006
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FIGURE 36. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S GREATER BALTIMORE REGION 2004, 2005,

AND 2006
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FIGURE 37. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S EASTERN SHORE REGION 2004, 2005, AND 2006
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FIGURE 38. VACANCY RATES FOR MARYLAND’S FAR EASTERN SHORE REGION 2004, 2005,

AND 2006

Note: Gaps in line graph represent data that was unavailable to determine vacancy rates
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Caseloads and Supervisor to Staff Ratios

Caseload and supervisor to staff ratios were calculated using data collected from survey
participants. Maryland child welfare line workers reported their average monthly caseload
during the past six months. Cases could be either an individual child or a family. The question
did not specify whether to include cases that a worker was covering as a result of vacant
positions, a theme of concern often heard in focus group discussions:

“In fact Family Services just had ten people leave back in the fall. There was
one time when we were down to 14 people out of 30 possible positions. These
workers were taking on all of the cases for about two months. Some of that was
extended sick leave for certain people, but the majority of it was from vacancies.
We're still six people short, and that’s a huge detriment.”

Line supervisors reported the average number of employees supervised monthly in the last six
months.

Monthly Caseload for Maryland Child Welfare Worker by State, County, and Program
Compared to Recommendations and Benchmarks

Table 11 provides information on the average caseload reported by child welfare line worker by
county (local departments) in ascending order. Additionally, it shows the range in number of
cases reported and the number of survey participants that responded to the question. The average
caseload reported by all survey respondents across the state is 14.94 with the averages for local
departments ranging from 9.33 to 21.33.

Data from the table is presented in a graph (Figure 39) providing the reader with a visual
comparison of caseload amounts by local departments against the CWLA and the COA
recommended caseloads (GOA, 2003). CWLA recommends a child welfare worker carrying no
more than 12-15 cases while COA recommends a worker carries no more than 18 cases. The
graph shows that line workers in five counties reported carrying more than 15 cases on average,
with staff in three additional counties reporting they carry, on average, more than 18 cases per
month. Approximately 22% of line workers reported carrying a monthly caseload of 20 or more
with 7% carrying 30-60 cases, monthly.

Table 12 shows the caseloads reported by Maryland child welfare workers by program type.
Intake workers reported the lowest average caseload of 9.5 cases while Family Service workers
reported the highest caseloads for an average of 17.75 cases per month.

Figure 40 displays these averages against both CWLA and COA recommended caseloads, as
well as caseloads reported by 3-19 states out of the 45 surveyed in the 2004 Child Welfare
Workforce Survey (APHSA, 2005). Maryland workers appear to fair well compared to those
states that did report worker caseloads in the APHSA study. Such comparisons should be made
with caution given the low response rate reported in the APHSA study.

Average caseloads reported by line workers are also lower than those caseloads recommended by

CWLA and COA, except for caseloads reported by line workers in Foster Care,
Placement/Resources and Family Service. Workers in these three programs fall between
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CWLA'’s recommended 12-15 caseload and COA’s recommendation that workers carry no more

than 18 cases.

TABLE 11. MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE WORKER AVERAGE CASELOAD REPORTED BY
SURVEY RESPONDENTS IN ASCENDING ORDER

NUMBER

LOCATION MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM AN?‘lVéERI
All MD Child Welfare Workers 14.94 0 60 427
Howard 9.33 5 20 12
Frederick 9.42 0 46 33
Queen Anne's 10.67 4 15 3
Talbot 11.2 6 15 5
Anne Arundel 11.41 0 40 44
Charles 11.5 0 40 18
Prince George's 11.52 0 40 27
Caroline 11.56 5 20 9
Kent 12 12 12 1
Dorchester 12.14 7 17 7
Somerset 13 5 22 10
Montgomery 13.67 6 28 12
Calvert 14.22 8 35 9
Worcester 14.5 8 30 4
Garrett 14.6 6 60 10
Allegany 14.88 0 50 8
Baltimore County 16.02 0 40 46
Carroll 16.71 2 60 17
St. Mary's 17.1 0 40 10
Harford 17.17 3 42 18
Cecil 17.63 0 30 16
Washington 18.6 0 45 15
Baltimore City 19.9 0 43 86
Wicomico 21.33 8 45 6

Note: 114 (27%) individual line workers report an average monthly caseload of 20 or more with 46 of

these same workers reporting an average monthly caseload of 30 - 60.
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FIGURE 39. 'AVERAGE CASELOAD FOR MD CHILDWELFARE LINE WORKERS BY STATE AND
COUNTY IN ASCENDING ORDER COMPARED TO RECOMMENDATIONS
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1 CWLA recommends 12-15 cases for a caseworker while the COA recommends no more than 18 cases

per worker (GOA, 2003).
Note 1: The solid horizontal line represents the CWLA recommendation while the horizontal dash line
represents the COA recommendation.

TABLE 12. MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE WORKER AVERAGE CASELOAD BY PROGRAM
REPORTED BY SURVEY RESPONDENTS IN ASCENDING ORDER

NUMBER

PROGRAM MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM ANSWERING
Intake & Assessment 9.5 0 40 8
Family Preservation 9.91 0 43 46
Other 13.67 0 60 30
Adoption 13.71 0 60 21

CPS 14.76 0 46 123
Foster Care 16.03 2 50 92
Placement/Resources 16.63 0 42 35
Services 17.75 0 40 69
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FIGURE 40. AVERAGE CASELOAD REPORTED BY MD CHILD WELFARE WORKERS BY
PROGRAM TYPE IN ASCENDING ORDER COMPARED TO BENCHMARKS AND ‘RECOMMENDED
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' CWLA recommends 12-15 cases for a caseworker while the COA recommends no more than 18
cases per worker (GOA, 2003). The solid horizontal line represents the CWLA recommendation
while the horizontal dash line represents the COA recommendation.

"Data from 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Survey reported by 2-19 states (APHSA, 2005).

Monthly Supervisor to Staff Ratio for Maryland Child Welfare Supervisors by State, County,
and Program Compared to Recommendations and Benchmarks

Table 13 shows for supervisors, the mean number of staff supervised along with the minimum
and maximum number of staff supervised, and the number of survey participants that responded.

Figure 41 displays this information in graphical form and compares the state average, DHR HQ
average, and county average supervisor to staff ratios reported by supervisors. The averages are
compared to CWLA’s recommendation of 5 staff and COA recommendation of 7 staff to one
supervisor (GOA, 2003). Supervisors in 13 local departments reported supervising an average of
7 or fewer employees per month. Supervisors in the other 12 counties reported supervising more
than an average of 8 employees monthly.

Table 14 gives the average number of employees, and the minimum and maximum number of
employees, supervised by supervisors for each program. For all supervisors in the study, the
mean number of workers supervised was 5.93 to 9.67. This is close to the 1:5 supervisor to
employee ratio recommended by the CWLA and the 1:7 supervisor to employee ratio
recommended by COA (GOA, 2003). This is only slightly higher than the 1:6 ratio reported by
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18-23 out of 45 states responding to the 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Survey Report (APHSA,
2005). These comparisons can be seen in Figure 42.

TABLE 13. MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISOR TO STAFF RATIOS REPORTED BY
SURVEY RESPONDENTS IN ASCENDING ORDER

NUMBER
MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM ANSWERING
All MD State Supervisors 7.32 0 40 166
DHR HQ 5 5 5 1
Baltimore County 5.57 2 9 14
Carroll 5.8 4 7 5
Frederick 5.86 0 8 7
Washington 5.88 0 8 8
Kent 6 6 6 1
Howard 6.4 6 7 5
Cecill 6.5 1 10 4
Calvert 6.67 0 11 3
Baltimore City 6.8 0 35 45
Prince George's 6.87 4 10 15
Talbot 7 7 7 2
Worcester 7 7 7 2
Dorchester 8 8 8 3
Somerset 8 6 10 2
St. Mary's 8 8 8 1
Wicomico 8 8 8 2
Harford 8.38 1 17 8
Montgomery 8.44 2 12 9
Charles 8.6 0 15 10
Garrett 9.5 7 12 2
Caroline 10 10 10 2
Queen Anne's 10.33 7 12 3
Anne Arundel 10.7 4 40 10
Allegany 12.5 10 15 2

Note: Fifty-four (33%) of supervisors report supervising 8 or more employees with 7 of these
supervisors reporting supervising 14 or more staff. Two of these supervisors report
supervising 35 and 40 staff each.
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FIGURE 41. 'MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISOR TO STAFF RATIO REPORTED BY
SURVEY RESPONDENTS IN ASCENDING ORDER COMPARED TO RECOMMENDATIONS
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'"CWLA recommends supervisor-worker ratio of 1:5 and COA recommends supervisor-to-worker ratio of
1:7 (GOA, 2003).

Note 2: The horizontal solid line represents the CWLA recommendation while the horizontal dashed line
represents the COA recommendations.

