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Part I: Introduction


In a short amount of time, the Program Planning and Development Branch has reviewed a large variety of data to determine if specific recommendations could be made concerning future staffing patterns. The resulting report is divided into five parts: Introduction, Recommendations, Miscellaneous Observations, Data Tables, and Correlational Statistical Analyses.


The recommendations in the report are the consensus of the three reviewers at this time, although there are other factors that could still be reviewed.  It should be noted that these recommendations are focused mainly on staffing patterns in the field.  There is some mention of the Center, but the Center should have a staffing review of its own.  There is little mention of Central Office positions. Those positions really need to be studied almost on a case-by-case basis.  Desk audits may even be utilized.


Two significant pieces of data are not included:  a comparison of specialty caseloads with general caseloads and a survey of field staff concerning various aspects of their current job.  We are working with the field managers on identifying all of the specialty caseloads and can add this data at a later date. A survey may be created and this data could also be added at a later date.  
Based on the available data that was reviewed, an argument could be made for maintaining the personnel structure in its current form. Correlational data indicates the number of caseloads is proportional to both the population and unemployment frequency. As caseloads tend to increase, so too do applicants, eligible individuals, and PEOs. Professional to Assistant ratios and Counselor to Assistant ratios also tend to decrease as needed by increased numbers of persons requiring service. A regressional analysis was conducted to determine possible factors that influence case outcomes, such as closures per caseload, applicants, persons made eligible, average wage, rehabilitation rate, and caseloads. No combination of factors resulted in any meaningful predictive value of these caseload outcomes, specifically in the strategies employed to develop referrals and provide services. This may indicate that much of the variability in caseload outcomes is determined by staff behavior. For example, if there are low numbers of applicants or closures in a particular area, this may not indicate the lack of need for additional  caseloads, but merely the lack of the employee to appropriately develop tools and techniques needed to maximize the available rehabilitation resources. Other counselors have developed techniques that allow them to better manage the balance between the need for services, caseload size, and outcomes. There is a delicate balance of staffing and caseload size that appears to be producing results, and the possibility of major staff changes may affect productivity, morale and outcomes.

Given that evidence exists that the current staffing patterns of the agency appear to be meeting its needs and that much of the data reviewed indicated contradictory results, it is difficult to develop a specific template for future staffing decisions.  We have been able to make some specific suggestions about possible staff adjustments, but have been unable to develop any global rules or templates that will work for every district.

If a template were to be developed to determine whether a position is essential or necessary, based on statistical analysis, the following information should be reviewed:

a. Number of caseloads in the district

b. District population

c. District disability population

d. Counselor-to-Assistant ratio

e. Professional-to-Assistant ratio

f. Number of unemployed persons in the district

g. Applicants for services

h. Branch Manager-to-Staff ratios

i. Square miles of the area to be covered by the district and subsequent employee

j. Availability of CRPs.


To best utilize these factors in determining the need to replace vacant positions, the specific general population of the district in question, district disability population, unemployment (frequency), and number of applicants for VR services should be reviewed and compared to the average for all districts. These figures should then be juxtaposed against the Counselor:Assistant ratio and the Professional:Assistant ratio. Those districts with higher than average populations justify the maintaining of lower than average staff to assistant ratios. 


The number of available CRPs may affect this balance as the presence of other VR services may reduce the need of KYOVR staff, specifically Job Placement positions. Special allowances may also need to be considered for branches covering larger than average areas of the state or with an inordinate amount of small one caseload offices.

Part II: Recommendations
Specific personnel recommendations 
The population, numbers of individuals served by the agency and the large current sizes of caseloads seem to justify simply adding more counselors, period.  Given the current budgetary environment and the current employee cap, adding staff is not possible at this time.  Keeping that in mind, these specific recommendations do include suggestions where some staff might be shifted or reclassified.

1) The numbers (population, caseload size, staff) appear to justify dividing the Florence district into two districts.  The Covington and Newport offices could compose one district and the Florence, Burlington, and Carrollton offices could compose the other.  Both of the proposed new districts would still have more staff than the current Paducah, Madisonville and Ashland districts.  This area is among the fastest growing in the state and such a division seems inevitable.

2) If the Paducah field manager retires in the near future, leadership might consider combining the Madisonville and Paducah districts.  This would create a large district in terms of both area and staff, but current numbers served in both districts are making it difficult to justify two separate districts.  This may cause some morale problems among counselors in the current Paducah district where the one opportunity for advancement is indefinitely postponed.  It should be noted that the population in both the Paducah and Madisonville district indicates that the agency could be serving more individuals in these areas than it currently is and could justify separate districts, but, for whatever reason, the actual numbers served per caseload are among the lowest in the state.
3) The agency should strive for a minimum of 1.5 counselors to assistant ratio in all districts.  The ratio now ranges from 1.1 (Florence) to 1.9 (Lexington).  One counselor/one assistant offices need particular scrutiny to see if other arrangements can be made such as ‘mobile’ assistants who work more than one office. Such offices include, Murray, Henderson High School, Glasgow (1.5 to 2 ratio), Shelbyville, Newport, Burlington, Middlesboro, Paintsville (2 to 2), and Pikeville (2 to2).  The Florence district should convert assistant positions to counselor positions as individuals retire.  The Middletown district, with a counselor to assistant ration of 1.2 to 1, may also need to convert assistant positions to counselor positions in the future, given that, like Florence, it also has a large average caseload size.  The Bowling Green (1.2 to 1) and Whitesburg (1.3) and Owensboro (1.3) districts are the other districts that currently fall below the 1.5 counselor to assistant threshold.  There may need to be some job redesign in some areas with assistants concentrating on authorizations and general office duties and counselors assuming responsibility for all verbal and written communication with consumers.
4) Given the population per counselor in the Ashland (22,644) and Bluegrass (24,850) districts, and their relatively low average caseload sizes (compared to the statewide average), the agency might consider taking one caseload from each of those districts and shifting them to other areas with high caseload sizes (Florence, Louisville, or Middletown). West Liberty also has a relatively low population per counselor, but the extremely high disability rate in the population means it has a relatively large disabled population per counselor.
5) The Eastern Kentucky districts, particularly Whitesburg, and the Western Kentucky districts of Madisonville and Paducah appear to be serving fewer people than can be expected given the Census estimates of the disabled population that exists there. Either more marketing needs to be done in those areas and additional referral sources need to be developed or the agency might consider shifting counselors from those areas to districts with very high average caseload sizes, such as Florence, Louisville, or Middletown. Whitesburg has the lowest average caseload size (203) in the state, but the highest disabled population per counselor.

