
-
I, 
,; 

I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



(:;:::r.~;--"-,f~,"'-'~;-~i'>'7;'<:< 'f";':-,' '~",-~"", ':0-", """"'~'_",". ~. ,,;,.~~--.,,~. "" r .,,- ~",_,.''" "",-" ",-0 "'" .,~, 

";';"~'.'(_-c4.) ""I'!'!\'!IH, 1m,. JII.!I!I'!'!'!;~j_J.UQ __ )Sf 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

l\j'CJ . RS 

DEC ~ 1988 

ACQ 
'{J1S'f1*\f'Ol\fS i 

j .. ~ 
CENTRAL REGI~TRIE~ fOR C~ILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

A NATIONAL REVIEW Of RECORDS MANAGEMtNT, 
DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARD~, AND DATA UTILIZATION 

JULY 29, 1988 

BY 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS 

Victor E. Flango, Ph.D., Director 

11G(.1 Z. &' 

Central Registries for Child Abuse and Neglect Project 

with 

Pamela Casey, Ph.D. 
Thomas Dibble. M.P.A. 
Carol R. Flango. M.A. 

H. Ted Rubin, J.D. 

and 

Donald Bross, Ph.D., J.D., C. Henry Kempe Center for the 
Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect 

Consultant to the National Center for State Courts 

Final report on a research project conducted with funds awarded to the 
National Center for State Courts by the National Center on Child Abuse and 
Neglect, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (Grant 90-CA-12l2). 

I 



rti7?!!~·-: ,·<-~·.·JHL X!~:J,J¥LM\'~ 
I; 

• 

-
I 
)' 

; 

I 
I 
; 

~ 

I 

-,~~~o~~;;">iiy';o.,:,:'~r."'I'"_h' :.",~..;' .. rt"r·,,;", ",,-.. '"'''', .,"f ~c"1 "',",,<-;.,.,~._ ,," .. ~,~ "~,- 0--;,''- -."., • .".,,_,.,., •••• CO'l', 

~reface 

This report presents results from a 23-month study of central 

registries for child abuse and neglect. The research has been designed 

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 employed 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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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 Courtsl 

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 hot1ine 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. 
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The functions registries were established to perform in the 1960 l s 

have changed significantly in the 1980 1 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;n the expectations and realities of registry 

functions may account for some of the criticism registries have receive.d 

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 1s for screening 

applicants for positions of trust'with children--suitabl1ity as adoptive 

i v 
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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. 

v 
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~ART I 
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. Without 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 
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registries from an empirical perspective. Central registries exist in 

forty-seven states and the District of Columbi~. Th~ report will 

d0r ument 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 registries 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 light of the 

empirical information,obtained by the·studywith,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 u:,urt 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 

. appeari ng'. before .other ·tri buna 1 s (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 

3 
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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), II ••• the desired result is 

not -to puni sh the parent; ratheri t i.s to pr.otect the chi 1 d from further 

harm and to teach the parents to be adequate caretakers. 1I 

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 reports 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 ~nd his or her family with the best care, and proponents of the 

"due process 'l 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 

regi·stries·: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 listed 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 

5 
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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 neglect. 

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 penaltiesagainstmaltreatment.: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. In 1974, Brian Fraser of 

the National Center for Prevention and Treatment of Ch'ld Abuse and 

Neglect suggested that registries should: 

o 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 caretake-rs 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; 

o 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; 

o 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 

o 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. 

7 
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Baslcally, 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. Di agnos is 

The concept of central registries originated in the medical 

community. which also brought the problem of child abuse and neglect to 

public attention. 1 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). In many cases, the only way to detect 

"battered chlld syndrome" is to collect and analyze all previous reports 

of ~uspicious injuries (Kempe et ~ 1974: 781; Fontana, 1978). In 

questionable cases, the attending physician (perhaps through a social 

worker assigned to a hospital> contacts the regi stry 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 transmftting 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 

IIhospital ll or IIdoctor shoppingll. 

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 

Teport. Tracking al'so implies' sharing'information across jurisdictions, 

including military jurisdictions. 

c. Research 

Research is a stated goal of central registries in nearly 

all states. The word IIresearchll, however, covers a variety of 

activities. At the most basic level, Fraser (1974: 511) regarded having 

a II warehouse for statistical data ll 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. 

9 
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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. 2 

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. 
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7. A provlslon for a guard1an ad 11tem appo1nted to represent the 
ch11d ' s 1nterest 1f the case results 1n a jud1cial proceeding. 

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

9. The public dissemination of information about the problems of 
ch1ld abuse. 

10. A provision to insure that parental organizations dealing with 
child abuse receive preferent1al treatment. 3 

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 var1ety 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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~ART II 
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.·order 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. 

All 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 IIcentra111 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 
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of the, respective registries responded to the survey questionnaire and 

the telephone survey. 

Does a registry consist only of register files, e.g., 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, liThe 

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 pos~ib1e, 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'QuestiDnnaire '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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adoptlon, 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. 

this telephone survey are attached as Appendix C. 

Questions asked in 

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 

l2-page questionnaire, the analysis is based upon responses from either 

49 or 47 (minus Alaska and the Dlstrict of Columbia) registrles. Figure 

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 lssue was how to code reglstry 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 sus~~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 

14 
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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 uncerta in of the' answer or uncer:ta in 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 r 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 evolutfon was occurring in central registries. 
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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 proce~s 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 

:perpetrators better fit ~ith 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 

Regi stry 
Characteristics 

Recordkeeping 

Types of Reports 
in Regi stry 

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. lI unfounded 
from want,lIluncertain", 
"unable to determine ll

, 

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. 

All 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. 
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Figure 1: Continued. 

Registry 
Characteristics 

Legal Procedures 

Level of Evidence 

Notice 

Right to Review 
and Appeal 

_Chal'l enges -to "Entry 
onto Register 

Usage 

Accessibility 

Confidentiality 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'.-cha-llenges"to entry. 

Larger variety of 
people with access to 
registry records~ e.g. 
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. 

18 

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. 
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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 emphasls 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 reg;'ster;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. 4 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), II ••• in the tremendous amount of literature 

about child abuse and neglect there is very little about registries, 

their organization, operation, and utilization,1I 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 

-regi-ster -impl ies 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. 
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Figure 2: 

Types of Reports Kept by Central Registries 

Substantiated Only 

California 
Colorado** 
Connecticut 
District of Co1umbia*·* 
I1linois* 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Montana* 
Nebraska 
New Mexico 
New York 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont* 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Unsubstantiated and 
Substantiated 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawa i i 
Idaho 
Kentucky 
Loui slana 
Maine 
Maryland 

.Massachusetts 
Mississippi 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oklahoma 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

*These states permit particular unfounded reports to be maintained 
separately and not expunged in order to enable subjects of reports to 
prove they are harassment victims. 

**After July 1, 1987. 

~**In unsubstantiated'cases, only data on dates of birth and sex of victim 
are rna i nta i ned for .stat; sti ca 1 purposes. 

Types of reports kept in three states without a central registry, 
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 regi sters" e. g. :track i ng '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 

listed 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, 

22 



Figure 3: 

Disposition Categories 

Substantiated and 
Unsubstantiated 

Arkansas 
Delaware*' 
Florida 
Hawa i i 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mississippi 
Missouri" 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Vermont 
Vi rgi ni aU 
Washington 
West Virginh 
Wyoming 

Substantiated, 
Unsubstantiated 
and Undetermined 

Alaska 
Alabama* 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut'* 
District of Columbia 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 

'Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland" 
Minnesota 
Nebraska 
New Hampshire" 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Utah* 
Wisconsin 

*Blank line 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, incqme, 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 

laws 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.bepersuadedto: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. Defi nitions 

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. s 

The final position paper ofa 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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Flgure 4: 

Source of the Report by Category* 

Yes No 
% N % N 

Medical Personnel 95% (42) 5% ( 2) 

School Personnel 951.. ( 42) 5% ( 2) 

Social Service Personnel 93% (41) 7% ( 3) 

Law Enforcement Personnel 93% (41) 7% ( 3) 

Relatives 93% (41) 7% ( 3) 

Child Care Providers 91% (40) 9% ( 4) 

Frlends, -Nei ghbors 89% (39) 11% ( 5) 

Anonymous 89% (39) 11 % ( 5) 

Court Personnel·· 77% (34) 20% ( 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 list 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 1n 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 1I ••• child maltreatment laws are generally written as 

explicitly as possible to achieve the purpose intended: child protection ll 

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. These 

categories 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.g. 

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. In at least one state, fatalities are classified together with 

major physical injuries. 
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Figure 5: 

Categories of Abuse and Neglect 

No 
Yes No ResQonse 

Sexual maltreatment 92% (46) 0% ( 0) 8% ( 4) 

Fatality 84% (42) 6% ( 3) 10% ( 5) 

Emotional maltreatment 84% (42) 8% ( 4) 8% ( 4) 

Deprivation of necessities 74% (37) 16% ( 8) 10% ( 5) 

Other maltreatment 72% (36) 18% ( 9) 1010 ( 5) 

Major phys i ca 1 injury 62"/0 (31) 28"/0 (14) 10"/0 ( 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 be the same. 

Of the 41 states responding to questions on amendin~ 

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 hot1ines or local offices to supplement 

or change previously reported information. Respondents reported 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. When 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 gXQunged 

Percentage % N ...!._'_N % N ---
0 21% ( 7) 12% ( 4) 30% (11) 

1-10% 62% (21) 38% (13) 49% (18) 

11-50% 15% ( 5) 21% ( 7) 16% ( 6) 

51-100% 3% (_1) 29% (lQ) 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. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Figure 7: 

Events that Trigger Amendment 

additional information received 
- on child 
- en caretaker 
- on perpetrator 

~hange in-case status 

new reports received 

court action 

Yes 
% N 

91% (39) 
88% (37) 
84% (36) 

86% (37) 

79% (34) 

66% (25) 

No 
% N 

9% ( 4) 
12% ( 5) 
15% ( 6) 

14% ( 6) 

21% ( 9) 

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 

with 1 n a day. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Figure 8: 

Time Needed to Change a Record 

Amendment 
% N 

within one day 35% (12) 

with; none to three days 29% (10) 

within one week 18% ( 6) 

longer than one week 18% (~) 

34 
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Update 
% N 

40% (15) 

26% (10) 

16% ( 6) 

18% ( .. J) 
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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"ti me, . and :'someti mes on 1 yrepeated oi'nstances 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 weeks 
Illinois- 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 (l year) 
Hawaii (indefinite) 
Idaho (1 year) 
Kentucky (indefinite) 
Louisiana (3 years) 
Maine (18 months) 
Maryland (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) 
West Virginia (6 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. In 
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 personne land 'soci a lservi ce 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 
"Oklahoma 
Puerto Rico 
*South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Vermont (sealed) 
Wyoming 

At Victim's 
Youngest Sibling's 

18th Birthday 

Arizona 
Arkansas (21st 

birthday of 
sibling) 

Michigan 
New York (10 years 

after) 
Vermont 

* Has an historical file. 

Figure 10: 

Length of Time Before Substantiated 
Cases Are Purged from the Register 

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 

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

After Period 
of Years 

Alaska - 5 years 
**Florida - 7 years 
Idaho - 5 years 
Illinois - 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 

-------------------
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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 chi1d ' 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", "credib1e 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 u~ed 

to determine legal guilt or innocence and still another standard to 

determine whether clinical services should be offered. 
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Fi gure 11: 

Levels of Evidence to Substantiate a Report 

"Some Credible Evidence" 

Alaska a 
- custom and usage 

Arizona a 
- regulation 

Arkansas - law 
California - custom and usage 
Idaho - law 
Kentuckyb - custom and usage 
Louisiana 
Mainea 

- policy 
Massachusetts - regulation 
Missouri - regulation 
Montana - custom and usage 
New Hampshire - regulation 
New York - law 
North Carolina a 

- custom and usage 
North DakotaC 

- custom and usage 
Oregon a 

- custom and usage 
South Carolina a 

- law 
South Dakota - custom and usage 

"Credible Evidence" 

Alabama - regulation 
Colorado - law 
Fl ori da - 1 aw 
Maryland - regulation 
III i no; s - 1 aw 
Michigan - policy 
Nebraska - policy 
Nevada - regulation 
Puerto Rico - law 
Rhode Island - law 
Utah 

a reason to believe/reasonable cause/reasonable relationship 
b strong circumstantial 
C probable cause 
d substantial evidence 
e clear and convincing 
f convicted in court 

"Preponderance of Evidence" 

District of Columbia - custom and 
Georgia e 

- custom and usage 
Iowa - regulation 
Kansas - regulation 
New Jersey - law 
Oklahoma - custom and usage 
Pennsylvania d 

Texas e 
- custom and usage 

Vermont - regulatiDn 
Virginia e 

- policy 
Washington f 

- law 
Wisconsin - law 

NOTE: Delaware uses "level of riskll. Other registries, e.g. Hawaii, Mississippi, Ohio, Tennessee, 
West Virginia and Wyoming reported using caseworker determination, social workerls evidence or 
individual judgment. 

usage 
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FIGURE 12 

LEVEL OF EVIDENCE REQUIRED TO SUBSTANTIATE A CASE 

TRUE FALSE 

DEFINITE 

CRIMINAL 
"BEYOND 
REASONABLE 
DOUBT" 

PROBABLE 

CIVIL 
"PREPON
DERENCE OF 
EVIDENCE" 

POSSIBLE 

"CREDIBLE 
EVIDENCE" 

POSSIBLE PROBABLE DEFINITE 

, 
CASE ~ ~ ~ 

NON CASE 

# f· RELIABLE • r UNCER'TAIN "rFICTITIOUS- -~ ~ 

POPULAR 
DICHOTOMY 

LEVEL OF 
CONEIDENCE 

LEGAL 
STANDARDS 

CLINICAL 
STANDARDS 

SUGGESTED 
TERMINOLOGY 
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b. Noti ce 

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, 

regulations that limit 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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No Notice 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
Hawa i i 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 

'Mi'chigan 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
West Virginia 

* Pamphlet 

Figure 13: 

States Which Give Notice That Names Will 

Be Entered onto a Central Register 

Give Verbal 
Notice 

District of Columbia 
Idaho 
Mississippi 
Nebraska 
Ok1ahoma* 
Puerto Ri co 
Rhode Island 

** By letter and verbally 

*** Use certified/registered mail 

Give Notice by 
First Class Mail 

Arkansas* 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
III i noi s 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
New Hampshi re*** 
New Mexico 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia** 
Vermont 
Washington*** 
Wyomi ng*** 

NOTE: Most states notify after substantiation. Missouri and Delaware 
are exceptions and notify before. New York and Kansas send out 
more than one notice. Those states that 'notify informally usually 
leave it to the discretion of the case worker. 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 deci sion 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 ~.gency 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 

i dentlty 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 

Alabama 
California 
Hawaii 
Louisiana 
Ne~ Jersey 
New Mexico· 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Rhode Island 
Texas 

• Unless malicious. 

Have Right to Review 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
III i noi s 
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 

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 mayan informal conference 

prior to a fair hearlng 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 

thls question, reported that no law suits were filed that challenged 
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registry practices or reporting statistics; 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 m&y 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 
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15 lists 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' Teport-are the least likely to:receiveregistry,data that 

identify people by name. 

Naturally, many more agencies are eligible to receive 

aggregate data that does not identify the vict1m or perpetrator by name. 

These agencies are listed 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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Central Registries 
in Other states 

Police/Law 
Enforcement 

Court 

Child Welfare 
Agencies 

. Prosecutors/ 
Attorneys 

Physicians 

Parents I 

Attorney 

Parenti 
Caretaker 

Perpetrator's 
Attorney 

Grand Jury 

Perpetrator/ 
Suspected Perp. 

Child Care/Foster 
Care Employers 

Other 

Researchers 

Person Making 

Figure 15: 

Individuals and Agencies Eligible to Receive 
Central Registry Data with Identifiers 

Victim 

Yes No 
% (n) % (n) 

63% (31) 25% (12) 

No 
Response 

12% 

61% (30) 27% (13) 12% 

60% (29) 29% (14) 12% 

57% (28) 29% (14) 14% 

57% (28) 31% (15) 12% 

39% (19) 49% (24) 12% 

35% (17) 53% (26) 12% 

33% (16) 55% (27) 12% 

33% (16) 55% (27) 12% 

29% (14) 59% (29) 12% 

29% (14) 59% (29) 12% 

18% (9) 69% (34) 12% 

14% (7) 71% (35) 14% 

10% (5) 78% (38) 12% 

Perpetrator/Suspected Perpetrator 

Yes 
% (n) 

No No 
% (n) Response 

43% (21) 45% (22) 12% 

43% (21) 45% (22) 12% 

47% (23) 41% (20) 12% 

43% (21) 43% (21) 14% 

45% (22) 43% (21) 12% 

27% (13) 61% (30) 12% 

31% (15) 57% (28) 12% 

25% (12) 63% (31) 12% 

29% (14) 59% (29) 12% 

25% (12) 63% (31) 12% 

25% (12) 63% (31) 12% 

37% (18) 51% (25) 12% 

16% (8) 69% (34) 14% 

12% (6) 76% (37) 12% 

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

(n) = number of states 
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I 
Figure 16: I 

Individuals and Agencies Eligible to Receive 
Central Registry Data Without Identifiers 

No 
I 

% Yes (n) % No (n) % Response (n) 

I Child Welfare Agencies 80% (40) 4% ( 2) 16% ( B) 

Central Registries in I Other states 78% (39) 10% ( 5) 12% ( 6) 

Court 78% (39) 6% ( 3) 16% ( 8) 

I Police/Law Enforcement 76% (38) 10% ( 5) 14% (7) 

Prosecutors/Attorneys 76% (38) B% ( 4) 16% ( 8) I 
Researchers 66% (33) 20% (10) 14% ( 7) 

Grand Jury 60% (30) 22% ( 11) 18% ( 9) I 
Physicians 56% (2B) 26% (13 ) 18% ( 9) 

I Parents' Attorney 54% (27) 30% (15) 16% ( 8) 

Perpetrator's Attorney 52% (26) 28% ( 14) 2010 (10) I 
Parent/Caretaker 52% (26) 28% ( 14) 20% (10) 

Perpetrator/Suspected Perp. 48% (24) 32% (16) 2010 (10) I 
Other 36% ( 18) 16% ( 8) 48% (24) 

I Person Making Report 34% ( 17> 42% (21) 24% (12) 

Guardian Ad Litem* 28% (14) 4% ( 2) 68% (34) I 
I 

*This category was.wrttten under "other" by many states and may not be wholly 

I representative because it was not offered as a separate category. 

(n) = number of states 

I 
I 
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b. Timeliness of Reports 

For a treatment-oriented registry, the timeliness of 

reports ~s 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 legal 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 we 11. 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 Resl20nse 

Research in general 

Program planning and budgeting 

Screening applicants for day care, foster 
care, adoption 

Creating statistical profiles of child 
victims and perpetrators or suspected 
perpetrators 

Tracking of known abusers between 
jurisdictions 

Creating risk,'assessment models 

Diagnosis of suspected cases of abuse or 
neglect 

Identifying cases of recidivism and 
hospital shopping 

Assessing performance of investigative 
~gencies by monitoring follow-up reports 

86% 8% 

84% 6% 

68% 18% 

66% 2210 

56% 28% 

43% 38% 

42% 34% 

32% 40% 

28% 50% 

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 childr~n, because strangers who maltreat children may be 

reported to the police and not the central registry. 

F. Classification 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 Theor!i 

The ,'treatment-ori entation 'as described in the model outlined in 

Figure 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: 

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

o 

o 

o 

o 

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

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). 

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

would frequently update and amend records to facilitate 
monitoring of services received, tracl<.ing child victims, 
and to prevent hospital shopping. 
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I 
FIGURE 18 

I SCREENING BY CENTRAL REGISTRIES 

Day Day Social I foster Care Care Workers Social 
S!;r:eenjng Ad!lRti!lO ~ I:!i.r:.ing Li!;e!l:i~:i iO l:;PS WQr:ker:i i:lab)::ii tter:i V2l!.!nt~er:i "Qth~r:i" 

AL AL AL I AK AK AK 
AZ AZ AZ AZ 
AR AR AR AR 

I, eA CA CA CA CA 
CO CO CO CO CO 
CT CT CT CT CT 
DE DE DE DE DE 
DC DC OC OC OC DC I FL fL FL FL FL 
GA GA GA GA GA 
HI HI HI HI 
IO 10 ID IO 10 10 10 
IA IA IA IA IA I IL IL IL IL IL 
KS KS KS KS KS KS KS KS KS'" 
KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY 
LA LA LA ,I ME ME ME HE HE ME ME 
MA MA MA MA MA'" 
I'll I'll 1>11 
MS MS MS HS MS MS MS 
MO MO MO MO 1'10 MO MO I NE NE NE NE NE NE NE 
NV NV NV NV NV 
NH NH NH NH 
NJ NJ NJ NJ 

I NM NH NM NM 
NY NY NY NY NY NY NY'" 
NC NC NC 
NO NO NO NO NO NO 
OK OK OK OK OK 'I OR OR OR OR 
PA PA PA PA PA 
RI RI RI RI RI RI 
SC SC ,I SO SO SO SO SO SO 
TN TN TN TN TN TN TN 
TX TX TX TX TX 
UT UT UT UT 
VT I VA VA VA VA VA 
lolA lolA lolA lolA lolA 
WV \oN WV 
WY WY WY WY WY 

I NQ1.E: 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, 

I 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. I 
I' 
I' 
I 
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These characteristics of treatment-oriented registries require a 

central hotline 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 'chil d .abuse or negl ect 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; 

o 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 

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 listed 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 exi~t. ~egardl~ss'of the ~ype 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 
11( 

. Wri tten 
Notice 
and Right 
to Review 

Arkansas 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
III i noi s 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Figure 19 

Due Process Orientation 

Verbal Notice 
and Right 
to Review 

District of Columbia 
Idaho 
Mississippi 
Nebraska 
Puerto Rico 
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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 

Least Due Process 

Neither 
Notice nor 
Right to 
Review 

Alabama 
California 
Hawaii 
Louisiana 
Montana 

,. 

New Jersey 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
South Dakota 
Texas 
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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 Fl 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 

r"lOst due process oriented regi stries would retain only sublitantiated 

cases. 
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Figure 20 

Due Process and Types of Records Kept 

Unsubstantiated 
Due Process - Substantiated Only and Substantiated 

written noti ce 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 likely than the others 

to expunge records from both the central registry and local agency offices 

as well. 

The hypotbesized relationship 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 

regi stri es 'shou 1 d be more sens iti ve to issues of confi denti ali ty 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 information that did 

not identify subjects of the report by name. The most due process

oriented 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 ;s 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 lines 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 

arr~ng 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 hot1ines did not have significantly larger 

staffs than registries which did not use 24-hour hot1ines. Yet, all 

registries with more than 25 employees had hot1ines. 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 

lI un determined" 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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~art II I 
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 ~rrecords~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 ;s 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 screen1ng, 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 
the person completing the questionnaire was a consideration. 
this criterion was given less weight because the assessments 
vary by the person completing the questionnaire. 

6. Accessibility. 

register by 
However, 

appeared to 

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 reg'stries 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 follow1ngsites as candidates for visitation: 

Connecticut 
Colorado 
Florida 
Illinois 
New Hampshire 
Pennsylvania 
Utah 
Virginia 

59 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - _ .. -. _ .... _--_."."_ .. -,._._'''',, .. ,.--''''''''''. 

STATE 

lqency lIIhich lIVIintains CR 

YOIr CR st.rted 

Approximate total 
reports In CR 

Tot. I reports received 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

Substantiation rate 
Percant tot., 
Percent phYSical libuse 
Percent sexual libuse 
Percent neglect 
Mumer of fatalities· 

IIIJItJer of I!ft'4)loyees 
Total 
Professional 
Mninistrlltive 

Type of hotline 

Autlllllted or manUlI 

Dlspo!ltlon categories 

Type of records kept 

IlIta on perpetrator 

IhIIber lind uses of 
registry dat. 

ALABMA 

Department of 
Pensions and 
Security 

1976 

-Thousands-

56f. 
51" 
64" 
511. 

No hotl ine 

MIInual 

indicated 
reason to 
suspect 

not indicated 
unable to 

cr:Jl1l lete 

figure 1. State by State Summary of Registry Information 
ALASKA 

Division of 
Fanilyand 
Youth Serv ices 

2-5 

State 

AutClMted 

substant i a ted 
unsubstant i ated 
I.Inconfirmed 

ARIZOO 

DepartTrent 
of Econanic 
Security 

1970 

110,000 

2 

" I 

No hotl ine 

Autanated 

valid 
inval id 
undetenni ned 

ARKANSAS CALIfORNIA 

Division of DepartTrent 
Chi Idren and of Justice 
Fani Iy Services 

40,000 

14,159 

34-367. 

501. 

12 

3 
I 
2 

State 

AutCIMted 

1%5 

:590,000 

150 

25 
24 
I 

No hotl ioe 

Autanated 

substantiated substantiated 
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated 
unable to unfounded 

locate 

substantiated SUbstantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated 
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unSUbstantiated 

Yes 

(£I) 
I. Research 
2. Diagnosis· 
3. Planning & 

Budoeting 
4. Screening 
5. Staffing 
6. Tracking 

No 

(6) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
3. Risk 

AS5e5S111!nt 
4. Screening 
5. Assessing 

Agency 
Performance 

Yes 

(5) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Prof i les 
3. Diagnosis 
4. Planning & 

Budgeting 
5. Screening 

Yes 

m 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profiles 
3. Risk 

Assessment 
4. Tracking 
5. Planning & 

Adoption 

Yes 

(5) 
I. Research 
2. Risk 

Assessment 
3. Tracking 
4. Planning " 

BudtJeting 
5. Screening 

• MIIy be estimates. 
•• Not applicable after July I, 1987. 

6. Placemnt 
6. RecidiviSli 

& Hospital 
ShoPPIng 

7. Screening 

COlOOAOO 

DepartTren t 
of Social 
Services 

1969 

55,000 

9,268 

591-
46" 
55" 
341 
12 

} 
I 
2 

No hotl ioe 

Autanated 

confirmed 
ruled out·· 
i ncone I us i ve" 
lack of 
ltV i denee/case 
pending 

CatCECTI CUT 

Department 
of Ch i Idren & 
Youth Services 
EJrergency & 
InformatIon 
Service 

1982 

57,000 

11,051 

66" 1a 
111. 
601. 

12 
10 
2 

State 

Autanated 

confirmed 
not confirmed 
at risk 

substantiated·· substantiated 

Yes 

(4) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profiles 
}. Risk 

Assessment 
4. Screening 

No 

(4) 
I. Research 
2. Diagnosis 
3. Planning " 

Budgeting 
4. Screening 

• 



STATE DELAWARE D.C. FLORIDA GEORGIA HAWAII II>AIlO ILLINOIS INDIANA t 
>::~ {if 

~ 

Agency which maintains CR Deparnrent of Fami Iy Services: Deparnrent Division of Deparnrent of Dept. of Hea Ith Depar1ment of Oepart11l!nt of 
;~ 
~ 

Services for Mninlstration of Hea I th and fanilv K Social Services and Welfare Children and Child Welfarel I Chi Idren, Rehabi I itative Chi Idren's and Housing Fini I Y Serv ices Social Services 
youth, and Services Services Division 
Their Fami lies 

;j 
Year CR started 1919 1911 J9B2 1961 

., 
1915 ~ 

J 
Approximate total ~ 
reports in CR 20,000 1,000,000 Unknown 23,000 111,910 J 

!l 
Tots I reports received 4,449 1,081 41,1198 23,0« ~ 
for last fiscal year ~, reportiiO t:: 

Substantiation rate 
Percent tatll 447. 2B'I. 59\ 4,..47'7. 597. 501. 497. &4\ 
Percent phY5icai abu5e 337. sm 251. 27S 451. J81. 
Percent 5exual abu5e 461. 61~ 111. 211. 601. Zf:>1. 
Percent neglect .' 401. 17\ 541. 551. Of. 461. 
Number of fatalities 2-5 4 4 n 

HlII'ber of IIIllloyees 
.25 65 Totlll 3B 15 0 

Profc55iolUlI 30 30 46 
Aanini5trativD 8 35 2 

Type of hotlillfl State State State No hotline No hotl ioe II'l hot I ille State 

Autanated or manua I Autanated Autanated Autanated Autanated Au tana ted Autanated Autanated Au tana ted 

Dl5pp~ltion categories founded supported indicated confirned confinTl!d substantiated indicated abuse 
unfounded unsupported unfounded ruled out not CIlnf i nTI!d unsubstantiated unfounded substantiated 
reason to unable to insufficient erroneous undetermined neglect 
suspect locate evidence clJl1llaint report substantiated 

unable to (neglect) abuse 
c~lete warned & unsubstantiated 
investigation counseled neglect 

(abuse) unSUbstantiated 
indication 
of abuse 

Type of records kept sUbstar.t i a ted substant'ded substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substan~iated 
unsubstantiated unsubstant i a ted unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated ., 

Data on perpetrator No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes (Q 

c ., 
Number and uses of (4) (5) (9) (5) (6) (5) (9) <Varies by 

Cll 

registry data I. Research I. [Hagnosis I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Research county) ~ 

2. Statistical 2. Risk 2. Statistical 2. Risk 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 
Profi les Assessment Profi les AssesSlll!nt Profi les Profi les Profi les "0 

3. Risk 3. Screening 3. Risk 3. Tracking 3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Risk (Q 

Assessment 4. Planning 8. AssesSl1l!nt 4. Planning 6. AssesSllllnt Assessment Assessment 
4. Screening Budgeting 4. Tracking Budgeting 4. Planning & 4. Planning & 4. Trackil19 N 

5. Recidivism 5. DiagnOSIs 5. Screening Budgeting Budgeting 5. DiagnOSIS 
& Hospital 6. Planning & (day care 5. Screenin9 5. Screening 6. Planning & 
Shopping Budgeting licenses- 6. IdentifYing Budgeting 

1. Screening only) RecidiVism 7. Screen i ng 
8. Assessing & Hospital 8. Assessing 

Agencies Shopping Agencies 
r .. ~ Performance Performance - - - - - - - - .. ~~ ... - - - - - 9'8,Yism_ - -Ital 

Shopping hopping 
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STATE I()jA KANSAS KENTUCKY lOOISIANA HAINE MARYlAND MASSACHUSETTS HICHIGAN 

Agency which maintains CR Departnent Depar'hIEnt Cabinet for Division of Depar'hIEn t of OepartlillO t of Depar1lrent of Oepar'hIEnt of 
of HlJIBn of Social and HlJIBn Resources Children, HlJIBn Services Hlmm Serv ices Social Services Social Services 
Services Rehabi I itation Youth, and 

Services Fani IV Services 

Year CR started 1976 1976 1976 1984 1978 1976 

Approximate total 
reports in CR 60,000 10,000 195,968 50,000 Unknown 

Total reports received 17 ,Ol5 }5,OO5 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

Substantiation rate 
Percent tota I lOf, 2M 45'1. 55'1. }81. 52'- nl. 
Percent physical abuse 34'1. 24'1. 34'- 34'1. 42'-
Percent sexual abuse 31'1. '.n 4B1. 16'1. 
Percent neglect 2M 16'1. 67'1. S'.n 52'-
Number of fatalities 8 12 9 0-2 

Number of emplovees 
Total 4.5 I I 35 2 
Professional I 0 0 20 2 
Mninistrative 3.5 0 Ii 6 I 

Type of hotl ine State No hot I ine State State State No hotl ine State No hot I ine 

Autanated or manua I Autanated Autanated Autanated Au tana ted Au tana ted Autanated Au tana ted Autanated 

Disposition categories founded confi~ substantiated substantiated substantiated 'confirned substantiated substantiated 
unfounded confi~- fOUnd and sub- unsubstantiated unsubstantiated indicated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated 
undetermi ned el ig!ble for stantiated undeterml ned uncertain 

servIces (neglect) ruled out 
unfounded sene indication 

unsubstantiated 
not located 

rype of records kept substantiated substant iated substantiated substantiated substantiated substant i ated substantiated substantiated 
unsubstant i ated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated 

Data on perpetrator Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Number and uses of (9) (6) (5) m (4) (5) (6) (6) 
registry data I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Statistical I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Research 

2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical Profi les 2. Statistical 2. Diagnosis 2. Statistical 2. Tracking 
Profi les Profi les Profi les 2. Tracking Profi les of 3. Planning & Profi les 3. Planni!)g & ." 

3. Risk 3. Diagnosis 3. Tracking 3. Screening Victims Budgeting 3. Tracking BudgetIng 1.0 
AssesSl'I!nt 4. Progran 4. Planning & 3. Planning &. 4. Assessing 4. Planning.& 4. Assessing c 

4. Tracking Planning & Budgeting Budgeting Agency Budgeting Agency ""'l 

5. DiagnOSIs Budgeting 5. Screening 4. Screening Performance 5. Screenill\l Performance ro 
6. Planning & 5. Screeninl,l 5. Identifying 6. Diagnosis 5. Recidivism I-' 

Budgeting 6. IdentifYIng RecidiVIsm and Hospital 
1. Screeni~ RecidiVism and Hospital Shopping 
8. Assessing and Hospital Shopping 6. Screening -0 

Agencies Shopping 1.0 

Performance "Neglect in Maryland is only confinred or ruled out. 9. Recidivism w 
&. Hospital 
ShOPPIng 
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STATE 

AQency wnicn mlintains CR 

Yltar CR started 

Approxirrate total 
reports j n CR 

lotal reports received 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

Substantiation rate 
Percent total 
Percent physical abuse 
Percen t sexua I abuse 
Percent neg I eet 
MurDer of fatal ities 

MurDer of IIqIl0yeas 
Total 
Profess i ana I 
lGni n i strat i ve 

Type of hctline 

Autorrated Dr IIIIInual 

Disposition cateQOries 

Type of records kept 

Data on perpetrator 

MurDer and uses of 
reg i stry data 

- - -

MINNESOTA 

Department of 
HlJIiln Services 

401. 

3-11 

Autorrated 

substant jated 
unable to 
substantiate 

false 

substantiated 

No 

m 
1_ Researcn 
2. Planning 4 

Budgeting 
3. Screening 

-

MISSISSIPPI 

Department of 
Pub I ie Wei fare 

1972 

9.009 

50l 
24\ 
181. 
4l\ 
11-18 

State 

Autorrated 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Yes 

(8) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
J. Risk 

Asses5lll!nt 
4. Trackin\! 
5. DiagnOSIs 
G. Planning & 

Budgeting 
7. Screeninll 
B. Assessing 

~encies 
!'erformance 

- -

MISSOORI 

Division of 
FiIlli Iy Services 

1975 

Unknown 

3~ 

39 

34 
26 
8 

State 

Autorrated 

reason to 
suspect 

unsubstantiated 

substantiated 

Yes 

(7J 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profiles 
3. Tracking 
4. Planning & 

Budgeting 
5. Screening 
6. Assessing 

Agencies 
Performance 

7. Diagnosis 

-

toilAHA NEBRASKA 

Department 
of Soc ia I and 

Department 0/ 
Social Services 

Rellabi I i tation 
Services 

1984 1976 

10,000 Unknown 

6~ 61\ 
4l' 
44' 
~ 
7 

1.0 
.2 
.8 

Private hotline State 

Autorrated 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 
unable to 

locate 

substantiated 

No 

(12) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Prafi 1115 
3. Risk 

AssesSlll!n t 
4. Diagnosis 
5. Planning 4 

Budgeting 
6. Assessing 

Agencies 
Performance 

7. Identifying 
RecidiVism 
4 Hospital 
SIIollP1ng 

8. Preparation 
of Legisla
tive testi
IIIlny 

9. Needs of CPS 
workers 

Autorrated 

i ncone I us i ve-
court sub-
stantiated 

i ncDne I us i ve-
agency sub-
stantlated 

unfounded 
unable to 

locate 

substantiated 

Yes 

(5) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
3. Risk 

AssesSlfent 
4. Planning & 

Budgeting 
5. Screen i ng 

10. Traininll 
II.Camunityl 

Public 
~/lti~ _a4_ -Legislative 

ReoUMt5. 

NEVADA 

State Welfare 
Division 

1962 

64,000 

7,282 

53\ 
25'1 

'692, 

2 
I 
I 

State 

Autll!lllted 

substantiated 
unsubStant illted 
unable to 

locate 
unable to prove 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Yes 

(4) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
J. Planning & 

l!udgetinll 
4. Screening 

NEW HNIPSH I RE 

Department of 
Healtll & t!lIIlan 
Services 

1916 

28,765 

),76~ 

45\ 
M 
21\ 
~ 

I 
I 
.1 

No hot I ine 

Manual 

founded, Cilse 
opened 

founded, problelll 
resolved 

un'founded at risk 
investigation not 
cllrCllete 

substantiated 
unsubstant iated 

YIIS 

(4) 
I. Resaarch 
2. Screening 
3. Annual 

Report 
4. Risk 

AssesSllil!flt 

- - - - - -

; 

j 

, I
; 
; N~ 

." 
-'. 
~ 
c: 
-s 
l1> 

.... 
'Cl 
lCl 

.p. 

-

,; 

I 
~ 

I: ~.),. , 
; 

~ 
J 
J 
',' 

i 
;' 



- - "'"'''''_'"''';=~9''''''' 

STATE NEW JERSEY NEW MEXICO NEW YORK NORTH CAROLINA NORTH DAKOTA OHIO OKLAH()tA 

Agency which maintains CR Division of Htmln Services DepartTrent of Department of DepartTrent of DepartTrent of Department of 
Youth & Fami Iy DepartTrent Sad a I Serv ices HlIlBn Resources Htmln Services Htmln Services HlIlBn Serv ices 
Services 

Year CR started 1979 1983 1973 1983 1967 1972 

Approximate total 
report5 in CR 100,000 696,384 622,800 75,000 100,000 14;,002 

Total reports received 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

50,41} 

Substantiation rate 
Percent tota I 3M. 4Q1, ;6-38\ )6" 55\ 55\ l7\ 
Percent physical abuse 39\ 46\ 251. 
Percent sexual abuse 111. 48\ 
Percent n11ect 501. 37\ 4:a 
Number of atalities 12 161 II 2 ;0 31 

Number of employees 
Total 140 loB 0 
Professional 108 .3 
AOninistrative 32 1.5 

Type of hotline State State State No hotl ine No hotl ine No hotl ine State 

Autcmlted or manua I Autcmlted AUtcmlted Autcmlted Au tana ted Autcmlted AUtcmlted Autanated 

Disposition categories SUbstantiated confinredl indicated substantiated probab I e cause indicated confinmd 
unsubstantiated alleged unfOUnded unsubstantiated no probable substantiated ruled out 

not confimed cause unsubstantiated uncertain 
susgreted 
una Ie to 
c~lete 

Type of records kept SUbstantiated substantiated substantiated substantiate<! substantiated substantiated substantiated 
unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unsubstantiated unSUbstantiated 

Data on perpetrator No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Nurrber and uses of m (5) ()) (3) None reported- m (8) 
registry data I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Researc~ new system I. Research I. Research 

2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Planning 2. Planning 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 
Profi les Profi les & Budgt:ting & Budgeting Profi les Profi les 

;. Risk 3. Screening 3. Screening ). Screening 3. Rislt 3. Risk 
Assessnent 4. Plannin~. Assessnent Assessnent 

4. Diagnosis & Budge Ing 4. Tracking 4. Diagnosis ." 
5. Plannin~ 5. Assessing 5. Planning & 5. Tracking • -'a 

& Budge ing Agencies Budgeting 6. Planning & to 

6. Assessing Performance 6. Assessing Budgeting c 
~ 

Agencies Agencies 1. Screening m 
Performance Performance 8. IdentifYing 

7. Screening 1. Identifling RecidiVism ..... 
Cases a & Hospital 
Recidivism Shopping -a 

~ 

J (jJ 



STATE 

Agency which maintains CR 

Year CR STolted 

Approximate total 
reports in CR 

Total reports received 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

Substantiation rate 
Percent total 
Percent physical abuse 
Percent sexual abuse 
Percent neglect 
Nuntler of fatalities 

Number of employees 
Total 
Professional 
Mninistrative 

Type of hotline 

Autanated or manual 

Disposition categories 

Type of records kept 

Data on perpetrator 

Nuntler and uses of 
r~istry data 

- - -

OREGON 

Deparhrent of 
IIl1ffin Resources 

1912 

111,808 

19,834 

501. 
24'1. 
311. 
38f. 
18 

No hotline 

Autanated 

founded 
unfounded 
unable to 
determine 

substantiated 

No 

(8) 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
3. Risk 

Assessrrent 
4. Tracking 
5. DiagnOSIs 
6. Planning & 

Budgeting 
7. Assessing 

Agencies 
Perfonrance 

8. Screening 

PENNSYlVANIA 

De~rtrrent of 
Pu lie Welfare 

1975 

50,000 

20,667 

351-
441-
511. 
41-
44 

45 
23 
22 

State 

Au tana ted 

founded 
indicated 
unfounded 
pI,lnding 
j uven I I e court 
action 

substantiated 

Yes 

(7)-
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profi les 
3. Tracking 
4. Planning & 

Budgetiilg 
5. Screening 
6. Assessing 

Agencies 
Performance 

7. Identif¥ing 
Cases 0 
Recidivism 

- - -

PUERTO RICO 

Departrrent of 
Social Services 

1977 

40,000 

481. 