TABLE 14. MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISOR TO STAFF RATIOS REPORTED BY
SURVEY RESPONDENTS

NUMBER

PROGRAM MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM ANSWERING

Other 5.93 1 10 9
Foster Care 6.11 1 10 19
CPS 6.24 0 12 50
Placement/Resources 7 0 17 17
Family Services 8.25 4 35 51
Adoption 8.6 0 15 15
Family Preservation 9.67 2 40 12
Intake & Assessment *N/A *N/A *N/A 0

* NA= Not Available
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FIGURE 42. AVERAGE SUPERVISOR TO STAFF RATIO FOR LINE SUPERVISORS BY PROGRAMS
IN ASCENDING ORDER COMPARED TO BENCHMARKS AND 'RECOMMENDATIONS
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Note: CWLA recommends supervisor-worker ratio of 1:5 and COA recommends a supervisor-
worker ratio of 1:7 (GOA, 2003). The solid horizontal line represents the CWLA
recommendation while the horizontal dashed line represents the COA recommendations

* Data from 2004 Child Welfare Workforce Survey Reported by 18-23 states (APHSA, 2005).

Salary

2006 Salaries for Maryland Child Welfare Line Worker Study Participants by State, County,
and Program Compared to Benchmarks

Salary was calculated using the 2006 full time equivalency (FTE) data provided by DHR and
Montgomery County for child welfare line workers and all supervisors responding to the survey
and participating in the focus groups.

The 2006 average FTE salary for all Maryland child welfare line workers participating in the
survey and focus groups is presented in Table 15 and graphically in Figure 43. The 2006
average salary for child welfare line workers is also compared by each program and to
benchmark data from other states (Figure 44) and other Maryland government workers (Figure

45).

The average FTE salary for line workers participating in the study is $44,213 and ranges from
$26,692 to $72,100. Overall, Washington County has the lowest average salary and
Montgomery County the highest average salary. DHR Headquarter staffs who participated in the
survey and focus groups, and who indicated they were not supervisors, have an average salary of

$54,118.
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TABLE 15 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE LINE WORKERS BY
STATE AND COUNTY IN ASCENDING ORDER

NUMBER OF
LOCATION MEAN | MINIMUM | MAXIMUM PARTICIPANTS
All MD Child Welfare Line
Worker $44,213 $26,692 $72,100 500
Washington $40,722 $34,870 $49,769 15
Charles $40,914 $26,692 $56,215 23
Somerset $41,094 $28,573 $50,164 13
Cecil $41,503 $33,977 $51,527 14
Caroline $41,649 $30,844 $55,593 11
St Mary's $42,623 $36,142 $48,837 13
Calvert $42,651 $30,844 $52,101 7
Anne Arundel $42,770 $31,955 $59,993 38
Frederick $42,933 $32,788 $58,860 38
Worcester $43,486 $36,142 $53,099 7
Howard $43,546 $31,206 $53,099 15
Prince George's $44,168 $29,755 $55,593 34
Carroll $44,195 $34,870 $56,215 21
Baltimore City $44,449 $30,844 $56,659 104
Wicomico $44.666 $30,844 $56,659 8
Baltimore County $45,114 $34,870 $53,099 45
Garrett $45,541 $37,466 $52,101 13
Harford $46,824 $30,844 $56,659 19
Dorchester $46,855 $37,466 $53,099 10
Kent $47,167 $41,760 $49,769 4
Talbot $47,193 $34,870 $56,659 8
Queen Anne's $47,456 $37,095 $54,118 8
Allegany $48,149 $38,841 $56,659 15
Montgomery $50,125 | $42,842 $72,100 16
DHR HQ $54,118 $54,118 $54,118 1

'Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey and focus group participants
rounded to the nearest dollar.

Figure 44 shows the average salary for child welfare line workers by local department and in
comparison to the state average.

The data is also broken down for line workers by program type (Table 16). Foster Care workers,

on average, have the lowest salaries, while those who identified themselves as “Other” (i.e.,
social work therapists, project coordinator) have the highest average salary.
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FIGURE 43. AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MARYLAND CHILD WELFARE LINE WORKERS BY
STATE AND COUNTY
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1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey and focus group participants rounded

to the nearest dollar.
Note 1: Horizontal line indicates the state average of $44,213 for all Maryland child welfare line workers in the

study.

TABLE 16 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD CHILD WELFARE LINE WORKERS BY STATE AND
PROGRAM

PROGRAM MEAN | MINIMUM | MAXIMUM | SAMPLE
All Line Workers $44,187 | $28,573 $72,100 492
Foster Care $40,887 | $30,844 $56,659 88
Family

Preservation $43,548 | $30,844 $53,519 39
CPS $43,813 | $29,755 $56,215 148
Intake Assessment | $44,870 | $34,870 $50,164 9
Family Services $45,227 | $28,573 $59,993 102
Adoption $45,285 | $31,955 $52,101 27
Placement

Resources $45,484 | $30,844 $56,659 41
Other $48,799 | $34,870 $72,100 38

Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey
and focus group participants rounded to the nearest dollar.

While the periods and methodology for collecting data are not necessarily the same, the
information provided by the Child Welfare Workforce Survey (APHSA, 2005) and data from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of Labor, May 2005) provide a point of reference
for comparison. Use of the Child Welfare Workforce Survey information warrants caution.
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Only 15-23 out of 45 states reported salaries by program. States in the APHSA study reported an
average 2004 salary of $35,553 for Child Protective Service workers, $34,929 for In-Home
Protective Service Workers and $35,911 for Foster Care/Adoption Workers. These amounts
converted to 2006 constant dollars are the following: Child Protective Services Workers,
$37,945,In-Home Protective Services Workers, $37,277 and Foster Care/Adoption Workers,

$38,325.

Figure 44 shows that Maryland child welfare line workers have higher salaries for workers with
similar titles to those reported in the APHSA survey. The APHSA report does not identify the
states, limiting the ability to consider geographical locale as it relates to cost of living.

FIGURE 44. 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD LINE WORKERS BY STATE AND PROGRAM
COMPARED TO BENCHMARKS
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Another interesting comparison is child welfare line workers’ salaries to Maryland government
workers such as teachers, police officers, and nurses. In fact, these particular professions were
often referenced and the disparity in their salaries identified by focus group participants. For
example:

“Look at a patrol officer. He has a state car, he gets a computer in his
house, and he has back up and radios. We drive our own cars, we get
low salaries, we use our own phones, and how many times have
policemen and teachers gotten raises and we didn’t?”
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“I work with the police and I'm married to a school teacher and I know
they have better benefits, they have a much higher pay scale, the police
are given raises every year and where we are denied a pay raise, and
the police and teacher get it. Why? Because they are valued in society.
We’re on the street, too. We re in homes, and were in dangerous
situations. And were changing the lives of children.”

According to the average salaries reported in May 2005 by the Bureau of Labor and Statistics
and converted into 2006 constant dollars, Maryland state elementary/secondary teachers, police
officers, and licensed practicing nurses had an average salary of $51,065, $48,536 and $45,832,
respectively (U.S. Department of Labor, May 2005). These salaries are higher than the average
salaries for Maryland child welfare line workers (Figure 45).

FIGURE 45 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD LINE WORKERS BY STATE AND PROGRAM
COMPARED TO OTHER MD GOVERNMENT WORKERS
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2006 Salaries for Maryland Child Welfare Supervisor Study Participants by State, County and
Programs Compared to Benchmarks

The final contextual factor presented is supervisor salary. Table 17 provides the average salary
for child welfare supervisors for the state and for each local department. The table also includes
the minimum and maximum salaries for these study participants as well as the number of
participants included in the analysis. The average FTE salary for Maryland child welfare
supervisors participating in the survey and focus groups is $54,477. The lowest salary is $32,343
and the highest salary is $87,700. Talbot County has the lowest average salary for supervisors.
Montgomery County has the highest average salary for supervisors, which is about $18,000
greater than the next highest average salary for supervisors -Allegany County.

TABLE 17 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISORS BY STATE AND
COUNTY IN ASCENDING ORDER

NUMBER OF
LOCATION MEAN | MINIMUM | MAXIMUM PAgTICIPAgTS
All MD Child Welfare Line
Supervisors $54,477 | $32,343 $87,700 166
Talbot $44.262 | $33,977 $54,546 2
Caroline $47,026 | $38,458 $55,593 2
St Mary's $48,700 | $48,700 $48,700 1
Washington $50,411 $38,841 $60,473 6
Calvert $51,991 $44.130 $59,331 3
Charles $52,022 | $36,142 $64,039 9
Garrett $52,263 | $45,665 $58,860 2
Prince George's $52,473 | $32,343 $56,659 15
Howard $52,508 | $38,458 $58,210 5
Baltimore City $52,679 | $37,466 $66,006 43
Baltimore County $53,073 | $41,345 $56,659 13
Wicomico $53,224 | $48,700 $57,749 2
Kent $53,519 | $53,519 $53,519 1
Dorchester $53,546 | $51,527 $55,593 3
DHR HQ $54,750 | $48,302 $56,215 9
Anne Arundel $54,892 | $44,951 $63,529 8
Queen Anne's $55,250 | $54,546 $56,659 3
Carroll $55,341 | $53,519 $56,659 4
Harford $55,447 | $49,769 $59,331 7
Worcester $56,126 | $55,593 $56,659 2
Somerset $57,759 | $56,659 $58,860 2
Cecil $57,772 | $52,101 $62,827 6
Allegany $57,793 | $55,593 $59,993 2
Montgomery $76,011 | $60,000 $87,000 9

1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey and focus group participants
rounded to the nearest dollar.
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Figure 46 shows a graphical representation of the average salary for supervisors in each county
(local department) and for staff in DHR HQ compared to the state average, depicted by a
horizontal line.

