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Preface 

The Criroinal Justice Evaluation Unit of the San Diego Association 
of Governments was authorized by the Regional Criminal Justice 
Planning Board (RCJPB) to evaluate the Child Abuse Project of the 
San Diego Police Department. This project was funded by the federal 
4lw Enforcement Assistance Administration (rEM) with a total two-year 
allocation of $283,833 (including state and local matching fl,nds). 
Federal funding allowed the existing specialized central child abuse 
unit within the 'San Diego Police Department to expand its services 
to the entire City of San Diego. 

The prellininary eval,uation (July, 1980) was process-oriented and 
examined the project's progress toward the goal of centralized dis­
position of child abuse cases and the objectives stated in the grant 
proposal~ This final evaluation addresses additional issues raised 
~QY the~RCJ1?B: (1) the effects of diversion versus prosecution on 
~'cidivism of abusers; and (2) the impact of a specialized law 
enforcement assessment and referral unit on disposition of child 
abuse cases when compared with a traditional juvenile unit handling 
slinilar cases. The report begins with an executive summary presenting 
issues, conclusions and recomnendations. This is followed by an 
in-depth discussion of each issue. 

The assistance and cooperation of personnel in the San Diego PiBlice 
Department, County Department of Soci~l Services, San Diego ~1unicipal 
Court, and, the District and City Attorney's Offices toward e~aluation 
efforts is sincerely appreciated. 
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PROJECT NARRATIVE 

Between 1974 and 1978, reported child abuse cases in the City of 
San Diego increaseQ by 216%, from 709 in 1974 to 2,240 in 1978 '(, 
(Child Abuse Project Application, 1979). ~ring thi~ ti~e (1976), 
a, child abuse teGUll was developed to respond'to abuse victims in the 
central city area. A social worke,r was assigned to the unit 'to pro­
vide a,liaisqn role to, the Department of Social Services (Welfare) 
Which 'has primary responsibilities related to children. The special" 
unit was created to provide an interdisciplinary approach to central 
city child abt,lSe victims and their famili~s by providing access to 
appropriate social services. "Thes~ activities we:Le generally not ,; 
undertaken by patrol officers responding to these calls. 

In 1979," the Police Departmene received 'federal funds (Law Enforcement 
Assistance AQrninistJ;ation) to expand the child abuse unit to provide 
'services inuall repOrted child abuse caSeS in the City of San Oiego. 
Total,project expenditures were $283,833' for "two years and allOwed 
the ur'l'it to hire two, patrol officers, a sergeant., another sccial wor~er, 
a part-time analyst, and to increase the clerical support. Total st,aff 
currently includes pine (9) sworn per~onnel and two social workers. 

"Specific second-year project objectives included: (1) specialized 
response to 3,100 abuse' reports, (2) referral of 60% of ~ported 
cases to, social se:cvicas, (3) reduction ,in "adult court refeprals, 
(4)a decre,ase in repeat calls (recidivism), andeS) maintenance of 
educational'and ,Poordination, activities. The project has receiv~ 
federal funding for a third year. ' 

The child abuse unit' receives reports of child abuse incidents" from 
seVeral sources: patrol officers, area detectives, cOllUTlunications/ c> 

'dispatch personnel, pUblic ,and private agencieS, or direct calls, 
from individuals. The cirC1Jffistances of an incident pictate actions 
to ,be taken after referral to unit staff. "A child, may be removed to 
protectiv~ custoPY, an invest~gationmay take place to substantia~e 
suspected abuse, the" alleged abuser may be arrested and chi:,\rged Wl. th 
a cr~me, ahd/or the' family m,aY beirefer'red to a social service agency. 
The diverse needs of child abusing families warrant intervention by , 
police, ,the, Department of Social services, Juv:enil~1 court, the Distric.t 
and/or City AttorneYf:" and the Cl:'iminal courts. C':llifornia law requir~s 
th~t:t:'eports 0:1; suspected abuse be reported to law enforcemeqt or the 
welfare. deparonent, so the necessity for coordinated activities is 

. v evident to avoid d\lplication "of efforts. 
c,' /ji 
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ISSUES, CONCWSIONS AND RECOMHENDATIONS 

Issue I: HAS THE PIDJECT SUCCESSFULLY ACCOOPLISHED ITS GOAL OF 
CENTRALIZED DISPOSITION OF ALL CHILD ABUSE CASES? 

Conclusions: The majority of child abuse cases reported ~o the San ~iego 
Police Department are handled by the special inv~stigato:s in ~he Chlld 
Abuse Unit. Benefits of this approach are percelved by lnvestlgator~ 
handling other juvenile cases and personnel in the Department of Soc:al 
Services. Concentration of expertise, coordination with social ~ervl~e 
personnel, and standardization of procedures are among the beneflts clted. 
There is a need for feedback information on dispositions of abuse cases 
reported in areas throughout the city according to J~vestigators in 
outlying stations. ' . .' 

Recommendations: 

1. The child abuse team should continue as a centralized, specialized 
unit after the federal funding expires. 

To enhance investigations of juvenile related offenses that occur 
throughout the city, a£eedback mechanism should be developed for 
area investigators with information on cispositions of child abuse 
cases referred to the unit by area commands. This could be in the 
format of a monthly "hotaheet" prepared by project staff. 

Training of patrol officers in the dynamics of child abuse situations 
and intervention stra~egies should continue on a regular basis. 

Issue lIt" WHAT ARE .THE EFFECTS OF DIVERSION VERSUS PIDSEClJrION 
ON RECIDIVISM OF ABUSERS? 

ronclusions: Diversion can be an effective means of reducing repeat 
;ffenses in less serious cases, but prosecution may be required in more 
severe incidents. Variables studied (e.g., prior offenses, suspect 
characteristics, etc.) were not significantly associated with recidivism. 
However, other interactiv~~>factors may ultimately influence the probability 
of repeated abuse. 

Recommendations: 
I, 

1. Tl1e referral and diversion aspects of unit operations should continue 
to be emphasized as an alternative to prosecution in less serious 
cases. 

2. During the third grant year, the project analyst should furt.her 
examine factors related to recidivism. SUbsequent findings could 
have significant implicati&ns regarding intervention strategies~ 

o 
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Issue III: TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE PIDJOCT MEET SECCND-YEAR 
OBJECTIVES? 

Conclusions: The objectives related to increases in the cases investi­
gated, social service referrals, an ~ reduction in recidivism were achieved. 
The objective concerning ~uction v..: court referrals in abuse and neglect 
cases was not met. Accountability for project goals and .activities should 
continue when the federal funding terminates. 

Recommendations: 

i. project staff should continue outreach efforts to the community 
and professional service providers through presentations and 
ride-aZongs. . 

2. The third-year objective regarding reduction in court referrals 
for abuse and neglect cases should be revised in light of the small 
percentage of cases in which a complaint is requested (3.4% in the 
first year)·. The focus should be on reducing the rejection rate by 
prosecutors through analysis of the reasons that cases are rejected. 
The extent to which ,police investigations can impact the rate should 
be examined. 

3. If the project activities are r~tained with local funds after 
the federal grant expires (JUly, 1982), the following performance 
measurement system should be developed'. This would insure continued 
accountability and provide pertinent information to elected officials 
and police department administrators:. 

o S,pecific impact objectives should be developed each year 
based on concrete indicators of effectiveness and efficiency. 

o Data compi'lation procedures which incorporate the objectives 
should be maintained on a regular basis. 'f, 

Since the third-yea.l:.' funding ,provides for a research analyst, an 
internal assessment mechanism could be developed and retained as 
part of overall unit activities. I. 

Issue IV: 

'. ' {~~~, 

HHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF A SPECIALI%ED rAv ENFORCEMENT 
/1 

ASSESSMENr AND REFERRAL UNIT ON~OlTI'COMES OF CHILD ABUSE 
CAl?ES WHEN COMPARED TO A 'IiEGtllAR JUVENILE UNIT HANDLING 

\. ) 

SIMILAR CASES? 

Conclusions: Timely and appropriate,. decisions regarding child abuse cases 
ha~e resulted as the project has adopted elements of a multi-disciplinary 
ap~roach to int~~ention. Research in this area strongly suppor.ts the 
value of intervention strategies that incorporate the functions of police 

"and social service personnel. Traditional approaches used by other police 
agencies do not stress a team concept and "focus on arrest and prosecution • 

. 'Ihese actions may not. be in the best interests of child abusing families. 
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J Recommendations 

1. The project staff should share information regarding the benefits 
of a pOlice-social service approach with other police agencies and 
assist those that wish to implement the team concept. 

