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Proface

This report presents results from a 23-month study of central
registries for child abuse and neglect. The research has been desiéned
to provide a snapshot of registry operations in 1986 and 1987 and to
raise major issues relating to registry management, due process
considerations, and the uses of registry data. The goals of the project
are to provide (1) a basic up-to-date description of recordkeeping, due
process safeguards, and data usage in central registries; (2) an
evaluation of characteristics of registries; (3) documentation of

successful innovations and uses of technology; and (4) recommendations to

“improve registry operations.

Part I of the report introduces the concept of registries in the
context of the debate over the primacy of treatment versus due process.
The goals of registries, as originally conceived and as they evolved, are
also discussed in Part I. Part II covers a survey of state central
registries and the methodology empioyed to obtain the data, a prototype
of two models of registries that guided the survey research, an empirical
description of central registries as they existed in 1986 and 1987, and,
finally, a suggested scheme for classifying registries. Part III
describes how sites were selected for visits and presents the results of
site visits to nine states. Each site report is organized according to
the areas of recordkeeping, due process, and data usage. Finally, Part
IV presents the conclusions drawn from this research and the implications
that follow from the conclusions.

Project staff are grateful to the National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect (NCCAN), U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and to the
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National Center for State Courts (NCSC) for providing the funds to
support this work. MWe especially are indebted to Helen Howerton,
Director of NCCAN when the project was initiated, Susan Weber, the
current Director of NCCAN, and Patricia Campiglia, Project Officer, for
the guidance they have provided during the course of the project. Dr.
Geoff Gallas, NCSC Director of Research, provided support and
encouragement throughout the course of the project. This project could
not have been completed without the cooperation of child abuse and
neglect liaison officers in each of the fifty states, the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico. Sandy Hodges of Maine, Rita Katzman of

Virginia, Sally Perry of New York, and Beth Rosenberg of Arizona deserve

~-special -mention for their assistance in reviewing and.commenting on the

first draft of the questionnaire that eventually was sent to the
directors of each central registry. (A list of people to whom the
questionnaire was sent is contained in Appendix B.) A special thanks
also is due to those people listed in Appendix I who took time from their
busy schedules to meet with project teams. Finally, the authors wish to
express their appreciation to Jane Raynes for patiently typing several

drafts of this document.
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ABSTRACT

In 1985, an estimated 1,928,535 children were reported to child
protective services in the United States as victims of abuse and
neglect. All states require that certain persons report child
maltreatment, and most states have established a state-wide central
registry to record these'reports. The National Center for State Courts'
Central Registries for Child Abuse and Neglect Project received funding
from the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect to provide an
up-to-date description of central registry recordkeeping, due process
safeguards and uses of data.

Data on all registries were gathered by a mailed questionnaire survey
sent in 1986 and a telephone survey which updated the survey data to
1987. To add flesh to the skeleton of survey findings, a three-person
team visited nine registries to document in detail how registries operate
in practice, and to observe innovative procedures or uses of technology.
On the basis of these sources of information, staff concluded that there
is more variety of recordkeeping practices, due process safeguards, and
uses of data than expected. Moreover, every registry was in the process
of changing some aspect of its operation, especially the way records were
kept, risk assessment was conducted, the hotline was operated, or the
computer system was configured. Because the changes were not consistent
in one direction, they could not be called trends. For example, some
registries were removing unsubstantiated cases from the register while
others were modifying their programs to add unsubstantiated cases to the

register.



The functions registries were established to perform in the 1960's
have changed significantly in the 1980's. The original goals for which
registries were established--diagnosis, tracking, research, and case
management all have undergone change, yet registries continue to be
evaluated on the basis of how they perform these original functions
rather than on the basis of how they perform the changed functions of
registries. Differences in the expectations and realities of registry
functions may account for some of the criticism registries have received
and for some of the frustration registry personnel have experienced.

Because many states have concluded that all reasonable suspicions
should be reported, regardless of whether or not prior reports exist, and
. because diagnosis and tracking require a.tremendous amount of resources
to be effective, registries should not be judged on their ability to
assist treatment alone. Some diagnosis and tracking may be the result of
searching registry records for prior reports, but it is more appropriate
to consider these searches as a clearinghouse function and evaluate
registries on how well the register is organized to record, retrieve, and
store information. Registries organized to perform the clearinghouse
function well will have sufficient data for management and planning
purposes, and the ability to provide information to the public as well.
The original purpose of conducting research on registry data to determine
the nature and incidence of child abuse and neglect also has proven to be
more elusive than anticipated. A promising line of contemporary research
is the development of risk assessment models to help child protection
workers predict children at risk in given situations.

A relatively new use of registry information is for screening

applicants for positions of trust-with children--suitability as adoptive
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or foster care parents, eligibility for day care positions, or
eligibility to receive or retain licenses to operate child care
facilities. Because the potential to deny these applications exists,
more attention must be devoted to due process safeguards for registries
performing screening functions than for registries which do not screen
applicants. Notice to suspected perpetrators that their names are about
to be entered on the register and that they have the right to review and
challenge a report of child abuse or neglect is crucial to the screening
function but should be a standard feature of other functions as well.
Registries which provide these safeguards may receive more challenges to
entries of information but do not require any more resources than other

registries.
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PART |

INTRODUCTION TO CENTRAL REGISTRIES FOR
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

The number of children reported each year for child abuse and neglect
continues to rise. In 1984, an estimated 1,726,649 children were
reported nationwide, an increase of 158 percent since 1976 (American
Association for Protecting Children, Inc., 1986). The most recent
figures for 1985 indicate the 1984 figure has been surpassed as well.

The number of children reported for child abuse and neglect for 1985 is
estimated at 1,928,535, an increase of 188% over 1976. This rate of
reporting is estimated to be 30.6 children per 1000 child population.
(American Association For Protecting Children, Inc., 1987.)

It is important to realize that these figures include duplicate
reports on some children. That is, the same child may be reported for
abuse or neglect more than once in a particular year. This fact points
out that abuse and neglect is often part of a repetitive cycle (Besharov,
1978: 502).

This repetitive nature of child abuse was one of the main reasons for
establishing state-wide central registries for maintaining reports of
child abuse and neglect. Fraser (1974:513) explained the concept:

It is not at all unusual for the abusing parent to "doctor shop" or

- "hospital shop", never giving the attending physician a clear picture
of just how extensive the collective trauma actually is. MWithout the
ability to identify the abuse or its extent, the departments of
social services and the courts have little hope of protecting those
persons who cannot protect themselves. A central registry is needed,
therefore, to gather information of past abuse to the same child.

Over the years the purposes -.id functions of central registries,

including the tracking function described by Fraser, have been discussed

and debated. This report will examine the purposes and functions of




registries from an empirical perspective. Central registries exist in
forty-seven states and the District of Columbia. The report will
dorument similarities and differences among central registries with
regard to their purposes. It also will consider the effects of registry
structures and resources on the everyday operation of registries.

The next section will provide a perspective for viewing the evolution
of central regisiries which, in Part II, will be developed into a
framework for empirically describing registries. The remainder of Part I
will discuss the various normative goals of registries articulated in
state laws and suggested by experts in the field. These normative goals
will be reconsidered in the final chapter of the report in 1ight of the
-empirical information.obtained by the.study with.regard to the functions
registries actually are performing.

A. Treatment and Due Process

In some respects, the evolution of central registries is reminiscent
of the juvenile court movement. Both were born from a treatment
tradition, and both are struggling to find the best way to maintain that
tradition while increasing their concern with due process. Hasenfeld and
Sarri (1976: 210) discuss “the inherent incompatibility between the
social control objective and the social rehabilitation objective that
juvenile courts are required to pursue." Selected developments in the
- juvenile court movement are considered here because they may presage the
evolution of central registries.

Founded at the turn of the century out of a rejection of the
adversarial procedures and sentencing practices used in criminal court,

the juvenile ¢ourt has been "a center for the application of
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rehabilitation philosophy" (Rubin, 1979: 19). Juvenile courts were a new
approach for taking care of troubled youth. Instead of focusing on
punishment and correction, proponents of the juvenile court movement
espoused the goals of prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation (Cox &

Conrad, 1978: 7). Armed with the doctrine of parens patriae, the

juvenile court was given virtually unlimited discretion in determining
the best "treatment" for a delinquent youth (In re Gault). In return for
this help, the youth forfeited due process considerations normally a part
of adult criminal justice proceedings.
Because the juvenile court was to act in place of the parent, it
was assumed that it would protect the child adequately. The
proponents of the system, therefore, saw no need for adherence
to rules of procedure designed to protect the rights of persons
-appearing-before other "tribunals (Becker, 1971: 8).

The forfeiture of due process rights for juveniles, however, did not
go unopposed. There were those who voiced concern over the juvenile
court's denial of due process rights "in exchange for hypothetical
benefits of dubious value" (Faust & Brantingham, 1979: 144). Beginning

in 1966, the Supreme Court acknowledged these concerns in a series of

cases. Kent v. United States, In re Gault, and In re Winship, provided

juveniles constitutional guarantees previously denied them during
juvenile court proceedings. Much of the change in juvenile court

proceedings can be traced to the introduction of attorneys and the

- increase in formal procedures.

The result of these legal reforms, however, has produced a kind of
“schizophrenia" in the juvenile justice system. Proponents of the
"treatment" orientation consider legal safeguards an interference in
providing the juvenile with the best care. Proponents of the "due

process" orientation are concerned that an innocent juvenile could be




declared delinquent because of inadequate procedural safeguards. Cox and
Conrad (1978: 8-9) hold that attempts to satisfy both sides have resulted
in ambiguous juvenile codes which have led to a discrepancy between
ideals or theory and practices or reality.

The same ambiguity seems to be surfacing with regard to central
registries. Registries originated as part of a treatment-oriented
package. The treatment orientation regards child maltreatment as a
symptom of family stress and believes psycho-social problems should be
addressed by a non-punitive approach designed to preserve the family,
rather than by criminal prosecution which would break up the family. In
the words of Broadhurst and Knoeller (1979:48), "...the desired result is
not -to punish the parent; rather it is ‘to protect the child from further
harm and to teach the parents to be adequate caretakers."”

In order to facilitate the treatment goal, many states established a
central registry to maintain an index of child abuse and neglect
reports. It was reasoned that such an index would aid in the monitoring
or tracking and diagnosing of cases of child abuse as well as
facilitating research related to the problem.

However, criticisms about the accuracy and completeness of data that
are maintained on registers (Besharov, 1978) coupled with the more recent
trend of using registers to screen prospective childcare employees for

“prior child abuse reporfs have raised due process concerns with regard to
registries. Because many reports of child abuse are unfounded or
unproven, an accused person could be unfairly stigmatized unless adequate
precautions are taken.

As in the juvenile justice system, proponents of the "treatment"

orientation consider legal safeguards an interference in providing the
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juvenile and his or her family with the best care, and proponents of the
"due process" orientation are concerned that an innocent individual could
be listed as a perpetrator of child abuse because of inadequate
procedural safeguards. The question facing central registries today is
how to provide the best protection for the child and still preserve the
legal rights of suspected perpetrators.

The impact of this question on the daily operation of central
registries will be examined in this report. How are the activities and
characteristics of registries affected by the gradual addition of due
process safeguards? The report also will examine how changes in the

daily operation of registries reflect on the original, normative goals of

registries-addressed in legal and scholarly writings. How well do

registries' normative goals reflect what they do in practice? The next
section will present the normative goals that scholars and practitioners
have suggested for registries, and Part II will examine which activities
registries actually are performing.

B. Normative Goals of Central Registries

1. Goals Found in Child Protection Laws

According to a comparative analysis of state statutes published
by the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect (1984: Table A), at
least 36 states iisted child protection as the primary purpose of child
abuse and neglect reporting laws. One state, Florida, listed prevention
as the primary purpose, and eight states do not specify the purpose.

Juvenile and welfare codes, i.e. those laws "devoted to the
establishment, administration, and maintenance of judicial and social
services systems for children," (Younes, 1987:3) contain directives on

how the goals of the legislatures are to be implemented. Again, the goal



of child protection is clear in the codes, but there are other goals as
well. These include: <(a) protective services which places more emphasis
on treatment and increased services to children and their families than
strict child protection, (b) preservation of the family which extends
child protection to encompass protection of parental rights as well, and
(c) prevention which emphasizes not only the desire to protect currently
abused and neglected children, but to prevent future occurrences of child
abuse and negiect.

Criminal sanctions for crimes against children are perhaps the
oldest child protection laws. The most recent versions of these laws
contain positive provisions for protecting children, rather than just
negative penalties against maltreatment. :Some-of these laws also call
for increased services to children at high risk of maltreatment and for
victims of child sexual abuse.

The goals specified in state statutes and codes provide a
context within which central registries operate, but they do not address
the goals of central registries per se. Within the context of
facilitating the statutory goals of protection, treatment, and
prevention, practitioners and scholars have suggested more specific
purposes for central registries. These are discussed next.

2. Goals Discussed by Scholars and Practitioners in the Field

Several purposes or goals were suggested for registries during
the period of time they were being established. 1In 1974, Brian Fraser of
the National Center for Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and
Neglect suggested that registries should:

0 Supply research data needed for identifying and categorizing

the abusers and the abused, and for predicting the eventual
fate of the abused children;
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o Aid the individual physician and the courts in determining
whether the child has been abused; and

o Aid departments of social services and courts in following
abusing parents and caretakers who "hospital shop" and
"doctor shop".

Reporting on a project addressing child abuse interventions,
Arnold Schuchter (1976) suggested that registries should:

o Compile statistical information to ascertain the true
incidence of child abuse;

0 . Provide information to assist in research on the nature and
causes of child abuse;

o Assist in medical diagnosis and investigations related to
court actions; and

o Track abusive caretakers who move from hospital to hospital
or from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

‘Douglas -Besharov (1977: 695), then Director of the National
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, suggested a register should be a
“comprehensive management information system” with the following goals:

o Facilitate management planning by providing statistical data
on the characteristics of reported cases and their handling;

0 Assist assessments of danger to children by providing or
locating information on prior reports and prior treatment
efforts;

o Encourage reporting of known and suspected child abuse and
neglect by providing a convenient hotline for reporting, by
providing a focus for public and professional education
campaigns, and by providing convenient consultation to
caseworkers and potential reporters; and

0 Sharpen child protective accountability by monitoring
follow-up reports.

In 1974, the American Humane Association questioned states about
the purposes of central registries. Of the 49 who responded, 92% listed
statistical purposes, 76% listed tracking, 41% listed social diagnosis

and 29% listed medical diagnosis as goals of central registries.



Basically, each of the above goals can be collapsed into one of
four categories: (a) diagnosis, (b) tracking, (c) research, and (d)
management. A description of each category follows:

a. Diagnosis

The concept of central registries originated in the medical
community, which also brought the problem of child abuse and neglect to
public attention.' Given this history, it is not surprising that
diagnosis was one of the original goals espoused by proponents of central
registries.

The goal of diagnosis is to assist physicians and social
workers in deciding whether a child's injuries were inflicted
intentionally -or-accidentally (Paulson, 1968: 192-195; Friedman, 1972:
85-86; Fontana, 1973: 144). 1In many cases, the only way to detect
"battered child syndrome" is to collect and analyze all previous reports
of suspicious injuries (Kempe et al 1974: 781; Fontana, 1978). In
questionable cases, the attending physician (perhaps through a social
worker assigned to a hospital) contacts the registry for any previous
reports of maltreatment, substantiated or not, on the child and the
child's siblings. The information provided by the registry helps the
physician detect whether there is a pattern to the child's injuries.

Obviously, diagnosis requires a registry to have the
capacity for transmitting data in a timely fashion. If a call to the
central registry results in a slow response or inaccurate information,

not only will the effectiveness of the central registry be called into

question but the health and welfare of a child may be in serious jeopardy.
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b. Tracking

Tracking and diagnosis were linked in the earliest goal
statements. For example, Friedman (1972) referred to the difficulty
physicians had in detecting recurring incidents of abuse because some
care providers took the child to different hospitals and different
physicians on each occasion. This practice commonly is referred to as
"hospital" or "doctor shopping”.

Tracking perpetrators requires registries to keep current
records of abuse or neglect on each victim and suspected perpetrator.
Records must be updated frequently to accommodate changes in names,

addresses, and other information necessary to locate subjects of a

report. Tracking also implies-sharing information across jurisdictions,

including mititary jurisdictions.
c. Research
Research is a stated goal of central registries in nearly
all states. The word "research", however, covers a variety of
activities. At the most basic level, Fraser (1974: 511) regarded having
a "warehouse for statistical data" available for research as a purpose of
a registry. Other research objectives were to determine the incidence of
child abuse or neglect and to determine the nature and cause of child
abuse and neglect.
d. Management
Management, like research, covers a multitude of
activities. These include program planning and budgeting, evaluation of
services provided, compliance with time deadlines, and evaluation of

agency performance in investigating reports promptly.



C. Empirical Goals of Central Registries

Regardless of how well organizational goals are defined, each
registry undoubtedly will have de facto goals defined by its day-to-day
activities. All registries gather data on the incidence of child abuse
and neglect, but the type of data gathered, the way the records are
maintained and amended, the accessibility and confidentiality of records,
and the uses of these records may reveal as much about the functioning of
central registries as do formal statements of goals. For example, the
very number of child abuse and neglect reports will be a function of ease
of reporting: whether or not a "hotline" is available 24 hours a day; the
number of phone lines available (which influences the number of times a
person must call in order ‘to make a report); whether or not anonymous
calls are accepted; and whether or not unsubstantiated reports are
included in the registry. |

On January 31, 1974, the federal government enacted the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, which outlined
requirements each state must meet to be eligible for federal funding.?

A summary of this law's ten conditions are:
1. A provision for the reporting of suspected cases of child abuse.

2. A provision for a prompt investigation of each report of
suspected child abuse.

3. A demonstration that the state can effectively and efficiently
deal with child abuse.

4. A provision of immunity from suit for persons reporting in good
faith.

5. A provision to insure the confidentiality of reports of
suspected child abuse.

6. A provision for cooperation between diverse agencies dealing
with the problem.

10



A provision for a guardian ad litem appointed to represent the
child's interest if the case results in a judicial proceeding.

A demonstration that state support for child abuse does not drop
below the 1973 level.

The public dissemination of information about the problems of
child abuse.

A provision to insure that parental organizations dealing with
child abuse receive preferential treatment.’

The requirements of federal assistance to states may encourage

uniformity in the passage of state legislation, but the ten conditions

above are stated broadly enough to permit a variety of interpretations

and to support a variety of registry organizations, practices, and

procedures on a day to day basis. The remainder of this report will
examine these day to day activities of registries and their impact on

registry goals.
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PART 11

SURVEY OF CENTRAL REGISTRIES

In order to obtain a current description of central registries, a
questionnaire survey was constructed to determine the recordkeeping
practices, the due process safeguards, and the uses of registry data in
1986. Before any research could be undertaken, however, it was necessary
to define a central registry.

A. Defining a Central Registry

The precise number of central registries that exist varies according
to whether only those legislatively mandated are counted or those
‘mandated by executive.corder are counted as well. ‘Forty one states and
the District of Columbia have central registries established by statute.
Delaware and Maryland have local laws governing central registries as
well. Registries are based upon administrative regulations in Georgia,
Indiana, Kentucky, New Mexico, North Dakota and West Virginia.

A1l registries, regardless of how they were established, are included
in this study. Registries most frequently are located in social services
departments. In California, however, the central register is maintained
by the Department of Justice, and in Maine the registry is part of the
social security department.

. In most states, a "central" registry means statewide jurisdiction.
Prior to the start of the project, the statute authorizing a statewide
central registry in Wisconsin was repealed. In addition to Wisconsin,
Indiana and Minnesota also did not have a statewide registry during the
time of the survey phase of the project. Therefore, Indiana, Minnesota,

and Wisconsin are not included in this study even though representatives

12




of the respective registries responded to the survey questionnaire and
the telephone survey.

Does a registry consist only of register files, e.qg., perpetrator
index, child index, etc. or does it include all agency information to
which registry personnel have access? This question has enormous
practical consequences because a survey respondent could say, "The
information you request is not on the central register, but I can obtain
it from the child welfare information system." Staff attempted to retain
this distinction where possible, but when a choice was necessary, a broad

definition of a central registry--information that could be obtained

readily by registry staff regardless of where it was stored--was employed.

B. - The Questionnaire ‘Survey

In order to determine how the goals of central registries might be
inferred from the type of records kept, the procedures employed, and the
various purposes for which registry data are used, a 12-page
questionnaire was sent to the director of the central registry in each of
the 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. <(Appendix A
contains a copy of the questionnaire and cover letter.) After follow-up
letters and phone calls, responses were received from 50 of the 52
jurisdictions, including three states without central registries as
discussed earlier. The survey analysis is based upon responses from the
47 states which had statewide central registries in 1986. In January
1988, a telephone survey was conducted to update registry data to 1987.
Questions that yielded ambiguous responses on the original questionnaire
were asked again in a way to elicit precise responses. For example,
rather than simply asking if applicant screening was conducted, separate

questions were asked to determine if registries screen applicants for
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adoption, foster care, babysitting, camp counseling and teaching
positions. Distinctions between expunging complete records and removing
identifying information were also probed. In addition, changes in
procedures between 1986 and 1987 were catalogued. Questions asked in
this telephone survey are attached as Appendix C. In this telephone
survey, all states were ccntacted and registry personnel interviewed.
Because of this 100 percent cooperation, responses to some questions were
obtained from all 49 jurisdictions with central registries. Depending
upon whether the question was asked in the telephone survey on the
12-page questionnaire, the analysis is based upon responses from either
49 or 47 (minus Alaska and the District of Columbia) registries. Figure
1 in Part III'presents the key-variables that were analyzed and Appendix
E indicates how the variables were coded.

C. Data Preparation

Several methodological issues were addressed before the data were
analyzed. The first issue was how to code registry characteristics that
are recorded on open-ended reporting forms. For example, how should a
registry form that has several blank lines for perpetrator
characteristics be coded with regard to number of perpetrator
characteristics? Some registries using close-ended forms use separate
categories for the name, age, and birthdate of the susp.cted perpetrator
only; other registries record these variables plus information on
employment and income, and still other registries specify family stress
factors of the suspected perpetrator as well. Because space is available
to record many characteristics on open-ended forms, a decision was made

to classify these with the most extensive close-ended categories. The
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coding scheme in Appendix E indicates that blank lines were coded with
the most extensive of close-ended questions.

The second issue was missing data. Missing data refers to questions
that were not answered because the respondent did not know the answer,
was confused by the question, or simply overlooked some questions. With
287 possible responses to each questionnaire, some amount of missing data
was inevitable. Project staff dealt with this problem by calling
respondents to clarify contradictory responses and to request information
on unanswered questions. Even with these efforts, however, staff were
unable to retrieve all missing data.

The reverse situation, in which the respondent marked a response even

~though he or she was- uncertain of ‘the answer or uncertain what the
question meant also may have occurred. In some instances, people from
the same registry answered some of the same questions differently.

For those questions with less reliable responses, staff (a) reduced
the number of response categories, e.g. percentage of reports challenged
was dichotomized into no challenges or some challenges, or (b) made an
index of responses from several questions, e.g., an index of the uses of
registry data was constructed from the variables listed in Figure 17.

D. Treatment and Due Process Models

Part I discussed the goals of registries as proposed by scholars and
‘practitioners in the field and also suggested that.goals could be
inferred.from the activities of registries. That section also drew a
parallel between the change in focus of juvenile courts from a
treatment-oriented approach to a more due process-oriented approach and

suggested that a similar evolution was occurring in central registries.

15



This treatment-due process approach will be used as a framework for
the systematic exploration of registry characteristics. Although this
framework is an hypothesis that tends to force registries into a
dichotomy, it was expected that most registries would accommodate both
orientations to some degree. Consequently, treatment-due process was

originally visualized more as a continuum than as a dichotomy. As

attempts were made to identify registry characteristics with either a

treatment or due process orientation, it became evident that some

characteristics, e.g. record amending and updating, were equally

appropriate to both orientations. There was also debate over which

characteristics belonged with which orientation, e.g., would an index of
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‘perpetrators better fit with a treatment or -a due:process orientation?
‘These inconsistencies indicate that it may not be possible to classify
registries on a single dimension. Nevertheless, this simple model of

treatment versus due process orientation provides a convenient framework

from which to study registry characteristics.

Figure 1 describes hypothetical characteristics for a
treatment-oriented registry and a due process-oriented registry. The
treatment orientation regards protecting innocent young children as an
overriding consideration, more important than safeguarding rights of

suspected abusers. The scale is tilted toward investigating all

allegations of child abuse and neglect even at the risk of encouraging
reports unlikely to be substantiated. Because the goal is treatment,
rather than punishment, definitions of maltreatment can be somewhat
ambiguous and standards of proof, required to determine whether

intervention is necessary, set much lower than would be required by a

16




Figure 1:

Treatment and Due Process Models of Central Registry Recordkeeping

Registry
Characteristics

Recordkeeping

Types of Reports
in Registry

Indexing

Identification of
Source of Report

Definitions of Abuse
or Neglect

Scope of Abuse or
Neglect

Record Amending
and Updating

Record Expungement

Treatment

Records kept on all people
about whom reports are
made. Uninvestigated

categories, e.g. "unfounded

from want,""uncertain",
"unable to determine",
counted separately.

Reports indexed by victim
only.

No, anonymous calls are
accepted.

More ambiguous, may not
coincide with legal
definitions.

Broad, includes emotional
maltreatment, bizarre
discipline and other
categories more difficult
to prove. Categories on
reporting form may be
open-ended to permit
narrative descriptions.

Records amended and
updated frequently.

A1l records kept for
long periods of time.

17

Due Process

Records maintained for
substantiated cases
only. Uninvestigated
cases are counted as
unfounded.

Reports indexed by
suspected perpetrator
as well as by victim.

Yes.

Clear and specific to
meet legal tests.

Narrow, e.g. physical
or sexual abuse. Clear
categories on reporting
form.

Records reviewed
frequently to determine
if any can be removed
from the register.

Unsubstantiated cases
expunged as soon as
possible.



Figure 1: Continued.

Registry
Characteristics

Legal Procedures

Level of Evidence
Notice

Right to Review
and Appeal

.Challenges ‘to-Entry
onto Register

Usage

Accessibility

Confidentia]ity of
Records

Timely Response to
Requests

Number of Uses

Treatment

Lower standard of proof
to reduce risk to children.

Subject not notified
of entry on registry.

Subjects do not review
the file and have no
right to appeal.

Fewer:challenges ‘to entry.

Larger variety of

people with access to
registry records, e.qg.
police, social service
workers, medical personnel,
potential employers, etc..

Less emphasis on
confidentiality.

Very important, ideal
is 24-hour telephone
access to registry
records. Use on-line
computer to gain access
to records.

Multiple uses of registry
data.
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Due Process

High standard of proof
to avoid unwarranted
accusations.

Subjects notified that
their names are on a
register.

Subjects of a report
are able to review the
file, request the
record be amended

or expunged, and have
the right to appeal.

More:challenges to
entry.

Fewer people with access
to registry records,
child protective

workers primarily.

More emphasis on
confidentiality.

Less important, written
reports by mail accepted.
May use manual system of
retrieving records.

Comparatively few uses
of registry data.



court of law. Indeed if treatment requires court intervention,
proceedings will tend to be civil rather than criminal.

The due process approach tilts the scale in favor of the civil
liberties of the accused--the concept that it is better to let 100 guilty
people go free than to convict one innocent person. Because due process
is the primary concern, the emphasis is on maintaining registry records
with strong safeguards for confidentiality. Accessibility to central
registry data through computers magnifies the possibility of unauthorized
access and disclosure of names. Registers should contain only
substantiated cases that have met high legal standards of proof. The due
process model holds that individuals should be notified that their names
are being:entered into ‘the register; that they are able to review their
files; that they are entitled to a hearing; that they are able to
petition to have their record amended or expunged; and that they have the

right to appeal.® Accuracy of registry data is more important than

timeliness, although to be accurate, records must be updated periodically.

The next section will present the results of the questionnaire survey
on central registries with regard to the registry characteristics listed
in Figure 1. This information will provide some indication of where
central registries are located on the treatment - due process continuum.

E. Empirical Characteristics of Registries

Despite the recent attention .devoted to child abuse, the assessment
“made by Ireland in 1975(1), "...in the tremendous amount of literature
about child abuse and neglect there is very little about registries,

their organization, operation, and utilization," still holds much truth

today. The data reported below were derived from the questionnaire
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survey of central registries and are current to at least 1986. Some
items have been updated to 1987 and these are so identified.

1. Recordkeeping

Differences between the treatment orientation and due process of
central registries should manifest themselves sharply in the types of
records kept in the registry, the way reports are indexed, amended,
updated, and expunged, and by the way data are defined.

a. Types of Reports in Registry

A treatment orientation requires knowledge of all previous
reports of maltreatment, whether substantiated or not, in order to detect

patterns of abuse or neglect. Placing only substantiated reports in a

‘register "implies a due process-orientation.

In at least 22 states, statutes determine the types of
records contained in the register: <initial reports, reports under
investigation, and founded or substantiated reports only. (National
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, 1984: Table 14.) Most often (in at
least 16 of the 22 states) statutes require that founded cases be
maintained by the central registry.

Figure 2 separates states into two categories according to
whether they retain only substantiated cases on the register or whether
they keep unsubstantiated as well as substantiated reports on the
register. The substantiated category includes registries which retain
records on unsubstantiated cases until the investigation is completed or
registries, such as Pennsylvania, which have a separate file of pending
cases. In most cases, the investigation is completed in less than 90

days, although it can take as long as six months.

20



*These states permit particular unfounded reports to be maintained
separately and not expunged in order to enable subjects of reports to

Types of Reports Kept by Central Registries

Figure 2:

Substantiated Only

California
Colorado**
Connecticut

District of Columbija***

IT1linois*
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan
Missouri
Montana*
Nebraska
New Mexico
New York
Ohio

- Oregon

Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont*
Washington
Wyoming

prove they are harassment victims.

**After July 1, 1987.

***In unsubstantiated cases, only data on dates of birth and sex of victim
are maintained for statistical purposes.

Types of reports kept in three states without a central registry,

Unsubstantiated and

Substantiated

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

.Massachusetts

Mississippi
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Virginia

West Virginia

Indiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, vary by county.

Source:

National Center for State Courts, Telephone Survey,

January, 1988.
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Figure 3 lists the states that have an undetermined
disposition category, in addition to the substantiated and
unsubstantiated categories. Appendix F lists actual disposition
categories by state. The number of disposition categories is important
because of the impact it may have on calculating substantiation rates.
If the only reporting options are substantiated or unsubstantiated, a
registry with 30 confirmed reports out of a possible 100 has a
substantiation rate of 30%. That same registry would have a
substantiation rate of 40% if the 25% of the "uncertain" cases (unable to
make a determination) were removed from the denominator.

b. Indexing

Some uses of registers,. e.g. :tracking abusers between
jurisdictions and screening applicants for positions of trust with
children, require that registers be indexed by perpetrator as well as by
victim. Most states (the telephone survey of January 1987 found only
Alabama, Nebraska, and New Hampshire to be manual) are automated and,
therefore, can retrieve information by both fields. Maine indexes by
case name. Nine states, (Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia,
Maryland, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Oregon) index
their registry files by victim only. Of these nine, however, seven
Tisted applicant screening as one of the purposes of their register.

Some registers simply have a blank space upon which to
record perpetrator characteristics; others specify the characteristics to
be recorded, and still others use a combination of methods. Specified
characteristics of perpetrators may provide a clue as to what registries
consider important to know about perpetrators. Report forms in

twenty-one states focus on background characteristics--name, age, sex,
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Disposition Categories

Figure 3:

Substantiated,
Substantiated and Unsubstantiated
Unsubstantiated and Undetermined
Arkansas Alaska
Delaware** Alabama*
Florida Arizona
Hawai i California
Maine Colorado
Massachusetts Connecticut**
Michigan District of Columbia
Mississippi Georgia
Missouri** Idaho
Montana IT11inois
“Nevada ‘Indiana
New Jersey Towa
New York Kansas
North Carolina Kentucky
North Dakota Louisiana
Ohio Maryland**
Pennsylvania Minnesota
Puerto Rico Nebraska
Rhode Island New Hampshire**
South Carolina New Mexico
South Dakota Oktahoma
Tennessee Oregon
Texas Utah*
Vermont Wisconsin
Virginia**
Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming

*Blank Tine where reports of maltreatment are written in.

**Connecticut, Missouri, and New Hampshire have an "at risk" category,
whereas Delaware and Virginia has a “reason to suspect" classification
(which in Virginia is combined with founded to make up the substantiated
category). Maryland has an "uncertain" category for abuse cases, but not
for neglect cases.

NOTE: Several states (e.g., Arkansas, Florida, Montana, Nevada, and
Puerto Rico) have an "unable to locate" category.
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race, and alternative names in that order. Report forms in sixteen
states also include information on employment status, income, and family
stress factors.

c. Identification of Source of Report

The analytic framework posits that treatment-oriented
registries are more likely to accept anonymous calls than the more due
process-oriented registries. Thirteen states have laws which require
reporters to provide their names. Only California law specifically
states that reporters need not provide their names. The remaining state
Taws are silent on this point. (National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect, 1984, p.30.) In practice, every register accepts anonymous
reports if the reporter -cannot.be persuaded to .leave his or -her name (See
also American Humane Association, 1983). Figure 4 indicates that most
states have a category for anonymous reporters on their reporting forms.

d. Definitions

Several sets of definitions have been drafted for child

abuse and neglect laws. Indeed, special glossaries have been prepared by

the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, e.g. Interdisciplinary

Glossary on Child Abuse and Neglect: Legal, Medical, Social Work Terms

and Child Protection: A Guide for State Legislation. Although some

lawyers prefer to see definitions of maltreatment restricted, other
lawyers believe that the definitions are as precise as they can .be.’