6) The Lexington District might be able to afford to give up a caseload.  It has the most caseloads (13) of any district in the state, yet includes only 276,081 of the general population, far below the 300,328 statewide average. The number of unemployed in the Lexington district is also lower than the state average. As a result, the district has a much lower population and unemployment average per caseload. This district is relatively small in area resulting in less travel for counselors..  The district has a high counselor and professional to assistant ratio, but this may be less reflective of a low number of assistants than of a higher number of professionals. The district also has an average caseload size lower than the statewide average (even though the number of their applicants is the second highest in the state). 
7) If counselor positions become difficult to fill, the agency should consider converting job placement staff to counselors, if they meet qualifications.

8) Where CRPs do not exist, districts should utilize more job placement staff.  Where CRP services are relatively plentiful, job placement positions as they become vacant could be converted to counseling positions.

Summary of personnel recommendations:

1. Split Florence district in two
2. Combine Madisonville and Paducah district

3. Consider shifting assistant positions to counselor positions in 

·  Florence

· Middletown

· Bowling Green

· Owensboro

· Whitesburg

4. Consider removing caseloads from

· Ashland

· Bluegrass

· Lexington

· Madisonville/Paducah

· Whitesburg

5. Consider adding caseloads in

· Florence/Covington

· Louisville

· Middletown

6. Convert job placement staff to counselors if needed

7. Convert job placement staff to counselor positions where CRP/supported employment services are plentiful

Other recommendations 

1) Unsuccessful cases (status 28) are in the system over 300 more days than positive employment outcomes.  In four districts, Elizabethtown, Middletown, Danville, and RCDs, these cases spend over 500 more days in the system.  Case management skills should be stressed to encourage counselors to review these cases closely for possible closure earlier, saving both money and staff time.

2) The agency should experiment with more sophisticated technology usage in the more rural districts including the use of laptops to possibly reduce the use of office space and the need for assistants.  Although the term has developed a negative connotation, the use of ‘virtual offices’ might be considered in some areas.
3) Leadership should consider gradually shifting to paperless cases.  With improvements in automation and the shift to a web-based CMS, this concept becomes more feasible.  Scanners could be used for documents requiring signatures.  One possibility would be to select one district in the coming fiscal year to model the concept to see how feasible it might be and if any cost-savings would be realized.

4) With caseload sizes growing, the use of non-agency provided services such as community rehabilitation programs should be increased.  The agency might consider the use of establishment grants to create CRPs in areas where they scarcely exist such as Madisonville, Ashland, West Liberty, and Whitesburg. 

5) Services at the Rehab Center should be maximized for the three Eastern Kentucky districts where few services exist.  The Center should increase their CRP services (chiefly job placement) to those three districts.  Shifting staff resources at the center to develop a supported employment program for the area should be considered.
6) As has been recommended in the past, the agency should conduct a detailed study of the job placement program that would include a comparison to the effectiveness of the services of community rehabilitation programs.

Part III: Miscellaneous observations

1. In 2007, the Florence district had 51.1 PEOs per counselor, easily the highest in the state.  The Bowling Green and Middletown districts were next with 41.6 and 41.0 respectively.  Florence also had by far the largest average caseload size, 467 cases per counselor.  In only two other districts, Louisville and Middletown, was the average caseload size over 300.  This seems to fly against the conventional wisdom of striving for smaller caseload sizes.  Florence also easily spends the most money on purchased services of any district.  It appears that large caseload size plus spending on purchased services can equal success.

2. Of the three highest producing districts, the Bowling Green district’s experience runs counter to that of Florence and Middletown.  It somehow manages to maintain a high PEO per counselor average (41.6) with a caseload size below the statewide average (251, state average is 276).  This bears further investigation.

3. The Whitesburg and West Liberty districts, both in economically stagnant Eastern Kentucky, had the second and third highest average wages of positive employment outcomes in the state, respectively.  This is presumably because they send larger percentages of consumers to college.  The trade-off, at least in the case of West Liberty, is higher case costs.  West Liberty’s average case costs for both PEOs and unsuccessful cases (28’s) are easily the highest in the state.  

4. All the data indicates that what constitutes vocational rehabilitation services differs greatly in different parts of the state. Some evidence of this:

· On average, West Liberty spends 4.5 times as much on unsuccessful cases as compared to the Madisonville district.  

· The amount of purchased services spent on successful cases ranges from $2,241.07 on average in the Madisonville district to $5,396.23 on average in the West Liberty district.  
· One out every $6 spent on four-year degrees is spent by the West Liberty district.

· One out every $4 spent on rehabilitation technology is spent in the two Lexington area districts, presumably because of the location of the driver rehabilitation program there.

· One out of every $5 spent on supported employment services is spent in the Florence district.

· One out of every $4 spent on community rehabilitation programs (CRPs) is spent in the two Lexington area districts where there are several large CRPs.  Nearly one out of $2 spent on CRPs is spent in the urban Lexington and Louisville districts.  Five districts – Ashland, Elizabethtown, Madisonville, West Liberty, and Whitesburg spend little or nothing on CRP services, presumably because the services do not exist in those areas.

· The time in the system varies widely between districts.  For PEOs, the range is 494 days (1 1/3 years) in the Bluegrass district to 1,244 (nearly 3 years) in the Ashland district.  For cases closed in status 28, the range is 769 (slightly more than 2 years) in the Lexington district to 1,537 (more than 4 years) in the Elizabethtown district.
· The Florence District easily produces the most authorizations of any other district.  It produces more than twice the authorizations of all but four other districts.

· When all BUNs are included, the Florence district ($3.2 million) spends nearly 50% more annually on purchased services than the next highest spending district (West Liberty, $2.2 million).  Three other districts, Middletown, Ashland, and the RCDs, spend just over $2 million.  The Paducah and Madisonville districts spend less than $1 million, with Madisonville spending the least at $600,000.

· A counselor in Florence, on average, has twice as many cases (467) as a counselor in Whitesburg (209).

5. Personnel ratios and number of caseloads seem to be fairly proportional to general and disability populations and the number of applicants and persons deemed eligible for services.

6. As the number of Job Placement staff increase, so too does CRP expenses, which may be more of a sign of need and availability than efficiency.

7. As applicants and persons eligible for services rise, so too does CRP expenses.

8. There is a large variance in PEOs of persons with MSD among the districts. Further investigation may be necessary to determine if this is representative of the population or if this is a case management technique utilized by counselors to maximize outcomes.

9. There are stark differences between the level of outcomes and characteristics of the Whitesburg and West Liberty districts. The outcomes of West Liberty tend to be closer to the norms of the other districts, while the Whitesburg district, with basically the same population and unemployment statistics, has lower PEO outcomes. Possible reasons for these differences should be researched.