FIGURE 46 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISORS BY COUNTY
COMPARED TO STATE AVERAGE
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1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey and focus group participants
rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note: Horizontal line indicates the state average of $54,477 for all child welfare supervisors in the study.

This data is also broken down by program type and can be seen in Table 18. There were no
study participants indicating that they were supervisors for Intake Services. Supervisors in
Foster Care have the lowest salary while supervisors in the “Other” category (mostly
administrators across programs) have the highest salary. The second highest average salary was
$55,504 for supervisors working in Adoptions.
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TABLE 18 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISORS BY STATE AND
PROGRAM

PROGRAM MEAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM SAMPLE

All MD Line

Supervisors $54,477 $32,343 $87,000 166
Foster Care $52,766 $37,466 $63,529 18
CPS $52,781 $33,977 $78,000 47
Family Preservation $53,842 $40,271 $58,860 11
Placement Resources $54,329 $46,147 $59,993 12
Family Services $55,296 $32,343 $80,000 50
Adoption $55,504 $36,142 $87,000 15
Other $59,315 $45,665 $86,000 13

1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for survey and focus group
participants rounded to the nearest dollar.

Findings from the 21-31 states reporting salaries in the APHSA study (2005) show a 2004
average salary of $44,232 for front line supervisors. When adjusted for inflation, this is $47,206
in 2006 constant dollars. Maryland DHR reports higher salaries for supervisors with similar
titles to those reported in the APHSA report (Figure 47). The APHSA report does not identify
the states providing information, limiting the ability to consider geographical locale as it relates
to cost of living.

FIGURE 47 ' AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD SUPERVISORS COMPARED TO BENCHMARKS
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1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery County for study participants rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note 1: * Horizontal line indicates the average salary for child welfare front line supervisors in the amount

of $47,2086, reported in 2006 constant dollars, for 21-31states (APHSA, 2005).

79



As seen with line workers, a comparison of child welfare supervisors to Maryland police
detectives, Maryland elementary/secondary administrators, and Maryland registered nurses
points out the disparity in average salaries for Maryland child welfare workers to other
professions employed by Maryland state government. According to the average salaries reported
in May 2005 by the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, Maryland state elementary/secondary
administrators, police detectives, and registered nurses, all supervisory positions, had an average
salary of $71,620, $70,130 and $67,330, respectively (U.S. Department of Labor, May 2005).
These salaries are converted into 2006 constant dollars and graphed in Figure 48 Maryland state
elementary/secondary administrators, $73,930; police detectives, $72,393; and registered nurses,
$69,502.
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FIGURE 48 'AVERAGE 2006 SALARY FOR MD CHILD WELFARE SUPERVISORS FOR THE STATE
COMPARED TO OTHER MARYLAND GOVERNMENT PROFESSIONS
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1Salary information provided by DHR and Montgomery county for survey and focus group participants

rounded to the nearest dollar.
Note 1: *Data from May 2005 State Occupational Employment and Wages Estimates, United States

Department of Labor Bureau of Statistics reported in 2006 constant dollars.

On average, the 2006 adjusted salaries for state employees in supervisory positions in selected
professions is higher than the average salaries for Maryland child welfare supervisors

Recruitment, Selection and Retention

A total of 21 focus groups were conducted with child welfare supervisors, workers, and
administrators from across the state of Maryland. Each group discussion was tape recorded,
transcribed and then coded for emerging themes. The following is presented in two distinct
sections related to the questions posed by focus group facilitators: current recruitment and
selection issues and current retention strategies/issues.

Recruitment

Seven themes emerged when participants were asked about the current recruitment strategies
used by local agencies and the DHR HQ to hire new staff. There were a variety of strategies
that were implemented across the state, including job advertisements, state listings, internal
recruitment, college recruitment, position incentives, and Title I\V-E recruitment. Neither were
they consistently implemented across the state, nor did anyone have any knowledge about their
actual effectiveness.

81



State or County Listing

The majority of focus groups specifically mentioned the state or county eligibility list as a tool
used in the hiring process. Participants said that people must complete the MS-100 state
application and their qualifications evaluated for the job opening. That list of eligible people is
then sent to local DSS offices. After local DSS offices have received the list, they then send out
letters “notifying applicants of availability and to respond to the agency if they’re interested in
applying for that position.”

Job Advertising

Formal types of recruitment strategies were identified. This included the use of the newspaper,
magazines, academic journals and/or internet advertisements, billboards or signs, non-college job
fairs, or job opening letters to state licensed individuals. The job advertisement theme was the
most frequent recruitment strategy discussed by the focus groups. While no one specifically said
that this was an efficacious strategy, many people believed that it was an appropriate strategy.

Word-of-Mouth

An often mentioned strategy was word-of-mouth such that information on job openings was
passed around to friends, laypeople, professionals, or other individuals through a relatively
informal process. Approximately 90 percent of the focus groups mentioned that word-of-mouth
was the method used for recruiting new employees and that this was a good tool for making
others aware of available positions. Participants also mentioned that individuals still had to go
through the formal application process.

Internal Recruitment

Semi-formal to formal methods of recruiting occurred from within DHR with agencies tapping
talent from other social service departments or within one’s own agency. This strategy consisted
of in-house job postings, emails sent to current staff (interagency) and directly encouraging staff
to apply for openings.

College Recruitment

College recruitment was mentioned as a strategy that included letters sent to social work
departments, talks and presentations about job openings at appropriate classes and programs, or
college job fairs.

Position Incentives

The use of position incentives came up, albeit in a limited manner. Such incentives were
usually financially related and given to new employees. The two main incentives that were
mentioned were signing bonuses, and increasing grade classifications. One participant said,

“Recently... we’ve paid bonuses to people. Did you know about that? It’s been in
the last month or two, where for someone who is an LCSW or an LCSW-C to
receive up to a four thousand dollar bonus. Two thousand dollars for the first ninety
days and if you stay the next ninety days you get another two thousand dollars.”
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Title IV-E

While the Title IV- graduates were mentioned, only about 10% of the focus groups said this
group was a target of the recruitment efforts. One participant said, “For me the majority of the
workers come from the Title IV-E Program, and we are required to interview all of them first and
give them priority...the State is paying for their education, or the Federal Government is so we
are required to give them preference.”

Another participant shared “We’ve had a great deal of luck with student[s]...from the IV-E
program. We’ve had a great deal of luck in hiring them. We have them here as a field placement,
and we’ve hired five out of six of them. It’s been a great success in terms of training them prior
to employment then bringing them right on.”

Selection

When discussing the selection process, supervisors identified a number of skills needed to be
effective child welfare workers. They listed being articulate, speaking and writing skills, multi-
tasking, critical decision making skills, ability to work with a variety of stakeholders and ability
to use a computer. The types of strategies used to assess workers (i.e. select them) varied across
the state. For example, some local departments used group interviews, and other departments
used individual interviews. Some local department used standardized evaluation forms while
others did not. Some included writing samples and role play while others did not.

Supervisors did emphasize the importance of individual’s personality or character traits and
indicated that this played a big part in the decision to hire a new employee. Supervisors said that
qualified individuals were not always a “good fit,” but that instead job applicant’s personality
was important. For example one participant said, “with child welfare, you need a certain type of
person to do that job...” Another participant said, “it takes a real...special kind of bird to do
child welfare and stick with it.”

Retention

There was not a clear list of retention strategies currently in place at DHR and the local
departments that emerged. However, there was lively discussion and many responses when
focus group participants began talking about what, at the agencies, either influenced retention or
contributed to turnover. The main themes that emerged were compensation and career
development, organizational/environmental factors, and external/community factors.

Compensation and Career Development

Salary. Participants felt that salary was inadequate or unequal to those in other professions with
similar status and qualifications. It was a reoccurring theme brought up in every focus group. As
one participant said:

“And the other piece that the county does that the State doesn’t do is that
at the bachelors level with the State, there are probably six or seven
thousand dollars difference for a county position with a bachelors degree.
County employees with a bachelor’s degree get that much more than
States employees at the same level of education. So I feel there is a great
disparity and great injustice in the pay scales.”
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And, another participant stated:

“I think there are many people who would love to stay, but the economic stuff is such
that it doesn’t work out. I mean, you are taking on a tremendous amount of liability,
stress and you know, it does take a personal toll so you’ve got to kind of find out
yourself, but I think economics would help a lot. Money would help a long way and a
sense of professional development.”

Clearly, the year of salary freezes had taken a toll:

“I have lived through four unpaid lay-off days, courtesy of William Donald Schaffer. |
was hired to work thirty some hours a week but William Donald Schaffer said “no,
no, everybody works forty hours a week — we ’re not going to pay you any more, but
you will work forty hours per week”. That word gets out and the reality is the state of
Maryland is not always a very kind employer.”

Reward System. Concerns related to the reward system emerged as participants felt that rewards
for work were inadequate and affected retention greatly. In particular, there was no method for
rewarding talented workers for their efforts as one quote exemplifies:

“The evaluations are a joke, and half of us don’t even do them. Even if we do, and a
worker is doing a great job, there is nothing that we can do monetarily. There’s no
way we can compensate them for the hard work that they do. They can get comp time,
but it’s not like they can take the comp time. They want to do a good job and get their
work done. We have workers with tons and tons of time that they can’t take.”

Another focus group participant said

“We have some really dedicated workers who do a really good job, but you can’t run
an agency on a few dedicated people. There’s the average worker who does a good
job, and we need something to keep them, because if we don’t they’ll leave.”