The final position paper of a panel co-sponsored by the American Public
Welfare Association, the National Legal Resource Center for Child
Advocacy and Protection of the American Bar Association and the American
Enterprise Institute (Consensus document, 1988) states that "Most

existing definitions.... are broad and imprecise”. On the other hand,
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Figure 4:

Source of the Report by Cateqory*

Yes No

% N % N
Medical Personnel 95% (42) 5 ( 2)
School Personnel 95% (42) 5 ( 2)
Social Service Personnel 93% (41 %03
Law Enforcement Personnel 93% (41) 7% 3
Relatives 93% (41) 7% (3)
Child Care Providers 91% (40 9% ( 4
Friends, ‘Neighbors 89% (39 1% (5
Anonymous 89% (39) Me 5
Court Personnel™** 77%  (34) 200 (9
Clergy** 48% (21) 50% (22)

* N=44, report excludes five states which have a blank line for writing in
source of report. Those that 1ist categories of reporters tend to list
all categories, including anonymous reporters. Five registries merely
provide a blank line where the source of the report, presumably
including anonymous reporters, can be entered. In addition to
categories listed in Figure 4, forms in 34 registries list self reports
and forms in 25 specifically record coroners as a reporting source.

** One response to each of these questions was left blank.
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Howard Davidson (1987: 5-6), Director of the National Legal Resource
Center, argues that "...child maltreatment laws are generally written as
explicitly as possible to achieve the purpose intended: child protection®
and noted that most state and federal court challenges to broad and vague
definitions have been unsuccessful.

The contribution of this project to the discussion of
definitions is not on the substantive definitions of child abuse and
neglect but in cataloging the disposition terminologies and the standards
of proof used to establish the fact of child abuse or neglect. Thése
tategories are presented in Appendices F and G.

e. Scope of Abuse or Neglect

The analytic framework: suggested :that registries in states
more nearly approximating the due process model would tend to have fewer
categories of abuse and neglect than registries in states more closely
approximating the treatment model. All registries were expected to record
major physical and sexual abuse, with fewer states recording emotional
maltreatment. There was little variation in categories of abuse and
neglect reported. Perhaps the categories were not specific enough, e.qg.
bizarre discipline, or perhaps qualification for federal funding causes
some uniformity in the types of abuse and neglect reported. Emotional
maltreatment, for example, was a category reported by 84% of the
registries. Figure 5 indicates that variations among the major abuse and
neglect categories are small. In fact, variations may be even smaller in
practice. For example, some categories, such as fatalities, may not be
mentioned explicitly in the statute, but nevertheless are used by registry
personnel. 1In at least one state, fatalities are classified together with

major physical injuries.

26




Figure 5:

Categories of Abuse and Neglect

Yes No Resggnse
Sexual maltreatment 92% (46) 0% ¢ O 8% (4
Fatality 847% (42) 6% ( 3) 10% ¢ 5)
Emotional maltreatment 84% (42) 8% ( 4) 8% ( 4)
Deprivation of necessities 74% (37) 16% ( 8) 104 ¢ 5)
Other maltreatment 72% (36) 18% ¢ 9 10% ¢ 5)
Major physical injury 62% (31) 28% (14) 104 ¢ 5
Minor physical injury 60% (30) 28% (14) 12% € 6)
Physical injury, severity unspecified 56% (28) 28% (14) 16% ( 8)

f. Record Amending and Updating

The analytic framework predicts no difference between the
treatment and due process models with respect to amending and updating
registry records. Regardless of whether the primary orientation of the
registry is treatment alone or treatment coupled with a concern for the
civil liberties of the alleged perpetrator, concern with accurate,
up-to-date information should he the same.

Of the 41 states responding to questions on amending
records, 31 (75%) amend records as new information is received, 4 (10%)
amend records on a periodic schedule, and the remaining 6 (15%) have
other amendment practices, such as changes after fair hearings. Most (38

or 78%) the registries update records as new information is received; 5
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(10%) update on a periodic basis, and 6 (12%) reported using other
updating schedules. Social services personnel typically are the only
people with the ability to change records, though mandated reporters and
other reporting sources can call hotlines or local offices to supplement
or change previously reported information. Respondents reportad that
most requests for updating or amending records came from social service
personnel, perpetrators or suspected perpetrators, court personnel, and
law enforcement personnel.

Respondents also were asked to estimate the percentage of files
amended or updated each year. MWhen combined with the percentage of files

estimated to be expunged each year, this provides a measure of record

-activity. ‘Figure 6 -displays the figures for states able to provide these

estimates. The majority of registries amend, update, and expunge fewer
than ten percent of their records annually. In 20 states, both the

amended information and original information is maintained in the

register.
Figure 6
Percentage of Files Amended, Updated, and Expunged
Amended Updated Expunged
Percentage % N % N % N
0 21% ¢ 1 12% ¢ 4 302 (D)
1-10% 62% €21) 36% (13) 49% (18)
11-50% 15% ¢ 5) 21 ¢ 1) 16% ¢ 6)
51-100% 3% 1) 29% (10) 5% (_2)

34 34 37
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The events which trigger an amendment to data maintained in the
central registry are listed in Figure 7. Figure 7 indicates that
registries do amend their records as new information is received. The
percentages probably would be even higher if all registries had the
capacity to readily amend records.

Figure 7:

Events that Trigger Amendment

Yes No
% N % N
o] additional information received
- on child 91% (39) 9% ¢ 4)
-~ cn caretaker 88% (37) 12% ¢ 5)
- on perpetrator 84% (36) 15% ¢ 6)
o] :change in-case. status 86% (37 14% € 6)
o] new reports received 79% (34) 21% ¢ 9
o] court action 66% (25) 34% (13

The length of time it takes to change a record is recorded in
Figure 8. The time is measured from the date an amendment or update is
received until the date the record actually is changed. Most states are
able to make changes in less than three days from the time an amendment
or update was received, and more than a third are able to make the change
within a day.
Figure 8:

- Time Needed to Change a Record

Amendment Update

% N % N
o} within one day 35% (12) 40% (15)
o} within one to three days 29% 10) 26% (10)
0 within one week 18% ( &) 16% ¢ 6
o longer than one week 18% (_6) 18% (_D
34 38
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g. Record Expungement

Expungement is used here to mean removal of all information
or identifying information from unsubstantiated reports and purging means
deleting the entire record of substantiated cases from the central
registry. Figure 9 displays the length of time unsubstantiated reports
are kept on a register before being expunged.

The analytic framework hypothesizes that the
treatment-oriented registries will keep all records, both substantiated
and unsubstantiated, for a long period of time. These records are
necessary if registry personnel are to assist in the diagnosis of
suspected cases of child abuse or neglect. Patterns of abuse or neglect
develop-over “time, -and 'sometimes only repeated instances of reported
maltreatment will alert child protective services to potentially harmful
situations. Individual reports viewed in isolation might not indicate
the extent of the danger to a particular child. The due process
registries will expunge unsubstantiated reports of identifying
information or remove the entire report from the registry as soon as
possible and will purge records of substantiated cases on a fixed
schedule.

There is indeed a strong relationship between types of
reports kept on the central registry and the length of time
unsubstantiated reports are kept on the.registry. All 26 registries
which retain unsubstantiated reports keep them for at least a year. Most
registries (18 of 23) which retain only substantiated reports either
never enter unsubstantiated cases onto the registry or remove them
quickly (within six months). The exceptions are registries that remove

identifying information from unsubstantiated reports and then keep the
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Figure 9:

Length of Time Unsubstantiated Reports

Are Kept on the Central Register

Registries Which Quickly
Expunge Unsubstantiated
Reports

Colorado - 90-120 days
Connecticut - 2 weeks

District of Columbia* - 2 weeksv

I1Tinois- 6 months
Indiana - 6 months
Iowa - 6 months
Missouri- 3 months
Montana - 2 months
Nebraska - 6 months
New York - 3 months
Ohio - 3 months
Texas - 6 months
Utah - 6 months
Vermont - 6 months
Wyoming - 2 to 3 months

*Demographic data never expunged.

Registries Which Retain
Unsubstantiated Reports
for a Year or More

Alabama (indefinite)
Alaska (540 days)

Arizona (indefinite)
Arkansas* (3 years)
California (indefinite)
Delaware (1 year)

Florida (indefinite)
Georgia (1 year)

Hawaii (indefinite)

Idaho (1 year)

Kentucky (indefinite)
Louisiana (3 years)

Maine (18 months)
Maryland C(uncertain only)
Massachusetts (1 year)
Mississippi (indefinite)
Nevada (2 years)

New Hampshire (7 years)
New Jersey (indefinite)
New Mexico (indefinite)
North Carolina (indefinite)
North Dakota (1 year)
Oklahoma (indefinite)
Puerto Rico (indefinite)
Rhode Island (3 years)
South Dakota (indefinite)
Virginia (1 year)
Washington** (indefinite)
Hest Virginia (b6 years)

**No new data are currently being entered onto the Washington

central registry.

NOTE: In Kansas, Michigan, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and
Tennessee unsubstantiated cases are never entered onto the
register. In California, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts,

. Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota and Wyoming the identifying
information is removed from cases that are unsubstantiated. 1In
Kentucky only the child's name is retained.
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unsubstantiated reports along with the substantiated reports. (There is
no similar relationship between types of reports and length of time
substantiated cases were kept in the register.) Obviously, records
purged from the central registers cannot be used for research, applicant
screening, or any other purpose.

Of the 34 states that answered questions on expungement, 18
(53%) said that their central registry expunged records as new
information was received, 8 (23%) reported that their registry's expunged
records on a periodic schedule, and 8 (23%) reported that their registry
had other expungement practices, e.g. expungement after an administrative

review or when an error is discovered. Perpetrators or alleged

“perpetrators, court personnel and ‘social service personnel were the

categories of people most likely to request expungement.

Of the 46 responses to the question of where records were
expunged, 15 (33%) reported expunging both state and local records, 17
(37%) claimed only to expunge from the state-level central registry, 10
(22%) only at the local level, and 4 (9%) reported they did not expunge
at all.

The time necessary to purge or expunge identifying
information from records was similar to the time necessary to update or
amend a record. Of the 33 registries responding to this question: 10
(30%) were able to purge or expunge the record the same day the request
was received, 8 (24%) within three days, 5 (15%) within a week, and 10
(30%) within some other time frame, e.g. every two weeks or after an
administrative hearing was requested.

Figure 10 shows the length of time records of substantiated

cases are kept before they are removed from the register. The time
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Never Purged

Alabama
California
District of
Columbia
Indiana
Hawaii
Mississippi
Montana
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
North Carolina
**0Ok1ahoma
Puerto Rico
*South Dakota
Tennessee
Vermont (sealed)
Wyoming

At Victim's
Youngest Sibling's
18th Birthday

Figure 10:

Length of Time Before Substantiated

Cases Are Purged from the Register

Arizona

Arkansas (21st
birthday of
sibling)

Michigan

New York (10 years
after)

Vermont

* Has an historical file.

** confirmed reports are never purged, but indicated reports are. )
NOTE: Louisiana has not yet established guidelines for purging substantiated cases.

After Victim's
18th birthday

Colorado (10
years after)
Delaware (1 year
after and no

other children
under 18)
Massachusetts
(1 year
after)
Nevada (10
years after)
Utah (10
years after)
Virginia (10
years after)

At Victim's
18th Birthday

Connecticut
Georgia
Maine
Pennsylvania

After Period
of Years

Alaska - 5 years
**Florida - 7 years
Idaho - 5 years
I1linois - 5 years
Iowa - 10 years
Kansas - 18 years
*Kentucky - 5 years
Maryland -~ 33 years
Missouri - 10 years
Nebraska - 10 years
North Dakota - 5 years
Ohio - 10 years
Oregon - 7 years for
cases with no court
action/child's 25th
birthday for cases
involving legal
custody

Rhode Island - 3 years
if no further
involvement

South Carolina - 7 years

Texas - 5 years
(youngest sibling's
18th birthday for
children in foster
care)

Washington - 6 years
from date of last
entry

**West Virginia - 6
years




period varies from three years to never purged. A weak relationship
emerged between the disposition categories and the length of time
substantiated reports were kept on the registry before being purged.
There was a tendency for registries which kept an undetermined category
to purge substantiated cases sooner than registries which had no
undetermined category. Of the 25 registries which did not have an
undetermined disposition category, 17 kept substantiated cases until
after the child's eighteenth birthday. Indeed, 9 of these 17 states have
never purged a substantiated case.

2. Legal Procedures

a. Level of Evidence

Higher standards of proof to substantiate reports are
expected of registries most closely adhering to the due process model.
Appendix F provides some definitions of disposition terminologies and
Appendix G shows examples of standards of proof. Figure 11 classifies
level of evidence required to substantiate into three major categories:
"some credible evidence", “credible evidence", and "preponderance of
evidence." The figure also provides the source of the standards.

Dr. Richard Krugman of the C. Henry Kempe National Center
for the Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect has suggested
how levels of evidence may be related to the purposes for which the
evidence is used. The public, by and large, is only interested in
whether or not abuse or neglect occurred. Figure 12 shows that
substantiation is a continuum, ranging from definitely true to definitely
false, with many degrees in-between. One standard of proof may be used
to determine legal guilt or innocence and still another standard to

determine whether clinical services should be offered.
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Figure 11:

Levels of Evidence to Substantiate a Report

"Some Credible Evidence"

Alaska® -~ custom and usage

Arizona® - regulation
Arkansas - law

California - custom and usage

Idaho - law

Kentucky® - custom and usage

Louisiana
Maine® - policy

Massachusetts - regulation

Missouri - regulation

"Credible Evidence"

Alabama - regulation
Colorado - law
Florida - law
Maryland - regulation
IT11inois - Taw
Michigan - policy
Nebraska - policy
Nevada - regulation
Puerto Rico - law
Rhode Island - law

"Preponderance of Evidence"

District of Columbia - custom and usage
Georgia® - custom and usage

Iowa - regulation

Kansas - regulation

New Jersey - law

Oklahoma - custom and usage
Pennsylvania“

Texas® - custom and usage

Vermont - regulation

Virginia® - policy

Montana - custom and usage Utah Washington® - law
New Hampshire - regulation Wisconsin - law
New York — Taw ,

North Carolina® - custom and usage

North Dakota® - custom and usage

Oregon® - custom and usage

South Carolina® - law

South Dakota - custom and usage

reason to believe/reasonable cause/reasonable relationship
strong circumstantial

probable cause

substantial evidence

clear and convincing

convicted in court

- p & 0 o o

NOTE: Delaware uses "level of risk". Other registries, e.g. Hawaii, Mississippi, Ohio, Tennessee,
West Virginia and Wyoming reported using caseworker determination, social worker's evidence or
individual judgment.
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b. Notice

Adequate and timely notice, wrote Justice Harlan in the In
re Gault opinion,

is the fulcrum of due process, whatever the

purposes of the proceedings. Notice is ordinarily
the prerequisite to effective assertion of any
constitutional or other rights; without it,
vindication of those rights must be essentially
fortuitous. So fundamental a protection can neither
be spared here nor left to the 'favor of grace' of
state authorities.

The Gault decision, of course, extended the notice requirement of

criminal proceedings to juveniles accused of law violations.

The primary approach of presently-notifying states is to
advise perpetrators (and, sometimes, child victims, parents or guardians,
and pertinent others) in writing that a substantiated report has been
entered onto the register. The notification may include: reference to
how long a report is maintained in the registry, the possibility of
disqualification from child care-related positions or licenses,
reguliations that 1imit access to registry data, right to request a copy

of registry information, the availability of social services assistance,

the right to challenge the accuracy of the report, and the correct

maintenance of record information pursuant to statute or regulation. New

Hampshire's notification also states the reasons for the finding. Some
notices direct the recipient to write a brief description of the reasons
why the finding should be overturned. This is to be filed in conjunction
with a request for review.

Twenty seven states give subjects notice that their names
will be entered onto the register and 22 do not. Figure 13 shows that

19 registries send written notice by first class mail, three use
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Figure 13:
States Which Give Notice That Names Will

Be Entered onto a Central Register

Give Verbal

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oregon

South Dakota
Texas

Utah

West Virginia

* Pamphlet

No Notice Notice
Alabama District of Columbia
Alaska Idaho
Arizona Mississippi
California Nebraska
Connecticut Oklahoma*
Georgia Puerto Rico
Hawaii Rhode Island
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

“Michigan
Montana
Nevada
New Jersey

** By letter and verbally

*** Use certified/registered mail

NOTE:  Most states notify after substantiation.
are exceptions and notify before.
more than one notice.
Teave it to the discretion of the case worker.

Give Notice by
First Class Mail

Arkansas*
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
I11inois

Iowa

Kansas
Massachusetts
Missouri

New Hampshire***
New Mexico
New York
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia**
Vermont
Washington***
Hyoming***

Missouri and Delaware
‘New York and Kansas send out
Those states that notify informally usually
In states without

a central registry, Indiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, procedures
vary by county.
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certified or registered letters, and two send a pamphlet. Eight
registries use informal methods of notification, including personal
contact and pamphlets.

c. The Right to Review and Appeal

Reviews are expected to increase as the child care applicant
screening function of registries expands. The review and appeals process
is further reason why local social service agency and registry records
must be maintained accurately and completely.

Many states have three levels of review: by the state or
local agency or both; by an independent hearing officer in accordance
with a state administrative procedures act; and by a court. Appeal of a
trial court decision to.a state:appellate court may follow.

(1) State or Local Agency Review

Review at this level permits the agency to reassess the
adequacy and accuracy of its investigation and findings. This internal
review, which can be a paper review, may be done at the state level by
registry officials or state agency employees specifically designated to
perform this task. Alternatively, the paper review or informal
conference could be performed at the local level by a supervisor or
others not involved in the original investigation. The person requesting
review should be afforded the opportunity to provide written reasons why
request for amendment or expungement is merited. (Figure 14 lists which
registries permit subjects of a report to review the report with the
identity of the source of the rep % removed).

(2) Fair Hearings

Many registries have provision for another independent

review of the registry record after it is challenged. Challenges to
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Figure 14:

Right to Review Reports

No Right to Review Have Right to Review

Alabama Alaska

California Arizona

Hawaii Arkansas

Louisiana Colorado

New Jersey Connecticut

New Mexico* Delaware

North Carolina , District of Columbia

Ohio Florida

Oklahoma Georgia

Rhode Island Idaho

Texas I1Tinois
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Maine
Maryiand
Massachusetts
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New York
North Dakota
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming

R AT
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3

* Unless malicious.

NOTE: In states without a central registry, Indiana, Minnesota and
Wisconsin, procedures vary by county.
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entry of information on registers are relatively rare. Eighteen
registries reported that none of their entries were challenged, 20
registries reported that between 1%-10% of their entries were challenged,
and only one state reported that more than 10% of their entries were
challenged. The telephone survey in January of 1988 showed a slight
increase in the number of challenges. The proportion of reports
challenged, however, is stili quite small.

In 21 states, persons are entitled to a hearing to
determine whether a denial of a request to amend a record is justified,
but in 12 states the person requesting the change is not entitled to a
hearing.

‘Just :as informal -conferences:at the local agency level
may thwart the need for further review, so may an informal conference
prior to a fair hearing avoid the need for the full hearing. Either side
may bring matters to the table that may permit a legitimate stipulation
by the agency or a reasoned withdrawal of an appeal. Full fair hearings
also may be averted, as in Colorado, by a hearing officer ruling that
grants a summary judgment to the agency based on a juvenile court
adjudication of abuse or neglect or a criminal court conviction of a
perpetrator.

(3) Trial and Appellate Courts

An.administrative procedures act, normally, will specify
“the trial court where appeals from fair hearings go. Of course, appeals,
either by the agency or the subject of a report, from an adverse trial
court ruling may be made to state appellate courts.

In the past two years, 36 registries of 42 who answered

this question, reported that no law suits were filed that challenged
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registry practices or reporting stalistics; 3 states reported one suit,
and another 3 states reported two suits. Appendix H provides the results
of a LEXIS search that lists all state appellate court decisions dealing
with central registries.

3. Usage
a. Accessibility and Confidentiality

The analytic framework suggests that treatment-oriented
registries will grant access to different groups of people, have different
requirements for receiving and responding to requests for information,
and use data differently than due process-oriented registries.

On one hand, one may expect due process-oriented registries
to be more:concerned about confidentiality and safeguarding of registry
records than the more treatment-oriented registries. On'the‘other hand,
because due process-oriented registries theoretically contain only
substantiated cases of abuse and neglect, they may be less concerned
about confidentiality than registries which contain substantiated,
unsubstantiated, and perhaps even undetermined reports of abuse or
neglect.

The answer to this question of confidentiality will be
addressed indirectly by examining the types of people with access to
registry records. Due process-oriented registries are expected to
restrict access to registry data to people who absolutely must have the
data~-child protective workers, child welfare workers, court personnel
and registries in other states. Treatment-oriented registries are
expected to give access to medical personnel, potential employers, social

service organizations and other involved in treating the family. Figure

42



15 1ists the agencies eligible to receive registry data that includes the
identity of either the victim or the suspected perpetrator.

_Figure 15 indicates that more agencies or individuals are
eligible to receive data on the child victim than on the perpetrator or
suspected perpetrator. It also shows that police and law enforcement
officials, courts, child welfare agencies and prosecutors are the
agencies most likely to receive data that identifies either the child
victim or the perpetrator by name.

Child care and foster care employers eligible to screen names of
perpetrators or suspected perpetrators are less likely to be entitled to
receive the name of the child victims. Researchers and people making the
initial report-are the least likely to:receive registry.data that
identify people by name.

Naturally, many more agencies are eligible to receive
aggregate data that does not identify the victim or perpetrator by name.
These agencies are Tisted in Figure 16. A comparison of the two figures
(15 and 16) reveals that the biggest difference in accessibility is for
researchers, who are much more likely to obtain access to data that does
not identify specific victims or perpetrators.

Both the treatment and due process-oriented registries are
expected to oppose unauthorized disclosures. Thirty-seven states report
- criminal penalties for unauthorized disclosure of information from the
register and seven do not. Only one state, however, reported that
criminal charges for unauthorized disclosure have been initiated within
the past two years. Eight registries reported denying access to agencies
which did not take sufficient precautions to prevent unauthorized

disclosure; 31 registries reported no such provisions.
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Figure 15:

Individuals and Agencies Eligible to Receive

Central Registry Data with Identifiers

Victim Perpetrator/Suspected Perpetrator
Yes No No Yes No No
% (n) % (n) Response % (n) % {(n) Response

Central Registries

in Other States 63% (31) 25% (12) 12% 43% (21) 45% (22) 12%
Police/Law

Enforcement 61% (30) 27% (13 12% 43% (21) 45% (22) 12%
Court 60% (29> 29% (14) 12% 47% (23) 41% (20D 12%
Child Welfare

Agencies 57% (28> 29% (14) 14% 43% (21) 43% 21) 14%
~Prosecutors/

Attorneys 57% (28) 31% (15 12% 45% (22) -43% (21) 12%
Physicians 39% (19) 49% (24) 12% 27% (13) 61% (300 12%
Parents'

Attorney 35% (17) 53% (26) 12% 31% (15)  57% (28) 12%
Parent/

Caretaker 33% (16> 55% 27 12% 25% (12)  63% (31D 12%
Perpetrator's

Attorney 33% (16) 55% (27) 12% 29% (14) 59% (29) 12%
Grand Jury 29% (14) 59% (29) 12% 25% (12) 63% (31) 12%
Perpetrator/

Suspected Perp. 29% (14) 59% (29) 12% 25% (12) 63% (31D 12%
Child Care/Foster

Care Employers 184 ¢ 9) 69% (34) 12% 37%. (18) 51% (25 12%
Other 14% ¢ 7) 71% (35 14% 16% ( 8) 69% (34) 14%
Researchers 10% ¢ 5) 78% (38 12% 12% ¢ 6 76% (37) 12%
Person Making

Report 6% ¢ 3) 82% (40) 12% 12% ¢ 6) 76% (37) 12%

{n) = number of states
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Figure 16:

Individuals and Agencies Eligible to Receive
Central Registry Data Without Identifiers

% Yes (n) % No (n) % Reggonse (n)
Child Welfare Agencies 80% (40) % (2D 16% (8
Central Registries in
Other States 78% (39) 106 ¢ 5 12% ¢ 6)
Court 78% (39) 6% (3 16% ¢ 8
Police/Law Enforcement 76% (38) 10% (5 14% «D
Prosecutors/Attorneys 76% (38) 8L ( 4) 16% ( 8
Researchers 66% (33 20% (10) 14% «D
Grand Jury 60% (30) 22% (1D 18% )
Physicians - 56% (28) 26% (13) 18% )
Parents' Attorney 54%  (27) 30% (15) 16% ¢ 8
Perpetrator's Attorney 52% (26) 28% (14 20% am
Parent/Caretaker 52% (26) 28% (14) 20% aom
Perpetrator/Suspected Perp. 48% (24) 32% 16 20% (10
Other 6% (18) 16% (¢ 8) 48% (24)
Person Making Report 4% A7 42% (21) 24% (12)
Guardian Ad Litem* 28% (14) 4% (2) 68% (34)

*This category was.written under "other" by many states and may not be wholly
representative because it was not offered as a separate category.

{n) = number of states
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b. Timeliness of Reports

For a treatment-oriented registry, the timeliness of
reports is very important and may be related to use of registry records.
Diagnosis requires quick telephone access to registry information. On
the other hand, use of registry information for screening applicants,
research, management and planning, public information and other
non-treatment purposes, permits more time for Tegal safeguards to be
observed and for responses to be mailed.

Timeliness can be facilitated by the presence of a 24-hour,
seven day per week hotline. Twenty-six registries have this sort of
hotline. A few of these are not exclusively devoted to problems of child
abuse and neglect, but are used to report substance abuse as well. In
addition, ability to make and receive requests by telephone affects
timeliness. Forty of the 45 registries that answered this question said
they accepted requests for information by telephone and 42 accepted
requests by mail. Of the 45 registries that accept requests for
information by either mail or phone, 43 answered the question of how they
responded to these requests. Thirty-four responded by mail or telephone,
five used mail exclusively, and three responded by telephone only, and
one respondent reported that the registry did not respond by either mail
or telephone.

c. Number of Uses

The analytic framework suggests that due process oriented
registries have fewer, more specified applications of data than the more
treatment oriented registries. Figure 17 lists nine specified uses of
registry data contained in the National Center survey and the percentage

of responses from 49 jurisdictions.
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Figure 17:

Uses of Central Registry Data

No

Yes No Response
Research in general 86% 8% 6%
Program planning and budgeting 84% 6% 10%
Screening applicants for day care, foster 68% 18% 14%
care, adoption
Creating statistical profiles of child 66% 22% 12%
victims and perpetrators or suspected
perpetrators
Tracking of known abusers between 56%  28% 16%
jurisdictions
Creating risk.-assessment models 43%  38% 18%
Diagnosis of suspected cases of abuse or 42%  34% 24%
neglect
Identifying cases of recidivism and 32%  40% 28%
hospital shopping
Assessing performance of investigative 28%  5Q0% 22%

agencies by monitoring follow-up reports

Nearly all registries claimed to use registry data for research
and program planning. Treatment-oriented uses, such as diagnoses and
identifying cases of recidivism, were indeed among the least common of
registry data. The follow-up telephone survey in 1987 revealed a more
extensive use of registry data for screening purposes. Only four states
claimed not to do screening at all. Figure 18 indicates the types of
applicant screening performed by the states. The screening done in some
of these states is limited to candidates for adoption, foster care, and
day care; others screen babysitters, camp counselors, social workers in

child protection service, or volunteers working with children. No
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registry currently screens applicants for teaching positions. Screening
in states without perpetrator files is done using the victim files only.
Even registries with perpetrator files can only screen caretakers who
abuse or neglect children, because strangers who maltreat children may be
reported to the police and not the central registry.

F. Ctassification of Central Registries

An attempt was made to create a typology of registries based upon the
questionnaire and telephone survey data. Can registries be classified on
a single continuum ranging from treatment-orientation to due process-
orientation?

1. The Theory

The -treatment-orientation -as described in the model outlined in
Figure 1 makes extensive demands on registries. A registry organized to
assist in providing treatment, without considering any other goals at

all, would have the following characteristics:

0 would retain both substantiated and unsubstantiated reports
to facilitate identification of any patterns in occurrence
of child abuse and neglect;

o} would retain records for relatively long periods of time so
that a child at risk could be monitored;

o would require relatively low standards of evidence to add
names to the registry because of the philosophy that it is
better to err on the side of protection of children than to
worry about unfairly placing a name on the registry
(especially since the registry would not be used for
punishment but to offer services).

o) would grant relatively easy access to registry data to a
comparatively large number of eligible recipients to assist
in prevention of abuse and neglect;

o} would frequently update and amend records to facilitate

monitoring of services received, tracking child victims,
and to prevent hospital shopping.
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FIGURE 18
SCREENING BY CENTRAL REGISTRIES
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Most states that screen for babysitters or volunteers do this as a service not routinely.
Maryland, Montana, Ohio, and Puerto Rico do not use screening.
In states without a central registry, Indiana, Minnesota, and Wisconsin,
screening procedures vary by county.

* In the "other" category KS has Big Brothers; MA has Chore Providers, and

NY has persons over 18 in a foster home.

Source:

National Center for State Courts Telephone Survey, January, 1988.
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These characteristics of treatment-oriented registries require a
central hotiine for rapid receipt and dissemination of information and an
automated system for rapid retrieval of names. The presence of a hotline
and automated system further implies a large staff to operate those
facilities.

The focus of the due process orientation is upon the
perpetrator, rather than the child victim. The object is to protect
innocent people against false accusations. The prototype due process

registry would have the following characteristics:

o] would retain only substantiated cases on the registry to
avoid unfairness to suspected perpetrators whose
involvement with child .abuse or neglect is unproven;

o] would quickly remove reports of abuse or neglect determined
to be unsubstantiated;

o} would require high standards of evidence and proof before
any name would be added to the registry;

0 would restrict access to registry data to fewer agencies
with a need to know;

o would frequently review names on the registry to ensure
that names or identifying information were removed when
they were supposed to be.

The due-process oriented registry does not require the same rapid

access to information that treatment implies. Names could be sent to a
central source for.screening and the response made by mail with no threat
é, at all to due process. Therefore, a central hotline operated by a large
staff 24 hours per day would not be required. Furthermore, because only
substantiated cases would be retained on the registry, the number of
records entered would be much smaller (Figure 1 in Part III of this report
shows that the rate of substantiation in the states varies from 20% to
67%), therefore, searches could be made more quickly and the register
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would require less storage space than a treatment-oriented register.
Automation would be helpful, but not as crucial as it is in a
treatment-oriented register.

2. The Findings

The variables Tisted in Appendix E were subjected to numerous
sophisticated types of cluster analyses, called factor analysis (Rummel),
to determine if the characteristics of central registries would form into
the clusters of treatment and due process models (Figure 1), or whether
the variables would cluster into three sets by subject matter--
recordkeeping, procedures, and data usage (Appendix E). Factor analysis
is an extremely powerful technique that is likely to identify clusters
‘that exist. -Regardless of the ‘type of analysis used, the characteristics
of central registries were too diverse to be classified on two or three
dimensions.

The legal variables provision of notice and right to review
records are related. Figure 19 combines these two variables into a due
process~oriented index. The most due process-oriented registries give
subjects of a report written notice that their names were about to be
entered or had been entered onto the register and permitted subjects of a
report to review the record (except, of course, for confidential
information such as the name of the person who made the report).
Registries that provided only verbal notice were classified in a second

category. A third category was reserved for registries that either

permitted review of the record but no notice or vice versa. The least due

process oriented registries did not provide notice and did not permit
subjects of a report to review reports concerning them. Figure 19 lists

registries according to degree of due process-orientation.
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Most Due Process

Figure 19

Due Process Orientation

Least Due Process

S -

-«

* Written
Notice
and Right
to Review

Arkansas
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
I11inois

Towa

Kansas
Massachusetts
Missouri

New Hampshire
New York
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wyoming

Verbal Notice
and Right
to Review

District of Columbia
Idaho

Mississippi

Nebraska

Puerto Rico

52

Notice or
Right to
Review

Alaska
Arizona
Connecticut
Georgia
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Nevada

New Mexico
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon

Rhode Island
Utah

West Virginia

Neither
Notice nor
Right to
Review

Alabama
California
Hawaii
Louisiana
Montana

New Jersey
North Carolina
Ohio

South Dakota
Texas



N B e AL

The formation of this index is interesting in itself because it
shows that the overlay of due process can be measured even though there
is no equivalent index of treatment orientation. In short, the due
process and treatment orientations are not two poles of the same
continuum, but two separate dimensions. Since one of the objectives of
this research was to determine the effects of adding due process
considerations to existing registries, the construction of a due process
index will permit those hypotheses to be tested.

According to the theory outlined in section F1 above, a
prototype due process registry would keep only substantiated cases,
quickly purge or expunge identifying information from unsubstantiated

reports, require high standards of proof, index information by
perpetrator, restrict agencies authorized to receive information and be
most likely to use registry data for screening. Moreover, these
registries would not require the same rapid access to information that
treatment implies; therefore, they would be less likely to operate a
hotline 24 hours per day and be less likely to be automated. These
hypotheses will now be tested.

