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Feather O. Houstoun, Secretary
Department of Public Welfare
333 Health and Welfare Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Dear Secretary Houstoun:

Enclosed please find my comments submitted on behalf of the Democratic
Members of the House Aging and Youth Committee regarding the proposed Child
Protective Services regulations that were published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on
February 21, 1998.

As the prime-sponsor of the legislation that became Act 151 of 1994,1 am
particularly interested in making sure that the regulations reflect the intent of the
General Assembly in respect to the statutory reforms that were designed to better
protect children.

I look forward to working with the department, Independent Regulatory Review
Commission, and other interested parties to resolve some of the questions and issues
that are addressed in these comments.

Thank you for giving these important issues your serious review and attention.

^
fncerely,

EVIN BLAUM, Democratic Chairman
^Aging and Youth Committee

Enclosure
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May 6, 1996

Joseph L Spear, Director
Child Protective Services Unit
Office of Children, Youth and Families
Department of Public Welfare
Annex, Health and Welfare Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Dear Joe,

Thank you for providing me with a proposed draft of department regulations that
apply to child abuse clearance checks for school employees pursuant to Sections 6354
through 6358 of 23 Pa.C.S.A. that take effect July 1,1996.

On a technical point, I notice that the terms "student abuse records" and "indicated
or founded report of student abuse" are used in the draft regulations, but the terms are not
defined. I assume that "student abuse" refers to serious bodily injury or sexual abuse or
sexual exploitation of a student by a school employee. The terms should be defined in the
final draft so that individuals affected by the law understand what constitutes "student
abuse" in the context of Act 151 of 1994.

In respect to the department's interpretation of what constitutes a "transfer from one
position to another position as a school employee," as the prime-sponsor of the
legislation, I differ with the department's reading of the law. The draft regulations
interpret Section 6355 (a)(2) of 23 Pa.C.S.A. as requiring a school employee to obtain a
clearance check for a child abuse report and a report for school employee only if the
school employee's job classification changes in a transfer. In situations where the school
employee physically transfers from one school building to another school building, the
employee would not be required to obtain a clearance check from DPW.

The draft regulations permit a school employee who abused a student in one
school to be re-assigned to another school in the same school district without the
second school having any warning that the school employee is a perpetrator in a
child abuse report or a report for a school employee. This was exactly the situation
the Legislature was trying to avoid.



Unfortunately, the department's interpretation of Act 151 leads to a result not
intended by the Legislature. Additional requirements were added to the CPSL to expressly
put a stop to the shameful cover-up of sordid child abuse perpetrated by teachers, bus
drivers, and other school employees who have regular access to children. Many school
districts negotiated settlements with teachers and other school employees where criminal
charges or administrative sanctions were dropped against perpetrators. Sometimes the
school employees were re-assigned to other schools within a district where no one was
familiar with the employee's history. Other times, school employees were asked to leave
the district, and in exchange the schools agreed not to report the incidents to law
enforcement or the Deparment of Education. Frequently, no record of the abuse was
retained in the personnel files. These actions protected adult abusers and did nothing
either to protect more children from being victimized or punishing the abusers for their
crimes against children.

I recommend that the department interpret any transfer to include (1) a change in
position that involves the school employee moving from one facility or school to another
facility or school within the organization or school district; and (2) any change in the school
employee's job classification.

A recent case involving the Philadelphia School District points to the validity of this
interpretation. According to the enclosed news clips, a substitute teacher in 1995 sexually
abused a sixteen-year old student at a vocational school within the district but was allowed
to continue teaching. In April 1996 the same individual, while substitute-teaching at an
elementary school within the district, sexually abused 3 girls in the third-grade. In this
case, if the department's draft regulations were applied, the individual would only need a
clearance check if he changed his job classification, i.e. became a-full-time driver
education teacher instead of remaining a substitute teacher. This arrangement would not
provide the protection from abuse that the Legislature intended to give students. Requiring
a clearance check when the school employee changes the location of where he works
offers the best protection for children.