In fact, those who worked harder were penalized. As one supervisor mentioned:

“Yeah, that’s another issue. We 've got workers and supervisors who accumulate
oodles of hours. I'm talking large amounts of hours — who will never take, we loose it
to the leave bank, and when you get that letter that says you’ve lost so much, you just
watch that money — you know you’ll never recoup that. It’s just very disheartening for
a worker. You want to praise them and you want to reassure them but they need
something tangible.”

84



Training. Opportunities for training and development were brought up by focus group
participants. In particular, focus group participants indicated that while they wanted to participate
in workshops to advance their knowledge and skills, they were often not able to access adequate
training, due to distance, funding, or time, or workshop content (i.e., continuing education
workshops available were limited and funding wasn’t available to travel to more progressive
workshops offered outside of the state). One response indicative of this was:

“there’s a lot of staff that see marvelous information about training and programs
all over the place and the battle cry is that there’s no money...there’s no
money...there’s no money. Now, if you want to pay for it yourself and go you can do
that. We’ll let you do that. But there’s no money for training... what happens is —
you know — the professional world of social work moves on and we 're kind of frozen
here and the only trainings that are truly offered are those that are mandated...”

Organizational Climate

Organizational climate or the workers perception of its “safety” emerged consistently throughout
the focus groups as a result of workers negative job experiences at work. Such experiences
included mention of dangerous home visits, unhealthy working conditions and inadequate and
insufficient supplies (i.e. mobile phones, cars for visits, Chessie, etc.), negative experiences with
the court system, supervisor stress, and other situations as noted by employees that created the
perception that the work environment was not psychologically safe. One participant said:

“[turnover] is compounded by the stress and the poor working conditions. I mean
the toilets in our building go up on a regular basis. There are not enough of them to
accommodate the people in the building. The air quality is poor. There have been
instances where rodents have fallen from the ceiling onto the desk! There are dust
particles, the floors, and the air conditioning and the heating system need repair.
We just need better working conditions. During the course of a day, people need to
be able to sit down somewhere where it’s quiet. We don’t have that capability in
our building.”

Organizational climate was further affected by staffs’ ability to have control and influence in
decision making processes. DHR/DSS policy implementation was often mentioned in frustration
as a source of stress because changes either did not address worker needs often making work
conditions worse, workers were not included in the decision making/change process, and change
was partially implemented. Participants in focus groups express things such as,” We re at the
whim of the governor and the legislature...” OF,

“...I'would like to say that two employees in my unit have quit solely because of
Chessie. What would you change about Chessie? Well, I know there are a whole lot
of committees going on, and they say they 're going to fix it. I also understand that
there is no money in this budget to fix anything. So we re stuck with what we have
for 18 more months. People are doing manual records, and they are also doing this
Chessie thing. Something’s got to give. It’s double work, and it’s putting more
pressure on everyone.”’

As a result of more complex cases, ongoing vacancies and increasing requirements to complete
administrative paper work within a failing computer system (e.g. Chessie) with reduced support
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staff, caseworkers expressed concerns regarding balancing the need to provide quality services to
children and the stress they felt on the job.

“...in terms of the high case load, workers don’t get to spend the time that they
should on their cases because of crises and emerging things that come up and
throw off the day. And along with that, there are also the requirements of the job to
do data entry and clerical work since we don’t have secretaries. Everyone is
expected to do everything. We re expected to be a jack-of-all-trades, and it’s getting
more and more intensive with more being added on.”

Finally, focus group participants expressed concern about legal liabilities, and safety measures.
Participants mentioned that they were often going into unsafe home environments and/or driving
late at night to far away places.

“We're the front line, and when we walk out, we don’t know what we re walking in
to. I know myself and other workers have been harmed out in the field because of
not having the extra person there, or due to the police not responding in a timely
manner. When new people come in they think that they take the police with them,
and we have to tell then, No, not on every case.’ That’s astonishing to them. And
it’s kind of crazy when you think about the fact that we go places that the police
won’t even go without backup, and we walk in handing someone a piece of paper.
So, I don’t know if there is a way to resolve it outside of the buddy system, but we
don’t have enough people to cover the cases that we have now. But this is an issue
that will be going on long-term.”

Issues of liability were often discussed with lack of clarification about whether workers were or
were not covered by liability insurance through the state.

“I don’t have personal liability insurance in terms of professional insurance, but I’'ve
certainly considered it. I don’t want to lose what assets I have because of a work
situation. I don’t feel that the support is there.”

External/Community Factors

Negative Public Perception

Clearly the negative image of child welfare workers affected staff ability to do quality work and
often created stresses in the work environment. While other public service workers were seen as
respected heroes in some regard, child welfare workers were seen in a negative sense. One
participant in the focus group said, “the general public doesn’t have a clue of what we do. The
only time they know what we do is when they read in the newspaper something profoundly
negative.” Another participant said, “people don’t see them like that. Why would I want to work

for an agency where people don’t respect you? We are not respected as professionals, and
somehow they need to change that image of us.”

Generational Issues

An interesting theme that emerged, and which is consistent with the research, was related to
generational and cultural aspects and their relationship to retention. In particular, younger
generations were found to move jobs more often, not necessarily out of discontent with the work,
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but as a result of various factors such as moving locations, entrance and exit from the work force
from child rearing, less commitment to the organization). This was noted as a reality of the
current workforce and as one participant said,

“We’re not adapted. I think of it as being just one-step behind. Because that’s just the workforce
today. The workforce today is that you don’t have a sense of loyalty to a place — because look at
how many downsizing in businesses there have been, so that just sends the message — you 've got
to take care of yourself. So you develop your own skills, take care of yourself, and move on when
it’s appropriate. That’s how this generation looks at employment and that’s wise given the state
of the economy. But I think in terms of this bureaucracy we re a step behind that. We still have
that sense of if you get the job, you re loyal to the place and we can sort of be a little forceful
with you because - just be lucky you have a job — that famous old saying. And I think that’s been
hurtful to us in terms of retention at times.”

Why People Leave/Why People Stay. As part of each focus group, two general questions were
posted to participants asking why people leave and why people stay. A number of overlapping
themes emerged. When asked “why do people leave,” seven main themes were organized and
coded. The seven themes were (1) Chessie, (2) dissatisfied supervision, (3) job location, (4) lack
of money, (5) lack of professional development, (6) lack of respect, and (7) stress, burnout, &
frustration. Many of these themes are mentioned above.

When focus group participants were asked “why do people stay”, there were also seven main
themes that emerged. Interestingly, they were the opposite of the themes above suggesting that
while there are many issues of concern related to worker turnovers at Maryland’s DHR child
welfare agencies, there are many positive aspects to it, as well which should be drawn upon and
developed. The themes were the following: (1) the job, (2) money, (3) relationship with clients,
(4) relationship with co-workers or supervisors, (5) retirement or benefits, (6) the type of work,
and (7) waiting for a better job. The most frequent response from focus groups as to why
employees stayed was retirement or benefits, the next two most prevalent in the focus groups
were relationship with co-workers, or supervisors, and money. As one participant said, “/
believe they stay because they are dedicated to the kids, the benefits are good, the atmosphere is
good most of the time and they feel supported by their immediate division of supervisors and

2

peers...
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A Descriptive Analysis: The Relationship between Study Factors And Child Welfare
Worker Withdrawal And Search Behaviors

This section of the report focuses on the analysis of survey data that is related to the “Conceptual
Framework” (see Figure 2) used to guide the research methods for this report. In addition to
describing the current Maryland child welfare workforce situation (i.e. rates of turnover,
vacancy, caseloads and salaries), the aim of this study was to explore the child welfare
workforce’s perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors related to their job and the organization in
order to target efforts that help reduce further turnover. Tables 19, 21, 23 and 25 summarize the
reliability alphas, means, and standard deviations for the scales/variables in the study model that
measured employees’ perceptions of the organizational environment (Table 19),
attitudinal/affective outcomes (Table 21), potential moderating factors (Table 23), and behavioral
outcomes (i.e. organizational withdrawal and search behaviors (Table 25). Tables 20, 22 and 24
summarize independent t-tests used to determine differences between outcome variables. Table
26 summarizes workers and supervisors’ organizational withdrawal and search behaviors while
Table 27 presents personal and organizational factors contributing to these outcome variables for
all employees. Appendix 2 lists the scales, with associated items, used to measure all study
variables, reflected in the study model for this research.

Perceived Organizational Environmental Factors

As shown in Table 19, child welfare survey respondents generally perceived their supervisors
and coworkers as supportive, and supervisors competent and willing to “stand up for” them or
“back them up” when necessary (leader-member exchange). Respondents were less likely to
report that they were included in decision making, although most indicated that they had access
to communication and feedback.