Figure 20 indicates the relationship between due process and
types of records kept in a central registry. It was expected that the
most due process oriented registries would retain only substantiated

cases.
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Figure 20

Due Process and Types of Records Kept

Unsubstantiated
Due Process -~ Substantiated Only and Substantiated
written notice and review 12 6
verbal notice and review 2 4
notice or review 5 11
neither notice or review 4 5
23 26

Although the relationship is not significant statistically, there
is a tendency for registries that provide written notice and right to
review records (most due process oriented) to retain only substantiated
cases on the registry. Due process-oriented registries were also less
likely than others to use an "undetermined" disposition category. Because
there is a strong relationship between types of reports kept in a central
registry and the length of time unsubstantiated reports are retained, due
process-orientation was also associated with quick expunction of
unsubstantiated cases and more rapid purging of substantiated cases. Due
process-oriented registries were significantly more Tikely than the others
to expunge records from both the central registry and local agency offices
as well.

The hypothesized reltationship between due process orientation and
level of evidence did not materialize. Registries that provided written
notice and the right to review records did not require a higher standard
of proof e.g., preponderance of evidence or clear and convincing evidence,

than other registries.
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As might be expected, the percentage of entries challenged were
related to provision of notice and right to review records. Because
challenges to entry of information onto registers is relatively
infrequent, and because proportion of challenges were estimates, responses
were dichotomized into those registries in which some entries were
challenged and those registries in which entries never were challenged.
Fourteen of the 18 most due process-oriented registries received
challenges to entry and four did not. The other 25 registries with less
stringent due process requirements were divided evenly between registries
that had entries challenged and those that did not.

According to the revised model, the due process-oriented
registries 'should be more sensitive to issues of confidentiality and
therefore restrict the number of agencies eligible to receive registry
data and the number of uses of registry data. In fact, there was no
significant difference between due process registries and the others in
terms of the numbers of agencies or individuals eligible to receive
information identifying the perpetrator or child victim. Interestingly
enough, the most due process-oriented registries were more willing than
others to release to more agencies and individuals 1nformatjon that did
not identify subjects of the report by name. The most due process-
orienited registries released non identifying data to an average of 11
agencies in contrast to the least due process registries which released
information to an average of 7 agencies.

Contrary to expectations, the most due process-oriented
registries did not have a fewer number of uses for their data than did the
others nor were they more or less likely to use registry data for risk

assessment. Because all but five registries (Colorado, Maryland, Montana,
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Ohio, and Puerto Rico) claim to use registry data to screen applicants for
adoption, foster care and child care, it is not possible to distinguish
due process registries from others on the basis of screening.

Even though not related to screening per se, a due process-
orientation was somewhat related to characteristics of perpetrators
maintained on a register. Due process registries were most likely to
retain the basic characteristics of perpetrators, such as name, age, and
sex. Registries that tried to identify treatment-type variables, such as
stress, were less concerned with due process. Registries which recorded
characteristics of perpetrators on blank Tines or financial
characteristics of perpetrators, such as employment and income, were
equally divided-between most and least due process-orientations.

Data on resources available to registries was not good quality.
For example, it was difficult to determine the cost of operating each
registry because of the way in which personnel and functions are divided
among the central registry and the more general child welfare system. In
some states, the registry is not a budget line item and the proportion of
personnel time devoted to registry activities must be estimated. From the
data available, there was no discernable difference between registries
that were most due process-oriented and others in terms of degree of
automation or presence of a hot line.

Registries that used hotlines did not have significantly larger
staffs than registries which did not use 24-hour hotlines. Yet, all
registries with more than 25 employees had hotlines. Similarly, the
registries that were not automated had a small number of employees.

Registries that were automated had a range of number of employees, from
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few to many, but again all registries with more than six employees were
automated.

In conclusion, it appears that registries with more due process
safeguards can be identified, but they are not as different from less due
process-oriented registries than the theory would have us believe. There
is a tendency for the most due process-oriented registries to keep
substantiated cases only on the register, to avoid the use of an
"undetermined” disposition category, to more rapidly expunge information
from unsubstantiated cases and to more rapidly purge substantiated
reports. Because they give written notice, more due process-oriented
registries tend to have a greater proportion of their entries challenged.
On the other hand, the most due process-oriented registries cannot be
distinguished from the others in terms of uses of registry data, number of
agencies eligible to receive confidential information, level of evidence
required to substantiate a case, or presence of hotlines and computer
systems. In other words, adding an overlay of due process considerations

may not affect registry operations as much as once believed.
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Part 111

CENTRAL REGISTRIES IN NINE STATES:
RECORDKEEPING, DUE PROCESS, AND DATA USAGE

The Site Visits

To obtain more information on how registries work in practice and
to validate questionnaire responses, site visits by a multi-disciplinary
research team were scheduled initially for six registries. A research
team of three people visited each site to interview staff and users of
registry data. One team member was an attorney, who focused on issues of
confidentiality and due process, the second member was a specialist in
automated systems -or records-management, and the third member, the
project director, focused on data usage and analysis. While on site,
research team members were alert to discover innovative practices or
procedures, discrepancies between the way the system is perceived and the
way it actually works, purposes for which registry data were used, as
well as the satisfaction of users, and the confidentiality and security
of records.

The criteria for selecting sites to be visited were as follows:

1. Uses of Registry Information.

The questionnaire listed nine uses of registry data, including
research, planning and budgeting, applicant screening, prevention, and
diagnosis of suspected cases of maltreatment. Registries selected for
visitation included. both those which make extensive use of the 'data and
those which use the data for narrow, specific purposes.

2. Types of Reports Maintained.

A diagnosis or treatment orientation, whereby knowledge of all
previous reports of maltreatment is used to detect patterns of abuse,
requires a record of all reports, whether substantiated or not. Placing
only substantiated cases in the register suggests a due process
orientation. Registries selected for visitation included both those
maintaining records of all reports as well as those maintaining only
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substantiated reports. A related criterion was whether registries keep
data indexed by suspected perpetrator as well as by victim.

3. Innovativeness.

Presence of innovative practices or procedures was a criterion
for selection.

4. Type of System.

Because most registries are automated or in the process of
automating, more automated sites were selected than non-automated sites.
Nevertheless, one of the-sites selected did use a manual system. The
presence or absence of a "hotline" also was considered as an
automation-related criterion.

5. Self-Evaluation.

Evaluation of the quality of data maintained in the register by
the person completing the questionnaire was a consideration. However,
this criterion was given less weight because the assessments appeared to
vary by the person completing the questionnaire.

6. Accessibility.

This criterion has two parts: the site must have had a
statewide central registry, as opposed to a set of decentralized
registers kept by county, and they must agree to a visit. The sites
selected were willing to cooperate with our research and to share their
experiences with other registries.

Figure 1 enables these key characteristics of registriges to be viewed
comparatively. (To avoid confusing the reader, Figure 1 contains
characteristics as they are known now. Appendix D contains information

available to staff at the time site visits were scheduled.)

Using the criteria listed above, project staff in consultation with
. project .officers at.the National Center for Child Abuse and Neglect,
selected the following sites as candidates for visitation:

Connecticut
Colorado
Florida
I1linois

New Hampshire
Pennsylvania
Utah
Virginia
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Figure 1. State by State Summary of Registry Information
STATE ALABAMA ALASKA AR|ZONA ARKANSAS CALIFORNIA COLORADO CONNECT ICUT
Mency which maintains CR Department of Division of Depar tment Division of Depar tment Department Department
Pensions and Family and of Economic Children and of Justice of Social of Children &
Security Youth Services Security Family Services Services Youth Services
Emergency &
Information
Service
Yoar CR started 1976 1970 1965 1969 1982
Approximate total
reparts in CR "Thousands” 110,000 40,000 390, 000 55,000 51,000
Total reports received 14,159 9,268 17,05!
for last fiscal year
repor fed
Substantiation rate
Percent tota} 564 — — 34-36% — 591 661
Percent physical abuse 51% — — —_ —_— 461 122
Percent sexual abuse 641 —_ — 50% — 551 7
Percent lect 51% —_ —_— — — 381 601
Wumber of fatalities® — 2-5 _— 12 150 12 —
Nuwber of smployees
Total | | _— 2 3 25 3 12
Professional X § 24 1 10
Administrative | 2 2 2
Type of hotline No hotline State No hotline State No hotline No hotline State
Autometed or menual Msnuali Automated Automated Autamated Automated Automated Automated
Dispositlon categories indicated substantiated valid substantiated  substantiated  confinmed conf i rmed
reason to unsubstantiated invalid unsubstantiated unsubstantiated ruled out*® not confirmed
suspect unconf i rmed unde fermined unable to unfounded inconclusive®®  at risk
not indicated locate tack of
unable to evidence/case
complate pending
Type of records kept substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated®® substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
Dats on perpetrator Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Nurber and uses of (6) (6) (5) n (5) (4) (4)
registry data |. Research 1. Research |. Research i. Research I. Research 1. Research |. Research
2. Diagnosis - 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Risk 2. Statistical 2. Diagnosis
3. Planning & Profiles Profiles Profiles Assessment Profiles 3. Planning &
Budgeting 3. Risk 3. Diagnosis 3. Risk 3. Tracking 3. Risk Budgeting
4. Screening Assessment 4. Planning 2 Assessment 4. Planning & Assessment 4. Screening
5. Staffing 4. Screening Budgeting 4. Tracking Budgeting 4. Screening
6. Tracking 5. Assessing 5. Screening 5. Planning & 5. Screening
Agency Adoption
. Performance 6. Recidivism
* May be estimates. 6. Placem=nt & Hospital
"% 3ot applicable after July |, 1987. Shopping

7. Screening




[%4

STATE DELAWARE b.c. FLORIDA GEORGIA HAWAL 1DARO ILLINOIS INDIANA
Agency which maintains CR ~ Department of  Family Services Departmenf Division of Department of -Dept. of Health Department of Department of
Services for Adninistration of Health and Family & Social Services and Welfare Children and Child Welfare/
Children, Rehabilitative Children’s and Housing Family Services Social Services
Youth, and Services Services Division
Their Families
Yesr CR started 1979 1974 1982 1967 1975
Approximate tofal
reports in CR 20,000 1,000,000 Unknown 23,000 117,970
Total reports received 4,449 1,087 41,498 23,644
for last fiscal year
repor ted
Substantiation rate
Parcent total 444 28% 59% 45472 591 50t 491 641
Percent physical abuse 3351 581 — — 25% 2n 45% 381
Parcent sexual abuse 461 -— 61% _— 1L 21% 60% 61
Percent neglect - 401 17% -— —_ 541 55% 431 461
Number of fatalities 2-5 4 —_ — —_— 4 -_— 11
Number of employees
Total 38 — 75 I 0 .25 65 —
Professional 30 30 46
Mministrative 8 35 2
Type of hotline State State State Ha hotline No hottine Ns hotline State —
Automated or manuai Automated Automated Automated Automated Autamated Automated Automated Automated
Disposition categories founded suppor ted indicated conf irmed conf irmed substantiated indicated abuse .
unfounded unsuppor ted unfounded ruled out not confirmed . unsubstantiated unfounded substantiated
reason to unable to insufficient erroneous undetermined neglect
suspect tocate evidence camplaint report substantiated
unable to (negiect) abuse
conplete warned & unsubsfantlated
investigation counse led neglec
{abuse) unsubstanhated
indication
of abuse
Type of records kept substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstanfiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
Oata cn perpetrator Ho No Yes Yes Ko Yes Yes
Number and uses of (4) (5) . 9 (5) ® (5) 9 . (varies by
registry data 1. Research t. Diagnosis 1. Research 1. Research I. Research 1. Research 1. Research county)
2. Statistical 2. Risk 2. Statistical 2. Risk 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical
Profiles Assessment Profiles Assessment Profiles Profiles Profiles
3. Risk 3. Screening 3. Risk 3. Tracking 3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Risk
Assessment 4. Planning & Assessment 4. Planning & Assessment Assesgment Assessment
4, Screening Budgeting 4. Tracking Budgeting 4. Planning & 4. Planning & 4. Tracking
5. Recidivism 5. Diagnosis 5. Screening Budgeting Budgeting 5. Diagnosis
§ Hospital 6. Ptanning & (day care 5. Screening 5. Screening 6. Planning &
Shopping Budgeting licenses~ 6. idenfifying Budgeting
1. Screening only) Recidivism 1. Screening
8. Assessing & Hospital 8. Assessing
Agencies Shopping Agencies
gerformance 9 Performance
ec s . vism
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STATE 10WA KANSAS KENTUCKY LOUISTANA MAIRE MARYLAND MASSACHUSETTS MICHIGAR
Agency which mainfains CR Department Department Cabinet for Division of Department of Department of Depar tment of Depar tment of
of Human of Social and Human Resources Children, Human Services Human Services Social Services Social Services
Services Rehabilitation Youth, and
Services Family Services
Year CR started 1976 1976 1976 1984 1978 1976
Approximate total
reparts in CR 60,000 10,000 195,968 50,000 Unknown
Total roports recelved 17,035 35,085
for last fiscal year
reported
Substantiation rate
Percent total 301 20t 451 552 38% 521 331
Percent physical abuse 341 _— 241 — 341 341 423
Percent sexual abuse 31% — 9 —_ 481 163 —
Percent neglect 20% 16% 671 — — 59% 52%
Nurbar of fatalitios 8 12 9 0-2 —_ — —_—
Nurber of employees
Total | 4.5 1 | 35 — 2 —_ _—
Professional | 0 0 20 2
Administrative 3.5 0 1] 6 |
Type of hotline State No hotline State State State No hotiine State No hotline
Automated or manual Automated hutomated Aufomated Automated Automated Autamated Automated Automated
Disposition categories founded confirmed substantiated substantiated  substantiated Sconf irmed substantiated  substantiated
unfounded conf irmed- found and sub- unsubstantiated unsubstantiated indicated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
undetermined eligible for stantiated undetermined uncertain
services (neglect) ruled out
unfounded some indication
unsubstantiated
not located
Type of records kept substantiated . substantiated substantiated  substantiated  substantiated substantiated  substantiated  substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated - unsubstantiated
Data on perpetrator Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Numbar and uses of 9 (6) 5 (3 (4) (5) (6) 6)
rogistry data {. Research |. Research {. Research I. Statistical |. Research 1. Research |. Research |. Research
2. Statistical 2. Statistical - 2. Statistical Profiles . Statistical 2. Diagnosis 2. Statisticat 2. Tracking
Profiles Profiles Profiles 2. Tracking Profiles of 3. Planning & Profiles 3. Planning &
3. Risk 3, Diagnosis 3. Tracking 3. Screening Victims Budgeting 3. Tracking Budgeting
Assessment 4. Program 4. Planning & . Planning & 4. Assessing 4. Planning .8 4. Assessing
4. Tracking Planning & Budgeting Budgeting Agency Budgeting Agency
5. Diagnosis Budgeting 5. Screening 4. Screening Performance 5. Screening Performance
6. Planning & 5. Screening 5. ldentifying 6. Diagnosis 5. Recidivism
Budgeting 6. ldentifying Recidivism and Hospital
7. Screening Recidivism and Hospital Shopping
B. Assessing and Hospital Shopping 6. Screening
Agencies Shopping
q. S:;fgfcf2;° *Neglect in Maryland is only confirmed or ruled out.
& Hospitail

Shopping
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STATE MINNESOTA MISSISSIPPL MISSOURY MONTANA HEBRASKA NEVADA NEW HAMPSHIRE
Agency which maintains (R Deparmment of  Depariment of  Division of Department Department of  State Welfare  Depariment of
Human Services Public Weifare Family Services of Social and ~ Social Services Division Health & Human
Renabilitation Services
Services
Year CR started 1972 1975 1984 1976 1962 1976
Approximate total
reports in CR Unknown 10,000 Unknown 64,000 28,765
Total reports received 9,009 1,282 3,76%
for last fiscal year
reported
Substantiation rate
Percent total 40% 50% mn 6T 612 531 451
Percent physical abuse —_— 211 —_— 431 —_— 25% 28%
Percent sexual abuse — 181 —_— 441 — — 211
Percent neglect o 3% —_ 38% —_— 691 n
Number of fatalities 3-11 1-18 39 1 — — _—
Nurber of empioyess
Total — | 34 1.0 i 2 |
Prafessional 1 26 .2 ' i i
Asninistrative 8 .8 i .1
Type of hotline —_ State State Private hotline State State No hotline
Autamated or manual Autamated Automated Automated Aufomated Automated Automated Yanuaj
Disposition categories substantiated  substantiated reason 1o substantiated inconclusive~  substantiated founded, case
unable to_ unsubstantiated suspect unsubstantiated court sub- unsubstantiated opened
substantiate unsubstantiated unable jo _stantiated unable to founded, problem
false locate tnconc lusive- locate resojved
agency sub- unable to prove unfounded at risk
stantiated investigation not
unfoundad complete
unable to
locate
Type of records kept substantiated  substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
Data on perpetrator No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yas
Nutber and uses of (3) ® (N ( 12) ( (A [C}]
registry data - Research . Research 1. Research . Research I. Research 1. Research I. Research
2. Planning & 2. Statisfical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statisticai 2. Screening
Budgeting Profiles Profiles Profiles Profites Profiles 3. Annuai
3. Screening 3. Risk 3. Tracking 3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Plamning & Report
Assessment 4. Plannmg L Assessment Assessment Budgeting 4. Risk
4. Tracking Budgeting 4. Dlagnosus 4. Planning & A. Screening Assessient
5. Diagnosts 5. Screening 5. Planning & Budget ing -
6. Planning 8 6. Assessing Budgeting 5. Screening
Budgeting Agencies 6. Assessing
7. Screening Performance Agencies
8. Assessing 7. Diagnosis Per formance
Agencies 7. ldentifying
Per formance Recidivism
& Hospifal
Shoppi .
8. Preparation
of legisla-
tive testi-
9. Neexs of CPS

workers
10, Trammg
1. Communi ty/

---‘-----‘f’""’-

Legisiative
Requests
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STATE NEW JERSEY NEW MEXICO NEW YCRK NORTH CAROLINA NCRTH DAXOTA oHi0 OKLAHOMA

Agency which maintains CR Division of Human Services Department of Department of Depar tment of Department of Department of
SY_)nuﬂ} L Family Department Social Services Human Resources Human Services Human Services Human Services
ervices |
Year CR started 1979 1983 1973 1983 1961 1972
Approximate total
reports in CR 100,000 696,384 622,800 15,000 100,000 143,002
Total reports received 50,413
for last fisca!l year
reported
Substantiation rate
Percent tofal 36% 40% 36-36% 362 551 552 3
Percent physical abuse 391 46% — 25% —_— — —_
Percent sexual abuse 1% 481 _ — _ — —
Percent neglect 50% 3% JE— F.Va — — —
Number of tatalities 12 — 161 B 2 30 31
Kumber of employees
Total —_— —_— 140 1.8 — I 0
Professional 108 3
Administrative 32 1.5
Type of hotline State State State No hotiine No hotline No hotfline State
Automated or manual Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated
Disposition categories substantiated conf irmed/ indicated substantiated probable cause indicated conf irmed
unsubstantiated alleged unfounded unsubstantiated no probable substantiated ruled out
not confirmed cause unsubstantiated uncertatn
suspected
upable to
compiete
Type of records kept substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated  substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
Data on perpefrator No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Number and uses of €)) 5 3 (3) None reported- (1) (8)
registry data l. Research |. Research 1. Research I. Research new system . Research 1. Research
2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Planning 2. Planning 2. Statistical - 2. Statistical
Profiles Profiles & Budgeting & Budgeting Profiles Profiles
3. Risk 3. Screening 3. Screening 3. Screening 3. Risk 3. Ris
Assessnent 4. Planmng. Assessnent Assessnent
4. Diagnosis & Budgeting 4. Tracking 4. Diagnosis -1
5. Plannin% 5. Assessing 5. Planning & 5. Tracking - —
& Budgefing Agencies Budgeting 6. Planning & Q
6. Assessing Performance 6. Assessing Budgeting =
Agencies Agencies 1. Screening 1)
Performance Performance 8. ldentifying
7. Screening 1. Ident|f¥|ng Recidivism =
Cases ot & Hospital
Recidivism Shopping kel
«Q
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STATE

OREGON

PENNSYLVANITA

PUERTO RI1CO

RHODE ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

Agency which maintains CR

Department of
Human Resources

Department of
Public Welfare

Department of
Social Services

Department for
Children ang
Their Families

Depar tment of

Department of

Department of

Social Services Social Services Human Services

Year CR siai ted

1972 1975 1977 1984 1982 1985
Approximate total
reports in CR 11,808 50,000 40,000 40,000
Total reports received 19,834 20,667
for last fiscal year
repor fed
Substantiation rate
Percent total 501 35% 48% 40% 43%
Percent physical abuse 24% 44% — —_ — —_—
Percent sexual abuse 3i% 51% 10% —— 54% —_—
Percent neglect 38% 41 -— — — —
Number of fatalities 18 44 3-4 —_ 18 7
Number of employees
Totat —_— 45 20 19 &7 _— ——
Professional 23 1 13 46
Administrative 22 | 6 !
Type of hotline No hotline State State State No hetline No hotline No hotline
Automated or manual Mntomated Automated Manual Automated Automated Automated Automated
Disposition categories founded founded founded indicated founded substantiated  indicated
unfounded indicated unfounded unfounded indicated unsubstantiated unfounded
unable to unfounded under = unable to unfounded
determine pending investigation complete
juvenile court not located

action

Type of records kept

substantiated

substantiated

substantiated
unsubstantiated

substantiated
unsubstantiated

substantiated

substantiated
unsubstanttated

substantiated

Data on perpetrator No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nunber and uses of (8) (- (5 ()] N () S
registry data i. Research i. Research 1. Research 1. Research I. Besearch |. Research i. Statistical
2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Tracking 2. Tracking 2. Statistical Profiles
Profiles Profiles Profiles 3. Planning & 3. Planning & Profites 2. Risk
3. Risk 3. Tracking 3. Planning & Budgeting Budgeting 3. Risk Assessment
Assessment 4. Planning & Budgeting 4. Screening 4, Screening Assessment 3. Tracking
4. Tracking Budgeting 5. Assessing 4. Diagnosis 4. Planning &
5. Diagnosis 5. Screening Agencies 5. Planning & Budgeting
6. Planning & 6. Assessing Performances Budgeting 5. Screening
Budgeting Agencies 6. Screenin
7. Assessing Performance 1. Idennf¥|ng
Agencies 1. |dent|f¥|ng Cases o
Performance Cases ot Recidivism
8. Screening Recidivism and Hospital
Shopping
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8. Screening

v,-\ ,—'1: ««--‘. - ” — -r :—Vﬂ‘z«r
STATE TEXAS UTAH VERMONT VIRGINIA WASHINGTON WEST VIRGINIA WISCONS !N WYOMING
Agency which maintains CR Department of Department of Department Department of Department of Depar tment of Department of Departiment of
Human Services - Social Services of Social and  Social Services Social and Human Services Health and Health and _
Rehabilitative Health Services Social Services Social Services
Services
Year CR started 1968 1982 1982 1975 1976 1975
Approximate total
reports in CR 30,000 80,000 58,000
Total reports received i1,39% 47,838
for last fiscal year
reported
Substantiation rate
Percent fofal 53% 251 5711 441 — 35-40% 351 AT
Percent physical abuse —_— 441 591 18% —_ — 291 2n
Percent sexual abuse — 361 681 132 —_ —_ 52% —
Percent neglect — — 481 24% — —_— 251 Imn
Number of fatalities 129 5 0-1 14 21 _— 15 2
Rurber of employees
Total . 4 —_ less than | 13 0 ! _— ]
Professional 3 10 .25
Adminjstrative 1 3 .10
Type of hotline State No hotline No hotline State No hotline No hotline No hotline No hotline
Automated or manual Automated Automated Autamated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated
Disposition categaries adjudicated founded founded founded substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated
reason to unfounded unfounded unfounded unsubstantiated unsubstantiated
believe unable to pending reason to not able to
unfounded locate _suspect support
family moved investigation
pending
Type of records kept substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated (county substantiated
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated decides)
Data on perpetrator Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mumber and uses of e (8) n 8) 4 i (4) X (varies by (5)
registry data |. Research |. Research 1. Research . Research !. Tracking I. Tracking county) l. Research
2. Statisticalt 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Diagnosis 2. Diagnosis 2. Statistical o
Profiles Profiles Profiles Profiles 3. Screening 3. Planning & . Profiles @
3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Tracking 4. ldentifying Budgeting 3. Tracking c
Assessment Assessment Assessment 4. Diagnosts Recidivism 4. Screening 4. Planning_ 3
4. Tracking 4. Tracking 4. Tracking 5. Planning & and Hospital 2 Budgeting
5. Diagnosis 5. Diagnosis 5. Diagnosis Budgeting Shopping 5. Screening —
6. Planning & 6. Assessing 6. Planning & 6. Assessing »
Budgeting Agencies Budgeting Agencies o
7. Screenin Performance 7. Screening Performance «Q
8. ldentifying 7. ldenfifying 7. ldentifying .
Recidivism Recidivism Recidivism
and Hospital and Hospital and Hospital ~
Shopping 8. Screening Shopping




By combining visits and by selecting two sites (Virginia and
Colorado) which required less travel time because they were in states
where the National Center maintains offices, it was possible to visit all
eight states rather than the six originally planned. In addition, a
ninth site, Louisiana, was later added in order so that the effects of
deep budget cuts on registry operations could be documented.

This next section of the report contain reports from nine sites
visited by three-person project teams: Chapter IV Colorado, Chapter V
Connecticut, Chapter VI Florida, Chapter VII Illinois, Chapter VIII
Louisiana, Chapter IX New Hampshire, Chapter X Pennsylvania, Chapter XI
Utah, and Chapter XII Virginia. A1l site reports are organized according

to the following.outline:

I. OVERVIEW

1. Reason for selection as a site
2. Definition of abuse and neglect

A. Organization and Personnel

1. Registry in organizational contex
2. Human resources
3. Financial resources

B. Facilities

1. Hotline
a. Number of calls received
b. Hotline management

2. Information Systems
a. Type of hardware, software
b. Data management

II.  CASE PROCESSING

A. General Description

1. Information flow
2. Determination of case status
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ITI.

Iv.

Incoming Reports

1. Number of reports
2. Source of reports

C. Report Information

1. Basic data elements
2. Efforts to secure complete and accurate data

D. Case Disposition

1. Disposition categories
2. Level of evidence to substantiate
3. Substantiation rates

a. Rates by reporters

b. Rates by county

c. Rates for abuse and neglect

m

Records Maintenance

1. Records Retention--Expungement and Purging Policy
2. Records Security

¥

DUE_PROCESS

A. Notification

B. Procedures
1. Procedures to challenge entry, request amendment,

expungement or purging of records
2. Appeals process, including time frame for appeals

RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

1. WKnho has access to registry records and for what purposes?
2. Policy on anonymous reports
3. Subject review of reports

B. Uses of Information

Internal Management
Screening Applicants
Research

Diagnosis and Tracking
Public Education

N H W —

FUTURE DIRECTIONS
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CHAPTER |

COLORADO CENTRAL REGISTRY

I. OVERVIENW

The Central Registry for Child Protection was created by the
Colorado legislature in 1969. <(Colorado Revised Statute, subsequently
cited as § 19-10-114).

Colorado law (§ 19-3-303(1)(A) defines "child abuse or neglect" as
an act or omission in one of the following categories which threatens the
health or welfare of a child:

a. Any case in which a child exhibits evidence of skin bruising,
bleeding, malnutrition, failure to thrive, burns, fracture of any
bone, subdural-hematoma, soft tissue swelling, or death, and such
condition or death is not justifiably explained, or where the
history given concerning such condition or death is at variance
with the degree or type of such condition or death, or
circumstances indicate that such condition or death may not be the
product of an accidental occurrence;

b. Any case in which a child is subjected to sexual assault or
molestation, sexual exploitation, or prostitution; or

c. Any case in which a child is in need of services because the
child's parents, legal guardians, or custodians fail to take the
same actions to provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, medical
care, or supervision that a prudent parent would take.

In 1980, the legislature deleted the term "seriouslty" from the original
section of the definition which earlier had read "...which seriously threatens
the health or welfare of a child." This deletion suggests a legislative
intent to include less than "serious” injuries on the registry.

The statute (§ 19-3-303(1)(B) adds that..."accepted child-rearing
practices of the culture in which the child participates" must be taken into

account so that reasonable exercise of parental discipline is not

proscribed.’
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In July of 1987, the Colorado Tegislature enacted a Department of
Social Services (DSS) recommendation that only confirmed reports be entered on
the Central Registry (§ 3-307(1)).

A. Organization and Personnel

Colorado is a state supervised, county administered system. Figure
1 shows the location of the registry in the Department of Social Services.
Three full-time equivalent (FTE) registry staff (1 professional and 2 support)
work at the state-level registry. In FY 1986-87, there were 373 caseworker
positions allocated to child protective services in the 63 counties of

Colorado (Child Protection Initiatives, 4).

B. Facilities
1. Hotline
Colorado has no state-wide telephone hotline for reporting
cases of suspected child abuse or neglect.

2. Information Systems

The Central Registry database was automated in 1979 and now
contains approximately 55,000 confirmed reports of child abuse or neglect.
The database is physically located on the state's IBM 3090 computer located in
Lakewood (a Denver suburb), and data are retrievable by central registry
staff. County departments do not have direct access to data, but access the

data base by caliing the state central registry.

II.  CASE PROCESSING

A. Genheral Descript1on

The initial report of suspected child abuse or neglect is made
efther directly to county departments of social services (see Figure 2), or to
police, social service workers, teachers, therapists, day care providers or
other mandated reporters who in turn make a report to county departments. All
mandated reporters are to follow up the oral raport with a written report
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FIGURE 1
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(C.R.S. § 19-3-307). The county departments investigate all such reports. 1In
1985, counties responded to 80% of the reports within 24 hours but in 1986,
this figure dropped to 64% (Child Protection Initiatives, 3). If initial

investigation reveals the report to be unconfirmed, no record of the
investigation is sent to the Registry. If abuse or neglect is confirmed, a
report (Figure 3) is sent to the Registry within 60 days from the time the
initial report was received by the county office.

It should be noted that this procedure has been in place only since
July 1, 1987. Previously, county agencies filed an initial report with the
Registry within 15 days of receipt of complaint, if abuse or neglect were
suspected after the initial investigation. After 90 additional days, the
‘county would send.a follow-up report to ‘the Registry indicating whether the
initial report was confirmed. Cases in which findings were inconclusive were
removed from the Registry at that time. Reportedly, not all counties were
- conscientious in filing final reports. Moreover, "...county-to-county
variations in precisely when to--or not to--enter a report with the Registry

make it difficult to use the Registry as an accurate statewide barometer of

the prevalence and incidence of abuse and neglect." (1986 Annual Report, 5).
Discussions with DSS staff from both metropolitan and rural counties revealed
that rural counties tended to report proportionately more cases of suspected
abuse or neglect. For exémple, few reports of neglect are filed by the City
and County of Denver, but they are reported .in nearby Adams County. (The
Denver Department of Social Services will, however, initiate a court
proceeding on a neglect matter that it has not reported to the Registry.)

When the reports are received at the Central Registry, they are edited
twice. Central registry personnel return illegible or incomplete forms to the

county or phone the county for the missing information. After editing, the
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forms are sent to Pueblo for key entry and are then shredded. Approximately
two weeks elapse between the time a report is received at the Central Registry
and the time the data are on the system and ready for use. Data on the system
are not then returned to the county for verification and one caseworker noted
that a printout from the state would be useful.

B. Incoming Reports

Persons required to report child abuse or neglect include:
physicians, child health associates, medical examiners (coroners), dentists,
osteopaths, optometrists, chiropractors, chiropodists or podiatrists, nurses,
hospital personnel, Christian Science practitioners, school officials, public
and private employees, social workers, workers in family care homes or child
care-centers, 'mental health professionals. -and (as of July 1987) peace
officers, probation officers, parole officers, pharmacists, veterinarians,
physical therapists, psychologists, dental hygienists, and commercial film and
photographic print processors (§ 19-3-304).

The ten largest counties in Colorado receive 80% of the total
reports of child abuse or neglect. In FY 1985, 27,462 cases of suspected
child abuse or neglect were investigated in these ten counties (Child

Protection Initiatives, 6). Less than a third of these investigations

resulted in a report to the Central Registry. The number of confirmed reports
that were entered on the registry for FY 1985 was 5,299 reports concerning

6811 children (1986 Annual. Report, 5).

Approximately three quarters of suspected abuse or.neglect reports
come from professional sources. Of the 5,299 confirmed reports, 25% (1326)
came from schools, 16% (867) from law enforcement agencies and courts, 13%
(900) from medical personnel, and 6% (333) from social services agencies. The

largest category of nonprofessional sources (1304 reports or 25%) is
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classified as "informal/self". Anonymous reports are accepted, although
efforts are made to obtain at least a telephone number from the person making
the report. Although no figures on the percentage of reports made by
anonymous reporters are kept, it is estimated that three to five percent of
all reports come from anonymous sources.

There is a relationship between the source of a report and the type
of abuse or neglect reported. Serious injury reports most frequently come
from hospitals and health clinics, minor injury referrals usually originate
with schools, neglect reports often come from law enforcement agencies and
nonprofessionals, and sex abuse referrals tend to come from informal sources

(1986 Annual Report, 16).

In 1985, reporting rates.decreased-in most larger counties, but
increased in the majority of smaller counties. One problem in rural counties
is the lack of physicians. Reportedly, if there is only one physician in the
county, he or she may be reluctant to accept referrals to examine child
victims for fear of losing the family as patients.