10. It may be beneficial to know the general Administrator to Staff ratio of KY State Government, if that is available, to determine how KYOVR compares to other state agencies.

11. The number and percentage of individuals with most significant disabilities in a district does not appear to have a detrimental effect on positive employment outcomes.  The most productive district, Florence, also has the largest number and highest percentage of individuals considered MSD.  Serving more individuals with MSD, however, could be more expensive, as Florence is also the biggest spending district by far.

Part IV: Data Tables

Table 1: Population Statistics by District
	District
	Population 2007
	Pop. Of  Persons with a Disability 16-64 (2000)
	Pop. Of  Persons with an Employment Disability (2000)

	Ashland
	203,792
	68,256
	19,944

	West Liberty
	266,130
	128,363
	32,948

	Whitesburg
	307,919
	143,997
	39,368

	Bluegrass
	273,353
	58,241
	20,093

	Danville
	331,920
	96,154
	34,997

	Lexington
	276,081
	55,209
	20,003

	Florence
	425,320
	86,015
	29,668

	Louisville
	370,080
	81,844
	28,555

	E-town
	339,138
	78,670
	26,699

	Owensboro
	254,384
	65,319
	17,734

	Bowling Green
	273,879
	68,489
	22,755

	Madisonville
	205,844
	51,144
	17,326

	Paducah
	212,820
	52,150
	17,705

	Middletown
	463,939
	92,576
	32,311


Table 2: Caseload Population Statistics by District 
	District
	# of Caseloads
	Population per Caseload
	Pop. Of  Persons with a Disability 16-64 (2000) per Caseload
	Pop. Of  Persons with an Employment Disability (2000) per Caseload

	Ashland
	9
	22,643.56
	7,584.00
	2,216.00

	West Liberty
	11
	24,193.64
	11,669.36
	2,995.27

	Whitesburg
	10
	30,791.90
	14,399.70
	3,936.80

	Bluegrass
	11
	24,850.27
	5,294.64
	1,826.64

	Danville
	12
	27,660.00
	8,012.83
	2,916.42

	Lexington
	13
	21,237.00
	4,246.85
	1,538.69

	Florence
	11.5
	36,984.35
	7,479.57
	2,579.83

	Louisville
	9
	41,120.00
	9,093.78
	3,172.78

	E-town
	9
	37,682.00
	8,741.11
	2,966.56

	Owensboro
	8
	31,798.00
	8,164.88
	2,216.75

	Bowling Green
	8
	34,234.88
	8,561.13
	2,844.38

	Madisonville
	6.5
	31,668.31
	7,868.31
	2,665.54

	Paducah
	6
	35,470.00
	8,691.67
	2,950.83

	Middletown
	11
	42,176.27
	8416.00
	2937.36


Table 3: Counselor to Assistant Ratios

	 District
	Counselor/Assistant Ratio w/o Adecco Employees
	Counselor/Assistant Ration with Adecco Employees

	Deaf and Hard of Hearing
	3.8:1
	3.8:1

	Paducah
	1.7:1
	1.5:1

	Madisonville
	1.6:1
	1.6:1

	Owensboro
	1.6:1
	1.3:1

	Bowling Green
	1.1:1
	1.1:1

	Louisville
	1.8:1
	1.6:1

	Middletown
	1.2:1
	1.2:1

	Elizabethtown
	1.5:1
	1.5:1

	Florence
	1.1:1
	1.1:1

	Lexington
	1.9:1
	1.9:1

	Bluegrass
	1.7:1
	1.6:1

	West Liberty
	1.5:1
	1.5:1

	Ashland
	1.5:1
	1.5:1

	Danville
	1.7:1
	1.7:1

	Whitesburg
	1.4:1
	1.3:1

	Average Counselor/Assistant Ratio*
	1.52:1
	1.47:1


· Does not include CDPVTC

Administrator to Staff Ratios

Because of the nebulousness of some Central Office job tasks, Administrative staff will be separated in the following groups: Central Office Administrators, Central Office Staff, Field Branch Managers, CDPVTC Administrative staff. Central Office Staff are defined as all Central Office employees not classified as administrators. Field and Center staff amounts do not include any administrative staff. These calculations do not include contract staff at the Center or in the Field.
Table 4: Field Staff Ratios
	Group
	Ratio

	Field Staff to C.O. Admin.
	9:1

	Field Staff to C.O. Admin & C.O. Staff
	5.2:1

	Field Staff to C.O. Admin & Field Branch Managers
	5.8:1

	Field Staff to C.O. Admin, C.O. Staff, & Field Branch 

                      Managers
	4.3:1


Table 5: Center Staff Ratios
	Group
	Ratio

	Center Staff to C.O. Admin.
	3.2:1

	Center Staff to CDPVTC Admin.
	5.7:1

	Center Staff to C.O. Admin. & CDPVTC Admin 
	2.3:1

	Center Staff to C.O. Admin, C.O. Staff, & CDPVTC Admin
	1.6:1


Table 6: Field and Center Combined Staff Ratios
	Group
	Ratio

	Field/Center Staff to C.O. Admin.
	11.7:1

	Field/Center Staff to C.O. Admin & C.O. Staff
	7.5:1

	Field/Center Staff to C.O. Admin. & CDPVTC Admin 
	8.4:1

	Field/Center Staff to C.O. Admin, CDPVTC & Field Branch 

                                  Man.
	6.3:1

	Field/Center Staff to C.O. Admin, C.O. Staff, CDPVTC Admin  

                                 & Field Branch Managers
	4.9:1


Table 7: Professional Staff to Assistant Ratios

	 District
	Professional/Assistant Ratio w/o Adecco Employees
	Professional/Assistant Ration with Adecco Employees

	Deaf and Hard of Hearing
	9:1
	9:1

	Paducah
	2:1
	2:1

	Madisonville
	2.5:1
	2.5:1

	Owensboro
	2:1
	1.7:1

	Bowling Green
	1.9:1
	1.7:1

	Louisville
	2.6:1
	2.4:1

	Middletown
	1.6:1
	1.5:1

	Elizabethtown
	2.3:1
	2.3:1

	Florence
	1.3:1
	1.3:1

	Lexington
	2.4:1
	2.4:1

	Bluegrass
	2.6:1
	2.4:1

	West Liberty
	1.8:1
	1.4:1

	Ashland
	1.7:1
	1.7:1

	Danville
	2.3:1
	1.7:1

	Whitesburg
	1.5:1
	1.7:1

	Average Professional/Assistant Ratio*
	2.13:1
	2.06:1


Table 8: CRP Expenditures by District
	District
	# of Caseloads
	PEOs per caseload
	CRP expenditures

