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ABSTRACT
Investigators at child welfare agencies investigate allegations of abuse and neglect by
interviewing the identified child victim. Schools are a customary location where an investigator
may conduct the interview. Each state in America has independently determined the guidelines
that determine how interviews are conducted. A literature review produced 17 articles that
analyzed past legal proceedings where the constitutionality of whether a child could be
interviewed at school without a warrant, court order, exigent circumstances, or parental consent
was challenged. A national review of statutes and policies identified the varying approaches that
states have authorized to regulate school-based interviews. Public school principals in
Tennessee completed two surveys regarding school-based interviews. The first survey
questioned what perceptions and understandings principals have of policies that regulate child
welfare interview procedures. The second survey asked what steps that school principals have
put in place to facilitate interview requests. Each survey was completed by 109 school
principals. Revealed in the statutes and policies review was that policies issued by the Tennessee
Department of Children’s Services (DCS) did not contain clear details to inform principals how
to respond to all types of interview requests. The results of a binary logistic analysis suggested
that the Title I status of the school that principals responded on behalf of was a statistically
significant predictor of what knowledge principals had of DCS policies. Differences were found
to exist between high school and non-high school principals in the results of Fisher’s exact test
for how principals reported to facilitate interview requests. A research study with a larger
sample size representing the responses from more principals in Tennessee is needed before
recommending best practice standards for school-based interviews.
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INTRODUCTION
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How child welfare investigators gain access to interview children at school might look
different today had the Supreme Court not dismissed the ruling from the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals in the case of Greene v. Camreta on the grounds of mootness that the interview of a
child without a warrant, a court order, exigent circumstances, or parental consent was a Fourth
Amendment violation (Stednitz, 2011). Prior to the Supreme Court dismissal, investigators
under the jurisdiction of the Ninth Circuit were cautioned about conducting interviews under the
aegis of the special needs doctrine, that allows an exception to the warrant or probable cause
provision of the Fourth Amendment when the purpose of the interview is not for law
enforcement purposes (Yourtz, 2012). Qualified immunity remains in place for government
workers to conduct investigations without a warrant or probable cause when the primary purpose
is not law enforcement (Thompson, 2011). No federal guidance was made available after the
Camreta v. Greene dismissal that instructs child welfare investigators how to conduct interviews
in accordance with the Fourth Amendment rights of children and their families.
In the absence of federal guidance, the United States District Court for the Southern
District of New York ruled in Phillips v. Orange County that a child interviewed without
parental consent at a New York public school was an unconstitutional seizure (New York State
Office of Children and Family Services, 2016a). Following the ruling in Phillips, school
principals became able to set reasonable visitor policies for investigators when on school
grounds and could insist that a school official observe the child interview (New York State
Office of Children and Family Services, 2016b). What transpired in New York may have
indicated that any state is prone to reevaluating how children are to be interviewed at school if a
parent files suit against a child welfare agency.
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Although Tennessee did not have a court case that contributed to how schools should
cooperate with the Department of Children’s Services (DCS), both Tennessee Attorney General
Opinion No. 87-101 and Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 09-22 provided guidance that
there is a duty of public school employees to permit a DCS investigator to interview the child
while at school; to not insist that a school employee is present for any interview, including when
the alleged abuser is a school employee or student; to have the school’s principal reasonably set
the time, place, and circumstances of the interview; and that no law is violated by the school
when the parent is not notified because of the investigator’s request, even when the alleged
abuser is not a member of the child’s household (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009). Schools
are only mentioned in the investigation portion of DCS policy in Work Aid-3 (2017), where
language is found that since reasonable concerns about the child’s safety are paramount to any
other consideration of the timing and location of the interview, schools are included as a place
that a DCS investigator can go to locate a child who is the subject of an investigation. Neither
the two Opinions or DCS policy has addressed how a principal should respond if the interview
request is to talk with a child about an ongoing case instead of an investigation.
The most that a school principal is required to know by federal law about the child
welfare system is that school employees are mandated reporters of abuse and neglect allegations
by passage of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act in 1974 (Hutchinson, 2007).