C. Report Information

Figure 3 shows revised Form CWS59 which is being used to report
incidents of child abuse and neglect to the Registry. This revised form,
which combines the information on the old CWS59 (Figure 4) with the data from
form CWS 59A (Figure 5), is currently being pilot tested. Until the new forms
replace the old, CWS-59's and 59A's must be filed together and only for cases
substantiated by county investigation. Rules outlining the new procedure are

expected to go into effect in Fall of 1988.
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FIGURE 3
" s/el. -

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES - TITLE XX DIVISION
STATE REGISTRY OF CHILD PROTECTION — FOLLOWUP REPORT

. Child"s Name s Sex Birthdate Ethnicity l
. Parent(s)/Substitute(s) _Incident No.
Addvess : Caty WM

DiSPOSITION OF CASE (CIRCLE)
Disgnostic Conclusion:

I.  Cument Residencs of Child (Circle)

Abuse Neglect
1. Own Home Confirmad by:
2. Relative Home Social Work Evaluation 1. 1.
3. Foster Home Police invastigation 2. 12.
4. Residentiat Facility Maedical Evaluation 3 13.
5. Other Court Findings 4, 14,
Ruled out by:

Was child out of home at any time
During past 3 months?

Social Work Evaluation
Police Investigation
Medical Evaluation

15,
18.
17.

®No o

if “Yes"~, state where Court Findings i8.
inconclusive Findings:
I, Decision for Child's Pacement { Circle) Lack of Evidance 2. 19.
1 ‘U:G“unmy rea e * Case Pending in Court 10. 20.
- 2. Court Order

Family Moved To: (Other Stats)

IH. Civil Court Action (Dependency
- and Neglect Petition) (Ciidle)

Has There Been Repeat of Abusive incidents?

1. No Cherges Filed - By Whom?
2. D &N Sustained Special Sefvices Provided Ovar Last 3 Months (Circla)
3. D &N Not Sustained 1. Homemaker 5. Financial Assistance
4. Hearing Continued 2. Day Care 6. Employment Assistance
{Date) _, 3. Fostor Care

IV. Criminal Court Action (Circie) 4. Hualth Sarvices

1. No charges filed Treatment Servicas Provided Over Last 3 Months
2. Ahuser convicted {Circle of! applicabie numberns)

3. Abuser acquittar 1. Family Counsaiing 4, Lay Therspy

4, Defarrad Prosacution 2. Group Counseling’ 5. Marital Counsaling
5, Disposition Pending

V. identity of Alleged Perpetrator (Circle) Racommendations of Child Pretection Team (If applicable) (Circle)
1. Mother 1. None * 7. Reier othar Agency
2. Father 2. Other 8. Retyrn Child
3. Other Relative 3. Close case 9. On-going Trastment
4, Step Paront 4. Further Asgessmient
5. Non-Relative §, Place Children
8. Unlknown 6. Court Action

Namne of Worker Making Report County Department

Date of Report !

COMPLETION AND ROUTING INSTRUCTIONS
L This report is to be completed by the county social service department which submitted - the CWS-59A OR by the department
which provided social sarvicas after the initial report.
Il.  The report to be completed within 90 days following the initial report.
i B

3. individual Counssiing 8. Play Therspy

The yellow .copy is retained by the county social service departmant with tha pink copy fcr\;rardid to the State Department,

Statz Registry of Chiid Protection.

7. Sheltar Care l




’
G
i

[ i -
- Rev. 8118

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES - TITLE XX DIVISION

STATE REGISTRY OF CHILD PROTECTION

a)

Temporarily Absent

FIGURE 4
CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORT
PLEASE USE HARD BALL POINT PEN OR TYPEWRITER!
Date Report Received Date Report Completed
 parent(s)/Substitute(s) | _ROLE - | AGE | SEX ETHNICITY
1. Ethnicity Code
— Asi
CAST NAME) (FIRST) (MAIDEN) T
Relationship _
Children 1. 2. ROLE BIRTH DATE SEX  ETHNICITY g ~ g:::ia:r:a:um ame
A. E - Native American
B. F — Other (Specify)
C.
D.
E.
F.
Other Persons in Household
G.
H.
Other (Alleged perpetrator(s) if different from Parent(s)/Substitute(s) or Persons in Household
I
J.
Role Code Relationship Coda
vV - Victim A — Natural Child D — Foster Child G -— Baby Sitter/ J - linstitution Stat!
P — Alleged Perpetrator B — Adopted Child E - Grandparent Child Care K - Teacher
N = Not lnvolved C - Stepchild F -~ Sibling H ~ Other Relative L ~ Unknown
A — Alleged Passive Participant M — Other
Maritai Status of Parent(s)/Substiiutes (Clircie one letter)
A — Legal Marriage C — Never Married E — Widow/Widower G - Marrlage Partner
8 — ConsensualUnton D — Divorced/Separaled F — Marriagse partner Permanently Absent

H — Unknown

ADDRESS OF FAMILY CITY COUNTY PHONE NUMBER
)
ADDRESS OF PERPETRATOR (IF DIFFERENT) ciTY COUNTY PHONE NUMBER
PEASON COMPLETING FORM QCCUPATION OR AGENCY ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
Nature of Complaint
Scource of Initlal Report (Clrcle one letter)
A — Private Physician H Headstart, Day Care N = Victim
B - — Hospital/Ciinic Physician Babysitter, etc. O — Relative
C ~ Hospital/Clinic Personnel 1 Public Social Agency P - Sibling
D — Nurse J Private Social Agency R — Parent/Substitute
E — School Nurse K Court S — Anonoymous
F — Teacher L Law Enforcement T — Friend/Neighbor
G- — Other School Personnel M Coroner/Medical Examiner U — Other (Specily)
Involved Children (Clrcle applicable lettars for each involved child)
A" B C D E F Brain Damage/Skull Fracture A B C D E F Burns, Scalds
A B C D E F Subdural Hemorrhage A B C D E F  Cuts, Bruises, Welts
A B  C D E F Bone Fracture {other than skull) A B C D E F Sexual Abuse {specify)
A B C O E F Dislocation/Sprains/Twisting/ A B C O E F Congenital Drug Addiction
Shaking
A B C D E F Internal Injuries A B C D E F  Physical Neglect
A B C D E F Malnutrition A B C D E F Emotional Neglect
A B C D E F Falure to Thrive A B C D E F Medical Neglect
A- B C D E F Exposure to Elements A B C D E F Educational Negiect
A B C D E F Locking In/Qut A B8 C D E F Abandonment
A B C D E F Poisoning {Unintentional) A B C D E F Lack of Supervision
A B C O E F Other {Specily)




APPENDIX A {Cont.)

REVERSE CARBON BEFORE COMPLETING THIS SIDE

Sevarity of Abuae/Naglect ((;.‘l't;cle one letier {or oach
child)

A B C DO E F NoTreatment

A B C D E F Moderate

A B C D E F Serious/Hospitalized

A 8 C D E F Permanent Disability

A B C DO E F Fatal

A B C D E F Potential Abuse/Neglect
Special Characteristics of Invaived Childran
{Circle all applicable latters)

A B C DO E F Promature Birth

A B C D E F Diagnosed Mentaily Relarded
A B C D E F Congenilal Physical Handicap
A B C D E F Physically Handicapped

A B C D E F Chroniclliness (g, asthma, diabetes,

muscular dystrophy, epilepsy, ete)l
A B C D E F Emotlonally Disturbed
A B C D E F None

Education (Circle one letter for sach parsnt/asubstitute)
Mother/Substitute - Father/Substitute

Grades 0-3

Grades 4-8

Some High School

High School Graduata

Some College/Vocational Training
College Graguate

Past-Collegs

Occuption {Clrcle one letter for each parent/substitute)
Mother/Substitute - Fathsr Substitute

OMMoO OO >
MmO OW>P

A A Unemployed

B 8 Unskiiled Labor

o] C  Skified Labor

D D Businaas Professional

E E Agriculture

F £ Technkal

G G Other {Specily)
Estimated Yearly Income (Clrcle one |etter)
A - $Q - $§ 2,999 G ~ $13,000 - $15,989
B - 3000 4999 H -~ 16,000 - 18,999
C~ 5D00- 6,999 | - 20,000 - 24,999
P~ 7000- 8999 J — 25000 - 29,899
E — 9,000~ 10,999 K - 30,000 - 39,999
F = 11,000 - 12,999 L -~ 40000 Plus
Source of Income Supplemant {Clrcla one letter)
A ~— None C - Other Publlc Assistance
8 - AFDC D — Retlirement/Social Security/

Penslons

OTHER COMMENTS

»

COUNTY SOCIAL SERVICE DEPARTMENTS MUST MAKE COPIES OF THIS REPORT AND TRANSMIT
TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE ANO TO THE LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY.

FIGURE 4, pg. 2

Factors Prosont (Chock all applicable lottars)

Family Parental Capacity

A — Broken Family L — Lack of Tolerance to

B —~ Family Discord Child's Disobedience and
C — Insulticient income/ Provocation

Misuse of Adequale M — Incapacity due to Physical

income Chronic lliness
D — New 8aby In Home/ N — alcohol Dependencs
Pregnancy O — Drug Dependence

E — Heavy continuous Child
Care Responsibility

P — Mental Retardation

Q — Mantal Health Problem

F = Physical Abuse of R - Lack of Knowledge of
Spouse/Fighting Child Development

G — Parantal Hislory of Abuse S — Normal Authoritasian
as Child Method ol Discipline

H — Recent Relocation :

| — Inadequate Housing

J — Social Isolation

K — Loss ot Control during
Discipline

Dispasition of Involved Children at Campletion of Form

{Circie all applicabie letters)

A 8 C D E F Childat Home

A B C D E F Disposition Panding

A B C D E F Voluntary Placamnent

A B C D E F CourtOrder Placement

A B C 0O E F ConsenttoAdoption

A B € D & F Termination of Parental Rights

Treatment Services Provided at Complation of This Form
A — Family Counseling £ — Lay Therapy

B — Group Counsaling E — Marilal Counsaling

C — Individual Cotinseling F -~ Play Therapy

Speclal Services Provided at Completion of This Form
A — Homemaker Services £ — Health Services

B — Day Care Services {including Menlal)

C - Foster Care F — Financial Assistance

D ~ Sheller Care G — Employment Assistance
Actions Taken at Completion of This Form

A — Juvenile Court Pelilion Filed

B — Criminal Action Taken

D — No Action Taken; Awaiting Further Investigation

E — Other Protective Services {specify)




COLORADO STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
CENTRAL REGISTRY OF CHILD PROTECTION
CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORT
Print with Hard Ball Point Pen or Typewriter

Date Report Compieted

FIGURE 5

Fo Report Received

Relationship -
Children 1, 2. Role Binhoaieo Sex | Ethnicity :"":“"‘"
2. Other VWhie
3. Biecx
3 4. Amercan indmn/
o Algsxan Natwa
, 5. Asmn/Pacic
(™
& Otner
7. Unanown
o
L ip Coge tor C Role Case Fer Chileren
A = Biological Child D — Foater Child V = Victim
8 — Agooted Chid E ~ Unislated N = Not invoived
C — Stepchikd F — Other Relative
ARENT(S) or PARENT SUBSTITUTES ' Social Security # |Role| Birthaate Sex |Ethnicity | Mantal Status
I 1 j
(Last Nama) (Fuat) (Maican)
HER PERPETRATOR(S) IF DIFFERENT FROM PARENT(S) OR
EENT SUBSTITUTE(S) Social Security # | Relationship | Role| Birthdate Sex | Ethnicity | Marital Status !
: l
(Last Name) (Fira) {Masaen)
' Reistionship Code Acie Cooe for Perpetrstors Martta! Status
ftor Civer Perostrator @ defterant from Parents) or Parent Substitutels)) P ~ Relatrve Perpetraior 1. Logal Marnage 5. Separated
 Grancperent J. Licensed Chid Care Center N. Group Home Parsent sbam\ondlﬁlﬁﬁu\d T — Therc-Party Perpetrator 2. C Law Mamage & Live-in Rel
E ::“’ P""‘;:ﬂv“‘-""“ g gm“' T : “:‘": ‘;" ::‘"' Paricipant 3. Unmarrisd 7. Wicow /Widower
Rutional g ve . {] honshio - nvolved "
M, RCCF Sut R Neighbor/Friens U, Unknown 4. Divorced 8 Unzown
of Parent
cry COUNTY ZIP PHONE NUMBER
‘AOME ABDRESS OF PERPETRATOR chy COUNTY ZiF PHONE NUMBER
CAN AD ER F FACILITY IF PERPETRATOR IS AN EMPLOYEE cITY COUNTY ZiF PHONE NUMBER
;;
T _INVESTIGATING WORKER COUNTY & COUNTY NAME PHONE NUMBER
I - e o L N e o -
AL REPOAT (Cacis one letien i B (lﬂlln oF ng'mmuc:r {Sexual Abuse Exciuded) PARENTAL CAPACTYY (Circis al apphcadie letien)
«~ Prwvate Physician M—-C fMadical € s K. Lack of Tolermice 10 Chilkfs Discosdence
ospial/Clinc Physician N — Victem 123:85 il and Provocation
ATl Po . O -R 1234586  Modemte L ncscacy due 10 PhyscalChronic Mness
Nurse P — Siwng 123458 Senous M 3 v
< === Nurse R — Pareat/Substitute 1 2232 458 Fatal N DN 2 a
= Teacher § « Anorymous 0. Dw d Mentsl Proos
= Other 3choo! Personnel . T — Frend/Natphbor SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INVOLVED CHILDREN P. Lack of k of Chitd D
Headetart, Dey Care U — Posa/Fim Procsesct (Circig alt sapplicable numdars) Q Loss ol Control during Dincipline
Bavysitiar, etc. ;-—wﬁ 1234588 Promatire bieth R Parental History of Abuse ss Chikd
o ““".ww“"w" X — W‘ o —— 1234568 Physicalty Disabled
123458 04 d D Disabled
= Court Y = Other Y SERVICES PROVIDED
-~ Law Emorcement . 1234588 mmugar-‘. Circie all appicable iatiars)
. Gabeies, epdesey, ¢ .
1234586  DiagnosedE Dist A Investigation/Crisis Secvices
or AIUI!INIGL”I'C'T COMFIRMED BY INVESTIGATION 7 8. Open For Casework Services
' o oivea chitd) C. Out of Home Placsment
3 458 Srain DamagarSiull Fracwre FAMILY SDURCE OF INCOME (Ciicie one ietter) D. Family Ralused Servose
134 8586 Supdural HemaorThage A Embioyed E. Retecrais Made to Commumty Resources
!3 4 5 8 Bone Fracture than skuyM & Unempioyed F. Depencency Achon inkiated
T B o T S 8 Unem G Cramnal Charp P
4 intermal inunes
D. Other Pubiic Assistance
3458 Mamutrition R E Re ISocksl Securtt CONFIRMED (Cirtie &l apphcabie letters)
.3 4 5 8 Fasure 10 Thve i A Social Work Evalustion
'3 4 8 8 Exposurs to Elements 2. Pokee investigation
'3 4 8 8 Locking e/Out FAMILY cw&-ﬂm
gl [ : Pomoning - FACTORS PRESENT (Cirvie all apoiicable letiers) D. Court Fincing
4 8 Sums, Scaids Single Parsnt Housahold
34 56 Cun Brumes, Wens _ B Famity Disoord Hhe
3 458 xumiAbuse C waufiicient ¢ Jor Misuse of }
3 4508 C ital Addict CRe
" D. New Baby in Homa/Pregna
3 4 5 68 _ Emotional Mahtreatmen: o
Sase T2 Neguect E Heavy Contnuous Child Care Responaititty OTHER COMMENTS
4 6 6  tedical Neglect F, Physical Abuse of Fighting
_ G. Recent Reiocation
.4 68 6  Educational Negiect —— H. Socie! iecigtion
34308 Abanconment
3456  Lackol Superieion L inacequats H
<5 ; L Recent Change in Marital Relationship INSTRUCTION AND

‘bution: White/Case File

Pink/Central Registry Yellow-Local Law Enforcament Goldenrod/Local D.A.

COMMENT SECTION

ON BACK SIDE



D. Case Disposition

Colorado uses three disposition categories: "confirmed", “ruled
out", and "inconclusive findings." Since July 1, 1987, only confirmed cases
are entered on the register. In 1985, 65% of Registry reports were confirmed

(1986 Annual Report, 3). Some counties, e.g. Denver and Adams, were already

following the practice of sending only confirmed reports to the state. Other
counties may not have investigated complaints in which the probability of

confirmation was low (1986 Annual- Report, 5). The standard of proof is

"credible evidence" and the confirmation is by social work investigation,
police investigation, medical evaluation, or court finding (1986 Annual
Report, 3 and CWS59).

E. . Records Maintenance

1. "Records Retention

Since July 1, 1987 no unconfirmed cases were entered into the
registry and therefore there is no need to expunge unconfirmed cases.
Substantiated reports are retained ten years after the child's eighteenth
birthday and then sealed. In practice, a computer program removes all record
information from the database on or soon following the child's twenty-eighth
birthday. Once sealed, the director of the registry, pursuant to state DSS
rules and upon notice to the subject, may approve release of information "for
an appropriate reason" (§ 19-3-313(5)). After the child victim of the report
reaches age eighteen, access is permitted only if his'offspring or sibling is
a.suspected victim of abuse or neglect (§ 19-3-314(3)).

2. Security
The registry is located, along with other state DSS functions,

in a large office space. No special security measures surround the registry

area. At the Tlocal level, in suburban Arapahoe county, only social work staff
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can take records from their files. Denver metropolitan area supervisors
indicated that records security is loosely maintained at the local level. One
county agency supervisor stated that staff members sign a confidentiality oath.
As noted earlier, the original form 59's are destroyed after
data are entered into the database. Passwords, call backs and other standard

security precautions also are employed.

ITI.  DUE PROCESS

A. Notification

Colorado had no notification requirements until 1984 when

notification was required by statute. Filing of a confirmed report is the
trigger that starts the .notification process. The Central Registry notifies
confirmed perpetrators that their names have been placed on the register and
informs them which county social service department conducted the
investigation, the dates of the investigation, who has access to registry
information, and what actions must be taken to request expungement (7.501.55)
(Figure 6). More specifically, the notice states:

o by law, access to registry reports is "extremely limited" and
not available to the general public;

o agencies evaluating abuse or neglect are permitted access to
learn of prior incidents;

o specified child care facilities have access to screen
applicants and employees;

o perpetrators have a right to receive a printout of the
information about them that.the: register has on file;

o perpetrators can request that the registry remove their names,
amend the record, or seal the report; and

o perpetrators are informed of their right to have an attorney at
a fair hearing appeal of a registry rejection of a request.
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FIGURE 6

CWS-598
(Rev. 4/88)

COLORADQ STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Notice of Report to the Colorado Registry of Child Protection
Date of Notice

We are writing to advise you that the Central Registry of Child Protection has
received a report from County Department of Social Services. This
report was filed by the county department in regard to an incident of child
abuse/neglect which was investigated by County Department of Social
services on or about . It was confirmed by the County Department
that you were identified as the person responsible for the incident.

Colorado law (19-3-307, C.R.S. 1987) mandates the filing of such a report to
the Central Registry by the county department. Access to reports contained on
the Registry is extremely limited, and is not available to the general

publtic. Those agencies charged with investigating and treating child abuse
and neglect are permitted access to the Registry to determine whether there
have been any prior confirmed incidents of abuse or neglect. Licensing
authorities for day care and foster care homes, as well as directors of day
care centers, preschools, residential child care facilities and day camps may
also have access to the registry to screen applicants and employees.

You have a right to receive, upon request, a report of the printout which
contains all the information in the Central Registry. (19-3-313-(6), C.R.S.,
1987).

You also have a right to request that the Director of the Central Registry
remove your name, seal, and/or amend the record of the report in the
Registry. When such a request is received, the Director of the Central
Registry will send for the county files documenting the incident. The
Director will base the decision to grant or deny your request upon review of
the information contained in the county files.

If you wish to have either a printout of the report and/or a review for
removal of your name from the Central Registry, please write to:

Director, Central Registry for Child Protection
Colorado Department of Social Services

1575 Sherman Street, 2nd Floor

Denver, CO 80203-1714

The services of an attorney are not required for you to make such requests.
If your request for removal of your name is denied by the Director, or is not
acted upon within 30 days after its receipt, you may request a Fair Hearing.
This hearing would be held by an Administrative Law Judge from the Department
of Administration, which is a separate agency from the Department of Social
Services. For the Fair Hearing, you may wish to secure the services »f an
attorney, or you may choose to represent yourself.



The Director of the Central Registry may prohibit the release
of information which would identify the.source of the report or individuals
who cooperated in the investigation, if disclosure would jeopardize the safety
of those persons (§ 19-3-313(6)).

B. Procedures

A perpetrator may request that the Director of the Central
Registry amend, seal, or expunge the report for "good cause shown"

(§ 19-3-313(5)). (To date, no one has asked to have a record sealed, so
procedures for sealing records are untried.) Until July of 1987, subjects
could file an expungement request with the registry director "at any time
subsequent to the completion of the investigation". In 1987, the legisiature
vamended this -broader allowance to'read, "...within 2 reasonable time after a
report of confirmed child abuse or neglect is submitted to the central
registry"” (§ 19-3-313(7)).

The Director of the Central Registry conducts a paper review of the
local social services department or law enforcement investigation and either
grants or denies the request. Each review requires 45 to 60 minutes. The
review may take longer if consultation with an assistant attorney general,
county worker, or a therapist is necessary. The Director of the Central
Registry states that, at the most, 50 percent of all requests are decided
within thirty days, and that 90-95 percent of all requests are decided within
sixty days.

-If the request to expunge is granted, the perpetrator is notified
that no report will be retained in the registry, and that the county DSS has
been advised of the expungement and "will remove the report from their
files." The actual registry notification to the county DSS, however, states
that it must expunge its copy of the CWS59 submitted earlier to the state, but

that "no other supporting documents or records are to be destroyed" (Form
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letters). Metropolitan area DSS agency supervisors said that, in practice,

after receipt of a notice of expungement from the registry, the notice is

placed in the file of the case and no other action-is taken at the local level.

If request for name removal (the term expungement is not used) is
denied or not acted upon within 30 days of receipt of request, the perpetrator
may request a "fair hearing" by an administrative law judge from the
Department of Administration. Registry notifications to perpetrators do not
indicate specifically how and from whom a fair hearing may be requested, nor
any timeline for this request.

Although the statutory criterion for confirmation of a report is
“credible evidence", the standard of proof on appeal to an administrative law
judge is:preponderance of ‘evidence based.upon whether the -record in the
registry is inaccurate or is being maintained in a manner inconsistent with
statute (§ 19-3-313(4) and (7).

Administrative law judges, formerly titled hearing officers, are
employed by the Department of Administration, not by the state DSS. But
particular administrative law judges are assigned to hear a range of appeals
relating to state DSS decisions and provisions, including expungement of child
abuse or neglect reports. They hear these appeals in the county where the
abuse or neglect investigation took place. The burden of proof in all such
hearings is with the county DSS. Typically, a county attorney represents the

.local agency. He or she examines the child protective services worker who
- conducted the investigation, and.police, medical, and nonprofessional
witnesses as appropriate. The perpetrator may testify and call other
witnesses. An assistant attorney general examines the registry director.

These procedures are governed by the Colorado Administrative Procedures Act.
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Formal opinions are rendered that include findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and the decision. When an expungement request is
rejected, the formal opinion provides notice of the right to file an action
with the district court within thirty days of the effective date of the
decision. The assistant attorney general who participates in these hearings
indicates that 80% of the subjects have attorneys representing them.

During fiscal year 1985, 449 requests for expungement were made to
the Director of the Central Registry, a 10 percent increase from the previous

year (1986 Annual Report, 4). Of these requests, 243 (54%) were denied, 118

(26%) were granted, and 88 (20%) were still pending.

Of the 243 perpetrators whose requests for expungement were denied,
50.(21%) asked for a-fair.hearing, a:3%-increase from.:the previous year. Of
those 50 hearings, half (24 or 48%) upheld the decision of the Registry
Director, 20% (10 cases) were reversed, and in 16 the decision was still
pending. In addition, seven reports were expunged due to a stipulation prior
to hearing. Stipulations to expunge generally are based on the lack of
available witnesses, for example a child protective services worker who is no
longer with the agency, or when a child is subpcenaed and the agency decides
that the hearing process would be too difficult emotionally. Nine requests
for hearings were dismissed by the petitioner. Approximately 40 percent of

the individuals requesting a fair hearing were employed or interested in

.employment in an area of licensed.child care (1986 Annual Report, 4).

Colorado law does not 1imit the amount of time that may precede the
initiation of an appeal to an administrative law judge. In rejecting a motion
to dismiss for failure to prosecute in a timely manner and for failure to

appear at an earlier scheduled hearing when there was not good cause shown for

85



the failure to appear, one administrative law judge found that “...equity and
good conscience mandates that he be given an opportunity for a fair hearing on
his request for expungement of the child abuse records". A different
administrative law judge concluded that although nearly four months had
elapsed before the request for a fair hearing, there is proper jurisdiction
"because the right to a fair hearing can be exercised at any time" (Agency
Decisions, May 23, 1985 and September 3, 1985).

One administrative law judge granted a motion for a summary
judgment requested by the county DSS and state DSS as respondents. It was
held that the legal authority to grant a summary judgment was present, that
the district.javenile court earlier adjudicated child abuse, and that the
petitioner had not set-forth any material,.relevant, :or genuine facts showing

“there is a genuine issue for hearing. Accordingly, the request for
expungement was denied "as a matter of law" (Agency Decision, April 18,
1987). A subsequent memorandum from the registry to county DSS agencies
described this case decision and encouraged discussions with county attorneys
about use of a summary judgment motion as a time and cost saving option in
cases where there has been a criminal court conviction or a juvenile court
adjudication regarding abuse or neglect.

The Colorado Supreme Court granted certiorari in another case that
should be that court's first decision dealing with a registry. In this case,
both the registry director and an administrative law judge had denied

~expungement. A district court judge ordered expungement finding that much of
the evidence of child abuse allegedly perpetrated was not credible and there

was "overwhelming evidence" that the report was inaccurate. The Colorado

Court of Appeals affirmed this judgment, but on other grounds. It ruled that

the registry director was authorized to expunge a record "upon good cause
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shown". Here, good cause was shown given the limited extent of the alleged

injuries, that this was an isolated incident, that the subject's care

‘otherwise had been exemplary, and there were serious repercussions to the

subject, who had interest in adopting another child, were expungement not

granted (E.C.L. v. Departments).

An assistant attorney general estimates that the time from filing
to case hearing by the administrative law judge requires approximately two
months and an additional forty-five days or longer for the‘decision to be
prepared and typed.

By law, all appeals of administrative law judge decisions are heard

in the Denver District Court. Here, the burden of proof is with the

-appellant, 'the ‘party that "lost" ‘the administrative appeal. The judicial

review is based on the record made by the administrative law judge together
with briefs submitted by the parties. There is judicial discretion whether to
accept additional argument, but no additional evidence may be taken. An
assistant attorney general, rather than the county attorney, prepares the
brief in the district court proceeding and prepared the briefs in the E.C.L. |

appeals proceedings.

Iv. RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Law and regulation require confidentiality with reports of child
abuse or neglect including ‘the following elements: the name and address of a
child, or family, or informant, or any other identifying information.
Disclosure is not prohibited when there is a death of a suspected victim of
abuse or neglect and the death becomes a matter of pubiic record, or where a

formal criminal charge is filed.
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Access to registry records and reports is authorized for:

0 a law enforcement agency, district attorney, or county DSS
agency investigating a report or treating a child or family
which is the subject of. the report (each has access to the
registry).

o a physician who "has before him a child whom he reasonably
suspects to be abused or neglected".

o a parent, guardian, legal custodian, or agency having legal
responsibility or authorization for the care, treatment, or
supervision or a child who is the subject of the report.

o the child or guardian ad litem for the child.

0 a court upon specified conditions.

0o members of a child protection team.

o the state DSS, a county DSS, or a child placement agency
investigating an applicant for license to operate a child care

.'center or-family care home, when written authorization has been
provided by the applicant.

o the state DSS, a county DSS, or a child placement agency when
requested in writing by the operator of a day camp, day care
center, preschool, or residential child care facility to check
the registry history of an applicant for employment
(§ 19-3-314).

Accordingly, although all abuse or neglect reports to the registry
emanate from local DSS agencies, the registry may disseminate record
information directly to any authorized party. The registry provides
information in its records to agencies in other states as authorized by DSS
reguiations.

Any person who willfully permits or encourages the release of
information contained in the registry to persons not permitted access to such
information commits a class 1 misdemeanor (§ 19-3-313(10)). Release of the
name of the reporter is barred. An exception may occur upon court order on a
finding that this is necessary for determination of an issue before the court;

then the file is to be examined in camera only unless the court finds that
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broader disclosure is necessary for resolution of the issue. One Colorado

appellate case (Martin v. Weld Co.) held that access to data that would

identify an informant shall be provided only upon a finding by a trial court
that public disclosure is necessary to the resolution of a pending court case.

B. Uses of information

1. Internal Management

Colorado uses registry data for planning, management, and
allocating resources. For example, average monthly child protection caseloads
routinely are calculated and used to assign caseworkers to local agencies.

2. Screening Applicants

A 1986 law authorized directors or operators of day camps, day

-care centers,.preschools, and residential child care facilities to check the

registry to determine if an applicant for employment or a current employee has
ever been identified as a person responsible for the ihjury or neglect of a
child. Requests may be initiated only by directors or operators of licensed
facilities, or of facilities in the process of license application. A fee of
$5.50 is charged for each employee screened. It is a misdemeanor offense to
request information concerning an individual who is neither a current employee
nor an applicant for employment.

On receipt of a request, the registry is allowed to provide
only the date of the incident, the type of injury to the child, and the
county department that conducted the investigation. - The registry receives
approximately 35 requests per month for this service. The registry director
would like to have the legislature consider broadening disclosure to apply to
parties applying for adoption, volunteers within social services and
organizations such as Big Brothers or. Big Sisters, employees and applicants

for positions in programs administered by the Division of Youth Services and
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employees in regional development centers administered by the Department of
Institutions, as well as for persons employed by the state DSS and county DSS
agencies.

A registry memorandum encourages licensed facilities using the
registry for applicant screening to obtain a consent for release of
information signed by the employee or applicant and to share information only
with the employee or applicant under penalty of law.

3. Research

The Annual Report, entitled Reporting of Child Abuse to

Colorado Central Registry, contains statistical analyses of confirmed cases of

child abuse over time. Annual reports also make an effort to compare
Colorado's data-with nationwide statistics.

‘Students and professors from the University of Colorado have
done some research using registry data that does not identify individuals. It
is not possible to release identifying information without a court order.

4. Diagnosis

The time necessary to enter cases on the central registry makes
it impractical to use those data for diagnostic purposes or to prevent
"hospital shopping.” Indeed, counties have no access to registry data on
nights or weekends.

5. Public Education

In-addition to the Annual Report, other literature is

distributed to increase public awareness of child abuse and neglect. The
increase in pubiic interest has resuited in an expanded caseload which has
placed a burden upon caseworkers, especially those in rural areas. Registry

personnel speak to various groups to increase public awareness of the problem.
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V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The increasing workloads in counties, especially in rural areas, has
precipitated interest in maintaining quality of services by providing

specialized training (Child Protection Initiatives, 1). The Colorado

Department of Social Services currently conducts training in entry-level child
protection, and is planning curricula on such issues as sexual abuse,
adolescents as both victims and perpetrators of sexual abuse, establishing
credible evidence and interviewing young children. In FY 1987-1988, Colorado
proposes to add 13.4 FTE staff so that each worker's caseload, which currently
averages 24.7 caseload per worker, can be reduced.

A different approach to institutional abuse and neglect currently is
being studied.and. tested in some counties.

A four-month experiment to study the feasibility of permitting counties
to directly access Central Registry data is scheduled to begin in March of
1988. The experiment will be conducted initially in two metropolitan
counties, and may be extended to eight others, depending upon the outcome of

the study.

91




Footnotes

In 1987, the Colorado legislature added to the cultural child-rearing
provision: "...or to acts reasonably necessary to subdue a child being
taken into custody pursuant to [the juvenile arrest statutel which are
performed by a peace officer, level I, as defined in [statutory
reference] acting in the good faith performance of his duties.”

(C.R.S. § 19-10-103 (1)(B))
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CHAPTER 2

CONNECTICUT CENTRAL REGISTRY

I. OVERVIEW

The Connecticut General Assembly requires the Commissioner of Children
and Youth Services to maintain a registry of child abuse and neglect reports
{(Connecticut General Statutes 17-38a (g) hereinafter referred to in the text
by section number). Child abuse is defined as "any child under the age of
eighteen who has had physical injury or injuries inflicted upon him by a
person responsible for his health, weifare or care or by a person given access

to the child by the responsible person other than by accidental means or has

‘injuries which are at variance with the -history given of them, or is in a

condition which is the result of maltreatment such as, but not limited to,
malnutrition, sexual abuse, sexual exploitation, deprivation necessities,
emotional maltreatment or cruel punishment or has been neglected" (17- 38a(b)
and 17-53). Child neglect is defined as a "child under 18 who has been
abandoned, or is being denied proper care and attention, physically,
emotionally or morally or is being permitted to live under conditions,
circumstances or associations injurious to his well being or has been abused"
(17-53). The primary purpose of Connecticut's Registry is child protection;

minimal information is maintained on suspected perpetrators. Connecticut was

.visited primarily to observe its on-line data system.and its rapid expungement

process.