	Paducah 
	6
	39.0
	$162,325.00

	Madisonville 
	6.5
	37.2
	$16,200.00

	Owensboro
	8
	37.1
	$318,650.00

	Bowling Green 
	8
	41.6
	$280,819.18

	Louisville 
	9
	37.6
	$119,302.50

	Elizabethtown 
	9
	30.9
	$14,700.00

	Danville 
	12
	30.8
	$288,180.00

	Florence 
	11.5
	51.1
	$297,928.00

	Lexington 
	13
	37.1
	$310,085.00

	West Liberty
	11
	35.0
	0

	Ashland 
	9
	35.9
	$10,050.00

	Whitesburg 
	10
	28.2
	$13,450.09

	Bluegrass
	11
	33.2
	$296,388.50

	Middletown 
	11
	41.0
	$311,947.50

	RCD TEAM
	7.5
	12.8
	$53,010.00

	 
	143.5*
	35.3
	$2,493,035.77


*  Includes one caseload at CDPVTC

Table 9: Job Placement Staff by District
	District
	# of Caseloads
	PEOs per caseload
	Job Placement Staff

	Paducah 
	6
	39.0
	1

	Madisonville 
	6.5
	37.2
	1

	Owensboro 
	8
	37.1
	2**

	Bowling Green 
	8
	41.6
	3

	Louisville 
	9
	37.6
	2***

	Elizabethtown 
	9
	30.9
	2

	Danville 
	12
	30.8
	3

	Florence 
	11.5
	51.1
	3

	Lexington 
	13
	37.1
	2****

	West Liberty 
	11
	35.0
	1

	Ashland 
	9
	35.9
	0

	Whitesburg 
	10
	28.2
	1

	Bluegrass
	11
	33.2
	2****

	Middletown 
	11
	41.0
	3***

	RCD TEAM
	7.5
	12.8
	0

	 
	143.5*
	35.3
	26


*  Includes one caseload at CDPVTC

** Includes one position contracted through HDI

*** Louisville and Middletown districts do some sharing of job placement personnel

**** Bluegrass and Lexington districts do some sharing of job placement personnel

Table 10: Average Wage of PEOs by District
	District
	Average wage of PEOs

	Paducah 
	$8.29

	Madisonville 
	$8.41

	Owensboro 
	$9.61

	Bowling Green 
	$9.85

	Louisville 
	$11.79

	Elizabethtown 
	$9.72

	Danville 
	$10.80

	Florence 
	$9.99

	Lexington 
	$10.67

	West Liberty 
	$11.32

	Ashland 
	$10.57

	Whitesburg 
	$11.46

	Bluegrass
	$10.30

	Middletown 
	$10.77

	RCD TEAM
	$9.53

	 Statewide
	$10.34


Table 11: Change in Self as Primary Support by District

	District
	Change in self as source of support

	Paducah 
	62.39%

	Madisonville 
	70.25%

	Owensboro 
	79.12%

	Bowling Green 
	70.57%

	Louisville 
	74.56%

	Elizabethtown 
	68.35%

	Danville 
	56.64%

	Florence 
	76.19%

	Lexington 
	63.28%

	West Liberty 
	68.83%

	Ashland 
	68.73%

	Whitesburg 
	69.50%

	Bluegrass
	72.33%

	Middletown 
	69.40%

	RCD TEAM
	55.21%

	 Statewide
	69.44%


Table 12: Authorizations by District
	District
	# of Caseloads
	# of Authorizations
	Average Authorizations per Caseload

	Paducah 
	6
	2,080
	347

	Madisonville 
	6.5
	2,416
	372

	Owensboro
	8
	2,646
	331

	Bowling Green 
	8
	4,254
	532

	Louisville 
	9
	4,531
	503

	Elizabethtown 
	9
	3,109
	345

	Danville 
	12
	5,107
	426

	Florence 
	11.5
	9,609
	836

	Lexington 
	13
	5,489
	422

	West Liberty
	11
	4,507
	410

	Ashland 
	9
	5,537
	615

	Whitesburg 
	10
	2,448
	245

	Bluegrass
	11
	4,124
	375

	Middletown 
	11
	5,783
	526

	RCD TEAM
	7.5
	2,037
	272

	 Total
	143.5
	63,677
	444

	
	
	
	


Table 13: Applicants and Newly Eligible Cases by District
	District
	Applicants in FY2007
	Newly eligible cases in FY2007

	Paducah 
	539
	439

	Madisonville 
	574
	455

	Owensboro 
	705
	572

	Bowling Green 
	693
	605

	Louisville 
	931
	766

	Elizabethtown 
	717
	613

	Danville 
	1,051
	874

	Florence 
	1,348
	1189

	Lexington 
	1,329
	993

	West Liberty 
	901
	741

	Ashland 
	640
	532

	Whitesburg 
	721
	526

	Bluegrass
	1,190
	1001

	Middletown 
	1,220
	989

	RCD TEAM
	148
	145

	 Statewide
	12,794*
	10,440**


*  Includes 87 individuals at the rehab center on 9/30/2007.

**  Includes 92 individuals at the rehab center on 9/30/2007.

Table 14: Rehabilitation Rate by District
	District
	Rehabilitation Rate FY2007

	Paducah 
	67.44%

	Madisonville 
	78.57%

	Owensboro 
	61.36%

	Bowling Green 
	73.35%

	Louisville 
	62.13%

	Elizabethtown 
	73.74%

	Danville 
	67.21%

	Florence 
	55.32%

	Lexington 
	61.64%

	West Liberty 
	73.19%

	Ashland 
	74.94%

	Whitesburg 
	70.50%

	Bluegrass
	65.88%

	Middletown 
	70.14%

	RCD TEAM
	80.00%

	 Statewide
	69.03%


Table 15: Time in System of Closed Cases by District

(in Days)
	District
	Time in System, PEOs
	Time in System, 

Status 28
	Time in System,

Status 08
	Time in System,

Status 30

	Paducah 
	659
	954
	71
	413

	Madisonville 
	748
	891
	59
	455

	Owensboro
	782
	1,159
	88
	524

	Bowling Green 
	884
	1,176
	53
	239

	Louisville 
	937
	1,384
	121
	500

	Elizabethtown 
	956
	1,537
	62
	579

	Danville 
	851
	1,426
	128
	541

	Florence 
	830
	1,234
	186
	706

	Lexington 
	746
	769
	86
	465

	West Liberty
	1,193
	1,436
	81
	223

	Ashland 
	1,244
	1,370
	143
	352

	Whitesburg 
	1,057
	1,464
	28
	388

	Bluegrass
	494
	866
	73
	436

	Middletown 
	885
	1,388
	66
	479

	RCD TEAM
	1,146
	1,671
	61
	454

	 Total
	880
	1,202
	88
	476


Table 16: Average Case Costs of Closed Cases by District

(Data comes from current and previous fiscal year costs fields in Master Case File)
	District
	Average case cost PEOs
	Average case cost