2. To address the issues of cost-effectiveness and cost··efficiency, the 
functions and tasks of both investigators and social workers should 
be examined. Specifically, tasks involved in the assessment process 
should be reviewed to determine which require police efforts. If 
findings indicate tllat the majority of assessment activities are 
social service-focused, the police department ~y wish to increase 
the number of social workers. This would allow transfer of one or 
more police officers to other areas of the department and result in 
more efficient use of resources. 
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THE CITY OF 

SAN DIEGO 
POLICE DEPARTMENT. 801 WEST MARKET STREET. SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 

(714) 236-6566 
IN REPLYING 

WM. B. KOLENDER 
CHIEF~F POLICE 

II 

PLEASE GIVE 474 
OUR REF. NO. 

( h) 

Ms. Susan Pennell, Director 
Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit 
San Diego Association of Governments 
Security Pacific Plaza, Suite 524 
1200 Third Avenue 
San Diego, Cal ifornia 92101 

Dear Ms. Pennell: 

September 15, 1981 

After reading your Final Evaluation of the San Diego Police Department Child 
Abuse Project, I wish to compl i'ment you and your staff for the thoroughness 
of your research.. In gene1ral, I c~:~cur with your findings al1d recommendations. 

The Chil d Abuse Team has been incorporated into our Central Investigations 
Division and i's currently working on developing a feedback mechanism for area 
investigators and field,officers as suggested in your report. Training of 
field officers in the dynamics of child abuse will be expanded to include 
squad conference presentations and broader use of the "ride-along" program 
with Chi 1 d Abuse Team members., \c, 

Your recol1Jl)endations in the area of "subsequent findings on recidivism", and 
the breakdown of tasks and functions of investigators/social workers will 
provide us with points for further examination. 

Once again, thank you for your professional evaluation of this project in 
consideration of its objectives and potential usefulness to this, department. 

Sincerely, 

W. B. Kolender 
Chief of Police 
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\~; , Centrc;ll ized D ispdsitioll 
Of Ca$e$ , 

ISSUE I: HAS '!'HE PROJEcr SUCCESSFULLY ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOAL OF 
CENl'RALIZED DISr08ITION OF ALL aULD ABUSE CASES? 

\, 
'\\, 

-s 
~,~.~ 

The majority of child abuSe cases reported in the City of San Diego 
ar!3 handledpy the child abuse unit staff. Centralized management has 
resulted in concentration of ex.R9rtise, coordinated efforts with social 
service-agerici~s, and standardization of pro~ures and data collection. 
The lack of follow-up information concerning dlsposi tions of child abuse 
incident~7is a problem identified by investigators in juvenile divisions 
in outlying area stations. A feedback mechanism designed to meet the 
information needs of these officers should be developed by project 
staff. '0 

D],SCUSSION 

Thi$ is~ue was addressed in the preliminary evaluation (Jul~ 19~O) and 
findings indicated that JOOst reportea child abuse cases were referred to 
,the unit.. Centralization' contributed to increased re[X>rting as welf as 
changes in,reporting sources, e.g., nora referrals from medical personnel. 
Surveys conducted with personnel in the Department of Social Services 
(OOS) showed soqial workers to be supportive ··of the need and 'value of 
the centralized unit. 

" 
"J)Jring the project' s second ~ar, the Police Department decentralized 

through development of seven area commands throughout the c;:Jty. The 
issue,,,of maintaining,) the centralized child abuse unit in 1i9~ of overall 
decentralization efforts was examined by a survey of juvenile detectives 
assigned to area stat~s. ~ " " 

,", -.J 

Of£'i~r Survey Results 
~0 IJ 

Questionnaires were distributed to jqyenile investigators in the Northern, 
,Northeastern, Eastern, and lt1estern divisions. Twenty-two (22) responses 
were received, represen~ing 67%00f the officers assigned to these juvenile 
units.. . 

It is evident from survey results that ITOst child abuse cases are,. 
referred directly to 'fhe' child abuse unit~ Those cases that are . 
aSSigned to juven'ile area cOi1lllands a;-e usually then referred to the 
centralized unit for irlVestigat:ion. The nature of cases retained by, 

1I I) 

~ Precedili'g page blank o II 

(t-O' ,",1' 

I II 

'" 



the area investigators could not be determined from survey responses. 
It is possible that these cases involved other offenses or were not 
considered serious enough for specialized attention. 

Benefits of Centralization. The majority of the juvenile investigators 
perceive benefits to ~tralized approach to child abuse. The benefits 
mentioned are similar to the original rationale for developing the child 
abuse unit. 

1. Increased expertise in handling child abuse cases (11). 
2. Standardized policies, procedures, reports and statistics (5). 
3. Increased rapport with other agencies involved in child abuse 

cases (5). 
4. Additional time available to investigate cases (1). 
5. Better control of cases investigated (1). 
6. Investigators work as a team (1). 
7. Increased accountability for investigative activities (1). 

(, 

Problems of Centralization. One primary disadvantage of a centralized 
unit was cited: the problem of communication and coordinatiop of efforts 
witll area juvenile detectives. Only 18% of thos~ surveyed have received 
feedback on cases referred to the child abuse unit. However, 64% of 
the investigators state that they would like to receive information on 
referrals. Since child abuse situations may .also involve delinquent 
acts, the officers would like to be apprised of investigations of pbuse 
in their assigned areas. Additionally, the majority of the office~s 
(68%) seldom have contact with the child abuse detectives. ,I 

The first year evaluation recorrmended that' a feedback mechanism .. 
be developed to keep area investigators informed of child abuse 
problems in their area and disposition of cases referred. This 
has not been accomplished. It should be noted that this problem 
is not unique to the centralization of child abuse. Traditionally, 
when police departments centralize 'by crime type (e.g., narcotics 
unit, fencing, robbery) poor communication with other units is 
frequently an outcome. Efforts to increase communication with 
area commands have probably been hindered by the advent of overall 
decentralization, but feedback to area detectives should be a goal 
of the unit. Initially, this could be accomplished by a monthly 
bulletin or "hotsheet ll with names of Victims, by area, and disposition, 
e.g., referred to social services, abuser arrested, etc. After a 
trial period" (3-6 months), unit supervisors should determine if 
this method is meeting the information needs of juvenile investigators. 

12 
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Project Impact 
On Recidivism 
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ISSUE II: WHAT ARE THE' EFFECI'S OF DIVERSION VERSUS ~roSECurION 
ON RECIDIVISM OF ABUSERS? i 
o 

SUMHARY 

Di"ersion can be an effective means ()f reducing repeat child abuse 
offenses in less serious cases; whereas, prosecution is required in 
.nore severe .cases. There is no significant difference in recidivism 
rates for cases prosecuted, diverted or handled informally. However, 
cases prosecut.ed tend to be more serious <:L.e., prior offenses, molest, 
felony, dependent children and out-qf~hane placement of child). ., 

otner study variables were nQt statistically a~soCiated with recidivism. 
Further. study is required· to analyze interactive effects of variqbles 
and the effects of variable~. not ~tudied (e.g., income, welfare st~tus, 
etc.) • 

DISCUSSION if 

TO address the question of the relative effects of proseCUtion and 
diversiop on recidi~ism, a study was conducted of child abuse cases 
reported to the San Diego Police Department from AUgust, 1979 to May, 

.. 1980. The sample was selected systematically to represent all types 
of\)buse. s~nce only a small proportion of child abuse cases are 
pr~ecuted, ~~I\ court cases were included in the sample. . 

D .~\\ . . \ . 

'" Data we~ collebted on the folld)in\~ variables to detennine not only 
the effectiven~ss of diversion and prosecution, but also to analyze 
other factors that could affect recidivism. 

• 
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Re:r;x:>rtingrdate of the incident 
Investigaeortime expended 
'r,ype of abuse \\ 
Family ~tructure 

o 

. , 
I • 

..-, ! 

Police placement of the child 
Demographic characteristics of the victim and suspect 

'. Type of injuries sustained 
Law enforcement disposition 
Cou~tdisposition 
DepGndenc..'Y sta,tus" of .the child 

. Prior: reported incident 
SUbsequent. reported' incident 
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Recidivism is operationally defined as one or more additional reported 
incident(s) of child abuse in a family within a one-year period after 
the date of the offense reported in the study period. The findings 
are limited because a significant proportion of subsequent offenses 
are committed more than two years after the original offense (37%) 
according to preliminary findings (August, 1980). Time constraints 
did not allow analysis of recidivist data for a period longer than 
one year. A pre- and post-study of recidivism would have enhanced 
the validity of findings, but this was not possible. Prior to grant 
funding, data en child abuse cases reported to area stations were not 
consistently compiled or sent to the central unit. Therefore, reliable 
data was not available. 