101. 
--
3-4 

20 
7 
I 

State 

Manual 

founded 
unfounded 
under 
investigation 

not located 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Yes 

Ol 
I. Research 
2. Statistical 

Profj les 
3. Planning 8. 

Budgeting 

- -

RHODE ISLAND 

Deparhrent for 
Children and 
Their Fami lies 

1984 

40,000 

.,01. 

19 
13 
6 

State 

Au tana ted 

indicated 
unfounded 
unable to 
COll>lete 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Yes 

(5) 
I. Research 
2. Tracking 
3. Planning &. 

Budgeting 
4. Screening 
5. Assessing 

Agencies 
Performances 

SOUTH CAROL I NA 

Deparhrent of 
Social Services 

1982 

291. 

541. 

18 

47 
46 

I 

No hotl ine 

Autanated 

founded 
indicated 
unfounded 

substantiated 

Yes 

(4) 
I. Research 
2. Tracking 
3. Planning & 

Budgeting 
4. Screening 

- - -

SOUTH DAKOTA TENNESSEE 

Deparhrent of 
Soc i a I Serv ices 

Deparhrent of 
HlIMn Services 

1985 

431. 

"1 

No hotl ine No hotline 

Autanated AutOOJated 

substantiated indicated 
unsubstantiated unfounaed 

substantiated substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Yes Yes 

(7) (5) 
I. Research I. Statistical 
2. Statistical Prof i les 

Prof! les 2. Risk 
3. Risk Assessrrent 

Assessrrent 3. Tracking 
4. Diagnosis 4. Planning & 
5. Planning & Budgeting 

Budgeting 5. Screening 
6. Screening 
7. Identifrng 

Cases 0 
Recidivism 
and Hospital 
Shopping 

- - - - - - -
" ..... 

1.0 
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~ 
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STATE TEXAS UTAH VEIMlNT VIRGINIA WASHINGTCW WEST VIRGINIA WISCCWSIN WYCflING 

Agency which maintains CR Departnent of Departnent of Departll!!n t Departrrent of Departrrent of Departrrent of Departrrent of Departrren t of 
Hlmm Serv ices Social Services of Social and Social Services Social and HlJlliln Services Health and Health and 

Rehabi Ii tative 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 11,390 47,888 
for last fiscal year 
reported 

Substantiation rate 
Percent total 531. 28'1. 57\ 441. 35-401. 331. 47\ 
Percent physical abuse 441. 59\ 18'1. 297. 27\ 
Percent sexual abuse 361. 6Bl 1"S1. 5~ 
Percent neglect 481. 241. 251. 17\ 
Number of fatalities 129 5 0-1 14 27 15 2 

Number of employees 
Total 4 less than I 13 0 0 
Professional 3 10 .25 
Mninistrative I 3 .10 

Type of hotl ine State No hotl ine No hotline State No hotl ine No hotl ine No hotline No hotl ine 

Automated or rranua I Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated Automated 

Disposition categories adjudicated founded founded founded substantiated substant iated substantiated substantiated 
reason to unfounded unfounded unfounded Ilnsubstant iated unsubstantiated 
bel ieve unable to pending reason to not able to 

unfounded locate suspect support 
fillli I y IIDVed investigation 

pending 

Type of records kept substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated substantiated (county substantiated 
unsubstant iated unsubstantiated decides) 

Data on perpetrator Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number and uses of (8) (8) (7) (8) (4) (4) (varies by (5) 
reg i stry data I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Research I. Tracking I. Tracking county) I. Research 

2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. Statistical 2. DiagnOSIs 2. DiagnOSIs 2. Statistical ., 
~. 

Profi les Profi les Profi les Profi les 3. Screening 3. Planning &. Profi les u::J 
3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Risk 3. Tracking 4. IdentifyIng Budgeting 3. Tracking c 

AssesSIIEnt AssesSIIEnt Assessment 4. DiagnOSIs RecidiVIsm 4. Screening 4. Planning , 
4. Tracking 4. Tracking 4. Tracking 5. Planning &. and Hospi tal & Bud~ting 

(!) 

5. DiagnOSIs 5. DiagnOSIs 5. DiagnOSIs Budgeting Shopping 5. Screening ...... 
6. Planning & 6. Assessing 6. Planning & 6. Assessing 

Budgeting Agencies Budgeting Agencies 
-0 7. Screening Performance 7. Screening Perfornance u::J 

8. IdentifYing 7. Identifying 7. Identifying 
RecidiVIsm RecidiVIsm RecidiVism 
and Hospital and Hospital and Hospital ......, 

Shopping B. Screening Shopping 
8. Screening 



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. All site reports are organized according 

to the fo110wing.outline: 

1. 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. FacUities 

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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B. 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 

E. Records Maintenance 

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

III. 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 

IV. RECORDS USAGE 

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality 

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

B. Uses of Information 

1. Internal Management 
2. Screening Applicants 
3. Research 
4. Diagnosis and Tracking 
5. Public Education 

V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
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CHAPTER 1 

COLORADO CENTRAL REGISTRY 

I. OVERVIEW 

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(l)(A) defines II child abuse or neglect ll 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 IIseriouslyll from the original 

section of the definition which earlier had read 1I ••• which seriously threatens 

the health or welfare of a child. 1I This deletion suggests a legislative 

intent to include less than IIserious ll injuries on the registry. 

The statute (§ 19-3-303(1)(S) adds that ... ll accepted child-rearing 

practices of the culture in which the child participates 'l must be taken into 

account so that reasonable exercise of parental discipline is not 

proscribed. 1 
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In July of 1987. the Colorado legislature 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. Hotl i ne 

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 calling the state ce~tral registry. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General uescrlptlon 

The initial report of suspected child abuse or neglect is made 

either directly to county departments of social services (see Figure 2), or to 

police. social service workers, teachers, therapists. day care providers or 

other mandated repqrters who tn turn make a report to county departments. All 

mandated reporters are to follow up the oral f'?port with a written report 
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FIGURE 1 

ORGANIZATION CHART 
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FIGURE 2 

COLORADO ABUSE REPORT CASEFLO~ 

COHFIIIfIED 
REPORrs SDiT 
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(C.R.S. § 19-3-307>. The county departments investigate all such reports. In 

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, 1I ••• 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. 1I (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 example, 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, op:ometrists, 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 professl0nals: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_Jnitiatives, 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, -r.eporti ng -rates .decreased -i n -most -1 argercounti es, 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 I 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 _I -
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES· TITLE XX DIVISION I 

STATE REGISTRV OF CHILO PROTECTION - FOLLOWUP REPORT 

. Child', NImI ________ • _____________ Su_Birthd.t. _____ _ Ethnic:itv_ 

,..."'t(s)lSubstitut.(I' ______________________ -:-lncident No. _________ _ 

~eu _______________________________________ C~ _______________ HH. ____________ __ 

I. C~u"'ftt RaidIna of Child (Circl') 
1. Own Home 
2. R.I~ive Horne 
3. FOSUIr Home 
4. ResidentilJ Facility 
5. Oth.r· 

Was child out of home It any time 
During pat l months7 ___ _ 

If "Ves", state where ___ _ 

II. Decision few Child's P'l1C.".,t (Cirdl) 
1. Volunta-y 
2. Court Order 

m. ClYiI Court Action (Dependency 
end Neglect Pntion) (Cit'd.) 

~1. No ChargeJ fit.d 
2. 0 & N Sustlifl!ld 
3'. 0 & N Not Sustained 
4. Helting Continued 

(O.m) ___________ _ 

IV. Crimi .... Court AC:1:ion (Cird.) 
1. No cNrQl$ filed 
2. Abus« c:onvicted 
3. Abu,., ~quitter 
4. Def.rred Prosecution 
5. Dispolition Pwndill9 

V. IcNrl1itY of All .... P""'1r~or (Cin:II) 
1. Moth. 
2. Flther 
3. Other Relltive 
4. St.p Parlilnt 
S. Non·Rel.tive 
8. Un~mown 

DiSPOSITION OF CASE (CIRCLE) 

Di~ Conclusion: 
Confirmlad by: 

Social Work Ev.lu~ion 
PoliCl Inv.stigation 
MediClI EVIIUltion 
Court FindiO!J$ 

Ruled out by: 
Social Work Ev.luation 
Poijce In'Al$tigation 
Medieal Evalultion 
Court Findif19S 

Inconclusive! Findings: 
Lack of e"idenc. 
~e Pending in Coort 

1. 
2. 
3, 
4. 

5. 
e. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 

NegI~ 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

15. 
18. 
17. 
18. 

19. 
20. 

Family Moved To: (Other Stata) ______________ _ 

HM There Been Repeat of Abusive Incid.nu7 _______ By~om? ____________________ ~ 

."--
Special Stnica PrC'lidld Oftr La .. 3 Mondal (Clrd., 
1. Homem.ker 5. FinWiCil1 Auistance 
2. DIY CarE 6. Employment Assistance 
3. FQster Care 7. SheI"r eare 
4. Hlalth Servicet 

Trutn'Mnt Serwic:es Prowided Oftr Lat 3 Mondt. 
(CI" 1I'.,a1Qbl1 Nambe"t 

1, Family Caunllilng 4. La\1 TherlPY 
2. GrOup Counseliflg' 5. M.rital C«Insalint 
3. Individu.1 ~nllling 8. PlIV Ther~v 

R!COITIm.ndation~ of Child Prateetion T"m (If appliclbl.) (Circl.) 
,. None • 7. Rlf ... other Agency 
2. Other 8. Rnu,n Child 
3. Clos. case 9. On1ll'ing Trwltment 
4. Further Assessment 
5. Place Q\ildren 
6. Court Action 

HIm. of Worker Mlkill9 R""ort _______________ COUntV Oeplrtm,nt ____________ _ 

Dlt. of Report _________ _ 

I. 
COMPLETION AND ROUTING INSTRUCTIONS 

This report is to btl completed by the county soci.1 service dGP ... tmen~ which submin.d the CWS·159A OR by the dep.rtment 
which provided social services Ifter the initil' report. 

The r.port to be completed within 90 d!,{s following thll initial report. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I II. 

m. Th. yellow 'cot.1\' is retained by the county social service depertmant with the pink copy. fc~.rded to the Stat. Del)lrtment, I 
SUtti Rl1Iistrv of Child Protection. 

I 
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- REV. 8/18 

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES· TITLE XX DIVISION 
STATE REGISTRY OF CHILD PROTECTION FIGURE 4 

CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORT 

PLEASE USE HARD BALL POINT PEN OR TYPEWRITER! 

Date Report Received _______________ Date Report Completed -----------____ _ 

parent(s)/Substitute(s) 

1. 
2. 

(LAST NAME) (FIRSn (MAIDEN) 

Relationship 

ROLE AGE SEX ETHNICITV 

Ethnicity Code 

A -- Asian 
B - Black 

Ch'ldren I 1 2 ROLE BIRTH DATE SEX ETHNICITY 
C - CaucasIan 
D - Spanish surname 
E - Native American 
F - Other (Specify) 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

E. 
F. 

Other Persons in Household 

G. I 
H. J 
Other (Alleged perpetrator(s) if different from Parent(s)/Substitute(s) or Persons in Household 

I. 

J. 
Role Code 

VIctim 

Relationship Coda 

V 

P 
N 

A 

B 
C 

Natural Child 

Adopted Child 

Stepchild 

o - Foster Child G- Baby Sitter/ J Inslltution Staff 
Alleged Perpetrator 

Not fnvolved 

A Alleged Passive Panlclpant 

Marital Status of Paren\(s)/Substitutes (Circle one latter) 

E - Grandparent 

F - Sibling 

A Legal Marriage C Never Married E - Widow/WIdower 

B - Consensual Union 0 - DIvorced/Separated F - Marriage parlner 

Temporarily Absent 

Child Care K - Teacher 

H - Other Relallve L - Unknown 

M - Other 

G - Marrla.ge Partner 

Permanently Absent 

H - Unknown 

a) ____ ~~~~~~~-----_------ __ ~~-__ ----__ ~~~~-__ ---- _~ __ ~_~~ __ __ 
ADDRESS OF FAMILY CITY COUNfY PHONE NUMBER 

b)~~~~~~==~~=-~~~~ _____ ~~ ____________ ~ __ ~ __________________________ __ 
ADDRESS OF PERPETRATOR (IF DIFFERENn CITY COUNTY PHONE NUMBER 

c)_~~~~~~~~~~ ______ ~~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~ _____ ~~~~~~ ____ __ 
PERSON COMPLETING FORM OCCUPATION OR AGENCY ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER 

Nature of Complaint _______________________________________ _ 

Source of Inillal Report (Circle one letter) 

A Private Physician H Headstan, Day Care N - Victim 
B Hospital/Clinic PhYSician Babysitter, etc. a - Relative 
C Hospital/Clinic Personnel I Public Social Agency P - Sibling 
D Nurse J Private Social Agency R Parent/Substitute 
E School Nurse K - Coun S Anonoymous 
F Teacher L - Law Enforcement T Friend/Neighbor 
G Other School Personnel M - Coroner/Medical Examiner U Other (SpeCify) 

fnvolved Children (Circle applicable lettars for each Involved child) 

A B C D E F Brain Damage/Skull Fracture A B C D E F aurns. Scalds 
A a C D E F Subdural Hemorrhage A a C D E F Cuts. arulses. Weit'S 
A a C D E F aone Fracture (other than skull) A a C 0 E F Sexual Abuse (speCify) 
A a C D E F Dislocation/Sprains/Twisting/ A B C D E F Congenital Drug Addiction 

Shaking 
A a C D E F Internal Inlurles A B C D E F PhYSical Neglect 
A B C D E F Malnutrallon A B C D E F Emollonal Neglect 
A a C D E F Failure to Thrave A B C D E F Medical Neglect 
A a c D E F Exposure 10 Elements A B C D E F Educational Neglect 
A a c D E F Loc,klng In/Out A B C D E F Abandonment 
A a C 0 E F POisoning (UnlntenIIOnal) A B C D E F Lack of Supervision 

A a c D E F Other (Specllv) 



APPENDIX A (Conl) FI GURE 4, pg. 2 

REVERSE CARBON BEFORE COMPLETING THIS SIDE 

Seventy of Abuse/Neglect (Circle one letter lor oacl1 
child) 

0 E F No Treatment 
D E F Moderate 

Factors Prosont (Chock 011 oppllcablo loltors) 

Parental Capacity 
L - Lack-ol Tolerance 10 

I 
I 
I ABC 

A a C 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 

D E F SeriouS/Hospitalized 

Family 
A - Broken Family 
B - Family Discord Chlld's Disobediance and 

0 E F C - Insulticient Income! Permanent Disability 
D E F Fatal 

ABC D E F Potenllel Abuse/Neglect 

Misuso 01 Adequate 
Income 

Provocation 

1.1 - Incapacily due to PhYSiCal1 
Chronic illness 

Special Characteristics or Involved Children 
(Circle all applicable lettttrs) 
ABC D E F Premelure Birth 
ABC D E F DIagnosed Mentally Relarded 
ABC D E F Congenital PhY3lcal Handicap 
ABC D E F PhY3lcally Handicapped 
ABC 0 E F Chronic iii ness (e:~ asthma, diabetes, 

muscular dystrophy. epilepsy. etc.)! 
ABC D E F Emotionally Disturbed 
ABC D E F None 
Education (Circle one letter for each parent/substitute) 
Mother/Substitute· Father/Substitute 

A A Grades 0-3 
B B Grades 4·8 
C C Some High School 
D D High School Graduala 
E E Some College(Vocational Training 
F F College Graouate 
G G Post·ColIl!ge 

Occuptlon (Circle one letter ror each parent/substitute) 
Mother/Substitute' Father Substitute 

A A Unemployed 
B 8 Unskilled Labor 
C C Skilled Labor 
o D Business Prolesslona' 
E e Agriculture 
F F Technical 
G G Other (Specify) _______ _ 

Estlmeted Yearly Income (Clrcl. one letter) 
A - SO • S 2.999 G - $13.000 • $15.999 
a - 3.000' 4.999 H - 16.000· 19.999 
C - 5.000· 6.999 I - 20.000· 24.999 
o - 7.000· 8.999 J - 25.000· 29.999 
E - 9.000· 10.999 K - 30.000· 39.999 
F - 11.000' 12.999 L - 40.000 Plus 
Source or Income Supplement (Circle one letter) 
A - None C - Other PubliC Asslstat1ce 
B - AFDC 0 - ReliremenVSoclal Security/ 

Pet1slons 

D - Now aaby In Homel 
Pregnancy 

E - Heavy continuous Child 
Care Responsibility 

F - Physical Abuse 01 

Spouse/Fighting 
G - Paronlal History of Abuse 

as Child 
H - Recent Relocation 
I - InadeQuale Housing 
J - Social Isolation 
K - Loss 01 Control during 

DiSCipline 

N - Alcohol Dependence 
a - Drug Dependence 
P - Mental Ratardation 
a - Mental Health Problem 
R - Lack of Knowledge 01 

Child De'!elopment 
S - Normal Aulhorllarian 

Method 01 Discipline 

Disposition or Involved Children at Completion 0' Form 
(Circle all applicable letter., 
A a C D E F Child Ell Home 

A a C D E F Disposition Pending 

A a C D E F VOluntary Placament 

A a C 0 E F Court Order Placement 

A a C D E F Consent 10 Adoption 

A a C D t: F TermInation 01 Parental Rights 
Treatment Service. Provided at Completion 0' This Form 
A - Family Counseling E - Lay Therapy 
B - Group Counseling e - Mantal Counseling 
C - Individual Counseling F - Play Therapy 
Special Se~vlc81 Provided at Completion of This Form 
A - Homomaker Services E - Heallh Servicos 
B - Day Care Servicos (including Monlal) 
C - Fostor Care F - financial Assistance 
D - Sheller Care G - Employment Asslslance 
Actions Taken at Completion or This Form 
A - Juvonile Court Pelilion Filed 
a - Criminal Aclion Taken 
D - No Aclion Taken; Awailing Further Invesligalion 
E - Olher Prolective Services (spocltvl _________ _ 

OTHER COMMENTS 

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

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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F~ .~ .. COLORADO STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAl. SERVICES FIGURE 5 
d 12/87 CENTRAL REGISTRY OF CHILD PROTECTION 

CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORT 

~e Report Received 

Print wIth Hard aall Point Pen or Typewriter 

Date RecMWt CompMted ..,. 

Relatlon.hiD 

" leMore" 1. 2. Role 81n'lIsalo Sex Ethnlcity ---.. '.H_ 
2. 0Itwt WIllie 
3. ...... 
"._oc:an~ AleMan ... _ 

I 6. AaoanJlO--= --1I.00000r 
7.U_ 

6. 

I ""_""" eo.. III, CN .... " .... C6MhrC ......... 

" - ~lca' CIIHd o - F_., CI>lId v-va. 
e - AOCIOI-.l CIIIId E - UftreIIl.-.l N-MoI..........., 
C - S'.DCllIid F - 01 ..... RelaIM 

iRENTlS' ., .ARENT SUBSTITUTES 
... ",._. 

SoCIal Security fI ROle Slnhaale Sex EthniClty Mantal StatUl 

i I 
(LuI H.IM, IF..-.) ,Wa_n, 

ENT SUBSTITUTE(S) 
fER PERPETRATOR(S) IF DIFFERENT FROM PARENT(S) OR 

Social Security" Relationlhip Role Birthdate Sex Ethnictly Marnal Status I 

I (LuI H ..... ' (Fonl) lwa-n) 

~""'IIICocM ~ eo... tor ... ....-_ 
(10' Othe, ~tr.1Or W _.,.nl lrom Pa,.nq., 01' Par.n. Sut..!tUl~.)) P- • or lleial_ P _IT1I, , 

i. arancso-en. 

~'-'"" CIIlId c.r. 

i\ 
I .ess OF F.u.tlLY· 

J. ~ CIIIId c:..r. Center 
K. Fo. • ., Parenl "" VlcIIm 
L. IftatlWllonal SId 
.... ACCF S&atf 

:A&il AbDRESS OF PERPETRATOR 

N. GrouO ~ Pat.nl s.~ 
O. T.acller 
P. OIner R •• ". 
R. Neio"bor/Frien<S "" Pa,.n. 

T. No lleial~ 
U. Unknown 

CITY 

CITY 

T - l'lIInH'any P.,...1T1I1Or 
"-"--~t 
N-HoI_ 

COUNTY 

COUNTY 

,.,.. AD £S.. F F.t.CILITY IF PEl'IPETRATOR IS ,.,.. EMPLOYEE CITY couN1'Y 

- : tNVESTIGI. TlNG WORIQ:R 

.... III~IIT (Circle ..... ten." 
- ........ ~n M - c.co-/W4ICIIcaI Eu_ 
~ ""yaIcieft H - ....... 
~ I'eownMl 0 - ....... 
"'- P - SiIIIMg 
·~-""HwM R-~. 

- TIMiICftef 5 - AIII ..... aGiIA 

- ~ kIMaGI ......"...., T - '........,.,.".1Dot 
......". o.y Care U - "-"lIn ~ 
.....,....,. etc. V _ ............. 

....... Social "Oency W - '"'*-

...... s-J "Oency X - Pa,c'rmt a III 
- Couf1 Y - 0Ifter 
-~f ___ • 

:I • 5 "'~F-. :I • II ~~ 
3 .. & r-;;o~"*' .... ., 3 .. II ;;;;s;;;g;sr;a1Ung 
:I .. II .................. 
:I • 5 Wa~ 
3 .. 6 F .... IOThnwe 
:I • II ~IO~ 
3 .. 5 Q;g~ 3 .. 5 
3 • 5 ..".. ScaId>I 
:s .. 5 

C!!Ia, ---.W __ 
:I .. II -11..-.1 A.Duae 
:I • 15 ~ Drug AddIcIIon 
:s " II ~IMalIr .. _: .. II "--l~---

• I ....... NeQIed 

" s Etl!!!:etlcl!'>ll H~L 
:I " II e .-..-nI 
:I • 5 1 Ladt""~ • 15 I ~ 

COUNTY • COUHlY H.u.tE 

alVlllrTV 01' UuaVNIG.LI!CT 1S. .... t ~ ~) (Circle one _ lOr _ ~ CIIIIG) 

23.51 WIld 
2 3 " II e Moderat. 
234511 s.nou. 
234511 FaIaJ 

'23 4 5 II 
2 :I 4 II II 
23" II II 
2 3 '" II II 

, 2 3 .. 15 • 

"_bIfUI 
~~DiuaIIed 
IMoo-.d ~..., DIeabied 
CIwDftjc ....... laG. --. 
-"'~ •• II;.) 

~E~,*,-

I'AIIIL'I' 80URCI Ol'IHCOIlI (CIn::je one...., 
A~ 
a.1JIw~ 
c. AlfDC 
D.o.-PublIc ~ 
E. Aelw-t/SodIIl s-.tIy 

'AIIILY 
I'~ PltHINT (CIrtM .. aIICMICabIe IeUenII 
A SinQIot !'vent ~ 
a. Falllily Diecard 
C. Ir\aUIfltMftt l-.1or ...... of '
D ...... IIabv In l1~ncy 
E. -..y Cont-. CI\IlcI c.r. ~ty 
F. Pnya1c81 AD!-. "" &OOU""'1GfItIncI 
Go "-Cent RMoc:ation 
H. SocleI IIOiat_ 
L lnacMQuaca 11--.g 
J. Aec:eI1I Cllanve In Marital RelatJonship 

·bllllon: Whlte/C •• e File Plnk/Centrel Reglalry Yellow-Locil Law Enforcement Goldenrod/Local O.A. 

.. 

... mal Statu. , . L..,.. "'amIIOe 6. S._.'-.l 
2. CoIIImon-Law Wa_ II. L_n lleianonahlg 
3.U.........necl 7.W_~r 

".O~ a. U....,..own 

ZIP 

ZIP 

ZtP PHOHE HU"'BER 

PHONE NUMBER 

"""INTAl. CAPACnY (Cirae AI ~ .. nenj 
K. LacI< of T __ 10 CIIId', I:>Itocl a ~ • .-

end P'-IGI 
L. ~ clue to I"Iryuca\ICIwonIc ..... 
... AICOIIOIIDNg ....... _, 
I'(. ~ 1oIentaI ........ _ 
0. ~ Wental....,,.,....... 
P. LacI< of ~ "" CNId o.weta_t 
Q. .... "" ConIrOl CIutInQ EMcioIioM 
... ,..,." ... HIeIory "" .-0... .. CiolIII 

alRYICU PROVIDID ICIn:M all ___ ",,-I 
A~s.mc
a. ()pen FOI' c.-tI s.orw
C. Out "" H_ "*--. 
D.~IWUMd~ 
E. ......,. .. ~ to c-UIIIIy ~ 
F. o.lI.1ldefICY A.cbon IfIIIlIll-.l 
G. c-I CII&rQeI ....... IICII~ 

COM,."IIID (CIn:ie all ~ Ienera) 
A Soc:Ml WOI'k EvaIuat_ 
a. PoIoce '-tlga_ 
C. t.IedicaI & .... IGI 
D. Court Finding 
HI1.' ______________________________ _ 

CA.' ____________________________ __ 

O7HIII COMIIIHTII 

INSTRUCTION AND 
COMMENT SECTION 

ON BACK SIDE 

i 
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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 

"credib1e 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 Retenti on 

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 chi1d ' 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 local level, 1n suburban Arapahoe county, only social work staff 

80 
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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 1 s are destroyed after 

data are entered into the database. Passwords, call backs and other standard 

security precautions also are employed. 

III. 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. Jhe 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 reglstry 

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 
app11,cants and employees; 

o perpetrators have a right to rece1ve 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. 

81 
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CWS-59B 
(Rev. 4/88) 

FIGURE 6 I 
I 

COLORADO STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES I 
Notice of Report to the Colorado Registry of Child Protection 

Date of Notice 

I 
We are writing to advise you that the Central Registry of Child Protection has I 
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 I 
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 II 
the Central Registry by the county department. Access to reports contained on 
the Registry is extremely limited, and ;s not available to the general 
public. Those agencies charged with investigating and tre~ting child abuse I 
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 I 
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 1S 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. 
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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, lf 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 legislature 

':amended th is 'broader a'l1 owanceto' read, " ... with ina reasonable time after a 

report of confirmed child abuse or neglect ;s 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 "wi11 remove the report from their 

fi1es. 1I 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 ll (Form 
83 
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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 i s-:preponderance of-evi dence 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, a3%,·.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 1s no 

longer with the agency, or when a child is subpoenaed 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 limit 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 
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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 juvenile court earlier adjudicated child abuse, and that the 

petitioner had not set'forth any material, .re1evant,:or genuine facts showing 

there is a genuine issue for hearing. Accordingly, the request for 

expungement was denied "as a matter of law ll (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 courtls first decision dealing with a registry. In this case, 

both th~ 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 lIoverwhelming 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 lIupon 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 public record, or where a 

formal criminal charge 1s filed. 
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Access to registry records and reports is authorized for: 

o 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. 

o a court upon specified conditions. 

o 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'fami ly care home, when writtenauthori zation ·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 
(§ 19-3-3i4>. 

Acco~dingly, 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 

regulations. 

. 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 case10ads 

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,,·andresidentia1 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 injury 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 

organizat1ons 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 

Col'orado ' s :data"wlth 'nationwide ·statJstics. 

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. Diagnosi s 

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 'add; tion to the Annual Report, other 1 i terature is 

distributed to increase public awareness of child abuse and neglect. The 

increase in public interest has resulted 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 case10ad, which currently 

averages 24.7 case10ad per worker, can be reduced. 

A different approach to institutional abuse and neglect currently is 

being!tudied.and,tested ln 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. 
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1. 

Footnotes 

In 1987, the Colorado legislature added to the cultural child-rearing 
provlslon: 1I ••• or to acts reasonably necessary to subdue a child being 
taken into custody pursuant to [the juvenile arrest statute] which are 
performed by a peace officer, level I, as defined in [s.tatutory 
reference] acting in the good faith performance of his duties. 1I 

(C.R.S. § 19-10-103 (l)(S» 
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CHAPTtR 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, welfare 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 empioyees 

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. Hotl ine 

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 1njury should be considered a case of abuse or neglect. In 

addition to accepting reports, Care-Line staff also act as a resource to 

certain profess10nals 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 ;s 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 ca11 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 30810) 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 \sanevent-tracking system: . the computer screens reflect 

'the major activities of a case as it moves through'OCYS 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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referrals, DCYS treatment plans, placements, court dispositlons, etc. Both 

family and individual (for children not 1iving at home) cases are included in 

the database. The database also'is accessible to caseworkers at the state 

level (though data entry occurs only at the local level). For example, 

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 ;s 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 usersl 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 

less 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) 

softwar~ 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. 

80th 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 lists of specified cases as 

opposed to:s tati sti ca 1 :.ana 1 yses. Research. and Eva 1 uati on 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 s'tatistics, 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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II. 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:checkedfor prior"reports if-that has not been done previously. All 

referrals are entered into the CMS database at the local level. 

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 11,051 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 complete a IIReport of Suspected 

Abuse/Neg1ectll (Figure 7). These written reports are supposed to be completed 
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CARE-LINE REFERRAL FORM 

FIGURE 4 Page 

CALL DATE CD -rn -.m TIME ~I ---..-'---' ANSWERER: KA - m 
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N=Nrn CASE 1 em PAREm' 3 STEP-PAREl1I' 
R::.REl)PENED WITHIN 12 MJNIRS OF a.csIN; 2 'ThO PARENl' 4 RELATIVE/cnARDIAN 

~~-------------------ADDRESS: S'mEET -----------------------
srATE'---__ _ ZIPCODE~ __ _ 'lUJN a::DE'"--__ ffiCNE I: ---( n1FORMATI0NAL) 

REFEImAL SECl'ICN 

REF.ERR.aL Ll.h.TE: __ I I_=-
MJ DA m 

~.ERR.a.L ~ __ ~ __ ~ ___ 
(LIm) 

~ AFFILIATla~ __________________________________________________ _ 

~ ~ ~~-------------------------
F~~'---____________ _ 

~--------------------------------- ~~-------------------
STA!'E:...-__ _ ZIP CDDE:...-__ __ ffiONE __ _ 

AREA OlJE NJM3ER 

roES REFERRER WISE 'ID REWUN AN:::.tmOJS? _ (YIN) 

lUMBER OF QUIlJREN REFERruD: FEMALE. ____ _ MALE _____ _ 

ALLEGED ABUSES CR NEGLECI'S (LIST). _______ _ 

R.El..J..T!CNSBIP (LIm) ____ _ AIJ·fGFj) MISUSE OF ALCOECL. ____ (Y/N> 

Arl,EX;m MISUSE OF DRDGS ____ (YIN) ACt:EPrrn FOR ASSES.SMENI' (YIN) 

t.JILL OC'lS l:UITFY THE PJLICE _____ {YIN) IS A CYS-136 fORM RECUIP.ED? (YIN) 

fI.5SIG·:rn ~ ----- w::RKER TYPE (L:.3T) ___ _ 

SUPER'/LSQR'S SIG-U-.'IURE -----------------------
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~TA'1'E OF eOlu/BC'i'l CU'l' 

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND YOOTH SERVICES 
INVESTIGATION FORM 

FIGURE 6 
ULU 1 i. 1'11 "I.~J ---
DATE FORM 

ENTERED 

C 7, NOHBER: CASE NAME: ________ ~~~ __ --
LAST FIRST 

ERRAL'DATE: __ / __ / __ 
MO DA YR 

~ .. INVESTIGATION .COMPLETION DATE: / / 
. Me DA --yP:-

INVESTIGATION VALIDATION: 

01 __ ABUSE CONFIRMED 

04 NEGLECT CONFIRMED 

07 AT RISK CONFIRMED 

10 ABUSE-NOT CONFIRMED 

20 NEGLECT-NOT CONFIRMED 

30 AT RISK-NOT CONFIRMED 

POLICE NOTIFICATION: 

1 DCYS NOTIFIED POLICE 

2 POLICE NOTIFIED DC~S 

POLICE NOT INVOLVED 

NOTIFICATION DATE /_i __ 
HO DA YR 

REFERRED CHILD NUMBER & NAME: 

r 1 PORH PIlHSuEu: __ / __ I __ 
':'R 

IS CASE CURRENTLY IN TREATMENT (Y/N) 

IF NO, WILL THIS CASE BE TRANSFERRED __ (Y!K) 

WILL THIS CASE BE CLOSED AT INTAKE (Y!~) 

CONFIRMED ABOSES/NEGLECTS: 

01 EXTERNAL INJURIES 
02 INTERNAL INJURIES 
06 BURNS 
08 POISONING 
09 SEXUAL ABUSE/RAPE 
10 INCEST 
11 VENEREAL DISEASE 

(CHILD UNDER 13) 

12 FAILURE TO THRIVE 
14 PHYSICAL NEGLECT 
15 EDUCATIONAL NEGLECT 
16 EMOTIONAL NEGLECT 
17 LEFT ALONE 

UNSUPERVISED 
18 ABANDONMENT 
20 DEATH OF CHILD 

COHFIRMED ABUSES/NEGLECTS 

wORKE: NUMBER: ________ _ 

,I !. ~nVIS0H'S SlGHNrUHE ____________________ _ 
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REPORT OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT!' FIGURE 7 
CYS· IlIIlUV. "II, 

:STATe Of CONNItCTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES 

Oi .... o .. 01 Ch.ld, ... and ",ol.ct ••• S., •• , •• 
170 SIGOURNEY ST, HAIITFOIIO. Co,NNECTICUT 0610' ,.... . 

l 'everse .slde at yellow copy lor summary ot COnnllC1lC1.1llaw concerning Ine 
,'JleCIIOn 01 cnlldren In cases at susoecled enlld abuse, an, ORAL REPORT 

SHOULD BE MADE IMMEDIATELY TO PROTECTIVE SERVICES In lne Deoanmenl 
ol'Chlloren and Youln Servlces'Reglonal Office navlng aulnortly over lne area In 
.. nlcn lrut enlld resIdes. (See list at Regional OffIces belOw,. This w"nen r!lOOn should 
tie preoarll<l WITHIN 72 HOURS and Submlllll<l to lne ~me agency. 

CHllD'S NAME 

Potenn 01 ot"e, penon , •• 
Ipan,.bl. 10' chIld" ca'e: 

WHERE IS THE CHilO AT PRESENT' 

ORAL REPORT WAS MADE TO 

SUSl»Cleo cerce
rraror. II known: 

INAME 

I NAME 

NAlUAE, EXTENT ... ND eXPLANATION Of THE SUSPECTED .... Us.!! 

I CH'lO'S AaaUss 

REPORTER: Keeo YELLOW copy. Send Ine WHITE,COPY 10 PROTECTIvE 
SERVICES ot tne Oeoanmttnl ot Ch~dren and You In ServICes R~ 0tI1CII. (I 
REGIONAL OFFICE; Enler name ot agency and soclat worker to .. 110m case IS 
asstgned on tne WHITE copy tor your records. 