School employees cannot conduct the investigation or stipulate how the investigation is
conducted (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). The distinction between a school administrator and child
welfare investigator questioning a student, is that the investigator is primarily concerned with
what happens outside of school (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
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There was a significant gap in the literature that this dissertation attempted to fill. Prior
to the three dissertation studies that were conducted, social work researchers were without data
that attempted to answer how school personnel and child welfare workers collaborate to facilitate
requests for the interview of children regarding allegations of abuse or neglect. The new
knowledge was attained by three studies: (a) a national review of applicable state level statutes
and policies that are intended to direct what should happen when a child is interviewed at school;
(b) an assessment of school principals’ perceived knowledge and understandings of Department
of Children’s Services and school district policies regarding abuse and neglect interviews of
children in Tennessee; and (c) an experimental study of how school principals in Tennessee
reported to facilitate requests by Department of Children’s Services workers to interview
children at school for both intake and ongoing cases.
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CHAPTER I
Child Welfare Interviews at Schools: A Review of Statutes and Policies
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Abstract
Child welfare workers have come to expect access to interview children at school as a means to
ensure their own safety. Court cases have questioned if interviews at school without a warrant,
court order, exigent circumstances, or parental consent violates the Fourth and Fourteenth
Amendment rights of children and their parents. This systematic review paper uses the 2011
Supreme Court case, Camreta v. Greene, to set the stage for a systematic review of other
relevant court cases that have tested the legality of search and seizures at schools. Statutes and
policies from all 50 states that regulate interviews at schools are then examined.
Keywords: child welfare, school social work, school policy
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The purpose of this systematic review is to synthesize the available policies and statutes
from all 50 states that regulate what access child welfare workers are granted to interview
children at school. To fully grasp the context by which the regulations are based on, a review of
the child welfare system and relevant court cases are used to help explain why the need for
governance of school interviews exist. The Supreme Court had the opportunity in 2011 to offer
guidance in the case of Camreta v. Greene as to whether child welfare investigators violate the
Fourth Amendment protection from illegal search and seizure when minors are interviewed at
school as part of an abuse or neglect investigation (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). At issue, was if on
February 24, 2003, an Oregon Child Protective Services worker, Bob Camreta, infringed upon
the Fourth Amendment rights of a 9-year-old girl, S.G (Kwapisz, 2012). Camreta, along with
Deschutes County deputy sheriff, James Alford, responded to an allegation that Nimrod Greene
had molested his two daughters by interviewing S.G. at her school about the alleged abuse for
almost 2 hours (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). In response, S.G.’s mother, Sarah Greene, sought a court
remedy regarding whether Camreta’s actions were a violation of her daughter’s Fourth
Amendment rights when the interview was conducted without a warrant, a court order, exigent
circumstances, or parental consent (Yourtz, 2012).
All 50 states had ratified their own reporting mandates and laws intended to protect
children from abuse and neglect by 1967, which became more stringent once passage of the 1974
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act tied the awarding of federal funds to adherence with
these specified standards (Woodhouse, 2011). In Child Maltreatment 2015, published by the
Children’s Bureau (2017), 3.4 million children were reported as having received either an
investigation or alternative response from a child welfare agency. Out of that total, 683,000
children had a substantiated case of abuse or neglect (Children’s Bureau, 2017). The volume of
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investigations has left child welfare workers at constant odds over how to protect children who
are reported victims of abuse or neglect, while simultaneously respecting the right of a family to
live independent of state intrusion (Pie, 2012).
The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment has been applied to uphold the
right of parents to maintain custody and control of their child (Stednitz, 2011). This individual
right to life, liberty, and property is to be protected until that time at which a removal is made
only through due process of the law (Stednitz, 2011). The sheer act of a child welfare
investigator interviewing a child without parental knowledge has faced opposition as a restriction
of parental authority (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). A certain amount of financial and emotional reserve
is often needed for parents to contest the deprivation of their ability to parent without restriction
(Dumbrill, 2006).