Results 

As a result of the increased emphasis on diversion, the child abuse 
unit has been successful in reducing repeat occurrences of child abuse 
in families (SEle page 32). When evaluating the effect of the type of 
law enforcement disposition on recidivism, findings show that for some 
cases, diversion acts as a sufficient deterrent, but more serious cases 
require prosecution to achieve the same result. The recidivism rate 
in child abuse cases, temains substantially the same for all types of 
case disposition by law enforcement (see Table 1). Fifteen percent 
(15%) of the cases in'·wi;l.ich a complaint was filed resulted in a sub­
sequent abuse offens~/ canpa~ed to 16% of ~he cases diverted and 15% 
of the cases disposediof in:t;ormally. * (It should be noted that in 
almost all complaint,ba~es,:a referral is also made to a social 
service agency). . " 

TABLE 1 

SUBSEQUENT REPORI'S OF CHILD ABUSE 
BY TYPE OF LJ!.3l ENFORCEMENT DISroSITION 

. CHILD ABUSE STUDY SAMPLE 

N = 274 Canplaint Filed Diversion 

Subsequent Reports 17 (15%) 19 (16%) 
No Subsequent Reports 95 (85%) 97 (84%) 

'IOI'AL SAMPLE CASES 112 116 

2 
X = .06 

Informal 
Disp:?sition 

7 (15%) 
39 (85%) 

46 

No significant difference. (A chi-square value that indicates no " 
significant difference means that any relationship between variables 
could have occurred by chance in a sample of a given size.) 

*An informal disposition involves counseling by the abuse investigator 
with no other public or private agency or resource sought. 

16 
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Further analysis of the data shows that the disposition of cases by 
abuse investigators varies based on prior offenses and the type of 
offense. (See Tables 2 and 3) Cases to be prosecuted tend to inv<;>lve 
families with prior incidents1 whereas, cases diverted or treated 7n~ 
formally are more likely to be the first reported offense. In add1t10n, 
the majorIty (69%) of molest suspects are formally charged by the pro­
secutor, ~nile most physical abuse (65%) and neglect case~ (79%) are 
diverted or handled informally. 

Other variables which reflect the more serious nature of cases prc;'se­
Cl.lted are the dependency status of the child, placement of the Ch1ld 
in Hillcrest Receiving Home, and the seriousness of the offense a~ the 
time of law enforcement disposition (felony or misdemeanor). A h1gher 
percentage of cases in which a complaint is file0 involve dependent 
children or children placed in Hillcrest! (See Tables 4 and 5). 
In aclditi'ion, Table 6 indicates that felony cases more often result 
in a complaint filed (78%) compared to misdemeanors (33%). 

Conclusion. The key to effective police intervention in the cycle of 
repeated child abuse offenses is knowing which,cases to prose~ute ~d 
which cases to divert. It appears that the Ch1ld abuse team 1S ~k1ng 
appropriate decision'S by prosecuting the ID<?re severe, cases and uS1ng 
diversion as an alternative means of treat1ng abuse 1n less serious 
cases. 
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TABLE 2 

rAW ENFORCEMENT, DISOOSITION 
BY TYPE OF aULD ABUSE OFFENSE 

Complaint Filed 
Diversion 
Infonnal 

'IDTAL CASES 

Physical 
Abuse 

44 (35~) 
59 (46%) 
24 (19%) 

127 

Neglect 

14 (21%) 
37 (54%) 
17 (25%) 

68 

Molest 

44 (69%) 
16 (25%) 

4 ( 6%) 

64 

Note: Percentages not equal to 100% due" to rounding. 
2 

X = 38.25 
Significant .01 level. 

*Includes canbinations Of maltreatment. 

TABLE 3 

rAW ENFORCEMENT DISPOSITION 
BY PRIOR REPORI' OF CHILD ABTJSE 

Prior Report 

Complaint Filed 
Diversion 
Informal 

TOl'AL CASES 

YES 

46 (54%) 
33 (39%) 

6 ( 7%) 

85 

'56 (35%) 
81 (43%) 
40 (21%) 

, 
187 

Note: Percentages not equal to 100% due to rounding. 

" x2 = 12.41 
Significant at .01 level. 

Other* 

9 (64%) 
4 (29%) 
1 ( 7%) 

14 
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TABLE 4 

rAW ENFORCamNT DISroSITION 
BY DEPENDENCY STATUS' 

'...:;\ 

Canplaint Filed 
Diversion 
Informal 

'IDI'AL CASES 

CHILD ABUSE CASES 

~ndent 

60 (70%) 
25 (29%) 
1 ( 1%) 

86 
,; 

Nota 
Dependent 

41 (44%) 
43 (46%) 
10 (11%) 

94 

Note: Percentages not equal to 100% due to rounding. 
2 

X = 15.88 
Significant at .01 level. 

Comp~aint 
Diversion 
Inform.al 

'IDl'AL 

TABLE 5 

lAW ENFORCEMENT DISPOSITION 
BY PLACEMENT OF CHILD 

CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Hone Hillc~st 

30 (24%) 63 (62%) 
55 (43%) 37 (36%) 
42 (33%) 2 ( ~%) 

127 102 

1';) 

Note: Perpentages not ~al to 100% due to rounding. 
2 _ 

X - ,64.4 
Significant at .01 level. 

19 

Other 
Placement. 

17 (43%) 
23 (58%) 
0 

40 

;1 
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TABLE 6 

lAW ENFORCEMENl' DISroSITIOO BY 
F~LONY OR MISDEMEANOR OFFENSE 

OIILD ABUSE CASES 

Felony Misdemeanor 

Complpint Filed 63 
Diversion. 15 
Infonnal 3 

TOI'AL CASES 81 

Note: Percentages not equal 
2 X = 41.28 

Significant at .01 level. 

Factors Related to Recidivism 

(78%) 49 (33%) 
(19%) 68 (46%) 
( 4%) 30 {20%} 

147 
c· 

to 100% due to rounding. 

Court Disposition. Only a small proportion of child abuse cases are 
processed through the criminal courts. However, the majority of the 
defendants charged with child abuse are ultimately found guilty (72%). 
An additional 12% of the cases prosecuted were diverted and, therefore, 
the courts retained jurisdiction over the defendant. (See Table 7) 
Data suggest that those defendants found guilty are less likely to be 
involved in a subsequent child abuse incident (14%) than those found 
not guilty (20%) or qiverted (27%). 1:\1e to the small sample of cases, 
this finding is inconclusive. But it is plausible that those who are 
under the ~upervision of the courts or probation would 'be at least 
temporarily deterred from committing additional offenses. As stated 
previously, cases that reach the courts tend to be more serious (e.g., , 
repeat offenders, molest cases, felonies). 

Ii 

TABLE 7 

SUBsEQUENT REroRTS OF OIILD ABUSE 
BY COURT DISroSITION OF CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Subsequent RepQrts 
No Subsequent' Reports 

'IDTAL 

2 
X= 1.46 
No significant difference. 

Guilty 

9 (14%) 
57 (86%) 

66 

20 

Diverted 

3 (27%) 
8 (73%) 

11 

Not 
Guilty 

o 3 (20%) 
12 (80%) 

15 

UF.'~11~ .. ~,w.JJ.' 

, -! .'{¥ [ ~:n~ " 
, ~'h~ ~ .~., 

[
. .. b::.r'V'~'" 

... =...Jf"' 

[ 
.. 