AOORESS 

DAlE OF ORAL REPORT I DATE Of SUSPECTED CHilO "lUst ,,' i __ .. , 

t-ADDRESS 
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I 

~~~--------I,lSI .. 4MB AND ACes OF SIBLINGS .f SUSPECEO ABUSE 
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~;~e~.~~~~~rE~~~S~"-4-M~E~.N-D~~-v~·t~N-~-T----------------------------~.~D~c~Re~s~s~--------------------------------------------·----------~I~'~!~,:~"~~.~:~~~.7N~Q ' 

PC~trlON . '. 

1
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:c':'s ,.... ', ... , .,,: -- .... :.~ 

USE ONl Y 

" 1T:;EE~ ~C'~Re~S PHCNE "<0 ,I 

;C'r~ 
J~IL":'<'r:;1 r . "- '.' lin .. I :ti604 ~N61~ 

iEC,O~~~l :.:.t.iril.";Y .' ,',U\I .:<>dIO ;~1 ·1\140 ----
';FFI<:~ • ~'" rr·"~o "' ..... • ... 111'1 610~ ~-60.'1l.A 
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FIGURE 7 pg. 2 

SUMMARY OF LEGAL· REQUIREMENTS CONCERNING CHILD ABUSE-NEGLECT 

Public Policy of State of Connecticut 

To protect children whose health and welfare 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 nurturing and safe environment for children when necessary. 
and for these purposes to require the reporting of suspected child abuse, investi' 
gatlon of such reports by a social agency. and provision of services where needed, 
to such child and family. (t 7-38a) 

Who is MANDATED To Report Child Abuse-Neglect? 

PhysIcians 
Surgeons 
Hospital Interns 
Hospital Residents 

Registered Nurses 
licensed Practical NUl ses 
Medical Examiner 
Dentists 

Psychologists 
School Teachers 
School Principals 
School Guidance 

Counselors 
Social Workers 
Police Officers 
Clergyman 

Do Those Mandated to Report Incur liability? 

Osteopaths 
Optometrists 
Chiropractors 
Podiatrist 

Mental Health Professionals 
Day Care Employees 

117-38a(b)) 

No. Any person. institution. or agency reporting in good faith is immune from any 
liability. Civil or criminal. /17-38a(hll 

Is There a Penalty for Not Reporting? 

Yes A person reqUired to report who lalls to do so shall be fined not more than 
$500·117·38a(b)J 

What is the Reporting Procedure? 

1. An oral report must be made immediately to the CommiSSioner of OCYS or 
hiS representatives or to the local police or state police. /17-38a(c)) 

2 A written reoort must follow within 72 hours. 1\ can be submitted to a DCYS 
regional office laddresses on Iront page) or directly to the Commissioner at the 
Central Office /17-38a(c)) 

3. If a person IS making the report as a member of the staff of a hospital, school. 
SOCial agent or other institution, the reporter must also notify the head of the 
institution or hiS deSignee that such a report has been made. 117-38a(b)) 

4 All Inlormation as noted on the Iront of this form, if known by the reporter, must 
be reported. 117-38a(c)) 

5. AgenCies or institutions receiving reports must transfer such information to the 
Commissioner of DCYS or hiS agent Within 24 hours. 117-38a(e)) 

What Must Be Reported? 

1. Child Abuse: defined as any child under the age of eighteen who has had 
phYSical Inlury or injUries inflicted upon him by a ;:>erson responsible for his 
heaJth. welfare or care or by a person given access to the child by the respon
Sible person other than by aCCidental means or has inluries which are at 
variance With the history given 01 them. or IS In a condition which is the result of 
maltreatment such as. but not limited to. malnutrition, sexual abuse. sexual 
explOitation. deprivation of necessities. emotional maltreatment or cruel pun
Ishment or has been neglected. II 7-38a(b) and 17-53) 

2. Child Neglect: defined as 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. 117-53} 

Exception The treatment 01 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. (I 7-38(b)). 

4. Child Under 13 with VO: a physician or facility must report to the Commissioner 01 
DCYS on the consultation. examination and treatment for venereal disease of any child 
not more than twelve years old (19a-216). 

'Speciflc cltatoons frorTI the Conn. General Statutes are noted In brackets. 

CYS - 136 REV. 9/86 (BACK) 

00 Private Citizen. Have a Re5pon.lblllty for Reporting? 

Yes. A separate section of the law indicates !hat any person in addition to those 
specifically mandated, shall give an oral or wntten repart to DCYS when there IS reason
able cause to suspect child abuse-neglect. Such a person making the report In good faith 
is also Immune from any liability. civil or cnmlnal There IS however no penalty for not 
reporting. (17-38c) 

What I. the Authority and Re.ponslblilty of the Department of Children and Youth 
Services? (DCYS, 

All chlldren's protective services are the respon$lbihty of DCYS. 

2. Upon the receipt of a chIld abuse-neglect report. DCYS shall Investigate ImmedIately 

3 II the Investogation produces eVidence of chIld abuse-nE!9lecf DCYS shall take such 
measures as It deems necassarl tt> protect the child. and any other children similart) 
situated. Including. but not hmlted to. the removal of the child or chIldren from his 
home With the consent 01 the parents or gu,,;dlan or by order of the Superior Court. 
Juvenile Matters. 

4 If DCYS has probable cause to beheve the ChIld IS sulferlng from se"ous phYSical 
Illness or seriOus phYSical Inlury or is In Immediate phYSIcal danger from hiS sur
roundings and that Immediate removal IS necessary to ensure the child's safety. the 
Commissioner of DCYS or his deSignee may authorize any department emptoyee 
or any law enforcement officer to remove the child without the con5ent of the 
parent or guardian. (Contact tor authonzal!~n can be made through Care-Line. 
telephone 1-800-842-2288.) Such removal i_ ,d temporary custody ('3nnot exceed 96 
hours during which tIme the CommiSSIoner must eIther file a petition With the SuoerlC 
Court, Juvenole Matters or return the child to hiS parents_ 

5. II the child is return'.ld to the parenls. they shall be aIded to give proper care under th 
supervision of the Commissioner until the CommiSSIoner findS that a safe envoronmen 
has been prOVided. 117-38a(ell 

What Means are Available for Removing a child from his Home? 

96 hour hold by the Commissioner of DCYS Isee #4 above) 

2. 96 hour custody by R hospital - Any p~,yslclan examonlng a child With respect to 
suspected abuse may retain Ihe chIld lor 96 hours under the custody of a hOSD" -
or without the consent of the parents or guard,an pendIng study of the famIly a 
home by the wellare agency concerned or the fllong of a pelltlon to the Supenor ~ 
Juvenile Matters. The costs of the hospital stay Will be paid by DCYS il the parents 01 

guardian are unable to do so 117'38a(dll 

3. Superior Court Seven Day Custody Order - Whenever a person' IS arrested ana 
charged with any of the follOWing offenses \ I cruelly to persons 153·20), 2) rlS~ of In/. 
(53-21) 31 assault and related offenses IChaoter 952. Part V) 4J sex offenses (ChaOI< 
952. Part VI). or 5) kidnapPing or related offenses (Chapter 952. Part VII) and the ',e\ 
was a minor reSiding With the detendanl. the Superior Court may Issue an order to t~ 
CommiSSioner of DCYS to assume ImmediatE' custody 01 such child and. II the corCl>" 
stances so requlle. any other children reSIdIng WIth the defendant for a period of se, 
days gIving DCYS the necessary tIme to petlllon the Supenor Court. Juvenile Ma:te' 
custody. (17-38el 

4. Superior Court. Juvenile Matters may place on some SUitable agency or person t"e 
child's temporary care and custody pending a hearing 01 a petitiOn lor removal The 
hearing must be held Within 1 0 days 01 the order for temporary care and custody :" 
62 sub sec bJ. tn Superior Court. Juvenile Matters proceedmgs evidence that the c~, 

. has been abused or has sustamed non-accidental Inlury shall constitute prima fac e 
evidence that shall be suffiCIent to support adJudicatIon that the child IS uncared ,;" , 
neglected. (17-38a(fll 

What Is the Child Abuse Central Registry? 

DCYS IS required to maintain a registry and permits ItS use on a twenty·four hour da 
baSIS to prevent or discover abuse of children Requlled confidentiality IS ensured The 
registry may be .. eached by calling 344·2599 or CARE·L1NE. I ·800-842,2288. 117·383; 



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 call s receved at Care-Li ne 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 

ass i gned to .repor.ts· of ':.instltuti onal '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 (§ l7-38a-8). Supplemental elements included in 

the case management system are: family type, aliases, referral source, 

perpetrator1s relationship with the child, drug or alcohol abuse, reporter's 

relationship with the child, child's ethnicity and sex, financial assistance 

being received, . school status, and'handicap status. 

Because OCYS provides many services to children, a subject of an 

abuse or neglect report may have several entries in the case management 

system. Connecticut retains little information on perpetrators. unless the 

parents are perpetrators. All information is retained either 1n 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 

sus~ected 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 

fiies are"c10sed'wherr.the chi1d,returns. home,reaches ~ajority, 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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Di::PJ.JYJl1ENl' OF QUI.DRrn AND YCUIE SERVICES 
a..asm:; FORM 

I 
I 11lli 

tJPnATE'---__ _ 

CASE ~ _______ _ 
FIGURE 8 I 

~ NAME 
(~--------------------usr 

a..osrn::; n~: /' / 
-m---' -m---' -YR-

Ol __ rnsuFFICIEl-IT G80.nms 'IO PRCX:E:ED 

02 CDMPLAINT lUI' VALID 

03 CEIID REIURlIDJ B:ME 

05_ (EnD REACHED lWORITY 

06 _FAMILY WEEREAB:mS 0NKN:NlN 

07 cnw:rnro.'T REVOKED/EXPIRED 

IS EXRJ'lIGE}1Elll' REl,JCJffim __ CY/N)? 

~ FORM FDnsm:D: / /~_ 
ill :t'lh YR 

ll_SERV"ICES REFUSED 

12_a.a;m:; N:1I' Aa:DRDIN3 ro PLAN 

13_ CIDIl> RAN ~1MISSm; 

14_amD DIED 

15 _i'RCBLEM RESOLVED 'i'iTmcur 
DYCS Dn'ER\TWl'lOO 

16_ wr.mI:!RAWN APPLlCATICli 

17 "rnnLLIN3 'IO RD'~ 
-IN PLACEl1Em' 

N::1lE: ~ FOR Cl.05URE MOST BE 02 OR 08. 
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~IS SIQ~~~ ________________________________________ __ 
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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 ~ith 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 

~isputes, but information "cannot be retained legally. 

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 \~ill 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 available if inquiries are made about 

siblings or offspring of the subject of the report (§ 17-38a-4>. 
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FIGURE 9 

I 
~ 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT t·----~I 

~I 
I 

~Y'p 
~ 

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND l'OVTII SERVICES 

CENTRAL REGISTRY 

P.O. 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 17-47a 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 
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.O. Box 882, 
Middletown, CT 06457, or call toll-free 1-800-842-7352. 

Sincerely, 

~~L . Di,~~:nral Registry 

Telephone: 

170 Sigourney Street • Hartford. Connecticut 06105 
An Equal Opportunity Emplo) er 
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Expungements also take place when ordered by the court. In 

these cases, the file is purged from the computer and, if it is on microfilm, 

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

military recruiters. 

2. Security 

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 IIconfidentia1" and 

IInon-confidential ll and access is restricted accordingly. Regional offices 

··cannot accessregistry::data.'directly.Codes·whi·ch permit programming are 

changed monthly. Paper records are microfilmed and the originals shredded. 

Only authorized personnel may view the microfilm. 

III. 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 1I ••• 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 ConfldentialLiY 

Persons or agencies with emergency access to the registry have the 

ability ~o'query'the central 'registry by'~elephone and· receive an immediate 

response. The following persons are eligible for emergency access: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 

a. legally-mandated public or private child protective agencies 
i nVf~sti gat; ng a report of known or suspected chi 1 d abuse or I 
neglect, or an agency treating a child or family which ;s the 
subject of a report; 

b. police or other law enforcement agencies investigating reports II 
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,. guard ian or other 
person. responsibi1e for the child's welfare. (§ l7-38a-6>. 

Routine access to reglstry, 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 caller1s identity 

is verified (§ 17-38a-7>. 

A log of inquiries is made which contains information on the 

following: date and time of the inquiry; the inquirer1s 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 (§ l7-38a (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. 

115 



- - ... - - - - .. - -. - - - - - - - - -
0 

w CI::NTHAL ItEGl!JTIIY ACCE~!J 
~ 
::::J 
t!J 

l..L. 

/~/~~/ 1 i~ll 
£ --.J 
.4) 

:01:: 
(§ 

fJ 

I J/ if ~ 111 
i;j lIJ 

....:) (-.. C/J ~ Q" 

~ ::: f:t f-.8 s 
• f-, Q:; ~ f/) 8 , ;:; fJ ~ o t;j 6 

• ~ _I ~ o Q. OJ 

! 

I • Ix CHILD'S NAME I X X X X X X X X X X X X ~x X X i X X 

CHILD'S AGE. (D.O.B.) i X X X I X X I X IX X X I X X X . I X IX X X X I X 
I 

I 

CIIILO'S RACE I X X I X X X ! X X I X X X ..x X X IX X X X ,X 
I ! ... ii ! 

mILD'S SEX ! X X X X X X i X X X X X X I X 'X X X X i x I , 

PARENT OR CARETAKER 

I 
NAME X X .1 X x X i x X X X X X I X X X X X X ' X 

I 

I 

IlUURE OF REFERRAL I -x X X X X X 
I 

! X I X X 
I 

I 
EXTENT OR NATURE 
or INJURY I X X i X I X X X X X 

DAT~ Of INVEST[GATION X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X I X I X I I 

PRIOR JNVESTIGATIONS I 

X I· X CON f'I RMEfJ X X X X X X X X X X X I X X I X i X I X 

HEGIONAL OfFICE i' ·1-I x x I x X I X PHOVIDING SERVICES I X X x 
I 

x X ! X X X X X X X X , 

----



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 listed in eMS 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 (§ l7-38a-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 "Chil d Abuse Awareness in the School s" 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 Freedom 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. Glven 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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C~APTtR 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 Ihot1ine." 

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. 

77-174). 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 

putson responsible for the child's we1fare," 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 1986-1987 

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 lines 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 delivery 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 1s taking a call, filling out a report, or engaged in 

another activity. The system also provides statistical summaries for the 

hotline in general and for each counselor. 
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FIGUH[ 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-1S t A-9. and 87900) located 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 lIin-house ll
• 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 ;s 

"referral-based": It records all information under the individual 

cllent. 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 limit the access of data to specific 

individuals. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General Description 

Figure 2 presents the major steps in processing a report of 

alleged abuse or neglect. Reports of abuse 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{oran 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 investigation 

into the facts of the report is started. When completed, the counselor 
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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 district office Data Entry 

Operator (DEO) 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 counselor. 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 Florida 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 dat~ 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 

125 



the local offices or from private citizens. Reports to the local offices 

may be made in person, by mail, or by telephone. In 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 1s 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 I 

----------~L~A~S~T~N~AM~E~~F~I~RS~T~~~~IC~O~LE~~(~A~L~IA~S~j------------~R~A~C~F.~S~E~X~-------nO~OBM/~A~G~E~------------1I 

OISABILITY SCHOOLlGRA.CE SOCIAL SECURITY , I 
ALLeGED MALTREATMENT (TEN COOES POSSIBLE) 

----------~LA~S~T~NA~M~E~~F=IAS~r~~MI=O~O~LE~~(~AL~I~A~S~)------------~R~A=CE~S~EX~--------O~O~B~/~A~G:E-------------- II 

DISABILITY SCHOOLl6RAO~ SOCIAl.. SECURITY ., I 
ALl.EGED MAl.. TAEA .MENT (TEN COCES POSSIBLE) 

----------~LA~S~T~HA~M~E~~F~IRS~Tr-~M~IC~C~LE~~(~AL~I~A~S~I------------~RA~CE~S~EX~--------C~o~a~/~A~G~E-------------- II 
OISABILITY SCHOOLIGRADE SOCIAL SECUrlITY ., I 
ALLeGED MAL TREA TMENT (TEN COCEa possii3tE) 

--~~~~--~~~--I LAST NAME FIRST MICOLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX COBI AGe 

----------~O~I~SA~B~Il..~:~TY~------------~SCH~=OCLI=-~9R~AC==E-------------S=O~C~I~A~L-=SE=cu~R~I~TY~f~-----------------1I 

ALLEGED MAL TREA TMENT (TEN COCE5 POSSIl3L..El I 
----------~LA~S~T~NA~M~E~~F~IA~S~T~~MI~O~O~LE~~(~AL~I~A~S~)------------~R~A=CE~S~EX~------~D~O~B~/~A~G=E--------------

----------~O~I~SA~a~IL~I~TY~------------~SC~H~OO~LI~GR~AC=E~----------~S~O~C~I~AL~S~E~CUA~~I~TY~'~-----------------II 

ALLEGED MAl.. TREA TIoIENT (TEN coca; POSSIBI..El I 
US8 up. FOR PERPETRATOR / "H~ FOR HOUSEHOLD / ·0· FOR SIGNIFICANT OTHER 

( ) I 
LAST NAME FIRST MIDCLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX COB/AGE ROLE S.S.~ 

-----------Aua~C~AE~SS~~(O~I~F~FER~E~N~T~F~RO~M~V~I~C~T~IM~·S~)--------~EMAL~~O~Y~M~EN~T~ACC~~R=ES~S~/~P~H~O~N~E-'~-----------------II 

( ) 
MARITAL STATUS? AloiARE OF REPORT? KNOloiN TO OTHER AGENCIES? I 
LAST NAME FIRST ~IOCLE CALlAS) RACE SEX OOB/AGE ROLE S.S.' 

--------~-AC~O~A~E~SS~r.(O~I~F~F~eA~E~N~T~F~AO~M~V~I~C=T~IM~·S~)---------=EMPL~~O~Y~M~E~NT~A~O~O~A~E~SS=·7Fr.P~H~O~N~E-,~-----------------II 

( ) 
----------~M~A~R~I:TA~L~S~T~A=TU~S?~------~A~loi~A:R=E~O~F~R~EP~OR~T~?~----~KN~O~loiN~T~O~O:TH~ER~~A·~G~EN~C~I~E~S~?~---------------1I 

LAST NAME FIRST ~ICOLE (ALIAS) RACE SEX ooa/ AGE R;O:::O:-LE~~S:-.~s-. ,-:-----------1 
ACORESS (DIFFERENT FROM VICTIM'S) EMP~OYMENT ADDRESS/PHONE • 

----------~M7.A~R=IT~A7.L~S~T~A=TU~S~?~----~A~loi~A~AE~O~F~R=E?~O~R~T~?~----~KN~Oloi~N~T~O~O=TH~E~R~A~G~EN~C~I~E~a~?---------------- II 
I f 
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FIGURE 4: (continued) 
ABUSE REGISTRY INFORMATION SYSTE~ 

ASUSE INCIDENT INFORMATION 

ARIS" SFiC VTM TY~ EMA 5WA ACTIVITY CNTY 'REC I 

REPORTEO: _ 1_ 1_ ,_ : -0 LOCAL WORKER: ~ ____________ _ 

RE?ORTER NAME: _________________ PHONE; 

RePORTER ADDRESS: ___________________ _ ZIP: __ ~ __ _ 

METHOO OF CONTACT: _________ REFERRAL SOURCE: __ _ 

VICTn~ AOORESS: _________________ CITY: _________ _ 

ZIP: _________ PHONE; ( 
• 

INSTITUTION: _____________ WARO: _____ _ 

N~RRATIVE INFORMATION: 

HRS Form 1561~. F':b 8S 
,I 
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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. 
I 

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 speculation 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 lines 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. Unable,to locate is an administrative 

category for caS2S 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 believe 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 low of 47% to a high of 69%. At 61%, the substantiation rate for 

sexual abuse was higher than the rate for other categories of 

rna ltreatment. 
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Reports from professional sources were more likely to be 

sUbstantiated (57.6%) than reports from non-professionals (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 statistlcalpurposes 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. Securi ty 

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 

~. 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 sample 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. 

reviews reports for a notification code of "N". 

letter is generated. the code is updated to "Y". 

B. Procedures 

A computer program 

After the notification 

The name and address of the district administrator is included 

in the notification Jetter 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.g. 

failure to classify a case within 30 days) or other processing errors are 

considered "harm1ess 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 

O:EI STATE ~F FLORID.~ 
:. ~ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (\~D .!'EHABlUTATIVE SERVICES 

NOTICE 05 - LAYOUT 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 
( 3 ) 

RE: Abuse Report No. ( 4 ) 

Dear ( 2 ) 

This letter is in 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. 

" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-\ 

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 I 
abuse or neglect has occurred and the perpetrator has been identified. 
The record will be maintained indefinitely in the state's central 
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. 

I If you feel that this classification is inaccurate or that 
the report is inconsist~nt with applicable law, you may request 
that the Secretar.y 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 32301 

BOB MARTINEZ. GOVERNOR 
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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 Confidentia1it~ 

Only the HRS receives registry information automatically. All 

records are confidential and can 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; 

o 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. guardian 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 offlcials 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 by the 

registry. 

Limited access to information is available by telephone to 

authorized local 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 

(§415.5l3>. 

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'w1th·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-resi dentia 1. staff search J\buse Regi stry 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 Ilmatch 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 licensed facilities. Abuse and'neglect reporting is'a component 

of· staff orientation as well as on-going training, and. also required by 

law 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: 

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

o instituting a protective services tracking system to n~nitor 
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; 

o upgrading the management reporting system; 

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

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

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

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

Personnel in Florida are interested 1u cooperating with other 

states in developing an interstate register to facilitate sharing 

information on suspected perpetrators who cross state lines. 
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C~APTtR 4 
ILLINOIS STATE CENTRAL REGISTRY 

1. OVERVIEW 

The Illinois Central Register is mandated by the Abused and 

Neglected Child Reporting Act (Ill. Rev. Stat, Ch. 23 Par. 2051 § 2, 

hereinafter only the section number will be given in parenthesis). The 

most recently enacted abuse and neglect 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 inf11cts or allows to be inflicted a physical lnJury, 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 1 aw defi nes "neg 1 ected" chil d 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 chi1d'swe11-being,inc1uding 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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IIblatant disregardll--incidents in which lithe 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 Ilperson responsible 

for the child's welfare ll 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. 

Illinois 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 IIState-wide Citizen's Committee on Child Abuse and Neglect ll 
which advises the Director of DCFS on setting priorities; and 

o 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,OCFS (see Figure 1). In addition to the SCR, the 

OCFS 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 OCFS 

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 Illinois 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 1 union. Therefore, 

contracts determine pay and vacation schedules. Unionization of staff 

has the ,advantage of d i scouragi ng pol i ti ca 1appoi ntments, but the 

corresponding disadvantage of giving senlority' 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. 

B. 

(Human Services Data Report, 1985-1987.) 

Faci 1 i ties 

1. Hotline 

The Child Abuse Hotline is Illinoisl statewide, toll-free 

hot1 i ne for reporti ng' suspected cases of abuse and negl ect. It operates 

24 hours a day, ~seven days a week. Approximately 97% of all reports of 

abuse initially come to the hot1ine. 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 
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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 Illinois. 

Illinois 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 negl ect and a 112" if the calli s 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 

lines. All calls come to a computerized switch (SL-l) 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 hot1ine workers are alerted by a light 

on their telephone. If a call is on hold for 30 seconds, a clerical 

worker takes the ca11er's name and number, and a hotline worker returns 

the call as soon as possible. 

Hotline activities are monitored extensively. Management 

receives computer printouts monitoring phone activity daily, weekly and 

monthly. Hotline workers are monitored by an 10 number they use to 

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

worker'spends on, different hotline,activities ... Workers 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 SCRls 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 state1s IBM 3090 mainframe computer. Everything on the 8100, except 

the current day1s 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 

located on the call floor for the hotline. Tape backups 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 IIworked around ll 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 mil110n records are included 1n the CANTS data base) ~nd 

complexity of current CANTS data, a revision of the CANTS system is 
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likely. 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 

IIbootleg ll 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 

duplicate data entry into multiple 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 chi ld abuse and neglect, but DCFS Ili,ay delegate the performance 

of the investigation to a law 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 law 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. When 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.per.petr.ator. A "50undex" .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 5CR 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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REQUIRED ELEMENTS TO TAKE INITIAl OR S\.J;...,,£QUENT ORAl REPORTS CANT~ 
A 

I) Subjecu(s) under 18 yean old, i.e., a child 

2) Subject(s) responsible for the welfare of a child • i.e. care,uer 

COUNIT USTING 
WiREGION C--6, E-6 & 7. H·l b & i, H-2 h & i 

m, COUNTY REGION, 

Admu 
1 Ak"nnclc:r 

~ 80m! 

4 800"" 
Bro.n 

6 Bureau 

Calhoun 

• CanoII 
9 Cas> 

10 Champai.n 
11 Christian 
n au!< 
I} a., 
14 aimon 
I~ Coin 
16 Cook 
17 C,..,f",d 

II Cumberland 

19 DclUlb 

20 DeWi" 
11 Coull .. 
21 OUP.· 
l} EdlM 
H Ed.nrds 

n Eflin,lw" 
16 F.,.,tc 
27 FOld 
11 Fnnklin 

29 Fuhon 
}O GoJ1atin 
)1 Gr~nc: 

)1 Grund, 
}) Hamilton 

" Hannxk 
), Hardin 

Ai Alabanu 

AK Alaska 

AS American Samoa 

AZA Arizona 

AR Arkansas 

CA California 

CZ Canal Zone 

CI 

cr 
Carolina Island 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

3A20 

'AOl 
4A05 

lAO' 
JAO) 

IBI2 
lAO) 

IA07 
JAO} 

3802 
lAOl 
lBOt 
)All 
4AM 
}lI04 

lB40 

'An 
)BOt 

IA07 
3B20 

JBOt 
2A04 

3804 
'AU 
)AH 

)A2) 

)802 

'A02 
IBU 

'AU 
)AOJ 

lA10 
)A21 

3A,0 

'AH 

DE 

DC District of Columbia - FL IIIIIrida .. .. 

omCE 

Quinq fkld 
Cairo Fidd 
CuI,le Fkld 

Winnc:bqolBoonc In.w 

Bcardnowo Field 
Princeton Field 

Jency>ille Field 
\lock Falls Field 

Bcardst""n field 
CIwnpoi.r. field 
Sp<inaficld Field 
OIarlaton fkld 
S.l<m Field 
CarI,1< Fidel 
Cheksron fkld 

PCP Im"'e 
Oloey field 
OI:uIeSlon Fidd 

DcK.lb Fidd 

BlOOfRin(ton Fidd 
Charlaton Fidd 
Wheaton Field 

Chulenon field 
Olne, Fidd 
Effin,harn field 
Effinlham Fidd 
OIampaicn Ficld 
Marion Fidd 
Pekin Ourpost 
Hanisbut. Field 
Jo""yville field 
Joliet Fidd 
Han;'bur. Field 
Quincy field 
Hanisbu'l field 

GA 

GU 

HI 

10 
IL 

IN 
IA 

KS 

KY 

LA 
ME 

Georgia 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kemucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 

m. COUNIT 

36 HtodCDOD 
37 Henry 
)8 Iroquois 

39 Jackson 
40 Jupcr 
41 Jdrcnon 
42 Jer .. , 
4) )0 Dayiao 

« johruon 
4, K.ne 
46 K.nk ... cc 
~7 K<ndall 
4. Kno. 
49 Lake 
'0 LaS.lle 

'1 La.renee 
11 Ltt 
'3 ljvinlS(on 

·,4 1.o,.n 

" Macon 
,6 Mocoupin 

" Madison 
)8 Norion 

'9 Mmh'!l 
60 Mason 
61 Nusa:: 
61 NcOoROUlb 
6J McHenry 
64 Nd.cm 

6' Menard 
66 N«tcr 
67 Monroe. 
61 NOOllomery 
69 Mor.an 
70 Moultri< 

.., 'IiII1s1a~ .. 

3) Circumsranccs/lncidcnu carctuer behavior describing CAIN (child abuse .!It rcglcct) cmcred in narra· 
ti~e (Block G· ~) 

4) Harm or sub5lantial risk of harm (CAIN role code & Nature of Allegation) 

COUNTY USTING (M) 

REGION. 

IB26 
IB26 
jeo2 
M02 

M23 
,'-'21 
)'\oj 

IAOl 
lA02 
2,\OZ 

zAZI 
2,\02 

IB26 
21\\1 
IBI2 
)All 
11107 
JBIO 
11102 
IB20 
1/101 
41101 
)An 
1812 
jllOZ 

M02 

1826 

2MI 
1820 
JAOZ 

1826 
4/108 
JIIOI 
JAOI 

1804 

OFFICE 

G.lnbur,Oulpost 
Moline Field 

D.nyille FIeld 

Murphpboro Field 
Effingh.m Field 
Mt Vernon fkld 

)",,)"y"l< Field 
r,ccpon Field 
Metropolis Field 
Au lora field 
K.nhk« Field 
J\ utara fitld 
G3lc,bufl field 
uke V,II. Field 
OI1;u.~ Fidd 
Olney Field 
Rock Falls field 

Bloomin,ton Field 

umuln FIeld 
[kulur Field 
C.riin"lIe Field 
Mupille Field 
S.lem Field 
Pcmil. Field 
uncoln F,old 

Metropolis Fidd 
Macomb Outpost 
lake Villa Field 

BloominltOn Fkld 
Lncoln Field 
Muline fidd 
W;uhin,ton Puk 
C .. llimlillc: Field 
JacksonYllle Field 
Ola.rlntoo Field 

STATE CODES 

ML Marshall Islands 
MD Maryland 

MA Massachusc:tu 

MI Michigan 

MY Midway Islands 

MN Minnesota 

MS Mississippi 

MO Missouri 

MT Momana 

NE Nebraska 
NY Nevada 

NJ 
NM 

NY 
NC 

NO 

OH 

OK 

OR 

PA 

PR 
RI 

m_ COUNTY 

71 O,1e 
12 Peoria 

H P"ry 
74 Pi.u 

H Pike 

76 Pope 
77 Pul.,ki 

78 PUtnilm 

79 aandolph 
10 Richland 
81 lock Island 

12 S.li"" 
U S ..... mon 
U Schuyler 
n Scou 
86 Shelby 
17 Srark 

88 5 .. Clair 

89 S .. pheruon 
90 Taz.,.,<U 
91 Union 
92 Vermilion 

93 W.buh 
94 Wanen 
91 W .. hin~ron 
96 W.yne 
97 While 
98 Whireside 

99 Will 
100 Williamson 
101 Winl1cbil,o 
102 WoodfOld 
10J Our of Sure 
104 OUt of Country 

10' Cir, of OIic .. o 
106 Unknown 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rico 
Rhodc Island 

REGION# 

11107 
IBI2 
~ADI 

JB02 

JA20 
M02 

MOl 
1812 
41108 
lA23 
IB26 
)1123 

JA02 
JIlOl 
JAOJ 
lB04 
1012 
4/108 
IIIOS 
IB12 

11102 
JB02 
M2J 
IB26 
41101 
)AB 

MB 
11107 
2A20 
M02 
IAOI 

III 12 

SD 

1N 
TX 
UT 

vr 
VA 
VI 

WA 

WV 
WI 
WY 

OffiCE 

DeK.lb fJeld 
Peoria CuUOIY Inuke 
Murphy,bolo Field 

Chunpaogn F,dd 

Quincy Field 

Meuopoli. Fidd 

Caito field 
P(lfl(:lOn. fitld 

Sparta FIeld 
Olnoy F,dd 

Moline 
Hurisburg field 
Sprongfield Fidd 
Ik:uduo .. n Field 

)a<kson"lIe FioM 
Charlmon Field 

Peoria Fidd 
W .. hinglOn P:uk FIeld OIIice 

Frcepon Fldd 
Pekon Field 
Ann. fidd 
D.O\ille fidd 
Olney Focld 
Galesburg QuIPOS( 

C .. lyle Focld 
loh Vernon ftdd 
Hurisburg Field 
Ruck Falh Field 

)o!ior field 
Muion field 
Winncb2Ko/Boonc: lm.uc 
Peoria field 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Virgin Islands 
Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

" I-i 

G"l 
C 
:::0 
rn 
(..<.. 

-0 
(Q 

w 

~ew"ire" _SC "I Can" .. .. .. - .. 



- .. - -
1 DEAnl 

2 BRAL'I/ DAMAGE/SKUll. fRACilJIlE 

j SUBDURAL HEHOTOMA 

INTERNAL INJURIES 
~ BURNS SCALDING 

6 POISONING/NOXIOUS SUBSTANCE 
\I'OllNDS 

• MALNUnuTION 

9 BONE fRACilJRES 

10 EXCESSIVE CORPORAL PUNISHMENT 
II CUTS/BRUISES/ WElTS 

.. -ALLEGATIONS 

12 HUMAN 8110 

Jj SPIlAINS/ DISLOCATIONS 1. TYPING/CLOSE CONflNENENT 

15 DRUG/ALCOHOL AIIUSE 
16 TORTUIlE 

J7 MENTALIr-gtJRY 

18 VENEIlEAJ. DISEASE 

19 SEXUt.J. INTERCOuasE 

20 SEXUAL EXPLOITATION 

21 SEXUAL MOLESTATION 

2l 01lfEll ABUSE 

IlEI'ORTBI SOURCE/CODES 

NED, II CUNIC OR HOSPITAL PHYSICIAN 

SCHOOL 

SOCIAL 

AGENCY 

12 NURSE (LPN) 
Ij NURSE (IN) I. PRIVATE PHYSICIAN 

15 HOSPITAL SOCIAL WOIIK£It 

II OTH£ll MEDICAL PERSONNEL 

21 COUNSELOR 

2l PRlNCLPAL 

23 SCHOOL NURSE 

l~ SCHOOL SOCIAL WOUEa 

2~ TEACHER 

26 ASSLSTANT PIINCLPAL 

27 TlUANT omCER 

21 01lfEll SCHOOL P£ISONNEL 

31 OCfS SOClAJ. WOIIKEI 

32 DEPT, Of COllECTIONS PEISONNEL 
Jj DEPT, OF PUBUC AID PERSONNEL 

~ INrnnmONAL STAff PERSONNEL 

" MENTAL HEALTH PERSONNEL 
j6 PRIVATE AGENCY SOCIAL WOIIKEII 
j7 PSYCHOLOGLST 

JI OlHER SOCIAL SERVICES PEISONNEL 

LAW 41 COUITS 

ENf. 42 ENEIIGENCY SERVICES PEISONNEL 

ti .. 
45 

-t6 

41 

51 

51 5, 
54 

" ~ 
61 

62 

I. 
12 

IJ .. 
n 
16 
17 

91 

9' 
99 

fACWlIES CODES (86) 
STAff 
IEL.CODE SEX CODES (04) 

co - amD CARE INrnnmON f fEMAlE 

CWA - amDWEI.fAREAGENCY M MAU 

23 LACK OF SUPEHVISION/CAH£TAKER 

H LACK OF SUPERVISION/NO CAH£TAKEII 
25 ABANDONMENT 

26 INADEQUATE FOOD 

27 INADEQUATE SH£LTU 

21 INADEQUATE CLOTlllNG 
29 MEDICAL NEGLECT 

30 EDUCATIONAL NEGLECT 
31 FAILURE TO 1ltRIVE 

32 OTIfEII NEGLECT 

PAIIOLE/PIOBATION omCER 
POUCE 
STATE ATTORNEY 

JUVENILE OFHCER 
OTHEILAW ENfORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

fA TIfEII/ fA TH£II SUBS111UTE 

FRIEND/NEIGHBOR 

MOTH£ll/ MOTIfEII SUBS111UTE 

IELATlVES OF fAMIlY 
51BUNG 

VICTIM 

CORONEII 

MEDICAL EXAMINEII 

CHILD CARE 

IIAIIYSITTER 

CHILO DA Y CAllE/ NIGIIT CARE CENTEJI 
CHILD DA Y CAKE/ NIGHT CARE HOME 
PIlE·SCHOOL/ NURSERY SCHOOL 

OTIIER CHILD CAllE PROVIDER 

LANDLORD 
ANONYMOUS 

OTIIER REPORTING SOURCE (nul I 1091) 

NOT NOTED BY REPOR"f TAKER 

ETHNICITY/RACE (D51 

AO ASL-\N/ORIENTAL 

BL BLACK 
DCC DAY CARE CENTER 

IN 

OT 
DC 

DC 

IN 

IN 

fP 

N NOTIYIlD HA HlSPANIC/5. AMERICAN 
DCH - DAYCAREHOME 

DCC - DEPT. OF CORllECTIONS 

DMH - DEYI'. Of MENTAL HEALTH 

ffH F~FAMaYHOME 

GH GROUP HOME 

MC MATERNITYCENTER 

NCC 

NCH 

AH 

SCII 

orn 

NIGHT CAllE CENTER 

NIGHT CARE HOME 

ADOYrlVEHOME 

SCIlOOL(PUBUC/PRlVATE( 
ornER 

GH 

OT 

OT 
OT 

DT 
sc 

HC HISPANIC/CUllAN 

HM HISPANIC/MEXICAN 

UP HISPANIC/PUERTO lUCAN 

US HISPANIC/SPANISH DESCENT 

NA AMER. IND./ESKIMO 
NR NOT REPORTED 
UK 

WH 

OT 

UNKNOWN 

WHITE 
OlHER 

STANDARD ABBREVIATIONS 
CANTS 1 

B about - @ 

Address - add. 
and-& 

approximately - approlt. 
April- Apr. 
August - Aug. 

brought - bn. 
casewor.ker - cw 

children - chin. 
child wdfare services - CWS 
COUrt - ct. 
December - Dec. 

Dept. of Corrections - DOC 

Dept. of Mental Health - DMH 
Dept. of Public Aid - DPA 
Dept. of Public Health - DPH 
doctor - dr., M.D. 

educable mentally handicapped - EMH 
emergency room - ER 
family- fam, 

February - Feb. 
Friday - Fri. 

hospital - hosp. 

January - Jan. 
Juvenile - juv. 

juvenile coun - juv.ct. 
March - Mar. 
maternal grandfather - MGF 
maternal grandmother - MGM 
mentally retarded - MR 
Monday - Mon. 
narnral father - NF 
narnral mother - NM 
natural parent - NP 
November - Nov. 

October - Oct. 
officer - off. 
often - oft. 
Paternal grandfather - PGF 

paternal grandmother - PGM 
police department - PO 
probation officer - PO 
psychiatrist - PSyc. 
psychologist - psychol. 
putative father - PF 
rdated - rdtd. 
rdative - rd. 
reponer states - R.S . 
residence - res. 
Saturday - Sat. 
schizophrenic - schiz. 
September - Sept. 
social worker - SW 

Sudden Infant Death Syndrome - SIDS 
Sunday - Sun. 
supervision - sup. 
that> 

Thursday - Thurs 
trailer - trlr. 

trainable mentally handicapped - TMH 
Tuesday - Tues. 
veneral disease - VD 
Wednesday - Wed. 
with - wI 

wilhout - W/out 
worker - wh. 
youth officer - yo 

RElATIONSHLP ENTlY CODES (£9011 

ABUSEI NEGLECT ROLE CODES (E9<) AP 
All 

liS 

DC 

IP 
(al 

(;P 

IN 

NP 
NR 

OR 

or 
liS 

AI>Omn PARI:'.'r 

AI'NTIl'N( If 

BABYSlllU 

CASE STATIlS (012) 

P PENDING 

I INDICATED 

C CLOSED 

SA 

SN 
58 
NI 

UK 

SUSPECTED ABUSE 
SUSPECTED NEGLECT 

BOrn SUSPECTED 

NOT INVOLVED 

UNKNOWN 

~( 

" 'I' 

I>AY CARr SHU 

IOSTfR PARfNT 

(;ROI'P 1I0Mf ~l MI 

(.RM>IlI'ARI·Nl 
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(HIIIR 
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...... 
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A CANTS 2 INVESTIGATION FORM (5-84) 
STATE OF H.LlNOIS 

1. REPORT TYPE 

PRELIMINARY REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

FINDING REPORT __ Final 

Parallel Investigation Report 

2 Page ___ 01 __ 

4 DATE THIS RPT DUE 

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 

4 INITIAL ORAL 
REPORT DATE 

5 • EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

B I SCR NUMBER 2 SEa 3 CASE NAME LAST FIRST 
6 lIMS # 

1 REG ·,FIELD 2 CW 10 /I I 3 CASE waRXER NAME LAST FIRST 
4 (J) CASE 
LANGUAGE 
H. 

5 10 # SUPERVISOR NAME LAST FIRST 

C -SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR THESE CODES 

D 

E 

F 

INITIAUSUB ORAL 2 MANO"TED REPORTING 3 PRELIMINARY RPT 4 FINAL FINDING 6 INVEST COMMENCED SEX CODES IE4) 
REPORT SOURCE 48 HR RPT OF INVESTIGATION REPORT DATE I' • I'EMALE 

1 

SUBJ 
REF 

a DATE • DATE a DATE a DATE M· MALE 
P P"'lt:,n9 N .. NOT REPORTED 

b TIME AM/PM c SO b DATE REC SCR 

-, 

2 suBJECTS OF REPoRT 

LAST NAME 

; 

I ... *: 

" 

~ 

~:.. 

b DATE REC SCR b DATE REC SCR 

.. 
FIRST 

3 14 1
5 

1
6

• I C °1 7 
INV SEX ETH .' ~ ~ DATE 

1.11 I AGE I D° OF BIRTH 

1\ 

I Illd'ldll!C1 

U UnIO\lft(JtH1 TIME AM/PM 2 
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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 ~ay be granted in special circumstances (1986 Annual Report. 

13). At 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 1n Illinois requests the 

following information: 
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o 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; 

o 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; 

o name, occupation, and telephone number of person making the 
report; 

o actions taken by reporting source (§ 7.9). 

All 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. 

Illinois 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 1s 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 substantiated 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 least one Sangamon 

County. prosecution for harassment. 

2. Security 

Call-backs as well as passwords 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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III. 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 isbeing"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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• STATE OF ILLINOIS 

GORDON JOHNSON 
DIRECTOR 

FIGURE 5 

DEPARTMENT OF 
CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 
"'0& EAST MONROE 
SPRINGF1EL.D. IL.L.INOIS 62701·10498 

INVESTIGATION OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT--INDICATED PERPETRATOR 
May 22, 1987 

Chicago, II 60661 

Dear Ms. 
Re: SCR Case No. r 

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 
abuse and neglect reports. 
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Access to the register is governed by State law. You m.ay request a copy of the report; I' 
however. it will not include the names of any persons who made the report or cooperated in 
the investigation. 

If you think that all or part of the report is inaccurate, you may request that 
be amended or destroyed. The Department has an appeal process which is used to 
such requests. A full explanation of the appeal process will be sent when your 
received. By law, your request must be made within 60 days of the date of this 

the report I 
consider 
request is 
letter. I 

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 phune. 

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 

003635 

are attached (to guarantee that information about this report is not released 
to an unauthorized person). 

Sincerely, 

Edward E. Cotton, Administrator 
State Central Register 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•. ,~." .. -",. ,.~ •. , •.• ".1.., .• "~"" ,,' .,', ' 



'I :: 

:1 
" 

'I 
I 
'I 
I 
I' 
'I 
I 
:1 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FIGURE 9 

REQUEST TO k~ND!EXPUNGE INFO~~~TION 

SCR Q __________________________________________________________ _ 

YOUR NAME: _____________________________ ~ ______________________ __ 

YOUR ADDRESS: __________________________________________________ __ 

Will you be represented by a~ attorney? Yes --- No ---
If yes, name: __________________________________________________________ __ 

address: ________________________________________________________________ _ 

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) ______________________________ __ 

d 

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 Old State Capitol Plaza 
Springfield, !L 62706 

--i-=-



-- ------- -------------- -- ---

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 in 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 about five cases in 1986), 

DCFS is more likely 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: 

o DCFS staff.in furtherance of their duties; 

o law enforcement agencies investigating child abuse or 
neglect cases or other sexual offenses when a child is 
alleged to be involved; 

o State Police when administering the provlSlons of the 
Intergovernmental Missing Child Recovery Act of 1984; 

o physicians treating a child suspected of being abused or 
neglected; 

o persons authorized to place children in temporary 
protective custody; 

o persons that have the legal responsibility to care for, 
treat, or supervise a child, or parent, guardian or other 
persons responsible for the child1s welfare who are 
subjects of a report; 

o any subject of a report or the guardian ad litem if the 
subject is a minor; 

o courts, when access to records are necessary for the 
determination of issues before the courts; 

o grand juries, when access to records is necessary to 
conduct their official business; 

o persons authorized by the Director of DCFS for audit or 
. bona"fide research purposes; 

o 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; 

o directors of state-operated facilities when an employee is 
a perpetrator in an indicated report; 

o operators of licensed child care facilities when a current 
or prospective employee ;s 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 

Illinois 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, wel.l. 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. 
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4. Diagnosis and Tracking 

Illinois was one of the first states to use a risk 

assessment model during child protective investigations and its model 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 Illinois. 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). 

Illinois 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 1n school librar1es. 

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: 

o establishing a system of microfilming records and microfilming 
historical records; 

o standardizing case preparation, hearing formats, written 
'reports, and other activities; 

o developing a personality inventory profile of child abusers in 
group care facilities; 

o conducting additional research on responsiveness of hotline 
staff, workloads, and performance expectations; and 

o reviewing current standard of evidence use and making 
recommendations. 

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. OVERVIEW 

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 abu~e as lithe 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-beingll (§ 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 longer available to 

support and upgrade this IIstand-alone ll Central Registry. As a result, 

the intake functlon 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 

local level by state-employed, local workers who receive and investigate 

reports of abuse and neglect in Lou1siana 1 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 iocal 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 million dollars 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 IIstand-alone ll 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 larger 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 little 

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 central.ize 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 

limited 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 facilities necessary to allow for an efficient 

operation of the system. Consequently, centralized data collection was 

discontinued in 1986. 

Currently, 'all ,data entry and modification ;s 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;s 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 register1s 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 Register1s 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 longer 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 ere accepted for investigation, 

but they do not keep information on the total number of reports that are 

received. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General Description 

All 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 invest.igation pr.iority 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. All investigations are 

required to be completed within 60 days of receipt of the 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 rec~ived. 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 4-535j 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. Dur1ng 1984. 51 percent of sexual abuse reports were validated. 
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Substantiation rates vary by parish. A state office official 

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 offlce 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 reports 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. Securi ty 

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 

offi ces. 

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 example, the 

perpetrator is a IIboyfriendll 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 to 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 Lafayette court to have a name taken off the 

register; and 'the request was granted. 

IV. RECORDS USAGE 

A. Acc.~ssibllity 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 a$sessed 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. When 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 principal1s 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 lIany 

person who makes a report known to be false or with reckless disregard 

for the truth of the report ll
• Further, a person who reports a child as 

abused or neglected 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 worker1s 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 limit is monitored. Standard caseloads for 

investigation staff is 14, but not more than 20 new or subsequent reports 

pe·r 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 discontinuity in records, it is not 

currently possible to conduct longitudinal research. Research requiring 
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identifying information is discouraged by the confid~ntiality legislation 

governing the registry. 

4. Diagnos~s and Tracking 

Registry data currently are not used for diagnostic 

purposes or to prevent "hospita1 shopping.1I The centralized intake 

system, operating between July 1985 and December 1986, was designed to 

facilitate tracking, but thts system was never implemented fully. 

OHO/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 

neglect 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 available 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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C~APTtR 0 
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 l69-C) mandates the New 

Hampshire Division for Children and Youth Services to "provide protection 

of children whose life, health or welfare is in danger." Accordingly, 

the DCYS established a central registry on child abuse and neglect in 

1976 (RSA l69-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 'ncapacity or incarceration are all conditions to be 

reported to the central registry. 

DCYS identified the prevention of child abuse and neglect 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. Facll ities 

1. Hot1 ine 

New Hampshire does not operate a child abuse and neglect 

hotline 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 

Servo Program Definitions 6037). 

The central registry itself consists of three filing cabinets, 

a log book, and an index card file. Additional recordkeeplng includes 
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annotations in the log book which are used to compile substantiation 

rates and other data reported weekly, monthly and in the annual report. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

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 II 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 jmmediately, 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. When 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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FIGURE 1 
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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. 

All 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. 

D. 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 IIfounded ll in the New 

Hampshire Central Registry, there must be IIprobable cause to believe that 

any child in the family is abused or neglected!! (R.S.A. 169-C:3.) 

Neglected chi ld means a chi ld II 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. 1I (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 

IIfacts 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). Bya 1985 amendment, IIfounded reports ll are maintained 

for 7 years and "unfounded reports II for 3 years. (R. S. A .• Supp. 1985-

l69-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 ll 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 livery likely 

to suffer serious impairment," it is important to note that a large 

number of.cases are .considered as both lIat risk ll and simultaneously 

"unfounded". Faml1ies 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 l69-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 move$ 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 safeguard them in these offices. Both the Protection Report 

Form and ±he 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 

statutoril y guaranteed appeal. The Supreme Court rul ed that DCYS IImust 

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" (PO 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 IS 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 letter. When 

the District Office Supervisor receives both the mail receipt and the 
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FIGURE 4: DCYS FORM 280 

STATE 0[0' NEW HAl\lPSIIIRE 

DEPARTMENT 0[0' HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

DIVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES 

M. Mllry Monglln. CO/llllli!';sJIlflllr 

David A. Bundy. Director 

6 Hazen Drive Conrord, NH 03301·6522 603 - 271-4451 

Date: 

Dear 

On , we receIved a report allegIng that __________________________ __ 
o abused and/or 0 negl ected _ m I nor mal e, femal e ch 1I d( ren) In 

on or about The report alleged 
that dId ------

As mandated by RSA 169-C:34. I I. our agency has conducted an InvestIgatIon, and has 
determined that the report Is 0 founded. problem resolved or 0 founded, case 
opened. Th I s means that we have dec I dad there I s reason to bel I eve th at 

did 0 abuse and/or 0 neglect the chlld(ren). 
The reasons for this findIng are 

In accordance with RSA 169-C:35, may be 
entered Into the DIvisIon for ChIldren and Youth Services (OCYS) Central 
RegIstry. This Is a file of all Individuals who have founded reports of child 
abuse or neglect. Once entered Into the Central RegIstry, the report wll I remal t 

on file for a minimum of seven years and may then be removed. 

Anyone who has a founded report In the Central RegIstry may be denIed a Ilcen r 

provIde child day care or foster family care, and may be denIed employment Ir 
group care facility/InstItutIon or other related services to children. Unde--
169-C:38 and RSA 170-E:4, ~jew HOO1pshlre law enforcement and the New Hampshl 
Department of PublIc /feal th have the rIght to obtaIn InformatIon fran the 
RegIstry. 

PO 86-21 

OCYS 
280 
OC' 



FIGURE 4 rlq 2 
In written request, you or your legal representative may obtain caples of wrlt~~n 

~at~rlal which may be placed In the Central Registry. This material wll I be 
provided to you within the guidelines of the SafeguardIng InformatIon rule He-C 
6407 .06 (b). 

If you do not agree with the finding of abuse or neglect, you have the right to a 
Fair Hearing. In order to ask for a fair hearlngl ccmplete the tear-off fonn below 
and sand It to the District Office SupervIsor within 14 calendar days of the receipt 
of "this letter. If this Is not done, you may forfeit your right to a hearing. 

\'Illun the Fair Hearings Officer receives your request, a date for the hearing will be 
S8t and the District Office Supervisor wll I be Infonned. To preserve your right to 
appeal, you must attend a Pre-Hearing Conference. 

The Supervisor wll I contact you to schedule the Pre-HearIng Conference. The 
Pre-Hearing Conference's purpose Is to discuss your case and your concerns In the 
hope that a Fair Hearing will not be necessary. You may bring scmeone to represent 