The overall perceptions of the “psychological” climate of the organization were mixed. For
example, respondents’ perceptions of peer cooperation, role clarity, and personal
accomplishment in their jobs were relatively positive. Respondents reported relatively low
levels of emotional exhaustion and role conflict, and moderate concerns about safety. The
majority of respondents denied “depersonalizing” their work in terms of not caring about what
happens to their clients. On the less positive side, respondents reported few opportunities for
professional growth and career development at work, an important dimension of job retention in
the research literature. The respondents also appeared to experience moderate stress from the
external environment in terms of negative impressions of the agency by some service providers,
the media and the surrounding community. However, more of the respondents perceived a
certain amount of respect from other professionals they interacted with, such as lawyers, judges,
physicians, and teachers counter to the many comments made in focus group.
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TABLE 19. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
FACTORS

Perceived Organizational Environment Mean' SD Alpha
Supervisor support 3.79 .865 .96
Supervisor competence 3.60 908 .95
Leader-member exchange (effective relationship) 3.66 915 .94
Coworker support 3.85 .826 .96
Inclusion-Exclusion

Inclusion in decision-making 2.76 973 .88
Access to communication\resources 3.59 .681 54
Psychological Climate

Peer cooperation 3.45 795 .84
Role clarity 3.29 137 .88
Growth (advancement) and development 2.19 .826 .88
Role conflict 2.45 764 .85
Role overload 3.14 937 .90
Personal accomplishment 3.71 .858 .84
Depersonalization of work 2.06 1.13 .84
Emotional exhaustion 2.38 1.25 .83
Safety concerns 2.60 1.79 .98
External Stressors

External professional respect 3.10 749 .86
External community stress (media, providers) 2.92 874 7
Work-Life conflict 291 111 .95
N =561; Scale of 1 to 5; Higher scores indicate higher levels of each construct.
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Supervisor-Worker Differences
The data (Table 20) indicate that when comparing line workers and supervisors/managers’
perceptions of the organizational environment, supervisors reported significantly more:

e input into decision-making (p =.000);

e personal accomplishment (p = .000);

e depersonalization of clients (p = .000);

e external stress from the community (p <.01).

However, supervisors/managers also reported experiencing less external respect (p < .01) than
workers from professionals, such as judges, lawyers, physicians, and teachers. This may be due
to the fact that supervisors probably had less personal contact with professionals in the
community than workers, or that workers are more likely to be in situations where they are
“subservient/lower on the totem pole” than supervisors who are more apt to be the equal of the
external person.

Age

When comparing younger employees (less than the mean of 40 years), and older employees’
(40+, and per National Institute of Aging standard) perceptions of organizational environment,
the data showed that younger employees reported experiencing more role conflict (p = .05) and
more emotional exhaustion (p < .01) in their job than older employees (Table 20). Older
employees were more concerned than younger ones about their safety (p = .000), but older
employees also reported feeling more personal accomplishment (p <.01) in their work than
younger employees.

Tenure
Employees with less tenure (<,= 2 years) in the organization differed in several ways from
employees with longer tenure (> 2 years) in their perceptions of the organizational environment
(Table 20). Compared to more experienced employees, employees with less tenure reported:
e less inclusion in decision-making (p < .05), but more access to communication and
feedback (p < .01);
e lack of a sense accomplishment (p = .000), but more opportunities for growth and
development (p <.05);
= less depersonalization regarding their clients (p < .01);
« fewer concerns about safety (p = .000), but more external pressures from the community
and other providers (p <.01).

Degree
There were quite a few statistically significant differences in perceptions of organizational

environment between those employees with a MSW and those employees without a MSW.
Employees with a MSW degree were more likely than employees without a MSW to:

e perceive their supervisor as supportive (p <.05) and competent (p <.05), and willing to

“back them up”, etc. (p < .05);

e Dbe included in decision-making (p < .01);

e experience cooperation from peers (p < .05);

e experience depersonalization about the work (p = .000);

» be more concerned about safety (p =.000).
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Organizational Level Variables

Accreditation

Two organizational-level variables accounted for some differences in employees’ perceptions of
the organizational environment — accreditation and size. Several statistically significant
differences in employee’s perceptions emerged for those working in accredited local departments
versus those not in accredited local departments. Interestingly, respondents in accredited local
departments reported less access to communication/feedback (p < .05), more role overload (p <
.05), and more external stress from the community, media, and other service providers (p <.01).

Size
Agency size accounted for many differences in employees’ perceptions of the organizational
environment. Size of the local departments was highly correlated (r = .67, p = .000) with being
an “urban” or “rural” agency. Size has been found to be a better measure than location when
assessing organizational attitudes and behaviors (Hyde & Hopkins, 2002, and consistent with
occupational research). In this study, agencies that employed 100 or more employees were
designated as “large” and agencies that employed less than 100 employees were designated as
“small”. The data suggested that employees in smaller local departments perceived a more
positive organizational environment than employees in larger local departments. Comparatively,
respondents in smaller local departments reported more positive aspects of perceived
organizational/environmental factors such as:

e inclusion in decision-making (p < .05);

e access to communication/feedback (p = .000);

e role clarity (p < .01);

= opportunities for professional growth and career development (p < .01);

= external respect from other professionals (p = .000).

On the other hand, respondents in smaller local departments also reported less negative aspects
of perceived organizational/environmental factors such as:

= role conflict (p <.01);

e role overload (p <.01);

= external stress from the community (p = .000).

Attitudinal/Affective Outcomes

Table 21 shows the descriptive statistics for the attitudinal/affective outcomes in the study model
(see Figure 2). Overall, the data indicated that respondents’ reports of job satisfaction,
organizational commitment and organizational identity were moderately positive. Further,
distress associated with job demands is relatively low, as is distress over rewards related to self-
esteem (i.e., respect and support from superiors and colleagues) and status (i.e., adequate
opportunities for advancement).
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TABLE 21. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR ATTITUDINAL/AFFECTIVE OUTCOMES

Attitudinal/Affective Outcomes Mean' SD Alpha
Job Satisfaction 3.12 831 .88
Organizational Commitment 3.34 .785 91
Organizational Identity 3.27 .764 .85
Extrinsic Effort (distress from job demands) 1.73 179 87
Esteem reward (distress) 1.34 500 .78
Status reward (distress) 1.60 .698 73

N =561; *Scale of 1 to 5; Higher scores indicate higher levels of each construct.

Table 22 shows the results of analysis (Independent Samples T-tests) that compared employees’
reports of attitudinal/affective outcomes variables by personal and organizational factors that
may be relevant in understanding differences in outcomes within the organization. The data
indicated that when comparing line workers and supervisors/managers’ perceptions, SUpervisors
reported being more identified with their organization (p <.01) and more distressed over the
demands of the job (p = .05) than line workers. The comparison of younger (< 40) and older
(40+) employees’ attitudinal/affective outcomes reveal that older employees are also more
identified with their organization (p = .01). Given that there is overlap between older employees
and supervisors, it is logical that both groups would report higher levels of organizational
identity. This is worth noting since organizational identity is another factor that has been tied to
retention in the occupational literature.

Employees with longer tenure (> 2 years) in the organization reported higher job satisfaction (p <
.01) and organizational identity (p < .05), but more distress over status rewards, (i.e., salary,
promotion) (p < .05) than employees with shorter tenure (</= 2 years).

There were no differences in attitudinal/affective outcomes between employees with a MSW and
employees without a MSW degree. However, employees who have participated in the Title IV-E
educational program report less job satisfaction (p < .01) than employees who have not
participated in the Title I'\V-E program.
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The organizational-level variable, size, accounted for two significant differences in employees’
attitudinal/affective outcomes. Respondents in smaller agencies (< 100 employees) reported
higher levels of organizational commitment (p <.01) and organizational identity (p < .01) than
respondents in larger agencies (100+ employees).

Moderating Factors

Table 23 shows the descriptive statistics for the moderating factors in the study model (see
Figure 2). Overall, the data indicated that respondents’ tend to identify themselves as natural
“helpers” or caregivers and that they are moderately committed to child welfare as a career,
while also reporting that it would be “easy to find” better job opportunities in the geographical
region.

TABLE 23. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR MODERATING FACTORS

Moderating Factors Mean® SD Alpha
Helping attribution 3.75 548 .82
Career commitment 3.26 721 .84
Geographical opportunities 2.69 1.13 .93

N =561; - Scale of 1 to 5; Higher scores indicate higher levels of each construct

Table 24 shows the results of analysis (Independent t-tests) that compared employees’ reports of
attitudinal/affective outcomes by personal and organizational factors that may be relevant in
understanding differences in attitude and affect within the organization. The data indicate that
when comparing younger and older employees, younger (< 40) respondents were more likely (p
<.01) than older ones to identify themselves as natural “helpers” or caregivers, and to believe
that finding a better job in the geographical region would be easy (p <.05). Likewise, employees
with shorter tenure (</= 2 years) (p <.01), and also primarily younger, reported that finding a
better job would be easy.
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The only difference in attitudinal/affective outcomes between employees with a MSW and
employees without a MSW degree was related to job opportunities. Respondents with a MSW
were more likely (p = .000) than respondents without a MSW to report other job opportunities in
their geographical region. Further, those respondents who participated in the Title IV-E
educational program were also more likely (p < .05) than employees who did not participate in
the Title I'\VV-E program to report other job opportunities in their geographical region. Thus, more
educational background in child welfare and/or a MSW seems to lead to the perception that it
would be easy to find better jobs in the community. Finally, respondents in larger local
departments were more likely (p = .000) than respondents in smaller agencies to believe that it
would be easy to find better jobs in the community. This is a logical finding in that the larger
local departments are also located in more urbanized settings where job opportunities are likely
to be more plentiful than in rural areas around the state.