Status 28
	Average case cost

Status 08
	Average case cost

Status 30

	Paducah 
	$2,929.42
	$1,640.48
	$28.96
	$79.91

	Madisonville 
	$2,241.07
	$958.98
	$28.71
	$102.73

	Owensboro
	$3,553.02
	$1,697.26
	$86.05
	$286.40

	Bowling Green 
	$3,883.38
	$1,154.49
	$60.28
	$166.55

	Louisville 
	$4,051.66
	$3,180.53
	$72.80
	$241.06

	Elizabethtown 
	$3,406.58
	$2,125.01
	$29.32
	$122.57

	Danville 
	$3,880.40
	$3,001.59
	$16.62
	$219.89

	Florence 
	$3,570.11
	$1,952.60
	$67.06
	$303.79

	Lexington 
	$3,834.94
	$1,509.86
	$25.98
	$173.28

	West Liberty
	$5,396.23
	$4,648.98
	$23.56
	$85.67

	Ashland 
	$3,815.62
	$3,938.91
	$94.61
	$137.41

	Whitesburg 
	$3,852.61
	$2,921.60
	$2.34
	$85.23

	Bluegrass
	$3,432.67
	$1,026.17
	$15.34
	$113.51

	Middletown 
	$3,416.44
	$2,436.57
	$47.69
	$172.38

	RCD TEAM
	$10,427.62
	$12,006.50
	$0.00
	$270.72

	 Statewide
	$3,844.26
	$2,329.99
	$36.73
	$177.79


Table 17: Expenditures on 4-Year Degrees
	District
	Expenditures at 4-year Institutions*

	Paducah 
	$149,561

	Madisonville 
	$98,031

	Owensboro
	$234,610

	Bowling Green 
	$371,442

	Louisville 
	$252,703

	Elizabethtown 
	$247,567

	Danville 
	$429,068

	Florence 
	$545,658

	Lexington 
	$287,886

	West Liberty
	$823,898

	Ashland 
	$544,288

	Whitesburg 
	$356,761

	Bluegrass
	$209,185

	Middletown 
	$330,322

	RCD TEAM
	$183,158

	 Total
	$5,064,138


*  Includes tuition, books, and other supplies
Table 18: Supported Employment Expenditures
	District
	$

	Paducah 
	$90,150

	Madisonville 
	$46,800

	Owensboro
	$105,392

	Bowling Green 
	$150,900

	Louisville 
	$343,712

	Elizabethtown 
	$165,518

	Danville 
	$225,817

	Florence 
	$524,881

	Lexington 
	$199,948

	West Liberty
	$60,600

	Ashland 
	$59,565

	Whitesburg 
	$96,368

	Bluegrass
	$171,663

	Middletown 
	$302,500

	RCD TEAM
	$49,700

	 Total
	$2,593,514.00


Table 19: Rehabilitation Technology Expenditures
	District
	$

	Paducah 
	$126,743

	Madisonville 
	$61,628

	Owensboro
	$156,859

	Bowling Green 
	$88,198

	Louisville 
	$117,957

	Elizabethtown 
	$94,705

	Danville 
	$174,448

	Florence 
	$206,922

	Lexington 
	$321,094

	West Liberty
	$65,301

	Ashland 
	$275,894

	Whitesburg 
	$56,772

	Bluegrass
	$316,074

	Middletown 
	$287,920

	RCD TEAM
	$39,746

	CDPVTC
	$3,528

	 Total
	$2,393,789.00


Table 20: Consumer Satisfaction with Services

From UK survey for SCVR
	District
	Overall Satisfaction rated as ‘Good’ or ‘Very Good’
	Mean Rating

	Paducah 
	90.3%
	3.38

	Madisonville 
	86.7%
	3.32

	Owensboro
	90.7%
	3.37

	Bowling Green 
	79.2%
	3.21

	Louisville 
	84.8%
	3.26

	Elizabethtown 
	86.8%
	3.29

	Danville 
	80.5%
	3.21

	Florence 
	88.4%
	3.32

	Lexington 
	84.1%
	3.28

	West Liberty
	90.7%
	3.47

	Ashland 
	86.5%
	3.35

	Whitesburg 
	94.8%
	3.58

	Bluegrass
	77.6%
	3.18

	Middletown 
	88.7%
	3.44

	RCD TEAM
	100%
	3.00

	 Total
	86%
	3.32


Table 21: Area in Square Miles

	District
	Square mileSquare Miles in District
	Sq. miles per caseload

	
	
	

	-1- Paducah
	2,926.0
	487.67

	-2- Madisonville
	3,274.9
	503.83

	-3- Owensboro
	3,695
	461.88

	-4- Bowling Green
	4,247.9
	530.99

	-5- Louisville 
	853.6
	94.84

	-6- Elizabethtown
	3,533.2
	392.58

	-7- Danville
	4,721.5
	393.46

	-8- Florence
	1,680.9
	146.17

	-9- Lexington 
	576.4
	44.34

	-10- West Liberty 
	4,489.5
	408.14

	-12- Ashland
	2,856.5
	317.39

	-13- Whitesburg
	4,421.3
	442.13

	-14- Bluegrass
	2,001.0
	181.91

	-15- Middletown
	765.7
	69.61


Table 22: Average Caseload Size 
(Cases served in the FY)

	-1- Paducah
	223

	-2- Madisonville
	246

	-3- Owensboro
	283

	-4- Bowling Green
	251

	-5- Louisville 
	345

	-6- Elizabethtown
	263

	-7- Danville
	283

	-8- Florence
	467

	-9- Lexington 
	245

	-10- West Liberty 
	260

	-12- Ashland
	288

	-13- Whitesburg
	209

	-14- Bluegrass
	254

	-15- Middletown
	349

	RCDs
	75

	Statewide
	276


Table 23: Expenditures by District
	District
	FY2007 Expends all BUNs

	Paducah
	$845,891.26

	Madisonville
	$630,283.73

	Owensboro
	$1,216,734.54

	Bowling Green
	$1,389,862.35

	Louisville
	$1,597,933.52

	Elizabethtown
	$1,216,492.11

	Danville
	$1,824,930.55

	Florence
	$3,175,882.35

	Lexington
	$1,833,474.80

	West Liberty
	$2,175,820.14

	Ashland
	$2,027,938.18

	Whitesburg
	$1,094,091.60

	Bluegrass
	$1,733,576.20

	Middletown
	$2,089,487.52

	RCDs
	$2,064,071.87

	 
	$24,916,470.72


Table 24: Priority Category, Cases Newly Eligible in FY 2007
	District
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Paducah
	148
	112
	152
	27
	 