yoU at the conference. 

If the Pre-Hearing Conference falls to resolve your concerns, the Fair Hearing will 
take place as scheduled. At the hearing, you may speak for yourself or have someone 
81 se represent you, I ncl ud I ng a I atiyer. Hcwever, DCYS cannot pay for your legal 
fees. 

If you have any questions about the contents of this letter, please feal free to 
can t act me at -----------------

DCYS Social Worker and 

Sincerely. 

DCYS Supervisor 
Off Ice Address: 

DistrIct Office _________ _ 

o I wish to appeal the findIng of abuse or neglect and I request a fair hearing. 
The reasons I feel I was not responsible for the abuse or neglect report is/are 

Date: -------------------
Signature: __________________________ ___ 

(print clearly) Name: ________________ _ 

Address: -----------------------------------------------------------
rei ephone ~lutnber : ___________ _ 

Return this form to the DCYS Supervisor at the DIstrIct OffIce address shown above. 
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returned, date stamped tear-off sheet, he must forward these to the Fair 

Hearings Officer within 4 days. 

The suspected perpetrator 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 

inquiry 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 i licensing departments. The purpose of 
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the request must be specified and the ultimate use to which the 

'information 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 also 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 w1thout 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 

200 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



..
" j, 

~I i: 
~~ 

':.; 

~I '~ 

~ 

tl 
.~ 

;1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~I 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'1 
!I 

a file has been established) or his/her legal 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, 

DCYS 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 victlm, the victim's identity also is removed before 

the information is released (§ 6407.08). 

B. Uses of Information 

1. Interna 1 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 

licensing agencies, 62 out-of-state requests, and 61 adoption searches. 

There were 366 requests to screen applicants, which yielded 167 possible 

matches, i.e. names similar to that of the applicant were revealed. Only 

nine of these, about 2 percent, were actual matches or "hits". 

New Hampshire limits the authority to disclose information to 

designated District Offic~ Supervisors, Bureau Administrators, and other 

State Office personnel designated by the Director of DCYS (§ 6407.04) 
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Information can be disclosed only to other agencies when 

it is in the best interest of the client, or when the other social 

service agency has an exchange of information agreement with DCYS. 

Information can be provided to out-of-state agencies only on a need to 

know basis (§ 6407.05). 

The penalty for unauthorized disclosure of registry 

information is a misdemeanor. (RSA 169-C:39) Registry staff saw no 

problem of unauthorized disclosure but the Office of Legal Affairs 

received two complaints--one a police officer and one a county attorney. 

3. Research 

DCYS issues an annual report whose stated purpose is to 

IIprovide New Hampshire citizens with information regarding this serious 

social problem, in order to promote public awareness of the issue and to 

foster a renewed commitment to work towards the amelioration and/or 

prevention of child abuse and neglect in this state. 1I (1985 Annual 

Report, 1) The annual report is intended to be useful to concerned 

citizens, social service agencies and practitioners, and the Division for 

Children and Youth Services in: 1) improving current services to abused 

and neglected children and their families; 2} developing additional 

programs and services to meet identified needs of this population; and 3) 

aiding in research efforts relative to the issues of child abuse and 

neglect. 

Coordination with the University of New Hampshire in 

prepiiring reports such as David Moore and Murray Straus' IIVl01ence of 

Parents Toward Their Children" indicates an interest in research. The 
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report, however, was based upon a telephone survey, not upon registry 

data. 

4. Diagnosis 

Registry data is not used for medical diagnostic purposes 

or to prevent "hospital shopping" because files are not kept by victims' 

names. The number of child deaths is unknown because non-medical 

pathologists are not required to report. There is no standard death 

review committee. New Hampshire has a risk assessment program called 

"Initial Assessment of Abuse and Neglect Reports." 

5. Public Education 

In addition to the annual report, the DCYS distributes 

literature on the topic of child abuse and neglect and how to report it. 

A Task Force on child abuse and neglect was founded by members of various 

professions, concerned citizens, and parents in 1974 to improve methods 

for preventing and reducing child abuse in New Hampshire. The Task 

Force, incorporated as a non-profit corporation, sponsors a speaker's 

bureau, a library of films and printed materials, and a direct service 

program of parent aid called "Volunteers in Protective Services." 

New Hampshire's Parents Anonymous provides direct 

self-help groups for parents under stress throughout the state. Parents 

Anonymous sponsors public service announcements on radio and television, 

a quarterly newsletter titled Focus, a speaker's bureau, and provides 

brochures on parent/child topics. Several communities have organized 

iocal child abuse and neglect teams of professionals and concerned 

citizens. The teams, including one hospital based assessment team, deal 

with treatment issues and coordinate the efforts of the many agencies 

involved. 
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V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

A OCYS central registry committee has been established to consider 

problems associated with the use of central registry data. The Committee 

is addressing questions such as: How should data be used? Who should 

have accesf? How should juvenile perpetrators be counted? There are 

also several court cases in process which may change certain procedures 

currently in use by the central registry system in New Hampshire. 

The central registry is moving its offices to better facilities 

and actively developing an automated system which promises to be more 

responsive to the need for information. Because files are organized by 

family, not child victim, it is sometimes difficult to retrieve 

information on victims, since a child may have a different llame than his 

parent or guardian. 
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C~APHR 7 
PENNSYLVANIA ABUSE REGISTRY 

1. OVERVIEW 

The Child Protective Services Law (CPSL) was enacted by the Pennsylvania 

Genera 1 Assemb1 yin 1975 and amended in 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985. It 

defines child abuse as "serious physical or mental injury which is not 

explained by the available medical history as being accidental, or sexual 

abuse or sexual exploitation, or serious physical neglect, of a child under 18 

years of age, if the injury, abuse or neglect has been caused by the acts or 

omissions of the child1s parents or by a person responsible for the chi1d 1s 

welfare, or any individual residing in the same house as the child, or a 

paramour of a child1s parents ... " (PA. Stat. Ann. Tit. 11, § 2203 unless 

otherwise noted all references are to Pennsylvania Statutes annotated, 1985). 

This definition is a distinctive characteristic of the Pennsylvania 

registry. A report of child abuse is substantiated only if the child has been 

seriously injured. This narrow approach to child abuse is reflected in other 

sections of the statute as well. The purpose clause provides that "nothing in 

this act shall be construed to restrict the generally recognized existing 

rights of parents to use reasonable supervision and control when raising their 

children" <Tit. 11 § 2202), The statute also provides that "no child shall be 

deemed to be physically or mentally abused ... solely on th~ grounds of 

environmental factors which are beyond the control of the person responsible 

for the chi1d 1s welfare such as inadequate housing, furnishings. income, 

clothing, and medical care ll <Tit. 11, § 2203). 

The advantage of Pennsylvania1s narrow definition of child abuse is that 

it allows the local Child Protective Services (CPS) agencies to allocate 
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their limited resources to the more serious cases. (It should be noted that 

Pennsylvania provides services to an estimated 40,000 chiJdren annually under 

broader definitions of neglect and dependency set forth in the Public Welfare 

Code.) However, the definition has been criticized for being too narrow 

(Attorney General's Family Violence Task Force, 1987:21-22>, and its limited 

scope has prevented Pennsylvania from receiving federal reimbursement under 

the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. § 5101-5107). 

The statutory definitions of child abuse impact the operation of 

ChildLine, Pennsylvania's central registry for child abuse. Fewer reports of 

suspected child abuse are made in Pennsylvania than in any other state: 6.9 

reports per thousand children (Child Abuse Report, 1986:3), ChildLine 

strictly interprets the CPSL with regard to p~licies and procedures. All 

ChildLine forms reflect only what is allowable by law; no additional 

information is collected. 

A. Organization and Personnel 

The General Assembly mandated the Department of Public Welfare to 

carry out the provisions of the CPSL. ChildLine is operated by the Bureau of 

State Operated Children's Programs which is part of the Office of Children, 

Youth and Families (OCYF) within the Department of Public Welfare (see Figure 

1). OCYF. through its four regional offices (Harrisburg, Philadelphia, 

Pittsburgh, and Scranton), monitors Pennsylvania's 67 counties with regard to 

CPSL compliance. Investigations of child abuse are conducted at the local 

1 eve 1 . 

The ChildLine and Abuse Registry employs 24 full-time equivalent 

(FTE) professional staff and 23 FTE administrative staff. Professional 

personnel work one of two day shifts, an evening shift. or a midnight shift. 
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Bureau of Policy and 
Prograa & Develop-
ment for Delinquent 
youth 

State Court Unit I 

Centra1 Region 
Residential Services 

Bensalem Youth 
DevelopMent Center 

New castle youth 
Development Center 

Figurl: 1 

Department of Public Welfare 
Office of Children, Youth and Families 

[ Deputy Secretary I 
Bureau of .-
Administrative Support 

Division of Research & ,-
Information Syst~s 

1-

Division of Program 
Compliance & Fiscal 

~ 

Management 

1-

f-
I-

Offi ce of Ch 11 d 
Welfare Services l

----, 

Bureau of Child 
Welfare Policy 

Bureau of State 
Operated Children's 
Programs, Henry 
-Fiumell1., Director 

Southeast Regional I 
Office I 

Northeast Regional 
Office 

Central Regional 
Office 

Hestern Regional ~ 
Office 
'----

207 



Two part-time caseworkers work on weekends and holidays. Shifts overlap 

during hours of peak reporting activity. Administrative staff may work a day 

or evening shift. 

In 1986, Chi1dLine was operated with Federal funds under Title IV-B 

of the Social Security Act. Expenditures for ChildLine and Act 33 (applicant 

screening for prospective child care employees) during 1986 were $1,196,400. 

B. Facilities 

1. Hotline 

The Registry operates a statewide hotline, called ChildLine, 24 

hours a day (55 Pa. Admin. Code § 3490.31). Approximately 50% of child abuse 

reports are initially received at ChildLine and 50% at the local CPS. 

ChildLine facilities include three telephone lines and a call sequencer that 

informs callers that someone will be with them as soon as possible. The Dacon 

ACS-85 sequencer was added in 1986 after a study indicated that 50% to 60% of 

the calls made to Chi1dLine reached a busy signal or a recorded message. The 

sequencer monitors all incoming calls and generates periodic summary reports 

on hot1ine activities including the number of calls waiting longer than 2 

minutes (see Figure 2). A separate hotline for the hearing impaired also was 

added to ChildLine in 1986, but rarely is used by reporters to make child 

abuse reports. Another separate Hotline is reserved to accept calls from a 

selected group of larger CPS agencies. A performance standard requires that 

the Hotline may be answered within four rings. 

2. Information Systems 

The Department of Public Welfare has two Sperry (now UNISYS) 

1100-series mainframe computers for information processing. All ChildLine 

terminals are hard-wired to the mainframes; there are no remote access 

terminals throughout the regions. The ChildLine and Abuse Registry has 21 
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FIGURE 2 
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Sperry UTS terminals for accessing mainframe files: 6 for ChildLine 

caseworkers, 7 for Act 33 screenings, and 8 for clerical staff. Hard copies 

and tape backups are available in the event of a systems failure. Auxiliary 

power also is available, though a limited amount of information usually is 

lost between the time the system goes down and the generator provides backup 

power. 

ChildLine maintains three separate files of information: (1) a 

pendIng complaint file of reports under investigation or pending court action 

and unfounded reports awaiting expungement, (2) the central register of files 

of all sUbstantiated cases, and (3) a research and statistical file of all 

reports ever made, purged of identifying information. ChildLine's information 

is not integrated with other OCYF social services information; however, 

ChildLine staff can access the public assistance database to check on an 

individual's social security number. ChildLine has a high priority among 

social service agencies for accessing computer time. 

The ChildLine information system was developed by programmers 

from the Office of Information Systems (OIS) within the Department of Public 

Welfare. When the system needs modifications, ChildLine asks OIS to write the 

program changes. Recently. for example, OIS modified the system to 

automatically update all listings of the same information within a record. 

Prior to the modification, the same information had to be updated in several 

different places within the system; this increased the likelihood of 

discrepancies. 

ChildL1ne has a set of standard analytical programs that are 

run periodically. Any additional runs that are needed must be written by an 

OIS programmer. Most of the programs are written with Sperry's MAPPER utility 

software. MAPPER's advantage is its flexibility; it allows for gathering and 
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analyzing ad hoc data. It can be cumbersome to use, however. Only one 

programmer is familiar enough with MAPPER and the ChildLine database to write 

complex programs for new statistical analyses. Therefore, requests for 

additional programs sometimes are backlogged. OIS also has an older version 

of SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences), but it is not so 

flexible as MAPPER in accepting different kinds of data. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General Description 

A report of child abuse from the general public may be made to 

either ChildLlne or a local CPS agency (see Figure 3). Mandated reporters may 

submit an oral report of suspected abuse with ChildLine, followed within 48 

hours by a written report to the local CPS office. Approximately half the 

reports of abuse or neglect In Pennsylvania are made to local CPS agencies and 

half to ChildLine. 

If a report Initially is made to ChildLine, a caseworker records 

the information on a complaint form (CY 47) and assigns it a registry number. 

The caseworker checks the pending complaint and central register files for 

prior reports and completes an additional form if "priors" are found. 

ChlldLine notifies the local CPS agency of the allegations and any prior 

substantiated or pending abuse reports. The names and addresses of all the 

subjects listed on the CY 47 complaint form are entered into the pending 

complaint file usually within a day, and the hard copy Is filed as "under 

investigation". 

If a report Initially is received by a local CPS agency, the local 

caseworker calls Chl1dLlne with the information and asks for a "priors" 

check. ChildLine provides the information to the caseworker over the phone 
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and completes a CY 47 complaint form on the case. The CY 47 information is 

then entered into the pending complaint file, and the hard copy is filed. 

Once the local CPS office has been notified of the abuse report by 

ChildLine, an investigation of the allegations is initiated. When the 

investigation is completed, the local CPS caseworker sends ChildLine a copy of 

the investigation report (CY 48). ChildLine reviews the report for legal 

compliance and completeness and codes it for data entry. If a report is 

substantiated, ChildLine enters the CY 48 Report into the central register and 

expunges the original report (CY 47) from both the manual and automated 

pending complaint files. If a report is pending juvenile court action, it is 

maintained in the pending complaint file until ChildLine is notified of the 

report's final status. Unfounded reports (CY 48) are maintained in the 

pending complaint file until expungement; their CY 47 hard copies are expunged 

immediateiy. 

B. Incoming Reports 

In 1986, ChildLine received over 60,000 calls. Of these, only 

20,667 were taken as reports of abuse. Calls reporting incidents which do not 

meet the definitions of abuse or neglect are referred to the proper local 

agency. Anonymous callers are encouraged to give their names or at least 

provide a phone number in case additional information is needed. 

In 1986, most reports of suspected abuse (56.2%) were made by 

mandated reporters, professionals who have contact with children and are 

legally required to report incidents of suspected child abuse. These reports 

included 17.7% made by medical personnel, 17.2% made by school personnel, 

15.9% made by personnel from various social service agencies, 5.2% made by law 

enforcement and court personnel, and .2% made by members of the clergy. 

Reports from non-mandated reporters included 24.1% made by family members, 
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B.3t made by friends and neighbors, 7.4% made by anonymous callers, and 3.9% 

made by other reporters. 

C. Report Information 

The initial complaint from (CY 47) is presented in Figure 4 and the 

investigation report form (CY 48) completed by local CPS caseworkers is 

presented in Figure 5. Data elements which statutorily are required to be on 

the central registry include: each subject's name and aliases, social 

security number, age, sex, and home address as well as the perpetrator's 

relationship to the child. Also required are the date, nature and extent of 

the alleged abuse, the county where the abuse occurred, the source of th~ 

report, family composition, and services planned or provided (Tit. 11, § 

2214(a)(ii)(i». State law forbids asking the race of victims or perpetrators 

or whether the report is the result of a custody dispute. Incomplete CY 48 

forms cannot be entered into the registry. A ChildLine caseworker review: 

each report and contacts the local CPS caseworker about any missing and/or 

ambiguous information. Each report undergoes three quality control reviews 

before it is entered into the registry. 

D. Case Disposition 

A local CPS caseworker must commence an investigation within 24 

hours of receiving a report of suspected abuse (Tit. 11 § 2217(4». A copy of 

the completed CY 48 investigation form shall be forwarded to ChildLine within 

30 days of the initial report date (55 Pa. Admin. Code, § 3490.67). This 

report informs ChildLine of the status of the case: pending juvenile court 

action, founded (a court finding), indicated, or unfounded. If no CY 48 is 

received at ChildLine within an additional 30 days, (I.n unfounded status is 

automatically assigned to the report by ChildLine (§ 3490.69). If the status 

of a sUbstantiated report changes after the investigation form has 
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REPORT OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE 
(Child Protective Service Law - P.S. §§ 2201 : 2224) Figure 4 
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other training and exoellence. thut u child comln<J btl/ore them in their rlrofe~sionnl or ollicl;]1 cullacity is n vlCWn of ch,ld uhule. Wllhin 48 hou~ niter the ornl tot: 
se_nd one copy 0/ th.s report to the Child Protcctlve Serv.ces Un.t of the County Children nnd Youlh i\gr.ncy, 

'. If the child has been taken into custody. you must ulso immediately contact the County ChihJren nnd Youlh Agcncv where the alluse occurrcd, 

XCEPT FOR SIGNATUflE. rl.CI\SC I'ntNT on TYf'E 

• NAME OF CHIl.D (last. First. InlliaU 

.. ODRESS (Sir." •• ~ity. 51 ••• & Zip COdel 

le. PRESENT l.OCATION IF DIFFERENT THAN ABOVE 

2. BIOLOGICAL/ADOPTIVE MOTHER (last. First. InlllalJ 

ADDRE~S (Str •• t. City. Stall & Zip Cod.) 

J. BIOLOGICAL/ADOPTIVE FATHER (l.ast. First. Inl!lall 

ADDRESS (StreOl. City. State & Zip COde I 

4. OTHER PERSON RESPONSIBLE (LJSI. First. InI!lall 

ADDRESS IStree.!. Cltv. Sla,e & Zip COde' 

S. ALLEGED PERPETRATOR (l.ast. Fir ... Im"ail 

AUURESS (Stre",. C.ty. St.,. & Zio COde' 

A. 

B. 

... IIL Y HOUSEHOLD COMPOSI TlON toxcluU.n'l 
~llov. namt!l) 

NAME (LJs,. Fit". Inlll.1I 
RELATIONSHIP 

TO CHILD 

U 

c. 
C. F 

U Yo, (sua attochl!dl UNO 

COUNTY 

COUNTY 

TELEPHONE NO. 

COUNTY 

TELEPHONE NO. 

COUNTY 

rELATIONSHIP TO CHILD l~o M 0 F 

ICOUNTY I TELEPHONE NO:-

I"ElATIONSHIP TO CHILO ISo M 0 F 

JCOUNTY IT E LEPIIOrlE Ill) 

NAME (L .... Fi, ... '"il •. ,1) 
nr:Lr. rtr.":-;HI 

ro CtllLU 

DESCRIBE INJURIES/CONDITION ':'ND WHY YOU SUSPECT ABUSE/NEGLECT, INCLUDE =ICOUNTY WHERE AOUSE OCCURRED 
EVIDENCE OF PRIOR ABUSE TO THIS CHILO OR SIBLING. (PLEASE REFER TO OPPOSITE 
SIDE FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATlON.I 

IOATE OF 1,1CIOE 

7. ACTIONS TAKEN OR ASDUT TU BE TAKEN MEDICAL eMERGENCY OTHER (Speedvl 

O NOTIFICATION 0 X RAYS 0 PHOTO, OHOSPITALo POLICE 0 EX/\IIo1IN. 0 CUSHJO'f' 0 
OF CORONER . Gnl\PHS IZAfiON NOTIFIED I\TIUN TI\K"N 

REPORTING SQURCEICONFIOENrlALi I TITLE OR REl.ATIONSHIP TO CHILDJFACIl.ITY OR ORGANI;:A TtOn SIGNATURE 

1>("0- ~ESS I r I: l.I:PH(iNL NO. I U/\ leo F 1tl.1·1) It,' . ( 
'. 

t tilLDLINE Use ONL Y INVESTlGArlNG COUNTY CPS WORKER IT"OL' 

SOURCE 0 IIo1R ONR DAN 

nECEIVED U.:JV 

- 1-"'"'' DATE OF ORAl. REPORT CIIII.ULINC WOflKI: R 

GIVEN TO ~I I I J nECEIVED ~, [ I I I I I I ,~ I 'J F'l • '" CPS I I I F RUM crs I 
"ommonwt"lltn ", p.·"'''yll. ... ",.) 

, "'h, eo ot t.f1l1.1,"" j n III 'I' I 01",11 1, '\ . " .\ J 



,I 
FIGURE 4. pg. 2_' 

PLEASE NOTE THE EXACT LOCATION OF THE INJURY BY PLACING A LETTER on NUMOER ON THE MODEL OELOWfSC 
THE LINES BENEATH THE MODEL TO DESCRIBE THE CORRESPONDING INJURY THAT EACH LETTER OR NUr,18ER 
REPRESENTS. 

Please check the c:ltegory of injuries desc:ibed below: o Physicalln;uries 0 Sexual Abuse 

,I 

'---------------~ 

o Physical Neglect 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

______ 1. 
t,;, .t: '1. 11 '1 

I 



I 

I, 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CHI LD "~OTECTIVE SEJltVICE INVESTIGA TION A EilOftT 
(Chifd I'rotective Service L~ - 11 I'.S. II 2201 ·2224) 
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Figure 5 
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been filed, a supplemental report form is sent to ChildLine. A status change 

can occur when additional information is received on the child, caretaker, or 

perpetrator, or after court action. The additional information is added to 

the record1s original information usually within 24 hours. 

If a CY 48 investigation report is not received within 30 days, 

Chi1dLine is authorized to conduct an inquiry and performance audit of the 

local CPS <Tit. II § 22l4{g». In 1986, 62% of the reports were filed with 

Chi1dLine within 30 days, and 38% were filed between 31-60 days. (In 1985, 

this ratio was 51% and 49%, respectively. Reportedly, much of the improvement 

in achieving earlier report filing in 1986 was due to a ne~ regulation that 
\ 

counted the 30 days from the date the report was postmarked rather than the 

date received.) In 1986, 49 cases were unfounded because the 60 day deadline 

was not met (Child Abuse Report 186, p. 2). 

In 1986, 7,127 or 34.5% of abuse reports were "substantiated". 

(Substantiation rates for individual counties ranged between 18.7% to 61.5%.) 

Substantiated in Pennsylvania refers to both indicated and founded reports. 

Founded reports result from juvenile court or criminal court adjudications 

that meet the statutory definition of abuse. In 1986, founded reports 

represented approximately 3 percent of substantiated cases. In some 

instances, a report might not meet the requirements for a founded 

determination (e.g., a juvenile court finding of dependency that fails to meet 

the abuse definition or a criminal court adjudication based on a plea bargain 

to an offense that does not meet the definition of abuse), yet it may still 

constitute an indicated report. Reportedly, an informal 39 percent standard 

of proof is used to determine indicated reports. 
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A higher percentage of reports from professional sources are 

sUbstantiated: a 42-45% substantiation rate versus a 29% sUbstantiation rate 

for non-professionals. Of all sources referring more than 10 cases, reports 

from law enforcement personnel most frequently were indicated (55.9%), whereas 

reports from anonymous sources (9.6%) were least likely to be indicated (Child 

Abuse Report 186, 3-5). 

The statewide central registry contains only founded and indicated 

reports. When a report becomes founded or indicated, it is purged from the 

pending complaint file and entered into the central register. Unfounded 

reports must be purged from the pending complaint file within twelve months 

after the date of the initial report to ChildLine. Unfounded reports awaiting 

expungement may not be released from the pending complaint file. 

E. Records Maintenance 

1. Retention 

Unfounded cases must be expunged within 12 months of the date 

the report was registered with ChildLine (Tit. II § 2214(N». 

There is a blanket purge provision for substantiated reports in the 

statutes: All information identifying the subjects of all indicated reports 

and all information identifying the subject child in all founded reports is 

purged when the child reaches the age of eighteen, unless another report is 

received involving the same child, a sibling; offspring, or another child in 

the care of the persons responsible for the subject child's welfare. In the 

case of subsequent reports, the identifying information on each report is 

maintained in the register until the respective victims reach age 23 

(§ 3490.39), 

On the state level, purging is accomplished on a "quarterly 

track". For example, the computer program prints a monthly report of all 
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cases in which the subject child has reached 18 years or 23 years of age. The 

printout is used to pull the hard copy file; this normally takes place within 

a month. Data retained for research files are transferred from the hard copy 

to the computer, for cases not already in the computer file. For cases on the 

computer, the identifiers are removed and the remaining data are stored in the 

research file. In time, the research file will be exclusively on computer. 

Hard copy reports for cases being purged are boxed for burning in an 

incinerator. 

The Department of Public Welfare regional office staff have the 

responsibility to monitor local CPS expungement. When contacted, the Dauphin 

County CPS reported that it purged all abuse reports upon notification from 

C~ildLine that expungement was to be accomplished. 

The Attorney General is authorized to audit Chi1dLine files to see 

if expungement provisions are carried out correctly. A Senior Deputy Attorney 

General exercises this responsibility which includes verifying that only 

record information authorized for retention is kept. The annual audit may 

find that some reports do not meet the statutory definition of abuse or that 

some individuals do not meet the statutory definition of perpetrator. The 

Senior Deputy Attorney General has had to call few deficiencies to the 

attention of Chi1dLine and considers the annual audit part of the reason for 

the system's accuracy. 

2. Security 

The Chl1dLine and Abuse Registry ;s located in a former staff 

residence at the Harrisburg State Hospital. The doors to this unit are kept 

locked primarily for security of the confidential records. Staff members s1gn 

a confidentiality pledge. Hl11fu1 release of record information, at state or 
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local levels, 1S a misdemeanor <Tit. 11, § 01175). Administrative personnel 

reported no complaints of an unauthorized release of a perpetrator1s identity. 

Because terminals are hard-wired to mainframes, no telephone modems 

are used. Therefore, registry data are accessible only from a terminal within 

the ChildLlne office. 

III. DUE PROCESS 

A. Notification 

The notifying authority may be the local CPS or the ChildLine and 

Abuse Registry. Each is responsible for notifying parties at different stages 

in the process: 

1. By law. following receipt of a report and commencement of the 

investigation, the CPS sends written notice IIforthwithli to all the subjects of 

the report, except for the child, of certain facts and procedures. By 

regulation, this is accomplished within 72 hours of receipt of'a report <Tit. 

11 § 2217.14). 

The subject is notified of the existence of the report and the 

right to obtain a copy; of the right to request that indicated and founded 

reports be amended, sealed, or expunged; the services that are available 

through the CPS, and the effect that a founded or indicated report may have on 

a person seeking employment in a child care service. It also explains that if 

the report 1s determined to be unfounded, it will be expunged within twelve 

months (§ 3490.58). 

2. If the investigation finds that a report is unfounded, the CPS 

notifies all subjects, except the subject child, of this fact when it notifies 

Chi1dLine of the status of the report (§ 3490.58>. 
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OFFICE OF 
CHILDREN, YOUTH & FAMILIES 

A report of suspected 
investigated by the 

[ ] 
[ ] 

FIGURE 6: NOTIFICATION FORM 

• COMMONWEALTH OF PENNS'! _VANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17120 

Child~ 

Report Number: 

CHILDLINE & ABUSE REGISTR" 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

LANCO LODGE, 3RD FLOOR 
p,O, BOX 2675 

HARRISBURG, PA 17105·2675 
TELEPHONE NO. (7l7) 783·1964 

abuse involving the child named above was recently 

Region Office of Children, Youth and Families. 
County Children and Youth Agency. 

The status of the report is "Indicated" which means the agency determined that the 
child was abused. As a result, the report will remain on file in the state and 
county offices'until the child reaches age 18. If the child is reabused or another 
subject is involved in another substantiated report, the reports will remain on 
file until the children reach age 23. When the report(s) is removed from the file, 
all information which identifies the subjects will be destroyed. 

Your name was listed on the report as the: 
[ ] parent [ ] substitute caregiver [ ] abuser. 

Persons named as abusers may not be hired in some child caring jobs under certain 
conditions according to Act 33 of 1985. 

You have the right to receive services, which are intended to prevent further abuse 
or neglect, through the county children and youth agency. You also have the right 
to receive a copy of the report by writing to the agency checked above or thi~ 
office. If you choose to do so, please refer to the report number listed above 
when making your request. 

If you believe the report is inaccurate or that it is not being maintained in 
accordance with the law, you may request the report be amended, sealed, or 
destroyed by specifying the reasons in writing to: Secretary of Public Welfare, 
P.O. Box 2675, Harrisburg, PA 17105. 

If you have questions about your involvement in the report, your rights 
purpose of this letter, we suggest you contact the investigating agency 

or the 
named in 

the first paragraph, telephone _( ____ ) ____ ~,----____ --------~ 

Sil~elY, ~ jJ ~ ______ ...... ~ 
WLL:bn 

Warren L. Lewis 
Director 
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1. When founded and indicated reports are entered into the 

statewide register, ChildLine notifies all subjects, other than the child, of 

the status of the report; the right to request the Secretary to amend, seal, 

or expunge the report; the circumstances under which a report is expunged; the 

right to services from the CPS, and the effect of the report upon future 

employment opportunities in a child care service (§ 3490.40 (See Figure 6». 

4. ChildLine notifies the CPS and the perpetrator if expungement 

of a report takes place. Furthermore, ChildLine notifies the CPS and all 

subjects of the Secretary's decision to amend, seat or expunge the report 

(§ 3490.40), 

5. The CPS will amend, seal, or expunge a record of child abuse 

once notified by Ch11dLine of a report's change in status. In turn, the CPS 

notlfies those to whom it gave information to take similar action (§ 3490.70). 

First class mail is used to accomplish all notifications from 

ChildLine. Very seldom are notifications returned as not deliverable, since 

notification of indicated reports are done "qulte soon after the report is 

received and approved./I In cases of returned notifications, the file is 

checked to see if the correct address was used. If it was, the notification 

is destroyed and no further attempt to obtain a different address is made. 

These notifications are prepared by clerical staff on the 4:00 p.m. to 

midnight shift. 

As of January 1, 1986, all persons desiring to be employed in a 

child care capacity are required by law to submit a "request for verification" 

along with $10.00 to the central registry. This includes all prospective 

administrators and operators of a child care service, prospective adoptive 

parents, and prospective foster parents. (Other individuals, such as 
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babysitters. may seek IIvoluntaryll verification from the registry as well.) 

The Department of Public Welfare informs individuals seeking verification 

whether or not they have been named in the central register as the perpetrator 

of abuse in a founded or indicated report, the number of founded and indicated 

reports, and the date(s) of the incidents. The law also requires child care 

employees to receive clearance from the Pennsylvania State Police that they 

have not been convicted of anyone of sixteen specified crimes during the past 

five years. 

The Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, in 1982, ruled that a 

teacher cannot be a perpetrator of child abuse under the law since a teacher 

is not a person responsible for the child's welfare and does not provide 

students with basic necessities. (State Education Association v. 

Commonwealth, 449 A2d 89, 1982). Accordingly, applicants for teaching 

positions are not required to obtain record checks from the child abuse 

registry and to submit these to a potential employer. Record checks are made 

with the police, however, for prospective teachers. 

An administrator of child care service is prohibited from 

employing any person who will have contact with children if the person was the 

perpetrator of child abuse in a founded report within the past five years. An 

administrator may hire a person who was a perpetrator of child abuse in an 

indicated report. Any administrator or employer who willfully fails to have 

his employees undergo verification may be subject to a civil fine up to $2,500 

(§ 3490.121-126). 

B. Procedures 

The subject of an indicated or founded report may file a written 

request that the Secretary of the Department amend, seal, or expunge the 
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report on the grounds that it is inaccurate or maintained in a manner 

inconsistent with the law. The Secretary decides on the request within 30 

days. The CPS or any subject has 45 days to appeal the Secretary's decision 

to the Department's Office of Hearings and Appeals. In cases challenging an 

indicated or founded report, the CPS has the burden of proof. In cases where 

the subject challenges the Secretary's refusal to amend, seal, or expunge a 

report of child abuse, the CPS bears the burden of proof. (See § 3490.105-106 

for information on burden of proof.) The initial paper review is conducted 

for the Secretary by designated staff in the Office of Children, Youth and 

Families. The staff may request additional justification from the local CPS 

and the perpetrator or the attorney for the perpetrator in order to reach a 

decision on the appeal. 

Hearing officers employed by the Office of Hearings and Appeals are 

often non-attorneys with offices in the main cities across the state. These 

hearings include the testimony of witnesses. Unlike the Secretary's review, 

the appeal is not restricted to the written record. 

Hearings are recorded by a court stenographer. The transcribed 

report of the hearing is completed within two weeks. Forty days then are 

allowed for the moving party to file a brief. Twenty days are allowed for the 

filing of a reply brief. The hearing officer then has 45 days in which to 

file his or her decision. If there is a Motion for Reconsideration, time is 

allowed for both sides to file briefs and there is no time limitation on the 

decision by the hearing officer. A final order of the Office of Hearings and 

Appeals may be appealed to the Commonwealth Court within 30 days. A 

Commonwealth Court decision may be appealed to the Supreme Court. 

During 1986, ChildLine provided 707 copies of reports to subjects. 

Quite probably, local CPS agencies provided additional reports (Child Abuse 
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Report 186, 2). The Secretary received 476 requests to expunge, 13 requests 

to amend, and 4 requests to seal. Of these, only 25 requests to expunge, 4 

requests to amend, and no requests to seal were granted (1986 Annual 

Statistics). 

The Office of Hearings and Appeals, during 1986, received 160 

appeals. Of these, 30 were withdrawn by action of the CPS agency or the 

appellant. Through May 22, 1987, 64 decisions were reached on the merits. Of 

these, 43 (67 percent) were decided in favor of the appellant; 21 (33%) were 

decided in favor of the agency. 

Of the 64 appeals decided on the merits, 36 (56%) took more than 3 

months but less than 6 months to complete; 25 (39%) took more than 6 months 

but less than 12 months to complete; and 3 (5%) took more than 12 months to 

complete. Data reported by P. H. 0lNea1 (personal communication, May 26, 

1987~ also showed that fifteen appeals were received in January 1986, but five 

of these cases had not been disposed on the merits as of May 22, 1987. In 

February 1986, seven appeals were received and no disposition had been reached 

on four of these cases by May 22, 1987. 

IV. RECORDS USAGE 

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality 

Law and regulations provide that reports, report summaries, other 

information obtained, and photographs and x-rays are confidential, but may be 

made available to certain parties (§ 3490.91). Authorized employees from the 

Department of Public Welfare and law enforcement officials receive registry 

information automatically. Law enforcement officials must receive reports of 

suspected child abuse from CPS and may request information from CPS when 

investigating a report of child abuse. This is in accord with the general 
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rule in Pennsylvania that child abuse reports are criminally prosecuted when 

committed by someone outside the child's immediate home (i .e., they are not 

handled by the social services department). 

Registry information also may be provided to: physicians examining or 

treating a child, a guardian ad litem for the child, a court of competent 

jurisdiction, a standing committee of the general assembly, the Attorney 

General, federal auditors, county executive officers if investigating the 

competence of county children and youth employees, the subject of a report, 

and individuals authorized to conduct research on files that do not contain 

identifying information (§ 3490.91). Feedback on case disposition is not 

provided to the person who reported the suspected abuse. The penalty for 

willfully releasing or permitting the release of data to unauthorized 

individuals is a third degree misdemeanor (Tit. 11 § 221S(b); § 3490.94.). 

The law prohibits the release of the identity of a reporter unless 

the Secretary finds that the release would not be detrimental to the 

reporter's safety. The reporter is notified before any identifying 

information is released and is given 45 days to advise the Secreta,ry why 

release would be detrimental to his or her safety. 

Presumably, a policy to maintain the anonymity of a reporter seeks 

to encourage reporting and avoid retaliation by a perpetrator against the 

reporter. This restriction has been criticized for handicapping both law 

enforcement and CPS agencies in other counties, when conducting new 

investigations involving the child, family, or perpetrator of a prior report 

(Attorney General's, Family Violence Task Force, 1987, 36-37>. 

In most instances, information from the state agency is sent to the 

local CPS for dissemination. There are two purposes for the decentralized 
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release of information. First, it provides a safeguard that the information 

is released to an authorized person (e.g., a physician or police official). 

Second, it strengthens the position of the local CPS in the child abuse 

investigation role. 

. The ChildLine and Abuse Registry is prohibited from sharing 

information across state lines, although other states have provided abuse 

information to Pennsylvanials local CPS agencies. Accordingly, if an 

out-of-state hospital calls in for prior record information on a child who is 

now in that hospital IS care, Pennsylvania would not release the information. 

The information would not be provided unless the local CPS obtained a court 

order for release. 

B. Uses of Information 

l. Internal Management 

As in most states, Pennsylvania uses registry data for 

planning, management, and allocating resources. 

2. Screening Appllcants 

As noted in the "due process" section above, applicant 

screening is one of the major uses of registry data. Pennsylvania requires 

child care services employees to obtain certification to show whether or not 

they have been named as a perpetrator in a founded or indicated report. State 

law forbids an administrator of a child care service from employing a person 

who will have contact with children if they have been listed in a founded· 

report within the previous five years. In 1986, Chi1dLine processed 45,987 

requests for verification which indicates screening ;s a major mission of the 

registry in Pennsylvania. Of these, 44,834 individuals (97.5~) sought 

employment in a child care service and 1 ,153 (2.5~) requested voluntary 

certification. There were 146 (.3~) who had a record on file as a perpetrator 
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in child abuse. Of these, four persons were perpetrators in a founded report 

and 142 persons were perpetrators in an indicated report. The percentage of 

each type of abuse perpetrated by persons requesting clearance was: physical, 

69.4%; mental, 1.5%; sexual, 15.5%, and neglect, 13.5% (Child Abuse Report 

'86, 19), 

3. Research 

An Annual Report on Chlld Abuse in Pennsylvania which contains 

a statistical ana1ysi~ of reported and sUbstantiated child abuse cases and 

prevention of child abuse, is published by the Department of Public Welfare. 

Special reports, such as "Profile of Sexual Abuse in Pennsylvania 1983-1986", 

are produced periodically by OCYF staff members. Registry data is not used 

often by faculty members at Pennsylvania universities. students or other 

researchers. 

4. Diagnosis 

Registry data is not used for medical diagnostic purposes to 

prevent "hospital shopping" because reports go to caseworkers. not to 

physicians directly. Although the concept is being discussed. there is no 

risk assessment program yet in place. 

5. Public Education 

In addition to the annual report. other literature is 

distributed to increase public awareness and willingness to identify victims. 

In~eed. a recent public information campaign was postponed because staff 

believed that more calls at this time would overload the local system. County 

youth agencies do present programs on the responsibilities of parenthood. 

Counties also organize self-help groups to reduce abusive behavior through 

mutual support. 
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V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The Governor's Task Force on Family Violence (1987) has recommended 

broadening Pennsylvania's definition of child abuse to include "acts or 
~ 

omissions that could have caused serious injury but, because of intervention 

by others or happenstance, did not, and cumulative acts or omissions that, if 

continued or repeated, would more likely than not cause serious injury" 

(Violence Against Children, 1987, 21-22). This definition includes possible 

serious injuries as well as actual serious injuries. The Task Force, 

interested in issues related to domestic and elderly abuse as well as child 

abuse, also is examining the need for early intervention programs to target 

situations where abuse can be prevented. Chi1dLine personnel are examining 

other states· approaches to subjects such as risk assessment models and ways 

to vary assignments for registry caseworkers. 
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CHAPTER ~ 

UTAH CENTRAL REGISTER FOR CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

1. OVERVIEW 

The Utah legislature enacted the Child Abuse Reporting Act of 1978 

(codified at Utah Code Ann. § 78-3b-1 to 13 (Supp. 1981) and the Utah Child 

Abuse Act (codified at Utah Code Ann. § 76-5-109 (Supp. 1981) to deal with the 

problem of child abuse. The Child Abuse Reporting Act of 1978 (§ 78-3b-1 to 

13) .defines child abuse as "causing harm or threatened harm to a chi1d ' s 

health or welfare". 

Utah was selected for a site visit because it was reported to have an 

integrated record-keeping system with the central registry performing a 

monitoring function. 

A. Organization and Personnel 

The Utah Central Child Abuse Register is operated by the Department 

of Social Services (OSS), Division of Family Services which is located in Salt 

Lake City. Figure 1 shows placement of the Registry within the Oivision of 

Family Services. 

The Utah Register is a decentralized state system. e.g., employees 

who work in the 13 District Offices are on the state payroll. Only one person 

works at the state office 1n Salt Lake City. 

B. Facilities 

l. Hotl i ne 

There is no state-wide. toll-free hotline. The Register 1s 

open from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, except for legal 

holidays. Investigations conducted after hours or on weekends do not have the 

benefit of using registry information. At one time an answering machine was 
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FIGURE 1 

ORGANIZATION CHART 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

DIVISION OF FA"IL~ SERVICES 

I PROTECTIVE SERVICES I 

CENTRAL REGISTER FOR CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
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used to record after hours calls, but so few calls were received that 

this service was discontinued. There is a hotline for each district, but 

most of the calls are made to the districtsl office numbers. 

2. Information Systems 

An IBM 3084 is used for normal processing of registry 

data, and an Amdahl V12 is used for development. Registry staff have the 

same priority in accessing the computer as other agencies; no problems 

with access have occurred. 

A user group helped programmers from the Management 

Services Division design the computer system for tracking reports through 

the registry. The system is monitored routinely, and updates are made as 

needed. ADABASE-Natural is the software used. 

The registry file lists victims, perpetrators, and other 

family members in a IInameli database. Each episode or report is entered 

as a case. The computer screens match the form used for recording 

information. 

A management report is generated each month for monitoring 

work load and case processing. An annual report provides statistical 

summaries of the demographics of child abuse and neglect reports. There 

are four programmers who can generate reports from the central registry 

database. 

II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General Description 

Utah Reporting Law (§ 78-3b-4) requires any person who 

believes that a child has been harmed or threatened with harm to file a 

report with the Division of Family Services (OFS) or a law enforcement 
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agency. If the report initially is made to a law enforcement agency, 

that agency must notify the Division of Family Services so the report can 

be entered onto the registry. If necessary, oral reports shall be 

followed by a written report within 48 hours (§ 78-3b-7). 

Figure 2 shows the casef10w of a report submitted to the 

registry. The initial information on each report is recorded on Form 741 

Child Abuse/Neglect Report (Figure 3), and the database is searched for 

any prior reports on the same subjects. The priority status, indicating 

a report's potential seriousness, also is recorded on Form 741. The 

original copy of Form 741 and background information are forwarded to the 

investigating worker. The second copy of Form 741 is entered into the 

registry database. When the investigation is concluded, the worker 

updates Form 741 for data entry. When an "unfounded" or "unable to 

locate" code is entered for a report, all identifying information is 

expunged automatically. Substantiated reports are retained on the 

database for 10 years after the child's 18th birthday. Once the 

dispOSition of a case has been entered into the database and the report 

is closed, only the state office can make changes on the report; codes no 

longer can be changed at the local level. 

B. Incoming Reports 

In 1986, the district offices conducted 11,390 investigations. 

an increase of 9~ over the 10,450 investigations conducted in 1985 and 

16.8~ over the 8,945 conducted in 1984 (1986 Annual Report. Chart 1). In 

1986, most referrals came from relatives and neighbors, approximately 

2,000 each. Referrals from professionals, specifically law enforcement 

personnel, school staff, public social agencies, and hospital staff were 

the next most frequent sources of report. The small est number of repO'I"ts 
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Ulln·USSDS 
Form '.1 .'87 

I 
FIGURE 3 

CHILD ABUSE/NEGLECT REPORT 
REFERRAL 
NUMBER 205206 FlEFERFlAL INFORMATION 

1

1 REFeRRAL DATE TIME OF ::JAY 
(Pf/omy ( only} 

2.INTAKE WKR ~. DIST OFF .. SOURCE OF 
REFeRRAL 

5. PRIORITY 

I 2 J 
~o '.A t..t l.,C , .. 

~. 

6 PRIOR AEFEMMAL 1=.1tll suostantJ~ttla r".r., numoerSJ 

2. 1

7 INVESTIGATING WORKER 

10 Nam. 

8. ALLEGATIONS (Crt,. uo (0 5} 9 SITE OF NEGLECT/A8USE 
,1.8 Aoanoonmenl MN Meo,cal n~lecl CM Ch,ld" nom. 1010 Meolclllac,lIly 
80 8aDv ooe NS Non-.ue.N'.lOn CR ChurCIl NH N.'gnOOrIJ".ndS nom. 
01' Oeoono,nl PA PhYSlcalaDu .. OC DIV car. RM Rellllv •• nom. 
EM Emollen'l mall,Ulmonl PN PhYSlcl1 n~"cI FH FOSl.r nom. SC Sc:ncool 
EN EcucallOnal n~1eC1 SA SexualaDu •• IN Insllluhon XX Olnll. 

10. ADDRESS OF FAMilY 1 
Sireer 

.. , ADtNo. 

I 1. FAMILY PHONE 

12. AOaRESS OF PERPETRATOR NOT IN HOME 1 J. PERPETRATOR PHONE 

1" REFERENT NAME 15. REFERENT PHONE 

Ie. REFeRENT AeDRESS 

INOIVIOUAL INFORMATION 
(UseZ /in.~ ,I. Q .. rs.an IS ocma vu:tltn .. ltd. o.rperfl,od 

INVESTIGATION RESULTS/SERVICES 

oUJ.INIiESTICiAfiON START TIMEOFOAV 
(Pf/Oflly I onlyl 

20 TERMINAL 
INTAKE EN TRY 

~l INVES'ICi.ATlONENC-1 

00 YMU 'tV 

4<.A8USE/NEGLECT 
PRESENT? 

S Suosrlnl'alllCl 
U UnlounollCl 
L Un.DI.lo lOcal. 

4:1. RISK ASSESSMENT 
In'lIal Closur. 
J H'9" J 
2 MoOorll. 2 
I Low I 
o No".. 0 

46. SERVICES PROVIDED/ACTION 
TAKEN (CIIC," JJCJ 10 7J 
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came from clinic staff, private social agencies, nurses, clergy, and 

medical examiners (1986 Annual Report, Chart 2). Reporters who do give 

their names are entitled to be notified of the completion of the 

investigation. Approximately 300 reports came from anonymous sources. 

No cases of institutional abuse are kept on the register 

because district offices do not investigate any agency they license. Law 

enforcement agencies are responsible for investigating day care 

facilities and for reporting these cases to the registry. 

C. Report Information 

The Child Abuse/Neglect Report Form 741 contains information 

on the referral time and place, the source of the referral, the name of 

the investigating worker, the allegations, family and perpetrator 

addresses, and information on the victim. Specifically, the victim's 

name, birthdate, relationship to perpetrator, age, sex, ethnic background 

and residence are recorded. 

The following information is kept in the registry: 

o all information in the written report; 

o information on final disposition, including services 
offered and accepted; 

o plan for rehabilitative treatment; 