"".:;J~ .. ): 

. ~,~~;: 
"., 

.[ "'b:".'1:")\ 

~~~~ 

['~"::J>' ..... . ~',"',." 
/,:) 

" .,,"''ti;:::; 

[ . ",b..,.l:': 
.,-.~,..J 

. [.:.:,.J S," 
. ,,\C,.:.-;~ 

[:t 
(

, .. :':"'.:m..), 
, }-

. : ''''''.-:-:jlI1'''''' ,,:~: 

r::ci , , 

("~~:.Qj; "'1 
"c;:;:.:.~:" ~; 

("'~~'~I~ 
.... ' "-=.::'!If"-Y , 

[,c''''~~:''1 
.'. ,,,,:::::.,;,'. : 

[d~~~'1 
-~r.:::;;.." .. " 

, 
(~,P;:.:t~~1 

A,,,,:t;;::::. . 
. " 

( .. :~:='1 
." ·• .. t .. ··· '.1 

r;?l 

(': 

!l.pe of Abuse. Additional variables were anal}<"'Zed to examine the type 
Qf cases that reflect a subsequent incident. Preliminary findings in­
dicate that molest cases are Tess likely to result in reports of repeat 
ocCurrences of child abuse (13%) cOIllf..ared to physical abuse (17%) and 
neglect c~~es (17%). However, it,rnay be the resPonse of the criminal 
justice system that is' the critic~l factor since n,tOre mol~~t cases 
result in complaints filed. The number of sample cases \uth subsequent 
offenses is too small (44) to resolve this issue in the current study • 

Subsequent Reports 
No Subsequent Reports 

TOI'AL 

TABLE 8 

SUBSEQUENl' REPORI'S BY 
TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE CASE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect 

22 (17%) 12 (17%.) 
106 (83%) 57 (83%) 

128 69 

Molest 

8 (13%) 
56 (88%) 

1164 

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

Other 

2 (14%) 
12 (86%) 

14 

Suspected Abusers. DemograJ?hicfac;:tors related to Sl\S~Cted abusers 
are not statistically assoc1ated w1th the outcome of Ch11d abuse cases 
in the sample. There is no diffe~~nc;:e in r~cidivism rates for male and 
female abusers (see'Table 9). Th1S 1S desp1te th: f~ct that mal:s are 
more likely to be formally charged because of the1r lnvolvement 1n molest 
cases." 

In addition "the race and age of the offender are not statistically 
related to ;ecidivism, although data indicate a slightly higher pro­
portion of Whites and individuals over 30 areinvolv~1 in repeat 
offenses. (see Table 9). . 

The relationship of the abuser to the vi.ctim may ~ r~lated to recidivism, 
.but the sample was. too small to evaluate any assoc1at10n l?etween these 
variables. 

(: 
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TABLE 9 

SUBSEQUENT REPORTS OF 
CHILi> ABUSE BY DEMCX;RApHIC 
CHARAcm~STICS OF ABUSERS 

Sex 

Subsequent Reports 
No Subsequent Reports 

TOTAL 
2 'I. 

X = .001 
No significant difference. 

q 
\)' 

Race 

Subsequent Reports 
No Subsequent Reports 

'IOTAL 

x2 = lc20 
No significant difference. 

Subsequent Re{X)rts 
No Subsequent Reports 

TOI'AL 

x2 = 1.88 , 
No significant difference. 

Male 

24 (16%) 
123 (84%) 

147 

White 

24 (18%) 
106 (82%) 

130 

Under 30 

15 (13%) 
105 (88%) 

120 

(1, 

Note: Percent?ges not equal to lbO% due to rounding. 

() 

22 

Female 

19 (16%) 
97 (~4%) 

116 

'Other 

19 (14%) 
121 (86%) 

14'0 

OVer 30 

25 (19%) 
108 (81%) 

133 
\') 

~1 

Prior Offenses. It was expected that families with child abuse reports 
prior to the offense reported in the study period would be more'likely 
to be involved in subsequent offenses.·,Twenty percent (20%) of those 
with prior offenses had a subsequent repor.ted offense, compared with 14% 
of those with no previous record. of related "incidents. (See Table 10) 
Expressed as a ratio, of those cases with priors, 1 in 5 had a subsequent 
abuse report. Of those cases with ~'no prior report, 1 in 7 .reflected a 
repeat incident. However, this finding is not statistically significant 
in a sample of the"size studied. 

'!be disposition of cases by law enforcement and the courts may be an 
intervening variable which masks the relationship between priors and 
subseque,pts. Cases with priors are more likely to be prosecuted, which 
could affect the results. 

TABLE 10 

SUBSWUENT REPORI'S BY PRIOR OFFENSES 
CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Subsequent Reports 
No Subsequent Reports 

'IOTAL 

2 
X = 1.72 
No significant difference. 

Dependency status 

N = 274 

Prior 
Report 

17 (20%) 
68 (80%) 

85 

No Prior 
Report 

26 (14%) 
163 (86%) 

189 

I) 

Jurisdiction by the court occurs when the judge determines that the 
interests of the child will be best served by supervision by social 
service personnel. The child may be temporarily placed in a foster 
home or remain in his/her own' home while rehabilitation efforts take 
place with the abuser. Findings indicate., that subsequent offenses of 
child abuse are not related to whether or' not the child was "declared 

.' a dependent by the juvenile court (see Table 11). The finding is' 
surprising in light of surveys conducted of criminal justice arid 
"social service personnel for a related stUdy '(Evaluation of lXxnestic 
Violence in San Diego, Pennell and CUrtis, 1981). Respondents in­
dicated that juvenile court jur~sdiction may have a deterrent effect 
on recurrent abuse behavior • FUrther research is na..-:>dedto resolve 
this discrepancy in findings. 
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TABLE 11 

SUBSEQUENT,.REPORI'S BY DEPENDENCY STATUS ~. 
CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Subsequent Reports 
No Subsequent Reports 

TCi.rAL CASES 

2 _ 
X - .21 
No significant difference. 

other Factors 

YES 

21 (24%) 
66 (76%) 

87 

Dependent 

NO 

20 (21%) 
74 (79%) 

94 

It is 'possible that variables not studied in this research are essential 
factors in determining the likelihqpd of recidivism. For example, 
financial factors tend to be associated with the type of abuse. as \\>ell . 
as recidivism of offenders (Dunne and sullivan, 1980; Smith and Bohnstedt, 
1980)., If fincmcial problems are not resolved, the chances of continued 
neglect are probably greater. Other factors which could affect recidivism 
include values, psychological makeup, and cultural influences on behavior. 
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Project Objec~ives 

ISSUE III: 'IO WHAT EXTENl' DID THE PROJECT MEET SECOOD-YEAR 
OBJEcrlVES? 

SUMMARY 

'!'tie majority of objectives were achieved by project staff. The canrnunity 
outreach efforts conducted by staff contributed to an increase in reported 

.' cases and cases referred to social service agencies •. Since relatively 
few abuse and n~lect cases are refer~ed for prosecution, the related 
objective regarding reduction of reeerrals was'unrealistic. Repeat 
occurrences of child abuse have "continued to decrease since the unit 
became centraiized. Accountability for unit performance should continue 
if the project is absorbed with local funds after July of 1982. 

,'J DISCQSSION 
~ 

Second-..yearcbjectives for the child abuse unit address botP ~ proces~ 
of intervention and the impact of the centralized approach. ,:rab:l,e 12 
lists th~ objectives and results related to compliance. 

,!! 

Process Objectives 

'!he unit was to respOnd to an increased number of child abuse reports 
(3,100) and refer 60% of "the child abuse cases to social service agencies. 
To date, these objectives have been achieved. In 1980-8:1" 3,391 cases 
were reported to the child abuse unit. This represents an 11% increase 
inr~ported cases from the first gpant year. This increase is likely 
due to increased reporting rather them <;:hanges in thee. actual incidence 
of child abuse. The outreach efforts of abuse investigators have con-;­
tJ;',ibuted to community and p~fessionals· "awareness of child abuse and 
the responsibility. for reporting incid~nts to law enforcement. 

IXlring a nine-mnth I)eriod (August 1980 - ApriJ, 1981), the referral of 
cas~s to social service agencies exceeded°the objective by 5%. Cases 
referred ts>taled 1,614, which represents 65% of the cases reported (see 
Tables 12 and 13). 

To educa.te the ,public and cobrdinate activities with other agencies, 
abuse investigators expecteq to provide 200 public presentations . and 
40 ride-alongs., (A~ide-along is when a professional accompanies 
the apuse<!Jfnvestigator during daily a.ctivities).. The reqUired o\.lfJ,lher Q 

,of presentations were 9 i v~n (207), but, the uni,t f~ll sh6r~ of' the ob- , 
o jecti~e ~elating to ride-a1ongs (37). . '" 

Preceding page blank· I 
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TABLE 12 

OBJECI'IVES - CHILD ABUSE ProJECT 
SECOND GRAN!' YEAR 

Objective 

1. Respond to 3,100 reports of 
child abuse. 

2. Refer 1,860 (60%) of child abuse 
cases to social service agencies. 

3. Reduce percentage of court referrals 
for neglect and abuse cases by 2% 

i, from firs!: grant year. 

~1 Reduce percentage of repeated child 
abuse cases by 3% from first grant 
year. 

5. Maintain educational and coordination 
activities by providing: 

- 200 public presentations 
- 4:0 r'ide-alongs 

*Based on 9 months 

Result 

3,391 

65% 

-1.6% 

-5.6% 

207 
37 

TABLE 13, 

REFERRAlS TO PUBLIC/PRIVATE 
SOCIALnSERVICE AGENCIES, 

CHILD ABUSE CASES 
August-April 

,19,78-79, 1979-80, 1980-81 

Time 1 Time 2 

Total Cas,es Reported 1,828 2,243 
Ii 

'rotal Cases Referred 494 (27%) 1,117 

Compliance 

Achieved 

Achieved* 

Not Achieved 

Achieved 

Achieved 
Not Achieved 

dI. 

Time 3 

2,489 

(50%) 1,614 (65%) 

\\ 

Court Referrals. The child' abuse project staff eeel that criminal court 
referrals may not always ,be appropriate in terms of the needs of abuse " 
victims and their families. ,', Often, the intervention of professionals 
representing the medical, educational or social service disciplines is 
view~ as more beneficial thari prosecution. This is especially true of 
phY~lcal abuse and neglect incidents. For this reason, project staff 
sought to ~uce referrals to the criminal courts in abus~ and neglect 
cases by 2% from the first grant year. 

Findings indicate that complaints were submitted to the prosecutor 
~n 3.4% of the first year abuse and neglect cases, decreasing to 1.8% 
1n the second year (see Table 14). The difference (1.6%) is slightly 
below the ,objective. It may have been unrealistic to expect such a 
significant reduction, con~idering the small number of cases in which 
a complaint is requested by law'enforcement. The actual number of 
cases referred for prosecution decreased by 38% (from 65 cases to 40). 