Limits on the autonomy parents have to raise their children are contested when child
safety is compromised by physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, and neglect (Donahue,
1981). Child welfare agencies initiate abuse and neglect investigations when a claim is made
that offers enough believed truth to pass an initial screening process (Pie, 2012). With the ability
for almost anyone to make an allegation against a family, a screening process is utilized to screen
out investigations that lack credibility (Coleman, 2005). A conducted investigation that lacks
credibility is grounds for parents to bring a lawsuit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (Stednitz, 2011).
Under § 1983, Congress gave citizens the right to seek damages against the government by filing
suit when a government actor infringes upon a constitutional right (Bascom, 2013).
Efforts have been made to reduce the number of families who are subjected to an official
child welfare investigation (Spratt & Callan, 2004). A differential response model, where only
the most severe cases are investigated, and low-risk cases have been offered support services, has
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been one approach to reduce exposure to the child welfare system (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
Characteristics of referrals that were identified by McCallum and Cheng (2016, p. 114) as prime
cases for differential response included, “cases from nonmandated reporters; children older than
3 years of age; reports with one child; cases of neglect, deprivation, or other maltreatment type;
White and other children when compared to Black children; and less likely for sexual abuse
cases.” The risk of a differential response model is still ensuring that families get connected with
the resources needed to resolve the reason for referral without the thoroughness of a full
investigation (Marshall, Charles, Kendrick, & Pakalniskiene, 2010).
At the onset of the process, parents will first try to determine why the investigation was
needed before devising how they might react (Dumbrill, 2006). The relationship between a
family and child welfare investigator is one that is coarser during the initial visits (Spratt &
Callan, 2004). Early in the family assessment phase is when the stigmatization that child welfare
workers disrupt family functioning can lead to negative first impressions that could disrupt the
entire investigation process (Buckley, Carr, & Whelan, 2011). Families who view a benefit to
child welfare involvement for their children are more amicable in cooperating with the agency
(Gladstone et al., 2006). In other cases, time is needed for the family and caseworker to build the
necessary rapport before there is compliance by the family to address the reason why the referral
was made (Gladstone et al., 2006; Spratt & Callan, 2004).
The Greene family never developed rapport with their assigned caseworker, Bob
Camreta. Camreta was summoned to interview the child, S.G., because when her father, Nimrod
Greene, was released on bail following his arrest for the alleged sexual abuse of an unrelated 7year-old child, an assumption was made that S.G. and her younger sister were at risk (Kwapisz,
2012). The admission S.G. made following 2 hours of interviewing by Camreta and Alford, that
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her father inappropriately touched her and her sister, led to an indictment by a grand jury on
federal sexual assault charges (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). The children, S.G. and K.G., were removed
from their mother, Sarah Greene, to be placed in foster care for 20 days, when Camreta was not
convinced that Sarah Greene would comply with the request to keep her daughters away from
their father while the investigation was conducted (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
When S.G. underwent further investigation by the Kids Intervention and Diagnostic
Service Center, there were no physical indicators of sexual abuse, and S.G. recanted her
admission of the abuse, accrediting her earlier statement to the pressure of Camreta interviewing
her at school (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). In response to the initial jury not reaching a verdict against
Nimrod Greene, the result was entering an Alford plea with no admission of guilt in the case of
the unrelated child, and having the charges related to S.G. dismissed (Kinports, 2012). The
recommendation by the Oregon Department of Human Services that S.G. and K.G. be returned
to their mother was granted when brought to court (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
Sarah Greene went on to sue Camreta and Alford for having conducted the interview at
school without a warrant or parental consent, along with Bend-La Pine Schools and the school
counselor who brought S.G. to the interview (Walsh, 2011). A federal district court removed the
school and counselor from the lawsuit. The district court allowed the Greene’s case to proceed
as a Fourth Amendment violation but rejected the motion to include the claim of a Fourteenth
Amendment violation (Stednitz, 2011). Camreta had the district court rule in his favor that his
interview of S.G. was not a Fourth Amendment violation, and that he would have been protected
by qualified immunity even if the interview had been a violation (Stednitz, 2011).