A. Organization and Personnel

The Central Registry is operated by the Emergency and Information
Services Unit which is part of the Department of Children and Youth Services

or DCYS (see Figure 1). Investigations of child abuse reports are conducted
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FIGURE 1
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by five regional offices. (At the time of the site visit, there were plans to
increase the number of regions to six.) The Registry's operation budget is
not listed as a separate line item.

Prior to July 1987, the Central Registry employed six full-time
equivalent (FTE) professionals: one social worker and one supervisor on the
first and second shifts, one supervisor for the third shift, and one
"floating" supervisor. The Registry planned to double the number of employees
in July to 10 FTE professionals and 2 FTE administrative staff. The plan
called for eliminating all part-time staff because full-time staff were
considered more committed and easier to manage. Staff turnover is low in
Connecticut.

B. Facilities
1. Hotline

The Registry operates a state-wide hotline, called Care-Line, 24
hours a day. In 1986, 4,991 or 20% of the 25,664 calls were accepted by
Care-Line as child abuse and neglect referrals. All Care-Line caseworkers
have at least a B.A. degree and three years of experience in the field. They
are encouraged to probe for information and screen calls for whether an
incident or an injury should be considered a case of abuse or neglect. In
addition to accepting reports, Care—Line staff also act as a resource to
certain professionals who are involved in possible child abuse cases. There
were 2,804 of these calls reported in 1986.

Care-Line also maintains a Resource System, a.computerized list

of available resources in Connecticut for parents, children, and families.
The Resource System allows a DCYS staff member to locate several possible
resources available for addressing a caller's particular needs. If a

particular resource is not available within the caller's area, the DCYS
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professional can prompt the system to find the closest town in which the
resource is available. Resources are listed by both .types of agencies and
towns.

Care-Line maintains a computerized database of every call it
receives. Staff manually record each call on a Care-Line phone-log form
(Figure 2) after which the information is entered into the Care-Line
database. Care-Line has three toll-free telephone lines and a separate
toll-free line for the hearing impaired. Approximately 68 calls a month
receive a busy signal.

3. Information Systems

DCYS information is stored with other state information on two

IBM mainframe computers (3081 K and 3081 D) located in-Hartford. Approximately

24 of the 56 terminals located in the regions can access DCYS information.
Print-outs of active cases are available during scheduled computer maintenance
on Friday evenings and Sunday, and tape back-ups are available during
emergencies.

DCYS established a committee consisting of representatives from
the Division of Data Processing, Research and Evaluation, Treatment Standards
and Quality Assurance, Children and Protective Services, Fiscal Services, and
Institutions and Facilities to develop the Department's information system.
As a result the Case Management System (CMS) was written from the perspective
. of the user. It is an event-tracking system: . the computer screens reflect
“the major activities of a case as it moves through DCYS services. .The CMS
database is used as an on-line central registry by caseworkers at the local

level. However, in this context, the central registry is just one part of a
comprehensive child management system. The CMS database is not restricted to

substantiated cases of abuse and neglect only; it includes information on
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State of Connecticut - Dept. of Children & Youth Services

PAGE # CARE-LINE LOG DATE - DAY CODE*
TIME/STAFF | CALLER | CLIENT NAME CLIENT ADDRESS REASONS DISPOSITIONS
FOR SERVICE ’
Time
Last Street 1 1
First Town 2 2
KA-
[ ] UNKNOWN [ 1 UNKNOWN TTY [ ] 3 3
Time ]
. Last Street 1 IR
1
First Town 2 2
KA~
Time
Last Street 1 1
First Town 2 2
TTY
KA- [ ] UNKNOWN [ 1 UNKNOWN = 3 3
Time
{ast Street 1 1
First Town ~ 2 2
KA- [ ] UNKNOWN [ ] UNKNOWN 7Y ] 3 3
* DAY CODES: R = Regular Weekday
NOTE: NEW DAY MUST BEGIN ON A NEW SHEET..-EQ NOT MIX DAYS M ONE SHEET W=

(CYS-545 Rev.

1/83)

Weekend H = Holiday
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referrals, DCYS treatment plans, placements, court dispositions, etc. Both
family and individual (for children not Yiving at home) cases are inciuded in
the database. The database also-is accessible to caseworkers at the state
level (though data entry occurs only at the local level). For exampie,
Care-Line accesses the CMS database to provide medical permission for
treatment on a 24 hour basis for children in the care of DCYS.

Strictly speaking, though, the central register is a separate
victim file created from certain CMS data elements (case number, case name,
investigation completion date, referral date, investigation validation,
referral child number, confirmed abuses and neglects, worker number, date of

birth, sex, and ethnicity). This file contains only substantiated reports on

each child; no perpetrator "information is~included. Great care is taken to

ensure the accuracy of the victim file database. Cases with missing
information on any of the file's data elements are not entered into the
database until the regional office supplies the missing information. Because
of this restriction, the victim file contains fewer substantiated cases than
the CMS database. For this reason, caseworkers primarily rely on the CMS
database for checking prior reports of abuse and neglect. Only the Emergency
and Information Services Unit (Care-Line) and the Central Office through Data
Processing have direct access to the victim file. Others may access the
information by calling Care-Line.

This is-the.third major automated information system to be
installed in Connecticut. - The two prior systems were developed by outside
contractors and, as a result, were cumbersome and did not meet users' needs.
One of the advantages of CMS is its programming flexibility. This new system
accommodates changes in definitions, laws, practices, etc. easily. It also is

Tess costly than a proprietary system. Data Processing primarily uses IBM's
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Display Management System (DMS) and Customer Information Control System (CICS)
software packages for programming CMS. The expungement routine for the
Central Registry is written with Easytrieve. There are eight programmers who
work on DCYS files, but only one programmer is familiar with DMS and
Care-Line's screens. Data Processing and Care-Line staff work together when
programming changes and/or additions that are needed.

Both Data Processing and Research and Evaluation produce reports
from CMS data. In practice, the distinction between their roles regarding
reports often is blurred. Data Processing primarily produces ad hoc reports
upon request. Reports are generated directly from the CMS database and the
victim file. These reports often consist of 1ists of specified cases as
opposed to.statistical.analyses. Research.and Evaluation produces a standard ‘
set of statistical reports primarily on a monthly basis. These reports are
designed to give feedback to workers and managers on a variety of case
variables (e.g., kinds of referrals, caseload statistics, cases with treatment
plans due, etc.). The reports are produced from an historical file consisting
of certain case variables downloaded from the CMS system. The historical file
does not contain any identifying information. The advantage of the historical
file is that it contains information on all cases, including those that were
expunged; a disadvantage is that its data are not as accurate as data stored
in the victim file. The historical file also may be inaccurate with regard to
the number of expunged cases. The historical file. is updated monthly, but
some cases are processed. so.quickly that they:are opened, closed, and expunged

within a two week period.
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IT.  CASE PROCESSING

A. General Description

A report of suspected abuse or neglect may be made orally or in
writing to Care-Line or to one of the regional offices (Figure 3). If a
reportinitially is made to Care-Line, the staff member records the information
on a Referral Form (Figure 4) and checks the CMS database for prior reports.
The Referral Form then is telecopied to the appropriate local office.

When a local office receives a referral from Care-Line or the
public, it first decides whether to investigate the report. A DCYS caseworker
completes a Case Establishment-Referral Form (Figure 5) and assigns an
identification number for all cases that are investigated. The CMS database
also is:checked for prior-reports if that has not been done previously. All
referrals are entered into the CMS database at the local Tevel.

The local office conducts a separate investigation for each child in
a family that is referred. Figure 6 is a copy of the investigation form. It
indicates whether the caseworker was able to confirm the abuse and/or neglect
report. If the report is not confirmed and the child is not at risk, the case
is closed and expungement is requested (unless the case is active for another
reason). If the report is confirmed, the case is transferred to another DCYS
caseworker who will develop a treatment plan for the family.

B. Incoming Reports

In FY 1985-1986, there were 11,182 cases of abuse or neglect
reported involving 17,051 children. .Care-Line sent 4,991 reports of abuse and
neglect to local offfices in 1986. Approximately, 94% of the cases referred
by Care-Line are accepted by the local offices.

Mandated reporters are required to compiete a "Report of Suspected

Abuse/Neglect" (Figure 7). These written reports are supposed to be completed
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FIGURE 4 Page l'»

CYS-545 CARE-LINE REFERRAL FORM
Rev 7/83 '
CALL DATE - - TIME ANSWERER: KA -
CASE INFORMATION RACE LANGUAGE I
FAMILY NAME: Last FIRST ’
TOWN TELEPHONE
CHILDREN Name AGE/DOB .
OTHER PERSONS RELATION :
IN THE HOME TO CASE l
CALLER INFORMATION Caller wishes to remain anonymous? YES NO '
NAME ADDRESS
TOWN PHONE OK TO CONTACT? YES NO l
CALLER'S RELATION TO CASE
REFERRED TO AFTER-HOURS STAFF? YES NO NAME .
POLICE INVOLVED? YES NO  DEPT PHONE
P.D. CASE NUMBER OFFICER '
ACTIVE-CASE INFORMATION NOT IN CMS ,
WORKER OFFICE '
' SIGNATURES: Answerer Supervisor l



CARE-LINE
NARRATIVE MATERIAL

CASE NAME:

FIGURE 4, Page ¢

PAGES

KA-

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE
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| FI
CYs-379 STATE OF (ONNECTICUT BURE >
3/82 DEPARIMENT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES UPDATE
CASE ESTABLISHMENT - REFERRAL FORM —
 CASE NUMBER _ __ _ _ _ _ _ . .CASE NAME
: LAST FIRST

INTERFRETER REQUESTED_____(¥/N) CASE OPEN DATE: [/

| MW DA W
CASE STATUS_____(NW/R) FAMILY CONSTELLATTON
N=NEW CASE 1 ONE PARENT  3__ STEP-PARENT
R=REDPENED WITHIN 12 MONTES OF CLOSING ~ 2___TWO PARENT  4___ RELATIVE/GUARDIAN
ADDRESS: STREET TOWN
STATE 2TPCODE TOWN QODE PEONE #:

REFERRAL SECTION

REFERRAL DATE: / / ' REASCN FOR SERVICE
MO DA R , (LIST)
~EFERRAL METHOD REFERRAL SOURCE
(LIST) (LIST)
REFERRER AFFILIATION
REFERRER LAST NAME : FIRST NAME
STREET TGN
STATE ZIp CCDE TOWN QODE PEONE
AREA CCDE  NOMBER
DOES REFERRER WISH TO REMAIN ANCNYMOUS? (Y/N)
NMBER OF CHILDREN REFERRED:  FEMALE MALE

ALLEGED ABUSES CR NEGLECTS (LIST)

SUSPECTED PERPETRATOR INFORMATICN:

RELATIONSHEIP (LIST) ALLEGED MISUSE OF ALCOHCL (Y/N)
ALLEGED MISUSE OF DRUGS (Y/N) ACCETTED FOR ASSESSMENT (¥/N)
WILL DCYS NOTIFY THE POLICE (Y/N) IS A CYS-136 FORM REQUIRED? ____ (Y/N)
ASSIGED WORKER WCRKER TYPE (LIST) DATE FCPM FINISESL:
SUPERVISCR'S SIGULTURE / /

M o R

FOGICIVLOCATICH




‘o . . FIGURE 6 -
l Lin-3bl STATE OF CONNECTICUT bL.0 litl'.l.lu?.b

Kev., 10/86 DEPARTHENT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH BERVICES DATE PORM

l Ce INVESTIGATION FORM ENTERED

¢ % NOMBER: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ CASE NAME:

I ' LAST FIRST

(. I ERRAL’DATE: / / " ... INVESTIGATION COMPLETION DATE: / /

1 MO DA YK MO DA YR

INVESTIGATION VALIDATION:
IS CASE CURRENTLY IN TREATMENT (Y/N)

01____ ABUSE CONFIRMED
IF NO, WILL THIS CASE BE TRANSFERRED___ (Y/N)

04 NEGLECT CONFIRMED
WILL THIS CASE BE CLOSED AT INTAKE (Y/N)

07 AT RISK CONFIRMED

10 ABUSE-NOT CONFIRMED
CONFIRMED ABUSES/NBEGLECTS:

20 NEGLECT-NOT CONFIRMED
01 EXTERNAL INJURIES 12 FAILURE TO THRIVE
30 AT RISK-NOT CONFIRMED 02 INTERNAL INJURIES 14 PHYSICAL NEGLECT
06 BURNS 15 EDUCATIONAL NEGLECT
POLICE NOTIFICATION: 08 POISONING 16 EMOTIONAL NEGLECT
09 SEXUAL ABUSE/RAPE 17 LEFT ALONE
1 ___ DCYS NOTIFIED POLICE 10 INCEST UNSUPERVISED
11 VENEREAL DISEASE 18 ABANDONMENT
2 __ POLICE NOTIFIED DCY¥S (CHILD UNDER 13) 20 DEATH OF CHILD
_ POLICE NOT INVOLVED
NOTIFICATION DATE / /
MO D& YR
REFERRED CHILD NUMBER & NAME: CONFIRMED ABUSES/NEGLECTS
I % PORM FINISLED: /! / WORKE:  NUMBER:
MG DA TK

£ YRVISOR'S SIGHATURE _




REPORT OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT FIGURE 7 I |

CYS . 136 (REV. 3/86) STA-FQ—QT'C-BNNECT!CUT
DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES He

Divistan of Chidren and Protactive Sarvices

170 SIGOURNEY ST., HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 04103
o~
y raversa side of yeliow copy for summary of Connecticut law concermng tha REPORTER: Keeo YELLOW copy. Send the WHITE.COPY o PROTECTIVE
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FIGURE 7 pg. 2

SUMMARY OF LEGAL * REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING CHILD ABUSE-NEGLECT s

Pubtlic Policy of State of Connecticut

To protect children whose health and weffare may be adversely affected
through injury and neglect, to strengthen the family and to make the home safe for
children by enhancing the parental capacity for good child care; to provide a tem-
porary or permanent nurturtng and sate environment for children when necessary,
and for these purposes to require the reporting of suspected child abuse, investi-
gation of such reports by a social agency. and provision of services where needed,
to such child and family, (17-38a)

Who is MANDATED To Report Chiid Abuse-Neglect?

Physicians Psychologists Osteopaths
Surgeons School Teachers Optometrists
Hospital Interns School Principals Chiropractors
Hospital Residents School Guidance Podiatrist

Counselors
Registered Nurses Social Workers
Licensed Practical Nurses Police Officers
Medical Examiner Clergyman
Dentists

Do Those Mandated to Report incur Liability?

No. Any person, institution, or agency reporting in good faith is immune from any
liability. cwvil or cnminal. {17-38a(h)}

Mental Health Professionals
Day Care Employees
[17-38a(b)]

{s There a Penalty for Not Reporting?

Yes. A person required to report who fails to do so shall be fined not more than
$500. [17-38a(b)]

What is the Reporting Procedure?

1. An oral report must be made immediately to the Commissioner of DCYS or
his representatives or to the local police or state police, {17-38a(c)]

2. A written report must follow within 72 hours It can be submitted to a DCYS
regional office (addresses on front page) or directly to the Commissioner at the
Central Ottice. {17-38a(c)}

3. It a person 1s making the report as a member of the statt of a hospital, school,
social agent or other institution, the reporter must also notify the head of the
nstitutton or his designee that such a report has been made. [17-38a(b)]

4 Allintormation as noted on the front of this form, if known by the reporter, must
be reported. [17-38a(c)]

5. Agencies or institutions receiving reports must transfer such information to the
Commissioner of DCYS or his agent within 24 hours. [17-38a(e))

What Must Be Reported?

1. Child Abuse: defined as any child under the age of eighteen who has had
physical injury or imjuries inflicted upon him by a person responsible for his
health. weltare or care or by a person given access 10 the child by the respon-
sible person other than by accidental means or has injuries which are at
vanance with the histary given of them, or is in a condition which is the resuit of
maltreatment such as, but not limited to. mainutrition, sexual abuse, sexual
explottation, depnvation of necessities, emotional maltreatment or cruel pun-
1shment or has been neglected. [17-38a(b) and 17-53]

2. Child Neglect: defined as child under 18 who has been abandoned. or 1s
being densed proper care and attention, physically, emotionally or morally or is
betng permitted to live under conditions, circumstances or associations injurious
to his well being or has been abused. {17-53]

Exception The treatment of any child by an accredited Christian Science
practitioner shall not of itself constitute neglect or maltreatment.
117-53).

3. Child at Risk: reasonable cause to believe or suspect a child is in danger of being
abused as opposed to belief that the abuse has actually occurred, [17-38(b)].

4. Child Under 13 with. VD: a physician or facility must repart to the Commissioner of
DCYS on the consuitation, examination and treatment tor venereal disease of any child
not more than twelve years old {19a-216].

*Specific citations trom the Conn. General Statutes are noted in brackets.
CYS - 136 REV. 9/86 (BACK)

Do Private Citizens Have a Responsibility for Reporting?

Yes. A separate section of the law indicates that any person in addition to those
specifically mandated, shall give an oral or wntten report to DCYS when there 1s reason-
able cause 1o suspect child abuse-neglect. Such a person making the report in good faith
is also immune from any liability, civil or cnminat There 1s however no penalty for not
reporting, (17-38¢)

What is the Authority and Responsibllity of the Department of Children snd Youth
Saervices? (DCYS)

1. All children's protective services are the responsibility of DCYS.
2. Upon the receipt of a child abuse-neglect repon. DCYS shall investigate immechatety

3 It the investigation produces evidence of child abuse-neglect. DCYS shall take such
measures as it deems necessary lo protect the child, and any other children similarty
situated. including, but not bmited to. the removal of the child or children irom his
home with the consent of the parents or gua:dian or by order of the Supernior Court,
Juvenile Matters.

4 1t OCYS has probable cause to believe the child 1s suffering from serious physical
illness or senous physical Injury or is In iImmediate physical danger from his sur-
roundings and that immediate removai 1s necessary to ensure the child's satety. the
Commissioner of DCYS or his designee may authorize any department employee
or any law enforcement officer to remove the child without the consent of the
parent or guardian. (Contact for authorization can be made through Care-Line,
telephone 1-800-842-2288.) Such removal <.d temporary custody cannot exceed 96
hours during which time the Commissioner must either file a petition with the Superne
Count, Juveniie Matters or return the child to his parents.

5. It the child is returned to the parents, they shall be aided to give proper care under th
supervision of the Commissioner untll the Commissioner finds that a sale environmen
has been provided, {17-38a(e))

What Means are Available for Removing a chiid from his Home?
1. 96 hour hold by the Commissioner of DCYS (see #4 above)

2.' 96 hour custody by a hospital — Any physician examining a child with respect to
suspected abuse may retain the chitd for 96 hours under the custody of a hoso*
or without the consent of the parents or guardian pending study of the famiy &
home by the wellare agency concerned or the filing of a petition to the Supenorw
Juvenile Matters. The costs of the hospital stay witl be paid by DCYS if the parents o1
guardian are unabie to do so [17-38a(d))

3. Superior Court Seven Day Custody Order ~ Whenever a person 1s arrested and
charged with any of the {ollowing offenses 1) cruelty 1o persons (53-20), 2) nsk of iny.
(53-21) 3) assauit and related offenses (Chapter 952. Part V). 4) sex oftenses (Chapr
952, Part V1), or 5) kidnapping or related offenses {(Chapter 952, Part VH} and the vict
was a minor residing with the defendant. the Superior Court may i1ssue an order to t~
Commissioner aof DCYS to assume immediate custody of such ¢hild and, it the circun
stances so require, any other children residing with the defendant for a period of sev
days giving DCYS the necessary lime to petitton the Superior Court, Juvenile Matter
custody. [17-38e€}

4. Superior Court, Juvenile Matters may place :n some suitable agency or person the
child's temporary care and custody pending a hearing of a petition for removal The
hearing must be held within 10 days of the order for temporary care and custody {'*
62 sub sec b). in Superior Court. Juvenile Matters proceedings evidence that the ¢h.
"has been abused or has sustained non-accidental injury shall constitute pnma fac e
evidence that shall be suthicient to support adjudication that the child 1s uncared tar ¢
neglected. {17-38alf)

What is the Child Abuse Central Registry?

DCYS is required to maintain a registry and permis its use on a twenty-four hour da-
basis. to prevent or discover abuse of children Required confidentiality 1s ensured The
registry may be veached by calling 344-2599 or CARE-LINE: 1-800-842-2288. [17-382'5



within 72 hours of an oral report, but sometimes mandated reporters consider
their obligation met if the telephone call is made. Forty-three percent of
the calls receved at Care-Line are from mandated reporters.. Anonymous reports
are accepted, but staff do attempt to discern the reporter's relationship to
the child. Connecticut staff believe that their policy of providing
information on case disposition to identified reporters encourages reporters
to give their names.

The regional office assigns an identification number to each case it
opens with a Case Establishment-Referral Form. The identification number aids
in understanding birth relationships among family members and allows patterns
of abuse to be traced across generations. Special identification numbers are
assigned to.reports-of:institutional-abuse, .but ‘these-are not counted as
cases. Agencies or institutions receiving reports of child abuse are required
to transfer the information to the central registry within 24 hours.

C. Report Information

Data elements required by statute are: child's name, address and
date of birth; sibling{(s) and parents names if known; date of the incident;
and reporter's name, if known (§ 17-38a-8). Supplemental elements included in
the case management system are: family type, aliases, referral source,
perpetrator's relationship with the child, drug or alcohol abuse, reporter's
relationship with the chiid, child's ethnicity and sex, financial assistance
being received, 'school status, and handicap status.

- Because DCYS provides many services to children, a subject of an
abuse or neglect report may have several entries in the case management
system. Connecticut retains 1ittle information on perpetrators, unless the
parents are perpetrators. A1l information is retained either in a family file

or an individual file; there is no perpetrator file.
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D. Case Disposition

The agency must "promptly" investigate any report of
suspected child abuse or neglect (§ 17-38 (b)). Uninvestigated reports must
be clearly designated as such (§ 17-38a-4(a)). Records are changed and
updated on-line at the local level as needed. No information is kept on the
number of changes made on the reports.

Disposition categories include: abuse, neglect, and at risk
“confirmed" or "not confirmed." Only confirmed cases are maintained in the
register. Families must grant access to children in cases of confirmed abuse
but can refuse services if the disposition is confirmed at risk. Family files

are closed when the family is no longer receiving agency services. Individual

files are-closed when the child.returns home, reaches majority, or DCYF is no

longer involved. If the case is closed because the complaint is invalid, an
expungement request is made by the caseworker. Figure 8 is an example of a
closing form.

The substantiation rate for reports made to local offices is
unknown. Of the 94% of cases accepted by the regions from Care-Line, 71% are
substantiated, yielding a 67% substantiation rate for cases initially reported
to Care-Line (94% x 71% = 67%).

E. Records Maintenance

1. Records Retention

Reports that are "unconfirmed" or "at risk unconfirmed" are

~automatically expunged from the central registry within two weeks, unless

someone intervenes. (Reports still are maintained at the local level,
however.) A computer program first scans all investigation forms and
references to all cases that are not substantiated, then reviews disposition

codes to see that the cases are properly closed, and finally records cases
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CASE NMBER _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
" NAME
LAST FIRST
CILOSING DATE: / / .
M DA IR
REASON FOR CIOSTNG:
01  INSUFFICIENT GROUIDS TO PROCEED 10  INELIGTELE FOR DCYS SERVICES
02  COMPLAINT NOT VALID 11  SERVICES REFUSED
03  CHILD RETURNED BCOME 12 CLOSING NOT ACCORDING TO PLAN
04  CASE GOAL ACHIEVED 13 CHIILD RAN AWAY/MISSING
05  CHIILD REACHED MAJORITY 14  CHILD DIED
06  FAMILY WEEREABOUTS UNKNOWN 15  PROBLEM RESOLVED WITHOUT

DYCS INTERVENTION
07 QOMMITHMENT REVORED/EXPIRED

16 WITHIDREWN APFLICATION

08___CHTLD ADOPTED ,
17__° UNWILLING TO REMAIN
__SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED IN PLACEMENT
. BY ANOTHER AGENCY

18 INCARCERATICN/DETERTION

IS5 EXPUNGEMENT REQUIRED (Y/N)? NOTE: REASON FOR CLOSURE MUST BE 02 CR 08.

DATE FORM FINISHED: / /
Mo DA YR
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where workers have requested expungement. A hard copy of the resulting list
of cases comes to the Emergency Services Unit where an expungement officer
reviews cases to be expunged either fully or partially (e.g. invalid
investigation or data entry errors). The expungement officer enters the case
numbers in a separate file of cases to be expunged. During the evening hours,
cases in this file are compared with entries in the main data file and all
case material associated with these cases is deleted. Address labels for each
name are printed from the expungment file and notification of the expungement
is sent to each subject (Figure 9). To date, no petitions to retain
information have been received by the Commissioner. Occasionally, requests to

retain the information in the register are received, especially in custody

.disputes, but -information -cinnot bhe retained legaily.

Reports about children who are residents of another state are
expunged if two years have elapsed since the information was entered and there
have been no subsequent reports. (Information will be forwarded to a registry
in the child's new state of residence, if known, before the expungement takes
place.) If a family moves out of state before the investigation is completed,
information in the report will be maintained for one year and then expunged
unless a substantiated report is received from the state to which the family
moved. If a family moves out of state after the investigation is completed
and the report of abuse or neglect is confirmed, the information will be kept
in the registry until the child reaches age 18. ‘A-yearly audit is conducted
to determine which subjects of reports have reached age 18 or are known to
have moved from the state. When a child turns 18, all information in the
register is sealed, retained for seven years, then purged completely. After
the records are sealed, they are only availabie if inquiries are made about

siblings or offspring of the subject of the report (§ 17-38a-4).
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FIGURE 9 .
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND YUUTH SERVICES

CENTRAL REGISTRY
P.0. Box 882, Middletown, CT 06457

NOTIFICATION OF REMOVAL OF INFORMATION
FROM
THE CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND THE CHILD ABUSE REGISTRY

Dear Sir/Madam:

In accordance with the.provisions of Section 17-38a(g) and '
Section 17-U47a of the Connecticut General Statutes, the

Department is required to maintain confidential records of

persons receiving such services as defined but not limited to

Child Abuse or Neglect, Adoption, Non-Committed Treatment l
Services, Delinquency, Mental Health, or other related services

to families and/or children.

The Department wishes to inform you of the removal of any
information regarding you and your child/children from the
Case Management (Computerized Data Processing) System and from

the Central Registry, if appropriate.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please write
to the Director of the Central Registry, P.0. Box 882,
Middletown, CT 06457, or call toll-free 1-800-842-7352.

Sincerely,

il s e L

'D;{;ctda, Cené;al Registry

Director, Datézﬁ;ocessing

-~
Telephone:
170 Sigourney Street . Hartford, Connecticut 06105
An Equal Opportuniry Emplayer




Expungements also take place when ordered by the court. In
these cases, the file is purged from the computer and, if it is on microfilim,

its index is erased. Most court-ordered expungements are suggested by

“ﬁw“%wwmewhwvwﬂ%wﬂh
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military recruiters.
2. sSecurity
Connecticut protects records against unauthorized access by
passwords and other computer security devices. Access to registry data is
restricted to three terminals in the Emergency and Information Unit (which

houses the central registry) and the Central Office (through data

processing). Employees are classified as “"confidential” and
"non-confidential" and access is restricted accordingly. Regional offices
cannot .access registry-data directly. ‘Codes which permit programming are
changed monthly. Paper records are microfilmed and the originals shredded.

Only authorized personnel may view the microfilm.

ITI. DUE PROCESS

A. Notification

Connecticut does not notify subjects of a report that their names
are being entered onto a central register, but does notify subjects when their
names have been expunged. Subjects of a report sometimes learn that their
names are on the registry during the investigation or when a license is

. denied,. but they are.not systematically notified.
B. Procedures

Subjects of a report are entitled to a fair hearing. An
Administrative Hearings Unit screens all requests for hearings. Before
scheduling a hearing, the unit checks to "...determine if there is a legal or

policy basis for a hearing; clarify the issues underlying the request for a
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hearing; and when appropriate, attempt to resolve the issue through informal
negotiation outside the hearing process" (Manual, Vol 5, Ch. II). If the unit
decides that a hearing is warranted, it schedules the hearing, assigns a
hearing officer or panel, arranges a location, and notifies the participants
in writing.

The Director of Administrative Hearings reported that no requests

for hearings have been received and that no appeals have ever gone to court.

IV.  RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Persons or agencies with emergency access to the registry have the
ability to querythe central registry by~ telephone and receive -an immediate
response. The following persons are eligible for emergency access:

a. legally-mandated public or private child protective agencies
investigating a report of known or suspected child abuse or
neglect, or an agency treating a child or family which is the
subject of a report;

b. police or other law enforcement agencies investigating reports
of known or suspected child abuse or neglect;

c. physicians who suspect a child before them was abused or
neglected;

d. persons legally authorized to place children in protective
custody;

e. agencies which have the legal responsibility or authorization to
care for, treat or supervise a child who is the subject of a
report or record, or to treat the parent, guardian or other
person. responsibile for the child's welfare. (§ 17-38a-6).
Routine access to registry, i.e. access given by appointment or in
writing, is available to all persons eligible for emergency access and to the
following additional people:
a. people named in the report alleged to be abused or neglected (if
persons named are minors or otherwise incompetent, to guardians
ad litem or conservators).
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b. parents, guardians or other persons responsible for the welfare
of a child named in a report or their attorneys (all information
except source of the report);

c. persons engaged in bona fide research (except information
identifying subjects unless absolutely essential to the
research);

d. courts, upon finding that access to records is essential to the
determination of an issue before the court;

e. appropriate state or local officials who are responsible for
carrying out official functions with respect to child protective
services (§ 17-38a-6).

A summary of the people who have access to the central registry and
the types of information they are authorized to receive is contained in Figure
10. Call backs and passwords are used to verify the authenticity of calls.

If there is any doubt, the information is withheld until the caller's identity
is verified (§ 17-38a-7).

A log of inquiries is made which contains information on the
foliowing: date and time of the inquiry; the inquirer's name, address, phone
number and affiliation; the subject of the inquiry; and the type of
information released (17-38a-9). Callers who repeatedly make reports on the
same individual are referred to the regional office which tracks whether the
complaints are valid.

The maximum penalty for unauthorized disclosure of confidential
information is a $1,000 fine or up to a year in prison (§ 17-38a (g)). No
criminal charges. for unauthorized disclosure have been initiated in the past
two years.

B. Uses of Information

1. Management

Important uses of registry data are for case management,
planning, budgeting and resource allocation. Statistical reports are
generated on a periodic basis.
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2. Applicant Screening

Applicants for adoption and foster care can be checked against
the family and individual files; there are no perpetrator files against which
to screen applicants for employment. For day care applicants, the registry
will provide information on: (1) when the person appeared in the records; (2)
the reason for the referral; and (3) the suspected perpetrator. All members
of the applicant's household are checked and all members over 16 must sign a
release. As many as 20 to 25% of the names that are checked match names found
in the CMS database. However, this "match rate" does not indicate that
20%-25% of the applicants are perpetrators of abuse because non-perpetrators
are lTisted in CMS as well.

3. Research

Registry information is used by researchers, especially those
located at Yale University. Researchers who desire to use registry data must
make a written request specifying the purpose of the research and the
precautions taken to ensure confidentiality and security of the information. .
The researcher must be informed of and accept the sanctions for improper use
of the data. The Commissioner of the Department of Children and Youth Services
must authorize the disclosure (§ 17-38a-10).

4. Diagnosis

Connecticut is one of the rare states in which data are used by
professionals to help: them diagnose cases of suspected child abuse or
neglect. Eighty-two percent of such requests for information come from law
enforcement agencies and or hospitals. Consequently, both doctor shopping and
hospital shopping are discouraged. The manuals address risk assessment
"guidelines", but there are no specific risk assessment instruments in use at

present.
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5. Public Education

The registry received 319 requests for information in 1986. A

program for teachers "Child Abuse Awareness in the Schools" has been prepared.

V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The passage of the Family Violence Prevention and Response Act, which
went into effect on October 1, 1986, suggests that Connecticut is viewing
child abuse and neglect within the context of domestic violence. There is
some concern that there will be pressure to expand the system beyond the
capacity of existing resources.

Other concerns are related to the issue of confidentiality. The four

‘separate- statutes that-govern—the confidentiality of DCYS records appear to

conflict. There is also some ambiguity with regard to confidential exchanges
between DCYS and law enforcement agencies and requests for information under
the fFreedom of Information Act.

Finally, Connecticut may be faced with a major due process issue in the

future because it does not notify individuals who are added to the central

registry database. Given the attention certain groups have paid to the rights

of individuals who are named in registry files, Connecticut's procedures may

be challenged in the future.
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CHAPTER 3

FLORIDA ABUSE REGISTRY

I. OVERVIEW

Distinctive features of the Florida Abuse Registry which prompted a
site visit are: 1) it is currently the only registry which contains both
child abuse and elder abuse information; 2) it is the only state whose
reporting law explicitly lists the prevention of child abuse and neglect
as a goal; and 3) it was the first state to use a "hotline."

Florida law required the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services (HRS) to establish and maintain central registries for reports
of child -abuse in 1971 (Florida. Statutes Ch. 71-136 and 71-97
subsequently cited as Ch.). In 1977, the Legislature required that
reports of abuse of aged and disabled persons be made to HRS as well (Ch.
17-174). The prevention of child abuse and neglect, defined in Florida
Statutes 415.503 as "harm or threatened harm to a child's physical or
mental health or welfare by the acts or omissions of the parent or other
parson responsible for the child's welfare," is a state priority (Ch.
415.501, 1985).