I realize that drafting and coordinating regulations to implement all aspects of the
1994 amendments to the CPSL has been a challenge and appreciate your considerable
efforts. Your assistance in re-drafting certainpfWsions in the proposed regulations will
ensure that the regulations implement thelnfent of/the law.

Qevin Blaum, Democratic Chairman
Hbuse Aging and Youth Committee

Enclosure
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Police issue warrant
for substitute teacher
He's accused of fondling
female students at
schools in Kensington •
and South Philadelphia.

By Jeff Gammage
INQUIRER STAFF WRITER

Police have charged a substitute
teacher with kissing and fondling
young girls at public schools in
South Philadelphia and Kensington.

Investigators went to two homes
yesterday, carrying an arrest war-
rant for Mohammed Abdou, 52, of
the 3000 block of Ruth Street in Ken-
sington. The. warrant charges him
with indecent assault, corrupting
tho morals of a minor, and simple
assault.

The charges stem from two inci-
dents, the most recent at the Hora-
tio B. Hackett Elementary School in
Kensington earlier this month.

Three third-grade girls told the
school principal that Abdou had
kissed and touched them. School
District officials confirmed that the

teacher faced similar allegations
last year from a 15-year-old girl at
Bok Vocational-Technical School in
South Philadelphia, and had been
allowed to continue teaching any-

Abdou was not home when police
went to his house yesterday. They,
made a second attempt, also unsuc-
cessful, to locate him at a friend's
home in the 1600 block of North 2d
Street. Investigators continued
their search for him last night.

Herbert Kaufman, director of em-
ployment operations for the School
District, told more than 100 parents
who gathered April 14 at the Hack-
ett school that Abdou would not
teach in Philadelphia while the in-
vestigation continued. Authorities
withheld Abdou's name until yester-
day, when he was charged.

The incident at Hackett came to
light April 9, when a distraught stu-
dent came into the office of Princi-
pal James Yoa and said she had
been inappropriately touched by a
teacher.

When Yoa interviewed other chiU
See TEACHER on 85

Police look for substitute teacher
TEACHER from 81

dren in the class, two more girls re-
ported "inappropriate behavior" by
the substitute, the principal said.
Parents told reporters that Abdou
kissed the girls on the mouth and
touched one of them on the crotch.

Abdou began work for the School
District in January 1995 and has
substituted regularly since then.

School officials said his person-

nel records showed two complaints
that he allowed students to watch
TV rather than do work — and the
allegation by the 16-year-old that
he kissed her on the mouth last

Kaufman said school officials in-
vestigated that incident. They rec-
ommended that he be barred from
Bok, but not, from all substitute
teaching in th'e district.



Farents
irate over
alleged ^
fondling
Three pupils accused a
substitute teacher last
week. Officials say the
school acted properly.

By Julia Cass
INQUIRER STAFF WRITER

During a heated meeting yester-
day at the Horatio B. Hackett Ele-
mentary School in Kensington,
school officials attempted to explain
how they handled allegations by
three third-grade girls that a substi-
tute teacher had kissed and touched
them last week, and why that substi-
tute had been allowed to continue
teaching after similar allegations
by a 16-year-old girl at the Bok Voca-
tional-Technical School last year.

"First of all, he is not going to be
working while our investigation is
going on,".Herbert Kaufman, direc-
tor of employment operations for
the district, told more than 100 par-
ents at the two-hour session in the
school auditorium..

Asked whether the substitute
would be allowed to teach in Phila-
delphia again, Kaufman said he
could not say. "An investigation is
still going on and, with due process,
he is entitled to a hearing" before
such a determination would be
made, he said.

"What's he have to do? Kill a child
first?" demanded resident Elaine
Collado. At times, parents yelled at
the school officials and at each
other. At one point, so many people
were shouting that a ninth grader
stood up to tell the adults to stop it.

Principal James Yoa said that
about 10:30 a.m. Tuesday, "a young-
ster appeared in my office very dis-
traught, indicating to me very inap-
propriate behavior by a substitute
teacher" who came to the school for .
the first time that day.