o name and identifying information on the child victim and 
the reported abuser; 

o dates and circumstances of any persons requesting or 
receiving information from the register; and 

o any other information which might be helpful in furthering 
the purposes of the Child Abuse Act. (1986 Annual Report, 
2 and § 78-3b-12(2». 

D. Case Disposition 

Reports to district offices are prioritized into three categories: 

investigate within one hour, investigate within two working days, and 
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investigate within five working days. Cases are disposed within 30 days of 

the receipt of report of suspected child abuse or neglect. Disposition 

alternatives include substantiated, unfounded, and unable to locate. The 

standard of proof necessary to determine a case as substantiated is "credible 

evidence". A services provided/action taken column enables workers to record 

the manner in which cases were disposed. 

Of the 11,390 reports investigated in 1986, 27.6% were 

sUbstantiated. Reports from law enforcement officials had the highest rate of 

sUbstantiation in 1986 (47.8%), followed by victims (44.1%), private social 

agencies (38.8%), perpetrators (35%), school staff (34.4%), clergy and medical 

examiners (33.3%), clinic staff (31.4%), physicians (31.2%), hospital staff 

(25.7%), and nurses (25%). The sources of the most referrals, relatives and 

neighbors, have lower substantiation rates (23% and 19.2% respectively). 

Anonymous reports have the lowest substantiation rate of all (13%). (1986 

Annual Report. Chart 3 is the source of all SUbstantiation rates used above.) 

E. Records Maintenance 

1. Records Retention 

If the investigation reveals that a case is unfounded, 

identifying information is expunged within 30 days of receipt of the report 

(§ 78-3b-l2(3». Registry records are sealed ten years after the child's 

eighteenth birthday. (In practice, no records have been sealed yet. It is 

anticipated that when the time comes, backup tapes will be made and put into 

storage). District offices are not required to seal or destroy their records. 

2. Securi ty 

Passwords and other computer security devices are employed. To 

access the register, a person must know the log-on password, a password to 
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enter the social service database, and a third password to enter the registry 

database. The last password also indicates whether the person has the 

authority to change information contained in the database. Data are input in 

the 13 district offices and all operators (28 to 32 people) know the passwords 

necessary to access the registry database. Passwords are changed every six 

months. No breaches of security have been reported so far. 

III. Due Process 

A. Notification 

Utah does not notify perpetrators that their names have been 

entered onto a child abuse register. Apparently, some perpetrators become 

aware of their placement on the registry at the time the investigation is 

conducted because thare have been a few challenges to entry. 

B. Procedures 

The subject of a report may request the amendment or expungement of 

a report any time after the investigation is completed. After the 

investigation Is closed, changes to the record can be made only at the state 

level. If the request is denied or the administrator fails to act within 30 

days after the request was made, the subject 1s entitled to a fair hearing. 

There have been no fair hearings in the past eighteen months. Challenges to 

entry onto the central register must be based on the grounds that the 

information is inaccurate or that it is maintained in a manner inconsistent 

with the Child Abuse Act (§ 78-3b-12(5». Most requests for expungement come 

from day care providers. 

The local investigating office is notified of the hearing and has the 

burden of proof. Appeals from fair hearings go to district court. To date, 

no appeals have been made to the district court. 
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IV. RECORDS USAGE 

A. Accessibility and Confidentiality 

The following people have access to register information: 

o law enforcement personnel investigating a report of child abuse 
and neglect; 

o physicians who reasonably believe a child may have been abused 
or neglected; 

o agencies having the responsibility to care for treat, or 
supervise children; 

o guardian of child victim; 

o guardian ad litem; and 

o prosecutors. (§ 78-3b-13(1». 

In addition, agency personnel investigating a current case of 

suspected abuse or neglect may use registry records to aid in investigation or 

diagnosis (1986 Annual Report, p. 1). Subjects of reports may receive a 

report of all information concerning them on request (§ 78-3b-l2(7». Utah 

shares information with registries in other states. 

The penalty for breach of confidentiality is a class C misdemeanor 

(Utah Code Ann. 78-3b-13(3». 

B. Uses of Information 

1. Internal Management 

Registry data are used for planning, resource allocation, and 

other management functions. The Annual Report (p.1) notes that registry data 

are used for the purposes of planning strategies to deal with the problem of 

chi~d abuse and neglect, strengthening families by protecting children, 

providing a database for research, and evaluating program effectiveness. 

Registry data helps managers decide upon the internal allocation of resources, 

e.g. sex abuse treatment versus training of counselors, and to explain 

expenditures to the state legislature. 
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2. Screening Applicants 

Registry data are used to screen prospective foster care 

providers, adoptive parents, and day care providers that are not licensed by 

the Department. DSS employees are not screened through the registry. Because 

screening is done at the district level, it is not possible to calculate a 

"match ll rate. The perception of registry personnel is that "hits" are 

important when they occur but are relatively rare. Utah receives 

approximately 213 calls per month from other states requesting information on 

suspected perpetrators. 

3. Research 

The Director of Social Services must authorize the release of 

data for research purposes. All identifying information is expunged. 

Permission to use non-identifying registry data is given quite liberally. An 

Annual Report is published by the Department of Social Services. 

4. Diagnosi s 

Registry data are are rarely used for medical diagnostic 

purposes to prevent "hospital shopping". A risk assessment model is used to 

screen cases, but more consistency among users of the model is needed. The 

model is based upon 58 elements developed by the Child Welfare League of 

America and currently is being field tested. 

5. Public Education 

In addition to the annual report, other literature is 

distributed to increase public awareness of child abuse and neglect. Most 

educational activities occur at the local level. 
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V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

There appears to be some concern about inconsistencies in screening 

cases of suspected child abuse and neglect cases. There are differences in 

application of definitions between rural and urban areas especially. For 

example, . some rural schools may want to see truancy reported as educational 

neglect, while urban areas do not. A training program leading to 

certification in screening practices and use of the risk assessment model is 

currently being considered. 

Victims of Child Abuse Legislation (VOCAL) is active in Utah and 

especially is concerned about the lack of notification of entry into the 

register and use of risk assessment models. A representative from the 

registry met with members of VOCAL and explained many of the registry's 

procedures. He also explained that the risk assessment model was designed to 

make the investigation process mote rather than less objective. The meetings 

were apparently successful in alleviating some of the VOCAL's concerns and 

does suggest that direct explanation may be useful 1n other states as well. 

A bill before the 1988 Legislature could refer individuals who 

repeatedly make unsubstantiated calls to the county attorney for prosecution. 

The law would mdke it a misdemeanor to knowingly file a false report of abuse 

or neglect and a third degree felony to coerce a child into making a false 

report. 
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C~APTtR 9 
VIRGINIA CENTRAL REGISTRY 

I. OVERVIEW 

Virginia passed the Child Abuse and Neglect Act in 1974 and amended it 

in 1975 to require social service agencies to investigate all complaints of 

child abuse or neglect and to provide services when necessary. Virginia law 

(Va. Code Ann. § 63.1 1-248.2, subsequently cited as § 63.1-248) defines 

"abuse or neglected child ll to mean any child less than eighteen years of age: 

a. Whose parents or other person responsible for his care creates 
or inflicts, threatens to create or inflict, or allows to be 
created or inflicted upon such child a physical or mental 
injury by other than accidental means, or creates a 
substantial risk of death, disfigurement, impairment of bodily 
or mental functions; 

b. Whose parents or other person responsible for his care 
neglects or refuses to provide care necessary for his health; 
provided, however, that no child who in good faith is under 
treatment solely by spiritual means through prayer in 
accordance with the tenets and practices of a recognized 
church or religious denomination shall for that reason alone 
be considered to be an abused or neglected child; 

c. Whose parents or other person responsible for his care 
abandons such child; 

d. Whose parents or other person responsible for his care commits 
or allows to be committed any act of sexual exploitation or 
any sexual act upon a child in violation of law; or 

e. Who is without parental care or guardianship caused by the 
unreasonable absence or the mental or physical incapacity of 
the child1s parent, guardian, legal custodian or other person 
standing in loco parentis. 

There is no statutory qualification that cultural child-rearing practices 

should be taken into account. The Virginia Department of Social Services, 

elaborates on the statutory definition by defining eight categories of abuse 

or neglect: physical abuse, physical neglect, medical neglect, educational 

244 



neglect (by parent or guardian), mental abuse, mental neglect, sexual abuse, 

and bizarre discipline (Protective Services Manual, 9, hereinafter cited as 

Manual). 

Abuse or neglect requires a relationship with a parent or caretaker, 

including out-of-the-household abuse or neglect of children by a caretaker. 

State Department of Social Services (DSS) regulations include step-parent 

under the category of parent. The "person responsible" category includes 

individuals who have assumed caretaking responsibilities by virtue of an 

agreement, such as relatives (including siblings under eighteen years), foster 

parents, babysitters, and day care personnel. The "person responsible" 

category also includes, by virtue of their authority, teachers, other school 

personnel, and scout troop leaders. When living in the home with the child, 

grandparents, other relatives, a paramour of a parent, or a sibling over the 

age of eighteen years are assumed to be persons responsible for the child's 

care (Manual, 2-3). 

A. Organization and Personnel 

The Child-Protective Services (CPS) Unit in the Bureau of Child 

Welfare Services of the Department of Social Services is charged with: 

maintaining the Central State Registry; strengthening local. regional, and 

State programs dealing with child abuse and neglect; developing programs to 

prevent child abuse and neglect; and disseminating materials on child abuse 

and neglect (§ 63.1-248.7). The services are state-directed, locally 

administered and are funded by a combination of federal t state, and local 

monies. Seven regional offices serve as the state's liaison to 124 local 

departments of social services. 

The CPS Unit is composed of ten full-time equivalent (FTE) 

professional staff and three (FTE) administrative staff. The staff have many 
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program responsibilities, only one of which is maintaining the State Central 

Registry. Of the five FTE people who staff the Hotline, approximately 2.5 FTE 

handle central registry referrals and tasks. The Hotline staff work staggered 

shifts to provide 24-hour phone coverage. Substitutes are called when regular 

staff are ill or otherwise unavailable. One data entry operator enters CPSIS 

information from all of the local offices. 

B. Facilities 

1. Hotline 

The Child Protective Services Hotline operates 24 hours per 

day, seven days per week. In FY 1985-86, the Hotline received 41,089 

cal1s--the largest volume of calls since the Hotline was established in 1975 

(Together for Children, 16). Of the 41,089 calls to the Hotline, only 5.41. 

were direct complaints of child abuse and neglect. Most calls received (441.) 

were from local workers calling to register complaints with the registry. Of 

the half of the calls not directly related to registering complaints, 241. were 

mfscellaneous calls, such as requests for information about foster care, 

ffnancia1 assistance, adult protective services, spouse abuse, or support 

enforcement. as well as requests for statistics or requests for screening of 

day care providers or prospective adoptive parents. Almost 101. of the calls 

were requests for welfare-related information, 8% were messages, and 6% were 

counseling calls. 

The CPS Hotline has three telephone lines whfch staff believe 

is an inadequate number given the volume of calls. When all three lines are 

busy, the caller e1ther hears a busy signal or receives a message that simply 

notes that the caller has reached the CPS Hotline, that all lines are busy, 

and that a call back is requested. A separate line for hearfng impaired is 

available, but receives limited use. 
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2. Information Systems 

The Child Protective Services Information System (CPSIS) 

database is maintained on a UNISYS 1100/93 using EXEC level 39R4. CPSIS data 

inquiry and updating is done through three UTS-20 terminals, hard-wired to the 

mainframe (l. Parker, memorandum, July 28, 1987). Data Management System (OMS 

1100), Display Processing System (DPS 1100), COBAl, MAPPER, and the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software packages are used 

for processing CPSIS information. 

Information in CPSIS is organized by child name, parent name, 

abuser/neglecter name (the Central Register file), case number, and control 

number. CPSIS 1S currently under revision to take care of some of the 

problems associated with these different files. Originally the system was 

designed to keep perpetrator names separate from the other information. This 

approach resulted in a cumbersome system to use, because perpetrator files are 

not linked to other files. Accuracy of the data is threatened because changes 

made to one file are not always updated in the other files. For example, a 

case could be llsted as "disposed" on the Central Register file and as 

"pending" on the other files. It was also difficult to separate institutions 

as abusers, from staff persons working in the institution as abusers. 

Data Processing produces several monthly and quarterly reports 

for Child Protective Services (e.g., worker caseload report, records to be 

purged report, 45 day exception "tickler" report, etc.>. Some statistical 

analyses also are done by CPS staff. However, the Registry has limited access 

to the computer at night and no special priority status during the day. 
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II. CASE PROCESSING 

A. General Description 

A report of suspected abuse or neglect may be made orally or in 

writing to the hotline or to the local offices (see Figure 1). State policy 

recommends that complaints be made directly to the local social service 

agency, and approximately 89% of the complaints are. When a complaint is 

received initially at the local level, the worker calls the hotline to request 

a name search which determines if the child was involved in a prior incident 

of abuse or neglect. The hotline worker assigns a control number to each 

child to facilitate tracking in the system. If a complaint is against an 

institution in which a child is placed for full or part-time services (except 

foster homes and in-home day care), a special case number is assigned. All 

complaints must be registered with the Hotline within 24 hours. A "matrix" 

code establishes the identity of the worker and the consequent right to 

receive information over the telephone. 

Approximately 11% of all child abuse and neglect reports are made 

directly to the hotline (Together for Children, 16). When a report is 

received directly by the hotline worker, the worker screens the call to ensure 

it is a complaint of child abuse or neglect. If it is, the worker logs the 

call and then searches the central registry for the name. (Figure 2 is a copy 

of the Hotline Intake Form.) The worker next phones the appropriate local 

agency and relays information to the local worker. Unless immediate action is 

required, complaints must be referred to the local agency no later than the 

next working day (Manu~, 9). 

Before deciding to investigate a complaint, the local social 

service agency examines for the following conditions: the child must be under 

age 18; the alleged perpetrator must be the child's parent or other person 
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responsible for the child's care; the agency receiving the complaint must have 

jurisdiction; and the alleged maltreatment must meet the Department's 

definition of abuse or neglect (Manual, 10). The DSS agency does not have the 

responsibility to investigate complaints that do not meet all four criteria 

and must ·so notify the person making the complaint. 

Upon receipt of a complaint, after establishing its validity and 

obtaining a control number, local workers are required to conduct an immediate 

investigation to determine (1) if abuse and neglect occurred or is likely to 

occur and (2) to initiate services designed to reduce risk of abuse or neglect. 

If a report is determined to be unfounded within 14 days, a Contact 

Report is completed (Figure 3). These unfounded reports are submitted to the 

Central Registry without subject identifying information. If the report is 

unfounded, the person making the complaint, the parent, and the alleged 

perpetrator must be notified of the determination (§ 63.1-248.6>. 

If the disposition of a case is founded, unfounded with reason to 

suspect, or pending, an Investigation Report (Figure 4) is completed instead 

of the Contact Report. 

From this record, an Update Report (Figure 5) is generated and 

forwarded to the local agency for review. During that review, the local 

agency may make changes, corrections, additions, add the disposition, close 

the case, or transfer the case within Virginia. The updated information is 

added to CPSIS and a new Update Report sent to the local worker to ensure that 

the information is now correct and up to date. All pending reports must 

receive a final disposit1on within 45 days of the complaint date. 

B. Incoming Reports 

The number of investigated child abuse and neglect reports has 

rfsen from 21,045 1n 1975, the year the state's Child Abuse and Neglect Law 
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went into effect, to 47,888 in 1986. In 1984-85, a high of 49,765 reports 

were investigated. 

Non-professionals sources make the majority of reports in Virginia. 

Anonymous callers make the most complaints (19t of the total), followed by 

friends/neighbors (16t), relatives (lOt), and parents/guardians (9%). Among 

the professional sources, most reports are made by public schools (12%), law 

enforcement (7%), public social services (6%), and hospitals (5%). 

C. Report Information 

Cases will be returned to local workers if one or more of the 

following data elements are missing from the investigation report: 

o date of complaint; 

o locality FIPS Code; 

o case number; 

o member numbers; 

o head of household name; 

o involved child/children names; 

o investigation status; 

o total children in household; 

o total involved children; 

o abuser; 

o date of birth of all involved children (or year of birth); 

o roles of all children; 

o relationship of all children and/or roles and relationships of 

all persons named on the complaint; and 

o control numbers for all involved children. (Users Guide, 22) 
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Space is provided for other demographic characteristics, e.g. 

marital status, education, occupation and household problems, on the reverse 

side of the investigation report, but these data elements are not required, 

and therefore not consistently reported. 

. D. Case Disposition 

Three dispositions are possible: founded, unfounded/reason to 

suspect, and unfounded. Clear and convincing evidence is the standard of 

proof required in order to consider a case IIfounded". <This standard was 

established by Department policy, not by statute.) This is a higher standard 

of proof than used by many states, and may contribute to Virginia's low 

sUbstantiation rate. Unfounded/reason to suspect, also referred to as "at 

risk", becomes a disposition when there 1s no clear and convincing evidence of 

child abuse or neglect, but the child's situation II ... gives the worker reason 

to believe that abuse or neglect may have occurred or the child may be at 

risk ll (Manual, 19). The State Board of Social Services has approved a policy 

change that would change the unfounded/reason to suspect category to a 

strafght IIreason to suspectll. Substantiated cases are a combination of the 

founded and the unfounded/reason to suspect categories. Cases are classified 

as unfounded when a review of the facts shows no reason to believe abuse or 

neglect exists. The most frequent reasons given for finding a case unfounded 

was "no evidence" (58.5'1.) followed by "misinterpreted facts <12.3'1.>

Malicious complaints were cited in 3.2'1. of the unfounded complaints (Together 

for Children, 14). 

Of the 47,888 child abuse and neglect cases reported statewide in 

FY 1985-86, 74.8'1. were unfounded, 17.1'1. were founded, 7.1'1. were designated "at 

risk", and 1.0'1. were pending (Together for Children, 20). (Comparable 

percentages for the 49,765 cases reported in FY 1984-85 are 16.7'1. founded, 
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7.91 at risk, 75.31 unfounded and .2% pending disposition (1985 Annual 

Report). Substantiation rate varied by region, but the highest rate of 

sUbstantiation was 20.8% and the lowest was 11.4% (Together for Children, 

20). The percentage of unfounded complaints has increased dramatically since 

1977-78. Reasons for the increase include the lack of a formal screening 

process at intake, increased reporting by non-professionals, and reduced use 

of the "at risk" category (Together for Children, 13). 

The reporters with the highest percentages of sUbstantiation are: 

law enforcement officials, Department of Public Health workers, siblings, 

public social service, private doctors and public schools (Together for 

Children. 18), 

E. Records Maintenance 

1. Records Retention 

By regulation. founded reports are retained in the registry for 

ten years beyond the child's eighteen birthday. New records retention 

provisions approved by the state Board and awaiting governor's office comment 

are expected to take effect January 1989 (Lukhard, 1987). Founded cases and 

unfounded/reason to suspect cases that are high risk. with the exception of 

sexual complaints. will be retained seven years and then expunged. The seven 

year scheme is based on the belief that most abuse that reoccurs takes place 

within one year of the earlier abuse. Since most abused children are in 

school after age six and teachers are mandated reporters, seven years was 

viewed as an appropriate time span. 

Unfounded/reason to suspect reports are retained in the 

registry for one year from the date of the complaint unless another complaint 

is received. Each month. a computer program prints out those cases eligible 

for purging according to this policy. Lists are sent to appropriate local DSS 
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agencies marked "Purge?". The local agency responds with an answer to this 

question, in effect verifying the accuracy of the date information. Because 

local DSS agencies are not always prompt in their verification, it is 

sometimes necessary to repeat the request the following month. Moreover, 

records are not purged if dates are incorrect or if erroneous dispositions are 

entered. Therefore, many unfounded/reason to suspect reports have not been 

expunged after a year as scheduled. 

2. Securi ty 

The registry and Hotline are located adjacent to each other 

within a larger state DSS office. There is a high noise level and staff who 

perform other functions pass through the area. The unit is not set aside with 

separate locked doors. Social service staff are present twenty-four hours a 

day 1n an office building park where private security guards are employed. 

The location of the registry/hotline is not publicized. No other state DSS 

computer terminals have access to the registry. The written investigation 

reports and final reports, submitted by local agencies to the registry, are 

shredded by the registry within three months after entry into the computer. 

Reportedly, some local DSS agencies pay very careful attention 

to records management and security, while most give no special attention to 

child protection records. 

III. DUE PROCESS 

A. Notification 

The local DSS agency has the primary responsibility for 

notifications of investigations, dispositions. and appeal rights. 

Notifications must be in writing and must include notification of the right to 

appea 1. The 1 oca lOSS agency is respons i b lefor ; nformi ng the alleged 
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perpetrator and the victim (often the child's parents) that their names are in 

the registry. In its investigation of a complaint, local DSS staff must 

interview all alleged perpetrators named in founded or unfounded/reason to 

suspect cases; discuss with them the nature of the allegations, and provide an 

opportunity for response. Interviews also may take place in cases where no 

disposition has yet been reached (Manual, 12). 

An informational brochure provided to alleged perpetrators informs 

them of their right to see information about themselves in the case record, 

unless a doctor's statement prohibits release of medical or psychological 

information. 

B. Procedures 

Expungement is a several stage process: 

a. The local DSS agency informs alleged perpetrators that they may 

discuss the dispositional finding with the social worker. The 

alleged perpetrator may give the agency a written statement of 

not more than 200 words, which becomes a permanent part of the 

agency's record and is included with any disclosure of the 

record. 

b. The alleged perpetrator may file a written request with the 

local agency asking for a case review of the finding. The 

written request should be made within forty-five days after 

receiving notice of the finding and include the reasons for 

disagreeing with the finding. 

c. A three person committee composed of employees of the Bureau of 

Child Welfare Services is apPointed to review the appeal. 

Typically, one is a specialist in policy development. another 

is a registry specialist, and a third is a program specialist 
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who has had child protective service experience. By informal 

policy, each reads both the agency report and the information 

provided by the appellant, but only one member presents the 

case analysis. Committee members weigh the appellant's 

statements against whether the local agency followed and 

documented approved procedures and whether sufficient evidence 

of abuse or neglect was presented. The committee strives to 

reach a unanimous decision. If the decision is not unanimous. 

the Unit Supervisor reads the materials and meets with the 

committee. A decision is then reached. Of the 11,583 

SUbstantiated complaints during fiscal year 1986, 280 appeals 

were taken to the three person committee. In 62.5%, the 

Committee retained the original disposition, in 18.9% they 

amended a founded disposition to reason to suspect, and in 

18.6% they reversed the founded disposition and changed it to 

unfounded. A decision by the three person committee which is 

adverse to the local DSS agency cannot be appealed further. 

Decisions are to be rendered within fifteen working days of the 

state agency's receipt of the appeal and mailed to the subject 

by certified mail. Until rece'ntly there were only two or three 

appeals a month. Presently, appeal cases total about 

twenty-five a month and preempt a major part of the committee 

members work time. Because of the significant increase in the 

number of appeals, the time it takes the committee to reach a 

decision often has been extended to more than thirty days. 

260 



d. Alleged perpetrators may appeal an adverse decision to the 

commissioner of the state DSS. Forty three percent of the 

adverse committee decisions are appealed. This official IS 

review also is a paper review of reports and statements 

examined by the three person committee but includes, as well, 

the one page decision of the committee. The assistant attorney 

general assigned to the state DSS indicates that the 

commissioner personally reviews all appeals made to him and 

writes a one page decision with each case. About one case in 

five is sent over to the assistant attorney general for a legal 

opinion regarding points or issues raised with the appeal. It 

is estimated that perhaps 50 percent of appeals to the 

commissioner result in expungement. 

e. Commissioner decisions are appealable to Circuit Court. 

The assistant attorney general, assigned as liaison to the state 

DSS for thirteen years, could recall just two cases that were appealed to a 

circuit court. The first involved a due process challenge to the registry and 

to the appeals process. It was a "shotgun challenge" that contended onels 

name should not be entered into the registry without a prior hearing, and 

consisted of other challenges to the investigation procedures. The appellant, 

a school teacher, alleged damage to his professional reputation. The attorney 

generalis position was that due process did not apply to questions of 

reputation. Further. the teacher had not lost his position. The Circuit 

Court dismissed the suit. 

The second case involved an appeal of the commissionerls decision 

that abuse was unfounded. The father of a child. the former husband of the 

childls mother, had accused the motherls boyfriend of abusing the child. The 
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father had made this accusation in a custody suit case involving the child. 

His claim in the Circuit Court proceeding was that he had been denied the 

opportunity to participate in the appeal process. The attorney general argued 

and the trial court agreed that only a perpetrator has standing to challenge a 

decision. The al leged perpetrator did not challenge the decision since the 

commissioner had ruled the report unfounded. The father appealed the Circuit 

Court judgment to the Court of Appeals and the case was argued there. 

IV. RECORDS USAGE 

A. Accessibility and Condentiality 

The statute provides that information contained in the registry 

shall not be open to inspection by the public, but appropriate disclosure may 

be made in accordance with department regulations (§ 63.1-248.8). The statute 

also authorizes the local DSS agency to make its records available to the 

commonwealth's attorney in specified abuse or neglect cases (§ 63.1-248.6, 5). 

Under the Privacy Protection Act, any individual, including the 

alleged perpetrator, may see all personal information related to himself in 

the ca~e record. Information identifying other people in the report, however, 

must be deleted (Manual, 41). 

Although the following people are eligible to receive child abuse 

and neglect information, each request is screened individually by the local 

department of social services, and only released when disclosure is deemed to 

be in the best interest of the child (Manual, 41). At its discretion. and 

without written release from the client. the local agency may release 

information to the following groups: 
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o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

an agency responsible for treating/supervising a child who is 
the subject of the complaint; 

a police/law enforcement officer investigating a report of 
abuse or neglect; 

a physician who suspects abuse and neglect in a patient; 

a person legally authorized to place a child in protective 
custody; 

a parent, guardian, or person responsible for a child's welfare; 

a guardian ad litem; 

o a court; 

o a grand jury; 

o any state/local agency responsible for child protective 
services; 

o a researcher with prior approval. 

Before releasing information to the individuals or organizations 

listed above, the Department must be satisfied that: it will be used only for 

the intended purpose; the purpose must be related to the goal of child 

protective or rehabilitative services; confidentiality must be presented to 

the greatest extent possible, and the identity of the persons making the 

complaint mugt be protected (Manual, 44-45), 

Reporters should be notified at the time of the report that the 

agency will try to maintain confidentiality to the greatest extent possible, 

but cannot guarante~ confidentiality. Circumstances could arise, e.g. court 

proceedings, where the name of the complainant (must) be disclosed (Manual I 

45), 

The regi~try provides 1nformation to registries in other states, 

but will not provide information to out-of-state child care agenCies directly 

unless the request is made through a state registry. 
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B. Uses of Information 

1. Internal Management 

Virginia uses registry data for planning, management, and 

resource allocation. 

2. Screening Applicants 

A Virginia law requires a criminal record check for persons 

seeking child care employment. State OSS regulations explicate the persons 

covered, the procedures to be used, and the consequences to be taken when 

felony or misdemeanor convictions are found. The regulations also provide for 

a registry check for persons who provide child care services. No fee is 

charged for the registry search. There are approximately 14,000 to 15,000 

searches annually. It is estimated that 2 of every 500 searches yield reports 

that are founded, or unfounded/reason to suspect. 

3. Research 

Virginia produces an Annual Report that contains several 

analyses of registry data. About three researchers per year, from places such 

as the University of Virginia and the Department of Corrections, request 

access to registry data. 

4. Diagnosis and Treatmen~ 

The delay between the time a case is investigated and entered 

into the registry as well as the difficulty in keeping names and addresses 

updated over time, makes it impractical to use the registry for medical 

diagnosis or to prevent hospital shopping. Virginia is planning to implement 

a risk assessment policy in January of 1989. The first phase of this plan is 

designed to test the validity and reliability of the risk assessment 

instrument. The second phase 1s to pilot test the redesigned informatlon 
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system and the third phase is to implement the risk assessment process 

(Lukhard, Attachment 8). 

Virginia has 74 Multidisciplinary Teams which coordinate 

services for children and their families. To promote networking among them, a 

Subcommittee on Multidisciplinary Teams of the Governor's Advisory Committee 

has representatives from each region and the military community. 

5. Public Education 

The Virginia Department of Social Services conducts an 

extensive campaign to increase public awareness of child abuse and neglect. 

The Department produces many pamphlets on such topics as child abuse, 

disciplining children, child neglect, sexual abuse, latchkey children, and 

getting along at home. They also supply lists of organizations where further 

information or services can be obtained. 

V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The attorney general's office has a task force working on issues of 

confidentiality with child abuse and neglect. The task force is conSidering a 

proposal that could eliminate the anonymity of a complainant following a 

series of malicious complaints. If adopted in its proposed format, a 

complainant's name could be released to the alleged perpetrator on the third 

complaint against the same perpetrator when two prior complaints against this 

perpetrator have been dismissed as unfounded. 

Also under consideration is a new expungement procedure that would 

eliminate the current three-person review committee and the commissioner's 

review, and substitute: 
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a. A mandatory conference at the local agency level that involves the 

alleged perpetrator. the agency social worker, and a supervisor who 

is not the supervisor of the worker; and if needed, 

b. An appeal to a hearing officer employed by the state DSS. The 

hearing officer may be a lawyer or a social work-trained hearing 

officer who had received specialized training. 

It is uncertain whether the current appeal process, established by 

regulation. is within the scope of the Administrative Procedure Act. If it 

is, the next question is whether all requirements of the Administrative 

Procedures Act apply. A recommendation may be made to seek passage of a 

statute in the welfare section of the laws that sets up this appeals process, 

thereby clearly removing it from coverage under the Administrative Procedures 

Act. 

The proposed appeal process would authorize the local agency supervisor 

to change the status of a report and thereby s1gnificantly reduce the number 

of formal appeals to the proposed hearing officer. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The questionnaire survey in 1986, the telephone survey of 1987, and 

the site 'visits all point to two conclusions: 

o There is a tremendous variety in recordkeeping practices, due 
process safeguards, and data usage among central registries. 

o Every registry is in the process of changing some aspect of its 
procedures, whether recordkeeping, risk assessment, central 
hotline or computer system. 

Accordingly, the picture of registries taken in this report is a 

snapshot and even some of the descriptions presented here, detailed and 

comprehensive as they may be, soon will be dated. Furthermore, the 

changes do not appear to be following a consistent trend. For example, 

in 1987 the state of Washington repealed the statute authorizing the 

central registry. while Indiana just established a central registry. 

Some registries, such as Colorado's, now are removing unsubstantiated 

cases from their registers while others are adding unsubstantiated cases 

to their registers. Some registries, such as Louisiana's, are 

decentralizing their hotline while others. such as Florida, are in the 

process of increasing the centralization of their hotline. 

Some of the changes to central registries were programmatic and 

driven by a desire to improve the current system, while others were a 

reaction to severe budgetary constraints. Threats of either drastic 

budget cuts or transfer of functions to other agencies were very real in 

some states. This period of change for registries has frustrated many 

registry staff and has caused some of them to question the very purposes 

for which central registries were established. 
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A. Expectations and Realities 

As noted in Part I; registries originally were established to perform 

four major goals--diagnosis, tracking, research and case management. The 

results of this research project suggest that these goals have changed 

since the 1960's when registries first were established. This is a 

result of the relatlonshtp between registry goals and practices. The 

goals dictate registry structure--how records are organized, what due 

process safeguards are required, and what resources are needed. Registry 

structure, in turn, affects the goals that can be accomplished. The way 

records are organized, the due process procedures required, and the 

resources available limit the functions registries can perform. However, 

registries continue to be judged on how well they perform the original 

functions of registries rather than on how well they perform the changed 

functions of registries. Differences in the expectations and the 

realities of registry functions may account for some of the criticism 

they have received and for some of the frustration registry personnel 

have experienced. 

B. Actual Functions Registries Perform 

If registries are to reduce the discrepancy between the goals for 

which they were established originally and the functions they actually 

perform, those actual functions must be specified. A recent Canadian 

study (Ba1a, 1987) concluded that there are only two legitimate functions 

of central registries: (a) screening, which requires a register of 

perpetrators identified by name and (b) research, which requires a 

register of victims not identified by name. The next section will review 

six potential functions of central registries in the United states, and 
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conclude that most of these functions are still appropriate, even though 

the nature of the functions has changed over the years. 

1. Diagnosis and Tracking 

Part I explained that central registries originally were 

established to assist the medical community in diagnosing and tracking 

cases of abuse and neglect. These treatment goals of registries, 

however, have been transformed over time and should not be used as 

criteria for evaluating registry performance. The reasons for the 

changes are both theoretical and practical. 

As early as 1977, Besharov (1977) cautioned against using prior 

reports for diagnostic purposes. He reasoned that the existence of prior 

reports could cause professionals to assume the worst and report a person 

just because that person was reported previously even if the prior report 

was unfounded. Conversely, the absence of prior reports could discourage 

reporting a case that should be reported. Given this logic, many states 

have concluded that potential reporters should not know about previous 

reports--all reasonable suspicions should be reported. 

Practically, the discussion of the treatment model in Part II 

demonstrated that to be maximally effective, diagnosis and tracking 

require a tremendous amount of resources. These include the retention of 

substantiated and unSUbstantiated reports for a long period of time, a 

computer system able to quickly retrieve records at any time of the day 

or night, perhaps while the child is still in the hospital, the ability 

to update records to account for changes in names and addresses even when 

there are no further reports of abuse or neglect, the ability to transmit 

that information by telephone, and the authorization and resources 

for sharing information across jurisdictions, including military 

269 



jurisdictions. No registry was found that could be judged favorably on 

all these treatment-oriented criteria. (If such a registry did exist, it 

probably would be subject to criticism for lacking due process 

safeguards.) 

As early as 1974, the American Humane Association concluded that 

a central registry " ... does not and should not function as ! diagnostic 

too1 11 (emphasis supplied, Besharov, 1977: 710). Ba1a (1987: 123) also 

posited that perhaps II ... 'hospital , or 'doctor shopping' is not as common 

as was originally thought." In 1983, the authors of Child Protection: A 

Guide for State Legislation wrote of the benefits of eliminating 

diagnosis as a function of registries: "Ru1es and access to the Central 

Registry data can be simplified, the operation of the system can be less 

costly, the rights and privacy of citizens are more easily protected, and 

the effectiveness of the Central Registry in meeting its other functions 

can be enhanced ll (Child Protection). Given the practical and theoretical 

problems associated with diagnosis and tracking, it is not realistic to 

expect registries to perform these functions routinely. This is not to 

say, however, that some diagnosis and tracking should not be done or is 

not being done in conjunction with clearinghouse activities. For 

example, all registers can be searched for prior reports. and prior 

reports may be the key element in identifying patterns of abuse. These 

record searches, however, should not be classified as diagnosis. 

Although diagnosis may sometimes be the result, it is more appropriate to 

classify registry searches as a clearinghouse function and it is on 

clearinghouse criteria that registers should be evaluated. 
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2. Case Clearinghouse 

The primary activity performed by all registries is the 

facilitation of investigations conducted by local social service agencies 

by serving as a clearinghouse for case information. Registry 

clearinghouse activities include: 

o providing names, addresses, and relationships to help local 
offices identify all subjects of reports; 

o checking the register for prior reports of abuse or neglect; 

o cross checking registry records with records of other 
services provided; 

o adding, amending, or deleting records on the register; 

o using risk assessment models to help determine the urgency of 
investigations, and 

o serving as a switchboard for inter-agency messages. 

Although some diagnosis and tracking may be accomplished as a 

by-product of searching the register, the focus of the case clearinghouse 

function is different. Clearinghouse activities are designed to 

facilitate the investigation. The character of the investigation itself 

will be affected by the types of records retained on a registry 

(unsubstantiated as well as substantiated), the level of evidence 

necessary to get a report placed in the registry, and the length of time 

reports are kept on the registry before being expunged or purged. 

3. Research 

Research continues to be listed as a primary goal of central 

registries. In some registries, research simply means the storage of 

data related to child abuse and neglect. In other registries research 

means studying the nature and causes of child abuse and neglect. 

examining the incidence and trends in child abuse and neglect, or 

developing risk assessment models. The data retained on registries will, 
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to some extent, determine the amount of research that can be done. For 

example, the research enterprise will be different in registries which 

retain unsubstantiated cases and those which do not, in registries which 

retain identlfying information and in registries which do not, and in 

registries which quickly purge and expunge records and in those which do 

not. 

The original purpose of research using registry data was to 

determine the nature and causes of child abuse and neglect. This goal 

turned out to be more difficult to attain than anticipated because there 

are no neat, discrete sets of characteristics that distinguish child 

abusers from the general population. Indeed, it has been difficult to 

even measure the incidence of child abuse and neglect. In addition to 

disagreements over the definition of what constitutes abuse or neglect, 

the count itself depends upon reporting rates. Reitz (1984: 5) argues 

that complete statistical data on incidence cannot be obtained because 

much maltreatment goes unreported and because reporting itself reflects 

both the visibility of particular types of maltreatment and the 

reporter's perception of what constitutes child abuse or neglect. 

Perhaps this one reason why Besharov (1978: 503) contends that a 

properly-operating registry should encourage r~ports of suspected abuse 

and neglect through educational campaigns. The complexity of the 

research questions on the incidence, nature, and causes of abuse and 

neglect help explain why this original research objective is now often an 

academic enterprise that touches registries only to the extent that 

accessibility to registry data must be granted to researchers. Registry 

data, however, can be used more than it has been for research on the 
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nature and causes of child abuse. Indeed, many registries now contain 

sufficient data to permit longitudinal analysis. 

One of the difficulties facing registries is how to determine 

whether a report of abuse is legitimate and should be investigated. A 

few research studies have attempted to develop instruments to help 

registry personnel make such decisions. These instruments help the 

worker evaluate the risk of harm to a child by reviewing a set of child 

and family factors commonly a5soci~ted with maltreatment. One example of 

a research-based system of risk assessment was developed by Christopher 

Baird et ~ (1988) of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency. The 

data elements, listed below, are based upon a sample of 550 cases 

referred to Alaska's Family and Youth Services in 1985. In 91% of the 

highest risk cases (scores of 12 or above) children either were removed 

from the home subsequently, or later reported for another case of abuse. 

At the other end of the scale, only 6 of the 124 low risk cases were 

children either removed or later abused. 

Abuse Factors 

Number of prior reports of abuse. 

Number of prior placements outside of family residence . 

Number of abuse/neglect categories noted in current referral. 

Number of adults in home (18 or older). 

Number of children in home. 

Either caretaker abused as a child. 

Caretaker history of drug/alcohol abuse. 

One or both caretakers has a criminal history (other than traffic 
offenses). 

Caretaker(s) primarily involved in negative social relationships. 

Caretaker(s) history of depression. 
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Cooperation with agency demonstrated by perpetrator/caretaker(s). 

View of abuse by non-perpetrator/caretaker(s). 

Neglect Factors 

Number of prior referrals for neglect. 

Number of prior placements outside of family residence. 

Either caretaker neglected as a child. 

Single caretaker home at time of referral. 

Caretaker(s) history of drug/alcohol abuse. 

Age of youngest caretaker at time of referral. 

Number of children in home. 

Caretaker(s) primarily involved in negative social relationships. 

Motivation for change demonstrated by perpetrator/caretaker(s). 

Some software companies are now selling computer assisted risk 

assessment models to help social workers make or confirm decisions to 

intervene. 

Figure 1 shows that a number of states are using risk assessment 

models and that several others are in the process of developing risk 

assessment tools. Models that can identify characteristics of 

perpetrators who are more likely to repeat their offenses against 

children or identify the probability that certain children are more 

likely to be abused or neglected under certain circumstances, will be 

powerful tools for the prevention of child abuse. Furthermore, data 

required to construct risk assessment models also can provide a guide to 

registry personnel of the types of data that should be collected and 

maintained by central registries. 

274 

- I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



il 

,I 
:1 
"I 
.1 

':1 
il 
t 

, 'I 
il 
il 

:1 

FIGURE 1 

Use of Risk Assessment Instruments by Central Registries 

States Using 
Risk Assessment 

Arizona 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawa i i 
Idaho 
III inois 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

States Developing 
Risk Assessment 

Alaska 
Arkansas 
Colorado 
District of Columbia 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Montana 
North Dakota 
Oklahoma 
South Dakota 
Texas 
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States Not Using 
Risk Assessment 

Alabama 
California 
Connecticut 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
Nevaqa 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 



In summary, registry data has been underutilized for purposes of 

research. There is the need for more research using registry data. The 

increasing use of research to develop risk assessment tools is a 

promising step in that direction. 

4. Public Information/Education 

A major purpose of central registries is to increase the level of 

awareness of child maltreatment. Knowledge of the nature and extent of 

the problem of child abuse and neglect is intended to encourage reporting 

of appropriate incidents of abuse and neglect, and perhaps even encourage 

potential perpetrators to seek services. Registry data can be used to 

assess reporting rates among medical practitioners, social service 

staffs, school personnel, and others in order to determine the need for 

education about child maltreatment and the necessity for reporting 

incidents of abuse. 

S. Screen i ng 

A relatively new use made of registry data is screening 

applicants for positions of trust with children--day care positions, 

suitability as adoptive or foster care parents, or determining the 

eligibility of agencies to obtain or retain licenses to work with 

children. Applicant screening involves searching through register 

records to determine if an applicant is li;ted as a perpetrator in a 

substantiated report of abuse. Because the potential exists to deny 

eligibility for adoption or foster care, child care licenses, and perhaps 

employment in child care, more attention must be given to safeguarding 

the rights of the suspected perpetrator than is necessary for other 