Since 1971, the Florida Legislature has made several revisions and
amendments to the-laws pertaining to the operation of its Abuse
Registry. The information presented below is an outline of the Child
Abuse Registry's operation in the spring of 1987. During the site visit,
the Florida Legislature was in session, and additional changes related to

the Registry's operation were expected.
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A. Organization and Personnel

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services has three
main divisions: Administration, Operations, and Programs (see Figure 1).
The Deputy Secretary for Operations is responsible for maintaining
Florida's Abuse Registry. The Deputy Secretary reports to the Secretary
of HRS, who reports directly to the Governor. The Registry employs 35
full-time equivalent professional personnel and 30 full-time equivalent
administrative personnel who work a day shift, evening shift, or a
midnight and weekend shift. The Registry's budget for the 13986-1987
fiscal year was $1,138,248.

B. Facilities
1. Hotline
The Registry operates a state-wide hotline, staffed by
professional counselors, 24 hours a day (Ch. 415). Hotline facilities
include 13 telephone 1ines exclusively for abuse and neglect reports, two
separate lines for receiving complaint reports about HRS, and one
administrative line. Approximately 20% to 25% of abuse reports are made
directly to the hotline. The remaining abuse reports are made to local
offices in Florida's 11 service délivery districts. (One of the possible
changes in the system discussed at the time of the site visit was the
handling of all initial abuse reports by the Abuse Registry. The current
plans call for centralizing.all abuse reporting on July 1, 1988).
Incoming calls via. the WATS:-lines are -monitored by the ROLM

telephone system: 95% to 98% of the calls are answered by a counselor
within 10 seconds. The telephone system keeps track of whether a
counselor currently is taking a call, filling out a report, or engaged in
another activity. The system also provides statistical summaries for the

hotTine in general and for each counselor.
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FIGURE 1

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND REHABILITITATIVE SERVICES, OCTOBER 1, 1986
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2. Information Systems

HRS has access to three Burroughs' mainframe computers
(A-15, A-9, and B7900) Jocated in Jacksonville. A fourth mainframe
(Burroughs B7900), located in Tallahassee, is used for development work.
Burroughs' microcomputers are used in the field for accessing and
updating data. The mainframes are networked, and both auxiliary power
and data back-up facilities are available during emergency situations.
Twelve terminals are used to enter data received on the hotline; 12 to
enter data received by mail (from local offices), and 6 are used by
managers, supervisors, and data analysis staff of the Abuse Registry.
Approximately 281 remote access terminals link the registry with local
‘offices throughout the state. ‘Major computer development work for the
Registry is done in conjunction with HRS data processing staff. The
Abuse Registry, however, has its own data analysis section for producing
a variety of reports “in-house". Both SPSS (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences) and DARGAL (Data Access, Reporting, Graphics, and
Analysis Language) software packages are used for producing ad hoc
reports.

HRS has an automated system (Client Information System or
CIS) for tracking any individual who receives services. The system is
"referral-based": It records all information under the individual
client. The Registry has its own system for recording abuse and neglect
'cases called the Abuse Registry Information System (ARIS). ARIS was
developed as a separate system from CIS because of the Registry's
criteria for records expungement and the confidential nature of the
information retained by the Registry. However, CIS is checked routinely

by Registry staff for additional background information on cases. Unlike
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CIS, the ARIS system is "report-based": Information is recorded for each
abuse report. ARIS contains information on victims, maltreatments, and
perpetrators, but it does not have the capacity to link perpetrators to
specific acts of abuse against specific victims. Florida currently is
working on a new system, primarily referred to as the Florida Abuse
Reporting Information System (FARIS), which will overcome this limitation
of ARIS. FARIS will be part of CIS; the need for separate systems has
been eliminated because of the availability of more sophisticated
computer security which can 1limit the access of data to specific

individuals.

IT.  CASE PROCESSING

A. General Description

Figure 2 presents the major steps in processing a report of
alleged abuse or neglect. Reports of abhuse or neglect in Florida may be
made directly to the Abuse Registry or to local offices where they are
forwarded to the statewide central registry. If the report is received
at the Abuse Registry initially, the counselor enters the'information
into ARIS and checks both ARIS and CIS for prior reports. (Manual files
containing narrative information on cases before 1985 also may be checked
if a prior report was found.) The counselor calls in the report to the
local HRS ‘office (or an on-call counselor during evening hours and on
weekends) within one hour-and follows-up the phone call with a copy of
the information. If a suspected victim is missing, the local offices are
informed via a Statewide-Alert or a Request-To-Locate. When the local
counselor receives the abuse report from the Registry, an jnvestigation

into the facts of the report is started. When completed, the counselor
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FIGURE 2
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sends a copy of the investigative report to the Registry, where the
information is entered into ARIS and the paper copy filed. A separate
report also is generated for local entry into CIS.

If the abuse report is received by a local office initially,
the local counselor sends a copy of the information to the Abuse Registry
where it is entered into ARIS. A local or disfrict office Data Entry
Operator (DEOQ) also enters information on the child into CIS and does a
search for previous reports. The Abuse Registry staff does its own
records check and relays the information back to the local counseior. At
this point, the process is the same as that for a report initially
received at the Abuse Registry: An investigation is conducted, the
results are forwarded to the Abuse Registry for entry into ARIS, and a
report is generated for local entry into CIS.

One of the problems with the current system of processing an
abuse report in F]orida is the inefficiency of entering much of the same
information into both ARIS and CIS. In addition, both the Registry and
the local office often duplicate the CIS records check. The proposed
Central Registry and FARIS system mentioned above are possible solutions
to these problems. Initially, all reports will come through the Registry
and then be printed out in the local office. Local counselors will
investigate the report and the results of the investigation will be
entered into FARIS at the local office. .Because the system for storing
abuse reports will be part of CIS, the number of forms to complete and
the amount of data entry will be reduced significantly.

B. Incoming Reports

Currently, approximately 25% of all reports are received via

the WATS lines in the Abuse Registry and 75% are received by mail from
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the local offices or from private citizens. Reports to the local offices
may be made in person, by mail, or by telephone. 1In 1986, 94,479 reports
of child abuse and neglect were received locally and at the Registry, and
19,594 reports of adult abuse and neglect were received. A plurality of
reports are made by professionals, who were the source of 40.9% of the
reports in the first half of 1984. Professional sources who reported
suspected maltreatment included: school personnel (13%), social services
personnel (11.8%), law enforcement personnel (9.7%), medical personnel
(5.5%), and child care providers (0.9%). Other major sources of child
abuse and neglect reports were as follows: 36.8% non-professionals,
17.2% anonymous sources, and 5.1% other sources.

No screening of ‘reports is done at the hotline. All reports
are accepted, but reports that do not meet the definition of abuse or
neglect are referred to the proper agency. Figure 3 shows a
classification of the type of referrals made by the Abuse Registry.

Cases may be screened differently by different counselors in the local
districts before they are forwarded to the state Abuse Registry. (One
reason given for centralizing all reporting at the state-level hotline is
to eliminate differences in interpretation.)

C. Report Information

Figure 4 shows the reporting form used in Florida. Information
on five victims and three suspected perpetrators can be recorded on each
form. The mandatory data elements are: the social security number of
the victim, and the suspected perpetrator's age, race, sex, and social
security number (HRSM, 4-15). Additional victim information sought
includes: race, sex, age, disability, and up to ten alleged maltreatment

codes per incident. Space is provided for a narrative description of the
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FIGURE 3: Types of Referrals
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FIGURE 4: Reporting Form
SUBJECT INFORMATION

VICTIM #1.
UAST NAME — FIRGT — WIDOLE (ALIAS) AACE SEX UGB/ AGE
GISABILITY SCHOOL7 GAACE SOCTAL SECUAITY @
ALLEGED MALTREATHMENT (TEN CODES POSSIHLE)

VICTIM #2.
TAST NANE — FIBST — WIDOLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX D08/ AGE
BISABILITY SCHO0L/ GRADE SOCTAL SECURTTY @
ALLEGED MALTREATMENT (TEN CODES POSSIBLE)

VICTIM #3. .
TAST NAME — FIAST = WIDDLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX O0B/AGE
BISABILITY SCHOOL/ GRADE SOCTAL SECUATTY #
ALLEGED MALTREATMENT ~(TEN CODES POSSISLE)

VICTIM #4. _
TAST NANE — FIAGT — WIOOLE TALIAS) RACE SEX G087 AGE

'

OTSABIL=TY SCHOOL, SRADE SGCIAL SECURLTY #
ALLEGED MALTREATMENT (TEM CODES POSSIBLE)

VICTIM #5. _
25T NAME —FIRST — WIDOLE (ALIAS) AACE SEX OUB/AGE
BISABILITY SCHOOLY GRADE SOCIAL SECUALTY #

ALLEGED MALTREATMENT (TEN CODES POSSIBLE)

USE: "P" FCR PERPETRATOR / "H" FOR HOUSEHOLD / *Q0" FOR SIGNIFICANT OTHER

)

LAST NAME  FIRST  MIODLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX  DOOB/AGE  ROLE  S5.8.d8
AODRESS (OIFFERENT FROM VICTIN'S) EMPLOYMENT ADDRESS/PHONE @

( ) MARITAL STATUS? AWARE OF REPORT? KNOWN TO OTHER AGENCIEST
LAST NAME  FIAST  MIDOLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX  OUB/AGE  HOLE  5.5.#
ADDRESS (DIFFERENT FRAOM VICTIM'S) EMPLOYMENT ADDRESS/PHONE #

( ) MARLTAL STATUS? AWARE OF REPORT? KNOWN 10 OTHER AGENCIES?
LAST NAME  FIRGT  MIOOLE (ALIAS) RAGE SEX  UOB/ABE  ROLE  S.5.#
ADORESS (DLFFEAENT FROM VIGTIM' S) EMPLOYMENT ADDRESS/PHONE #
MARITAL STATUS? AWARE OF REPCRT? KNOWN TO QTHER AGENCIES?



FIGURE 4: (continued)
ABUSE REGISTRY INFORMATION SYSTEM

ABUSE INCIDENT INFORMATION

ARIS# SRC YTM TYP EMA SWA ACTIVITY CNTY ‘REC
REPORTED: / / ’ H , LCCAL WORKER:
REPCRTER NAME: PHONE: ( )
RcPORTER ADORESS: ZIF:

VICTIM ADORESS:

METHOO OF CONTACT: REFERRAL SQURCE:

CITY:

ZIpP: PHONE: ¢ )

INSTITUTION: WARD:

MARRATIVE IMFQORMATION:

HRS Form 1S51A, Fub 85



incident. Additional information requested on suspected perpetrators
includes: aliases, race, employment, address, phone number, marital
status, awareness of report, and whether the suspect is known to other
organizations.

’ The use of social security numbers for identification purposes
is emphasized. A client's identification number may be substituted but
is not considered a positive identification. Registry records are
indexed by victim, perpetrator and institution, if applicable. Within
the report, other members of the household and "significant others" also
are identified. Reports about institutional abuse and neglect are
labeled as “child" or "adult"; institutions and the facility type also
are-identified.

Efforts are made to receive complete and accurate information
on the hotline. Counselors are trained to ask probing questions and to
request clarification when necessary. Although it is not necessary to
know the name of a suspected perpetrator in order to make a report, all
relevant information, including specutation as to whom the suspected
perpetrator might be, is solicited. If information received from local
offices is ambiguous or incomplete, registry personnel contact the office
that completed the investigation and request clarification. Verifying
information also is obtained through CIS.

Reports received via the WATS Tlines are entered immediately
‘into the Abuse Registry Information System and thus are available
immediately to authorized staff members. Reports received in the mail
from either local offices or private citizens are entered on the system

within one week of receipt. Paper backup files for the reports,
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including reports of the investigation, amendments and follow-up reports,
are maintained by the local offices.

D. Case Disposition

A local HRS counselor must initiate a child protective
investigation of any abuse complaint immediately if it appears that a
child's safety is endangered, the family may flee, or if the child is
disabled. An investigation of all other complaints must begin within 24
hours (HRSM 4-16). The local office has 30 days to close a case of
reported child maltreatment. (ARIS "flags" cases for which an
investigation report has not been received.)

Florida has three dispositional categories: indicated,
unfounded, and unable to locate. Unablie.to locate is an administrative
category for casas where the investigation could not be completed. In
1987, legislation divided substantiated report into two types: indicated
which does not disqualify the perpetrator from employment involving a
position of trust with children; and confirmed, which does disqualify the
perpetrator from such employment. Credible evidence, "evidence which
would cause a reasonable person to bhelieve a child was abused or
neglected," is the standard of proof required to substantiate a report
(State Plan for Child Welfare Services in Florida, 1985, p. 9.

According to the State Plan for Child Welfare Services in

‘Florida (1985:9), -the substantiation rate for FY 1984-85 was 58.6 percent

(18 children per. 100). .The substantiation rate among districts ranged
from a Tow of 47% to a high of 69%. At 61%, the substantiation rate for
sexual abuse was higher than the rate for other categories of

maltreatment.
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Reports from professional sources were more likely to be
substantiated (57.6%) than reports from non-professionais (40.7%). Of
all referral sources, reports from law enforcement were most frequently
indicated (65.1%) whereas reports from anonymous (25.4%) or unspecified
(31.8%) sources were least likely to be indicated (State Plan for Child
Welfare Services in Florida, 1985:17).

E. Records Maintenance

1. Retention
"Unfounded" reports are expunged within 1 year. The
identifying information in the record is deleted from the computer system
and the written records destroyed. Only a report number and the
‘non-identifying information required for statistical purposes remain to
mark the deleted incident.

Confirmed child abuse reports are never destroyed, but 1987
legislation requires that indicated reports be purged seven years after
the most recent report.

2. Security
Registry records are kept in a secure room with controlled
access. Knowledge of code numbers is required to gain access to the room
and passwords and other security devices are necessary to gain access to
automated files. The supervisor in the local office is charged with

safeguarding reports.

III. DUE PROCESS
A. Notification

Subjects of reports, including the child victim, parent or

guardian, and suspected perpetrator, are notified by mail of the results
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of the investigation (indicated, confirmed or unfounded). Perpetrators
are notified of their right to request amendment or expungement of a
confirmed report. An unaddressed samp]e of a letter of notification for
a confirmed case of abuse or neglect is presented in Figure 5. All
letters are reviewed and signed by the local office. If an error is
found, the report is updated, and a new letter is sent. These letters
are generated automatically on a weekly basis. A computer program
reviews reports for a notification code of "N". After the notification
letter is generated, the code is updated to "Y".
B. Procedures

The name and address of the district administrator is included
in the notification.letter to perpetrators in -confirmed reports.
Perpetrators have 30 days to write to the district administrator asking
that the report be amended or expunged. Perpetrators have the right to
request amendment or expungement of a confirmed report on the limited
grounds that it is inaccurate or it is being kept in a manner
inconsistent with Chapter 415 of Florida Statutes. Inconsistent here
means that confidentiality is violated or information is inappropriately
released. The burden of proof is on HRS and the standard of proof used
is "preponderance of evidence." Failure to meet time frames (e.qg.
failure to classify a case within 30 days) or other processing errors are
considered "harmless errors" and are not grounds for expungement.

In practice, less than one percent of the perpetrators
requests amendment or expungement. The district administrator must act
on the request within 30 days. If no action is taken or if the district
administration refuses to act, the perpetrator is notified that no

amendment or expungement is warranted and has 30 days to request an
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FIGURE 5

STATE .OF FLORIDA |
| DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

-

NOTICE 05 - LAYOUT

(1)

Ean Lo
(V8] 18]

RE: Abuse Report No. (4)

e

Dear (2) :

This letter is.ip regard to a report received by the Department
of Health and Rehabilitative Services on {5) about suspected

(6) abuse or neglect. You were named in the report.

The department has now completed its investigation and has
classified the report as confirmed. A confirmed report is defined
as a report made pursuant to (7) of the Florida Statutes
when a (8) protective investigation has determined that
abuse or neglect has occurred and the perpetrator has been identified.
The record will be maintained indefinitely in the state's central

s
abuse registry. As the identified perpetrator, you may be disqualified I ‘

from working with children or the developmentally disabled or in

sensitive positions involving the care of children, the developmentally
disabled, disabled adults or aged persons.

If you feel that this classification is inaccurate or that
the report is inconsistent with applicable law, you may request
that the Secretary of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services amend or expunge the record. This request must be in writing
and must be received by the department within 30 days of the date '
you receive this notice. If you do not request the amendment or
expunction of your record, it will mean that you agree not to contest
the classification. If you do request the amendment or expunction
of your record, the Secretary may consider that request and call
for a thorough review of your record. Should the Secretary refuse
to amend or expunge the record or not act within 30 days of your

request, you may then request an administrative hearing to contest
the record.

1317 WINEWOOD BLVD. * TALLAHASSEE, FL 3230l
BOB MARTINEZ, GOVERNOR




administrative hearing to contest the decision. Administrative hearings,
formal proceedings complete with transcripts, are.conducted on appeals
from the District Administrator's review in accordance with the
Administrative Procedures Act. Expungements are completed in one to
three days after a letter giving the results from the district review or
administrative hearing arrives at the registry. In 1985, only two
appeals were filed.

In 1986, the constitutionality of the classification system
was challenged in court and upheld by the First District Court of Appeal

(Anderson v. Florida). Another class action suit is currently pending

before the Third District Court of Appeal.

IV.  RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Only the HRS receives registry information automatically. All
records are confidential and éan be released only by Abuse Registry
personnel to authorized personnel. Florida Statute 415.51 clearly
defines persons eligible to receive access to the report as:

o employees of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services (HRS) responsible for child protective
investigations, or licensing, or approving adoptive homes,
foster homes, or other homes used to provide for the care
and welfare of children;

0 a law enforcement agency investigating a report of known or
. suspected child abuse or neglect;

o the state attorney of the judicial circuit in which the
child resides or in which the alleged abuse or neglect
occurred;

o any child, parent, or perpetrator who is the subject of a

report or the subject's guardian, custodian, gquardian ad
litem, or counsel;
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o a court or grand jury, by subpoena, upon its determination
that access to such records is necessary in the conduct of
its official business;

o any appropriate officials of the DRS responsible for:

-- administration or supervision of the department's
program for the prevention, investigation, or treatment
of child abuse or neglect when carrying out his
official function; or

-~ taking appropriate administrative action concerning an
employee of the department alleged to have perpetrated
institutional child abuse or neglect;

o  any person engaged in bona fide research or audit
purposes. No information identifying the subjects of the
report shall be made available to the researchers unless
such information is absolutely essential to the research
purpose, suitable provision is made to maintain the
confidentiality of the data, and the department has given
written approval; and

o the Florida Department of Law Enforcement for the purpose
of assisting local law enforcement agencies and the
department in identifying and investigating crimes
perpetrated against children, including but not limited to,
prostitution, sexual or physical abuse, pornography,
pedophilia, and child homicides.

In addition to the above, requests about children and families
known to social services agencies in other states are provided hy the
registry.

Limited access to information is available by telephone to
authorized tocal office workers listed in the CIS service worker
directory after they provide the registry counselor with the district,
network, -unit number, name, -social security number, .and worker's code.

" (H.R.S.M. 3-6.d(c)).

The name or identifying information of the person reporting
abuse or neglect can not be released to anyone except the employees of
HRS responsible for child protective services, the Abuse Registry, or the

appropriate state attorney, and it always requires the written consent of
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the person reporting. Reporters may request information on whether a
case was investigated and, if so, its disposition.

Individuals receiving report information must sign an oath not
to disclose information contained in a report except as allowed by
statute. The criminal penalty for knowing and willful disclosure is a
second degree misdemeanor. Florida also has statutory provisions to deny
access to recipient agencies which disclose confidential information
(§415.513).

B. Uses of Information

1. Internal Management

Registry information is used internally to establish
workloads and to ‘determine goals for child.protective services, to
allocate resources, and to prepare budget requests. Workload data, such
as telephone traffic, reports received, and clearances received, are
collected daily and summarized monthly.

2. Screening Applicants

Searches of the abuse registry database for the existence
of a confirmed report on persons applying for adoption or for work with
children (either as a volunteer or paid employer) require the written
consent of the applicant (Ch. 415.510). Legislation passed in 1985
requires closer screening of persons who provide out-of-home care or
" otherwise work with.children in programs including shelter and foster
~care,-alcohol, drug, and mental .health treatment programs, day care, and
other licensed or registered programs, both residential and
non-residential. Staff search Abuse Registry records without a fee for
the existence of confirmed reports, and advise the authorized licensing

agency, applicant for license, or other authorized agency or person of:
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the results of the search, the date of the report, and the procedure for
inspecting court records, if a judicial determination of abuse was made.
Perhaps because the applicant must give consent to a search of
the Abuse Registry for confirmed reports, the "match rate" or number of
times a confirmed report is found is very low. For example, in a recent
year, 189 "hits" or matches were found out of nearly 200,000 requests for
screening. Of course, the number of applicants who were deterred from
applying for positions involving child care because of the screening
requirement is unknown.
3. Research
Information is provided regularly to the Florida
Legislature and ‘to other HRS agencies involved in the .prevention of.abuse
or neglect and caretaker screening. Ad hoc reports on such topics as
types of maltreatment or facility abuse and neglect, are generated as
requested.
4. Diagnosis
Risk assessment models are under review but currently are
not used in Florida.

5. Public Education

Public information campaigns are conducted regularly using all
media. Posters about reporting child abuse and neglect must be displayed
in all lTicensed facilities. Abuse and neglect reporting is-a component
~of staff orientation as well as on-going 'training, and.also required by

Taw for training staff of private day care centers.
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V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

A Protective Services Initiative currently being considered by the

Legislature would alter the present registry by:

¢]

having all abuse and neglect reports made to the statewide toll
free hotline, thus eliminating reports to the districts;

instituting a protective services tracking system to monitor
the conduct of the investigation, including contacts with
subjects of reporting; tracking emergency placement;
documentary risk assessment the execution of legal
requirements; documenting the evidence base; and follow-up
services provided;

upgrading the management reporting system;

improving training for investigators; unit supervisors;
registry counselors and supervisors, analysts; and protection
community staff;

creating specialized .protection investigation units, including
an institutional abuse unit and a sexual abuse unit;

adding multi-disciplinary teams, including child protection
teams, human rights advocacy committees, and long-term care
ombudsman committees; and

improving the quality control process with data monitoring and
quality assurance units.

Personnel in Florida are interestead i cooperating with other

states in developing an interstate register to facilitate sharing

information on suspected perpetrators who cross state lines.
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CHAPTER 4

ILLINOIS STATE CENTRAL REGISTRY

I. QVERVIEWN
The I1linois Central Register is mandated by the Abused and
Neglected Child Reporting Act (I11. Rev. Stat, Ch. 23 Par. 2051 § 2,
hereinafter only the section number will be given in parenthesis). The
most recently enacted abuse and nég]ect law (P.A. 81-1077, effective July
1, 1980) defines an abused child as a child whose parents, other persons
responsible for the child's welfare, paramour of the child's parent or
any other person residing in the household who:
o inflicts or allows to be inflicted a physical injury, by other
than accidental means, which causes death, disfigurement,
impairment of physical or emotional health, or loss or

impairment of any bodily function;

o creates a substantial risk of the above mentioned physical
injuries;

o commits or allows to be committed any sex offense against a
child;

o commits or allows to be committed an act or acts of torture
against a child; or

o inflicts excessive corporal punishment.
The law defines "neglected" child as one whose parent or other

person responsible for the child's welfare either abandons the child or

- does not provide proper:or necessary.support, education, medical or other

- remedial care necessary for the child's well-being, including adequate

food, clothing, and shelter. A child is not considered neglected if his
or her caretaker fails to provide medical assistance because of religious
reasons unless that failure results in harm or a substantial risk of

injury to the child. Recently added to the definition of neglect is
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“blatant disregard"--incidents in which "the risk of harm to a child is
so imminent and apparent that it is unlikely that any parent or caretaker
would expose the child to such without taking precautionary measures to

protect the child" (1986 Annual Report, 12.).

Effective January 1, 1988, the definition of "person responsible
for the child's welfare" also was expanded to include educational
personnel, health care professionals, recreational supervisors, and
volunteers or support personnel in any setting where children may be
subject to abuse or neglect.

I11inois was one of the first states to use risk assessment models

during child protection investigations. It is also a prime example of a

-state-centralized system. Other distinctive features of the Illinois

Central Register are:

o the Child Abuse Prevention Fund, created by the General
Assembly in 1984, which allows taxpayers to donate up to $10
($20 for persons filing joint returns) of state income tax
refunds to support community prevention efforts;

o the "State-wide Citizen's Committee on Child Abuse and Neglect"
which advises the Director of DCFS on setting priorities; and

0 a quality control team who checks investigation reports and
compares them with information on the computer system.

A. Organization and Personnel

The State Central Register (SCR) is managed by the Division of
Child Welfare and Protective:Services within the Department of Children

-and Family Services, DCFS (see Figure 1). In addition to the SCR, the

DCFS is responsible for investigating all reports of abuse or neglect.
It does this through eight regional offices. Each regional office has
several field offices associated with it to ensure "equal access to DCFS

services throughout the state" (Human Services Data Report,
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1985-1987:118) and at least two multidisciplinary teams responsible for
investigating reports of suspected abuse or neglect.

The SCR employs 40 full-time equivalent social and child
welfare workers to receive incoming reports of abuse or neglect, 13 data
entry operators, 13 production control support staff, and 4 secretaries.
Because the SCR operates on a 24 hour a day basis, each position (except
the 4 secretarial positions) has several shifts. Because I11inois has a
large Spanish-speaking population, at least one bilingual social worker
is available to take abuse and neglect reports on each shift. SCR
employees are part of the state government employees' union. Therefore,
contracts determine pay and vacation schedules. Unionization of staff
has the .advantage of discouraging political appointments, but the
corresponding disadvantage of giving seniority strong consideration when
making job assignments.

During fiscal year 1985, the SCR budget was $2,150,000. The
projected budget for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 are $2,309,400 and
$2,602,500, respectively. All funding comes from Title XX federal

monies. (Human Services Data Report, 1985-1987.)

B. Facilities
1. Hotline

The Child Abuse Hotline is Illinois' statewide, toll-free
hotline for reporting suspected cases of abuse and neglect. . It operates
24 hours-a day, "seven days a week. Approximately 97% of all reports of
abuse initially come to the hotline. During fiscal year 1986, the SCR
received 181,548 calls, a 155% increase over the 71,255 calls received in
fiscal year 1981. In addition to the Child Abuse Hotline, a separate,

unpublished toll-free number also is available for DCFS staff to make and

143




transmit reports of abuse and neglect to the SCR. A separate number also
is available for individuals outside of Illinois who wish to report a
case of suspected abuse or neglect in Il1linois.

I11inois has a sophisticated telephone system for
sequencing incoming Hotline calls. Callers initially hear a recording
which asks them to press a "1" on the phone if they wish to report
suspected abuse or neglect and a "2" if the call is for some other
reason. There are 24 phone lines available for receiving reports of
abuse or neglect; information calls can be directed to other phone
Tines. A1l calls come to a computerized switch (SL-1) that assigns calls
to available operators.

If all of the lines are.busy, a recording requests the
caller to continue holding until an operator is available to take the
call. When a call is on hold, the hotline workers are alerted by a light
on their telephone. If a call is on hold for 30 seconds, a clerical
worker takes the caller's name and number, and a hotline worker returns
the call as soon as possibla.

Hotline activities are monitored extensively. Management
receives computer printouts monitoring phone activity daily, weekly and
monthly. Hotline workers are monitored by an ID number they use to

access the telephone system. A computer printout displays the time each

- worker 'spends on.different hotiine.activities. . HWorkers are.requested to

spend an- average of five minutes or less on each call to limit the number
of calls that are abandoned (a caller hangs up before a worker answers).
The elapsed time before a call is answered and the elapsed time before

the caller abandons the line is reviewed.  Information on the number of
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calls and abandonments by day, hour, and shift is used to determine
staffing patterns and to make the best use of staff time.

2. Information Systems

The SCR's computerized system for recording cases of abuse
and neglect is referred to as the Child Abuse and Neglect Tracking System
(CANTS). CANTS information is indexed by case, perpetrator, child, and
family. CANTS is maintained on an IBM 8100 located in the same building
as the SCR. The 8100 stores all data about prior indicated and pending
reports for use by registry workers on the call floor. It is linked to
the state's IBM 3090 mainframe computer. Everything on the 8100, except
the current day's activities, also is stored on the mainframe. The
mainframe.also-maintains ‘additional investigation data such as.contact
dates and times, that are not essential to the call floor workers. There
are 32 IBM 8775 terminals hard-wired into the 8100; 24 of these are
Tocated on the call floor for the hotline. Tape bacgups are run most
nights (Sunday-Thursday), and copies are kept both on and off the
premises. The 8100 contains audit records for each transaction entered
on the 8100 since the last time the mainframe data base was updated. No
auxiliary power source is available during emergencies.

The CANTS system was designed by external consultants.
Although the design was conceptually sound, problems of design-hardware
fit were encountered during ‘the ‘implementation phase. Over time, staff
from the Office of Information Systems (OIS) have "worked around" many of
the problems. However, the CANTS system has reached a new level of
development giving rise to another set of problems. Because of the
volume (over a million records are included in the CANTS data base) and

complexity of current CANTS data, a revision of the CANTS system is
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Tikely. At the time of the site visit, a feasibility study was planned
to determine the best approaches for updating the system.

One of the feasibility study's considerations will be the
possibility of linking CANTS to other DCFS data bases such as the Child
and Youth Central Information System (CYCIS) which tracks all clients
receiving services. Another consideration will be the integration of
"bootleg" sub-systems, currently not a part of CANTS, that have been
generated for various SCR purposes with NOMAD or other systems software.
Often these bootleg systems contain redundant information and require
dupiicate data entry into muitiple data bases.

OIS works with the SCR in producing many periodic

‘management .reports, but it is not staffed to handle all requests from all

departments. Therefore, many offices do their own analyses. NOMAD
allows other offices to create smaller data bases for their specific
needs. For example, the statistical tables for the Annual Report are

generated by the Division's Quality Control Unit.

II. CASE PROCESSING

DCFS is the sole agency responsible for receiving and investigating
reports of child abuse and neglect, but DCFS way delegate the performance
of the investigation to a taw enforcement agency or a private social
service agency when warranted. This is 'done primarily in cases where
another agency is conducting an investigation of the same incident.
Intervention of 1aw enforcement agencies or court orders are requested if
Child Protective Service Unit personnel are denied reasonable access to a

suspected child victim.
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Figure 2 presents the major steps in processing a report of abuse
or neglect. MWhen a call is received at the hotline, the social worker
taking the call determines if the call constitutes a report of abuse or
neglect by using the following four elements: the child must be under 18
years old, a caretaker must be responsible, there must be a set of
circumstances or a specific incident, and harm or substantial risk of

harm to the child. (1986 Annual Report, 6). The operator also assigns a

priority to investigate based upon whether the allegations demand an
emergency response. The social worker records the caller's information
on a CANTS 1 form (see Figure 3) and conducts a search for prior
indicated reports of abuse or neglect on any subject of the new report,
including the child and the suspected.perpetrator. A "Soundex" search
system is used to display all similar-sounding names on file.

The report and the results of the prior search are transmitted to
the appropriate regional investigative team by telecopier or by telephone
if the local office does not have a telecopier. A clerk collects reports
that need to be sent to local offices every 15 minutes. Information
about each report is recorded in a verification log before it is
transmitted to the appropriate local office. The log allows the SCR to
verify that the local office received all the information that was sent.

