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Members of the Legislative Audit Committee:

This report contains the results of the performance audit of the Central Registry of Child
Protection, Department of Human Services. The audit was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103,
C.R.S., which authorizes the State Auditor to conduct audits of all departments, institutions, and
agencies of state government.

The report presents our findings, conclusions, and recommendations, and the responses of
the Department of Human Services.
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Authority, Purpose, and Scope

This audit of the Central Registry of Child Protection was conducted under authority of Section 2-3-103,
C.R.S,, which authorizes the State Auditor to conduct performance audits of al departments, ingtitutions,
and agencies of gtate government.  The audit was conducted in accordance with generaly accepted
government auditing sandards.

The purpose of the audit was to evauate the adminigiration of the Centrad Registry of Child Protection.
Procedures included reviewing documentation, andyzing data, and interviewing staff a the Department of
Human Services and county departments of human/socid services. Audit work was performed from June
2001 through October 2001.

Thisreport contains 14 recommendationsfor improving the Colorado Central Registry of Child Protection.
Wewould liketo acknowledgethe effortsand assistance extended by staff at the Divison of Child Welfare,
the Department of Human Services, the Colorado county human/socia services departments, the Office
of the Attorney Generd, and the Divison of Adminigrative Hearings. The following summary provides
highlights of the audit comments, recommendations, and responses contained in the report.

Background

The Centra Registry of Child Protection is an automated database that contains records of confirmed
incidents of child abuse or neglect. As of May 2001 (the most recent date for which overal data are
available), the Centra Registry contained 107,848 recordsof child abuse or neglect incidents. Eachrecord
caninclude up to four perpetratorsand up to six children. The 107,848 recordsincluded dataon 113,681
confirmed or aleged perpetrators, 907 unknown third-party perpetrators, and 144,334 children.

According to the Department’ s records, in Calendar Y ear 2000 the Registry received about 450 reports
of confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect from the counties each month. Counties may receive
complantsabout abuse or neglect from various entities, including schools, law enforcement, neighbors, and
relaives. When it receives a complaint, the county reviews the dlegations to determine if further
investigationisneeded. Investigationsare doneto determineif thecomplaintisvaid (e.g., dbuse or neglect
occurred). Confirmed reports are then submitted to the Centra Registry.

For further information on thisreport, contact the Office of the State Auditor at (303) 866-2051
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Accuracy and Completeness of Registry Data

County departments are required to enter data on confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect into the
Department’ s new TRAILS system and to also submit hard copies of reportsto the Central Registry. As
part of our audit, we reviewed the accuracy and completeness of the Central Registry. We found the
falowing:

Because of problems with the Department’s new TRAILS system, counties are required to both
data enter and submit a hard copy of reports of confirmed instances of abuse and neglect.
However, of 43 counties responding to our survey, thirteen dtated that they submit either
eectronicaly or with hard copy, not both. This is problematic because of the serious problems
withsystemimplementation. Regidry saff informed usthat between theimplementationof TRAILS
inApril and July 2001, there was only one hard copy report of the approximately 2,000 submitted
that correctly matched theinformation that had been dataentered into TRAILS. Registry saff has
had to work closely with counties to correct inaccurate data.

Dataarenot reliable. Many recordsareinaccurate. We compared asample of 31 incident reports
(CWS-59s) submitted during the period from June 2000 to March 2001. We found 44 separate
errors, including instances where children’ s names were misspelled, socid security numberswere
incorrect, the severity of abuse wasincorrect, types of abuse wereincorrect, and birth dateswere
missing. These errorslimit the ability to access and use the information on the Regidiry.

I naddition, we downloaded the entire database of 107,848 recordsand found significant problems
withtheinformation contained in the Registry. About 7,600 recordswere missing the perpetrator’ s
birth date, a required field; about 46,000 records did not have the perpetrator’s social security
number. Socid security numbersare not currently arequired fidd. Thus, the ability to usethe data
to identify perpetrators is limited. In addition, the ability to use the data to expunge individuds
when they should be expunged is aso hampered by database errors. Through our download, we
found that 1) the nature and severity of abuse field was blank in about 1,200 records, and 2) the
date the incident occurred was not entered in about 1,300 cases.

The Registry does not include records for dl individuals who have been convicted of achild abuse
or neglect charge. According to datute, the Director isto place the namesof individuals convicted
of certain child abuse crimes on the Regidtry after recelving and verifying the information.  We
identified 305 individuas that Judicia records showed were convicted of mgor child abuse or
sexud abuse crimes againg a child on or after January 1, 1997, but were not listed on the Central
Regidry. Additiondly, we matched asample of 48 registered sex offenderswho had perpetrated
sexud crimes againg children on the State's Convicted Sex Offender Site with the Registry
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database and found 19 (40 percent) of those registered sex offenders were not listed on the
Regidry. Currently thereis no processin place for Registry staff to learn about crimind charges
or convictions.

Due Process | ssues

The Centrd Regigiry isacivil, rather than acrimind, tracking tool. Individuas do not have to be charged
with or convicted of acrimein order to be listed on the Registry as aperpetrator of child abuse. Assuch,
assurance that aleged perpetrators have the right to chalenge Centra Registry actions is extremely
important. Central Registry of Child Protection statutes (Section 19-3-313, C.R.S.) contain due process
elements that protect individua rights. As part of our audit, we reviewed the Central Registry’s
adminigtration of the due process requirements. We found that:

»  Some individuaswho have been acquitted of achild abuse crimeor sexud abuseonachild remain
on the Central Registry. We found 191 individuas whose Judicia recordsindicated that they had
been acquitted of child abuse charges on or after June 1, 2000, but were listed on the Registry as
perpetrators. According to statute, the Director is required to expunge the names of individuals
who have been acquitted of child abuse or neglect crimes upon notice of the acquittal. However,
the Director may request a hearing to reinstate a subject's name pertaining to an act or acts that
supported a dismissed or acquitted crimina charge.

* Regidry saff do not dways monitor cases in the “satus pending” category to ensure they are
resolved in atimely manner. We found 17 cases that had been ingppropriately kept in the status
pending category without areview by the Registry staff. Seven could have been expunged, and ten
should have been listed as perpetrators.

Purpose and Use of the Registry

The Centrd Regidiry has evolved over the past 30 years from a tracking system for al reports of child
abuse or neglect to a complex automated system for tracking, reporting, researching, and conducting
background checks. Since 1990 there have been numerous concernsraised about the accuracy, reliagbility,
and use of the data. The ddicate baance between protecting vulnerable populations and dlowing due
process for aleged perpetrators has clearly not been maintained. At this point, we recommend that
immediate action be taken to resolve issues surrounding the basic purpose and intent of the Registry. We
offer three options for consderation:

* MantantheRegidry asis. Improvementsin extraction of datafrom TRAILS, CBI, and Judicid’s
ICON database would need to be made.
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* Limit the Regidry to a database containing only instances where an aleged perpetrator has had
contact with law enforcement agencies (e.g., arrest, crimina charge, or conviction) for child abuse
or neglect. Information for such a database could be extracted from the Judicia and CBI
databases.

* Replacethe Registry with adatabase that contains only crimind convictions. Information could be
extracted from the Judicial and CBI databases.

If the decisonistoretainthe Regidiry asis, the accuracy, accessibility, and due processissues noted earlier
must be remedied immediately. In addition, there are other areas where improvements would enhance the
usefulness of the Regidiry:

» Statutes need to be clarified. Statutes have been developed on an ad hoc, piecemed basis.
Central Registry workgroup and Department staff point to a number of statutory changes that
would help in the adminigtration of the database.

»  Communication between the county departments and the Registry needsto beimproved. County
departments may not receive important information from the Registry on critical issues, including
how to enter datainto TRAILS and the outcomes of appedls by dleged perpetrators.

» The Registry does not complete background check requests within the statutory time requirement
of 10 days. Because the Registry records do not include unique identifiers, it may be difficult for
entities to accurately determineif an individud islisted on the Registry when doing a background
check. Additiondly, the Registry does not have aflagging sysem that providesinformation when
that sameindividud is the subject of a subsequent confirmed report of abuse or neglect.

Our recommendations and the responses of the Department of Human Services can be found in the
Recommendation Locator on pages 5 through 8.
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Rec. Pag Recommendation Agency Agency | mplementation
No. e Summary Addressed Response Date
No.
1 18 Provide guidance to counties on how to complete the Department of Agree Jduly 1, 2002
Central Registry data entry forms and how to report  Human Services
usng the new TRAILS system; ensure the process for
reporting is clear and that there is a standardized
definition of preponderance of evidence.
2 20 Require al county departments to update cooperative Department of Agree September 1, 2002
agreements with loca law enforcement agencies and ~ Human Services
periodically monitor these agreements.
3 22 Ensure the information contained in the Centrd Registry Department of Agree July 1, 2002
is complete by &) providing county departments with  Human Services
quarterly reports; b) requiring the county reports to be
complete with cetain identifiers;, and ¢) sHting a
standard for entering information on birth dates that are
unknown.
4 24 Investigate and correct TRAILS processing problems Department of Agree July 1, 2002
and provide training on the Regidry part of TRAILSto  Human Services