registry functions, More attention must be accorded to due process, 

especially notification that a name is about to be entered onto a 
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register, the steps necessary to remove a name or amend a record, and 

procedures to appeal unfavorable decisions of registry staff. 

In addition to the due process requirements imposed by screening, 

and discussed further in the due process section of Part IV, the decision 

of a regi'stry to permit or prohibit screening has an adminstrative 

dimension. For example, registries that currently do not index their 

files by perpetrator would have to do so. Even more important is the 

question of efficiency. Is it worth a search through thousands of names 

to find a "match" in only a few cases? Site visits to registries that 

conduct applicant screening indicated that the "match rate", the number 

of applicants listed as perpetrators in sUbstantiated reports of abuse, 

is very low. Low "match rates" are to be expected, especially in states 

which require that applicants consent to any search of the central 

registry. The registries visited had match rates of approximately one 

percent. Of course, this low match rate must be balanced against the 

number of acts against children that could have been instituted by even a 

small number of perpetrators and against the number of applicants who 

were deterred from applying for positions of trust involving children 

because of the screening requirement. (For comparison purposes, the 

match rate found in searches of fingerprints for FBI criminal histories 

is eight percent and the match rate in searches of criminal records for 

employment licensing ranges between four and eight percent.) 

6. Management and Planning 

Management and planning are not direct goals of central 

registries themselves but are essential to the functioning of any 

organization. In short. management and planning are enabling goals 

encompassing the support functions necessary to the maintenance of the 
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registry itself. The management and planning function uses of registry 

data include: 

o monitoring the progress of cases to make sure that none fall 
between the cracks or are unduly delayed; 

o forecasting the number and distribution of future reports of 
abuse and neglect to facilitate planning; 

o assisting managers with personnel, financial and facility 
allocations; 

o providing benchmarks against which to evaluate performance; 

o preparing workload-based budgets to seek the funds necessary 
to continue the operation of the registry. 

According to Reitz (1984:47), registry personnel must be careful 

not to antagonize service agencies by too much case management and 

centralized monitoring. Over monitoring could backfire and actually 

interfere with the effectiveness of registries. 

In summary, the major functions registries currently perform include 

(a) the clearinghouse function, (b) the research function, (c) the public 

information function, (d) the screening function, and (e) the enabling 

function of management and planning. Registries differ not only in terms 

of the number of functions they perform but also in terms of the extent 

to which they perform individual functions. For example, in some states 

the clearinghouse function may consist of receiving reports of abuse, 

checking the register for prior reports, expunging reports, and 

generating notification letters to the appropriate individuals in a 

report, but 1n other states the clearinghouse function may consist only 

of maintaining a register of reports of abuse and neglect while all other 

activities are performed at the local level. 
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Although each registry may perform a different number of functions 

and perform the same functions in different ways, all registries require 

a system of management for monitoring the effectiveness of task 

performance. The next section will discuss possible indicators for 

measuring registry task performance. 

C. Monitoring Registry Performance 

Posavac and Carey (1980: 105) hold that "In order to manage a human 

service program effectively, it is necessary to know who receives what 

services from whom and when the service is given." They explain that 

such information also is helpful in planning for the future and in 

redistributing resources when necessary. 

In order to assess the effectiveness of a central registry, relevant 

measures are needed that address the specific functions of registries. 

Two kinds of measures are presented below: (a) measures for monitoring 

intra-registry activities and (b) measures for monitoring inter-registry 

activities which allow comparisons across registries to be made. Some 

measures are more appropriate for one function than for another; others 

may be appropriate for more than one function. The measures listed below 

cover basic registry functions. Some registries may need to subtract 

from or add to the list depending on the registry's specific activities. 

A discussion of the general data requirements needed for producing 

reliable and valid measures concludes the section. 

1. Measures for Monitoring Registry Performance 

a. Intra-Registry Measures 

Intra-registry measures consist of three types: (a) caseload 

measures. which focus on case volume and backlog, (b) caseflow measures, 

which focus on the time intervals between the receipt of a report and its 

entry onto the register, and (c) resource allocation measures, which 
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consider caseload and caseflow measures in light of personnel, equipment, 

and monetary resources. 

(1) Case10ad Measures. 

Case10ads measures quantify past workload and assist in 

estimating the volume of future cases. The main case10ad measures are: 

o number of reports received 

o number of reports investigated 

o number of reports substantiated 

o number of cases pending investigation. 

Each caseload measure also can be broken down by type of 

report. geographic jurisdiction, and time frame. These additional 

control variables help managers in identifying patterns for making staff 

assignments and allocating other resources. For example. some types of 

cases (e.g., fatalities, sexual abuse) or some local jurisdictions (e.g., 

urban areas. bilingual areas) may demand more resources than others. 

Caseload data also should be examined over time. An 

historic perspective will help managers notice unusual fluctuations in 

the data. Moreover, historical data may be used for estimating future 

caseloads. The volume of reports are recorded over time, a trend is 

established, and then the trend is extended into the future. Another 

method of estimating caseloads is to relate reports to an independent 

variable, e.g. population, and then to forecast reports of abuse or 

neglect based upon known trends in the independent variable. 

From th~ basic caseload measures presented above, plus 

the control variables, a set of measures can be derived: 

a number of reports received by type, e.g. physical 
abuse, sexual abuses, neglect, etc. 

o number and types of reports received by geographic 
jurisdiction, e.g. physical abuse, sexual abuse, and 
neglect by county. 
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undue delay. 

o number and types of reports received over time, e.g. 
increase in physical abuse, sexual abuse, and neglect 
over time. 

o ratio of reports investigated to reports received 
(may also be broken down by casetype. geographic 
jurisdiction, and time). If there had been a backlog 
of cases, it is possible for this percentage to 
exceed 100. 

o differences in the percentage of cases awaiting 
investigation over time (by emergency status, 
casetype, and geographic jurisdiction). 

o number of cases substantiated as a percentage of 
reports received (by casetype, geographic 
jurisdiction and over time). 

(2) Caseflow Measures. 

Caseflow measures are used in monitoring cases to prevent 

More sophisticated caseflow measures can be produced by 

registries that are automated. Basic caseflow measures include: 

o the percentage of telephone calls unanswered 

o the percentage of calls in which a busy signal was 
received 

o the average response time to the local investigating 
agency 

o the average time between receiving a report and 
entering it onto the register 

o the average time it takes to upqate or amend a report 

o the number of cases that have not been investigated 
or disposed within established time standards. 

Many of these measures also can be broken down by type of abuse report, 

geographic jurisdiction and time frame. 

(3) Resource Allocation Measures. 

Case10ad and caseflow measures are necessary to estimate 

workloads, but managers must view these in terms of the resources 

available. Resource allocation measures break down caseload and casef10w 
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measures by personnel and equipment resources. Examples of measures 

include the number of reports investigated by each worker, the number of 

calls received per telephone line, and the number of hotline calls taken by 

each worker during the course of a day. 

b. Inter-Registry Measures 

Comparisons across states may assist case managers by placing 

the problem of child abuse and neglect within a national context. For 

example, is the incidence of abuse increasing throughout the nation or is 

the increase concentrated within a particular city, state, or region of the 

country? Typically, these measures are recorded in terms of "rates." 

Three basic inter-registry measures are presented below. 

(1) Abuse/Neglect Rate 

One inter-registry or inter-state measure commonly used 

compares the rate of child abuse and neglect cases among states or cities. 

A relative index of the incidence of abuse and neglect is created by 

comparing abuse cases per 100,000 population. This rate is calculated 

separately for each type of abuse or neglect, by geographic area, and by 

time frame. 

(2) Substantiation Rate 

Other than the incidence of various types of abuse and 

neglect, the most common measure of abuse or neglect 1s substantiation 

rate. Victims of Child Abuse Laws (VOCAL) and other parent advocate groups 

consider low SUbstantiation rates to be evidence of unwarranted intrusion 

into family life and deplore the fact that innocent people are traumatized 

by false accusations (Spiegel, 1985). The Eberles' (1986: 146) contend 

that 70~ of all child abuse reports are unfounded and that " ... any system 

that produces seventy percent error 1s faulty or deficient." 
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The American Association for Protecting Children (1987: 8) reports that 

42% of the children maltreated in 1984 had their cases substantiated by 

child protective services. State substantiation rates are presented in 

Figure 1 of Part III. Before sUbstantiation rates can be compared across 

states, they should be controlled for: (a) standards of proof used by 

the investigating team, (b) clarity and scope of the definitions of abuse 

and neglect, and (c) the number of disposition categories used. 

(3) Fatality Rate 

Fatality rate is one measure of the relative seriousness 

of the problem of abuse and neglect. This measure should be reported by 

type of abuse or neglect, geographic area, and time frame. In addition, 

an important measure is the percentage of fatalities in which the child 

victim was the subject of a previous report of abuse or neglect. 

2. Data Requirements for Monitoring Registry Performance 

No matter which functions a registry performs and which measures 

are used for monitoring registry performance, accurate and complete 

records are a necessity. A registry is only as good as the data it 

maintains. Its performance will suffer if information kept on the 

register is not verified, complete, and up-to-date. 

Nineteen of the registries responding to the questionnaire survey 

discussed in Part II, expressed concern about the accuracy of their 

registry data. The accuracy of data ;s related to the effectiveness of 

the reporting procedures, the number of reports received, and, in some 

cases the extent to which data collection is automated. Accuracy can be 

improved if reporting forms are easy to complete, contain a workable 

number of data elements. and have clear definitions of what is required. 

There also is a link between usage of data and its quality. If those 
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required to report data to the state level know how it is used, they may 

be more conscientious in making reports. Accuracy is one of the 

justifications for granting subjects of a report access to review 

registry information. 

Completeness of information in a register was the most frequently 

cited data problem in the questionnaire survey. All org~nizational 

personnel must compromise between obtaining all of the data elements they 

want and the cost of obtaining each additional data element. 

Completeness requires that priorities be set for collecting specific data 

elements. If a set of data elements, e.g. demographic information, is 

reported sporadically, workers either should be instructed to report the 

elements or the elements should be eliminated. Optional information 

should not be collected. 

Finally, information in central registries must be available when 

needed. If registries have a period of delay before reports are entered 

onto the register, or if there is a backlog of reports waiting to be 

entered, the effectiveness of the registry 1s impaired. By the same 

token, records should be purged when required. 

Records retention and destruction schedules for registries should 

be developed in conjunction with each state's reco~ds management 

program. In developing a records retention schedule, each record series 

is first identified and described, and then evaluated for administrative, 

legal and historic value. Administrative value is the period of time the 

report ;s needed by the agency. Legal value is the time period that the 

records are required for follow up actions or should remain active for 

future records checks or screening purposes. Research or historic value 

is the value placed on a series of records by archivists responsible for 

284 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

considering long term research interests. States have different 

approaches to the expungement or purging of registry records. Some 

states simply seal records and deny access to anyone without a court 

order. In other states the records are physically destroyed and the 

index obliterated. Sometimes, an effort is made to have collateral 

records maintained by other agencies destroyed as well. Retention and 

destruction schedules are recommended as part of an overall records 

management program. 

To ensure that data are accurate, complete, and timely, a quality 

control procedure should be established. Reports should be scanned to 

see that all entries are completed. For automated registries, edit 

programs should be wri"tte:1 to" scan'i ncomi ng"reportsfori ncons i stenc; es 

or errors. For example, it is easy'to set parameters that make it 

impossible to enter more than 31 days in a month. Errors uncovered 

during an edit should be placed on an "errors list" in order that 

recurring patterns of errors can be identified, the cause of errors 

determined (including ambiguous instructions, troublesome data elements, 

or individuals requiring training), and corrective action taken. 

Similarly. field audits of a sample of actual reports should be 

made periodically. The audit should include a cross-check of data in the 

registry with data in local case files. Workers could be asked to 

classify certain types of hypothetical reports to determine how 

consistently data are being classified. A training manual. complete with 

illustrations of common problems, should be used to train new emp'loyees 

and be available for reference by alJ employees. Refresher courses 

should be conducted periodically. 
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D. Using Technology to Facilitate the Performance of Registry Functions 

The importance of automated technology such as computers and 

telephone hotlines in processing central registry information varies for 

the different registry activities. The costs and benefits of automating 

must be weighed separately for each registry function. The consequences 

of not automating may be more severe for some functions than for others. 

For example, the case clearinghouse function of central registries in 

many states includes accepting reports of abuse and neglect. In these 

states, a sophisticated centralized hotline may increase the timeliness 

with which a potentially abusive situation is investigated. In this 

case, the costs associated with improving the timeliness for 

investig~ting reports of abuse are ·minimal compared with the benefits of 

saving a child from an abusive situation. For registry functions, such 

as public information or research, the benefits of a hotline are not as 

obvious. 

The costs and benefits of automating a registry's functions depend on 

the registry's structure and resources. Few organizations have limitless 

funds for purchasing computer systems and other office automation 

equipment. Given limited resources, registries must set priorities among 

the functions they perform. For example, some states may emphasize 

screening applicants for child care positions while other states may give 

this function a low priority. States that emphasize the screening 

function may find it beneficial to develop an automated system for 

searching the register for specific names and generat1 Ig a report letter 

based on the results of the search. Other registries may prefer to use 

their resources for enhancing one of the other functions. 
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Appendix J presents one approach for allocating resources to 

automation needs. As explained by Posavac and Carey (1980: 91), the 

approach involves four major steps: (a) deciding on the appropriate 

criteria for making the decision, (b) weighing the subjective importance 

of each of the criteria, (c) evaluating each alternative with regard to 

the criteria, and (d) combining the evaluations into an overall 

judgment. The most important step, however, in any decisionmaking 

process is to specify at the outset what the registry·s automation needs 

are. Often, pieces of a system are purchased independently with no 

understanding of how they might or might not work in conjunction with one 

another. If a larger picture is kept in mind when obtaining equipment 

for specific 'purposes, ·there willbeless.need for ··patching" systems 

together at a later time. 

E. Due Process Issues Related to the Performance of Registry Functions 

Due process requirements are tied inevitably to the records a 

registry maintains and the purposes for which the records are used. 

These requirements cannot be viewed in isolation, but as part of a 

dynamic tension between confidentiality and accessibility of registry 

records. For example, availability of unsubstantiated reports on a 

register facilitates the major functions of registries by making it 

easier to locate prior reports, find patterns in the reports, and have 

more data available for research and public information. At the same 

time, retaining unsubstantiated cases on a central register is a greater 

threat to civil liberties and thus requires more due process safeguards. 

No matter what records are maintained or what uses are made of 

registry data, however, some basic due process safeguards are necessary. 
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Due process issues surrounding notice, right to review, accessibility and 

expungement and purging of records are addressed next. 

1. Not; ce 

All states should notify perpetrators (and sometimes other 

subjects of a report as well) that a substantiated report has been 

entered onto the register. In Bohn v. County of Dakota (1985), actual 

notice of complaint was provided by the continued involvement of a social 

worker who was offering to work with parents voluntarily. In one of the 

landmark decisions relating to central registries, the New Hampshire 

Supreme Court in Petition of Bagley (1986: 340) held: 

In the future, when the division [Division for Children 
and Youth Services] determines that a report of child 
abuse"or neglect is 'founded, problem resolved ' , the 
division 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 the reasons underlying the divisionis 
determination. In addition, the notice should identify 
the perpetrator as such. Finally, the notice shall 
inform the perpetrator of his right of access to the 
information stored by the division, as well as his right 
to challenge the determination in an administrative 
hearing. If the determination is upheld after a hearing, 
the division must provide the perpetrator with a written 
statement of the reasons for its decision to uphold. 

This ruling was based on the Court's finding, under the state 

constitution, that a founded state registry report amounts to a 

deprivation of constitutionally protected liberty, since it adjudicates a 

status of potentially injurious consequences. The Court rejected the 

divisionis claim that its confidential manner of records I management 

obviates any danger of stigmatization, since record fnformation may be 

exchanged under certain circumstances to agencies and individuals and may 

prevent f for example, the fssuance of a day care license. In Bagley 

(1986: 338), the Court warned that n ••• the principles of due process are 
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our most effective shield against these dangers. In our zeal to prevent 

the abuse and neglect of children, we ought not to forget them." Because 

other state supreme courts may enter similar rulings, states not now 

providing notice or adequate notice should implement effective notice 

provisions. 

Whether written notification is necessary in conjunction with 

reports under investigation and unsubstantiated reports is still 

unresolved. and only a few states presently require written notification 

at this early pOint in the process. Social service agencies are not law 

enforcement agencies, and are not required to provide Miranda warnings. 

Presumably, the vast majority of suspected perpetrators have been 

interviewed by chl"ld·protectlon· staff who."make:them aware of' the 

investigation. Hritten notification of an investigation in process does 

not seem to be a due process requirement. If a case is filed in juvenile 

court, of course, the respondent is served with actual notice. 

Requiring notice in conjunction with an unsubstantiated report 

is a more difficult question. Although child protection staff may 

believe there is no need to provide notice to perpetrators when an 

investigation has resulted in an unsubstantiated report, the suspected 

but exonerated perpetrator may have a different view especially in a 

jurisdiction where unsubstantiated reports are retained for many years. 

At its discretion, the registry may wish to provide written notice that a 

report has been found to be unsubstantiated, what information is retained 

in the registry and for how long, and how the retained information mayor 

may not be used. 
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2. Right to Review and Appeal 

The right to review records and to appeal reports of abuse and 

neglect can be expected to increase as the screening ,functions of 

registries expand. Adequate due process safeguards require three levels 

of review--review by the state or local agency, review by an independent 

hearing officer, and review by a court. 

A review by the registry personnel, done e1ther at the state or 

local level, allows registry staff to reassess the adequacy of the 

investigation and the evidence used to sUbstantiate the case. The right 

to agency review should be available for a reasonably limited time, as 

long as a provision for a good cause exception to a speedy time deadline 

is"available. For"example,a newly-imposed" state requirement "for child 

care employment screening may prompt a request to review an old 

substantiated report. At this level of review, written notice of agency 

decisions should be provided, together with a notice of the opportunity 

to request a fair hearing. 

The second level of review is review of record challenges by an 

officially designated hearing officer or administrative law judge. At 

this level, appellants should have the right to be represented by an 

attorney. In states with large geographic areas, hearings should be 

conducted in several regions of the state. The fair hearing process 

requires agency staff to prepare for the use of witnesses. A hearing 

officer may require a higher level of proof to sustain a substantiated 

report than is used by an agency. Accordingly, there is a danger that 

the registry will be too willing to stipulate to a request for amendment 

or expungement of a report. Unfortunately, the opportunity to overturn 

an agency's decision may stimulate more requests for fair hearings, but 
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that is the price that must be paid in order to guarantee each alleged 

perpetrator an opportunity for a fair hearing. Fair hearings should be 

held in a timely fashion, decided expeditiously, and the written findings 

sent to both the agency and the appellant. The written decision should 

provide notice of the right to appeal to a court. 

A state's administrative procedures act normally will direct 

that appeals from a fair hearing go to a trial court. Court procedures 

and practices are specified by law and court rules need not be discussed 

here except to note that appeals to courts are possible. Again, it is 

possible that some agency decisions will be overturned at the court level 

because courts tend to use a higher standard of proof for conviction than 

is used by child "protection "agencies to substantiate a report of abuse or 

neglect. 

3. Accessibility and Confidentiality 

The operation of a registry itself requires that registries keep 

files which identify subjects of reports by name. Besharov (1977: 692) 

notes that all government agencies " ... must have an index of cases if 

they are to function coherent1 y". The necessity of registry personnel to 

have access to files is not questioned. Indeed Weisberg and Wald (1984) 

argue that too little confidential information is available to protective 

service agencies. The question that arises is how many other individuals 

and agencies should have access to registry data, for what purposes, and 

under what conditions. As noted in the site reports, most states have 

regulations clearly specifying the conditions under which individuals and 

agencies are granted access to registry information. Access for 

performing most registry functions is non-controversial. Much of the 

information used for management and planning, public information, and 
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even most types of research do not require that individuals be 

identified. Most registries have provisions for releasing information 

that identifies subjects of a report for the purpose of conducting 

longitudinal research on the long term effects of child abuse and 

neglect. Although both clearinghouse and screening functions require 

that registry personnel access subjects of a report by name, the 

clearinghouse function is less of a threat because registry personnel are 

bound by professional codes of conduct from disclosing information to 

unauthorized personnel. Forty-seven of the 50 states have criminal 

penalties associated with the unauthorized disclosure of registry 

information, which also creates a civil liability. (The three states 

which'do not appear to have 'specific'provisions for sanctions are Idaho, 

Kansas, and North Dakota.) 

The real issue of accessibility and confidentiality of registry 

records occurs when data are used for screening. Care must be taken with 

reports that are released to other agencies, which have the authority to 

deny an adoptive child to prospective parents, licenses for child care 

services, or employment opportunities to applicants (or in other words, 

all situations where reports of abuse and neglect are provided to other 

agencies and undesirable consequences may result). Because screening 

involves the dissemination of information to other agencies, screening 

activities' are not just an additional function of central registries, but 

a different function'requiring more due process safeguards. Another way 

of saying this is that registries which have sufficient due process 

requirements to perform the screening function, should have sufficient 

due process safeguards to perform all other registry functions as well. 
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One option registries have is to separate the files used for 

screening applicants from other registry files, or to require a different 

level of evidence required to substantiate in cases where a licensing 

decision is to be made. 

No legal cases have been identified in which the use of central 

registry files for screening potential adoptive parents has been 

challenged. Presumably, the law does not question the necessity of 

assuring the safety of the child unless the procedures established can be 

shown to be inimical to the child's interests. 

One potential area of controversy in the future is the use of 

registry records for criminal investigations and employment screening. 

What due' process 'safeguards woul d be needed if -regi stry"data were used to 

screen for employment? Howard Davidson contends: 

"Any proposal to use the Ci vil Chi 1 d Abuse Regi stry 
for employment screening is likely to be met with 
strong opposition from civil liberties groups 
concerned about the fact that a registry entry can be 
made on a suspected I perpetrator I of child 
maltreatment by government social services personnel 
merely on the basis of a cursory investigation by an 
untrained caseworker or an anonymous report. The 
stigma associated with being entered in the registry, 
it is argued, is not justified because of the lack of 
due process of law. These registries were set up to 
track abused children, not adults who might be 
applying for jobs. 1I 

The issue of access to central registry data for the purpose of 

criminal investigations and prosecutions has not appeared as an issue for 

discussion in law journals and has arisen only occasionally in case 

decisions. 

In Iowa v. Jackson, however, the issue was raised on appeal by 

an individual criminally prosecuted for abuse. Iowa statutes provided 

that Ca) a copy of a report of suspected child abuse should be sent to 
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the local county attorney and (b) that the central registry is 

confidential except for limited access, not including access by criminal 

authorities. The appellant's argument was that providing the earlier 

copy of the report to the county attorney was inconsistent with the 

statute's provlsions on confidentiality. The court agreed that the 

county attorney could not have subsequent access to the registry, but the 

court also ruled that the subsequent confidentiality does not prevent the 

county attorney from receiving the earlier report. 

A number of states allow courts to determine whether central 

registry data must be provided in a specific matter. This approach was 

upheld specifically in Illinois, when a defendant sought access to the 

registry. 'In, Illinois v. ErQ-the court.'approved a statute which provides 

for in camera inspection to determine whether information is relevant, 

and public disclosure necessary for resolution of an issue before the 

court. (See also Pennsylvania v. Ritchie). 

4. EXQungement and Purging of Registry Records 

It was noted in Part II that the most due process-oriented 

registries tended to not keep unsubstantiated reports on the registry. 

The main benefit of not keeping unsubstantiated reports on the register 

is that it reduces the chance of unfairly stigmatizing innocent persons. 

The corresponding disadvantage is that the suspected perpetrator cannot 

document harassment. , One innovative solution tried in three states is to 

allow the suspected perpetrator to request that his or her name be 

retained on the register even if the report was not substantiated. This 

allows the accused person to prove harassment by documenting several 

unsubstantiated reports made by the same person. It also allows the 
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accused person to verify that the charges of maltreatment were 

unsubstantiated. 

The main beneficiary of keeping, unsubstantiated reports on a 

register is the child victim. Unsubstantiated reports may reveal a 

pattern of abuse that is not evident in anyone isolated incident. In 

addition) some reports are unsubstantiated only because the family cannot 

be located, the results of the investigation are inconclusive, or the 

family has agreed to seek counseling or other services. 
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F . Con c 1 us i on s 

1. General 

o MOST REGISTRIES ARE IN THE PROCESS OF CHANGING SOME ASPECT 
OF THEIR RECORDKEEPING FACILITIES OR DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS. 

o THERE IS A TREMENDOUS VARIETY IN RECORDKEEPING PRACTICES, 
DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS, AND DATA USAGE AMONG REGISTRIES. 

o DUE PROCESS AND TREATMENT ORIENTATIONS OF REGISTRIES ARE NOT 
TWO POLES OF A SINGLE CONTINUUM BUT TWO SEPARATE 
DIMENSIONS. PRESENCE OF DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS THEREFORE 
DOES NOT IMPLY LESS OF A TREATMENT ORIENTATION, DIFFERENT 
USES OF REGISTRY, OR DIFFERENT RESOURCES REQUIRED. THE 
PRESENCE OF DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS, HOWEVER, DOES AFFECT THE 
TYPES OF RECORDS KEPT IN REGISTRIES AND THE SPEED WITH WHICH 
THEY ARE EXPUNGED AND PURGED. 

o REGISTRIES WHICH PROVIDE WRITTEN NOTICE TO SUBJECTS OF A 
REPORT AND AFFORD SUBJECTS THE RIGHT TO REVIEW THE RECORD 
TEND TO ,ORGANIZE THEIR RECORDS DIFFERENTLY AND TO RECEIVE 
MORE>CHALLENGES Too-ENTRIES'OF 'INFORMATION INTO THE REGISTER 
THAN OTHER REGISTRIES BUT DO NOT DIFFER WITH RESPECT TO USES 
OF INFORMATION, PRESENCE OF A HOTLINE, OR USE OF AUTOMATION. 

2. Functions of Registries 

o MOST REGISTRIES ARE NOT ORGANIZED TO ACCOMPLISH DIAGNOSIS 
AND TRACKING AND SHOULD NOT BE EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF 
TREATMENT CRITERIA. 

o REGISTRIES SHOULD NOT SIMPLY ACCEPT SCREENING APPLICANTS AS 
AN ADDITIONAL FUNCTION OF REGISTRIES WITHOUT CONSIDERING THE 
IMPLICATIONS FOR RECORDKEEPING, CONFIDENTIALITY AND DUE 
PROCESS. REGISTRIES DECIDING TO SCREEN APPLICANTS FOR 
ADOPTION, FOSTER CARE, AND CHILD CARE POSITIONS SHOULD HAVE 
A PERPETRATOR FILE AND A FILE OF CHILD CARE INSTITUTIONS. 
THE "MATCH RATE" FOR SCREENING IS VERY LOW, OFTEN ONE 
PERCENT OR LESS. REGISTRIES DESIRING TO DO SCREENING SHOULD 
BE PREPARED TO SEARCH 100 OR MORE REPORTS FOR EACH MATCH 
FOUND. OF COURSE, EACH REGISTRY WILL HAVE TO EVALUATE THE 
VALUE OF DETERRING POTENTIAL ABUSERS FROM APPLYING FOR 
POSITIONS OF TRUST WITH CHILDREN AGAINST THE COST OF 
ESTABLISHING FILES AND SEARCHING THEM. 

o INFORMATION ON CENTRAL REGISTRIES IS UNDERUTILIZED FOR 
RESEARCH. MUCH MORE RESEARCH COULD BE CONDUCTED USING 
NONIDENTIFYING DATA CURRENTLY AVAILABLE. MOST REGISTRIES 
EVEN HAVE PROVISIONS FOR THE RELEASE OF DATA WHICH 
IDENTIFIES CHILD VICTIMS OR PERPETRATORS BY NAME SO THAT 
LONGITUDINAL RESEARCH COULD BE CONDUCTED. ONE PROMISING 
LINE OF RESEARCH IS THE DEVELOPMENT OF RISK ASSESSMENT 
MODELS TO HELP CHILD PROTECTION WORKERS DETERMINE RISK TO 
CHILDREN. 
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o ALL REGISTRIES USE DATA FOR MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING TO SOME 
EXTENT. THE MORE SOPHISTICATED REGISTRIES USE DATA FOR 
MONITORING THE FLOW OF REPORTS THROUGH THE CHILD WELFARE 
SYSTEM RATHER THAN FOR JUST MEASURING CASE LOAD. 

o THE IMPORTANCE OF TECHNOLOGY VARIES ACCORDING TO THE 
FUNCTIONS REGISTRIES ARE REQUIRED TO PERFORM. REGISTRIES 
WHICH EMPHASIZE THE CASE CLEARINGHOUSE OR SCREENING 
FUNCTIONS OF REGISTRIES REQUIRE MORE SOPHISTICATED ON-LINE 
AUTOMATED SYSTEMS THAN REGISTRIES WHICH STRESS THE PUBLIC 
INFORMATION OR RESEARCH FUNCTIONS. 

3. Recordkeeping 

o A CORE SET OF DATA ELEMENTS SHOULD BE REPORTED BY ALL 
REGISTRIES SO THAT COMPARISONS ARE POSSIBLE. DATA ELEMENTS 
CHOSEN SHOULD BE THOSE TESTED AND PROVEN USEFUL. 

o MULTIPLE MEASURES OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT SHOULD BE 
EMPLOYED. CAUTION SHOULD BE USED IN COMPARING 
SUBSTANTIATION RATES AMONG REGISTRIES SINCE RATES VARY 
ACCORDING TO THE DEFINITIONS, THE LEVEL OF EVIDENCE, AND 
NUMBER "OF "DISPOSITION.'OPTIONS USED. 

o TRAINING FOR PEOPLE WHO RECEIVE REPORTS SHOULD BE AN 
ON-GOING PROCESS IN ORDER TO INSURE THAT DATA QUALITY IS NOT 
DEPENDANT UPON WHICH PERSON RECEIVES THE REPORT. 
PERIODICALLY, CHECKS FOR CONSISTENCY AMONG WORKERS SHOULD BE 
MADE. 

o SAMPLES OF REPORTS RECEIVED SHOULD BE AUDITED FOR 
CONSISTENCY. QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES SHOULD BE 
ESTABLISHED TO CHECK FOR COMPLETENESS OF DATA REPORTED. 
FEEDBACK SHOULD BE PROVIDED PERIODICALLY TO PEOPLE WHO 
PROVIDE THE DATA. 

o FEEDBACK SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO MANDATED REPORTERS ON THE 
DISPOSITION OF THE CASE IN ORDER THAT FURTHER REPORTS WILL 
BE ENCOURAGED OR DISCOURAGED AS APPROPRIATE. REPORTERS WHO 
HAVE A PROFESSIONAL DUTY NOT TO DISCLOSE CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMATION SHOULD BE ASKED IF THEY WANT TO BE INFORMED OF 
THE CASE DISPOSITION. 

o TIME STANDARDS FOR REPORT PROCESSING SHOULD BE SET. 
STANDARDS MAY BE GENERAL, E.G. SET SPECIFIC TIME LIMITS FROM 
REPORT TO INVESTIGATION OR FROM INVESTIGATION TO ENTRY ONTO 
REGISTRY OR ACTIVATED BY SPECIAL CONDITIONS, E.G. 
EMERGENCIES. 
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4. Due Process 

o WITH THE POSSIBLE EXCEPTION OF DENIAL OF RIGHT ASSOCIATED 
WITH SCREENING, THE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MANAGING CHILD 
PROTECTIVE SERVICES DATA, INCLUDING CENTRAL REGISTRY DATA, 
ARE NOT DIFFERENT FROM SAFEGUARDS THAT MUST BE TAKEN WITH 
OTHER GOVERNMENTAL RECORDS. 

o REGISTRIES WHICH HAVE SUFFICIENT DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS TO 
PERFORM A SCREENING FUNCTION ARE LIKELY TO POSSESS 
SUFFICIENT DUE PROCESS SAFEGUARDS TO PERFORM OTHER FUNCTIONS 
AS WELL. 

o NOTIFICATION TO PERPETRATORS THAT THEIR NAMES ARE ABOUT TO 
BE ENTERED ONTO A REGISTER AND THAT T~tY HAVE THE RIGHT TO 
REVIEW AND CHALLENGE A REPORT IS CRUCIAL FOR REGISTRIES 
WHICH SCREEN APPLICANTS, BUT LESS IMPORTANT TO REGISTRIES 
WHICH USE NON-IDENTIFYING INFORMATION FOR RESEARCH, 
MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING, AND PUBLIC INFORMATION FUNCTIONS. 

o ALL REGISTRIES SHOULD PROVIDE FOR INTERNAL REVIEW OF 
, AMENDMENT OR EXPUNGEMENT REQUESTS AND FOR FAIR HEARINGS 
'UNDER'THEIR" STATE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACTS. 
DIFFERENCES IN LEVEL OF EVIDENCE REQUIRED TO SUBSTANTIATE A 
CASE AND THE LEVEL OF EVIDENCE NECESSARY TO SUSTAIN A 
CHALLENGE EITHER IN A FAIR HEARING OR A COURT MAY RESULT IN 
A NUMBER OF DECISIONS BEING OVERTURNED. NEVERTHELESS, IT IS 
IMPORTANT THAT SUBJECTS OF A REPORT BE AFFORDED THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO CHALLENGE DECISIONS THEY BELIEVE TO BE 
UNJUST! FI ED. 

o SUBJECTS OF A REPORT SHOULD BE ABLE TO REQUEST THAT THEIR 
NA~1ES BE RETAINED ON A REGISTER IN ORDER TO BUILD A CASE OF 
HARASSMENT OR IN ORDER THAT THEIR NAMES CAN BE CLEARED IF 
VERIFICATION IS EVER NECESSARY. SIMILARLY APPLICANTS FOR 
CHILD CARE POSITIONS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO SIGN A CONSENT 
FORM BEFORE THEIR NAME IS SEARCHED IN THE REGISTER. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. See the seminal article by Kempe et a1. (1962). 

2. Subsequent to the passage of Public Law 93-247, The Education 
Commission of the States asked Brian Fraser to revise the model 
legislation to meet federal guidelines. (Costa and Nelson, 1978:17). 

3. A more complete statement of the requirements may be found in 
Costa and Nelson (1978:19-20) and a thorough discussion may be found in 
the Federal Register Vol. 39, no. 245 (Thursday, December 19, 1974). 

4. Courts have accepted some challenges to state registers in which 
people were not notified that their names were being entered onto the 
system, were not given access to the data reported, or were not given the 
opportunity to have the information updated or expunged. Sims v. Texas, 
438 F. Supp. 1179 (S.D. Tex., 1977). (The issue of whether an abuse 
report can be placed in the registry without a hearing was appealed to 
the U.S. Supreme Court.) In Moore vs. Sims 442 U.S. 415 (1979), the 
District Court judgment was reversed on the grounds that the case should 
not have been removed from state court to federal court. Court decisions 
(e.g. Petition of Bagley, Bohn v. County of Dakota).are gradually helping 
to"definehowmuch process"is due with'respect to notification, 'right to 
review, access to:records, and expungement of records. 

5. In a study by Giovannoni and Becerra (1979), lawyers were found 
to perceive mistreatment as less serious than social workers and other 
professionals. 

6. According to the Interdisciplinary Glossary on Child Abuse and 
Neglect. (National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, 1978:34) a founded 
report is lI any report of suspected child abuse or neglect made to the 
mandated agency which is confirmed or verified. 1I Selected state 
definitions of disposition terminology may be found in Appendix G to this 
report. 
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Edward 13. McConnell 
Executive Director 

Uear 

National Center for State Courts 
300 Newport A yen ue 

Williamsburg, Virginia 23187-8798 
(804) 253-2000 

October 3U, 1986 

The National Center for State Courts needs your help in gathering 
current information about recordkeeping practices and procedures in 
central registries for child abuse and neglect. We are particularly 
interested in the type of i nformati on mai ntai ned by each regi stry in 
1986; the ease with which records are updated, expunged, and stored; the 
accessibility ana confidentiality of the information, and how the 
information is used. The information gathered by the attached 
questionnaire will help us update information gathet'ed by registries to 
19H6, determine the comparability of information kept in central 
registries, select six sites for further investigation, and discover 
~ractices or procedures developed in some sites that are worthy of 
emulation by others. 

The questionnaire has four parts: 1) data elements maintained in 
your registry, 2) recordkeeping procedures, 3) data usage, and 4) basic 
data about your registry. The checklist format was designed to make the 
questionnaire easy to complete. Please don't hesitate to add clarifying 
comnlents on the questionnai re itsel f or on a separate sheet of paper. 
Lall me on our toll free line (8UO-446-8952) if you have any questions. 

Please complete the questionnaire, attach a blank copy of your 
reporting form and any instructions that accompany it, and return it to 
me by November ~4, 1986. A stamped, self-addressed, envelope is enclosed 
for your convenience. 

Thank you for your assistance. A summary of the findings will be 
sent to you \'/hen the study is completed. 

VEF:bwj 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

Victor E. Flango 
Project Uirector 
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NATIU~AL ClNTlk fUk 
STATt-.. CUUHT~ 
WILLIANSI:lUkG, VA 

SUkVEY ON CENTRAL REGISTRIES 
FOR CHILU ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
1986 

1. INFURMATIUN CONTAINEU UN C~NTRAL REGISTERS 

Which of the fo11O\'/ing information is currently required to be 
maintained in your central register? (Please attach a blank copy of 
your reporting form to this questionnaire.) 

A. Uate of initial report 

B. Uate case status.determined 

C. Number of children in the home 

U. Source of initial report 

1. 

2. 

~. 

Is the i denti ty of the person 
making the report recorded? 

Is the relationship or profession of 
the person making the report recorded? 

a. Unspecified (source written in) 

b. If not written in, is source of report 
specificially identified by the 
following categories on your 
reporting form: 

(1) Nedi ca 1 personnel 
(2) School personnel 
(J) Social service personnel 
(4) Law enforcement personnel 
(6) Court personnel 
(6) Relations, friends, neighbors 
(7) Child care providers un Cl ergy 
(9) Anonymous 

( 1 0) Other...;.,( s-,p_e_c_i f...;::.y....;..) _______ _ 

Are the following characteristics of 
the person making the report recorded? 

a. Name 
b. Address 
c. Telephone number 

Yes No 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 



Yes No 
I 4. Actions taken by person making report: 

a. Taking photographs or x-rays 0 0 

b. Notifiying medical examiner or coroner 0 0 I c. Notifying police 0 0 

d. Uther (s~ecift) 0 0 

E. Are the following types of reports included I 
in your central register? 

1- Report on type of abuse is open ended I (type of abuse written in) 0 0 

2. If not written in, which of the I following abuse and neglect 
categories are specified: 

a. Abuse unsubstantiated 0 0 I b. Abuse sUbstantiated 0 0 

c. Abuse sUbstantiation unspecified 0 0 

I d. Neglect unsubstantiated 0 0 

e. Neglect substantiated 0 0 

f. Neglect sUbstantiation unspecified 0 0 I 
g. Abuse dnd neglect substantiated 0 0 

h. Abuse and neglect unsubstantiated 0 0 I i. Abuse and neglect substantiation 
unslJecified 0 0 

j . Unknown 0 0 

I k. Uther report type (specify) 0 0 

F. Case Status 

Are the following status categories I 
contained on your reporting form: 

1- Currently under investigation 0 0 I 
~. Case closed after investigation 0 0 

I 3. Case referred for services other 
than IJrotection 0 0 

4. Protective services provided 0 0 I 
5. Court action initiated 0 0 

I b. Other case status 

a. Cannot locate family 0 0 I b. Other (speci fy) 0 0 

7. ~eport unfounded 0 0 I 
I 

2 I 
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u. 

H. 

Type of mal treatment 

1. Are maltreatment categories open ended 
(written in)? 

~. If maltreatment categories are 
written in, which of the following 
categories are specifically recorded: 

a. Fatal ity 
b. Major physical injury 
c. Minor physical injury 
d. Physical injury, severity unspecified 
e. Sexual maltreatment 
f. Ue~rivation of necessities 
y. Emotional maltreatment 
h. Uther maltreatment, e.g., abandonment 
i. No maltreatment 
j. Unknown 
k. Uther ...:,.( s;;:..J.p..-,;.e...:..c,.;...if,.:Ly...:..) _______ _ 

lJata on child 

1. Are child characteristics open ended 
(written in)? 

2. If characteristic categories are not 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 

h. 
1. 

written in, which of the following 
characteristics are specifically recorded: 

Name 
Address 
Age (date of birth) 
Sex 
Race 
Relationship to parent (e.g., child, 

adopted child; stepchild) 
Relationship to perpetrator or suspected 

perpetrator 
Name of siblings 
Record of prior abuse or neglect 

3 

Yes 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
[ 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

No 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 



I 
Yes No 

l. uata on parents/caretaker 

I 1- Are caretaker ctlaracteri st; cs open-ended 
(written in)? 0 0 

I ~. If caretaker characteristics are not 
written in, which of the following' 
characteristics are specifically recorded: I 

a. Name 0 0 

b. Alternative names, (e.g., 

I married names, aliases) 0 0 

c. Age (date of birth) 0 0 

d. Sex 0 0 

e. Kace 0 0 I f. 1:.mployment status 0 0 

g. Income 0 0 

h. Fami 1 y stress factors l e. g. , I alcohol/drug misuse) 0 0 

i. Other l speci fy) 0 0 

J. Uata on perpetrator or suspected perpetrator I 
1- Are perpetrator characteristics open ended 

(written in)? [l 0 I 
2. Which of the following characteristics are 

specifically recorded: I 
Name a. 0 0 

b. Alternative names, (e.g. , 

I married names, aliases) 0 0 

c. Age (date of birth) 0 0 

d. Sex 0 0 

e. Race 0 0 I f. Other (spec; fy) 0 0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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- II. k~LUkUKttPI~b ~kUCEuUk~S 

Record Amendment 

A. Are there routine procedures set up for 
amendi ng central regi stry records? 

(IF NO, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION "J") 

8. Who can request that a record be amended? 

a. Medical personnel 
b. School personnel 
c. Social service personnel 
d. Law enforcement personnel 
e. taurt personnel 
f. Relations, friends, neighbors 
y. Child care providers 
h. Perpetrator/suspected perpetrator 
i. Unspecified lsource written in) 
j • Othe r ..;.,( ..... s p,-e_c_i..,.,fy,,-,-) _______ _ 

L. If request to amend a record is denied, 
is the person requestiny the amen~nent 
entitled to a hearing to determine whether 
denial was justified? 

u. How frequently is information maintained in 
central register amended? 

1. AS new information is received 
2. Un a periodic basis, e.g., weekly, monthly 
3. Uther~(~sp~e~c~i~fy~) _______________ __ 

E. What events trigger an amendment of 
central register data? 

1. Change in ca~e status, e.g., report found 
to be sUbstantiated or unsubstantiated 

2. Additional information on child received 
3. Additional information on caretaker received 
4. Additional information on perpetrator or 

suspected perpetrator received 
5. Court acti on 
b. Uther ..;.,( ..... s p ..... e_c_i-'fy'-)'--_______ _ 

F. Is both the amended information and the 
original information maintained in the central 
regi stry fi 1 es? 

5 

Yes 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

No 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 



G. How long does it take to dlange a 
I 

record from the time 
amendment is received until the record is 

I actually changed? 

1- Within one day 0 

~. fjetween one and three days 0 I 3. Within one week 0 

4. Uther (sEecify) 0 

H. From your experience, what percentage of the I 
files would you estimate are amended 
each year? 

I l. None 0 

L. 1 to 1 U% 0 

3. 11 to 2b% 0 I 4. 26 to 5U% 0 

b. 51 to 7b% 0 

ti. 7b to 90% 0 

I 7. fviore than 90% 0 

Yes No 

I 1. Is there a procedure to follow up on missing 
or unclear information? 0 0 

If yes, please describe I 
I 

Yes No I 
Hecord Ex~un9ment 

J. Are parties given notice that their names I 
are to be entered onto a central register? 0 0 

If yes, specify how notified I a. By first class mail 0 

b. By telephone 0 

c. Other (speci fy) 0 I 
K. Are there mechanisms available to challenge I entry onto a central register? 

If yes, specify how 0 0 

I 
I 
I 

6 I 
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L. what proportion of your entries are challenged? 

1. None 
2. 1 to 1 U% 
3. 11 to 25% 
4. 26 to 5U% 
5. 51 to 75% 
b. 76 to 90% 
7. More than YO% 

M. Uo you have routine procedures set up to 
expunge records? 
(IF NO, PLEASE:. SKIP TU QUESTIOI~ "Q") 

What procedure~ govern expungment of 
records? (Cite statute or regulation 
if applicable) 

1. Automatic expungment when child reaches 
18-21 years of aye 

2. !:.xlJungment of i dellti fyi n9 information only 
3. Expungment of all unfounded reports 

Yes No 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

4. Other (specify) _________________ _ 

N. Who can request that a record be expunged? 

a. Medical personnel 
b. School personnel 
c. Social service personnel 
d. Law enfor~ement personnel 
e. Court personnel 
f. Relations, friends, neighbors 
g. Parents/child care providers 
h. Perpetrator/suspected perpetrator 
i. Unspecified (source written in) 
j. Other ~l~sp~e~c~if~y~) ______________ _ 

U. What proportion of your records are expunged 
each year? 

1 • None 
2. 1 to 10% 
3. 11 to 25% 
4. 26 to 5U% 
5. 51 to 75% 
IJ. 76 to 9U% 
7. More than 9U% 

7 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 



- ----- -- -- - ----- --- ---------- ---- -----

P. How lony does it take to expunge a typi ca 1 
I record from time a correction is received 

until the record is actually expunged? 

1- Within one day 0 I L. I:letween one and three days 0 

3. Within one week 0 

4. Uther (speci fy) 0 I 
Records Storage and Security 

I Yes No 
(J. Is storage space for central register data 

sufficient? 0 0 I 
ComlIlent 

H. HOW many records do you currently maintain? I 
S. how many years to these records cover: 

I Year ot first set of records: 

T. How many records can you store? 

U. How often are records purged? I 
l. t~ever 0 

I 2. Periodically (specify period) 0 

Yes No I V. What records are maintained in the regi stry? 

1- Initial report only 0 0 

I ~. Heports of investigations 0 0 

3. Keports of founded or indicated investigation 0 0 

4. Follow-up reports 0 0 

I 5. Uther (specify) 0 0 

Yes No 

I W. Are records protected to guard against 
unauthorized access? 0 0 

If yes, how are records protected? I 
1- kecords sealed (put in a sealed 

binding or locked file) 0 0 

I 2. Hecords stored in secure room 0 0 

3. Passwords and other computer security 
dev'j ces employed 0 0 

4. Uther (spec; fy ) 0 0 I 
I 
I 

8 I 
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X. Are there criminal penalties for unauthorized 
disclosure of information from central 
reyi stry? 

If Yes, specify penalties, cite statute if 
applicable _________ _ 

And, how many criminal charges have been 
initiated for unauthorized disclosure 
within the past t\JO years? 

Y. vo procedures exist for "delisting" recipient 
agencies by denying them access to 
registry records? 

If yes, please describe ------------

1 I 1. vATA USAGE 

A. To whom are aggregate central registry 
data reported automatically? 

1. De~artments of Public Welfare 
~. Bureaus of Vital Statistics 
3. Uther (specify) 
4. Uther ..;..( ..;.Jsp"":e"';'c-T-i .;;:fy:...;)----------

B. To whom will general central registry case 
information (not including identifiers) be 
released upon request? 

1. Child welfare agencies 
~. Police or law enforcement agencies 
3. Prosecutors or county/state attorneys 
4. Court 
b. Central registers in other states 
6. Phys i ci ans or treatment agenci es 
7. Parent or caretaker 
8. Person making the report 
Y. Researchers 

lU. Perpetrator or suspected. perpetrator 
11. Attorney for parents or caretaker 
12. Attorney for perpetrator 
13. Grand jury 
14. Uther (specify) 