The hotline worker enters the child's name, the family's native
language and the team assigned to the case into the CANTS data base
immediately. A data entry operator enters the remaining information by
12:30 AM. A summary of the intake information is printed out on a CANTS
2 form (Figure 4) by 7:00 AM that morning. The CANTS 2 form is sent to

the investigative team to complete as the team investigates the report.
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i ; 2, Page
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CASEWORKER | REGION  FiELD CASEWORKERIDNo. | gasT FIRST Cousry * 7. SPECIALINSTRUCTIONS () esch
- " 1.  Emergency Response 1], Immecdiate Respoase
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b. E.____Child in Immcdiate Danger €. Child Hospitalized
Panlid of Physical Harm F.___ Child Dead
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Rectiver Number oo Reverse J.——Child in a Hospital; Pzrents Preseat H.___Qther; Explain on Namative
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CHILD ROLE PR PR PR PR
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CHILD ROLE PR PR PR PR
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CHILD ROLE PR PR PR PR
b. L REL
CHILD ROLE PR PR PR PR
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CHUD ROLE PR PR PR PR
b. L REL
CHIID ROLE PR PR PR PR
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Ref.
B - X.op
B
A [ D E F G 1 K i C - Hospitalitagion
' D - Photographs
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F - Noxified
Scates Antoency.
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Social Serei
Peovided
F K - Frotective
Custody
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ACTOR NO.
1. CPS
2. Phpicas
3. Paolice
4. sCe
S. Other
1. 2. 3. 3. NARRATIVE - Saate Codes &k Standard Abbeev. oa Reverse
5UB AKA {Abo Known As}
REF. Last NAME fint SCB NO. Seq.
4. CWS NAME
G
Lant Fiest
a. ANON.| b. Mand } c. Code d. Name ¢. Telephone 1 f. Telephone 2
(Td} (~) *
L] §- Agengy h. County | i. Reg. i. Zip
c
14
o
: k. No./Street! Aps. . 1. Ciry m. Siate
e
H T
a. ANON. |} b. Mand ] c. Code d. Name s. Telephone 1 f. Tetephonc2
() (-} *
2.8 g- Agency h. County Ji. Reg. j. Zip
o
u
: k. No./Swest/Apt. . 1. Cisy m. State
¢
1. a. Name b. Telephone 1 ¢c. Telephone 2
Othet d. No./Suecr/ Apt. e. City
Persons 1
With b T lenh =
1. a. Namc . Telephone 1 ¢, Telep 2 -
lafo. [and
X
i L]
d, No./Suect/Apt. c. City
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ID¥ COUNTY REGION#
1 Adams 3A20
1 Alanda 3402
3 Bond 4A05
4 Boone 1A0%
3 Brown 3A0)
[ Butcau 1B12
ki Cathoun JAD3
8 Caroll 1A07
9 Cae 3A03

10 Champaign 3B02
11 Christian 3A02
12 Clark 3Bo4
13 Clay 3A23
14 Clinton 4A0%
13 Coles 3804
16 Cook 2B40
17 Crasford sa23
e Cumbertand 3804
19 DeKalb 1A07
20 DeWint 3B20
2t Douglas 3Bo4
22 DuPage: 2804
23 Edgar 3B04
24 Edwards 3A23
3 Effingham 3A3
26 Fagetre 5A2}
27 Ford 3B02
28 Franklin 3A02
29 Fuiton 1512
30 Gallatin 3A13
N Gicene 3A0S
32 Grundy 2A20
» Hamilton 3A23
34  Hancock 3A20
33 Hardin 3A23

AL Alabama

AK  Alaska

. AS ~ Amecrican Samoa

AZA Asizona

AR Arkansas

CA California

REQUIRED ELEMENTS TO TAKE INITIAL OR SuU.EQUENT ORAL REPORTS

1) Subjects(s) under 18 years old, i.c., a child

2) Subjeci(s) responsible for the weifare of a child - i.e. caretaker

COUNTY LISTING

W/REGION CS, E6& 7, Hih&i H2hai

CZ  Canal Zone

Ci Casolina Island
CT  Connaecticut
DE  Delaware

DC  District of Columbia

s ey ﬂ

OFFICE

Quincy Ficld
Cairo Field
Carlyle Ficld
Winaebsgo!Boone Intake
Beardstown Ficld
Princeton Ficld
Jenseyville Field
Rock Falls Ficld
Beardstown Field
Champeigr: Field
Springfield Ficld
Charleston Field
Salem Ficld
Carlyle Ficld
Chasleston Ficld
DCP Intzke
Olney Fitld
Charleston Field
DeKalb Ficld
Bioomingon Ficld
Charleston Ficld
Wheaton Ficld
Chasleston Field
Olney Ficld
Effirigham Ficld
Effingham Ficld
Champaign Ficld
Masion Field
Pekin Outpost
Hamtisburg Field
Jerseyville Field
Joliex Fidd
Hantisburg Field
Quiincy Field
Harrisburg Field

GA  Georgia
GU -Guam
HE  Hawaii
i8] Idaho
IL linois
IN indiana
IA Jowa
KS  Kansas
KY - Kenrucky
LA Louisiana
Maine

ID#

COUNTY

Herdenon
Henry
hroquois
Jackson
Jasper
Jefferson
Jersey

Jjo Davies
Johnson
Kane
Kankakee
Kendall
Koox
Lake
LaSalle
Lawrence
Lee
Livingston
Logan
Macon
Macoupia
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Mason
Massac
McDonough
McHenry
McLesn
Mcnard
Mercer
Monroc
Montgomery
Morgan
Moutteie

CANTS _

3) Circumstances/Incidents carctaker behavior describing CA/N (child abuse & reglect) entered in narra-
tive {(Block G-3)
4) Harm of subsiantial risk of harm (CA/N role code & Nawute of Allegation)

COUNTY LISTING (E4)

ML
MD
MA
Ml

MY
MN
MS
MO
MT
NE

REGIONy OFFICE
1826 Galesburg Ourposc
1826 Molinc Ficld
k02 Danville Ficld
3402 Murphysboro Field
3A23 Effingham Ficld
$A23 Mo Veenon Ficld
JA03 Jerseyville Field
1AOS Frccpors Ficld
5A02 Meteepolis Field
2A02 Aurora Ficld
242 Kankakee Field
2A02 Autors Field
1B26 Galesburg Ficld
A3 take Villa Field
1812 Ouawa Ficld
A2} Olney Field
1A07 Rock Falls Field
3B20 Bloomington Ficld
1A02 tincoln Ficld
3B20 Decatur Ficld
3A03 Cailinwille Field
4A03 Maryville Field
5A23 Salem Field
1812 Peoria Ficld
3A02 Lincoln Freld
3A02 Metropalis Field
1826 Macomb Outpost
2A31 Lake Villa Field
3B20 Bloomingion Ficld
3A02 Lincoln Ficld
1826 Moline Ficld
4A08 Washington Park
3A03 Catdinville Field
3A03 Jacksonville Ficld
3804 Chailesion Ficld

STATE CODES

Marshall Islands

Maryland

Massachusctts

Michigan

Midway Islands

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebzaska

Nevada

- s . n“ Lt

N

NM
NY
NC
ND
OH
oK
OR
PA

PR

Rl
-

'1 Can_

IDy COUNTY
71 Ogle
72 Peutia
73 Pey
74 Piau
75 Pike
76 Pope
77 Pulaski
78 Putnam
79 Randolph
80  Richland
81 Rock Istand
82  Saline
83  Sangamon
84 Schuyler
83 Scout
86  Shelby
87  Stark
88 St Clair
89  Stephenson
90 Tazewell
91 Union
92 Vermilion
93  Wabash
94  Waren
95  Washingion
96  Wayae
97  White
98  Whiteside
99 Will

100 Willizmson

101  Winncbago

102 Woodford

103 - Out of State
104  Ourt of Country
103 City of Chicago
106  Unknown

New Jerscy
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakora
Ohio
Okizhoma
Orcgon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Istand

REGION#

1A07
1812
3A02
3Bo2
3A20
SA02
3A02
iB12
4A08
3A23
1B26
A2}
3A02
3A03
JA03
3804
1812
4A08
1A05
1B12
3402
3Bo2
3A23
1B26
4A03
3A23
A2}
1AQ7
2A20
3A02
1A03
1812

SD
™
X
ur
vT
VA
Vi

WA
wv
Wl

OFFICE

DeKalb Field
Peotia County Intake
Murphysbore Field
Champaign Ficld
Quincy Ficld
Mcuopolis Field
Caito Ficld
Princeton Field
Sparta Ficld

Olney Ficld
Malinc

Harrisburg Ficld
Springficld Ficld
Bearduown Ficld
Jacksonville Field
Charleston Ficld
Peoria Ficld
Washington Pak Ficld Office
Frecport Ficld
Pekin Ficld

Anna Field
Danville Ficld
Olncy Ficld
Galesburg Outpost
Catlyle Fictd

Mt Vernon Freld
Harrisburg Field
Ruck Falls Ficld
Jolict Ficld

Marion Ficld
Winnchagn/Boone Intake
Pcoria Ficld

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

¢ °6d ¢ 3ynoI4



T o e AV Cals B e B 2 2d% < Liatarza gEpa ShElssta AT St

ALLEGATIONS STANDARD ABBREVIATIONS
_ CANTS 1
| DEATH 12 HUMAN BITES 23 LACK OF SUPERVISICN/CARETAKER bo @ Octob o B
2 BRAIN DAMAGE/SKULL FRACTURE 13 SPRAINS/DISLOCATIONS 24 LACK OF SUPERVISION/NO CARETAKER about — ctober — Yct.
3 SUBDURAL HEMOTOMA 14 TYPING/CLOSE CONFINEMENT 25 ABANDONMENT Address — add. officer — off.
4 INTERNAL INJURIES 15 DRUG/ALCOHOL ABUSE 26 INADEQUATE FOOD and — & often — oft.
$ BURNS SCALDING 16 TORTURE 27 INADEQUATE SHELTER approximarely — approx. Paccrnal grandfathes — PGF
6 PUISONING/NOXIOUS SUBSTANCE 17 MENTAL INJURY 28 INADEQUATE CLOTHING April — Apt aternal grandmother — PGM
7 WOUNDS I8 VENEREAL DISEASE 29 MEDICAL NEGLECT p Pt pase &
8 MALNUTRITION 19 SEXUAL INTERCOURSE 30 EDUCATIGNAL NEGLECT August — Aug. police department — PD
9 BONE FRACTURES 20 SEXUAL EXPLOITATION 31 FAILURE TO THRIVE brought — brt. probation officer — PO
10 EXCESSIVE CORPORAL PUNISHMENT 21 SEXUAL MOLESTATION 32 OTHER NEGLECT caseworker — cw psychiatsist — PSYC,
18 CUTS/BRUISES) WELTS 22 OTHER ABUSE children — chin. psychologist — psychol.
child welfare services — CWS putative father — PF
court — ct. related — reld.
REPORTER SOURCE/CODES © (fd relid
December — Dec. relative — rel.
NED, 11 CUNIC OR HOSPITAL PHYSICIAN 43 PAROLE/PROBATION QFRICER Dept. of Corrections — DOC reporcer states — R.S.
12 NURSE (LPN) :‘ POUT‘;E TTORNEY Dept. of Mental Health — DMH residence — res.
STATE A .
13 NURSE (RN) i ¢ Dept. of Public Aid — DPA Saturday — Sat.
14 PRIVATE PHYSICIAN 46 JUVENILE OFACER b £ Public Health — D . . .
15 HOSPITAL SOCIAL WORKER 48 OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL ept. of Public He — DPH schizophrenic — schiz.
18 OTHER MEDICAL PERSONNEL doctor — dr., M.D. September — Sept.
51 FATHER/FATHER SUBSTITUTE educable mentally handicapped — EMH social worker — SW
SCHOOL 2t COUNSELOR 53 FUIEND/NEIGHBOR emergency room — ER Sudden Infant Death Syndrome — SIDS
1 PRINCIPAL %Mo Mo S family — fam Sunday — Sun
23 $CHOOL NURSE 34 RELATIVES OF FAMILY ¥ : ¥ :
2§ SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER 5s  SIBLING February —-.Fcb. supervision — sup.
25  TEACHER 36  VICTIM Friday — Fri. that >
26" ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL hospital — hosp. Thursday — Thurs
27 TRUANT OFFICER 61 CORONER ;
anuary — Jan. trailer — s,
28 -OTHER SCHOOL PERSONNEL 61 MEDICAL EXAMINER J any J . . .
Juvenile — juv, trainable mentally handicapped — TMH
SOCIAL 31 DCFS SOCIAL WORKER 8t CHILD CARE juvenile court — juv.ct. Tuesday — Tucs.
AGENCY 32 DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS PERSONNEL 82 BABYSITTER March — Mar. veneral diseasc — VD
33 DEFT. OF PUBLIC AID PERSONNEL 3 CHILD DAY CARE/NIGHT CARE CENTER matcznal grandfather — MGF Wednesday — Wed.
3¢ INSTITUTIONAL STAFF PERSONNEL 84 CHILD DAY CARE/NIGHT CARE HOME maternal grandmother — MGM with — w/
35 MENTAL HEALTH PERSONNEL #  PRE.SCHOOL/NURSERY SCHOOL 4 !
PRIVATE AGENCY SOCIAL WORKER 8  OTHER CHILD CARE PROVIDER mearally rerarded — MR without — W/out
37  PSYCHOLOGIST 87 LANDLORD Monday -~ Men. worker — wkr.
38 OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES PERSONNEL 91 ANONYMOUS natural father — NF youth officer — yo
93 OTHER REPORTING SOURCE (nut 1 10 91)
nawral mother — NM
LAW 41 COURTS 99 NOT NOTED BY REPORT TAKER w \ NP
cnt —
ENF. 42 ENERGENCY SERVICES PERSONNEL natura’ parent

November — Nov.

RELATIONSHIP ENTRY CODES (E9d)

STAFF ABUSE/NEGLECT ROLE CODES (E) AP ADOPTIVE PARENT

FACILITIES CODES (B6} REL. CODE SEX CODES (D4) ETHNICITY /RACE (D3} CASE STATUS (Di2) AU . AUNTIUNCIE

SA —  SUSPECTED ABUSE Bs - BABYSITIHR
CaO —  CHILD CAREINSTITUTION IN F —  FEMAIE AO ASIAN/ORIENTAL ~  PENDING SN —  SUSPECTED NEGLECT DC - DAY CARE STAH -
CWA —  CHILD WELFARE AGENCY or N —  MAIE BL BLACK - INDICATED SB  —  BOTH SUSPECTED P - FOSTER PARENT ;
DCC — DAY CARE CENTER DC N — NOTRPTED HA HISPANIC/S. AMERICAN —  CLOSED NI —  NOTINVOLVED GH GROUP HOME STAH —
DCH — DAY CARE HOME DpC HC HISPANIC/CUBAN UK -~ UNKNOWN [ 41 . GRANDPARENT ﬁ
DCC — . DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS IN HM HISPANIC/MEXICAN IN © —  INSTATUTION STAHE
DMH —  DEPY. OF MENTALHEALTH N HP HISPANIC/PUERTO RICAN NP . NATURAL PARENT w
FFH —  FOSTER FAMILY HOME 33 HS HISPANIC/SPANISH DESCENT NR -~ NOTREPORTHD o
GH —  GROUPHOME GH NA AMER. IND./ESKIMO Ok OTHERWISE RHLATED L‘D
MC —  MATERNITY CENTER or NR NOT REPORTED or OFHIR
NCC —  NIGHT CARE CENTER or UK UNKNOWN [ NON RELATED =
NCH —  NIGHT CARE HOME ot WH  WHITE PARENT SUHSTITUTH
AH —  ADOPTIVEHOME DT ot OTHER 5 SCHOO! STAY
SCH — SCHOOL (PUBLICI PRIVATE( sC St SUSEING,
OoTH — OTHER S SHIPPARINTG
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CHILO ABUSE REGLECT CODES (G} St SIBLING 8 CAIN PR e P P
SA SUSPECTED ABUSE . IN  INMICATED NEGLECT P SISP PARENT CHILD # REL [ R R— R—
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1) Subject({s) under 18 years old, i.e., a child

2) Subiject{s) responsible for the welfare of a child -

REGION ID # OFFICE

1A Rockford Region

1A03

1AU5

1A06

1AQ/

Fieeport Field

Rocktord Field

DeKalh Field

Rock Falls Field

1B Peoria Region

1804
1807
1812
1B17
1822
1826

1B32

Macomb Qutpost

Pekin Fieid

Peonia County

Inwake

Canton Outpost
Galesbuig fField

Mohine Freld

Ottawa Field

2A Aurora Region

2A02

ZAD4
2A20
2A2
2A31

“----ﬁﬂ\r

Ao eniTNg

Auwrora Freld

I ambard Feld

Juliet Field

Kankakee Freld
Lake Villa Field

REQUIRED ELEMENTS TO TAKE INITIAL OR SUBSEQUENT ORAL REPORTS

COUNTY

Jo Daviess
Stephenson
Winnebago
Boone
DeKalb
Ogle
Carroll

Lee
Whiteside

McDonough
Tazewell
Peoria
Woodford
Fulton
Knox
Henderson
Warren
Rock Istand
Mercer
Henry
LaSalle
Bureau
Marshall
Putngm
Stark

Kane
Kendall
DuPage
Will
Grundy
Kankakee
Lake
McHenry

1D #

43
89
101

19
71

52
98

45
a7
22
Y9
32
46
19
63

i.e., caretaker

{Block J)

3} Circumstances/Incidents caretaker behavior describing CA/N (chnld abuse

& neglect} entered in narrative (Block H)
4) Harm or substantial risk of harm (CA/N role code 8& Nature of Allegation)

REGION FIELD (C2)

REGION ID # OFFICE

2B Cook County Region

COUNTY

DCP investigattons Cook

3A Springfield Region

3A02
3A03

3A05

3A20

3A21

3A23

3A24

Springfield Field

Cartinville Field

Lincoin Field

Quincy Field

Jacksonville Field

Jerseyvilie Field

Jacksonville Field

3B Champaign Region

3802
3803

3804

3820

3B21

Champaign Field

Danville Field

Chailesion Field

Decatur Field

Bioomington Field

Sangamon
Christian
Macoupin
Montgomery
Mason
Menard
Logan
Adams
Pike
Hancock
Morgan
Scott
Calhoun
Green
Jersey
Cass
Schuyler
Brown

Champaign
Foid
Vermilion
Iroquois
Coles
Cumbertand
Edgar

Clark
Douglas
Shelby
Muoultrie
Macon
Piatt
Mcl.ean
DeWitt

ﬁivun(h

(o KX Fand I - AN

D # REGION ID # OFFICE COUNTY
4A East St. Louis Region

16 4A05 Wood River Field Bond
Chinton
Madison
Washington

83 4A08  East St. Lows Field Monioe

11 4A88 Randotph

56 St. Clarr

68

60 5A Marion Region

65

64 5A02 Marion Field Franklin

1 Wilhamson

75 BA03  Murphyshoro Field Jackson

34 Peny

69 5A04  Harrishurg Freld Gallatin

85 Hamitton

7 Hardin

31 Saline

42 White

9 6A05 Metropohs Field Johnson

84 Massac

5 Pope

5A06 Cairo Field "Union

Alexander
Pulaski

10 5A21  Salem Field Clay

27 Maion

92 5A22 - Olney Field Crawfoid

38 Edwardds

15 Lawrence

18 Richiand

23 Wabigsh

12 HA23 Mt Vernon Field  Jetterson

21 Wayne

86 5A24  Eftingham Field Eftingham

70 Fayette

55 Jusper

74

64 9A - State Central Register

Jh - QAhSldu

ID #

tral Begieten
S e -

et
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ls 6d v 3yn9Id




L0~ O D WA -

19
20
2
22

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

IO
Aander
Bond
Boone
Brown
Buseau
Calhoun
Catiel)
Caus
Champaign
Chiistas
(Clark
Clay
Clinton
Cohis
Couok
Crawford
Cumbsztland
{n:Kalb
DeWit
Dougylas
Dubage
Edgar
Eedwar thy
Eflingham
Fayelie
Furd
frrankhn
Fuiton
Gallatin
Greens
Grundy
Famitton
Hancock
FHaredin

A

3A20)
5A06
4A05
1A05
3A24
1832
3A23
1A07
3A24
3802
3A02
3804
HA21
An0LH
1804

THE0
bAL2
3804

1A06
3821

3804

2A04
3B04

5A22
H5A24
5A24
3802
5A02
1817
5A04
3a23
2A20
5A04
3A20
5A04

“Quincy Field

Catro Field
Wooud River Field
Rockiord Fieid
Beardstown Field
Ortawa Faeld
Jerseywille Field
Rock Falls Fietd
Beardstown Field
Champagn Field
Springfield Field
Charleston Field
Salem Fiuld
Wood River Field
Charleston Fighd
DCP Investigations
Olney Field
Charleston Field
DeKatb Field
Bloomington Field
Charleston Field
Lombard Field
Charleston Field
Olney Field
Effingham Field
Effingham Field
Champaign Field
Marion Field
Canton Outpost
Harnsburg Field
Jerseywitle Field
Jaliet Field
Harrishury Fietd
Quincy Field
Harrisburg Field

Jo
3
38

40
41
42
43
44
45
46
4/
ay
49
60

63

65
66
67

69
70

LA J
Headersun .
Hemy 1
Iroquuis 38753/
Jackson 5A03
Jaspers 5A24
Jufferson S5A23
Jersey 3A23
Jo Daviess 1A03
Juhnson HA05
Kana 2A02
Kankakee 2AN
Kendall 2002
Knox 1822
Lake 2A31
La Sulle 1R32
Lawrence HA22
Lee 1A07
Livingston 3821
Logan 3A05
Macon 3B20
Mascoupin 3A03
Madison 4A05
Maiion 5A21
Marshall 1832
Mason 3A05
Massac 5AU5
McDuonough 1804
Mctienry 2A31
M lean an21
Menard 3AUL
Mercer 1826
Monroe 4108
Montgomery  3A03
fMorgan 3A21
Moultrie 3804

s

LA "] =3

" Galesbury Field

Mohine Field
Danville Field
Murphysboro Field
Effingham Field
Mt. Vernon Field
Jerseywilte Field
Freeport Field
Metropolis Field
Aurora Field
Kankakee Field
Aurora Field
Galesbury Field

L uke Vilta Field
Ottawa Field
Olney Field

Rock Falls Field
Bloomington Field
Lincoln Field
Decatur Field
Carlinville Field
Wood River Field
Salem Field
Ottawa Field
Lincoln Fieid
Metropolis Field
Macomb Outpost
Lake Villa Field
Bioomington Field
Lincoln Field
Moline Field

East St, Louss Field
Carlinville Field
Jacksonvilte Field
Charleston Field

Y R ST

711 Ogle
72  Peuria 1812
713 Penry ! 5A03
74 Piant 3820
75 Pike 3A20
76 Pope 5A0
77 Pulask) 5A
78 Puwmnam 1B32
79 Randoiph 4A08
, 80 Richland 5A22
81 Hock tsland 1826
82 Saline HA04
83  Sangumon 3A02
84 Schuyler 3A24
85 Scutl 3A2]
86 Shelby 3804
87 Stark 1832
1 88 St Clair 4A08
89 Stephenson 1A03
90 Tazewell 1807
91 " Union 5A06
92 Vernmthon 3803
93  Wabash 5A22
94 Wanen 1822
95 Washington 4A05
96 Wayne 5A23
97 White 5404
98 Whiteside 1A07
99 will - 2A20
100 Williamson 5A02
101 Winnebago 1A0S
102 Wouadtord 1812
103 Out of State
104 Out of County

Pec eld
Mur\m‘ﬁabum Field
Decatur Fisld
Quincy Field
Metropohs Field l
Cairo Field
Ouiawa Feld
E. St Louis Fiekd
Olney Field
Moline Field
Harrishury Fiehd
Springtield Field
Jucksonvilte Field
Jacksonville Felg
Charleston Field
Ottdwa Field

E. St. Lows Field
Freeport Ficld
Pekin Field
Cainro Fietd
Danwiile Faeld
Olney Field
Galesburg Fietd
Wood River Field
Mt. Vernon Field
Harnshuiy Field
Rock Falls Field
Juliet Field
Marion Field
Rocktourd Field
Peonia Field

p-*bd § 2unbL4




The Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act requires the
Department to commence an investigation within 24 hours of receipt of a
report. If it appears that the family may flee or the child disappear,
the investigation is begun immediately. The Division of Child Protection
has a goal of completing investigations within 10 days (1986 Annual
Report, 13). In any event, a preliminary report of the investigation is
due at the Register within 14 days of the receipt of the complaint. A
follow-up disposition report is due within 60 days, although a 30-day

extension may be granted in special circumstances (1986 Annual Report,

13). Af the end of the additional 30 days, the investigator must
classify an "undetermined" report as either "unfounded" or "indicated".
~Unfounded reports are expunged of identifying information; indicated
reports are retained on the register for at least 5 years.

B. Incoming Reports.

In FY 1986 (July 1,1985 to June 30, 1986), the SCR received
181,548 calls of which 70,422 were reports of suspected child abuse or
neglect--a reporting rate of 21.7 child victims per 1,000 children. Most
(60%) of the reports of suspected child abuse and neglect in 1986 were
made by mandated reporters. Medical personnel made the most (16.5%)
reports, followed by social services personnel (15.6%), school personnel
(14.2%) and law enforcement agents (12.6%). Reports from relatives,
friends, neighbors-or victims themselves accounted for the 40% of reports

made by non-mandated reporters (1986 Annual Report, 9). Anonymous

reports are accepted, but hotline personnel encourage all reporters to
leave their name and telephone numbers.

C. Report Information.

The intake report form (CANTS 1) used in I1linois requests the

following information:
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0 names and addresses of the child and his or her parents or
caretaker (residential addresses of the child victims, not
the location where the incident occurred);

o child's age, race and sex;

0 nature and extent of abuse or neglect, including evidence
of prior maltreatment of the present victim or his siblings;

o names of persons responsible for the abuse or neglect;

o family composition, including names ages, sexes, and races
of other children in the home;

0 name, occupation, and telephone number of person making the
report;

0 actions taken by reporting source (§ 7.9).

A1l preliminary investigation reports and final dispositions
are recorded on a CANTS 2 form. All CANTS 2 forms must have name,
address and disposition fields completed. The forms also are monitored
to determine whether (a) the child was seen within 24 hours of the
initial report, (b) everyone was interviewed who should have been, and
(c) the final disposition was in agreement with the original charges.

D. Case Disposition.

ITTinois has three disposition categories: undetermined,
unfounded, and indicated. The standard of proof necessary to indicate a
report is "credible evidence". Undetermined reports are those in which
the investigation could not be initiated or completed because of
insufficient information provided to DCFS.. Reports can not be classified
as undetermined for more than 90 days. After 90 days, they are
classified as either unfounded or indicated. Families or the child
victims may be offered social services on a voluntary basis even if a
report of suspected child abuse or neglect is determined to be

unfounded.
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Nearly half (48.5%) of the 41,498 family reports of suspected
child abuse and neglect were substaritiated in 1986. These 20,143 reports
involved 33,959 child victims--an average of 1.7 children per indicated

report. (1986 Annual Report, 14). The substantiation rate varied by

region from 42.9% in Springfield to 52.4% in Chicago.

Mandated reporters had a higher rate of substantiation (58.8%)
than did non-mandated reporters (35.1%). Court and law enforcement
personnel had the highest substantiation rate (66.5%) of all reporting

sources in 1986 (1986 Annual Report, 16).

E. Records Maintenance

1. Retention
Indicated reports remain in the register for five years,
unless another report is received involving (a) the same child, (b) a
sibling, (c) an offspring, or (d) some other child in the care of the
perpetrator in which case the report remains in the register until five
years after the subsequent case is closed (§ 7.14). Unfounded reports
are expunged weekly. The identifying information is removed from the

computer file and all paper files are destroyed (1986 Annual Report,

13). Subjects of unfounded reports who consider themselves victims of
false reporting may request that their records not be expunged. These
requests must be made in writing within ten days of the abuse/neglect
- investigation (§ 7.7). "Registry.personnel recall at Teast one Sangamon
County prosecution for harassment.

2. Security

Call-backs as well as paéswords and other computer security

devices are used to prevent unauthorized access. Computer terminals are

located in a secure room on the third floor of the DCFS building.
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ITI. DUE PROCESS

A. Notification.

Notification letters of the results of child abuse and neglect
investigations are computer generated and sent by first class mail to
alleged perpetrators, mandated reporters, custodial parents, noncustodial
legal parents, personal guardians, and legal custodians. Figure 5 is a
prototype of the letter sent to perpetrators whose cases were
investigated and found to be "indicated." Approximately one percent of
the letters of notification are undeliverable. This centralized system
of notification was instituted because of a concern that local offices
did not always notify on a regular basis.

B. Procedures.

Within 60 days after notification of the completion of the
Child Welfare and Protective Services investigation (determined by the
date notification was sent), the subject of a report may request that
DCFS amend/expunge identifying information from, or remove the report in
the register (§ 7.16). Figure 6 is an example of the form used to
request to amend/expunge information. If the Department does not act or
refuses to act on the written request within 30 days, the subject has a
right to a hearing. The hearing is held "within a reasonable time" after
the request, and at a "reasonable" place and time by the Director of DCFS
or his-designee (§ 7.16). The subject must base his challenge on the
grounds that the report is inaccurate or is.being maintained in a manner
inconsistent to the Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act. The burden
of proof is on DCFS and the relevant Child Protective Service Unit. A
court finding of child abuse or neglect is presumptive evidence that the

report was not unfounded. The hearing officer must make a decision in
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FIGURE 5
DEPARTMENT OF
STATE OF ILLINOIS CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES
GORDON JORNSON 406 EAST MONROE

DIRECTOR SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1498

INVESTIGATION OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT--INDICATED PERPETRATOR
May 22, 1987

Chicago, I1 60661

Dear Ms. = _ :

Re: SCR Case No, f
Name:

You were previously notified that this Department was investigating a report of suspected
child abuse or neglect in fulfillment of its responsibilities under law.

After a thorough evaluation, we have determined the report to be "indicated.”

This means
that credible evidence of child abuse or neglect has been found.

You were identified as a person responsible for the child abuse or neglect. Information '

on this report will remain in a confidential file in the State Central Register of child
;puse and neglect reports.

Access to the register is govermed by State law. You may request a copy of the report;

however, it will not include the names of any persons who made the report or cooperated in‘ll
the investigation.

If you think that all or part of the report is inaccurate, you may request that the report ll
be amended or destroyed. The Department has an appeal process which is used to consider
such requests. A full explanation of the appeal process will be sent when your request is
received. By law, your request must be made within 60 days of the date of this letter. ‘

A request for a copy of the report and/or a request to amend or destroy the report can be
made by writing to me at the above address. Please do not call for information as it
cannot be released over the phine.

All requests for information should include:

. Your full name and address, including Zip Code

. The full name(s) of the child(ren) in the report

. The SCR case number which appears in the upper right~hand corner of this letter
. Verification of your identity by a notary public whose seal and signature

are attached (to guarantee that information about this report is not released
to an unauthorized person).

Sincerely,

Edward E. Cotton, Administrator

State Central Register
003635



FIGURE €

4

REQUEST TO AMEND/EXPUNGE INFORMATION

SCR #

YOUR NAME:

YOUR ADDRESS:

Will you be represented by an attorney? Yes No

If yes, name:

address:

) T ™ B e R i g b N et s e e e o fishiois R

I have received and read the materials contained in the Department's records
regarding the child abuse/neglect investigation. I believe the information
is inaccurate and should be amended or destroyed for the following reasons:

Give a brief reason:
(include additional pages if you wish)

I understand that by signing this form, I am consenting for the Department

to review the investigation.

Signed Date

Mail ‘this completed form and any other documentation you wish to be con-
sidered to:

Natalie Refine

DCFS, One North 0l1d State Capitel Plaza
Springfield, IL 62706



writing, stating his conclusions and the reasons for reaching them at the
close of the hearing or within 30 days of the hearing. Decisions of DCFS
are subject to judicial review under .the Administrative Review Law (§
7.16). Subjects of the report are notified of the decision, and the
Child Protective Service Unit has the responsibility for amending,
purging, or removing identifiers from records received from individuals
or agencies.

If review of the DCFS decision is sought, the first level of
appeal is to two administrative field workers. About five percent of the
cases, usually between 1,400 and 1,500, are appealed at this level. DCFS
is upheld fn about 70% of these cases.

The-second level of-appeal is a fair hearing. Approximately a
third of the suspected perpetrators who make the first level of appeal
request a fair hearing. DCFS is overturned in about a third of these
cases. All decisions of DCFS are subject to judicial review under the
Administrative Review Law. In the small proportion of cases that go to
court (less than one percent of all cases, or abhout five cases in 1986),
DCFS is more 1ikely than not to be overturned. One possible reason for
this is that attorneys do not feel comfortable with the 'credible
evidence' standard of proof and in fact use the more stringent

'preponderance of evidence' standard to substantiate a case.

~IV.  RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Reports of child abuse and neglect are confidential. The
subject of a report is entitled to receive a copy of all information in

the central register pertaining to his or her case except data that would
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identify a person who, in good faith, made a report or cooperated in a

subsequent investigation (§ 7.19). DCFS may obtain a court order to

prohibit the release of any information which the court finds likely to

be harmful to the subject of a report.

Reports of child abuse and neglect will be released only to

authorized persons for the following specified reasons:

0]

0

DCFS staff.in furtherance of their duties;:

law enforcement agencies investigating child abuse or
neglect cases or other sexual offenses when a child is
alleged to be involved;

State Police when administering the provisions of the
Intergovernmental Missing Child Recovery Act of 1984;

physicians treating a child suspected of being abused or
neglected;

persons authorized to place children in temporary
protective custody;

persons that have the legal responsibility to care for,
treat, or supervise a child, or parent, guardian or other
persons responsible for the child's welfare who are
subjects of a report;

any subject of a report or the guardian ad litem if the
subject is a minor;

courts, when access to records are necessary for the
determination of issues before the courts;

grand juries, when access to records is necessary to
conduct their official business;

. persons authorized by the Director of DCFS for audit or
“bona-fide research purposes;

law enforcement agencies, ‘coroners, medical examiners,
physicians, courts and child welfare agencies in other
states who require information to assist in their
assessment or service;

directors of state-operated facilities when an employee is
a perpetrator in an indicated report;

operators of licensed child care facilities when a current
or prospective employee is the perpetrator of an indicated
report (§ 11.1).
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Unauthorized release of information is a Class A misdemeanor (§ 11).

B. Uses of Information

1. Internal Management

I11inois uses registry data for planning, resource
allocation, and case management purposes. Illinois is one of few states
to also use registry data for performance evaluation. Measures discussed
previously, such as elapsed time before a call is answered and elapsed
time before a call is abandoned, are used to evaluate staff performance
and to set shift schedules. Other reports identify the work of hotline
operators, e.g. calls answered, time spent talking, and time spent
processing records. The status of child abuse or neglect cases that are
provided services is closely monitored.

2. Screening Applicants

People working in day care or child care facilities, people
who want to adopt children, and employees of DCFS are checked for prior
histories of child abuse or neglect. Since screening of foster homes and
day care centers began in 1982, 650 "hits" or matches have been found.
Screening of employees of licensed facilities began in 1986, and has
resulted in 228 names matched.