Yoa said that he interviewed
other children in the class and that
two other girls also reported "inap-
propriate behavior" by the 53-year-
old substitute, whose name was
withheld pending the outcome of
police and school district action.
Yoa would not detail what the girls
said the teacher did, but parents

See TEACHER on 82

M

At the Horatio B. Hackett Elementary School in Kensington, Jud
nephew Charles Wolfe sleeps through the noisy meeting. More
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Helena iParker (left) and Dot Daly make a point at the meeting. Parents were angry because they
leamfccj about the alleged incident from a TV news report. Officials said they were investigating-.

Parents berate school officials
dier an alleged fondling incident

! ir.K • TEACHER from 3 1

told neporlcrs that he allegedly
kissouV.i.them on the mouth and
louybcd one of them on the crotch.

Thctfubsiiluie was removed from
tho^xlassroom by 11:15 a.m., Yoa
saidnilQ then contacted ihe parents
of the three girls, the police sex-
critnwunii, and liis superior, Ru-
beni(|C|orcs, the superintendent for
thqwewiral region, where Hackett is
loc.giQfJy.

VjO/)o5flid he intended to inform
otlW,|>arcnts on Wednesday. How-
ever, when a television report about
thqMlalJcgcd incidents was aired
Tinfcscl(\y night, anger surged
tl*r,Wd) the neighborhood, in part
frLTiittlf*V» o f sports that the substi-
•̂iRillVf) been accused of similar be

because "we had to learn about it
from television/' as parent James
Kenney put it.

Kaufman said the substitute "met
every single requirement'1 for sub-
stitute teaching and come up clean
in a criminal-records check. Me be-
gan work in January 1995 and has
been substituting regularly.

His personnel records show two
complaints that he allowed students
to watch TV rather than do work,
and the allegation by the 16-ycar-old
at Bok that he kissed her on the
mouth in last May, Kaufman said.

"Why wasn't this taken care of af-
ter Dok? Why let him be with even
younger children?" demanded Ken-
ney, whose daughter is in the third-
grade class the substitute briefly

set up the meeting yesterday.
Kaufman said officials in the

south region, where Dok is located,
investigated that alleged incident
and held a hearing In October. They
recommended that the substitute be
barred from teaching at Dok but did
not recommend that he be dis-
missed from substitute-teaching al-
together.

Kaufman and the other officials at
the meeting said they did not know
how that decision was reached.

"I can't speculate what happened
or what should or shouldn't have
happened/' said Andrew Rosen.of
the district's law department.

District spokesman Charles
Thompson said he did not have ad-
ditional information yesterday, al-

Ruben Flores, the superintendent for (he central region, where II
Hackett school is located, answers questions from parent'

t»*vlr»," mt UnV »M» v«nr <\r*t\ Irv flnr^'MnuBhl rnd V/V\r»* cnntnctod "Plorort tn~*''Thcnii*h«'»'moro-;i*«hou Id — bo-n Vfll lnblo**v

this week.
About the dismissal process in

general, he said: "This is not some-
thing we can do by edict. There has
to be documentation."

Kaufman said the Dok allegation
— and the recommendations made
at the hearing — had been placed in
the teacher's personnel file. How-
ever, Yoa and Mores said they did
not know about it. With thousands
of substitute teachers working for
the district, individual principals
do not check the personnel records
of substitutes called up by an auto-
mated system each day, the officials

"Mr. Yoa acted totally appropri-
ately in this situation," Florcs told
the parents. |Thc substitute) was re-

tWmoVDdtwJthinU^mlniifncJ'. n . . . . ^ .

llnlh Yoa and Florcs said Uu
not know a report would be 01
vision before they notified pa
They said they intended 10 a
parents more quickly if any
similar happened in the f
They said psychological coim.
were available for students an

According to Kaufman, of en
ment operations, the state D
ment of Education would 1;
formed if the school di
decided to permanently dismi;
substitute. That department
would decide whether to bar
from teaching elsewhere in
state, he said.

The police sex-crimes unit
the alleged incident at'the Ik

-School_vuu<; unr lnr f n voci inm in>



Comments on DPW Proposed Regulation #14-441
Submitted by Representative Kevin Blaum

Democratic Chairman, House Aging and Youth Committee

Subchapter C. General Protective Services. Sections 3490.221 through 3490.242.