It should be noted that ,the proportion of cases rejected by the prosecutor 
decreased by 7% (22% to 15%). This may reflect improved investigative 
skills by unit officers, e.g., evidence gathering, interviewing skills. 
It is suggested during the next year t~at the objective related to court 
referrals focus on the reasons for rejection and further reduction of 
the rate. 

TABLE 14 

CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES 
REFERRED FOR PROSECUTION 

August-April, 1979-80, 1980-81 

Total Number of 
Cases Reported , 
(Abuse & Negl~'t) 

~ 

Number of Complaj.nts 
Submitted to Prose­
cutor 

Number of Complaints 
Rejected 

First Year 

1,897 

65 ( 3.4%) 

14 (22.0%):~~ 

*Percentage of number submitted. 

Project Impact Objectives 

Second Year 

2,188 

40 ( 1.8%) 

6 (15.0%)* 

%, Difference 

-1.6% 

-7.0% 

Recidivism. The ch'ild "abuse unit' proposed to decrease by 3% the number 
of reported incidents 1n which there was a"repeat occurrence of abuse. 
Analysis shows this objective was exceeded as the recidivism rate in the 
second year decreased by 5.6%.," I ' 

'. '"'" 
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To determine project impact on recidivism, the following methodology 
was employed. A pr~' and POst-comparison was made of subsequent child 
abuse reports for a sample of families. The sample consisted of cases 
reported to the unit in August and September one year before, and during 
two years of, grant operations. Repeat occurrences were documented on 
cases through the following April of the respective time periods, re­
flecting six to seven months after the filing of the original reJ.X>rt. 
Table l~ shows the results of case examination. 

TABLE 15 

REOO!<TED CHILD ABUSE CASES 
WITH SUBSEQUENT REOORI'S 
Augus~ and September 
1978, 1979 and 1980 

Time 1* Time 2 Time 3 

Number ~t\;.Cases 45 (16.7%) 61 (16.5%) 39 (10.9%) 
With SuJ:)sequent 
Reports 

Number of Cases 224 (83%) 308 (83.5%) 318 (89.1%) 
With No Subsequent 
Report 

Total Reported 
Cases 

269 

*Central City cases only. 

369 357 

% Difference 
Time 2-Time 3 

-5.6% 

+5.6% 

'!hei' recidivism rate has decreased since the child abuse unit became' 
centralized (17% to 11%). This study does not represent the long-range 
effects of intervention. A previous study (Pennell, 1980) indicated 
that only 26% of the repeat offenses of child abuse occur within six 
months after the initial report and 41% are reported,within one year. 

CONTINUED ACCOUNTABILITY 

The federal funding source (LEAA) requires that applicants develop 
and assess objectives to be achieved during the funding period. 

'\\ 
It is suggested tha~accountability procedures for measuring project 
effectiveness becom~a part of unit activities subsequent to federal 
funding. If the unit is retained with local funds, each year the" 
activities and outcomes will be scrutinized with regard to continuation. 
Using the capabilities of the federally funded research analyst in the 
third year, specificdbjectives should be developed that include concrete 
effectiveness indicators. 
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Data collection procedures that incorporate workload and staffing factors 
as well as objective achievement should be inqluded in the development of 
an inte~al assessment mechanism. 

Frequently, a concept or program is initially retained after the federal 
money expires, only to be Qro~d from the budget in subsequent years. 
Certainly, many factors contribute to this decision, but often it is the 
result of insufficient information concerning the outcomes or benefits 
received from project activities. 

TIle key considerations are the kinds of information to be compiled and 
a collection process that does not burden the project staff or interfere 
with service delivery functions. Increased attention should be given 
to this issue in the coming year to insure continuing accountability 
as a regular function of unit activities. 
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CHAPTER 4 
EFFECTS OF A SPECIALIZED 
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ISSUE IV: WHAT ARE THE I;;FFECTS OF A S~ECIALIZED UWVENFORCEMENT 

SUMMARY 

ASSESSMENl' AND REFERRAL. UNIT ON O~ OF CHILD ABUSE 
CASES ~~~ARED 'IO A REGUIAR JUVENILE UNIT HANDLING 
SIMIIARCASES? 

The unit has incorporated, several pi the elements of a multi-disciplinary 
approach suggested by the liter~tuie concerning intervention in child 
abuse cases. The services provi8ed and the management of cases indicate 
that timely and appropriate dispositions are being made. other police 
agf?ncies with no "specialized approach emphasize traditional functions 
of arrest and prosecution rather than liaison and referral to social 
services. ..' 

D.lring the"next year, it is suggested that project staff further analyze 
factors associated with recidivism. This information could assist in, 
assessing the eft'ectiveness of inte1rvention strategies. In addition, 
staff should anal~e the workload and efficiency of investigators and 
social' workers to determine the feasibility of increasing the social 
worker positions and transferring one or more sworn personnel positions. 

DISCUSSION 

TO.,address this issue, a literature search wets conducted to examine the 
dynamics of child abuse situations and to determine the extent to which 

\l the pcjlice can ~ expected to impact dispositions. Research in this area 
has defined the',otypes qf services that are necessary if interventlonis 
,to be effective. 'lhesa services were canpared'to the activities conducted 
by the child abuse unit. Also, data related to unit dispositions were 
canpared to disposition~ of child abuse cases reported to North County 
police agencies. Finally, results of interviews with social workers 
regarding theiropinions\\of,a specialized unit are presented. 

II 

pynamics of Child Abuse 
'" 

'!he health and welfare of "children a~~ protected by. both criminal \J . 
and civil stat~tes~ Child abuse is designated as a crime and suspected 
abusers. can be arrested, prosecuted". fined, imprisogedand/or mandated 
to participate in treatment programs. The California Welfare and 
InstiEutions Code describes the conditions under which· children can 
be 'taken intO .prOtect;i vecllstody and. declared dependents of the juvenile 
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court. State law requires intervention in child abuse situations by 
both law enforcement and the children's division of the Department 
of Social Services. Traditional approaches have resulted in divergent 
purposes of each agency (prosecution versus rehabi~itation). In recent 
years, however, studies have indicated that this approach has had a 
negative impact on service delivery to child abusing families. Problems 
associated with the separation of functions include confusion over roles 
and responsibilitles at different intervention points, poor communication, 
working at cross purposes, and duplication of investigative activities. 

Tb develop an effective system for the care of abused children, it b~s 
been suggested that a cohesive element is required that coordinates the 
involved medical, legal, and social serVice canponents. 

Tb insure that the situation is managed in an expeditious manner, these 
key canponents must interrelate. The literature regarding effective 
intervention in child abuse incidents suggests that a multi-disciplinary 
team approach that incorporates the key agencies can reduce the insti­
tutional barriers that hinder service ctelivery. 

The following services have been identified as essehtial for the handling 
of child abuse situations (Comprehensive Emergency Services): 

1. Availability of irrrnediate response on';:a 24-hour basis. 
2. Appropriate assessment of irrrnediate needs, e.g., child removal, 

medical care, arrest of abuser. 
3. Suitable placement of child. 
4e Follow-up with families after abatement of crisis, e.g., case 

management, support services (hanemaker, financial assistance). 
5. Developnent of q,ttainable goals (!for families with children placed 

out of the hane, e.g., parentirlg classes. -

Examination of the role of the police illustrates how law enforcement 
becanes involved in the above services when a team approach is utilized. 

Law Enforcement Role 

The police playa vital role due to'lheir 24-hour availability and 
the authority to remove children to protective custody. These factors 
contribute to police agencies being the primary referral sources for 
abuse incidents. Traditional approaches in police departments have 
focused on protection of the child and identification of the suspected 
abuser for arrest and prosecution purposes. Studies of communities ,in 
~hich a specialized, multi-disciplinary approach has been implemented 
indicate that the actions taken by police can influence subsequent 
efforts by social service and juvenile court personnel. Therefore, 
effective intervention by police must include coordination with these 
entities. The information gathered by police at the initial iQvestigation 
is used not only for criminal complaint processing of the abuser, but 
also for civil dependency hearings in juvenile court. The gathering 
of physical and other corrooorative evidence becanes a cr~tical factor 
in the investigation since the adult and juvenile courts have different 
criteria for admissible evidence. . 
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Studies have confirmed that police knowledge of information needs of 
other agencies/systems regarding child abuse will affect the nature of 
their decisions about the value of arrest and child removal. In some 
situations, these outcomes may not be desirable in terms of the needs 
of the child abusing families and future rehabilitation efforts. 

When police coordinate their investigations with social service ~ersonnel, 
these benefits are more likely to be realized: 

1. Confusion and trauma for abusing families is reduced by a system­
ized approach. 

2. Assessments concerning treatment plaris are developed in conjunction 
with criminal justice actions (adult and juvenile) and social service 
efforts. 