3. Research.

DCFS conducts research using registry data. The Annual
‘Report series contains not only a -description of the incidence of child
abuse and neglect but.analysis of. causes as well. DCFS also has produced
research on child fatalities, and a document, "Guidelines for
Differentiating Accidental from Intentional Injuries," for medical
professionals. Registry data are available to college and university

researchers, but there have been very few requests for these.

165



4. Diagnosis and Tracking

I1linois was one of the first states to use a risk
assessment model during child protective investigations and its modeT has
been adopted by other states. The risk assessment model is based upon
questions derived from the scales produced by the Child Welfare League of
America and the City of New York intake instrument. Registry personnel
say that registry data are used for diagnosis, particularly in cases with
physical injuries. Some multidisciplinary teams specialize in case
diagnosis. Coroners and medical examiners make use of registry data.
Because of the high incidence of "Sudden Infant Death Syndrome" cases in
Chicago, teams of nurses use registry data to determine potential abuse.

SCR tracks' suspected perpetrators or victims who remain
within I1linois. Even people who change their names may be tracked by
checking school records for the child victim.

5. Public Education.

Reports of suspected child abuse and neglect increased by 84%
in fiscal 1979 as a result of a massive educational campaign to increase
awareness of child abuse and neglect. The reporting has now stabilized
because the number of children reported may be approaching the actual

number of abused or neglected (1986 Annual Report, 5).

ITlinois has several prevention programs, including Building
Bridges, Parents Too Soon, Ounce.of Prevention, and Heart to Heart (See

the 1986 Annual Report, 27 for a more complete description of these

programs). The Building Bridges program is an effort to get more schools
involved in preventing and reporting sexual abuse. The goal is to
provide volunteers and child professionals the tools for instructing

elementary school children with ways to protect themselves from sexual
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victimization. In 1986, DCFS provided training to school personnel on

how to use these materials placed in school libraries.

The Parents Too Soon program provides nutrition and support

services, as well as educational/vocational services, to adolescents in

28 communities. Heart to Heart provides information and support services

to prevent sexual abuse of children of adolescent parents.

V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Innovations planned for fiscal 1987 include:

0

establishing a system of microfilming records and microfilming
historical records;

standardizing case preparation, hearing formats, written

reports, and other activities;

developing a personality inventory profile of child abusers in
group care facilities;

conducting additional research on responsiveness of hotline
staff, workloads, and performance expectations; and

reviewing current standard of evidence use and making
recomnendations.

Longer term objectives include linking the CANTS system to the

larger CYCIS system, establishing a risk assessment data base, and

permitting DCP workers on line access to CANTS.
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CHAPTER 5

LOUISIANA CENTRAL REGISTRY

I. QVERVIENW

The Louisiana Legislature requires the Department of Health and
Human Resources to maintain a central registry of reports of child abuse
and neglect. The Legislature defined abuse as "the infliction by a
caretaker of physical or mental injury or the causing of the
deterioration of a child including but not limited to such means as
sexual abuse, sexual exploitation, or the exploitation or overwork of a

child to such an extent that his health, moral or emotional well being is

-endangered" (R.S. 14:403 as amended by House Bill No. 1039, 1987).

During an abuse investigation, the DHHR agency is required to take into
account mitigating circumstances such as an injury resulting from an
accident or the reasonable exercise of discipline. Neglect is defined as
“the failure by a caretaker to provide for a child the proper or
necessary support or medical, surgical, or any other care necessary for
his well-being" (§ 403). Neglect does not include cases in which medical
care is withheld for religious reasons.

In 1985, Louisiana's Central Registry was a separate entity of the

Department of Health and Human Resources (DHHR); it was housed in a

‘separate building, had its own computer system, and was in the process of

implementing a state-wide, centralized intake system for reports of abuse
and neglect. In 1986, adequate funding was no Tonger available to
support and upgrade this "stand-alone" Central Registry. As a result,
the intake function was returned to the local level and other Registry
duties were merged with the general functions of the DHHR computer
system. Given its history, the Louisiana Registry serves as a case study
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of a registry faced with eliminating and/or changing various registry
functions because of a significant reduction state funding.

A. Organization and Personnel

The Central Registry of reported cases of abuse and neglect is
maintained by the Programs Bureau within the Division of Children, Youth,
and Family Services (see Figure 1). The Registry is accessed at the
Tocal level by state-employed, local workers who receive and investigate
reports of abuse and neglect in Louisiana's 64 parishes. The State
office communicates to the local parish offices primarily through seven
regional offices. The State office interprets all policy and makes all
programmatic decisions relating to local child abuse and neglect
investigations.

Because Registry functions are decentralized, child protection
employees who provide direct services work at the jocal level. The
primary employee working in child protection at the State Office is the
Child Protection Investigation Program Manager who monitors local
investigations of reports of child abuse and neglect.

The Programs Bureau has approximately 40 miillion doilars for
all of its programs (child protection, foster care, adoption, etc.)..
Because the Central Registry is no longer a separate entity, its budget
is not identified within the Programs Bureau budget.

B. Facilities
1. Hotline
In late 1986, plans for a state-wide hotline report intake
system were halted when the "stand-alone" State Central Registry was
discontinued. No state-wide hotline for reporting cases of suspected

abuse and neglect currently exists. All reports are made to local
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(parish) DHHR offices. The Targer metropolitan DHHR offices maintain a
24 hour hotline for receiving child abuse reports.

2. Information Systems

Before the advent of the "stand-alone" State Central
Registry, a few data elements on child abuse‘investigations were kept in
the Social Services Management System (SSMS) database. The information
was sent to the American Humane Society each year for inclusion in
national statistics on child abuse cases, but the data was of Tittle
value in monitoring and evaluating child abuse investigations conducted
by the local offices.

One of the primary purposes for creating the State Central
Registry was to centralize the data collection processes involved in
receiving and investigating reports. In June of 1985, a state-wide
centralized data collection system was implemented. Staff and computer
(a PRIME 2250 eventually upgraded to a 2550) resources, however, were too
lTimited to handle the eventual volume of data entry and processing that
the new system required. The system quickly was overwhelmed with data
collection forms backlogged for data entry. The State did not have the
resources to upgrade the faci]ities necessary to allow for an efficient
operation of the system. Consequently, centralized data collection was
discontinued in 1986.

Currently, -all data entry and modification is done at the
local level. Local. DHHR employees enter child abuse report information
into the Tracking Information Payments System (TIPS) which is kept on the
State's mainframe computer along with other social services information.
The advantage for the local worker is immediate access to the database

for checking prior reports of abuse and neglect. Information is indexed
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by victim, perpetrator, and family, and an internal DHHR number allows a
worker to track whether a family has received other DHHR services. An
employee who has an appropriate ID also can change and modify information
on the system. The disadvantage, however, is the register's limited
database. Information is not available on intake reports for 1986.
There are no plans to update the database by adding reports from 1985 to
1986 that were maintained on the State Central Register's PRIME
computer. Limited information is available, however, in the SSMS
database that maintained data elements on child abuse prior to 1986 cases
before the State Central Registry took over that function. "The SSMS has
information on some reports from 1985-1986 as well. During this time,
some local workers continued to add information to the SSMS database for
their own use because the State Central Registry did not allow local
access to its database.

Another disadvantage of the current system is that the
State office no Tonger has the ability to process child abuse data for
generating its own reports. All requests for reports and statistical
summaries must be funneled through the Information Management Unit to the
Data Processing staff in another State office. In addition, some
information is no longer collected. For example, the local offices have
information on the number of reports that are accepted for investigation,
but they do not keep information on the total number of reports that are

received.

IT. CASE PROCESSING

A. General Description

A1l reports of suspected child abuse and neglect are made to
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the local DHHR parish office (Figure 2). The intake worker screens
incoming reports on three criteria: (a) the alleged victim is under 18
years of age, (b) the alleged perpetrator is a parent or caretaker as
defined in R.S. 14:403, and (c) harm or substantial risk of harm is
clearly indicated. Any report failing to meet the criteria is reviewed
by a supervisor to make sure an investigation is not warranted.

Initial information on a report accepted for investigation is
recorded on the Child Protection Investigation/Intake Form (Figure 3).
The intake worker also checks the register for any previous reports of
abuse and neglect and can determine whether the family is on welfare,
receiving food stamps, using foster care, or is enrolled in other DHHR
programs. The worker assigns an investigation priority status to each
report. For a report given an emergency status,'an investigation
requires face-to-face contact as soon as possible but no later than 24
hours after the initial report. A high priority report investigation is
initiated within 48 hours, and a non-emergency report investigation is
initiated within three working days.

Local DHHR workers enter the intake information into TIPS after
the investigator has made an initial in-person contact with the alleged
victim. Information is updated and modified at any time during the
investigation; final disposition information usually is entered within
three days of the investigation's findings. A1l investigations are
required to be completed within 60 days of receipt of fthe report.

B. Incoming Reports

Because the current, parish-based registry was installed only
recently, there are no available data yet on numbers of reports received

for 1987 or the sources of reports (mandated reporters, nonprofessional
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reporters or anonymous reporters). The centralized intake unit of the
previous registry received at least 29,000 reports in 1986, and that
figure might be the best estimate of reports received. The percentage of
calls that are not legitimate reports of abuse or neglect is also
impossible to determine because inappropriate or irrelevant reports are

screened out at the parish DHHR offices. For example, educational

neglect is not investigated because it is no longer required by state law.

C. Report Information

Child Protection Investigation/Intake Form (Figure 3) contains
a place for type of report; a narrative description of the incident; base
information (name, birthdate, race, sex) on the subjects of the report
and ‘other members -of the household; addresses; prior reports of abuse or
neglect; and name, address, and telephone numbers of source of the
report. IS ALL OF THIS INFORMATION INPUT INTO THE REGISTRY?

D. Case Disposition

Social work investigation results in two major determinations:
valid or invalid. The measure of proof used to establish valid reports
is "some credible evidence." The Manual (PPM 4-535) establishes several
other disposition categories:

a. Terminated after a preliminary investigation

b. Client noncooperation

c. Unable to locate

Conditions governing these three additional dispositions direct
when they may be used. A supervisor's approval is required.

During 1986, 41 percent of all reported cases were found

valid. During 1984, 51 percent of sexual abuse reports were validated.
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Substantiation rates vary by parish. A state office offﬁcial
suggests that the reason for the variation is the quality of
investigations. Parishes with low substantiation rates may not interview
enough people to obtain evidence that reaches the level of proof required
to substantiate. The state office presses for more thorough
investigations and evaluations, not for higher validation rates.

E. Records Maintenance

1. Records Retention

Information on reports of abuse and neglect, regardless of
whether the disposition was valid or invalid, currently are retained on
the computer and in paper files. As of January 1988, no guidelines had
been established .for purging and/or expunging repcrts from the central
registry. There is no Louisiana provision concerning the number of years
records shall be retained and then expunged, but a study designed to
recommend a policy has begun.

2. Security

Access to the central registry database requires knowledge
of passwords. a call-back system is used to identify people who request
access to registry information. It was not possible during the site
visit to assess the security of record information maintained in local

offices.

III. DUE PROCESS
A. Notification

There is no state office role in notification. Initially, the
local investigator, in initiating the first contact with the alleged

child victim's parent/person responsible for care, orally explains the
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purpose and legal authority for the investigation (PPM 4-510). The
investigation worker informs the parent or person responsible for care of
the child of the final disposition. Notice is not given to perpetrators
who fail to meet the definition of caretaker. If, for examnle, the
perpetrator is a "boyfriend" of the mother, the mother would receive the
results of the investigation, but the perpetrator would not. If the
report is valid, the parent or caretaker is advised in-person, whenever
possible, of (a) the finding, (b) possible referral to Families Services,
and (c¢) any report to the district attorney. If the report is invalid,
the parent or caretaker will be informed by telephone or in-person, as
well as by mail using the Notice to Subject Invalid Report (PPM 4-555).
B. Procedures

There is no procedure for amendment, sealing, or expungement of
record information. Accordingly, alleged perpetrators are not notified
of any right tc examine record information or request amendment, sealing,
or expungement. Challenges to record information or findings are
reviewed by parish office staff members. Any such inquiries received at
the state office are sent to the local level to be handled informally.
No regulations provide for informal or formal handling of such requests.
There is no Fair Hearing procedure. In the past six years, there has
been only one request to a tafayette court to have a name taken off the

register, and the request was granted.

IV.  RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Presently, DHHR provides case information only to mandated

reporters working with the child, such as social workers, physicians, or
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psychologists. The 1987 statute has directed the DHHR to promulgate
rules regarding the maintenance, deletion, and release of information in
the central registry. Information is released to registries in other
states, after the identity of the person requesting information is
verified.

Anonymous complaints are accepted and are assessed and
investigated according to the same criteria used with identified
reporters. The statute (14:403), nonetheless, requires that a report
contain the name and address of the reporter. MWhen a local office has
difficulty locating the subjects of the reports, the Manual (PPM 4-510)
instructs the investigation worker to recontact the reporter, if the
identify is known, to obtain a correct address. Some anonymous reporters
are suspected to be mandated reporters who, for some reason, do not want
to leave their name. For example, a teacher who is torn between the
reporting requirement and a principal's instruction to report through
him, may make an anonymous report. The state office opposes any attempt
by attorneys to obtain the identity of an anonymous reporter. It may be
possible, however, to derive the identity of an anonymous reporter from a
witness list for a court proceeding.

The statute (14:403) extends immunity from civil or criminal
liability to good faith reporters, but expressly denies immunity to "any
person who makes a report known to be false or with reckless disregard
for the truth of the report". Further, a person who reports a child as
abused or neglectgd or sexually abused and knows the report is false, is
guilty of a misdemeanor.

If a social worker suspects that the caller is making an

intentional false report for harassment purposes, the worker advises the
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reporter of the possible exemption from the legal immunity granted to
good faith reporters (PPM 4-400). Further, a worker's suspicion that a
report is intentionally false is grounds for not accepting a report for
investigation, providing two prior false reports have been filed. Parish
offices have submitted a few cases of intentional false reports to
district attorneys for prosecution.

B. Uses of Information

1. ‘Internal Management

Louisiana uses registry data for planning, management, and
resource allocation. For example, the number of investigations conducted
within the 60 day time Timit is monitored. Standard caseloads for
investigation staff is 14, but not more than 20 new or subsequent reports
per month (PPM-4-300). Parish workers receive a monthly statement
showing the status of their cases.

2. Applicant Screening

Applicants who apply to become foster parents or adoptive
parents must obtain a state police records check, which includes
fingerprint searches. It is believed that at the local office level,
staff members check the computerized child abuse and neglect registry for
any record information on these applicants.

A 1987 statute provides for a state police criminal records
check for child care employees including teachers. Due to a controversy
over who should pay the ten dollar fee, implementation of the statute has
been deferred.

3. Research
Because of the diécontinuity in records, it is not

currently possible to conduct longitudinal research. Research requiring
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identifying information is discouraged by the confidentiality legislation
governing the registry.

4. Diagnos®s and Tracking

Registry data currently are not used for diagnostic
purposes or to prevent "hospital shopping." The centralized intake
system, operating between July 1985 and December 1986, was designed to
facilitate tracking, but this system was never implemented fully.

OHD/DCYFS Form 45 (Figure 4) is used to determine risk to
children. The form is optional and is completed within 10 days of the
receipt of the report of suspected abuse or neglect.

5. Public Education

Education to increase public awareness of child abuse and
’neg1ect is a responsibility of state regional and parish offices. It is
anticipated that a regular annual report of child abuse and neglect data
will be reinstituted in the near future.

V. Future Directions

The Louisiana Central Registry experience has implications for
other registries undergoing funding crises. In Louisiana, management
decided to decentralize intake and focus the quality of information
maintained in the central registry. In an era of‘declining resources,
better management of avajlable resources is essential. As noted earlier,
studies of expungement and purging policies are being prepared in order

to make recommendations to the legislature.
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CHAPTER 6

NEW HAMPSHIRE CENTRAL REGISTRY

I. OVERVIEW

The New Hampshire Central Registry was selected for a site visit
because it is an example of a totally manual operation that does not rely
on a telephone "hotline", and because the New Hampshire Supreme Court's
Bagley decision has affected not only the operation of New Hampshire's
registries but the practices and procedures in other states as well.

New Hampshire's Child Protection Act (RSA 169-C) mandates the New
Hampshire Division for Children and Youth Services to "provide protection
of ‘children whose Tife, health or welfare is in danger." Accordingly,
the DCYS established a central registry on child abuse and neglect in
1976 (RSA 169-C:35). Abandoned children, sexual, physical, or
psychologically abused children, children in imminent danger due to their
circumstances or surroundings, and children neglected willfully and
neglected by incapacity or incarceration are all conditions to be
reported to the central registry.

DCYS identified the prevention of child abuse and negliect as a high
priority for 1986 and has established a team of prevention specialists to
promote prevention throughout New Hampshire.

A. Organization and Personnel

The New Hampshire Central Registry is located in the Division
for Children and Youth Services (DCYS) under the Bureau of Administrative
Services of the Department of Health and Human Services. The central
registry itself is staffed by one full time person. Support for the

operation, however also is furnished by a staff attorney in the legal
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affairs office, a policy development supervisor, a fair hearing officer and
a technical support person who is developing an automated system for the
registry. The registry's estimated budget is between $30,000 and $40,000.
B. Facilities
1. Hotline

New Hampshire does not operate a child abuse and neglect
hotTine as such. Twelve district offices receive and process all
complaints. The statewide DHHS “"Help Line" can, however, be used for
reporting incidents of child abuse and neglect as well as facilitating
emergency placements. Callers normally are referred to the district office
where the reporter is located and to law enforcement officers after DCYS
office hours.

2. Information System

New Hampshire's Central Registry is a statewide index of
founded and unfounded reports of alleged child abuse or neglect, combining
the individual registers maintained at each DCYS District Office. Registers
in district offices contain copies of the Protection Report Form (initial
report), the Protection Investigation Form (disposition report), and the
narrative and dictation. The narrative is a detailed description of alleged
abuse or neglect which accompanies the protection investigation form. The
Central Registry contains copies of the same forms as the district offices,
" but does not have the narrative or dictation. Unlike.the district offices
however, the central registry contains a perpetrators' file. (DCYS Family
Serv. Program Definitions 6037).

The central registry itself consists of three filing cabinets,

a log book, and an index card file. Additional recordkeeping includes
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annotations in the Tog book which are used to compile substantiation

rates and other data reported weekly, monthly and in the annual report.

II. CASE PRCCESSING

Figure 1 presents the major steps in processing a report of alleged
abuse or neglect. Reports of abuse and neglect in New Hampshire
must be made directly to one of the twelve district offices in the ten
counties in the state. The "intake social worker" screens reports
received against specific criteria to determine whether the children are
in immediate danger and whether the family should be referred for
assessment (DCYS Intake Process Policy 6003.1). Emergency cases must be
investigated immediately, and other reports of abuse or neglect
investigation must be initiated within 72 hours of receipt of report.

DCYS staff refer to law enforcement instances where the child is
the victim of a crime or whenever there is an allegation of sexual
molestation, sexual exploitation, intentional physical injury, or
non-accidental physical injury. Similarly, law enforcement agencies are
instructed to report to DCYS any incident in which the officer has reason
to believe that a child has been abused or neglected.

After the report is accepted as a credible child abuse or neglect
report by district office staff, the protection report (Form 606) is
prepared. - Because of this-early, informal screening a Form 606 is not
filed on every case. .This three-part form contains blocks for all of the
major elements pertaining to the incident, but there is no space for a
narrative summary. MWhen the form is received by the central registry, it

is placed in a log book (along with the name of the victim and the date
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the 606 was filed) chronologically by preprinted control number. The
forms are then filed by district office by month in alphabetical order by
name of alleged victim. District Office staff have 60 days (or longer
under certain circumstances, such as when police are involved) to
complete a protection investigation form (607). When the protection
investigation form is received, the result of the investigation and the
date the 607 was received at the central registry is recorded on the

log. Even if the investigation is not completed within 60 days, the
district office is still expected to file a 607 and then report further
progress on a new 607.

Separate statistical logs, constructed from data contained on
forms .606 and 607, are kept to provide summary information for annual
reports and other statistical purposes.

Unfounded reports are matched with their corresponding form 606

and filed, but not indexed. Founded reports require a letter to be sent

by the district office to the alleged perpetrator informing him or her of
the right to appeal. If the right to appeal is waived, the records are
filed in the central registry. A perpetrators index is constructed at
the central registry from data contained on the forms filed (606 and
607). A 3 x 5 index card is prepared for each perpetrator. The index
card includes the perpetrator's name, district office number, date of
birth, date of report, medicaid number (if known), and date index card
was prepared.

A1l cases of child abuse and neglect which result in serious
bodily injury or sexual abuse must be referred to the attorney general or

county attorney for possible criminal prosecution. Other cases may be
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referred for prosecution or to district court at the discretion of the
Bureau of Children (RSA 169-C:38;C:7).

B. Incoming Reports

DCYS received 3,902 reports of suspected child abuse and
neglect in 1986. This was down slightly from the high of 3,995 in 1984,
but a great increase from the 833 cases reported in 1976. Virtually all
reports are received by mail on Form 606 from the 12 district offices.
Failure to report a suspected case of child abuse or neglect is a
misdemeanor (RSA 169:C:39). Reporters of alleged abuse or neglect are
protected from liability if the report was made in good faith (RSA
169-C:31).

The majority of reports come from professional people. In
1985, for example, school personnel (21%), law enforcement personnel
(11%), medical personnel (9%), and other community agencies (12%)
accounted for 51% of the total reports. Families of relatives (16%) and
friends or neighbors(12%) constituted the largest proportion of
non-professional reporters. Other reporters included: self-reports, day
care personnel, court/probation, law enforcement agencies, clergy,
landlords, other states, etc. Although sources are encouraged to give
their names, anonymous reports are accepted and 7% of the total reports
made in 1985 were made by anonymous sources.

C. Report Information.

Figure 2 shows the information kept on. the intake form 606.
The following data elements are requested on child victims: name, age,
race/ethnic background, responsible caretakers, relationship to

perpetrator, name of siblings, and previous protection involvement.
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Figure 3 is the protection investigation report, form 607,
which contains case disposition, background variables on alleged
perpetrators/parents/car..-akers, and family stress factors. Central
registry staff review reports only for completeness and other clerical
imperfections and do not monitor the conduct of the local investigation.

0. Case Disposition

As noted above,.the district office has 60 days to investigate
a report of suspected child abuse or neglect and file the protection
investigation form. Central registry staff send reminders on all reports
outstanding for more than 60 days. As noted, it is permissible to file
an incomplete investigation report within sixty days and then follow up
with a new form 607 -once the investigation is complete.

In order for a case to be maintained as "founded" in the New
Hampshire Central Registry, there must be "probable cause to believe that
any child in the family is abused or neglected" (R.S.A. 169-C:3.)
Neglected child means a child "without proper parental care . .
necessary for his physical, mental or emotional health, when it is
established that his health has suffered or is very likely to suffer
serious impairment." (R.S.A. 169-C:3(xix)). Exceptions to this
definition include a financial means exemption and a parental religious
belief exemption. (R.S.A. 169-C:3(xix)). Probable cause is defined as
- "facts and circumstances based upon accurate and reliable information,
" including hearsay, that would justify a reasonable person to believe that
a child is subject to a report . . . is abused or neglected.” (R.S.A.
169-C:3(xxiii)). By a 1985 amendment, "founded reports" are maintained
for 7 years and "unfounded reports" for 3 years. (R.S.A., Supp. 1985-
169~-C:35).
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Of the 3765 abuse and neglect reports made in 1985, 1707 (45%)
were founded, 1045 (28%) were unfounded, 762 (20%) were unfounded/at
risk, and 251 (7%) were pending. As discussed, a 65% substantiation rate
is reached by combining "founded" and "at risk" by the statutory
definition as well as by the number of cases in which services are
offered. The substantiation rate for sexual abuse cases (68%) was higher
than the substantiation rate for other types of child abuse and neglect
cases. Substantiation rates are relatively consistent among the 12

districts varying between 33% and 51% in 1985 (1985 Annual Report, 6).

Given the New Hampshire definition of neglect as "very likely
to suffer serious impairment," it is important to note that a large
number of .cases are .considered as both "at risk" and simultaneously
"unfounded". Families in such situations are offered services, and if
these cases were added to the "founded" total, the substantiation rate in
New Hampshire would rise from 45% to 65% of reported cases.

E. Records Maintenance

1. Retention

District offices may submit updated or amended data to the
central registry. Reports are expunged as the result of the fair hearing
procedure. New Hampshire estimates that less than 1% of its reports are
amended or expunged each year and that it takes between one and three
days to amend or expunge records. Both the amended and original
information is retained on the central-registry.

New Hampshire statutes specify retention requirements.
Founded reports are retained for 7 years and unfounded reports for 3
years (RSA 169-C:35). To date, no records have been expunged from the

central registry, but there are plans to follow the retention schedule
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when the registry office moves to a new location in the building. There
is no procedure in effect for expungement of a record subsequent to an
appeal. Local division offices have their own expungement policies.
2. Security

New Hampshire's central registry records are protected
from unauthorized access by being kept in a locked file, but are not
secured in a special room. Access control is strictly maintained by the
full-time staff person in charge of the registry records. The child
abuse and neglect reports maintained at the district offices are likewise
considered confidential and appropriate measures are assumed to be in
place to safequard them in these offices. Both the Protection Report
Form and ‘the Protection Investigation Form are batched separately from
other mail and marked "confidential" when routed within the district
office and between the district and the state office (Instructions to the
Protection Report Form).

Only two complaints of unauthorized disclosure, one by
police and one by an attorney, could be remembered. There was no
criminal indictment or civil suit in either case, and the reality of the

complaints could not be ascertained.

III. DUE PROCESS
A. "Notification

-~ New Hampshire's written notification system was initiated in

response to Petition of Lana and Leon Bagley, a 1986 New Hampshire

Supreme Court case. In Bagley, parents who were subjects of a founded

report of neglect and placed on New Hampshire's central registry
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successfully challenged the DCYS procedures because they were not
notified of the particulars of the charge against them and had no
statutorily guaranteed appeal. The Supreme Court ruled that DCYS "must
provide written notice to the person determined to be the perpetrator of
the incident of abuse or neglect. The notice must set forth the nature
of the report and give reasons underlying the determination” (PD 86-21).
DCYS sends a form letter (Figure 4, DCYS Form 280) to perpetrators
indicating that there is reason to believe that an offense did occur and
the reasons for the finding. The letter also alerts perpetrators to
their right to access information contained in DCYS files and their right
to an administrative hearing to challenge the determination. Notification
must be sent certified mail, address only, return receipt requested.

B. Procedures

Once a request to appeal has been filed, a pre-hearing
conference is held to attempt to resolve the appeal before the fair
hearing occurs. Both the pre-hearing conference and the fair hearing
must occur within 30 days. An additional 30 days are allowed for the
decision to be reached. The findings of each of these procedures is
reported to the central registry. Only after the fair hearing confirms
the finding, is the individual's name put on the perpetrator index.

Form 280 contains a tear-off portion which enables the
perpetrator to initiate the fair hearing process. .This sheet, which
includes a brief written. summary of why the alleged perpetrator is not
responsible for the alleged abuse or neglect, must be returned to the
District Office Supervisor within 14 days of receipt of the Tetter. HWhen

the District Office Supervisor receives both the mail receipt and the
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FIGURE 4. DCYS FORM 280
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES M. Mary Mougan. Connmissioner
DIVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES David A. Bundy, Director
6 Hazen Drive ’ Concord, NH 03301.6522 603 - 271-4451
Date:
Dear
On » we received a report alleglng that
(O abused and/or (J neglected ___ minor ___ male, ___ female child(ren) In
on or about . The report alleged
that did

As mandated by RSA 169-C:34, |1, our agency has conducted an Investigation, and has
determined that the report Is [J founded, problem resoived or [J founded, case
opened. This means that we have declded there |s reason to bel leve that

did O abuse and/or O negiect the child(ren).

The reasons for this finding are

In accordance wlth RSA 169-C:35, may be
entered Into the Division for Children and Youth Services (DCYS) Central
Reglstry. This Is a file of all Individuals who have founded reports of child
abuse or neglect. Once entered Into the Central Registry, the report will remal’

on file for a minimum of seven years and may then be removed.

Anyone who has a founded report In the Central Reglistry may be denled a |lcenr
provide child day care or foster family care, and may be denied employment Ir
group care facllity/Institution or other related services to children. Unde
169~C:38 and RSA 170-E:4, New Hampshire law enforcement and the New Hampshl
Department of Publlc leal th have the right to obtain Information from the
Reglstry.

DCYS
280
PO 86-21 Oc’
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FIGURE
Jn written request, you or your legal representative may obtaln coples of wrlfg%n
«aterlal which may be placed In the Central Reglstry. This materfal will be
provided to you within the guldel ines of the Safeguardlng Information rule He-C

£407.08 (b).

It you do not agree with the finding of abuse or neglect, you have the right to a
Falr Heartng. In order to ask for a falr hearing, complete the tear-off form below
and send It to the District Offlce Supervisor within 14 calendar days of the receipt
of this letter. 1f this I|s not done, you may forfeit your right to a hearing.

When the Falr Hearings Offlcer receives your request, a date for the hearing will be
set and the Dlstrict Office Supervisor will be Informed. To preserve your right to
appeal, you must attend a Pre-Hearing Conference.

The Supervisor wll|l contact you to schedule the Pre-Hearing Conference. The
Pre-Hearing Conference's purpose |s to dlscuss your case and your concerns In the
hope that a Fair Hearing will not be necessary. You may bring someone to represent
you at the conference.

tf the Pre-Hearing Conference falls to resolve your concerns, the Fair Hearing wil!
take place as scheduled. At the hearing, you may speak for yourself or have sameone
el se represent you, Including a lawyer. However, DCYS cannot pay for your legal
fees.

If you have any questions about the contents ot this letter, please feel free to
contact me at .

Sincerely,

OCYS Social Worker and OCYS Supervisor
Office Address:

District Qfflce

[] | wish to appeal the finding of abuse or neglect and | request a fair hearing.
The reasons | feel | was not responsible for the abuse or neglect report is/are

Date: Signature:

(print clearly) Name:

Address:

fel ephone Number:

Return this form fo the OCYS Supervisor at the Olstrlict Offlce address shown above.




returned, date stamped tear-off sheet, he must forward these to the Fair
Hearings Officer within 4 days.

The suspected perpetratér is entitled to file a written statement
of disagreement which becomes part of the case file (N.H. Admin. Rules
HE-C 6407.09, subsequently cited as § 6407.09).

The impact of these new procedures is still to be determined.
Currently, there are rules in the drafting stage to follow-up on policy
86-21, dated 15 October 1986, which involves the procedures for the fair
hearing process. If recent experience indicates what lies ahead, most
cases will be disposed of prior to going to the fair hearing. Normally,
once the evidence is presented at the pre-hearing, the perpetrator does
not pursue the matter further. The most recent statistics show that as
of early May 1987, 77 cases had been appealed, 63 were concluded and 14
remained open. Initial administrative review overturned nine (14%) of
the cases and ten were overturned at pre-hearing conferences. Twenty
cases (32%) were withdrawn (11 after the pre-hearing conference) and 16

were abandoned.

Iv. RECORDS USAGE

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality

Requests for information must be made in writing and are
answered by mail (District Office staff may initially make a telephone
tnquiry but it must be followed with a written request.) Major consumers
of registry data are law enforcement agencies, Department of Public
Health, the adoptions unit, public health licensing office, and foster

care and child placing agencies' licensing departments. The purpose of
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the request must be specified and the ultimate use to which the
informati?n is put, must be provided (§ 6 6407.06).

Access to records is limited to "material essential to
carrying out the official functions of DCYS or the agency requesting
access" (Admin. Rules, HE-C 6407.03). Confidential information about a
client may be released to law enforcement agencies when a threat of
serious bodily injury has been made to a DCYS employee (§ 6407.02).

Even court orders for information are not automatically
followed without some scrutiny. The court order must specify the
individual whose records are sought and the type of information sought.
In addition, DCYS requires a legal review of all court orders which
require release of confidential or restricted information. On advice of
counsel, DCYS may challenge a court order if "its intended use is not
related to Program Administration or Program Enforcement, and/or when the
release of information would be an invasion of privacy" (§ 6407.06).

Grand Jury requests aiso require a court order and consent by
counsel before DCYS will release information. A Grand Jury request is
necessary before records will be released to investigate allegations of
welfare fraud (§ 6407.06).

Researchers desiring registry information must file a written
request detailing their method of distributing DCYS information, their
collection and method of release, and their plans for disposal of the
information when the project is completed. No information will be
released to researchers without the Director's approval (§ 6407.06).

Confidential information may be released to the casehead

(casehead is child, parent, adoptive parent, or foster parent about whom
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a file has been established) or his/her Tegal representative, however
confidential information about a third party may not be released to
either the casehead or his legal representative unless the third party
has authorized the release in writing or a court orders its release to
the court (§ 6407.07). If the court orders that the report be released,
OCYS personnel are instructed to remove the name of the reporter(s) and
anyone else who assisted in the investigation. If the perpetrator is not
a relative of the victim, the victim's identity also is removed before
the information is released (§ 6407.08).

B. Uses of Information

1. ‘Internal Management

New Hampshire uses registry data for planning, management,
and allocating resources.

2. Screening Applicants

New Hampshire screens applicants for day care or foster
care positions and prospective adoptive parents. In 1986, the central
registry had 5,312 requests from the Bureau of Child Care Standards of
Licensing, 987 requests from District Offices, 517 requests from other
lice