	439

	Madisonville
	219
	106
	105
	25
	 
	455

	Owensboro
	308
	165
	92
	7
	 
	572

	Bowling Green
	343
	146
	76
	40
	 
	605

	Louisville
	303
	248
	168
	46
	1
	766

	Elizabethtown
	305
	133
	145
	30
	 
	613

	Danville
	252
	217
	323
	82
	 
	874

	Florence
	596
	362
	209
	22
	 
	1,189

	Lexington
	340
	280
	338
	35
	 
	993

	West Liberty
	404
	118
	187
	32
	 
	741

	Ashland
	132
	162
	195
	43
	 
	532

	Whitesburg
	135
	116
	179
	96
	 
	526

	Bluegrass
	244
	174
	542
	41
	 
	1,001

	Middletown
	396
	242
	282
	69
	 
	989

	RCD
	112
	22
	8
	3
	 
	145

	CDPVTC
	66
	14
	10
	2
	 
	92

	 
	4,303
	2,617
	3,011
	600
	1
	10,532


Table 25: Priority Category 2007, Number and Percentage
All cases above status 10, excluding status 30
	District
	# in I
	$ %
	# in II
	%
	# in III
	%
	# in IV
	%
	
Total

	Paducah 
	386
	35.19%
	320
	29.17%
	328
	29.90%
	63
	5.74%
	1,097

	Madisonville 
	649
	50.90%
	303
	23.76%
	245
	19.22%
	77
	6.04%
	1,275

	Owensboro 
	943
	49.92%
	574
	30.39%
	332
	17.58%
	40
	2.12%
	1,889

	Bowling Green 
	964
	58.11%
	373
	22.48%
	223
	13.44%
	99
	5.97%
	1,659

	Louisville 
	914
	39.13%
	713
	30.52%
	540
	23.12%
	153
	6.55%
	2,336

	Elizabethtown 
	988
	49.57%
	458
	22.98%
	406
	20.37%
	139
	6.97%
	1,993

	Danville 
	850
	31.30%
	701
	25.81%
	872
	32.11%
	293
	10.79%
	2,716

	Florence 
	2,544
	55.44%
	1,312
	28.59%
	629
	13.71%
	99
	2.16%
	4,589

	Lexington 
	836
	36.94%
	692
	30.58%
	625
	27.62%
	110
	4.86%
	2,263

	West Liberty 
	1,218
	49.55%
	400
	16.27%
	693
	28.19%
	145
	5.90%
	2,458

	Ashland 
	614
	26.97%
	657
	28.85%
	843
	37.02%
	161
	7.07%
	2,277

	Whitesburg
	426
	27.24%
	322
	20.59%
	545
	34.85%
	264
	16.88%
	1,564

	Bluegrass 
	538
	29.30%
	427
	23.26%
	764
	41.61%
	107
	5.83%
	1,836

	Middletown 
	1,109
	36.16%
	821
	26.77%
	874
	28.50%
	262
	8.54%
	3,067

	RCD
	405
	76.56%
	90
	17.01%
	30
	5.67%
	3
	0.57%
	529

	CDPVTC*
	147
	75.38%
	26
	13.33%
	19
	9.74%
	3
	1.54%
	195

	 
	13,531
	42.63%
	8,189
	25.80%
	7,968
	25.10%
	2,018
	6.36%
	31,743**


*  At rehab center on September 30, 2007

**  Total includes 35 cases in category 5 and 2 cases in category 6.

Table 26: Staff Responsible to Field Manager
	District
	# of staff

	Paducah 
	12

	Madisonville 
	13

	Owensboro
	15

	Bowling Green 
	18

	Louisville 
	17

	Elizabethtown 
	18

	Danville 
	18

	Florence 
	27.5

	Lexington 
	20

	West Liberty
	20

	Ashland 
	13

	Whitesburg 
	20

	Bluegrass
	22

	Middletown 
	22


Table 27: Unemployment

(Based on 2007 Annual Data)
Average Unemployment Rate By District
      Unemployment Frequency By District

                (From Highest to Lowest)


    (From Highest to Lowest)

	District
	Unemployment Rate

	Whitesburg
	8.48%

	West Liberty
	7.75%

	Danville
	6.73%

	Madisonville
	6.31%

	Ashland
	6.08%

	Paducah
	6.06%

	Louisville
	5.73%

	Bowling Green
	5.67%

	Elizabethtown
	5.62%

	Owensboro
	5.22%

	Lexington
	5.20%

	Florence
	5.18%

	Middletown
	4.97%

	Bluegrass
	4.73%

	District
	Unemployment Frequency

	Middletown
	12,385

	Elizabethtown
	10,763

	Florence
	10,705

	Louisville
	10,276

	Danville
	9,345

	Whitesburg
	7,799

	Bowling Green
	6,945

	Owensboro
	6,927

	Bluegrass
	6,518

	Lexington
	6,154

	Ashland
	5,789

	Paducah
	5,649

	West Liberty
	5,642

	Madisonville
	5,548



Table 28: Caseload Statistics
	District
	Avg. Cases Served Per Counselor
	Cases Served
	Rehabilitations
	MSD
	MSD %

	Paducah
	223
	1335
	234
	53
	22.7%

	Madisonville
	246
	1599
	242
	139
	57.4%

	Owensboro
	283
	2261
	297
	112
	37.7%

	Bowling Green
	251
	2008
	333
	191
	57.4%

	Louisville
	345
	3108
	338
	123
	36.4%

	Elizabethtown
	263
	2370
	278
	131
	47.1%

	Danville
	283
	3401
	369
	111
	30.1%

	Florence
	467
	5373
	588
	318
	54.1%

	Lexington
	245
	3179
	482
	141
	29.3%

	West Liberty
	260
	2865
	385
	189
	49.1%

	Ashland
	288
	2596
	323
	85
	26.3%

	Whitesburg
	209
	2085
	282
	61
	21.6%

	Bluegrass
	254
	2789
	365
	64
	17.5%

	Middletown
	349
	3835
	451
	132
	29.3%

	RCD
	75
	559
	96
	75
	78.1%

	CDPVTC
	200
	200
	0
	0
	0

	Statewide
	276
	39563
	5063
	1925
	38.0%


Table 29: DISTRICT ANALYSIS

FROM DIRECTORY JUNE 2008

	Dist/Office
	Coun.
	Supp.Emp.
	JP
	Assist
	RT
	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paducah
	3
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1 Manager

	One-Stop
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Mayfield
	1
	0
	0
	1/2
	0
	0

	Murray
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Murray 1-Stop
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1/2
	

	Total
	6
	0
	1
	4.5
	1/2
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Madisonville
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1 Manager

	Hopkinsville
	4
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1 Evaluator

	Total
	7
	0
	1
	4
	0
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Owensboro
	6
	0
	0
	4
	0
	2 Manager

Interpreter

	Henderson
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Henderson HS
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Total
	9
	0
	1
	6
	0
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bowling Green
	7
	1
	2
	4
	1
	2 Manager

Interp.