The Department of Public Welfare has thoroughly obfuscated and distorted
legislative intent in regard to general protective services. It has limited "general
protective services" to cases involving "neglect," which violates legislative intent and
statutory definition for general protective services. The department defines "neglect" as
nearly identical to the statutory definition of "serious physical neglect." Under the CPSL
serious physical neglect is considered child abuse. Thus, the department, for whatever
reason, has created a serious problem.

The net result could be disastrous. Caseworkers, unable to differentiate
between the two definitions, (serious physical neglect constituting child abuse and
neglect constituting a need for general protective services) may find themselves with a
choice that the statute never intended: the caseworker could either substantiate the
case as an indicated child abuse case or consider it a general protective services case,
where the case would not become part of the state child abuse registry, there would be
less paperwork and reporting to the state, and records would only be maintained at the
county level //the family was accepted for services. In any case, the regulation appears
to narrow the population of children and families for whom protective services would be
available.

I believe the legislative history on the general protective services section of the
law is relevant in this discussion. The general protective services section that was part
of HB 1001, which I authored and which became Act 151 of 1994, is now found at 23
Pa.C.S.A. Sections 6373 through 6378. It was added to the Child Protective Services
Law (CPSL) specifically to ensure protective services were available to those children
and families where the level of harm, lack of supervision, or injury to a child did not
constitute child abuse as defined in Section 6303 of the CPSL but where risk factors
indicated a need for assistance to prevent more serious abuse. The legislative intent
was to provide services to families at an early stage before child abuse actually occurs.
The General Protective Services sections of the law were intended to signal to the
department and county children and youth agencies the Legislature's commitment to
prevention of child abuse and early identification of risk factors leading to child abuse.
In fact, through the needs-based budgeting process the county agencies include
"general protective services" as a category for which they claim reimbursement.

In the proposed regulations at Section 3490.223 (Definitions), DPW has
suggested defining "general protective services" to mean:

'Those activities and services arranged or provided, or both, by each county
agency for neglected children and their families both during the assessment and while



the case is open for services." (Emphasis added.) The statute at 23 Pa. C.S.A. 6303,
however, in defining "general protective services" does not refer to neglect and instead
remains broad. The statutory definition for general protective services reads:

"Those services and activities provided by each county agency for nonabuse
cases requiring protective services, as defined by the Department of Public Welfare in
regulations." (Emphasis added.)

Section 3490.223 defines neglect as "An act or failure to act by a parent or the
primary person responsible for the care of a child which results in a failure to provide
the essentials of life and which creates a potential for harm to the child's safety,
functioning or development." (Emphasis added.) The CPSL provides for a description
and definition of serious physical neglect under the child abuse definition as
"constituting prolonged or repeated lack of supervision or the failure to provide
essentials of life, including adequate medical care, which endangers a child's life or
development or impairs the child's functioning." (Emphasis added.)

I suggest the department strike references throughout the proposed regulations
wherever general protective services are linked to findings of "neglect" or "suspected
neglect." For the department's consideration I am proposing an alternative definition for
"general protective services" that perhaps will achieve the breadth that the General
Assembly intended:

"General protective services—Those activities and services arranged or
provided, or both, by each county agency for cases where a county agency determines
a child's health, safety, functioning, or development is harmed or threatened as a result
of an act or failure to act by a parent or the primary person responsible for the care of a
child but where the harm, act or failure to act does not constitute child abuse as defined
in 6302 (b)."

Verification of the existence of child abuse and student abuse records for school
employees. Section 3490.131. Definitions.

I believe the department is taking liberty with the requirements set by the CPSL
that school employees must obtain clearance checks from DPW when they transfer
from one position to another and have not obtained a clearance from DPW within the
year preceding the transfer.

The department is proposing to narrow the meaning of "position" by defining it
as the "job classification" of a school employee, rather than defining position in the
broadest sense that was intended when the statute was passed.