~~~~--------------------

9 

Yes 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Yes 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

No 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

No 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 



L. 

IJ. 

E. 

F. 

who is eligible to receive centr-al registry 
data that identifies perpetrator or 
suspected perpetrator by name? 

1. Child welfare agencies 
2. Pol ice or 1 aw enforcement agenci es 
3. Prosecutors or county/state attorneys 
4. Court 
5. Central registers in other states 
6. Physicians or treatment agencies 
7. Parent or caretaker 
~. Person making the report 
9. Researchers 

lU. Perpetrator or suspected perpetrator 
11 • Attorney for parents or caretaker 
12. Attorney for perpetrator 
13. Grand jury 
14. Employers for child care or foster 

care agencies 
1 b. Other ..;.,( ;:.Jsp....;e:..;;,c...;..if,:...,oy:...:) _________ _ 

Who is eligible to receive central registry 
data that identifies the child victim by name? 

1. Child welfare agencies 
2. Police or law enforcement agencies 
3. Prosecutors or county/state attorneys 
4. Court 
5. Central registers in other states 
b. Physicians or treatment agencies 
7. Pare~t or caretaker 
B. Person making the report 
9. Researchers 

lU. Perpetrator or suspected perpetrator 
11. Attorney for parents or caretaker 
1? Attorney for perpetrator 
13. Other ..:.,.( s;:.Jp...;;e;,.;;.c.,;..i f~y....:) _________ _ 

Which of the following characteristics of people 
requesting information from your central registry 
a re recorded? 

1 • Name 
2. Address 
3. uccupati on 

Requests to the central registry for information 
must be made: 

1 • ~y mail 
2. ~y telephone 

10 

Yes 

o 
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o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
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o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

No 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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I 
Yes No 

G. /{esponses to requests for information are provided: 
0 0 

1- 8y rna i 1 0 0 

I 2. I)y tel ephone 

H. How many requests for central registry 
,: 

I (' 
'" 
" , 

)l I it 

i nformati on do you recei ve per year? 

1. To your knowledge, are aggregate registry 
reports used? 

1- For pl anni ng 0 0 

2. For budgeting 0 0 

I 3. For establishing research priorities 0 0 

4. For creating statistical profiles of 
child victims 0 0 

I 
b. For creating statistical profiles of 

perpetrators or suspected perpetrators 0 0' 

6. For other purposes (specify) 0 0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 11 



-----~ ---

IV. 8A~IC OATA ON CENTRAL REGISTRIES 

A. Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) personnel 
working in your central registry 

1. Number of FTE professional staff 
2. Number of FTE administrative staff 

8. Approximate annual central registry budget 

c. uata processing equipment used, if any 

Number of remote access terminals throughout the state 

U. Reporting period used by central registry 

1. Calendar year 
2. Fiscal year, July l-June 30 
3. Fiscal year, October l-September 30 
4. Other (specif ..... y....;...) _________ _ 

E. In your opinion, what are the major problems 
a$sociated with central registry data? 

(PLEA~E CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 • Uata are not used enough 
2. uata received are not timely 
3. Uata received are not accurate 
4. Uata received are not complete 
5. Uata are not updated frequently enough 
6. uata are not stored properly 
7. Access to data not controlled adequately 
8. Specific data elements are difficult 

to retrieve 
9. Staff are not adequately trained 

1 o. Uther "';"(..;;:"Js pl:.,;e::...;;c~i~fy'-...;)<__----------
11. Uther ..;..( ..... sp_e_c_i.,.::fy:....;) __________ _ 

F. Have any lawsuits been filed against your 
registry in he past two years? 

6. How would you evaluate the quality of the 
data kept in your registry? 

1 • Very good 
2. Good 
3. Fair 
4. Poor 

12 
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H. Comments on any innovative procedures or techniques 
used in your registry that you believe would 
be helpful to other registries. 

I. Are any changes in recordkeeping practices 
needed or anticipated? 

THANk YOU 

Name and title of person completing the form 

Telephone number 

Uate form completed ------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX B 

List of People to Whom Questionnaire Was Sent 
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Ms. Mary Carswell 
Dept. of Pensions & Security 
Bureau of Family & Children's Srvcs. 
64 No. Union St. 
Montgomery, AL 36130-1801 Ms. Carswell 

Ms. Martha Holmberg 
Div. of Family & Youth Srvcs. 
DHSS 
Pouch H 
Juneau, AK 99801 Ms. Holmberg 

Ms. Beth Rosenberg 
DES/ACYF 940A 
1400 H. Washington 
Phoenix. AZ 85005 Ms. Rosenberg 

Ms. Bobbie Ferguson 
Div. of Social Services 
P. O. Box 1437 
Little Rock, AR 72203 Ms. Ferguson 

Mr. Bruce Kennedy, Chief 
Office of Child Abuse Prevention 
CA Dept. of Social Services 
744 P Street, MS 9-100 
Sacramento. CA 95814 Mr. Kennedy 

Ms. Janet Motz 
CO DSS 
1575 Sherman St. 
Denver, CO 80203 Ms. Motz 

Ms. Linnea Loin 
Child Protective Svcs. Dept 
Dept. of Children & Youth Servs. 
170 Sigourney Street 
Hartford, CT 06105 Ms. Loin 

Mr. Robert Lindecamp 
Div. of Child Protective Svcs 
824 Market St., 7th Floor 
Wilmington, DE 19801 Mr. Llndecamp 

Ms. Regina Bernard 
Child & Family Services 
500 First Street, N. H. 
Washington, DC 20001 Ms. Bernard 

Ms. Carolyn Smith 
Intake Section 
500 First Street, NH 
Room 5085 
Washington, DC 2001 Ms. Smith 

Ms. Patricia Hicks 
Children, youth & Families Office 
Dept. of Health & Rehab. Servs. 
1317 Hinewood Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Fl 32301 Ms. Hicks 

Ms. Ruthle Sheppard 
Georgia DHR 
Div. of Family & Children Srvcs. 
878 Peachtree St., N. E. Rm. 404 
Atlanta, GA 30309 Ms. Sheppard 

Mr. Stanley Inkyo 
Dept. of Soc. Srvcs. & Housing 
Public Helfare Div. - P. D. 
1390 Miller St. 
Honolulu, HI 96813 Ms. Inkyo 

Mr. Edward Van Dusen 
Dept. of Health & Welfare 
Division of Field operations 
Statehouse 
Boise, ID 83720 Mr. Van Dusen 

Mr. Tom Vl111ger 
I111nois Dept. of Children and 

Family Services 
One No. Old State Capitol Plaza 
Springfield. Il 62706 Mr. Villlger 

Mr. Steven Vaughn 
Chltd Abuse and Neglect 
Dlv. CWSS/Indlana Dept. of PH 
141 So. Meridian 
Indianapolis. IN 46225 Mr. Vaughn 

Mr. Timothy Barber lindstrom 
Iowa Dept. of Human Srvcs. 
Hoover State Office Bldg., 5th Floor 
Des Moines, IA 50319 Mr. Lindstrom 

Ms. Aleene S. Griggs 
KS Dept. of SRS 
Child Protection/Family Srvcs. Sec. 
Smith-Hilson Bldg., 2700 W. 6th St. 
Topeka, KS 66606 Ms. Griggs 

Ms. Barbara Southard 
Cabinet for Human Resources 
Dept. of Social Services Div. of 

Field Srvcs. 
275 E. Main st. 6W 
Frankfort, KY 40621 Ms. Southard 



Ms. Laura Dodge-Ghara 
Office of Human Development 
Div. of Children, Youth & Families 
333 Laurel Commerce Bldg. 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 Ms. Dodge-Ghara 

Ms. Sandra Hodge 
Protective Services 
Dept. of Human Services 
State House 
Augusta, ME 04333 Ms. Hodge 

Ms. Beverly Jones 
Maryland Social Srvc. Admin. 
300 W. Preston St.- Rm. 406 
Baltimore, MD 21201 Ms. Jones 

Ms. Marilyn C. Carey 
Mass. Dept. of Social Services 
150 Causeway Street, 11th Fl. 
Boston, MA 02114 Ms. Carey 

Ms. Laura Daniel 
Michigan Dept. of Social Srvcs. 
Bureau of Protection, Prevention 

and Premanency 
300 So. Capitol Ave. 
Lansing, MI 48909 Ms. Daniel 

Mr. Dwaine Linberg 
DHS-CPS 
Centennial Office Bldg. 
St. Paul, MN 55155 Mr. Linberg 

Ms. Melzana M. Fuller 
Dept. of Children's Services 
Dept. of Public Welfare 
515 E. Amite St. 
Jackson. MS 39205 Ms. Fuller 

Mr. James Woodsmall, Asst. to the Dir. 
Div. of Family Services 
Broadway State Office Bldg. 
P. O. Box 88 
Jefferson City, MO 65103 Mr. Woodsmall 

Mr. Richard Kerstein 
SRS Regional Office 
1211 Grand Ave. 
Billings, MT 59102 Mr. Kerstein 

Ms. Mona L. Way 
Dept. of Soc. Services 
301 Centennial Mall South 
Fifth Floor 
Lincoln, NE 68509 Ms. Way 

Mr. Stephen A. Shaw 
State Welfare Div. 
251 Jeanel1 Dr., Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 Ms. Shaw 

Ms. Rosemary Shannon 
New Hampshire Div. for Children 

and Youth 
Child and Family Services 
Hazen Drive 
Concord, NH 03301 Ms. Shannon 

Mr. Eartha Drayton 
Office of Operations 

Accountability 
1 South Montgomery St. 
Trenton, NJ 08625 Mr. Drayton 

Ms. Judy Mayhon 
NM Human Srvcs. Dept. Rm. 513 
PERA Bldg., P. O. Box 2348 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 Ms. Mayhon 

Mr. William Phillips 
Burreau of Program Development 
Div. of Family & Children Svcs. 
40 North Pearl Street 
Albany. NY 12243 Mr. Phillips 

Ms. Mary Lee Anderson 
DHR Div. of Social Srvcs. 
325 No. Salisbury St. 
Raleigh, NC 27611 Ms. Anderson 

Ms. Gladys Cairns 
CFS-Dept. of Human Services 
State Capitol Bldg. 
Bismarck, ND 58505 Ms. Cairns 

Ms. Jean Schafer 
Ohio DHS-CPS 
30 East Broad St. 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Ms. Ann Beam 

Ms. Schafer 
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Div. of Children & Youth Srvs. 
Sequoyah SOB, 2nd Fl., P. O. Box 251 
Oklahoma City, OK 73125 Ms. Beam 

Ms. Diana Roberts 
Dept. of Human Resources 
Children's Services Div. 
198 Commercial St., S. E. 
Salem, OR 97301 Ms. Roberts 
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Mr. Joseph Spear 
Office of Children, Youth 

and Families 
1514 No. 2nd st. 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-2596 Mr. Spear 

Ms. Maria L. Carrillo 
Dept. of Social Services 
G.P.O. Box 11398 
Santurce, PR 00910 Ms. Carrillo 

Mr. Kenneth M. Fandetti, Asst. Dir. 
Child Protective Services 
Dept. for Children & Their Families 
610 Mt. Pleasant Ave. Bldg. 9 
Providence, RI 02908 Mr. Fandetti 

Ms. Shirley Fitz-Ritson 
Dept. of Social Services 
1535 Confederate Ave. 
Columbia, SC 29202 Ms. Fitz-Ritson 

Mr. Mike Kelly 
SD DSS/CYFS 
Kneip Bldg. 
700 N. Illinois St. 
Pierre, SD 57501 Mr. Kelly 

Ms. Gloria F. Manhein 
Child Protective Services 
Tennessee Dept. of Human Srves. 
400 Deaderick - 14th Fl. 
Nashville, TN 37219 Ms. Manhein 

Mr. David Brock, Administrator 
Texas Dept. of Human Services 
Protective Srvs. for Families & 

Children 
P. O. Box 2960 MC 537 W 
Austin, TX 78769 Mr. Brock 

Ms. Sherry Olson Reese 
DFS/DSS 
150 W.N. Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 Ms. Reese 

Ms. Ellen Furnari 
SRS-Div. of Social Services 
103 South Main Street 
Waterbury, VT 05676 Ms. Furnari 

Ms. Maureen Thompson 
Supervisor of Casework Services 
Vermont Social Services 
103 S. Main Street 
Waterbury, VT 05676 Ms. Thompson 

Ms. Rita Katzman 
Child Protective Srvs. Unit 
Dept. of Social Services 
8007 Discovery Drive 
Richmond, VA 23288 Ms. Katzman 

Ms. Maryann Lafazia 
Dept. of Social & Health Srvcs. 
MS, 08041D 
Olympia, WA 98504 Ms. Lafazia 

Mr. Michael 0'Farre11 
WV Dept. of Human Srvcs. 
1900 Washington Street-East 
Charleston, WV 25305 Mr. 0'Farre11 

Ms. Janet Breidel 
Office of C.Y. & F. 
1 West Wilson St. Rm. 470 
Madison, WI 53707 Ms. Breide1 

Ms. Janet Shriner, Consultant 
Dept. of Health & Social Services 
Hathaway Bldg. 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 Ms. Shriner 

Ms. Mary Lou Taijeron 
Dept. of Public Health & Soc. Srvcs. 
P. O. Box 2816 
Agana, GU 96910 Ms. Taijeron 

The Hon. Adrian T. Winkel 
High Commissioner 
Trust Territories for the 

Pacific Island 
Saipan, Mariana Island 96950 Judge 
Winkel 

Mr. Isamu Abraham 
Public Health Administrator 
Dept. of Health & Environmental Srvcs. 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Saipan, Mariana Island 96950 Mr. 
Abraham 

Ms. Fau1aau Hanipa1e, Director 
Dept. of Health & Human Srvs. 
L8J Tropical Medical Ctr. 
Pago Pago, AS 96799 Ms. Hanipa1e 

Ms. Dilsa Rohan 
P. O. Box 539 
St. Thomas, VI 00801 Ms. Rohan 

-. 