Behavioral Outcomes - Organizational Withdrawal and Search

Organizational withdrawal is considered a more comprehensive measure of “turnover” in that it
encompasses two subscales that capture a continuum of behaviors indicative of turnover, rather
than the typical one or two items that inquire about intent to turnover (Laczo and Hanisch, 1999).
The first behavioral outcome (organizational withdrawal subscale) is Job withdrawal which was
constructed by combining the means of a 3-item scale measuring “intent to turnover” (alpha =
.85, e.9., How likely is it that you will resign from your job in the next six months?) and the
means of a 4-item scale measuring “transfer” (alpha = .78, e.g.,  am actively looking to move to
another work assignment within another local DSS.). Job withdrawal scores can range from 2.00
to 12.00.

The second behavioral outcome (organizational withdrawal subscale) is Work withdrawal which
was constructed by combining the means of 2 items related to “lateness” (e.g., How desirable is
it for you to be late for work or scheduled work assignments?) and the means of 4 items related
to absenteeism (e.g., In a typical month, how likely is it that you will be absent from work at least
once when you are supposed to be there?), and 10 items representing unfavorable behaviors that
individuals might engage in while still on the job (i.e., neglecting tasks, failing to attend
meetings, making excuses to go somewhere, etc.). WWork withdrawal scores can range from 12.00
to 60.00.

The third behavioral outcome is Search behaviors, which combines and averages the means of 4
items related to “job search activities” (e.g., I almost always follow up on job leads with other
employers that [ hear about.)

Table 25 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the behavioral outcomes related to
organizational withdrawal and search behaviors for all of the survey respondents. Table 26
shows that employees at the worker-level and supervisor/manager-level reported similar
behaviors related to organizational withdrawal. The data indicate that both report a moderately
low level of intention to leave the organization or transfer out of their current work setting (job
withdrawal). Both supervisors and workers reported high levels of behaviors that reflect
disengagement with their work (work withdrawal). Finally, both workers and
supervisors/managers reported moderate amounts of current job search behavior.
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TABLE 25. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR SEARCH AND ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL

BEHAVIORS FOR ALL EMPLOYEES

Behavior Outcomes Mean SD Alpha
Job Search behaviors 2,71 920 73
Job withdrawal (turnover & transfer) 4.46° 1.83 .84
Work withdrawal (unfavorable behaviors) 18.63° 5.37 .82

N =561

! Scale of 1 to 5; higher scores indicate higher levels of each construct

2 Job withdrawal scores range from 2 to 12
$Work withdrawal scores range from 12 to 60

TABLE 26. ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL AND SEARCH BEHAVIORS BY WORKERS AND

SUPERVISORS

Job Withdrawal Work Withdrawal Job Search Behaviors
(Turnover and (Lateness, Absenteeism,
Transfer) and Unfavorable
Behaviors)
Mean® SD Mean® SD Mean SD
Workers 4.44 1.81 18.7 5.69 2.71 .923
Supervisors/Managers | 4.55 1.92 18.2 3.82 2.72 910

#Scale of 2 to 12, with higher numbers representing greater levels of job withdrawal.
®Scale of 12 to 60, with higher numbers representing greater levels of work withdrawal.

Personal and Job Characteristics and Organizational Withdrawal Behaviors

Table 27 indicates that certain personal and job characteristics may contribute to higher levels of
organizational withdrawal and search behaviors among child welfare employees.
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TABLE 27. ORGANIZATIONAL WITHDRAWAL AND SEARCH BEHAVIORS BY PERSONAL AND
JOB CHARACTERISTICS

Job Withdrawal | Work Withdrawal Job Search
(Turnover and (Lateness, Absenteeism, | Behaviors
Transfer) and Unfavorable
Behaviors)
Mean’  SD |Mean®  SD Mean’ __ SD
Gender Female | 4.44 1.81 | 18.65 5.32 2.71 916
Male 4.72 2.05 |18.56 5.96 2.73 .969
Age Under 40 | 4.64 1.87 | 19.82** 5.68 2.87** 927
40 or over | 4.34 1.78 |17.61 4.81 2.59 .890
Race Caucasian | 4.10 1.65 |18.67 4.92 2.53 .840
African-American | 4.87** 1.95 18.64 551 2.96** .840
Household < 56,000 |4.60 191 |19.18 5.50 2.83* .883
Income =>56,000 | 4.30 1.74 ] 18.36 4.93 2.62 929
MSW Yes | 4.55 1.85 |18.83 4.79 2.80** 913
No | 4.35 1.81 |18.39 6.07 2.59 916
Title IV-E Yes | 4.65 1.80 |19.35 5.29 2.96** 841
No |4.41 1.83 | 18.58 5.28 2.66 .930
DSS Internship Yes | 4.47 1.80 |18.381 4.79 2.75 915
No | 4.46 1.86 | 18.66 5.46 2.70 929
SW License Yes | 4.45 1.83 |18.74 5.22 2.71 931
No | 4.57 1.97 |16.80 7.62 2.65 647
Employee Type County | 4.56 1.80 19.20 6.34 2.80 1.02
State 4.46 1.84 | 18.60 5.31 2.71 910
Program Adoption | 4.48 1.20 |19.70 4.62 2.87 77
CPS | 452 1.92 |19.05 5.57 2.81 912
Family Services | 4.95* 2.12 17.90 5.75 2.71 1.01
Family Preservation | 4.49 1.84 |18.03 4.86 2.88 1.01
Foster Care | 4.26 1.58 |19.15 5.29 2.59 873
Intake & Assessment | 4.04 1.24 21.03* 6.42 2.73 .803
Placement/Resources | 3.76 156 |16.34 4.46 2.51 831
Salary =>44,000 | 4.49 193 |18.21 4.44 2.66 .954
< 44,000 | 4.47 1.77 |18.99 5.96 2.75 .899
DSS Tenure >2 years | 4.46 181 18.42 4.87 2.68 927
</=2 tears | 4.50 1.87 | 19.08 6.30 2.83 .070
Agency Accredited Yes | 4.55 190 |18.48 5.13 2.75 .938
No | 4.38 1.77 |18.87 5.64 2.66 .903
Agency Size Large | 4.71** 191 |18.73 5.40 2.80* 955
Small | 4.20 1.71 | 1855 5.37 2.62 872
Location Urban | 4.48 1.84 | 18.56 531 2.72 920
Rural | 4.41 1.80 |18.92 5.62 2.69 920

#Scale of 2 to 12, with higher numbers representing greater levels of organizational withdrawal;
®Scale of 12 to 60, with higher numbers representing greater levels of organizational withdrawal;
*p<.05 *p<.0L
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As shown in Table 27:
e Younger employees (< 40) were significantly (p < .01) more likely than older workers to
engage in both work withdrawal and job search behaviors.

e African-American employees were more likely (p <.01) than Caucasian employees to
demonstrate job withdrawal and search behaviors.

e Employees with lower household incomes were more likely (p <.05) than employees
with higher household incomes to be actively searching for other employment.

e Employees with a MSW (p = .01) and employees who are graduates of the Title IV-E
public child welfare training program (p < .01) reported higher levels of job search
behavior than employees without an MSW and than employees who had not participated
in the Title IV-E program.

e Employees in larger agencies were more likely than employees in smaller agencies to
engage in job withdrawal (p <.001) and search (p < .05) behaviors. Figures 50, 51, and
52 display organizational withdrawal and search behaviors by DHR programs.

Employees in Family Services (p<.05) reported higher levels (comparatively) of job withdrawal

than employees in other programs. Employees in Intake and Assessment (p<.05) reported higher
levels of work withdrawal behaviors than all other employees.
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All of these findings related to the factors in the study model are tested further using a more
statistically rigorous analysis (hierarchical regression analyses) to determine the factors (when
controlling for all others) that are most likely to explain job withdrawal, work withdrawal, and
search behaviors among child welfare employees. The next section will discuss the findings of

the regression analyses.

Factors Explaining Organizational Withdrawal and Search Behaviors For Maryland Child
Welfare Employees

Hierarchical regression analyses were performed on the survey data to determine what factors (in
the study model) best explains employees’ job withdrawal, work withdrawal, and search
behaviors. Since there were no significant differences between supervisors and line workers in
their reports of job withdrawal, work withdrawal, and search behaviors, separate regression
analyses were not performed on supervisor and worker data. The independent variables/factors
identified in the study model were entered into the three regressions in sequential, hierarchical
steps (as described below) for each of the three dependent variables, job withdrawal, work
withdrawal, and search behaviors.
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Independent Variables/Factors

1) Personal profile factors (i.e., gender, age, race, education, household income,
and self-reports of helping attribution and career commitment to child
welfare).

2) Work/Job profile factors (i.e., position, tenure, salary, caseload, Title I\V-E participation,
and size of local department and accreditation status).

3) Perceived organizational environmental factors (i.e., perceptions of supervisor support,
coworker support, inclusion in decision-making and communication, psychological
climate, safety, external stressors, and work/life conflict).

4) Attitudinal/affective outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment and
identity, and effort-reward balance).

5) Geographical job opportunities

Dependent Variables/ Behavioral Outcomes

Job Withdrawal: The results of the analysis showed that the regression model was significant
(R? = 515, p = .01) accounting for 47% of the variance in job withdrawal. Personal
characteristics explained 29% of the variance, job characteristics explained an additional 1%,
perceptions of the organizational environment explained an additional 15%, attitudinal outcomes
explained another 1%, and geographical job opportunities accounted for the final 1%.
Respondents who reported high levels of “stress” (captured by emotional exhaustion, role
overload and role conflict) (p =.000), low career commitment (p =.000), low morale (job
satisfaction and organizational commitment)

(p =.01), and perceived better job opportunities in the community (p = .01) reported higher job
withdrawal behavior (intent to leave or transfer). Also, “non-white” respondents (p = .000)
reported a high level of job withdrawal.