the gppropriate county staff.
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Rec. Pag Recommendation Agency Agency | mplementation
No. e Summary Addressed Response Date
No.
5 26 Work withtheJudicial Department, the Colorado Bureau Department of Agree January 15, 2002
of Investigation, and the Divison of Child Caretoensure Human Services
the Central Registry isnatified of individuasconvicted of
child abuse offenses. Implement proceduresto add these
individuds to the Centra Regigtry. Identify ways to
include individuds convicted of child abuse crimes or
sexud abuse on achild on the Regisiry when the name of
the victim is not known.
6 29 Work with the Judicid Department to identify ways to Department of Agree January 15, 2002
receive information on acquittas of crimind chargesfor ~ Human Services
child abuse or neglect. Ensure that individuas listed are
notified of their due process rights to have their records
expunged if they have been acquitted of charges or the
charges are dismissed.
7 31 Implement proceduresto periodically screenrecordsand Department of Agree July 1, 2002
resolve the status of the cases that have beenin status ~ Human Services

pending for more than two years.
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Rec. Pag Recommendation Agency Agency | mplementation
No. e Summary Addressed Response Date
No.
8 36 Work withthe Generd Assembly to evduate dternatives Department of Agree Jduly 1, 2002
to the Centra Regidry, including (1) mantaining the  Human Services
Regidry as a civil/ladminidgrative todl; (2) making the
Regidry a tool for tracking aleged perpetrators who
have contact with law enforcement; and (3) changing the
Regisry to be a tool for tracking only individuds
convicted of child abuserdated crimes. Propose
gatutory changes to implement the changes.
9 38 Claify gatutes governing the Regidtry. Department of Agree In Progress
Humean Services
10 40 Review what information should be reported by counties Department of Agree July 1, 2002
to law enforcement agencies on founded cases, and if  Human Services

reports on minor severity offenses are found not to be
useful, propose statutory changes.
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Rec. Pag Recommendation Agency Agency | mplementation
No. e Summary Addressed Response Date
No.
11 42 Improve communication by providing training to the Department of Agree March 1, 2002
county departments on how to use TRAILS to submit  Human Services
reports to the Regidry; identify additiond natification
methodsfor informing the county departmentsof changes
to processes and changes to legidation; and notify the
county departments of the results of appeals and
SHtlements.
12 44 Ensure background checks are completed within the Department of Agree July 1, 2002
satutory requirement of 10 days. Human Services
13 45 Work with the counties to improve information available Department of Agree March 1, 2002
for identifying perpetrators of child abuse or neglectand ~ Human Services
propose statutory changes as appropriate.
14 46 Devedop aflagging system that would immediatdly notify Department of Agree July 1, 2002
the requesting facility if the subject of the request is  Human Services

placed on the Central Registry subsequent to the initid
request.



Overview of the Central Registry of
Child Protection

Background

The Centra Registry of Child Protection is an automated database for tracking confirmed
incidents of child abuse or neglect. The Regidry is managed by a unit in the Divison of
Child Wdfare, Depatment of Human Services. Statutes governing the Registry are
included inthe Colorado Children’ s Code, specifically Section 19-3-313, et. seg., C.R.S.
The Centra Regidtry is a civil tool. Individuas do not have to be charged with or
convicted of acrimina offense to be listed on the Regidiry.

County departments of humarysocia servicesand local law enforcement agenciesreceive
and investigate complaintsof aleged child abuse or neglect. Law enforcement agenciesare
required to submit their reports of child abuse or neglect to the appropriate county
department. County departments then submit al confirmed complaints to the Centra

Regidry.

The Executive Director of the Department of Human Services convened aworkgroup of
stakeholders (including representatives from the Attorney Generd’s Office, county
departments, child advocacy groups, and parents) in August 2001 to examine the Registry
and determine “what it should be.” The workgroup proposed that the “mission of the
Central Regigtry of Child Protection isto assure the protection of children through rapid
access of accurate data while assuring due process.” The workgroup aso identified the
following four functions of the Regidiry:

* Investigation. The Registry provides investigators (police, digtrict attorneys,
medica personne, and county departments) with information useful in conducting
investigations, such as whether there have been smilar incidentsin the past.

* Due process. TheRegistry providesan opportunity for peopleto chalengewhat
they believe to be fase accusations of child abuse.

* Employment screening. According to the workgroup, the Registry providesa
convenient central source of information for employers who hire personsto care
for children.
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* Research. The Regigtry provides information about the frequency, severity and
nature of child abuse, as well as demographic information, which is useful for
research and policy development.

Confidentiality of Records

Section19-1-307, C.R.S,, drictly limitstheindividua s or agencieswho have accesstothe
information contained in the Central Registry. According to statute, reports of child abuse
or neglect are confidential and not “public information.” Section 19-1-307, C.R.S,,
provides that individuaswho are gpplying to provide carein astae-licensed family home
or child care facility are to be screened againgt the Registry file. Applicantsfor child care
licensesared so screened againgt Judicid’ sIntegrated Colorado Online Network (ICON)
and the Colorado Bureau of Investigation (CBI) databases. County departments of
human/socid services may aso check with the Registry when 1) conducting custody
evaudions, 2) hiring employees who will be involved with children; and 3) screening for
the county’s own adoptive, foster, or kinship homes. County departments aso screen
prospective adoptive and foster parents against CBI records.

Other agencies, such asthe Department of Corrections, may also have accessto Registry
information when they have the legd responshbility to treat a child or for ading in
determination of recommended trestment, visitation gpproval, and supervised conditions.
Individuas may aso request information on themselves.

A very limited group of professonas may aso recelve information on incidents of abuse
involving identities of anamed perpetrator and/or victim. They may obtain theinformation
only during the course of an investigation of child abuse or neglect. These entities are:

»  County departments of humarn/socid services.

* Law enforcement agencies.

» Physdans who have a child before them who they reasonably suspect has been
abused or neglected.

*  The State Department of Education only when investigeting areport of child abuse
or neglect by one of its employees.

» The court upon its finding that access to such records may be necessary for a
determination of an issue beforeit.

* Membersof achild protection team (for purposes of the team review).

* A parent, guardian, or lega custodian responsible for the hedlth or welfare of the
child who was dleged to be abused or neglected.
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History of the Colorado Central Registry of Child
Protection

The Centrd Registry was authorized by statute in 1967 and was established as a part of
the then Department of Socid Servicesin 1969. At that time counties were required to
report al child abuse or neglect incidents, whether they were confirmed or not, to the
Central Regigtry. Many changes have occurred since then, including:

Due process procedures were established in 1987. The Genera Assembly
required that counties report only confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect to
the Regidry.

The 1990s brought many other due process requirements, including:

House Bill 91-1002 alowed the Registry Director to expunge certain cases
for good cause.

House Bill 96-1208 required the Director to notify subjectsbeforelisting them
on the Registry. Additiondly, apped rights of individuads convicted of child
abuse charges were limited.

House Bill 97-1109 required the Department of Human Services to develop
an implementation plan by March 1999 for phasing out the Central Regidtry.
Chapter 3 includes a discussion of the Department’ s actions.

Senate Bill 99-152 required the Director to list an individud as “datus
pending” until al appea processes were completed.

The 2000 and 2001 legidative sessions aso resulted in Satute modifications.

Senate Bill 00-136 required that (1) records of individuas convicted of child
abuse or other crimes againg children are to remain on the Regisiry
indefinitdly, (2) the Director verify the convictionswith the Judicia Department
or the Colorado Bureau of Investigation, and (3) the Director expunge the
record of a person who is acquitted of a related charge or for whom the
charge has been dismissed.

House Bill 01-1227 required that the Director expunge records of minor
severity casesif crimina charges or a petition of dependency or neglect has
not been filed within sx months of when the Registry recaeived the report of
confirmed abuse or neglect.
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Issues related to the statutory requirements of the Registry are discussed throughout this
report.

Central Registry Statistics

As of May 21, 2001 (the most recent date for which overall data are available), the
Central Registry contained 107,848 records of child abuse or neglect incidents. Each
record can include up to four perpetrators and up to six children. The 107,848 records
included data on 113,681 confirmed or aleged perpetrators, 907 unknown third-party
perpetrators, and 144,334 children.

According to the Department’ s records, in Caendar Year 2000 the Registry received
about 450 reports of confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect from the counties each
month. Counties may receive complaints about abuse or neglect from various entities,
induding schools, law enforcement, neighbors, and relatives. Whenit receivesacomplaint,
the county reviews the dlegations to determine if further investigation is needed.
Invedtigations are done to determine if the complaint is vaid (e.g., abuse or neglect
occurred). Confirmed reports are then submitted to the Centrd Registry. According to
the Regisiry’ s records, in Calendar Y ear 2000 the countiesreceived 50,197 referras (or
complaints) of child abuse or neglect. The counties investigated 30,663 (61 percent) of
the complaints and confirmed 5,434 (18 percent) of those investigated.

The 5,434 confirmed incidents in Calendar Year 2000 represented 5,685 aleged
perpetrators. Sightly over haf (50.4 percent) of these individuaswerefemae. Regisry
records did not specify the relationships to the child victim for 4,495 of the individuas.
However, reports showed the following for the 1,190 individuas for whom the
rel ationships were known:

* 409 (34.4 percent) were parents.

o 387 (32.5 percent) were other caretakers.

* 10 (0.8 percent) were foster parents.

o 44 (3.7 percent) were resdentid facility staff.
» 74 (6.2 percent) were child care providers.

* 266 (22 .4 percent) were non-caretakers.

Other data show that the mgjority of the perpetrators reported to the Registry are parents
of the child victim(s). Datafor Caendar Y ear 1996 (the last year for which there was not
a large percentage of perpetrators in the “reationship unknown” category) showed the
following for the 5,673 perpetrators reported to the Regidry:
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e 4,596 (81.1 percent) were parents.