APPENDIX C 

Phone Survey for Central Registries 

L. 

., 



']1 
11 
" 
~I 
+" 

fl 
I 
I 
I 
il 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
:1 

QUESTIONS FOR 1988 PHONE SURVEY ON CENTRAL REGISTRIES 

State: 

Contact: 

Ti t1 e: 

Phone Number: • 
1. We record your state's central registry disposition categories as: 

Do you have an undetermined category? e.g., unable to locate or reason 
to suspect. 

__ yes (specify) 
no 

2. ' What ,.1 eve'l ~of . ev i dence ',i s~. needed :'for: a :icase ·-to, be' substanti a ted? 

clear and convincing evidence 
==== preponderance of eVldence 

credible evidence 
some credible evidence 

==== other (specify) 
level of evidence is given 

by law 
==== by regulation 
__ by custom and usage 

3. How long are unsubstantiated reports kept on the central register? 

_____ never entered 
_____ only until the determi nation of unsubstanti ated is made 
______ unsubstantiated cases maintained for a period of time 

(specify) _________ _ 

If unsubstantiated cases are maintained on the register, is 
information that identifies.subjects of a report removed? 

__ yes 
no 

4. When are substantiated cases removed from the register? 

__ a t vic tim I s 1 8 t h b i r t h d ay 
__ at victim's youngest sibling's 18th birthday 
__ 10 years after victim's 18th birthday 
__ X years (speci fy: __ ) and no new reports 

other (specify time period) 



5. What is your substantiation rate? 

'X. total 
--% physi ca 1 abuse cases 
--% sexual abuse 
--% neglect 
-- number of fatalities in 1986 

number of fatalities in 1987 

6. Is the substantiated rate for anonymous reports lower than for other 
non-mandated reports, e.g. neighbors, friends (Estimate %>7 _____ _ 

7. How are registry records indexed? 

__ by victim only 
__ by perpetrator only 
__ by victim and perpetrator 
__ by fami ly 

8. Is the central register used for applicant screening? 

__ no (If no, is it because you believe applicant screeing is an 
.. improper function of regi stries:or ·.because ·the system wi 11 

not permit retrieval by perpetrator?) 
__ If yes, (specify) 

adoption 
-- foster care 
==== day care licenses 
__ other licensing (specify) __________ _ 
__ day care workers 

teachers 
==== social workers in your agency 

social workers 
__ out of home care providers, babysitters, day care homes 
__ volunteers, camp counselors, etc. 
__ other (specify) ___________ _ 

9. Does central register use risk assessment models? 

no 
==== yes, by hot line to determine when investigation should be 

conducted. 
__ yes, during investigation to determine if child should be removed 

from the home. 

10. Are data used for case management: 

__ planning, forecasting future caseloads 
__ resource allocation, to assign workers, prepare budgets, etc. 
__ performance evaluation of child protective agencies 
__ evaluation of state register's performance 
__ monitoring progress of report, i.e. delay 
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11. How often do hospitals call for information to assist in diagnosis of 
suspected child abuse and neglect? (Estimate %) 

heavy use 
-- moderate use 

seldom use 
never 

12. Is the registry automated? 

no 
__ yes (specify kind of computer system) 

13. Is there a statewide hotline for reporting abuse? 

no 
__ yes 

If yes, can you report abuse directly to hotline or are you referred 
to another agency? 

no 
___ yes 

Is it a tollfree, dedicated line? 

no 
yes 

Does the hotline operate 24 hours/day? 

no (What are the provisions for after hours calls?) 
yes 

14. Are persons notified that their names are to be entered onto a central 
registry? 

no 
==== yes (if yes, specify how) 

__ letter (type) (form, first class, registered) 
verbal == telephone 

__ other ,(specify) 
(If yes, specify when). 

after sUbstantiation 
before sUbstantiation 

15. Do subjects of a report have a right to review reports made about them? 
(with the source of the report removed)? 

no 
yes 



Optional Questions 

16. Estimate percentage of suspected perpetrators that ask to review their 
records. 

__ very hi gh (over 51%) 
__ high (26%-50%) 

medium (11%-25%) 
low (less than 11%) 
none 

17. Estimate percentage of suspected perpetrators who review records and then 
ask that their records be amended or expunged? 

__ very high (over 51%) 
__ high (26%-SO%) 

medium (11%-25%) 
low (less than 11%) 
none 

18. Estimate percentage of suspected perpetrators who appeal the initial 
decisions. 

__ very high (over 51%) 
____ high (26%-50%) 

medium (11%-25%) 
low (less than 11%) 
none 

19. Estimate how many of the above end up being appealed to courts? 

__ very high (over 51%) 
__ high (26%-50%) 

medium (11%-25%) 
low (less than 11%) 
none 

If state has an Annual Report, request it. 

If state has not sent a reporting form, request it. 

Check questionnaire and record specific questions/problems for each state. 
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APPENDIX D 

Characteristics of Central Registries 
Derived from Questionnaire Survey. 1986 
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APPENDIX D 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CENTRAL REGISTRIES DERIVED FROM QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY, 1986 

Type of 
~2 

All 

All 

All 

Subst & 
unsubst 

All 

All 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Subst 
unsubst 

All 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

All 

All 

All 

All 

All 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Presence 
of 

Automated 
~3 

No 

No 

Dev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Dev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Presence of 
Hot Line4 

No 

Yes/state 

Yes/state 

No 

No 

No 

Yes/state 

Yes 

Yes/state 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes/state 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes/state 

Data on 
perpetratgrS 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Some 

Yes 

Some 

Some 

Self 
Eya1uatign 

Poor 

Good 

Fair 

Fair 

Good 

Very Good 

Fair 

Fair 

Good 

Fair 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Very Good 

Very Good 

Fair 

Fair 

Inn ClvatJ onlCCJIIIlents 

Weak retrieval capacity 

Automation is under development-statewide 
system. 

Parents' Guide. Form for "suspected abuser" 

Amended and updated are treated the same. 

Only registry maintained by criminal justice 
department. All records to be automated by 
1988. 

EmphaSis on due process/legislation pending to 
change type of report to substantitated only. 
Annual Report. 

Expungement every two weeks. On line system to 
correct for social worker error. 

Uses 3 forms: intake registration, and 
supplemental. 

Only state with prevention as goal of reporting 
law. 250,000 requests for information per 
year. First hot line in nation. Requested 
visit. 

Statistical uses only. 

New system. 

CANT'S System. Annual Report of Statistics. 
First statewide registry (1965). 

Uses social services information system. 

Has legal action disposition category. 

Financial exigency meant loss of central 
hotline in 1987. 

12-page reporting form 

.i 
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MO 

ME 

MO 

MS 

MT 

NC 

NO 

NE 

NH 

NJ 

NM 

NV 

NY 

OH 

OK 

OR 

PA 

PR 

- .. .. ' 

/I Uses of 
Registry Datal 

5 

3 

7 

7 

8 

3 

4 

3 

6 

5 

4 

2 

2 old 
7 new 

8 

7 

7 

3 

- .. 

rype of 
~2 

Subst & 
unsubst 

~ubst & 
unsubst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Subst 

All 

Subst & 
uns~bst 

Subst & 

Subst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

All 

All 

All 

Subst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

All 

Subst & 
unsubst 

Subst 

Subst & 
unsubst 

.. 

Presence 
of 

Automated 
System3 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Dev 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

- .. 

APPENDIX 0 (Con't.) 

Presence of 
Hot Ljoe4 

Yes/local 

Yes 

Yes/state 

Yes/state 

Private 

No 

No 

Yes/state 

No 

Yes/state 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/state 

local/oat 
toll free 

Yes/local 

Yes 

No 

Yes/state 

Yes/state 

Data on 
PeroetratorS 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Some 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Some 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

- .. -

Self 
Eyalyation 

Fair 

Good 

Very Good 

Poor 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Fair 

Good 

Very Good 

Good 

Poor 

Poor 

Good 

Very Good 

Good 

Good 

.. .. 

IDDoyatjoD/Cornments 

No neglect cases 00 registry. 

Risk Assessment Models. 

Intake Assessment. Current legal 
challenge--right-to-confront accuser. 

Has 'legal status as category. 

Use of Personal Computers--Integrated with 
social services. 

Reitz 6 called advanced. Legal suit in 
progress. 

Transition to automated system in progress. 

System integrated with social services. 

Annual Statistical Report. No incomplete data 
on system, use of sealed records. Abuse 
narrowly defined. 

.. - .. .. ,. .. 
I 
~ 
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/I Uses of Type of 
~ Rl:gj:itr::L l2ata 1 ~2 

RI 5 Subst & 
unsubst 

SC 4 Subst & 
unsubst 

SO 6 Subst & 
unsubst 

TN 5 Subst & 
unsubst 

TX 8 Subst & 
unsubst 

UT 7 Subst & 
unsubst 

VA 7 All 

VT 7 All 

WA 4 Subst 

wv 4 Subst 

I-lY 5 Subst & 
unsubst 

fu 

Presence 
of 

Automated 
SYstem3 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

APPENDIX 0 (Con't.) 

Presence of 
Hot Une4 

Yes/state 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes/local 

Yes/state 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Data on 
PI:r:pl:tr:at.2.[s 

Some 

Yes 

Some 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

1. Number of uses of registry data from total of nine provided. 

Self 
Evaluatjon 

Good 

Fair 

Fair 

Fair 

Very Good 

Very Good 

Fair 

Good 

Poor 

Fair 

Very Good 

Innovatjon/Comments 

CANTS system, brochure available. 

System integrated with social services. 
Perpetrators must admit guilt or be judged 
guilty before being entered into system. 

System integrated with social services. 

Has protective services handbook. 

Annual Report. 

Reit2 6 called VA one of most advanced. Has 
legll;.' action as disposition category. 

Transition to recording all reports. 

2. Type of report = all reports are maintained by the registry including undetermned, versus substantiated and unsubstantiated, versus 
substantiated reports only. 

3. Presence of automated system either yes or no with the category "dev" for systems undergoing development or major change. 

4. Presence of hotline = either yes or no with qualification on some yes answers depending upon whether the hotline is state only or local only. 

s. Data on perpetrator = either yes or no with the qualification "some" used for sites which records some characteristics of the perpetrator, 
most commonly income or employement status, without identifying him or her. 

6. In his review of the literature on child abuse, Jeffrey Reit2, UniverSity of Toronto considered these registries to be most advanced. 
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APPENDIX E 

Coding Instructions for Selected Registry Characteristics 
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APPENDIX E 

Coding Instructions for Selected Registry Characteristics 

Variable # Variable Name Figure 

I. Recordkeeping 

002 

003 

004 

005 

006 

008 

011 

016 

017 

018 

021 

Type of Report 

Characteristics 
of Perpetrator 

Index 

38 

Are Anonymous Reports 3D 
'Permitted 

Record Amendment 3H 

Who Can Request 
Expungement? 

Data on 
Perpetrator 

Length of Time to 
Expunge 

Length of Ti me 
Unsubstantiated 
Reports Are Kept 

Where Are Records 
Expunged? 

Percent of Records 
Amended 

3I 

3F 

Code Range/Code Scheme 

l=substantiated only 
2=substantiated and 

unsubstantiated 

l=background variables 
2=emp10yment, income 
3=stress factors 
4=blank line 

l=victim file only 
2=perpetrator and victim 

l=yes 
2=no 

l=more than 1 week 
2=within one week 
3=one to three days 
4=within one day 

o to 9=number of people 
who can request expungement. 

l=yes 
2=no 

l=more than 1 week 
2=within one week 
3=one to three days 
4=w1thin one day 

1=qu;ck1y expunged 
2=retained 1 year plus 

l=no expungement 
2=10ca1 office only 
3=central registry only 
4=both local office and central 

registry 

l=none 
2=1 to 10% 
3",11 to 50% 
4=more than 50% 
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Variable # Variable Name Figure 

022 Percent of Records 3F 
Updated 

023 Percent of Records 3F 
Expunged 

024 How Often Are 3J 
Records Purged? 

:030 -Disposition .3C 
Categories 

II. Due Process 

019 Notice 

025 Level of Evidence 

026 Right to Review 
Reports 

031 What Proportion of 
Entries Are 
Challenged 

III. Data Usage 

3M 

3K 

3N 

001 Number of Uses of 3Q 
Reglstry Data 

013 Eligibility to 3P 
Receive Information 
Without Identifiers 

Code Range/Code Scheme 

l=none 
2= 1 to 10% 
3= 11 to 50% 
4=more than 50% 

l=nooe 
2=1 to 10% 
3= 11 to 50% 
4=more than 50% 

1=periodical1y 
2=victim ' s 18th birthday 
3=after victim1s 18th birthday 
4=at youngest sib1ing ' s 18th 

birthday 
5=never 

-l=unfounded and "founded 
2=unfounded, founded, 

and undetermined 

l=no notice 
2=verba1 notice 
3=written notice 

l=worker ' s discretion 
2=some credible 
3=credible 
4=preponderance 

l=no 
2=yes 

l=none 
2=1 to 10% 

o to 9=number of 
uses 

o to 14=number of 
categories of people 

I 
I 
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Variable # 

014 

015 

033 

034 

Variable Name 

Eligibility to 
Receive Information 
with Vi cti m 
Identified 

E1 i gi bi1lty to 
Receive Information 
with Perpetrator 
Identified 

Use of Risk 
Assessment 

Use for Case 
Management 

IV. Resource Data 

009 

010 

020 

Presence of 
Automated System 

Presence of a 
IIHot1ine ll 

Number of FTE 
Personnel 

Figure 

30 

3H 

Code Range/Code Scheme 

o to 13=number of 
categories of people 

o to 13=number of 
categories of people 

l=no 
2=developing 
3=using 

l=performance evaluation/ 
evaluation of registry 

2=no evaluation 

Appendix C l=no 
2=under development 
3=yes 

Appendix C l=no 
2=yes 

Appendix C l=none 
2=1 
3=2-5 
4=6-25 
5=26-50 
6=more than 50 
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Disposition Categories by states 
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Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

De laware 

District of 
Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawa i i 

APPENDIX F 

Disposition Categories by states 

indicated 
reason to suspect 
not indicated 
unable to complete 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

valid 
invalid 
undetermined 

sUbstantiated open 
sUbstantiated not open (day care center) 
sUbstantiated crlS1S intervention (stranger, rape) 
unsubstantiated 
:unable~to:locate 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated - can not be determined 
unfounded - not enough evidence 

confirmed 
ruled out 
inconclusive findings 

confirmed 
at risk substantiated 

founded 
unfounded 
reason to suspect 

supported 
unsupported 
unable to locate (neglect) 
warned and counseled (abuse) 

indicated 
unfounded 

confi rmled 
case closed 
insufficient evidence 

confirmed 
not confirmed 



Idaho 

I 11i n01 s 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Appendix F, pg. 2 

sUbstantiated - accepted services 
substantiated - not accepted services 
unsubstantiated 
erroneous complaint 

indicated 
unfounded 
undetermined 

abuse substantiated 
neglect substantiated 
abuse unsubstantiated 
neglect unsubstantiated 
indication of abuse 
indication of neglect 

founded 
unfounded 

confirmed 
confirmed - eligible for services 
unfounded 

substantiated 
founded and substantiated (neglect not originally alleged) 
unsubstantiated 
some indication 
not located 

valid 
invalid 
unable to locate 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

confirmed (credible evidence) 
indicated (some credible evidence) 
non-caretaker assault 
ruled out 
uncertain 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 
(as of summer 1988): 

substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

sUbstantiated 
false 

supported 
unsupported 

- 1 
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Mississippi substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Missouri reason to suspect 
un substant'j a ted 

Montana substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Nebraska inconclusive - agency substantiated 
inconclusive - court substantiated 
unfounded 
unable to locate 

Nevada substantiated 
unsubstantiated 
unable to prove 
unable to locate 
(as of April 1, 1988): court substantiated 

.; 'confi-rmed- ma ltrea tment-protecti ve 
'services provided 

New Hampshire founded, case opened 
founded problem resolved 
unfounded 
unfounded, at risk 

New Jersey substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

New Mexico confirmed 
not confirmed 

New York indicated 
unfounded 

North Carolina substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

North Dakota probable cause 
no probable cause 

Ohio substantiated 

confirmed maltreatment-no services 
provided 

indicated (social worker believes abuse/neglect) 
unsubstantiated 

Oklahoma confirmed 
ruled out 
uncertain 
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Oregon founded 
unfounded 
unable to determine 

1987'categories were: 

Pennsylvania founded (judicial adjudication) 
indicated (CPS investigation) 
unfounded 

Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 

founded 
unfounded 

indicated 
unfounded 

South Carolina founded 
indicated 
unfounded 

South Dakota substantiated 
-unsubstantiated 

Tennessee indicated 
unfounded 

Texas adjudicated 
reason to believe 
unfounded 
fami 1 y moved 

Utah founded 
unfounded 

Vermont founded 
unfounded 

Virginia founded 
investigation pending 
unfounded reason to suspect (at risk) 
unfounded, no reason to suspect 

Washington substantiated 

West Virginia substantiated 

Wisconsin substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

Wyoming substantiated 
unsubstantiated 

valid 
unsubstantiated 
invalid 

I 
I. 
I , 
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APPENDIX G 

Selected Definitions of Disposition Terminology and St~ndards 
of Proof for Child Abuse and Neglect 
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APPENDIX G 

Selected Definitions of Disposition Terminology and Standards 
of Proof for Child Abuse'and Neglect 

A. Substantiated 

1. Adjudicated 

Texas 

2. Founded 

Puerto Rico 

Pennsylvania 

Virginia 

3. Substantiated 

Arkansas 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Montana 

Nebraska 

A court decision that abuse or neglect has occurred. 

Abuse and neglect was confirmed. 

Judicial adjudication based on finding that child has 
been abused. 

A review of all the facts shows clear and convincing 
evidence that child abuse or neglect exists. The 
evidence must be documented in the case record at the 
time the disposition is made. 

In the opinion of the 1nvestigator there is some 
credible evidence to believe that child abuse and/or 
neglect has occurred. 

The Department has reasonable cause to believe that 
an incident (reported or discovered during the 
investigation) of abuse or neglect by a caretaker did 
occur. 

Credible evidence exists that child abuse and neglect 
occurred. 

An admission of the fact of abuse or neglect by 
persons responsible, or an adjudication of abuse or 
neglect, or any other form of confirmation deemed 
valid by the local agency. 

Reason found ,to open a prevention/protection case . 

Upon completion of the investigation the reporting 
worker has determined that the complaint has occurred 
or is occurring. (Does not require that all evidence 
be court acceptable.) 

A finding of child abuse or neglect has been 
substantiated through an adjudicatory hearing by a 
court of competent jurisdiction. 



North Carolina 

Ohio 

South Dakota 

Utah 

',Wa'sh i ngton 

4. Indi cated 

Florida 

Illinois 

Maryland 

New York 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

South Carolina 
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A social service decision in which available facts 
and known circumstances reasonably 'support the cause 
to believe that a child is abused or neglected. Such 
facts and circumstances may relate to initial 
allegations in report and/or other information 
gathered by the worker. 

An admission of the fact of child abuse and neglect 
by person responsible; an adjudication of child abuse 
and neglect; other forms of confirmation deemed valid 
by county agency; or professional judgment that the 
child(ren) has been abused/neglected. 

Child abuse and neglect took place and facts support 
it. 

"Credible evidence" is the standard of proof 
necessary to determine substantiation. 

'Facts ."support: chi.l d 'abuse and"negl ect:.occurred and 
that report was "made by a mandated reporter. 

A report made pursuant to §4l5. 103 when a protective 
investigation determines that some indication of 
abuse, neglect, or exploitation exists. 

A report !llade under this act if an investigation 
determines that credible evidence of the alleged 
abuse/neglect exists. 

Some credible evidence exists to support abuse. 

Report wherein the investigation has determined some 
credible evidence of abuse/neglect exists. 

Denotes circumstantial, medical. or other isolated 
"indicators of child abuse and neglect but lacking 
confirmation "at this time. 

Investigation by' CPS determines that substantial 
evidence of abuse exists based on: 

1) need evidence 
2) CPS investigation 
3) admlssion of perpetrator. 

A report of child abuse and neglect supported by 
facts which warrant a finding that abuse or neglect 
is more likely than not to have occurred. 

I 
I 
"I , . 

I 
I 
'I 
I 
"I 
I 
I 
I' 
"I 
I 
I 
'I 
I' 

" I 
'1 



:, 
~ 

-
'.'·'1 

JI-
~~ . 

il 
.V 

~I 
1 

~I 
ij 
~, . 

,I 
. '111 

'I 
I 

:1 
I 
I 
I 

" 

,I 

5. Confirmed 

Colorado 

Hawaii 

Maryland 

6. Valid 

Arizona 

Oregon 

7. Probable Cause 

South Carolina 

B. UnSUbstantiated 

1. Unfounded 

California 

Florida 

Illinois 

Nebraska 
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Credible evidence exists'to support that child abuse 
or neglect did occur. 

Evidence <physicians, medical behavioral and/or 
statements of admission) indicate abuse/neglect 
occurred. 

Credible evidence exists to support abuse. 

An allegation of neglect, abuse, dependency or 
exploitation received either in an initial report or 
during subsequent investigation which investigative 
facts, observations and professional judgements shows 
to have a reasonable relationship between the 
allegations and acts of commission or omission by the 
a1~eged perpetrator. 

Investigation has shown abuse/neglect occurred. 

Facts and circumstances based upon accurate and 
reliable information, including hearsay, that would 
justify a person to believe that a child subject to 
report under this article is abused or neglected. 

A case is unfounded only if information is available 
which proves that the incident did not in fact occur 
(false report, inherently improbable, injury was 
accidental, or did not constitute child abuse). 

A'report made pursuant to §.415. 103 when a protective 
investigation determines 'that no.indications of 
abuse, neglect, or exploitation exists. 

Any report made under this act for which it is 
determined after an investigation that no credible 
evidence of abuse or neglect exists. 

The Department investigation determines that there is 
no credible evidence that abuse/neglect occurred or 
exists. 
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New York A report wherein investigators has determined no 
credible evidence of abuse/maltreatment exists--. 

Pennsylvania Neither founded/indicated. 

Puerto Rico Abuse and neglect was not confirmed. 

South Carolina A report made pursuant to this chapter for which 
there is no probable cause to believe that the child 
is abused or neglected. For the purposes of this 
article, it is presumed that all reports are 
unfounded unless the local child protection service 
agency determines otherwise. 

Texas The worker and supervisor have concluded, based on 
applying logical reasoning to available information, 
that abuse or neglect did not occur or they are 
unable to conclude that abuse or neglect did occur in 
the reported situations. 

Virginia A review of all ·the·facts shows. no reason to believe 
that abuse or neglect exists. 

2. Unsubstantiated 

Arkansas In the opinion of the investigator there is no 
credible evidence to believe that child abuse and/or 
neglect has occurred. 

California Insufficient evidence to prove child abuse. 

Massachusetts The Department has no reasonable cause to believ~, 
that an incident of-abuse or neglect by-a caretaker 
did occur. 

Michigan Credible evidence does not exist that child 
abuse/neglect occurred. 

Minnesota The report.is found to have no substance (i .e .• there 
is no reason to suspect that abuse or neglect has 
occurred). Also, reports found to be "false" if 

. occurring in a licensed facility. 

Mississippi No reason found to open prevention/protection case. 

Montana Upon completion of the investigation the reporting 
worker determined that the complaint did not occur, 
or is unable to make a determination due to lack of 
evidence. 
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North Carolina 

Oregon 

3. Invalid 

Arizona 

Oregon 

4. Not Confirmed 

Hawaii 

5. Ruled Out 

Maryland 

C. Unable to Determine 
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A social service decision in which the available 
facts and known circumstance give no reasonable cause 
to believe that a child is abused or neglected. Such 
facts and circumstances may relate to the initial 
allegations in the report and/or other information 
gathered by the worker. 

Investigation has shown abuse/neglect recurred; cause 
or circumstance remain unknown or unclear. 

An allegation of neglect, abuse, dependency or 
exploitation received either in an initial report or 
during subsequent investigation which investigative 
facts, observations, and professioal judgements shows 
not to have a reasonable relationship between the 
allegation and acts of commission or omission by the 
alleged perpetrator. 

Investi~ation has· shown abuse/neglect did not occur. 

Absence of evidence or supporting data to indicate 
abuse/neglect occurred. 

There was no injury or that injuries clearly have 
been accidentally caused or there was injury or 
sexual abuse of the child, but it was known to have 
been committed by someone, such as a neighbor or 
strangers or any other identified person who did not 
have any care or cusody of the child. 

1. Unfounded/Reason to Suspect 

California 

Virginia 

Evidence that there is abuse but not enough to 
substantiate. 

A review of all the facts shows no clear and 
convincing evidence that child abuse-or-neglect 
exists. However, the child's situation gives the 
worker reason to believe that abuse or neglect may 
have occurred or the child may be at risk. The 
evidence must be documented in the case record at the 
time the disposition 1s made. 
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2. Unable to Substantiate 

Minnesota 

3. Unable to Locate 

Not enough criteria for a substantiated report are 
present, but there is reason to suspect abuse or 
neglect (e.g., the child shows signs of physical or 
emotional abuse or neglect but the social worker 
cannot logically refute the alleged perpetrator's 
denial>. Also, reports found to be "inconclusive" if 
occurring in a licensed facility. 

Kentucky Subjects of abuse/neglect have not been located 
Rhode Island after good faith attempt. 

4. Undetermined 

Arizona An allegation of neglect, abuse, dependency or 
exploitation received either in an initial report or 
dur i,"g : s ubsequent·i nve s t i gat i on wh i ch'i nvest i.gative 
facts, observations and 'professional judgement do not 
confirm or refute a reasonable relationship between 
the allegation and acts of commission or omission by 
the alleged perpetrator. 

Illinois Any report made under this Act in which it was not 
possible to initiate or complete an investigation on 
the basis of information provided to the Department. 

5. Uncertain 

Oklahoma No determination can be made after reconfirmation or 
ruled out (same as undetermined). 

6. Suspected Report 

South Carolina All initial reports of child abuse or neglect 
received pursuant to this article. 

7. Reason to Believe 

Texas 'The worker'and supervisor have concluded, based on 
applying logical reasoning to available information 
that abuse or neglect has occurred in the reported 
situation. This does not include situations in which 
staff are uncertain about findings, cannot determine 
if abuse/neglect occurred, or find no actual abuse or 
neglect or threat of abuse or neglect. 
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APPENDIX H 

Lexis Search for Related Cases 
to Child Abuse/Neglect 
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LEVEL 1 - 44 CASES 

1. PLANNED PARENTHOOD AFFILIATES OF CALIFORNIA et al., Petitioners, v. JOHN K. 
VAN DE KAMP, as Attorney General, etc., et al., Respondents., No. A032610., 
First Dist., Div. Five., 181 Cal. App. 3d 245; 226 Cal. Rptr. 361, May 21,1986; 
As Modified an Denial of Rehearing June 16, 1986; Review Denied July 31, 1986 

2. COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA et al., Plaintiffs, Cross-defendants and Respondents, 
v. SUPPORT, INCORPORATED et al., Defendants, Cross-complainants and Appellants. 
SUPPORT, INCORPORATED, Crass-complainant and Appellant, v. STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
BENEFIT PAYMENTS, Cross-defendant and Respondent., Clv. No. 41266. Civ. No. 
42098., First Dist., Div. TWO., 89 Cal. App. 3d 687; 152 Cal. Rptr. 754, Jan. 
24, 1979; as modified Feb. 22, 1979, on denial of petition for rehearing. Hg. 
den. Har. 29, 1979 

3. E.C.L., Petitioner-Appellee, v. Denver Department of Social Services and 
State Department of Social Services, Respondents-Appellants, No. 85CA0832, Court 
of Appeals of Colorado, Divi~ion Three, Slip Opinion, April 2, 1987, DeCided; 
Rehearing .denied April 30, 1987; Certiorari granted E.C.L. September 8, 1987 

~. STEPHEN LEHMAN, et al., Plaintiffs-Appellants, ~. FRANK STEPHENS et al., 
Defendants-Appellees, No. 4-86-0041, Appellate Court of Illin01s, Fourth 
Dlstnct, 148 Ill. App. 3d 533; 499 N.E.2d 103; 101 Ill. Dec. 736, October 9, 
1986 

S. THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, Plaintiff-Appellee, v. LOWELL ERP, 
Def~n~ant-Appel13nt., No. 4-84-0529, Appellate Court of Illinois, Fourth 
District, 134 Ill. App. 3d 397; 480 N.E.2d 865; 89 Ill. Dec. 383, July 10, 1985; 
Rehearing denied August 7, 1985. 

6. STATE OF IOWA, Appellant, vs. JEANNE JACKSON, Appellee, No. 85-237, Supreme 
Court of Iowa, 383 N.W.Zd 578, March 19, 1986, FlIed; Rehearing Denied April 15, 
1986 

7. GLADYS B. KLEMAN, Appellee, vs. CHARLES CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT, Defendant, 
and CHARLES CITY PRESS, INC.; and DAVID S. OVERBY, Appellants., 132 / 84-1161, 
Supreme Court of Iowa, 373 N.W.2d 90; 12 Media L. Rep. 1030, August 21, 1985, 
Filed 

8. In Re:, Neil C., No.'93, Court of Appeals of Maryland, 308 Md. 591; 521 A.2d 
329, March 2, 1987, ~iled 

9. JOHN SMITH, JR. v. STATE OF MARYLAND, No. 485, September Term, 1984, Court of 
Special Appeals of Maryland, 62 Hd. App. 670; 491 A.Zd 587, May 8, 1985, filed 

10. ROBERT T. MULLIGAN v. STATE OF HARYLAND, No. 343, September Term, 1968., 
t:1~ur~. ::;F 3.::'~':~.:l:' AJr.eals of Maryland, 6 Md. App. 600; 252 A.2d 476, April 15, 
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Colorado 

APPENDIX I 

List of Interviews 

Pam Hinish, Director of Central Registry 

Kay Cox, Staff Assistant 

Bonnie Short, Administrative Clerk 

Janet Motz, Program Administrator 

Wade Livingston, First Assistant Attorney General 

Chris Corman, Boulder Co., Protective Services {Telephone Interview> 

William Zigler, Protective Services Supervisor (Telephone Interview> 

Walter Johnson, Management Analyst 

,Linda Colizzo, Adams County DSS 

Sue Heines, Adams County DSS 

Mary Alice Bramming, Denver County DSS 

Connecticut 

Kathryn Giglio, Director, Central Registry 

Bernard Harrower, Director, Data Processing 

Lila Kove, Ph.D., Principal Research Analyst 

Peggy Hajdowicz 

Jack Snyder, Records Administration Unit 

David English 

Linnea Loin 

Walter Pawlkiew1cz, Director of Research and Evaluation 

Barbara Kenny, Executive Assistant to the Commissioner 

Ken Witzel, Day Care Licensing Screenings 

Lorraine Benson, Director of Administrative Hearings 
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Florida 

Martin Cox, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations 

Martha Gillette, Acting Director, Abuse Registry 

Thomas J. Golder, Operations Mangaement Consultant II 

Janice Carter, Abuse Registry Supervisor 

Susan Fairchild, Abuse Registry Counselor 

Valerie Carnett-Castro, Abuse Registry Counselor 

Allen Spradling, Telecommunications Specialist 

Joe Lewis, Systems Project Analyst 

Elaine New, Office of General Counsel Assistant General Senior, 
. Attorney 'Counse 1 

Chris Shoemaker, Human Services Program Analyst 

Jim Jolley, Computer Systems Programmer Analyst 

William Sanders, Caretaker Screening Coordinator 

Jane Wise, District 2, Single Intake Counselor 

Janis Ahearn, District 2, Human Services Counselor II 
Adult Protective Services 

III i noi s 

Tom Villiger, Deputy Director, Division of Child Protection 

Patricia Sommer, Office of Quality of Control and Reporting 

Louis Martinez, Office of Quality Control and Reporting 

Ed Cotton, Administrator, State Central Register 

Foster Centola, Chief, Office of Quality Control and Reporting 

Barbara Oakes, Systems Analyst 
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Louisiana 

Terry L. Gibson, Bureau Director, Programs 

Walter Fahr, Child Protection Investigation Program Manager 

Terry Skaggs, Office of Human Development, Information Management Unit 

Gayla Moncla, LSU Law Student under contract to study State Central 
Registries 

Brenda Lands, Information Management 

New Hampshire 

Loretta Petrin, Central Registry 

Rosemary Shannon, Child Abuse Prevention Specialist 

Sylvia Gale,ChildAbuse Prevention Specialist 

Dagny Fecht, Fair Hearings Officer 

Judy Bell, Attorney, Office of Legal Affairs 

Winston Grady, Policy Development Supervisor 

Sabin Guertin, Technical Support 

Roger Desrosiers, Administrator I 

Bob Letellier, Bureau Chief, Bureau of Child Care State Licensing 

Gale DeGoosh, Foster Care Specialist 

Betty Bernat, Area Administrator, North Region 

Pennsylvania 

Warren L. Lewis, Director of ChildLine 

Joseph L. Spear, Director, Division of Protective Services 

R. Scott Fries, ChildLine Supervisor 

Larry K. Yarborough, ChildLine Supervisor 

L1nda Hummel, Administrative Assistant 
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Carolyn Myrick, Former Acting Caseworker Supervisor 

Deb Orwan, Second Shift Clerical Supervisor 

Lawrence Woods, Chief, Research, Evaluation and Statistical Analyses 

Patricia H. O'Neal, Former Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals 

Samuel A. Yeagley, Jr., Administrator, Dauphin County Social Services 

Elizabeth Baer, Child Protective Services Supervisor, Dauphin County 

Utah 

Gary Jensen, Director of the Central Register 

Leonard Johnson, Manager of the Register Data Base 

WHliam"Ward,·Assistant ,Director, Division 'of Family Services 

Joan Cooper, Protective Service Intake Worker 

David Salter. Foster Home Licenser 

Linda Lufnstra, Assistant Attorney General 

Virginia 

Rita Katzman, Child Protective Services Unit Supervisor 

Amy Davls, Supervisor of Child Protective Services Hotline 

Lynne Edwards, Supervisor of Child Protective Services, Information 
Systems 

Rebecca Beattie, Hotline Worker 

Anne Hardy, Office Assistance 
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APPENDIX J 

Steps in the Decision to Automate 

For illustration purposes, it is assumed that hypothetical Registry X 

has decided that the clearinghouse function is its most important function 

and that it has decided to automate some aspects of this function. The 

next step for Registry X is to decide what to automate. Trying to 

consider all the variables involved in such a decision simultaneously is 

virtually impossible. Posavac and Carey (1980) suggest one method for 

"disaggregating" or breaking down a decision into steps called the 

Multi-Attribute Utility (MAUT) Method. This method is outlined below to 

provide one approach to the decision-making process . 

. Assuming that Registry X has chosen to automate its centralized 

clearinghouse function, the first step is to identify the kinds of 

software and hardware applications that will facilitate the clearinghouse 

function. After a discussion with registry personnel, four automation 

options are suggested: 

o a phone system that connects an incoming call with the first 
available phone line, 

o a computer system that allows on-line data entry, 

o a computer program that automatically expunges unsubstantiated 
reports, and 

o a computer program that automatically generates required 
:notification letters for individuals named in sUbstantiated 
reports, 

The next step is to consider the criteria that should be used for 

judging the value of the various options and rank order the criteria in 

terms of importance. This step requires the registry decisionmakers to 

discuss possible criteria and agree on criteria importance. After 

"I 
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extensive discussions. Registry X decisionmakers agree on the following 

four criteria in rank order: 

1. reduces the time it takes to accept report information, 

2. increases the accuracy of report information. 

3. requires minimum staff training, and 

4. allows staff more time to perform other duties. 

The next step requires the decisionmakers to assign weights to 

the criteria. A scale is chosen for ease of ranking e.g, a to 100. Each 

criterion is considered in relation to the others, starting with the 

'least ',important ,criterion. In the example .. the 1:east.'important:'criterion 

is lIall ows 'staff more time to perform other duties. 1I This criterion is 

given an arbitrary rating of 10. The importance of the next criterion. 

IIrequires minimum staff training' is considered half again as important 

as "allows staff more time to performs other duties. 1I Therefore. this 

criterion is assigned a rating of 15. The next criterion on the list is 

lIincreases the accuracy of report information.1I This criterion is 

considered essential to the clearinghouse function and is rated three 

times as important as the previous criterion "requires minimum staff 

training." Finally, the last criterion to be considered is "reduces the 

time it takes to accept, report information.II After considerable debate. 

thedeci sionmakers consi der thl s criterion as' important as the previous 

criterion. Therefore. the weights are assigned as follows: 
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Weight Criteri on 

45 reduces the time it takes to accept report information 

45 increases accuracy of report information 

15 allows staff more time to perform other duties 

10 requires minimum staff training 

The weights are then normalized for subsequent calculations. 

This is accomplished by dividing each weight by the sum of the weights 

and multiplying by 100. The normalized weights are 39, 39, 13, and 9, 

respectively. 

The·decisionmakers·then~consider ·the 'probabi1ity that a criterion 

will be maximized by a particular option. For example, what is the 

likelihood that a phone system that connects an incoming call with the 

first available phone line (Option 1) will reduce the time it takes to 

accept a report (Criterion 1)1 Most of these judgments will be 

subjective, but objective data may be available from the phone company or 

from another registry that uses the phone system under consideration. 

For this example, the decisionmakers assign a probability of .75 to the 

option because a more efficient phone system will reduce the time callers 

must wait before their calls are forwarded to an open line. Similarly, 

each option is assigned a probability for each.criterion: 

Criteri a 

2 3 4 
Ogtions 
(Assigned Probabil ities) 

Phone System .75 .00 .10 .90 
On-line data entry .50 .50 .70 .20 
Expungement program .00 .80 .75 .90 
Notification program .00 .80 .50 .90 
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These probabilities are multiplied by each criterion's normalized weight 

and summed across to obtain a utility score for each option: 

Criteri a 

1 2 3 4 
(Weight) (39) (39) (13) (9) 

Options 
(Probabilities x Weights) 

Phone sys tern 29.25 0.00 1.30 8.10 
On-line data entry 19.50 19.50 9.10 1.80 
Expungement program 0.00 31.20 9.75 8.10 
Notification program 0.00 31.20 6.50 8.10 

Based on the MAUT procedure the on-line data entry system wi 11 have 

the most utility for meeting the criteria specified. The expungement 

program is a close second and should be developed if Registry X has 

enough resources. 

Obviously, the decisionmaking process has been simplified for 

illustration purposes. However, the most important point is to be as 

specific as possible at the front end of the decisionmaking process. 

Connecticut provides a good example of this. Only after registry 

personnel took the time to define exactly what a case is; and the steps 

involved in processing a case, was a successful information system 

developed. Several ,systems, including outside vendors, were tried, but 

the system was not successful until registry personnel clarified their 

needs and specified the possible remedies. 

Uti 1 it:t 
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