Work Withdrawal: The results of the analysis showed that the regression model was
significant (R? = .390, p = .05) accounting for 34% of the variance in work withdrawal. Personal
characteristics explained 20% of the variance, job characteristics explained an additional 1%,
perceptions of the organizational environment explained an additional 12%, attitudinal outcomes
explained another 1/2%, and geographical job opportunities accounted for the final 1/2%.
Respondents who reported high levels of “stress” (captured by emotional exhaustion, role
overload and role conflict) (p =.000), poor engagement with clients and lack of accomplishment
(p = .01), and low career commitment (p < .05) reported higher work withdrawal behaviors
(absent, late, not completing work, etc.). Also, young (< 40 years old) respondents (p < .01)
reported a high level of work withdrawal.

Search Behavior: The results of the analysis showed that the regression model was significant
(R? = 413, p = .000) accounting for 36% of the variance in search behavior. Personal
characteristics explained 25% of the variance, job characteristics explained an additional 1%,
perceptions of the organizational environment explained an additional 5%, attitudinal outcomes
explained another 2%, and geographical job opportunities accounted for the final 3%.
Respondents who were “non-white” (p = .000) reported significantly high levels of search
behavior. Respondents who reported high levels of “stress” (captured by emotional exhaustion,
role overload and role conflict) (p =.01), low career commitment (p = .05), few “esteem” rewards
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(respect and appreciation) (p < .01), higher caseloads (p < .05), exclusion from decision-making
(p <.05), and perceived better job opportunities in the community reported high levels of search
behavior. Figures 12,13, and 14 depict the study model factors that were significant for job
withdrawal, work withdrawal, and search behaviors.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
TO IMPROVERECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND RETENTION

The survey and focus groups data make evident that there are many positive practices and long-
term committed, skillful employees within the Maryland DHR, Social Services Administration
(DHR,SSA). However, a number of disconcerting findings tend to reiterate what several other
child welfare workforce studies have discovered. Figure 53 illustrates the Maryland DHR
processes associated with hiring and maintaining a talented workforce (D), from recruitment (A)
to selection (B) to preparing workers for the job (C) through potential withdrawal and turnover
(E) and further recruitment to fill vacant positions. Each of these is affected by forces coming
from the external/community (F).

FIGURE 52. CURRENT ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES RELATED TO CHILD WELFARE
WORKER WITHDRAWAL BEHAVIORS AND TURNOVER
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There is a complex system of managing human resources whereby each of the processes affects
potential withdrawal behaviors and eventual turnover. Results from the survey provide support
for the idea that there are many factors occurring within this entire system affecting workers’
behaviors. Emerging trends from focus groups paint an even more colorful picture
complementing many of the survey findings, as well as supplementing them. As a result, the
following recommendations look at the entire organizational system. They build on the most
current intervention research that calls on a systems approach to change that “...focuses on the
technology and strategies used by the organization as well as facilitate positive social contexts
and work relationships” (Farias & Johnson as cited in Glisson, 2006; Worren, Ruddle, and
Moore, 1999;).

External/Community Forces (Sidebar F)

It is widely accepted that organizations with excellent

(F) EXTERNAL _ : o ) 9 .
COMMUNITY EORCES reputations experience less difficulty in recruiting and keeping

CONCLUSION talented employees while organizations with less favorable
. . reputations struggle in this regard. The Maryland DHR, not
e EeIBEIE S nlike other public child welfare agencies, has struggled
against a negative perception of “child welfare work™ in
communities across the state, sometimes fueled by the media,
the family court system, and other legal and social entities.
This public image disadvantage seems to be an underlying
factor in problems with recruitment and selection. These problems are compounded when the
organization utilizes traditional, reactive recruitment practices that fail to provide a talented
candidate pool “before it’s needed”.

Recruitment (Sidebar A)

While negative community image affects recruitment making it particularly challenging, reactive
recruitment may not only narrow the available pool of candidates, but could also result in
selecting less than the most desirable employees to fill

vacant positions (warm-body recruitment). Upon hire, a (A) RECRUITMENT
host of problems can ensue including: CONCL USION
e an inadequate understanding or preparation for
the assigned job; = Reactive recruitment

Watn-body teciuiiment
Lacks creativity

e perceptions of an organizational environment
characterized by a lack of appropriate resources
and support;

» work overload,;

e concern about safety; and

» few perceived opportunities for input or growth.

These issues appear to culminate in organizational withdrawal behaviors — plans to leave or
transfer, display of unfavorable behaviors that signal “checking out”, search for another job, and
ultimately turnover.
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Clearly, there are factors that are beyond the control of DHR, such as the personal

characteristics, attributions, and career aspirations of employees, and geographical/community
characteristics, etc. However, there are job and organizational factors that are within the control
of DHR. While addressing some of these factors will take time and significant changes will be
realized over the long-term (i.e., developing allies and advocacy strategies within the state
legislature), others are more “actionable” and have the potential to bring about necessary changes
in the short-term. These “actionable” recommendations are outlined below.

Conclusion: Recruitment for new employees needs to be more proactive, creative, and targeted
to the appropriate markets and needs to take place within an environment where there is a more
positive image of child welfare work.

Action: Create a more positive image about child welfare work through persuasive, yet realistic,
statewide public relations marketing campaign targeted to the general public and policy makers.
This effort should be combined with a more aggressive advertising campaign.

e Partner with an area college marketing class to be a “class client” for assistance in
developing a marketing campaign.

e Improve the web site of each local department so that it is user-friendly, includes
application materials and instructions, and markets the agency in a manner that attracts
applicants.

e Secure help to create a realistic video portraying the realities of the job — rewards and
challenges — and link it to the DHR website for prospective applicants to view. Other
state child welfare agencies have developed such videos (i.e., North Carolina) and could
serve as a model.

e Regularly recruit at Schools of Social Work through job fairs, fliers and posters,
admissions offices informational sessions, speaking in classes, etc. to increase visibility.

» Regularly recruit at community job fairs and community colleges and technical schools to
attract applicants for “support” positions — clerical, case aides, etc.

e Use established and affordable electronic recruiting services to target technology-savvy
individuals who search for jobs electronically (i.e., CWLA, NASW).

e Institute a universally applied referral and hiring incentive that rewards current
employees financially (i.e., $250.00 bonus) for applicant referrals that result in successful
hires.

e Use a standard procedure for signing bonuses for those local departments that have more
difficulty attracting applicants (i.e., Baltimore City and outlying rural agencies).

e Pursue a nontraditional growing population of talented older persons interested in
pursuing another career (Alliance for Children & Families, 2006) or who are interested in
working part-time as they gradually ease into retirement. Provide the necessary training
through the Child Welfare Academy and place them in appropriate positions.
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Selection (Sidebar B)

Conclusion: Interview and selection processes are flawed and inconsistently applied across
agencies.

Action: Develop reliable, valid, universal “selection tools” based on employee competencies
and Human Resource Management criteria of knowledge, skills, attributes, qualifications, and
professional commitment needed for the various child

(B) SELECTION welfare positions or functions that can be implemented at the

CONCLUSIONS local level.

Flawed Interviewing e Human Resources Management staff at the central
Process and local offices need to be integrally involved in
Inconsistently applied cross-collaborative consultations with administrators
selection process and supervisors to develop selection tools.

Inetricient hicing proce-  Develop a valid interview protocol to be used

lggggglete L consistently in every local department across the
state.

Conclusion: Selection/ hiring process is not efficient or timely due to administrative delays
between local departments and DHR HQ, resulting in unfilled positions due to lags from vacant
positions to “filled” positions. Interested candidates are often lost before the hiring decision or
paperwork is finalized because they have taken another job.

Action: Local departments take control over their own selection/hiring processes.
« Streamline selection process from point of vacancy to start date.

e Review and update civil service lists regularly, and create a process for streamlining the
lists (i.e., removing inappropriate applicants).

« Consider streamlining job classifications into broader functions for more flexibility in the
selection process.

e Consider broadening the practice of hiring for a position before it is vacant to allow for
overlap between employees leaving and employees on-boarding. Some local departments
(i.e., Frederick and Talbot) have used this strategy.

« Develop and maintain an applicant tracking system, both to determine successful
recruitment strategies, and for follow-up with appropriate candidates not hired to
determine future interest in DHR.

e Streamline the hiring process so that the designated human resource manager for each
local department handles the paperwork, background and reference checks, hiring, etc.
and notifies DHR HQ of the start date, without first having to secure approval.
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Conclusion: DHR central does not have up-to-date records on current employees and has
limited ability to track turnover, vacancies, etc.

Action: ldentify information needed and create a system to maintain up to date information on
employees related to transfers, preventable turnover, etc.

Action: Assign all employees an identification number (Employee ID), rather than a PIN
number, that stays with the employee throughout their employment for tracking purposes.
Require all employees to complete an annual employee verification form to update changes in
addresses, phone numbers, email, and position.