3. Continuity of services will be maintained when primary agencies 
are informed of each other's activities and duplication of tasks 
may be reduced.' 

4. A team approach reflects a concentration of expertise that is 
well-suited to engage in community outreach activities, e.g., 
workshops, presentations, training. 

Results 

Findings suggest that the implementation of a specialized, centralized 
child abuse unit in the San Diego Police Department has successfully 
incorporated several of the elements of a multi-disciplinary approach. 
A review of a sample of child abuse cases indicates that the case manage­
ment emphasizes the assessment and referral aspects. The following 
findings are pertinent (see Tables 16 through 19). 

1. Those child abuse cases that have a prior incident reported are 
more likely to be assigned for follow-up investigation. (Table 16) 

2. The screening process or assignment of cases is effective since 
only one repeat offense occurred in those cases handled informally 
compared to those assigned for investigation. (Table 17) 

3. Those cases assigned for investigation were more likely to result 
in complaints filed and diversion to other agencies than those cases 
that were I19t assigned. (Table 18) \\ 

4. Those victims who were involved in a prior incident were more likely 
to be removed from their homes than children with no record ef an 
abuse incident (Table 19). This may be an indication of the kinds 
of information that are considered before a child is removed, thus 
allowing for appropriate placement. 
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TABLE 16 

ASSIGNMENT OF CHILD ABUSE CASES 
BY PRIOR OFFENSES 

Case Assigned 
Case Not Assigned 

Prior 
Offense 

81 (95%) .. 
4 ( 5%) 

TOl'AL 85 
2 _ 

X - 28.87 
Significant at,. 01 level. 

TABLE 17 

No Prior 
, Offense 

122 (65%) 
67 (35%), 

189 

ASSIGNMENT OF SUBSEQUENT CHILD ABUSE 
CASES BY OFFENSES 

Subsequent O~fense 
Nq Subsequent Offense 

TOTAL 

X2 = 15.73 " 
Significant at .01 level. 

Case 
Assigned 

43 (21%) 
160 (79%) 

203 

o 38 

case Not 
Assigned 

1 ( 1%) 
72 (99%) 

73' 

'.!) 

Canplaint 
Diversion 
Informal 

ThBLE 18 

LAW ENFORCEMENT DISIUSITION BY 
ASSIGNMENI' OF CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Case 
Assigned 

109 (54%) 
79 (39%) 
14 ( 7%) 

TOrAL 202 

2 X = 78.58 
Significant at .01 level. 

TABLE 19 

case Not 
Assigned 

3 ( 4%) 
37 (51%) 
32 (44%) 

72 

PRIOR OFFENS,ES BY PLACEMENT OF CHILD 
CHILD ABUSE CASES 

Home 
Removed 

. 2 
X" = 20.37 
Significant at .01 level. 

:' co 

Prior 
Offenses 

23 (27%) 
61 (73%) 

84 

39 

No Prior 
Offenses 

105 (57%) 
79 (43%) 

184 
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Comparison With other Law Enforcement Agencies 
( 

" The Cr~inal Justice Evaluation Unit examined the problem of child 
abuse in North County in another study (Pennell & Curtis, 1981). 
Findings related to arrests and referrals were compared to result~ 
in the child abuse unit. 

None of the North County police agencies studied has investigators 
assigned to solely child abuse cases, although two agencies have a 
formalized agreement with counselors who provide assistance subsequent 
to the police investigatio~. Findings'indicat~ that the special unit 
in the San Diego Police Department refers more victims to other agencies 
and arrests fewer suspected ~busers. 

TABLE 20 

ARRESTS AND REFERRALS OF 
CHILD ABUSE CASES, NORI'H COUNTY POLICE 

AGENCIES AND SAN DIEGO POLICE DEPARl'M.8NT 

Actions Taken: 
Reported Cases 
Percent Referred 
Percent Arrested 

Child 
Abuse unit 

3,391 
65% 
A% 

other 
Police 

Agencies* 

418 
54% 
13.4% 

*Includes carlsbad, Escondido, Oceanside and Sheriff's 
Substations. 

, It was mentioned earlier that criminal justice actions (e.g., arrest) 
may not .be in the best interests of child abusing families. The data 
suggest that the special unit has adopt~'<l this consideration when dis­
posing of child abuse cases. In . the" San' Diego l?Olice Department, 65% 
of the cases reported were referred to other agencies and arrests were 
made in only 4% of the cases. Compilatipn of data on total cases reported 
to ~urth Qounty police agencies revealed referrals in 54% and arrests in 
13% of the cases. 

.. Data collected in 1976 on child abuse cases reported to the San Diego 
Police Department (prior to a special unit) showed that in a sample 
of cases (334), 51% were referred and complaints were sought in 10%. 
It can Pe assumed that the percentage of arrests was higher than the 
complaint percentage. So, prior to unit specialization, the outcomes 
concerning referrals and arrests were similar to other police agencies 
with no special unit. 

,\ 
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Social Service Personnel Opinions About Specialized Unit 

Interviews were conducted with eight (8) social workers in the Children's 
Division of the Department of Social Services (DSS). Since thi~ qivision 
has responsibility for investigating regionwide reports of .. child abuse, 
the staff interacts with all police agencies. lherefore, these individuals 
are in a position to comment on the value of a specialized. unit. In general, 
the social workers are supportive of this arrangement and cited these 
advantages~n working with officers in the unit: 

1\. 
\1 

2. 

The officers have an expressed interest in the proplem of child 
abuse. 

Procedures are standardized in terms of identification, investigation, 
and decisions concerning referr~l of cases. 

3.\ Frequent contact with the same staff facilitates communication and 
canbined efforts. 

4. Knowledge and expertise of unit staff provide valuable assistance 
to social service staff who prepare petit.ions for juvenile court. 

CONCWSION 

The need forfJand value of, a multi-discipline approach to address the 
problem of child abuse has been documented. The development of an assess­
ment and referral capacity with the assistance of "on-site" social workers 
has proven to be effective in the San Diego Police Department. Indicators 
of ·effectiveness include reduction in repeat offenses and appropriate 
decisions related to dispositions of child abuse cases. It can be assumed 
that the strong liaison with soc~al serVices has contributed tq timely 
service delivery to- child abusing "'fimlilies. Also, the fact that the 
officers in the unit have received specialized training in the dynamics 
of child abuse cases implies that officers have developed sensitivity 
skills that reduce trauma to the family. 

Regionwide data reflecting reported child abuse cases show that the 
highest concentration of reported incidents occurs in the metropolitan 
area of the San Diego region. Of all incidents reported to the Department 
of Social Services in 1980 (13,082), 24% were from the City of San Diego. 
Also, analysis of calls to the Emergency Response System (a state-mandated, 
24-hour crisis intervention service for child abusing families) revealed 
31% of the calls were from the metropolitan area of the region compared 
to 22% in East County, 18% in South Co~nty, and 12% in North County. 
These findings are consistent with data collected by project staff 
that reflect reports of abuse by area of the city (3,388 repo:rts): 

Southeast 26% 
Eastern 24% 
Central 21% 

" Western 10% 
Northern 8% 
Northeast 6% 
Southern 6% ,\, 
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The relative volume and prevalence of incidents warrants a specialized 
law enfor~ement r-es~x:>ns~. 

Evaluation resul~s over two years suggest additional areas that could 
be examined by the project staff during the third year of !EM funding. 

~cidivism 
'., .' 

Factors associated with repeat offenses should be examined by reviewing 
a larger sample of subsequent cases. If specific variables are shown 
to be associate1 with recidivist cases, the resulting analysis could 
have important implications for intervention. The present study suggests 
same factors that may be associated with repeat offenses but the sample 
of cases was relatively small and weighted toward cases referred for 
prosecution. Since the grant funding provides for an analyst position, 
this information could be compiled during the next year along with the 
development of relevant intervention strategies that could further 
impact recidivism. 

Workload and Efficiency Measures 

Although the child abuse unit staff collect data on the number of 
investigator hours expended per case, it is not clear how much time 
is spent on specific functions. Also, the social workers' time is 
not accounted for, in terms of particular tasks. TO address the 
issue of cost efficiency and effectivenes~, it is recommended that 
the functions/tasks of both police officers ~ld social workers be 
examined in terms of time expended so that the tasks can be defined. 
The tasks involved in the application of the assessment concept should 
be examined to determine which are police-oriented and which are social 
service focused. If review indicates that more tasks are related to 
social ser~ice activities, the police department may wish to consider 
increasing the number of social workers and transferring some sworn 
personnel to ot.per areas of the police departrilent. Although the 
problem of child abuse is effectively addressed by a coordinated 
approach involving police and social services, the emphasis appears 
to be on the assessment and referral aspects rather than arrest and 
pr.osecution functions. Utilizing more trained social workers and 
fewer sworn personnel may result in more effective use of r.esources. 
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SAN DIEGO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
CHI LOA B U.S EST AT/ SHE E T APPENDIX A 

Da te Occ'urred ._----- , ) 

! 

Date Reported. ___ .:...-__ ;. 
_______________ --=DOB. ___ Disposition Date ____ _ 

~_....;. _________ ~ __ -!DOB'Inv. Time 

_________ "'""--__ --.;RACE_DOB Investigator _____ _ 

OCCUPATION 
White Collar-{ 
Bl ue Co 11 ar-- ( 
Mili~ry-----( 

FAMILY STRUCTURE/ECONOMY PRIOR INCIDENT 

~~i~:~ .~ J ~~ium ~ .~ "~~;::~ { ~:~:*---
S/Mother( ) High (.) c _______ ...;. 

S/Father( ) 
Guardian( )~Welfare 
Friend ( ) Assist. ( )., PLACEMENT 