	BGHS
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Scottsville
	½
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Glasgow
	1 ½
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	10
	1
	3
	6
	1
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Louisville
	7
	0
	1
	5
	0
	4 Manager

C.O.

Job Coach

Interp

	NIA
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Taylorsville
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	9
	0
	2
	6
	0
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elizabethtown
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	1 Manager

	Onestop
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Shepherdsville
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Bardstown
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1 Evaluator

	Campbellsville
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Total
	9
	0
	2
	6
	0
	2


	Middletown
	6
	0
	2
	4
	1
	2 Manager

C.O

	Dixie
	4
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	OLP
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Shelbyville
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Total
	12
	0
	3
	7
	1
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Danville
	5
	0
	1
	3
	0
	1 Manager

	One Stop
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	KSD
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1 Interp Coor.

	Richmond
	5
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	11
	0
	2
	7
	0
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Florence
	4
	0
	2
	4
	1
	1 Manager

	Burlington
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Covington
	7
	0
	1
	5
	0
	1 Interp.

	Newport
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Carrollton
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	14
	0
	3
	11
	1
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lexington
	11
	0
	2
	7
	0
	3 Manager

Interp.

	Onestop
	1
	0
	0
	½
	0
	0

	Winchester
	1
	0
	0
	½
	0
	0

	Total
	13
	0
	2
	8
	0
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bluegrass Lex
	6
	0
	3
	41/2
	1
	3 Manager

DRT

	Georgetown
	1
	0
	0
	½
	0
	0

	Frankfort
	4
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	11
	1
	4
	7
	1
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West Liberty
	3
	0
	1
	3
	0
	2 Manager

Admin.

	Paintsville
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Pikeville
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Prestonsburg
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	10
	0
	1
	9
	0
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whitesburg
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1 Manager

	Jeff
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Corbin
	4
	1
	1
	2
	0
	1 Interp.

	Harlan
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1 Admin

	Middlesboro
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Middlesboro
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Total
	10
	1
	2
	8
	0
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ashland
	5
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1 Manager

	Morehead
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Total
	9
	0
	0
	5
	0
	1


Table 30:Staff Responsible to Field Manager
	District
	# of staff

	Paducah 
	12

	Madisonville 
	13

	Owensboro
	15

	Bowling Green 
	18

	Louisville 
	17

	Elizabethtown 
	18

	Danville 
	18

	Florence 
	27.5

	Lexington 
	20

	West Liberty
	20

	Ashland 
	13

	Whitesburg 
	20

	Bluegrass
	22

	Middletown 
	22


Part V:  Correlational Statistical Analysis

All observations are based on a district wide level unless otherwise noted. Please note correlation does not equal causation.
Population
1. The number of caseloads, average caseload per counselor and job placement staff appear to increase as the population increases.

2. As the general population increases, there is an increase in Applicants, Eligible Consumers, and Authorizations.

3. As the population per caseload rises, so too does the population with a disability and persons with a disability that prevents them from being employed.

4. Areas with larger disability population tend to keep cases open for longer periods of time.

5. Areas with large disability populations have higher average costs per 28 and PEOs.

6. Areas with large disability populations have higher average wages at closure.

7. The Professional to Assistant ratio, with and without the Adecco staff, tends to decrease as the disability population of the area increases. 

8. As the population increases, Supported Employment costs tend to also increase.

9. PEOs per district tend to increase as the population increases, however there is no correlation between population and PEOs per caseload.

10. As the population increases, there are more consumers in Category 2 and Category 1.

11. Category 4 cases and therefore Category 4 PEOs tend to increase as the disability population increases.

12. As the disability population increases, so too does the District expenditures on a 4 year degree program.

13. As the population of persons with an employment disability per caseload decreases, there is an increase in Category 3 PEOs.

14. Districts with more persons classified as MSD tend to have a lower Counselor to Assistant Ratio (without Adecco staff).

15. As the disability population increases, rehabilitation technology expenses decrease.

16. As the population per caseload increases, consumer satisfaction tends to increase.

Personnel
1. The more caseload and JP staff, the more authorizations, applicants and persons made eligible.

2. The more JP staff in each district, the more likely the district will have higher CRP expenses.

3. The Professional to Assistant ratio with and without Adecco is consistent with the Counselor to Assistant ratio with and without Adecco.

4. The lower the Counselor to Assistant ratio with Adecco, the more likely consumers will change to become their primary source of support.

5. As caseloads increase the amount of Rehabilitation Technology expenses tends to increase.

6. As the number of Job Placement staff increase the amount of Supported Employment service expenditures tends to increase.

7. As the number of persons categorized as MSD increases, the Counselor to Assistant ratio without Adecco tends to decrease.

8. As the Professional to Assistant Ratio, with and without Adecco, decreases, expenses for a four year degree tend to increase.

9. The more caseloads per district the more cases closed in category 2 and 3.

10. As the number of category 1 cases increase, the Job Placement Staff tend to increase.

11. The more caseloads per district, the more cases served.

12. As caseloads increase, the number of Job Placement staff increase.

13. As the number of unemployed increase, the number of Job Placement staff increase.

14. The more cases served per district and per caseload, the more likely there would be more applicants, persons made eligible, authorizations and authorizations per caseload.

15. The more authorizations and authorizations per caseload, the more persons deemed MSD served by the district.

16. The more cases served per district and per caseload, the longer consumers remain in VR case system closed at 30.

17. As the number of unemployed increase in the district, the more cases served and average cases per counselor.

18. As the average case per counselor increases, the rehabilitation rated tends to decrease.

19. The more cases served by the district, there tends to be an increase in persons classified as MSD.

20. As the average case per counselor increases, Supported Employment expenses tend to increase.

21. As the Professional to Assistant Ration without Adecco staff decreases, consumer satisfaction tends to increase.

22. The higher the staff to manager ratio, the more caseload ands job placement staff.

23. The higher the staff to manager ratio, the more authorizations, applications, persons eligible, population, persons served in category 1, persons served in category 2, Persons MSD, Supported Employment expenses, cases served and PEOs.

24. As the professional to assistant Ratio (with Adecco) decreases, total cases expenses increase.

25. As the staff to manager ratio increases, expenses tend to increase

Community Rehabilitation Providers
1. As Job Placement staff increase, so do CRP expenses.