* 549 (9.6 percent) were caretakers, foster parents, residentid facility staff, or child
care providers.

o 251 (4.4 percent) were non-caretakers.

o 277 (4.9 percent) were unknown.

In Caendar Year 2000, 7,467 children were victims of confirmed abuse or neglect.
About 53 percent of these children were female, and 47 percent were mae. Registry
records included ages for 7,432 of these children:

* 749 (10 percent) were less than 12 months old.

* 2,301 (31 percent) were between 1 and 5 years old.

» 3,000 (40 percent) were between 6 and 12 years old.
o 1,382 (19 percent) were between 13 and 18 years old.

Agesfor 35 of the children were unknown.

Incidents of child abuse or neglect can range in severity level fromminor tofatal. Although
the Department could not provide any information on crimina charges and/or convictions
of perpetrators, both Registry staff and county representatives told us that very few
individuds listed on the Registry as perpetrators are ever arrested, charged, or convicted
of any child abuse crime. The following table shows the breakout by severity for the
incidents involving the 7,467 child victimsin Caendar Y ear 2000.

Severity of Abuse
for Calendar Year 2000

Severity of Abuse Number of Incidents Per centage of Incidents
Minor 3591 48.1%

Medium 3,109 41.6%

Severe 725 9.7%

Death 29 0.4%
Incomplete 13 0.2%

Totals: 7,467 100%

Sour ce: Central Registry of Child Protection statistics for Calendar Y ear 2000.

There are severd types of child abuse and neglect. Abuse can include injuries, such as
cuts, bruises, or fractures. Neglect can include lack of supervision or abandonment. As
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shown inthefollowing chart, the mgority of theincidentsin Caendar Y ear 2000 involved
neglect.

Types of Abuse and Neglect
for Calendar Year 2000
Type Total Number Per centage of Total
Neglect 5,391 52.9%
Physical Abuse 2,004 19.7%
Psychological or Emotional 1,188 11.7%
Abuse/Neglect
Sexual Abuse 1,074 105%
Medical Neglect 534 5.2%
Totals: 10,191 100%
Sour ce: Central Registry of Child Protection statistics for Calendar Y ear 2000.
Note:  Incidents may have multiple responses resulting in more incidents listed than
occurred; i.e., one incident may involve both physical and sexual abuse.

Expendituresand Staffing

In Fisca Year 2001 the Colorado Centra Registry of Child Protection program
expenditurestotaled dmost $1.3 million. The Registry received individud gppropriations
to purchase services for appeds from the Attorney Generd's Office, Divison of
Adminigtrative Hearings, and the Office of Appeals that totaled about $615,000.

As of October 2001, the Central Registry of Child Protection had nine FTE, which
included five adminigrative ass stants, one office manager, two generd professonds, and
the Director. For Fisca Y ear 2002 the Registry received gpproximately $115,000 to use
for contract staff for data entry and professional servicesin the appeals process.
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Accuracy and Completeness of
Registry Data
Chapter 1

Background

Asdiscussad previoudy, the Centra Regisiry of Child Protectionisan automated database
that contains records of confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect. According to
Section 19-1-103(27), C.R.S,, a confirmed incident of child abuse or neglect is one in
which:

...any report made pursuant to article 3 of this title that is found by a
county department, law enforcement agency, or entity authorized to
invedtigate indtitutiona abuse to be supported by a preponderance of the
evidence.

Section 19-3-304(2), C.R.S., mandates that a number of professonds(e.g., physcians)
who interact with children report suspected or known child abuse or neglect to the county
department of human/socid services or locd law enforcement agencies. County
departments and/or law enforcement agencies investigate these dlegations of child abuse
or neglect. Theinvestigations may be independent of each other, or a collaboretive effort
can occur. The county isthe lead agency on dl cases of intrafamilid abuse. If a county
finds there is a prepondance of evidence to support the dlegation, it reports the incident
to the Centrd Regigiry.

Locd law enforcement agencies are the lead investigators on third-party abuse (e.g., an
incident committed by any person who is not a parent, stepparent, guardian, or legal
custodian). Section 19-3-308(5), C.R.S., requires that loca law enforcement agencies
submit their investigative reports of third-party abuse to the appropriate county
department. The county department is then responsible for reviewing these reports to
determine if thereis a preponderance of evidence. If so, the county files areport with the
Centrd Registry based on the law enforcement agency’ s investigative report.

Currently counties are required to enter data regarding the confirmed incident into the
Department’ s new automated system, TRAILS, and also to report using the hard-copy
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CWS-59 form. The CWS-59 form includesfieldsfor children in the household, including
names, relationship to parent, roles (e.g., victim), sex, birth date, socid security number,
and date identification number; parents or parent subdtitutes, including role (eg.,
perpetrator, passive participant, not involved), sex, birth date, and socid security number;
nature of abuse or neglect; severity of abuse or neglect; services provided by the county
department; datethe report was madeto the Central Registry; and addressesfor thefamily
and/or perpetrator. The Central Registry received about 450 reports of confirmed
incidents each month in Calendar Y ear 2000.

CountiesVary in How They Report to the
Central Registry

Through our interviews with 15 county departments of humar/socia services, we found
that counties submit reports of confirmed incidents of child abuse or neglect to the Central
Regigryinconsgtently. Centra Registry staff and the 2001 Registry workgroup (discussed
inthe Overview Section) dsoidentified county incons stenciesasaproblem for maintaining
accurate and complete data. Asaresult of theseinconsstencies, the Registry may not be
acomplete source of incidents of child abuse or neglect.

The incondsencies we identified include:

* Not all county departments submit a hard copy of the CWS-59 form in
addition to entering information into TRAILS. We sent a survey to dl
Colorado county departments of humarn/socid services inquiring about their
methods for reporting cases to the Registry. We received responses from 43 of
the counties. Seven of the responding counties reported they only submit child
abuse and neglect reports to the Regigtry through TRAILS. Thisis problematic
because of the sgnificant deficiencieswith TRAILS. Asdiscussed later, thereare
many data processing errors that occur with TRAILS. Centrd Registry staff
correct these errors only after they receive the CWS-59 form and compare
information on the form with datain TRAILS. Regigry saff informed us that
between the implementation of TRAILS in April 2001 and July 2001 there was
only one CWS-59 of the gpproximately 2,000 submitted that correctly matched
the information that had been data entered into TRAILS.

» Some counties do not enter information into TRAILS. Six responding
counties reported that they submit the CWS-59 only and do not enter any
information into TRAILS. Submitting only a hard-copy form is problematic
becauseinformation sent only by the CWS-59 formwill not gppeear inthe TRAILS
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system until Registry saff have had the opportunity to data enter that information
into TRAILS. Since Regidry saff are currently backlogged about one month in
their data entry of information into TRAILS, the information contained in the
Registry isnot current.

* County department staff are concer ned about inconsistent infor mation on
the Registry. Seven of the fifteen (47 percent) county departments told us that
information they submit to the Regidiry is not consstent with information other
counties submit. For example, counties have different definitions of
“preponderance of evidence.” Thus, counties vary in what they consder to bea
confirmed incident of child abuse or neglect. Neither the Colorado Children’s
Code (Title 19 of the Colorado Revised Statutes) nor the Department’ srulesand
regulatiionsinclude astandard definition of preponderance of evidence. The 2001
Registry workgroup aso identified the lack of a standard definition of
preponderance of evidence as a problem for counties.

e County departments fill out the CWS59 form inconsistently. We
interviewed 15 counties about how they complete the form.  According to their
reponses, many counties complete the form incorrectly:

- Threefill out a separate form for each child victim in the same household,
while one county completes only oneform for al children involved regardless
of whether they are from the same household.

- Sevenfill out separate formswhen thereismore than one perpetrator involved
intheincident. According to the Director of the Registry, one CWS-59 form
should befilled out for al children in the same household; a separate CWS-59
is only needed when there are children involved from different households.
Additiondly, perpetrators should aso be listed on the same form.

Inconsstent methods of filling out the CWS-59 form can lead to problems with linking
incidents properly in the Regigtry. Linking incidents is a manua process conducted by
Regidtry daff to ensure that a perpetrator with more than one incident is identified and
marked as no longer eligible for good cause expungement, and to ensure the victim's
records are aso linked to identify instances of recurring abuse. If Registry staff do not
identify the different incident reports as related, alink may not be put in place. Although
Centrd Regidtry staff told us that they have aquality assurance processin place to make
surethat dl perpetrators and victims are associated with oneincident, we found problems.
During our review we found that for 2 of asample of 36 incidents Registry staff could not
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determine if the person should be dligible for good cause expungement since there were
multiple incidents listed on the Regigtry for the same day for the same perpetrator.

As discussed in Chapter 3, communication between the county departments and the
Central Registry needs to be improved. The Department has not recently provided
TRAILS training to the counties pecificaly on how they should use the Centrd Registry
portion of the new system to ensure they report correctly. Further, as noted in Chapter
3, some agency lettersthat are used by the Department to communicate with the counties
are unclear. The agency letters provided to the counties do not make it clear that the
counties are required to report cases to the Registry via hard copy of the CWS-59 and
aso through data entry into TRAILS. It isevident from these issues that communication
efforts between the counties and the Registry need to be improved.