~~~~~~~~-

) LabOrer------( ) 
) Professional-(" ) 
) Unemployed---( ) 

.Rel/Friend's Horne--( ») 
Hillcrest-------:.--( )"; 
Hospita, __ ' __ _ 
Other 'l 

-~-----

SUSPECT DATA RELATIONSHIP 
SEX RACE ,) AGE Mot er-----------~-

, 3-S----( 
M-- 6-12---( 
0- ,Above--( 

Ir~ulmber of Siblings---( ) 
u" ... ·~~'D...uf; 

~::~ f B--(' 

~::~ 
, ( ) 

Father-------------{ 
Sibling-~----------( } 
S/Mother----------- C ) 
S/Fatrer-----------.{ ), 
Re. 1 a. ti ve----------- ( ) 
Guardian-----------( )., 

Police-~------ .. -
Relative-------­
Reporting Form 
Received (S-16)--( ) 

INJURY TYPE AND OR DESCRIPTION 

Babysitter---------( ) 
Unrelated----------{ ) 

ru1ses---------.. -- Interna Injury-----
Lacerations-------- Broken Bones-~----'--( ) 
Burns-----------.... "'·( Ma 1 nutri tion-------- ( l 
Head Injury--------(' Sex/Assault---------( 
Negl ectJ .. -~---------(.) Ingestion/Overdose-- ( 
Medical Ui$glect----( ) No Injury-------'":,---( ) , 

CRIMINAL OISPOSITION 
Felony-----() Misdemeanor-----() 
Complaint Sought Yes--! ) No--( ) 
Rejected Yes-.. ( ) ,No--( ) 
Lack of Evidence Yes-- ) No-- ) 
Unfounded" Yes-- No .. - , 

Over Discipline-----­
AlCOhol Involved----­
Drugs Involved------­
·Accidental Injury---.­
Unsanitary Habits---­
Ignor~nce-;'------ .. -

CIVIL IS OS ION I . .,) 

,.;,;;~~M;.;9.;..;~;.,:;a;,:.l-::...l~~-...... !'------~~· ~:.;a:e;::.:_~.:.::&.:4-l-· ... ) -------l~\ Other _______ .,..; 
Q ~ 

!~ 
)"'i .... -_oi-.---..:..;.... __ -.;....-~~----___ -----------~" ~" ...... --....-_-------:-- !.~ 

(, l~' , 
_......o.-_________ ~ ___ ----.......... ---~--.......... ------ il 

t ,,~ 

t~ 
l::~~ 
: 

f:. . 
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N = 22 

The Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit of the San Diego Association of 
Governments is evaluating the effectiveness of the services p~vided 
to child abusing families by the San Diego Police Department. Your 
responses and opinions are very important to this assessment. Please 
canplete the survey and return to your supervisor as soon as possible. 
It is not necessary to sign your name. Thank you. 

(PLEASE NOl'E: Child abuse as defined here includes only cases in which 
involved parties are living together or are related.) 

DIVISION/AREA 

1. How long have you ~rked in juvenile (present assignment)? 

7 Less than 1 year 
6 1-2 years 
9 OVer 2 years 

2. 'I)Jring the last 2 years, have you been assigned cases that involved 
child abuse? 

11 Yes 
10 No 
1 No response 

a. Il:> you refer cases involving child abuse to Child Abuse Team? 

9 Always 
7 Usually 
2 Seldom 

-=--,~. 

4 Never 

b. If you make referrals,. do you receive feedbac:k on referrals 
you have made to the Child Abuse Unit?· 

4 Yes 
13 No 

5 Never make referrals 

If yes: 

At your request? 

Rqutine~y sent? 

2 Yes 
, 

3 Yes 

50 

2 No 

1 No 
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3. About how often do you have direct contact with the child abuse team? 

o Daily 
o More than once a week 
3 Once a week 
3 Twice a month 

15 Seldom 
o Never 
1 No response 

a. In general, what is the nature of the contact? (CHECK OOE ONLY) 

6 Referral of child abuse case 
7 Discussion of child abuse case in your area 
2 Respond to request by Abuse Team member 
1 All of above 
3 other 
3 No response 

4. WOuld you like to receive feedback on refe~rals you have made to the 
Child Abuse Unit? 

14 Yes 
4 No 
1 Sometimes 
1 No response 

5. What are ·the benefits of a centralized child abuse teqrn? 

6. What are the disadvantages/problems of a centralized child abuse team? 

7. Additional cooments: 

51 
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APPENDIX B 

The following tables present additional data from the ~tudy of c~ild 
abuse cases. Results should be viewed with caution due to samp11ng 
techniques which weighted the sample in favor. of cases prosecuted. 

Prior 
Report 

Yes 
No 

TOrAL 

2 X = 4.41 

TABLE 21 

PRIOR REOOR!' BY TYPE OF " 
CURRENT CHILD ABUSE OFFENSE 

Physical 
Abuse 

36 (28%) 
91 (72%) 

127 

Neglect 

25 (37%) 
43 (63%) 

68 

I) 

Molest 

17 (27%) 
47 (73%) 

64 

No significant difference. 

Highlights: 

Other 

7 (50%) 
7 (50%) 

14 

Although results are not statistically significant, neglect 
cases are more likely than abuse and molest cases to have 
suspects wi th pr~or reports of child abuse. 

Dependent 

Yes 
No 

TOrAL 

X2 = 1.06 

TABIE 22 

DEPENDENCY STA'IUS BX' PRIOR 
REPOR!' OF CHILD ABUSE 

Prior 
Report: 

c· •• 38 (53%) 
34(47%) 

72 

No si9nificant difference. 