The General Assembly in 23 Pa.C.S.A. Sections 6354 through 6358, added a
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section to the CPSL dealing with background checks for employment in schools to
require school employees to obtain clearance checks from DPW to determine if they
were perpetrators in an indicated or founded child abuse report or report involving
student abuse by a school employee. The statute defines applicant at 23 Pa.C.S.A.
Section 6354 as "an individual who applies for a position as a school employee. The
term includes an individual who transfers from one position as a school employee to
another position as a school employee."

The statute provides no justification for the narrow interpretation of "position" that
DPW is attempting to impose through regulations. The General Assembly was
specifically attempting to address situations where teachers or school employees were
shuffled from one school or assignment to another following a negotiated arrangement
arranged between a school and school employee who abused a student. These
employees were transferred and no protection was afforded the students or other
school employees in the new assignment. I argue that the current law does cover
situations where a school employee transfers from one building to another, since no
exceptions were provided by the General Assembly.

It should also be pointed out that the department's position relating to clearance
checks for substitute teachers and employees in Section 3490.132(g) seems
inconsistent with its proposed interpretation of "position" for school employees.
Subsection (g) requires substitutes to provide a recent clearance to each school if the
applicant wants to be on the school's substitute list. In fact, the proposed regulation
states "The fact that a substitute appears on one school's list is not sufficient evidence
to allow another school to add his name to its substitute list." This provision suggests
the department believes in the concept that a different location should trigger a recent
clearance check.

The individuals whom the current law is attempting to protect are unsuspecting,
young victims of pedophiles and seriously violent, dangerous adults. The law aims to
prevent adult perpetrators from having an opportunity to abuse other youngsters. The
proposed regulation should be revised so that the "transfer of position" includes
changes in location where the employee will be stationed as well as changes in job
classifications. A letter which I wrote to DPW on this issue in May of 1996 is enclosed
for your review.

Section 2490.2 Purposes.

I recommend that the department revise this section. The statute at 23
Pa.C.S.A. Section 6302(b) stipulates the purposes of the act. I urge the department to
incorporate the following purposes of protective services which are taken directly from
the statute:



—to establish in each county protective services for the purpose of investigating
the reports swiftly and competently.

—to provide rehabilitative services for children and parents involved so as to
ensure the child's well-being.

—to ensure that each county agency establish a program of protective services
with procedures to assess risk of harm to a child and with the capabilities to respond
adequately to meet the needs of the family and child who may be at risk.

Section 3490.31. Departmental responsibilities. Receipt of reports.

The proposed regulations provide that ChildLine will only accept for investigation
reports of suspected child abuse when the child is under 18 years of age at the time of
the report.

I question whether this violates the statutory provisions in the definition of child
abuse. Pursuant to Pa.C.S.A. Section 6303 (b), Definitions, child abuse is subdivided
into four categories, and subsections (b)(1)(ii) and (iv) place no time restriction on when
the report is made following the incident as long as the child was 18 years of age at the
time of the alleged abuse. Section (b)(1 )(ii) refers to "An act or failure to act by a
perpetrator which causes nonaccidental serious mental injury to or sexual abuse or
sexual exploitation of a child under 18 years of age." Section (b)(1 )(iv) refers to
"Serious physical neglect by a perpetrator constituting prolonged or repeated lack of
supervision of the failure to provide the essentials of life, including adequate medical
care, which endangers a child's life or development or impairs the child's functioning."

Does DPW have the statutory authority to screen and refuse to accept reports of
suspected abuse in those cases where the statute has not stipulated that the incident is
a "recent act," defined to mean committed within two years of the report to DPW or the
county agency? I recommend DPW strike the new language it proposed in this section.

Section 3490.32. ChildLine reporting to [CPS] the county agency.

In this section DPW attempts to develop procedures required by 23 Pa.C.S.A.
6334(a) which directs DPW to transmit reports of suspected child abuse immediately to
the appropriate county agency, which the statute defines to be where the suspected
child abuse occurred. The 1994 amendments also asked DPW to address those
situations where the residency of the subjects in a report may differ from where the
abuse occurred, which would mean that the cooperation of several counties may be
necessary.

