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My argument



Has two parts

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

I 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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I According to the Children’s Bureau, “The NCANDS is a
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reports of child abuse and neglect. . .The data are used to
examine trends in child abuse and neglect across the country.”

I Although voluntary, >44 states have reported since 2004.
I Used for investigation and confirmed maltreatment estimates.
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subjected to any given year’s age-specific first-confirmed
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Thanks so much for your time