Highlights: 

No Prior 
Report 

49 (45%) 
60 (55%) 

109 

• There is not a significant association between prior 
reports and cur:ent dependency status of the child. 
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TABIE 23 

OOLICE PLACEHENT OF CHILD 
BY PRIOR REPOR!' OF CHILD ABUSE 

Police Placement 

Home 
Relative or Friend 
Hillcrest 
Hospital 
Other 

TOrAL 

2 . X = 25.88 
Significant at .01 level. 

Highlights: 

Prior' 
Report 

23 (27%) 
1 ( 1%) 

47 (56%) 
6 ( 7%) 
7 ( 8%) 

84 

No Prior 
" Report· 

105 (57%) 
7 ( 4%) 

54 (29%) 
12 ( 7%) 

6 ( 3%) 

184 

In cases with prior reports, the child is more likely to 
be placed in Hillcrest (56%); whereas~ when there are no 
priors the child usually remains in the home (57%). 

- TABLE 24 

OOLICE PLACEMENT OF CHILD 
BY TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE ., 

Physiqal 
Abuse Neglect " Molest 

Home 62 (50%) 30 (44%) 34 (53%) 2 
Relative or 4 ( 3%) 3 ( 4%) 1 ( 2%) 0 Friend 

Hillcrest 41 (33%) 29 (43%) 26 (41%) 6 
Hospital 10 ( 8%) 5 ( 7%) 0 3 
other 8 ( 6%) 1 ( 1%) 3 ( 5%) 2 
TOrAL 125 68 64 13 

Highlights: 

Negleqt and molest victims are more likely to be placed in 
Hillcrest than are abuse victims. . 
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Other 

(15%) 

(46%) 

(23%) 

(15%) 
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Felony 
Misdemeanor 

TABLE 25 

CRIME TYPE AT DISPOSITION 
BY TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse 

23,(21%) 
84 (79%) 

Neglect 

3 ( 6%) 
46 (94%) 

Molest 

47 (80%) 
12 (20%) 

Other, 

8 (62%) 
5 (38%) 

TOTAL 107 49 59 13 

2 
X = 81.71 
Significant at .01 level. 

Highlights: 

The majority of molest cases (80%) and cases with more than 
one type of abuse ( 62%) are felonies. These cases are most 
likely to result in a complaint filed. 

Physical abuse and neglect cases are generally misdemeanors 
,,(79% and 94%, respectively). 

~ndency 

TABLE 26 

DEPENDENCY srATUS BY 
TYPE OF CHI1'rp ABUSE 

/' 

Physical , 

Abuse Neglect Molest Other 

Yes 
No 

37 
44 

(46%) 
(54%) 

18 (53%) 
16 (47%) 

25 (45%) 
30 (55%) 

6 (60%) \\ 
4 (40%) 

TOTAL 81 34 55 10 

2 
X = 1.22 

" No significant difference. 

54 

Guilty* 
Not Guilty 

TOI'AL 

X2 = 4.42 

TABLE 27 

OOURTcDISPOSITION 
BY TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse 

29 (78%) 
8 (22%) 

37 

Neglect 

10 (100%) 
o 

lC1 

No significant difference. 

*Includes diversion 

Suspect* 

M:>ther 
Father 
Sibling 
Stepfather 
other Relative 
Guardian 
Other t 

Highlights: 

TABLE 28 

RELATIONSHIP OF SUSPECT 
BY TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect 

38% 78% 
34% 20% 
0 0 

11% 3% 
4% 0 
5% 3% 

11% 9% 

Molest 

30 (83%) 
6 (17%) 

36 

Molest 

3% 
25% 

2% 
28% 
14% 

2% 
28% 

8 (100%) 
o 

8 

Other 

57% 
7% 
0 

21% 
0 
0 

29% 

~ Mothers are the suspects in the majority of neglect cases (78%). 
" , 

• Stepfathers and other offenders (usually boyfriends) are involved 
in a disproportionate number of molest cases. 

*Multip+e responses possible. 
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SEX OF SUSPECT BY 
rAW ENFORC~ DISPOSITJON 

\\ 

Dis}X?sition 

Complaint 
Diversion 
Informal 

TOrAL 

2 
X = 19.99 

Male Suspect " 

74 (51%) 
58 (40%) 
14 (10%') 

146 

Significant at .01 level. 

Highlights: 

Female Suspect 

32 (28%) 
52(45%) 

031 (27%) c 

115 

..• "Male suspects are more likely to have a complaint 
v filed (51%). 
:' 'J 

• Diversion is the most conmon disposition of cases 
involving female suspects. . . 

• These factors are probably related to the type of 
offense committed (e.g., males fend to be the suspect 
in molest cases and females are responsible: for more, .' 
neglect cases ),~ 

() 

TABLE 30 

AGE OF SUSPECT BY 
TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect Molest Other 
2 ( 2%) 5 ( 8%) 4 ( 7%) 1 ( 8%) 50 

':, . 

SusPect 

Under 20 . 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 

51 
(43%) 37 
(44%) 

(60%) 16 (27%) 4 (31%) 

50 & over' 
." 

" , 
14 (23%) 31 (52%) 9 (8%)c 3 (,5%) ;' 6 (10%) 5 (, 4%) 3 (..5%) 3 r 5%) 

,', 

.' TOrAL 117 62 60 
Highlights: 

• Neglect suspects tend to be younger than abuse or molest 
suspects .~) 0 

~, 
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TAB~ 31 

SEX OF SUSPECT BY TYPE: OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abu~ Neglect Molest other 

Suspect 

Male 
Female 

69 (55%) 
56(45%) 

10 (16%) 
52 (84~) 

61 (98%) 
1 ( 2%) 

6 (46%) 
7 (54%) 

.~ TOrAL 125 62 62 13 
2 

X = 85 .. 63 
Significant at .01 level 

aighlights: 

~ Most molest suspects are males {94%), whereas females are 
responsible for most neglect cases (84%). Sightly more than 
half of the physical abuse is conmitted by males (55%). 

\ 
\, 

TABLE '32 

FAMILY S~UCTURE BY TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect Molest 

Mother Only 35 (28%) 33 (49%) 14 (22%) 6 
Father qply ,5 ( 4%) 3 ( 4%) 1 ( 2%) 0 

y/ Mother 46 (37%) 21 (31%) 15 (24%) 2 and Father.· 

Mother; and 18 (14%) 2 ( 3%) 16 (25%) 3 Stepfather 

" Father and 3 ( 2%) 1 ( 1%) '0 0 StePmother 

other 18 (14%) 7 (10%) 17 (27%) 3 
'!OrAL 125 67 63 14 
Highlights: 

Other 

(43%) 

(.\4%) 

(21%) 

(21%) 

• Almost half of the neglect cases occur in families with a 
single mother (49%). This could be related to economic factors. 

" 

• 'A c:Usproportionate percentage of mqlests occur "1n families /, 
wi~ha mother and stepfather (25%) or in the other category 
(~7%),. which usually consists of a mother living with her 

" . ooyfriend. 
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Age 

0-5 
OVer 6 

'lUI'AL 

X2 = 25.06 

TABLE 33 

AGE OF VIcrIM BY 
TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

. ..-;-:-~, 

PhyslcaI-~ 

Abuse 

48 (38%) 
79 (62%) 

127 

Neglect 

37 (54%) 
32 (46%) 

69 

Significant at .01 level 

Highlight$: 

Molest 

8 (13%} 
56 (88%) 

64 

Other 

6 (43%) 
8 (57%) 

14 

• Molest and abuse v~ctims are generally over 6, whereas the 
majority of neglect victims are 5 or under. 

" Race 

White 
Non-White 

x2 = 2.87 

TABLE 34 .' 

RACE OF VIcrIM BY 
TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect 

63 (50%) 27 (40%) 
6~ (50%) 41 (60%) 

126 68 

No significant difference. 
, " , 

,. 58 

,. 

Molest Other 

33 (52%) 8, (57%) 
3J (48%) 6' (43%) 

64 14 
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Victim 

Male' 
Female 

TOl'AL 

2 X = 39.71 

TABLE 35 

SEX OF VICTIM BY' 
TYPE OF CHILD ABUSE 

Physical 
Abuse Neglect; 

73 (57%) 37 (54%) 
55 (43%) 32 (46%) 

128 69 

Significant at .01 level. 

Highlights: 

\\ 

~ 

Molest 

9 (14%) 
55 (86%) 

64 

• Girls are more likely to be victims of sexual abuse than 
boys. (8?% vs. 14%). 

(1 

\\ 
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Other 

2 (14%) 
12 (86%) 
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