Recommendation No. 1:

The Department of Human Services should improve the consistency of reports made to
the Centrd Registry of Child Protection by ensuring that county departments receive
frequent and updated instruction on how to report and submit information to the Registry.
This should be accomplished by:

a. Providing guidance to the counties on how to complete the hard-copy CWS-59
form correctly and how to report incidents using the new TRAILS system.

b. Working with the counties to ensure the process for reporting to the Regidtry is
clear, ensuring that the counties understand they are to report via TRAILS in
addition to submitting a hard copy of the CWS-59.

c. Working with the county departments to ensure a standardized understanding of

the preponderance of evidence concept and providing the county departments
with a clear definition of what congtitutes a preponderance of evidence.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department had dready planned for TRAIL Straining and new rules
and will continue its efforts:

a. TRAILStraining will be provided by March 1, 2002.

b. Inadditionto thetwo Agency Lettersand the TRAILS Update providing this
information, a statewide email was issued on November 14, 2001.
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c. Rulesdefining preponderance of evidence were introduced on November 2,
2001. Child Wefare Core Traning currently provides this information;
Centrd Regidry of Child Protection training will be developed and
implemented by September 1, 2002.

Not All Third-Party Abuse or Neglect
Incidents Are Reported to the Registry

Through our interviews with 15 county departments, wefound that countiesand loca law
enforcement agencies do not dways comply with statute and the Department’ sregulations
for reporting third-party abuse or neglect (e.g., abuse perpetrated by a non-family
member, such as aneighbor or coach). For example:

Not all local law enforcement agencies report third-party abuse casesto
the county departments. Nine of fifteen (60 percent) county departments we
interviewed stated that local law enforcement agencies do not consistently report
cases of third-party abuse to the county. Additiondly, one law enforcement
agency was not aware of the requirement to notify the county of third-party abuse
cases. According to Section 19-3-308(5.3)(a), C.R.S.:

Upon the completion of an investigation, the loca law enforcement
agency shdl forward a copy of its investigetive report to the county
department of socid services. The county department shall review the
law enforcement investigative report and shdl determine whether the
report contains information that congtitutes a case of confirmed child
abuse and requires it to be filed with the state centra regidry....

If local law enforcement agencies do not consistently report third-party abuse or
neglect to the counties, some of theseincidentswill not be submitted to the Centra
Regigry. Thus, the Centra Regisiry will beanincomplete database of child abuse.

Countieshavenot consistently updated cooper ative agr eementswith local
lawenfor cement agencies. Department rulesand regul ationsrequirethat county
departments develop written cooperative agreements with law enforcement
agencies for investigation and reporting of child abuse or neglect. We requested
cooperative agreements from the 15 county departments we interviewed. We
received and reviewed 14. We found that:
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- One county did not have sgned agreements because “loca law enforcement
agencies were reluctant to sgn them.”

- A large county hed an agreement with amilitary ingalation but no locd law
enforcement agencies (e.g., police, sheriff).

- One county believed that locd law enforcement agencies were required to
report confirmed instances of third-party abuse directly to the Central
Regigry. Thelaw enforcement agency for this county told usthat they did not
report third-party abuse cases to any entity.

- A large county told us that it did not have any agreements with local law
enforcement agencies.

The Department needs to work with the counties to ensure cooperative agreements with
law enforcement agencies are in place and periodicaly updated. All parties should have
an undergtanding of the requirements for reporting these types of abuse or neglect.

Recommendation No. 2:

The Department of Human Services should require al county departments to update
cooperative agreements with loca law enforcement agencies to ensure that confirmed
third-party abuse cases are reported to the county department by law enforcement
agencies. Department of Human Services staff should be responsible for periodicaly
monitoring these agreements to ensure they are updated.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department dready requires cooperative agreements between the
county departments and law enforcement.

a. The Department will review with Law Enforcement, Digtrict Attorney Offices,
and counties, the gatutory requirement and make recommendations for any
change by September 1, 2002.

b. Intheinterim, the Department will develop a process to monitor the counties
cooperative agreements with Law Enforcement by July 1, 2002.
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Many Records Are | naccurate and
| ncomplete

Through our review of the entire database of 107,848 records in the Centra Registry as
of May 21, 2001, we found many inaccuracies and incomplete records. For example:

Many records lack critical identifying information. We downloaded the
entire database of 107,848 records and found significant problems with the
information contained in the Registry. About 7,600 records were missing the
perpetrator’ s birth date, arequired field; about 46,000 records did not have the
perpetrator’ s socia security number. Socia security numbers are not currently a
required fiddd. Thus, the ability to use the data to identify perpetratorsis limited.
In addition, the ability to use the data to expunge individuas when they should be
expunged isalso hampered by database errors. Through our download, wefound
that 1) the nature and severity of abuse field was blank in about 1,200 records,
and 2) the date the incident occurred was not entered in about 1,300 cases.

In many casesthe information thet is missing is needed so that a perpetrator can
be properly identified when entities are researching for prior incidents or
performing background screens. For many perpetrators listed on the Regidtry, a
birth dete is the only information used for ensuring that a person is identified
properly. According to the Department, it does not have the authority to require
that counties obtain socia security numbers. Sincethere are no uniqueidentifiers
in the Regisiry, many problems occur when searching the database. The lack of
unique identifiersis discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

Many recordscontain dataentry errors. Asdiscussed previoudy, the county
departments are required to both data enter case information into TRAILS and
aso send ahard copy of the CWS-59 form to the Registry. Registry staff compare
the information in TRAILS with the data on the CWS-59 and make any needed
corrections. Staff havehad to correct thousands of recordsby manualy reentering
the data. Aswith any manud entry of information, there isahigh risk for errors.
Some of the errors may aso be the result of system problems.

We found anumber of dataentry errors on the Registry. We compared asample
of 31 incident reports (CWS-59s) submitted during the period from June 2000 to
March 2001. We found 44 separate errors, including instances where children’s
names were misspelled, socid security numbers were incorrect, the severity of
abuse was incorrect, types of abuse wereincorrect, and birth dateswere missing.
These errors limit the ability to access and use the information on the Regidry.



Central Registry of Child Protection, Department of Human Services
Performance Audit - November 2001

» Dataarenot entered consistently. Wefound that county staff areinconsstent
in how they enter birthdatesfor thoseinvolved inanincident if the person’ sactua
birth date is unknown. For example, many birth-date fields are blank, others are
entered as 1/1/1900, and some are entered as 1/1 of whatever year the staff
believesthe subject wasborn. Because of the variety of waysin which birth dates
are entered, it is very difficult to determine whether or not an aleged perpetrator
has been the subject of prior or subsequent reports of child abuse or neglect.

* There isno systematic check in place to ensure that information in the
Registry is accurate. Spedificdly, county departments do not verify that
information entered into the Regidtry is accurate. All 15 county departments we
interviewed dtated that they do not review the Registry for accuracy. We
compared information on the Registry with county documentation and found an
example inwhichinformation did not maich. Inthiscasethevictimwho waslisted
onthe Registry wasincorrect. We contacted the county caseworker, who told us
that the child listed as the victim on the Registry had nothing to do with the
incident.

The Department needs to take immediate action to ensure that data in the Regidtry are
accurate and complete. County departments should review the information they submit to
the Regidtry for accuracy. The Registry should adso mandate that certain fields, such as
birth dates, be completed accurately. If the subject’ sbirth date is unknown, the counties
should follow standardized procedures for entering a subgtitute birth date.

Recommendation No. 3:

The Department of Human Services should ensure that the information contained in the
Centrd Regidtry of Child Protection is complete by:

a. Providing county departments with quarterly reports of information included on
the Regigtry for cases they reported. County departments should review the
information for accuracy and provide feedback to the Regidtry.

b. Requiring theinformation submitted on the CWS-59 or into TRAIL Sbe complete
with respect to certain identifiers. This could be automated by not alowing
transmission without certain fields completed.

c. Improving data consstency by setting a standard for entering informetion on birth
dates that are unknown.
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Department of Human Services Response:

Agree.

a. A process will be developed for counties to review the completed Central
Registry of Child Protection Incident Report for accuracy and to report any
inaccuracies to the Centra Regigtry. This may involve TRAILS sysem
enhancement.

b. The Depatment is developing identifiers in regards to date of birth. Socid
security numbers are frequently unavailable during the Child Protection
Servicesintake process. Requiring the casaworkersto obtain thisinformation
would be adetriment in the investigation and limit the numbers of confirmed
reports being listed on the Central Registry. TRAILS business rules do not
require asocia security number. Current TRAILS business rules related to
dates of birth are arequired field.

C. See“b” above. Current TRAILS businessrules related to dates of birth will
be integrated into Central Regigtry of Child Protection training curriculum by
June 1, 2002.

Processing ErrorsHave Occurred in
TRAILS

As dated previoudy, Colorado TRAILSisthe new statewide system that was created to
link dl state and county child welfare caseworkers, supervisors, and support staff. When
the Regigtry portion of TRAIL Swasimplementedin April 2001, abuse and neglect reports
to the Registry were to be handled online via TRAILS. However, because of mgor
problems with the implementation of TRAILS, the system has not been fully used as
intended. During our audit we identified many problems with the implementation of the
Regigtry part of TRAILS. Specificdly, these problems include errors that are occurring
when the informationis entered into the system at the county department level and when
the information is received by the Regidry.