2. As applicants and persons deemed eligible rise, so do CRP expenditures.

3. As CRP expenses increase, the rehabilitation rate tends to drop.

4. As CRP expenses increase, time in the KYOVR system for persons closed with a PEO decreases.

5. As CRP expenses increase, Rehabilitation Technology expenses increase.

6. As the unemployment rate increases, CRP expenses decrease.

7. As CRP expenses increase, PEOs increase.

Rehabilitation Services and Case Spending
1. As SE expenses increase, applications, persons deemed eligible and authorizations increase.

2. As applications and persons made eligible increase, the amount of Rehabilitation Technology Spending increases.

3. As case spending increases, time in the VR program for those closed at status 08 tends to increase.

4. As the expenses for a 4 year degree increase, the time spent in the VR system for a status 26 closure tend to increase.

5. As supported employment expenditures increase, the rehabilitation rate decreases.

6. As the expenses for a 4 year degree increase, the average costs for status 26 and status closures increase.

7. As the average caseload size increases, so too does the average cost of status 26 and status 30 cases.

8. As the number of PEOs increases, the average cost for a status 30 closure tends to be higher. 

9. As Supported Employment and Rehabilitation Technology expenses increase in the district, PEOs tend to increase as well.

10. As the unemployment rate increases, Rehabilitation Technology expenses in the district tend to decrease.

11. As the number of unemployed in a district increase, Supported Employment expenditures tend to increase.

12. As expenses increase, caseloads tend to increase.

13. As the population increases, expenses tend to increase.

14. As total case expenses increase, authorizations and authorizations per caseload increase.

15. As total case expenses increase, applicants, persons made eligible, PEOs, cases served per district and average case per counselor increases.

16. As total case expenses increase, persons served in category 3, 2 & 1 increase. 

17. As total case expenses increase, Supported Employment and 4 year degree costs increase.

Disability Category

1. As the number of cases, applicants and persons declared eligible in a district increase, so do the number of persons in category 1, 2, and 3.

2. As the number of category 3 and 4 cases increase, the average wage at closure tends to increase.

3. The more caseloads per district, the more likely the district will have more PEOs from persons in category 3.

4. As districts have more category 1 and 2 cases, they tend to also have higher PEOs per caseload.

5. As persons served in category 1 increase, so too do authorizations and authorizations per caseload.

6. As the number of persons in category 1 and category 2 increase, the rehabilitation rate decreases.

7. As the number of persons in category 4 increases, the length of time in services increases for persons closed as 28.

8. As the number of PEOs district increase, the number of persons in category 1 and 2 increase.

9. As the number of persons in category 1 and category 2 increases, the length of time in services increases for persons closed in status 08.

10. Districts that tend to have more persons in category 3 tend to have more persons in category 4.

11. Districts that tend to have more persons in category 2, also tend to have more persons in category 1.

12. As the number of persons unemployed in the district increase, the number of persons in category 2 tends to increase.

13. As the number of category 3 cases increases, there is a decrease in the number of persons classified as being MSD. This is not the case with category 4, as there is no statistical relationship between MSD and those categorized as category 4.

14. As category 1 and 2 cases increase, so does the average number of cases per counselor, the average cost of a case closed in status 30, and PEOs per district.

15. As districts have more closures of persons in category 3 and 4 they tend to have less category 1 closures.

16. As the percentage of category 3 & 4 PEOs per district increases, the number of category 3 PEO’s increases, but the number of category 4 PEO’s does not have a statistical relationship.

17. As category 1 and 2 cases increase, supported employment expenditures tend to increase.

18. As category 2 and 3 cases increase, Rehabilitation Technology expenditures trend to increase. 

19. As Rehabilitation expenses increase, Category 3 PEOs also increase.

20. There is an increase in Supported Employment expenses and persons classified as MSD.

District Size

1. As the disability population per caseload increases, the square mile of the district tend to increase.

2. As the square miles of the district increase, the number of applicants, category 2 consumers and Rehabilitation Technology expenses tend to decrease.

3. As the unemployment rate increases, the square miles of the district tend to increase.

4. As the square miles per counselor increases, the number of caseloads in the district decrease.

5. As the square miles per counselor increases, the population of the district tends to decrease.

6. As the square miles per caseload increases, the applicants, persons made eligible, average case per counselor, and cases served decrease.

7. As the square miles per caseload increase the number of persons served in category 3 and two decrease, as well as category 3 PEOs.

8. Case expenses including Supported Employment and Rehabilitation Technology tend to decrease as the square miles per caseload increase.

9. As the square miles per caseload increases, the rehabilitation rate tends to increase.

10. As the square miles per caseload increase, the manager to staff ratio tends to decrease.

Outcomes
1. Districts with higher average wages at closure tend to have cases open in status 28 longer and had higher averages costs for status 28 cases.

2. Districts with higher average wages at closure had higher average costs for PEOs.

3. Districts with higher numbers of authorizations tended to have more applicants and persons deemed eligible for services.

4. Districts with more authorizations had higher average costs for cases closed at Status 30 and had cases open longer that were closed in Status 8.

5. The longer cases are open that will be eventually closed in Status 08 and Status 30, the more likely the rehabilitation rate will decrease.

6. Districts with longer average open times for cases closed at 28 also tended to keep their status 26 cases open longer.

7. The longer cases are kept open and closed 28, the higher the average cost for  status 28 cases.

8. Districts with higher average costs for cases closed 28 had consumers with longer open times for PEOs.

9. Districts with more applicants and eligible individuals had a lower rehabilitation rate.

10. Districts who had higher average casts for cases closed at 30 had a lower rehabilitation rate.

11. Districts with higher average costs for 08 cases generally had more PEOs per caseload and higher frequencies of persons who became their own source of support.

12. As applicants, eligible persons, authorizations and average authorizations per caseload increase, so do PEOs.

13. As the average caseload size increases, PEOs per caseload increase.

14. As caseloads increase, PEOs tend to increase.

15. As MSD cases per district increase, PEOs per caseload tend to increase.

16. As the number of cases served increases, the rehabilitation rate decreases.

17. The more cases served, the more time consumers spend in the system prior to being closed at status 08.

18. As the number of PEOs per district increases, the rehabilitation rate decreases.

19. As the unemployment rate increases, the time in the VR system for a PEO increases.

20. As the unemployment rate increases, the average cost of a PEO increases.

21. As the number of unemployed persons increases, time in the VR system for persons closed at status 30 increases.

22. There is no relationship between number of cases served and average PEO cost.

23. As Supported Employment and Rehabilitation Technology expenses increase, PEOs tend to increase as well.

24. Districts with more cases served tended to have higher PEOs.

25. There is no relationship between consumer satisfaction and outcomes.
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