DPW's proposed regulation directs ChildLine to notify the county or counties
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where the abuse occurred as well as the county where the child resides. The regulation
directs the county that first received the report to contact the other county or counties
and have them decide amongst themselves which county will be responsible for the
report. If there is disagreement, according to subsection (d), the county that first
received the report must contact the regional office which will make the decision.

All of this "coordination" among the counties is supposed to occur while the clock
is ticking for seeing the child within 24 hours of the report and completing the
investigation in 30 days. I suggest the department add some time lines for decisions in
these cases so that children's lives are not jeopardized while the counties figure out
which agency is in charge of the case.

Unless these procedures are improved, it is likely that there will be more
unsubstantiated cases of child abuse simply because of bureaucratic entanglements.

Section 3490.33. Files.

Can DPW clarify if its statistics include information on unfounded cases? Does
the department review cases that are unfounded, pending expunction, during its
licensing inspections, to determine the reasons why the cases are unsubstantiated?
These questions relate to the enormous range in substantiation rates from one county
to another, even when counties of similar populations are compared to one another.

Section 3490.35. Statewide Central Register.

The proposed regulations give DPW latitude that is not expressed in the CPSL to
determine that a founded or indicated report should not be entered into the Central
Register if the department determines there is insufficient documentation to justify
entering the report.

I don't believe the department has the authority to further screen the report, but I
am interested in the department's explanation. The county agencies already are
required to document the basis for their conclusions in an indicated (substantiated)
report. Is this proposed language suggesting DPW could intercept the county's
determination of an indicated report or a court finding of child abuse? Would this
decision result in DPW making the report unsubstantiated? What documentation is
DPW looking for, and what is DPW requiring the courts to provide the department?
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Section 3490.53 (d). Function of county agency.

Subsection (d) of this section warns the county agencies that a child cannot be
deemed abused because of environmental factors beyond the control of the parent or
persons responsible for the child's welfare. This language is already included in the
definition section of the law and regulations and is inappropriately inserted here. Since
the rest of the definition of child abuse is not restated here to clarify to the county
agencies what child abuse is, not only what it is not, this subsection does not seem
warranted. I suggest that it be deleted.

Section 3455. Investigation of reports of suspected child abuse.

A new subsection should be added in this section to incorporate one of the
important new mandates of the 1994 amendments to the CPSL.

Section 6368 of 23 Pa.C.S.A. requires the county agency during the child abuse
investigation to provide or arrange for services necessary to protect the child while the
agency is making a determination pursuant to this section. The regulations should
reflect this extremely important protection for children.

Section 3490.59(b). Action by county agency after determining status of the

This subsection proposes that if a report is unfounded and a family is not
accepted for services, but the family needs services, the county agency will advise the
family of social services that are available.

What games are we playing with these families, whom DPW claims actually
need services but the county refuses to accept them for services? Where in these
regulations is DPW providing details as to the criteria for county agencies refusing to
accept a family for protective services when the same agency determines the family
needs the services?

Section 3490.61. Supervisory review and child contacts.

I endorse DPW's proposed change in subsection (c)(1) which requires the
county agency to have face-to-face weekly contacts with parents and children
designated as high risk cases and in subsection (c)(2) which requires the county
agency to have face-to-face monthly contacts for a 6-month period with parents and
children in those cases where the child was removed from the abusive setting or where
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the case was not high risk.

In subsection(a), however, I am concerned that the county agency supervisor is
not required to review each report of suspected child abuse within 10 days of receipt of
the report. It appears the department is relegating the supervisor's review to some
vague standard set by each county. If the state is to promote the concept of early
detection and identification of risk factors, and if staff turnover rates continue to be
regrettably high for caseworkers, it would behoove the department to place timelines on
the supervisor's review and to make that review early in the investigative process.

Section 3490.62(b). Repeated child abuse.