TRAILS may not be tranamitting data correctly from county departments to the Centra
Regidry. Asdiscussed previoudy, Regisiry staff told us that only one record transmitted
correctly between April 2001 and July 2001. For example, in some casesrole codeshave
beenreversed and the victimislisted as a perpetrator or aperpetrator islisted asavictim.
Additiondly, fields that are required to be filled out by the county are transmitted to the
Registry asblank fidds. Asaresult, the Regisiry isrequiring county departmentsto submit
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reports to the Registry viaTRAILS and aso viathe CWS-59 form, as discussed earlier.
This is done to ensure that the information transmitted by TRAILS can be verified by
Regigtry saff so that errorsare corrected. Since both methods are required for reporting,
workload for both the counties and Registry daff has increased greatly. County
departments are duplicating work becausethey are supposed to bereporting viaTRAILS
and the CWS-59 form. The Registry staff's workload has dso significantly increased
because they are comparing each hard-copy report with the information in TRAILS.
Frequently, Registry staff must contact individua county departments in order to ensure
accuracy. This process is very time-consuming and burdensome.  Further, the county
departments have not received any formal training on how to use TRAIL S specificaly for
Regidry reporting. Asaresult, it is unclear whether the processing problems are due to
aTRAILS sysem error or if the county departments are entering data incorrectly due to
a lack of training. Although the Department is identifying and working on resolving
TRAILS processing problems, many problemsexist that the Department needsto correct.

Recommendation No. 4:

The Department of Human Services should continue to investigate TRAILS processing
problems and ensure the errors are corrected. Further, the Department should provide
training on the Regidiry part of TRAILSto the appropriate county staff.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Depatment is investigating and working on resolving TRAILS
problems: (1) Department TRAILS, Information Technology Services(ITS), and
Child Wdfare gaff have met to identify dl current problems; (2) ITSand TRAILS
daff are working on fixing the problem; and (3) Child Welfare and TRAIL S Staff
are developing Central Registry of Child Protection training for counties.
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Central Registry Does Not Recelve
Notification of Convictions

House Bill 96-1208 required the Central Regidtry to place individuas convicted of child
abuse crimes on the Registry upon natification from the court. However, we found the
Regisiry does not include records for al individuals who have been convicted of a child
abuse or neglect charge. The statute was subsequently changed in July 2000 and now
requires that “the director shdl place the name of the subject who has been convicted of
an offense pursuant to article 6 of title 18, C.R.S,, section 18-3-405, C.R.S., or section
18-3-405.3, C.R.S, on theregidry as soon as possible after receiving such information
and verifying the information with the judicia department or the Colorado bureau of
investigation.” However, the Registry has not worked with Judicia on notification issues.

We requested thet the Judicid Department provide alisting of dl individuas convicted of
child abuse or neglect or sexual abuse on achild specified in Sections 18-3-405 and 18-3-
405.3, C.R.S. Wereceved and analyzed a database of 1,136 individuaswho had been
convicted of at least one of the specified offenses. We compared the names of these
individuas with the database of the Central Registry as of May 21, 2001. We identified
305 individuasthat Judicia records showed were convicted of major child abuse or sexud
abuse crimesagaingt achild on or after January 1, 1997, but were not listed on the Centra
Regigtry. Additionally, we matched a sample of 48 registered sex offenders who had
perpetrated sexud crimes againg children on the State’'s Convicted Sex Offender Site
with the Registry database and found 19 (40 percent) of those registered sex offenders
were not listed on the Regidtry.

Currently there is no processin place for Registry staff to learn about crimind chargesor
convictions. The Judicid Department does not notify the Registry of convictions of child
abuse or sexua abuse cases. However, the Department of Human Services has not been
proactive in seeking to obtain this information from the Judicid Department's Integrated
Colorado On-Line Network (ICON). ICON includes records regarding the disposition
of cases being handled in didtrict and county courts. ICON does not include federa or
Denver County court records. Few of the crimes that congtitute mandatory exclusions
from child care employment should be missed in the ICON database, since most felonies
should reach courts covered in the database. One way the Department could obtain
information from Judicid's ICON system is to coordinate with the Department’ s Division
of Child Care, which aready has access to ICON for crimina background check
purposes. The Department needs to ensure that the Registry includes records for al
individuals convicted of achild abuse crime or sexud abuse on achild, including the ones
we identified. Further, the Registry tiesrecords by victim, not perpetrator. The Director
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told us that perpetrators cannot be added to the Registry without an associated child
victim. Thisis a database problem that must be corrected immediately.

Recommendation No. 5:

The Department of Human Services should work with the Judicid Department, Colorado
Bureau of Investigetion, and the Division of Child Care to identify methods to ensure the
Central Regidry of Child Protectionisnotified of individua sconvicted of the offenseslisted
in Sections 18-3-405 and 18-3-405.3, C.R.S. The Centra Registry needsto implement
procedures to add these individuas (including the ones we identified) to the Centra
Regigry of Child Protection. The Department should adso evauate ways to include
individuals convicted of child abuse crimes or sexud abuse on achild without the name of
the associated child victim(s).

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department has been working to establish aprocessfor thisto occur.
Those individuds identified in the audit as being convicted from July 1, 2000, to
the present will be entered onto the Central Registry by January 5, 2002. Work
is currently underway to secure additiond information from the courts.
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Due Process | ssues
Chapter 2

Background

Asdiscussed in the Overview Section, the Centrd Regidiry isacivil, rather thanacrimind,
tracking tool. Individuasdo not have to be charged with or convicted of acrimein order
to be listed on the Registry as a perpetrator of child abuse. However, one of the mgor
functions of the Registry involves due process rights and responsibilities. Due process
includes legd principles and procedures to safeguard the protection of individua rights.
Mogt of the Central Registry of Child Protection statute (Section 19-3-313, C.R.S))
involves due process requirements. According to statute, the Director of the Central

Regidry:

Must notify the subject in writing before the individud is placed on the Regidtry.
Thisisreferred to as a pre-listing natification.

Must designate asubject’ s name as* status pending” until al reviews and hearings
are completed. Only certain entities (e.g., law enforcement or court), as Specified
in Section19-1-307, C.R.S.,, are authorized to receive information about subjects
in the status pending category.

May expunge certain records for “good cause.” The Director must review for
expungement any record that was reported between July 1, 1991, and June 30,
2000; was based on aminor offense; and had been on the Regigtry for two years.
Subjects of recordsrdated to afirgt-timelisting of aminor offense reported before
Jduly 1, 1991, may request areview for expungement.

Must determine within six months of areport on or after July 1, 2001, of a minor
offense if a crimina charge or a petition in dependency or neglect has been filed
related to the subject. If these actions have not been taken, the Director shdll
expunge the record.

Must expunge records if a subject has been acquitted of or charges have been
dismissed for certain specified offenses, including sexud abuse on achild and child
abuse, upon receipt of notice of acquittal or dismissa.



Central Registry of Child Protection, Department of Human Services
Performance Audit - November 2001

* Mug sed records, except those involving a conviction of child abuse or sexud
abuse on achild, no later than 10 years after the child’s 18™ hirthday.

According to statute, the subject of a confirmed report of child abuse or neglect:

» Hastheright to request areview by the Director before having his or her name
placed on the Regidtry.

* Can request an adminigrative hearing to determine whether the report is accurate
and there is a preponderance of evidence to support a finding of child abuse or
neglect so that the subject’'s name should be placed on the Registry as a
perpetrator. The burden of proof in such ahearing ison the Department of Human
Services.

* May request amendment, sealing, or expungement of the report within two years
after themailing date of the notice of placement on the Regigtry that was sent to the
subject.

The Director believes that the Registry devotes about 75 percent of its staff and financia
resources to due process, or appellant, functions.

Some Individuals Remain on the Registry
After They Have Been Acquitted of
Related Charges

Senate Bill 00-136, which was signed by the Governor on June 1, 2000, mandated that
the Director expunge the names of al individuas acquitted of child abuse charges. Prior
to this Bill, the Director was dlowed to expunge individuas who had been acquitted of a
related charge. As discussed below, we found that the Registry includes records for
individuas who were acquitted of child abuse charges after June 1, 2000.

According to Section 19-3-313(7) (d) (1), C.R.S,, “if asubject isacquitted of an offense,
or if such a charge is dismissed, the director of the centrd registry shal expunge the
subject's name pertaining to the act or acts that supported such dleged crimind offense
upon the receipt by the director of notice of the acquittal or dismissa.” The Central
Regigtry does not routindly receive naotification when individuds listed on the Regidtry are
acquitted of a child abuse charge. Asareault, it has not expunged the records of al of
these subjects.
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We requested the Judicial Department to provide a database of dl individuads who have
been acquitted of child abusecharges. Wethen compared the 1,589 listingsinthe Judicid
file with the names of the perpetrators listed in the database of 107,848 records in the
Central Registry as of May 21, 2001. We found that 191 individuals who had been
acquitted on or after June 1, 2000, were listed on the Registry. We provided this
information to the Central Registry. The Director plans to investigate to determine what
actionsto take.

There are two basic reasons that the Registry is not receiving information on acquittals:

The Centrd Regigtry does not receive information from Judicid regarding
acquittals. As discussed in Chapter 1, the Registry has not been proactive in
identifying ways to get information from Judicid.

The subjects may not know they have theright to havetheir names expunged from
the Registry upon acquittal or dismissd of charges. The Registry does not include
thisoption in lettersit sends to these individualss.

Recommendation No. 6:

The Department of Human Services should:

a. Work with the Judicia Department to identify ways for the Centra Registry of

Child Protection to recelve information on acquittals of criminal charges for child
abuse or neglect.

Ensurethat individudslisted onthe Centra Registry of Child Protection are notified
of their due processrightsto have their records expunged from the Registry if they
have been acquitted of charges or the charges are dismissed.

Department of Human Ser vices Response:
Agree.

a. The Department will continue its development of a plan for ICON access.
Implementation should occur by January 15, 2002.
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b. The noticeto individuals regarding the placement of their names on the Centrd
Registry of Child Protection and their appeal rights has been revised to include
information regarding acquittals and dismissals as of August 2001.

