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Has two parts

» The first is that the AFCARS and NCANDS data can be used
to show just how common various stages of CPS contact are.

» The second is that doing this presents some problems. And
cross-state data linkages, which we talk about far, far less
than cross-system linkages, could resolve these problems.
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» Using the AFCARS and NCANDS data.
» And synthetic cohort life tables (which | will explain).

» | use confirmed maltreatment for the example but also present
estimates for investigiations, foster care placement, and TPR.
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voluntary data collection system that gathers information from
all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico about
reports of child abuse and neglect...The data are used to
examine trends in child abuse and neglect across the country.”

» Although voluntary, >44 states have reported since 2004.

» Used for investigation and confirmed maltreatment estimates.
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» Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System.

» According to the Children’s Bureau, “The AFCARS data
contain case level information on all children in foster care for
whom State and Tribal title IV-E agencies have responsibility
for placement, care or supervision and on children adopted
under the auspices of the State and Tribal title IV-E agency.”

» Reporting is not voluntary. All 50 states since 2000.

» Used for foster care placement and termination estimates.
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Synthetic cohort (or period) life tables

» Tells us what proportion of a hypothetical cohort of children
would ever experience confirmed maltreatment if they were
subjected to any given year's age-specific first-confirmed
maltreatment rates at each age from birth through age 18.
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But there’s a problem

» These estimates are (I think slightly) upwardly biased.
» Children have state-specific unique IDs, not national IDs.

» So children could be counted multiple times in different states.
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And there’s not a perfect solution

» Birth cohort estimates are (likely slightly) downwardly biased.
» And these issues both exist in state-level data, unfortunately.
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Solution one

» Both solutions advocate cross-state administrative data
linkages, which we think about less than cross-system linkages.

» Get data from multiple states.
» Show how much bias not accounting for migration introduces.

» Problem: Harmonizing data, only a marginally better estimate.
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Solution two

» Could there by a way with the AFCARS/NCANDS?

> Data access isn't possible now, but would be ideal because it
is national in nature and already harmonized across states.
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