The regulation provides that if a child is a victim of three or more substantiated
incidents of child abuse, the supervisor will arrange for a review by the multidisciplinary

I urge the department to change this regulation so that a multidisciplinary team is
convened immediately following a second report of suspected or substantiated child
abuse. The purpose section of the CPSL indicates that one purpose of the law is to
prevent further abuse of abused children. If a child is a victim of three instances of
substantiated abuse, it is a wonder that the child is still alive. Do we only form
multidisciplinary teams that are child fatality review teams?

The regulations at 3490.60 state that in multidisciplinary teams the professionals
pool their knowledge and skills in diagnosing child abuse, recommend comprehensive,
coordinated treatment, and periodically assess the relevance of the treatment and
progress of the family.

I urge the department to require the timely formation of multidisciplinary teams as
an excellent child abuse prevention and treatment component of the child service
system.

Section 3490.70. Expunction, sealing and amendment of report by the county
agency.

Pursuant to 23 Pa.C.S.A. Section 6341, which reflects the 1994 amendments
made by Act 151, the sealing of child abuse records was eliminated from the statute.
The secretary of DPW up to July 1,1995, had the authority to seal child abuse records
based on a request from a subject of an indicated report. The General Assembly
decided to eliminate the sealing of records and instead permit perpetrators to appeal
their cases and request the expunction or amendment of records through the hearings
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and appeals process.

The department, in my view, should not be re-inserting references to sealing of
records when the statute clearly eliminated that process. I do not think the department
has to devise a system whereby certain individuals whose cases were on file prior to
July 1,1995 operate under different rules since the statutue contained no specific
direction to do so. My inclination is to avoid confusion by deleting any reference to the
sealing of records throughout the entire set of regulations.

Section 3490.9/1. Guardian ad litem or court designated advocate.

This proposed regulation addresses the 1994 amendment in Section 6340(a)(3)
of the CPSL to permit the release of information in confidential child abuse reports to a
court designated advocate as well as the guardian ad litem. Based on comments from
several professionals who are involved with court cases, it seems that the word "or"
should be deleted from the proposed regulation because it suggests that the county
agency could only give the information to the guardian ad litem, who must be an
attorney in an abuse case, or the court designated advocate. Inserting an "and" would
solve the problem and satisfy legislative intent.

Also, I suggest that the department consider defining a "court designated
advocate." Probably most courts use the model referred to as CASA, the Court
Appointed Special Advocate. I urge the department to include language in this section
that would specify that the court designated advocate is "a volunteer trained in respect
to laws, regulations, and services for abused and neglected children," or "a volunteer
trained in accordance with standards of practice adopted by the Court Appointed
Special Advocate program, otherwise known as CASA."

Section 3490.331 (a)(10). Annual report on required activities.

The annual report is to include any recommendations for legislative changes. I
would also suggest that the department indicate any administrative remedies or
changes that the department proposes to improve the system and which do not require
a new statute to implement.

Section 3490.341. Staff-to-family ratios.

The ratios for protective services are not specified within this particular regulation
but are referenced by referral to 3030.32 and 3140.17. These regulations require that
the caseworker-to-family ratio be one caseworker for 30 families. I urge the



department to recognize that many of these families have more than one child, and
therefore the ratios should be staff-to-family ratios related to number of children in the
home. Feedback from the department and projections as to the cost of factoring the
number of children into the staff-to-family ratios would be most appreciated.

Section 3490. 371. Availability of an attorney for the county agency.

Has the department considered developing training requirements for attorneys
representing the county agencies on issues relating to abused and neglected children
and child welfare law? Could the department clarify what steps it has taken in this
regard?

Section 3490. 401. Intercounty transfer of cases.

I applaud the department for incorporating these procedures into these proposed
regulations. Would the department consider adding a clarification to subsection (c) that
the receiving agency must advise the referring agency within 30 days as to the services
provided to the family and the status of the case? This would ensure continuity in the
exchange of information.

Also, in subsection (f), which covers instances when the agency referring the
case does not know the exact address where the family can be located, I would
recommend adding a sentence to require the receiving county to demonstrate an
affirmative action to locate the parents, such as by contacting the county assistance
office or public schools. If the families are not located, many children will be denied the
protective services that they need to shield them from abuse and neglect.