CasesMay Remain in Status Pending for
L ong Periods

According to Section 19-3-313(5.5)(a), C.R.S., upon receipt of a confirmed report, the
Director of the Central Registry is required to send a written notice to each person who
has been reported to the Registry asthe perpetrator of child abuse or neglect. The subject
has 14 days after the mailing date of the notice to request the Director to review the
investigation made by the county department or local law enforcement agency. The
Director is then dlowed to make a decison based on areview of the investigation as to
whether thereis a preponderance of evidence that the name of the subject investigated
should be placed on the Registry as a perpetrator. According to Section 19-3-
313(5.5)(b)(111), C.R.S, “if the director of the centra registry determines by a
preponderance of the evidence that the name of the subject investigated warrants
placement on the central registry as a perpetrator, then the subject's name shall be
designated ‘ status pending,” pending the outcome of the subsequent reviewsand hearings.”
Only those entities authorized to recelve information concerning the Registry may obtain
information about those subjects whose statusis designated as status pending. Two years
isan estimate of areasonable amount of timefor someoneto remainin statuspending. The
record of aperson who has committed a minor firg-time offense is expunged after two
years. Thus Regidry aff should evauate dl individuds remaining in satus pending for
more than two years.

Wefound that Registry staff do not dways monitor cases in the status pending category
to ensurethey areresolved in atimely manner. Through our review of the entire databbase
of 107,848 recordsin the Central Registry asof May 21, 2001, weidentified 1,202 cases
in the status pending category. We found 17 cases that had been inappropriately kept in
the status pending category. For example:

» Seven of the cases could have been expunged:

- Four remained in status pending after the charges against the subject
had been dropped or the person had been acquitted When we brought
these cases to the Registry’s attention, the Director told us that she did not
know of the acquittals or dismissals because the Registry does not receive any
notice from the courts regarding the outcomes of crimina prosecutions of child
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abuse. Section 19-3-313(7)(d)(I1), C.R.S., dlowsthe Director to “request a
hearing to reingtate on the central registry a subject's name pertaining to an act
or acts that supported adismissed or acquitted crimind charge.” The Director
told us that after reviewing thesefour cases, she does not intend to expungethe
records from the Registry but has requested a hearing to list al four because of
the seriousness of the charges (i.e., sexud assaullt).

Three should have been expunged because the severity levels of the
incidentswere minor. According to Registry daff, dueto saff oversght, the
cases were not expunged when they should have been. Leaving individuas on
the Regigtry longer than required for a minor, isolated offense could have
negative impacts on their employment opportunities. Asdiscussed in Chapter
3, background screens of the Registry are required for applicants for certain
child carejobs or child care provider licenses.

» Ten casesinvolved subjectswho should have been listed as perpetrators:

Eight individuals had been in status pending for more than two years,
eventhough they should have been listed asperpetrators. Registry saff
told usdueto an oversight, the status of theseindividuashad not been changed.
After we brought these cases to the attention of the Director, the individuas
were listed on the Regidtry.

Two individuals had been convicted of criminal child abusecharges. As
a result, county departments and other agencies searching the Regigtry for
informationon these perpetrators would have been told that the person was not
liged as a perpetrator but that their status was pending. Consequently, not
listing individuals as perpetrators as soon as possible creates problems for the
accuracy and completeness of Registry inquiriesfor the purpose of child abuse
invesdtigations or background checks. After we brought these cases to the
atention of the Director, the individuas were listed on the Registry.

The Department should ensure that Registry staff periodically review dl cases that have
been in the atus pending category for two years or more to ensure that the information
is correct. Status should be resolved as soon as possible.

Recommendation No. 7:

The Department of Human Services should implement proceduresthat requirethe Centra
Registry of Child Protection to periodicaly screen records for those that have been in
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gtatus pending for more than two years. The Registry should take action to resolve the
status of those cases as soon as possible.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. A syslem modification on the Access database will be developed to create
a monthly report of dl individuds in “ Status Pending” 24 months or more. This
system modification will occur by July 2002. Registry staff will continue to take
actionto resolve the status pending as soon aspossible. All casesthat the auditors
noted have been reviewed for next steps.
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Background

As discussed in the Overview Section, the Centra Registry of Child Protection has
evolved significantly sinceit beganinthelate 1960s. Functions have been added, statutory
requirements have been expanded, and the database has grown. Inthelast severd years
the Registry’s value and purpose have been the subject of discussion and debate among
legidators and broad-based Department workgroups, including:

» 1998 review in order to plan for a potential phaseout of the Registry. In
1998 the Executive Director of the Department of Human Services convened a
workgroup of stakeholders concerning “the plan for the phase out of the Central
Regidry of Child Protection” in response to House Bill 97-1109.  This Bill
directed the Department to devel op animplementation plan by March 1, 1999, for
phasing out the Registry as a separate database. The Bill did not require the
Regisiry to bediminated. AccordingtotheBill, the plan was supposed to address
four issues.

- Thedimination of the Registry asaseparately maintained database contingent
upon the implementation of the Children, Youth, and Family automation
project [now the TRAILS system] that was supposed to include the “ ability
to track reports of abuse and neglect for county or district departments of
socid sarvices, law enforcement agencies, didrict atorneys, and physicians
engaged in the investigation and trestment of child abuse and neglect.”

- The dimination of the employment screening duties by providing that such
duties shdl be performed by another agency, such asthe Colorado Bureau of
Investigation (CBI).

- Alternatives for parents to obtain information regarding the investigation of
child abuse and neglect that has occurred in licensed child care facilities “so
that they can make informed decisionsin their selection of options.”
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- Anandyssof the Generd Fund savings resulting from the phasing out of the
Regidry.

The group, which included representatives from law enforcement, didrict
attorneys, the Attorney Generd’ s Office, counties, parents, and child advocacy
groups, concluded that the Registry should not be diminated as a separate
database because (1) the implementation of the Children, Youth, and Family
system(now TRAILS) wasnot scheduled until April 2000; (2) no other database,
induding CBI’s, could provide the information needed for background screening;;
(3) dthough parents did not have access to the Registry to check on child care
providers, they could have “assurance that al licensed providers and employees
of facilities have been screened againg the Centrd Registry”; and (4) no cost
savings could be identified that would result from the phaseout of the Regidry.

e 2001 stakeholder review. InAugust 2001 the Executive Director of the
Department of Human Services convened asimilar workgroup to “examine what
the CRCP[Centrd Registry of Child Protection] hasevolved to and what it should
be.” According to the Executive Director's memo, in “the coming year,
dternatives to the present operation will be evaluated to determine if a more
efective sysem can be developed” This workgroup, which included
representatives from the same entities as the 1998 group, met during August and
September. The Department plans to issuethe report onitsfindings by February
2002.

The Purpose of the Central Registry
Should Be Reassessed

The Centrd Regigiry has evolved over the past 30 years from atracking system for dl
reports of child abuse or neglect to a complex automated system for tracking, reporting,
research, and background checks. However, as discussed throughout this report, there
are sgnificant problems with the system. There have been numerous attempts over the
past 10 yearsto fix the Regidry, including efforts by the General Assembly, audit teams,
and workgroups convened by the Department.

The higtory of datutory change reflects the Generd Assembly’s attempt to balance the
interests of protecting vulnerable personswith the need to ensure fairness and due process
for alleged perpetrators. Statutory changes have been established on apiecemed, ad hoc
basis, mostly in response to issues that have affected the important baance. The
Legidature has attempted on six occasions to develop a clear vision for the Registry or
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even to replace it with other systems. (Statutory problems are discussed in more detail in
the next comment.)

The ddlicate ba ance between protecting vulnerable populations and alowing due process
for aleged perpetrators has not been maintained. It isnot clear that the Centra Registry
has been successful in protecting children, providing due processto individuas accused of
child abuse, or helping employers screen potentia taff. Because of ongoing issues with
the Regidtry, we believe the basic purpose and intent of the Central Registry should be
chdlenged. The Department should work with the Genera Assembly to evauate options
for the Regisry’ sfunctions. There arethreetypes of databasesthat might be considered:

Civil/Adminigrative Database: This option would essentidly maintain the
Regidry asit is. Asnoted in this report, extensve improvements would need to
be madein the areas of dataaccuracy and completeness. All confirmed instances
of child abuse and neglect would be included regardless of actions taken by law
enforcement or the courts. Systems feeding the Central Regisiry would be
TRAILS, ICON, and the CBI Colorado Crime Information Center (CCIC).
When fully functiona, TRAILS will track dl incidents of child abuse or neglect.
ICON has information on the outcome of Colorado court proceedings. CCIC
maintains records of arrests. Once these computerized systems are able to
communicatewith each other, county departmentsand investigatorswould beable
to have access to information on perpetrators of child abuse or neglect. This
option would require that the perpetrators have a unique identification, as
discussed previoudy. Additiondly, because of system challenges, this dterndive
could not be fully implemented for at least two years. The Department estimates
that TRAILS will not be fully operationd until 2003.

Contact With Law Enforcement Database: Under this option, information in
the database would be limited to instances in which an dleged perpetrator had
contact with law enforcement agencies. In other words, an individua would only
be listed on the Regidtry if he or she had been arrested, charged, or convicted of
a crime of child abuse or sexud abuse againgt a child. Information would be
extracted from ICON and CCIC. This option would require statutory changes
and could possibly be implemented within oneyear. Therewould likely be fewer
fairness and due process issues with this option, since it raises the threshold for
individuals to be added to the Regidiry.