On-boarding (Sidebar C)

Conclusion: New employees need to have adequate (C) ON-BOARDING
preparation for the job by receiving training, coaching and CONCLUSIONS
mentoring at the time of “on-boarding”.

| ack adeguate prepatation
ot job

Action: Continue to work collaboratively with the UM-
SSW in the development, maintenance, and evaluation of et
the Child Welfare Academy. mentors or coaches

Action: Leverage employee “fit” so that new employees
are matched to jobs that adequately reflect skills, abilities,
and interests.

Action: Connect new employees with talented coworkers and supervisors in order to build a
high-quality network of coaches and mentors that will enhance employee development and
performance and sustain commitment.

Action: Connect employees to the organization by helping them understand the “big picture”
and how their work contributes to the organization’s success.

Maintaining Talent (Sidebar D)

Structure and Resources (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: Human Resource Management strategies related to the child welfare workforce
need to be better connected to the broader organizational (DHR) goals.

Action: Human Resource staff cannot operate at the fringes of the organization. They need to
have a broader influence in creating a supportive and responsive environment/climate in which
child welfare employees carry out their work. This group needs to move front and center in the
change effort.

e Review the capacity of Human Resources in the DHR HQ and the local departments to
carry out their responsibilities given the resources allocated to this important function.
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Create a forum for regular monthly meetings (rotated around the state) of all HR staff to
address recruitment, selection and retention issues and coordinate efforts.

Give HR staff the tools and resources to take charge of the organizational environment.

(D) MAINTAINING
TALENT,

RESOURCES AND

SIRUCIURE

e HIR Sitatedies ot
adegualely contiecied (o
Organizational goals

s Eiployees lack besic
Ordanizational tesources

s Castlond

COMPENSATION AND

CAREER DEVE|I OPMEN T

s | imiied Workiorce
developient

= Salaries for living In
Matyland

s Salaries 101 sUpervisols

ORGANIZATIONAL/

ENVIORNMENIAL

= Decision niaking

s Cooperation

« Role Clarity

* Clowl and Acvalicement

» Role contlict

* Role overload

e Personal accomplishiment

= Personalization

= Emotional exhaustion

= Job satisfaction

= Organizational
commitment

* Status rewards

Action: Improve communication and access to information
between DHR HQ and local departments (i.e., email
answered, phone calls returned, visits to locals, etc.)

Conclusion: Ensure that employees have the basic
organizational resources to do their jobs effectively.

Action: Secure and allocate funds for the purchase of cell
phones (and service) for every employee who makes home
visits or transports children/family members, and an
adequate number of state cars that are in good working
condition. Pagers (or an alternative method of
communication) should be provided to employees in rural
areas where cell phone service is not available.

Action: Hire additional qualified clerical and transportation
staff to assist child welfare workers so that they may
concentrate their efforts on tasks that are in their job
descriptions.

Action: Develop a technological system that supports, not
hinders, employees’ work performance.

e Make up-to-date computers and relevant
technological training available to all staff

e Make the automated information system (“Chessie”)
work for employees (i.e., ease of access and
usefulness) rather than make the employees adapt to
a system that does not meet their informational
needs.

Conclusion: “Caseload” may not be the best measure of
workload. Some cases are more labor-intensive than others;
some involve driving long distances to meet with families,
and some cases are temporarily assigned to workers but not

counted as part of their caseload, etc.

Action: Consider alternative ways to define and measure workload and assess regularly.
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Compensation and Career Development (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: The current career development system is problematic and grounded in tenure and
promotion, not achievement.

Action: Develop a career ladder with opportunities for growth and development that transcend
promotion and tenure, and include clearly differentiated roles, skills, and salary.

e Experiment with job enrichment, job rotation, and self-directed teams that replace
promotion as a motivating factor or incentive. Pilot-test it in one program in several local
departments.

e Institute a “pay-for-performance” compensation system that rewards better performers
financially (rather than penalizes underachievers).

e Incorporate a “skill-banding” approach that: (1) breaks down a job (or function) into
specific competencies and skills; (2) identifies the skills needed at specific levels (on the
career ladder); (3) encourages employees to learn new skills to progress to the next level,
and (4) fosters an atmosphere that encourages cross-functional skill development to keep
advancing.

Action: Provide ongoing professional/career development for experienced staff that specifically
meets their needs.

Conclusion: Although the salaries of Maryland child welfare employees are in line with child
welfare workers in other states, they are still low in comparison to other Maryland government
service employees in challenging, demanding jobs.

Action: Lobby to increase salaries to a level comparative with other Maryland government
service workers — i.e., police, firefighters, and teachers. Subsequently, reward workers on the
basis of achievement and skill-banding (pay for performance).

Conclusion: Supervisor salaries are problematic because there is little difference in pay between
supervisors and workers, and in some cases, line workers have a higher salary than supervisors.

Action: Increase current supervisor salaries to levels above line workers to create an incentive
to become a supervisor. Then, reward supervisors on the basis of achievement (pay for
performance).

Organizational Environment/ Psychological Climate (Sidebar D)

Conclusion: Maintaining a talented workforce means creating a work environment that is
conducive to retaining talented employees who want to continue to be a part of DHR/DSS child
welfare (instead of the current vicious cycle of turnover and vacancies).

Action: Develop mechanisms for increased participation in decision-making.
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e Create “employee forums” that meet regularly in DHR HQ and each local department
(with elected representation from each program in the larger departments) for employees
to bring forth issues, concerns, suggestions, and solutions to pressing problems.

Action: Develop mechanisms for formal and informal recognition and rewards for effective
performance, collaborative efforts, and personal accomplishment (i.e., recognition committees in
California).

Action: Instill a culture that promotes open communication, flexibility, and risk taking that
fosters employee engagement.

Action: Build a learning organizational culture, at the supervisor-worker level, unit/team level
and at the administrative level.

e Continue to train supervisors through the University of Maryland Child Welfare
Academy so that they are prepared to use supervisory practices that support and facilitate
the work of staff (i.e. on developing and implementing performance feedback, etc.)

« Clarify performance expectations with specific, outcome-focused goals.

e Require written individualized career development plans that become part of the
performance appraisal process, and demonstrate a commitment to employee development
by supporting and implementing the plans.

e Provide targeted formal and informal feedback (at every supervisory level) to individual
employees and units/teams, emphasizing strengths and specific suggestions for
improvement.

e Charge supervisors with the responsibility of setting learning goals in their units/teams
and creating opportunities for growth and development.

e Encourage units/teams/departments to provide tangible solutions to specific work
challenges, and share solutions across the organization.

e Collect data in an automated and systematic process across all local departments related
to vacancies, turnover, transfers, employee demographics, etc. Regularly analyze data
and use credible information to make administrative and programmatic decisions.

e Take advantage of opportunities for research, evaluation, and assistance in understanding
and operationalizing the results.

Conclusion: Consistent with other research on both the nonprofit and for-profit workforce
(American Humanics, 2006; Bridgestar, 2005; Catalyst, 2001; Families and Work Institute,
2004; Halpern, 2006), this study also uncovered generational differences in employees’
perceptions of the organizational environment and their reports of organizational withdrawal. As
a large percentage of the nonprofit workforce, in general, is near retirement, the attitudes and
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behaviors of younger employees are already having an impact on recruitment and retention, and
will likely have an effect on the nature of child welfare work.

Action: Understand that while “Generation X and Y”” employees demonstrate high career
commitment, they also have higher expectations for career development, desire more work/life
balance, want fair compensation for their effort, and perceive themselves as “undervalued and
unappreciated” by superiors than previous generations. This underscores the importance of
addressing the organizational environment, structural and resource-related recommendations.

“Organizations must plan for departures, hires, and vacancies as a constant
organizational reality and minimize the impact of vacancies by budgeting for turnover
and initiating a process of succession planning” (Peters, Fernandopulle, Masaoka,
Chan, & Wolfred, 2002)

Conclusion: The study findings support the need for a shift in organizational climate, and to
some degree, changes in job and organizational structure (i.e., salaries, workload, and role of
human resources). Both survey and focus group data highlighted the importance of
organizational environment and climate on worker behaviors and turnover, a factor that research
shows can be changed.

Action: Implement the “Availability, Responsiveness, and Continuity (ARC)” organizational
intervention strategy for child welfare turnover, climate and culture (designed by Glisson, Dukes,
and Green, 2006). This intervention focuses on the use of specially trained facilitators as
“change agents” in concert with small action teams (workers, supervisors and managers)
engaged in systems-based interventions within an evidence-based model (pre-post tests,
randomized experimental design). It is one of the strategies that has been tested and shown to
reduce staff turnover and improve organizational climate (Glisson, Dukes, and Green, 2006).

Future Directions

This report outlines the findings from one year of assessing Maryland’s current child welfare
workforce. The next step includes exit interviews and dissemination of the survey used in this
study to all employees who left the DHR during the study period. This will allow the researchers
to gather more in-depth qualitative data about the reasons for actual turnover, and directly
compare the survey results of those employees who left with those who remain. A supplemental
report from this wave of data collection will be provided to DHR.

The researchers strongly encourage DHR to take the next leap into improving recruitment,
selection and retention by making implementation of the strategies described in this report a
priority. The research team is committed to helping DHR and the local departments prioritize
and make these recommendations a reality.

It is also recommended that the results of this study be openly shared with child welfare

employees throughout the state who care deeply about these issues and openly shared their views
and suggestions with the research team.
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