Criminal Conviction Database: The Centrd Regidry as currently maintained
would be diminated. Information in the crimina conviction database would be
limited to convictionsof child abuse or sexud abuse of achild, making the Registry
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acrimind tracking tool rather than a civil tool. Data would come primarily from
ICON and CCIC. This dterndive would result in a smdler Regidtry containing
only the mogt serious and severe incidents. Individuas who made a minor error
in judgment that did not result in injury to a child would not be listed as a
perpetrator of child abuse. Due process consderationswould be handled by the
court system, not an executive branch agency. This dternative could be
implemented within one year. As with the second option, there should be fewer
farness and due process issues with this option.

The Department needs to work with the Generd Assembly to determine the purpose of
the Central Registry and to evauate the adternatives discussed above.

Recommendation No. 8:

The Department of Human Services should work with the Generd Assembly to evaluate
dterndtives to the Central Regigtry of Child Protection, including (1) maintaining the
Regidry asacivil/adminidrative tool; (2) making the Registry atool for tracking aleged
perpetrators who have contact with law enforcement, including arrests, charges, and
convictions of child abuse crimes; and (3) changing the Registry to be atoal for tracking
only individuals convicted of child abuse-reated crimes. The Department should propose
gatutory changes to implement the changes.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. TheDepartment will work with the Generd Assembly to evaluate options.
The Department has evduated dternatives to the Central Registry of Child
Protection over the years, and will continue to do so. It gppears duplicative to
make the Registry a crimindly based system since CBI and ICON provide this
information. The purpose of the Regidry is to be a civil/adminidrative tracking
tool containing confirmation of incidents of abuse/neglect confirmed by county
investigations. Many do not result in crimina chargesor adependency and neglect
action because they are minor or moderate in nature (severity level). Thoseinthe
business of hiring saff who are caring for vulnerable and young populations have
found this valuable. Such broad-based information has been viewed as the first
depsin prevention. If it isto be maintained in the interest of prevention, then its
purpose and processes must be clear in the gatutes and the limitations of its
informationmust be acknowledged. Alternativesto how the Registry functionswill
be afocus in efforts by the Department over the next 12 months.




Report of The Colorado State Auditor 37

Central Registry Statutes Are Complex
and Confusing

Asnoted in the prior comment, the Central Registry statutes (Section 19-3-313, C.R.S)
have been extensively modified sincethe Registry was authorized by the Generd Assembly
in 1969. If the Genera Assembly decidesto maintain the Regidiry asis, darification of the
gtatutesis needed. According to the Registry Director, many of these modificationshave
been added in a piecemed manner resulting in confusing and contradictory statutory
requirements. Additiondly, Central Registry staff, stakeholders participating in the 2001
workgroup, and representatives from various counties we interviewed stated that the
datutes governing the Regidtry are extremdy complicated and difficult to follow.

Examplesof statutesthat have beenidentified by Registry staff and workgroup participants
as being problematic include:

» Dateof Incident. Sections 19-3-313(5.5)(a) and (6)(a), C.R.S,, require that
notices sent to subjects include “date of incident.” According to the Director, it
is difficult, if not impossble, to specify the date of one incident when the report
involves an dlegation of neglect. Child neglect typicaly represents a pattern of
behavior over timeand/or failure of the child' s parents, legd guardian, or custodian
to provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, medica care, or supervison that a
prudent parent would take. Thus, asubject accused of child neglect may not have
committed an offense on a certain date but over along period of time. The date
of the report would be more useful for neglect cases.

* Minor Offense. Section 19-3-313(7)(b)(111), C.R.S,, requires that the “ State
department, through rule-making shal define minor abuse and good cause; except
that minor offense shdl not include any incident involving sexud abuse” This
requirement does not reference convictions of child abuse or neglect in addition to
sexud abuse. Thus, anindividud with acriminal convictionfor child abuse could
be consdered to have committed an offense of minor severity.

e Charges Filed. Section 19-3-313(7)(e), C.R.S,, states that “Prior to the date
that is Sx months after the date a person reported a subject who is the subject of
report based on aminor offense, as defined by rule of the Sate department, to the
director for placement on the centra regisiry as a perpetrator pursuant to
subsections (1) and (5.5) of this section, the director shal determine whether any
crimind charge or petition in dependency or neglect has been filed related to the
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actions that supported the report of the subject’s name to the centra registry.”
Staff who work with this law believe this citation is very difficult to adminigter.

o Sections 19-3-313(7)(c)(N(A) and (B) and (7)(d)(1), C.R.S, discuss the
relationships between dependency and neglect filings, crimind charges, and the
Central Registry. The gatutes elther require or dlow the Director to expunge
records if certain criteria are met (e.g., acquitta, dismissa of charges, or non-
sustained dependency and neglect petition). The statute does not clarify what
happens if a dependency and neglect petitionisfiled, but crimina chargesarenot,
or vice versa

The statute aso seems to require that the Director expunge or prove by an
increased burden of proof that a report of minor offense is accurate if a
dependency and neglect petition is not filed. In third-party or inditutiond (e.g.,
child carefacility) abuse cases, however, adependency and neglect petition would
not be appropriate. Such apetition isfiled agans family members, not teachers,
neighbors, coaches, or child care providers.

If the Centra Regidtry isto be maintained, the Department should work with the Genera
Assembly to propose statutory changesto make the Central Registry statutes clearer and
more understandable, eliminate any contradictions, and correct any omissions.

Recommendation No. 9:

The Department of Human Services should work with the General Assembly to identify
statutory changes to make the Central Registry of Child Protection statutes clearer,
eliminate any contradictions, and correct any omissons.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department had aready begun discussonswith legidatorsprior tothe
audit. A briefing discussion occurred on November 5, 2001, with four legidators
in response to smilar recommendations from the recently held Centra Registry of
Child Protectionworkgroup. Work will continueonthiseffort. Legidativechange
will be introduced for purposes of technical cleanup ether in Legiddive sesson
2002 or 2003, depending on the ability to draft language and obtain asponsor in
ardatively short time frame for 2002.
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Need to Submit Reportsto Local Law
Enforcement Should Be Assessed

In addition to the statutes addressed in the prior comment, we also noted problems with
the requirement that thelocal county departments of humary/socia servicesareresponsible
for reporting incidents of confirmed child abuse and neglect to the Centrd Regisiry of Child
Protection and to local law enforcement agencies. According to Section 19-3-307(3),
C.R.S, “acopy of the report of known or suspected child abuse or neglect shall be
transmitted immediately by the county department to the ditrict attorney'sofficeandto the
local law enforcement agency.”

County departments of human/social services typicdly use the CWS-59 form to
communicate confirmed incidents to both the Central Registry and local law enforcement.
Theformincludesfiddsfor information about dl the children in the household, the parents,
the perpetrators, the date the report was made to the county department and to the
Regidry, and the nature of the abuse and neglect confirmed by county department
investigation. Although 14 of the 15 county departments we interviewed stated that they
submit the required reports to law enforcement, one large county told usthat itsloca law
enforcement agencies asked it not to forward these reports.  According to the county,
these law enforcement agencies believed the large volume of reports they received were
not useful.

We contacted seven law enforcement agencies across the State to ask them about their
use of the county reports:

» Six of the seven (86 percent) stated that there is no value added in requiring
county departments to submit al confirmed cases of child abuse and neglect
reportsto them. Additiondly, they said that reportsof minor offensesare not useful
and are thrown away or filed without review when they are received from the
county departments.

* Onesad the CWS-59 form does not contain enough information to be able to
determine if a case should be opened by law enforcement. This county believes
the CWS-59 is not a sufficient method of notification.

* Onesadit typicaly receives the reports from county departments “way after the
fact” and thus usudly throws the reports away.

*  One suggested that the county contact it only in cases where abuseis severe and
alaw enforcement investigation is needed.
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Currently it appears that many law enforcement agencies do not use or want to receive
county reports on minor severity incidents of child abuse or neglect and do not open
crimina cases on these types of offenses. Asaresult, county departments are generating
unneeded paperwork to send al reports to loca law enforcement agencies. Law
enforcement agencies, however, could use the reports of medium or severe incidents to
determine if a crimina case should be opened or if further investigation is needed. If
reports on minor incidents are not needed, the Department should propose statutory
changesto requirethat only incidents of medium or above severity bereported toloca law
enforcement.

Recommendation No. 10:

The Department of Human Services should coordinate with law enforcement agenciesand
county departments of humarn/socid services to review what information should be
reported by counties to loca law enforcement agencies on founded cases. If reports on
minor severity offenses are found not to be useful, the Department should propose any
needed statutory changes.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department aready requires that the county departments through
cooperative agreements between county departments and law enforcement
devel op and establish methods by which each will address child welfare processes
a the locd level. The Department will review this recommendation with Law
Enforcement, District Attorney Offices, and county departments.
Recommendations for any statutory changes will be made.

Communication With Counties Should Be
| mproved

As discussed previoudy, dl Colorado county departments are responsible for reporting
confirmed cases of child abuse or neglect to the Centrd Registry. Weidentified problems
with communication between the county departments and the Registry. Specificdly, we
found that the county departments may not receiveimportant information from the Registry
on critical issues. 1ssueswe identified include:
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TRAILS concerns. All 15 county departments we interviewed stated that they
have not recelved any training on how to usethe TRAIL S system to submit cases
to the Registry. Since county departments have not received this training, the
information that is submitted is often inaccurate or incomplete. As discussed in
Chapter 1, sgnificant errors have occurred with the transmission of county reports
to the Centrd Registry over TRAILS. The Department has been unable to
identify the source of these errors and does not know if they are TRAILS
processing problems or data entry mistakes.

Lack of guidance. The Department has not provided the counties with the
training or guidance on entering information into TRAILS. In addition, it has not
provided enough information on the need to send in the CWS-59 form when
reporting confirmed incidents to the Regidry. The Depatment mainly
communicates with the counties through “agency letters” The Department has
issued four agency letters addressing policies related to TRAIL S implementation.
However, theagency lettersare sometimesunclear. For example, the Department
has established temporary procedures the county departments are required to
follow when submitting cases to the Registry until the TRAILS problems are
solved. These temporary procedures are noted in the agency letters. However,
the dates that are liged in the letters for these temporary procedures are
overlgoping.  For example, one agency letter requires counties to complete
handwritten CWS-59 forms and submit these forms to the Registry while dso
gating that the CWS-59swould be diminated as of April 1, 2001. Thus, itisnot
aurprisngthat 13 of the 43 (30 percent) county departmentsthat responded to our
writtensurvey on TRAIL S are not compl eting the reporting procedures correctly.
As explained in more detall in Chapter 1, submitting reports incorrectly causes
problems with the accuracy of the information found on the Regidtry.

Unclear criteriafor appeals. Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, individuas reported
for child abuse or neglect can gpped ther liging on the Centrd Registry. Many
of the 15 countiesweinterviewed expressed frustration with the way the Registry
handles appeds. For example:

- Two stated that they do not know what criteria the Registry uses during the
appeals process. They dso told us that they are uncertain of the standards
in place for whenaperson is expunged versus when the person iskept on the
Regidry. Additiondly, they complained that the Registry does not notify them
of the result of an appedl.

- One dated that the county is never informed of the outcome of the gpped
(i.e., if the subject was expunged or kept on the Registry). According tothis
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county, caseworkers are frustrated because they “have worked hard to
complete the investigation, and if the perpetrator isnot placed on the Registry
because of appeals or negotiations the casaworker should be notified.”
Registry staff told us that county directors are copied on al documentation
regarding appeds. However, the information may not be getting to the
appropriate child protection caseworkers.

- Four gated that they are rarly made aware of the hearings set during the
gppedls process and they are seldom asked by the Regidiry to participate in
the hearing. It would be hdpful for the county departments to receive
informationand notification from the Department about theseissues so that the
information could be more easly explained to the county departments
clientde. However, The Director told us that county staff are the primary
witnesses a the hearings.

- One dated that it would be beneficid to receive additiond information from
the Registry about new legidation changes or court rulings during the appedls
process because these issues could change the cases the counties forward to
the Regidry.

Sincethe county departmentsarethemain sourcesthat report confirmed incidentsof abuse
and neglect directly to the Regidiry, it isimportant that communi cation between the county
departments and the Registry be clear. The Department should ensure that county staff
recelve gppropriate training and that staff are al'so notified on all topics related to the
Central Registry. Counties should aso be notified of the outcome of any apped process.

Recommendation No. 11:

The Department of Human Services should ensure that communi cation between the county
departments of humar/socid services and the Central Regigtry of Child Protection is
improved by:

a. Providing training to the county departments on how to use TRAILS when
submitting reports to the Registry.  Additionaly, training should be offered that
provides an overview of the gppeds process, including the criteria for
expungement used during the apped's process.

b. ldentifying additiona notification methodsfor informing the county departments of
changes to processes and changes to legidation.
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c. Noatifying the county department on the results of gppeal sand settlementsof abuse
or neglect cases.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department will continue its efforts to ensure communications with
county departments.

a. TRAILStraining sessonsfor county workers are being devel oped.

b. Currently counties are notified through rule, agency letter, and presentations
to Child Welfare Advisory Groups and County Directors. We will explore
additiona forums for notification.

c. Written natification is currently provided on al appedls and settlements. We
will explore avenues to strengthen this.

Background Checks Are Not Completed
Within Statutory Time Limits

Applicants for child care licenses or positions and individuals applying to be foster or
adoptive parents are required to be screened for confirmed incidents of child abuse or
neglect. Somevolunteer organizations(e.g., scouting) may al so require potentia volunteers
to obtain a background check of Registry records. According to the Department’s
records, the Registry processed about 34,000 requestsfrom child carefacilities, counties,
and individuds for background checks in Fisca Year 2001. About 367 (1 percent),
resulted in ametch (i.e, theindividua was listed on the Regidiry).

We found that the Registry does not complete background check requests within the
satutory time requirement. According to Section 19-1-307(2)(k), C.R.S,, the Registry
is required to respond within 10 daysto any request for a background screen.

We contacted 9 of the 61 child care facilities that had received at least one match on an
applicant background check during a six-month period in 2001. We found instances
where the Registry took up to three months to respond to a request for a background
check. Four facilities had dready hired the applicant and then had to terminate the
individud when it finaly recelved the data showing theindividua was aperpetrator of child
abuse. Onefacility hired and then moved the individua to a postion thet did not involve
contact with children. As aresult, these facilities lost time and expended resources such
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aswages paid and training paid for employees who were then terminated because of the
result of the background check. Additiondly, there is the potentia that a person with a
history of child abuse could be hired, while waiting for the results of a Centrd Registry
background check, and could abuse achild in hisor her care. The 2001 Central Registry
workgroup aso looked at this issue and determined that “ turnaround time on background
screens istoo long and over what isrequired in statutes.” The Department needsto ensure
that the Centra Registry complies with the statutory requirement on completion of
background screening.

Recommendation No. 12:

The Department of Human Services should ensure that the Central Registry of Child
Protection completes background checks within the statutory requirement of 10 days.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department will prioritize Central Registry of Child Protection
resources to this area and will evduate ways to streamline processes. The
Department will eva uate resources needed to stay withinthe statutory timeframes.

Central Registry Does Not Require Unique
| dentifiers

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 1, the Central Registry is in many ways an
incomplete or inaccurate record of child abuse cases. Many Registry records are
incomplete. Data are missing from certain fields. For example, asof May 21, 2001, the
Central Regisiry database contained 58,025 incidentsin which the Parent #1 waslisted as
the perpetrator. Birth dates were missing for 7,620 perpetrators.

Unique identifierswould beinvauable in ensuring that apersonisproperly identified when
the Registry performsabackground screen. For example, aperson with acommon name
would not be able to be clearly identified as a perpetrator because the Registry may
contain many perpetrators with that same name. As discussed in Chapter 1, the Registry
could not verify that aregistered sex offender who had perpetrated asexud offenseagainst
achild and waslisted on the State’ s Convicted Sex Offender Site was dso on the Central
Registry. This convicted sex offender had a“common name.”
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Since the Regidtry is used for background check functions, identification of individuds is
citicd. The Department should work with county departments to develop required
identifying information and then propose statutory changesif necessary. Identifying data
are dso criticd for the Department to be able to obtain information about arrests, crimina
charges, and the outcome of court proceedingsfrom the Colorado Bureau of Investigation
and the Judicid Department. While both CBI and Judicia base identification on
fingerprints, they collect as much information as possible (e.g., socid security number,
address, date of birth, sex, and race).

Recommendation No. 13
The Department of Human Services should improve background checks by:

a. Workingwith county departmentsof humarn/socia servicestoimproveinformation
available for identifying perpetrators of child abuse or neglect.

b. Proposing sautory changes as gppropriate regarding obtaining identification
information.

Department of Human Services Response:
Agree.

a. The Department will address unique identifiers in Central Regigtry of Child
Protection training. In those cases where a date of birth cannot be initialy
obtained, a standard process for entering unknown dates of birth will be
developed. Countieswill beinstructed and trained to update birth information,
as it becomes avallable. Socid security numbers are frequently unavallable
during the Child Protection Services intake process. Requiring the
caseworker to obtain thisinformation would be adetriment in theinvestigation
and limit thenumbersof confirmed reportsbeing listed on the Central Regidiry.
TRAILS business rules do not require a socid security number.  Current
TRAILS businessrules related to dates of birth are arequired filed.

b. The Department will assess the best way to accomplish unique identifiers to
the Centrd Registry of Child Protection.
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TherelsNo Flagging System to Ensure
Notification of Future Abuse Incidents

The Regidiry does not have a flagging system that providesinformation to an employer or
licenang agent who requested a background screen on an individua when that same
individud is the subject of asubsequent confirmed report of abuse or neglect. Asaresult,
the Registry background screen is only good for the point of time it was conducted.

Hagging of records would alow the requesting facility to be notified immediatdly if the
person whose file is flagged were placed on the Regidry at any time subsequent to the
initid check. The Regigtry can then notify the requesting facility. Facilities could savetime
and money, and aso be assured of the integrity of their current employess, if a flagging
system were in place a the Regidry.

Recommendation No. 14:

The Depatment of Human Services should develop a flagging system that would
immediatdy noatify the requesting fadility if the subject of the request were placed on the
Central Regitry of Child Protection anytime subsequent to the initid request.

Department of Human Services Response:

Agree. The Department will evauate this recommendation in light of processes
aready in place in the Depatment for such flagging. The Department will
determine if flagging by the Central Registry would be cost beneficid. The
Department has a process established in which the CBI flagsthe Divison of Child
Care on any subsequent arrests for individuas employed as a child care home
provider or as an operator of achild care center. Thereisaso acritical incident
report and tracking database maintained by the Divison of Child Care to dert
them about any county investigations thet are occurring in licensed or certified 24
hour care facilities or on any individua subsequent to hiring in those facilities.
Further, these investigations are flagged through the Child Wdfare Divison's
Ingtitutiona Abuse Team sincethisteam reviewsal cases of abuse/neglect within
licenced 24 hour child care facilities.
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