Upon appeal by the Greene family to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, by a unanimous
decision, a reversal was made where Camreta was found to have violated S.G.’s Fourth
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Amendment rights by having conducted the interview without a warrant, a court order, exigent
circumstances, or parental consent (Yourtz, 2012). The Ninth Circuit also ruled that a
Fourteenth Amendment violation occurred when Sarah Greene was barred from the medical
examination that sought to determine if her daughter, S.G., had been sexually abused (Stednitz,
2011). What the Ninth Circuit did not overrule was that Camreta held qualified immunity that
prevented legal action from being brought against him because the Fourth Amendment rights of
S.G. in a school setting were not clearly defined when the interview occurred (Stednitz, 2011).
Guidance was offered that child welfare workers, when conducting investigations, needed to
become more cautious in their application of the special needs doctrine, that allows an exception
to the warrant or probable cause provision of the Fourth Amendment when the purpose of the
interview is not for law enforcement purposes (Yourtz, 2012).
Had the Supreme Court not reviewed and modified the Ninth Circuit ruling, government
workers under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco based court would have lost the qualified
immunity previously afforded to them (Gibeaut, 2011). By the time an appeal reached the
Supreme Court in May 2011, S.G. had moved with her family to Florida and was about to reach
age 18, which led to a 7-2 ruling that dismissed the case on grounds of mootness (Kwapisz,
2011). The opinion composed by Justice Kagan relinquished the qualified immunity guidance
from the Ninth Circuit, leaving open the exception for government workers to conduct
investigations without a warrant or probable cause when the primary purpose is not law
enforcement (Thompson, 2011). The missed opportunity by the Supreme Court to offer
guidance on how best to conduct child welfare interviews at schools left in place differing
decisions from state and lower federal courts for how Fourth Amendment rights are to be upheld
(Dobbins-Baxter, 2012).
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The purpose of this systematic review paper was to attempt to include, but also move
beyond what was determined by court rulings, with a review of statutes and policies published
online from all 50 states. States varied with the level of detail provided on how schools should
facilitate interview requests made by child welfare investigators. The information obtained from
the search was used to synthesize the findings into a table of relevant statutes and policies, a
written analysis of the most pertinent findings contained within the table, and recommendations
for how child welfare agencies and schools could work together in developing best practice
standards that are representative of all the parties involved with the investigation.
Methods
Collection of Law Reviews
An initial search was conducted to determine if any empirical studies were produced to
answer the research question if child welfare investigators are permitted to interview children at
school. Social work related databases that were searched included Social Work Abstracts, Social
Services Abstracts, Sociological Abstracts, Web of Science, and PsycINFO. Key words that
were used for the search included child welfare investigation*, child welfare interview*, child
protective services, child abuse and neglect + school policy, and child abuse + interview.
Inclusion criteria was set on articles that contained information on child abuse and neglect
interviews that are conducted at a school. No results were found that could answer the research
question for this review. The same key words were then entered into two education related
databases, ERIC and Education Source, with no results that were related to the research question.
Four general, non-discipline specific databases, Academic Search Complete, Google Scholar,
LexisNexis Academic, and SCOPUS produced findings related to the legal implications of the
Camreta v. Greene Supreme Court case.
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Google Scholar, HeinOnline, and LexisNexis Academic were the databases used to
conduct a more thorough search of publications from law review journals. Keywords for this
search included Camreta v. Greene, child abuse interviews + Fourth Amendment, and child
abuse interviews + Fourteenth Amendment. The inclusion of the Fourth and Fourteenth
Amendment keywords were to try to capture the potential violation of constitutional rights on
which Camreta v. Greene was argued. There were 17 articles that the search produced related to
if children can be interviewed at school regarding allegations made against the child or child’s
family that could eventually end up in court. Court cases that were brought against child welfare
agencies or schools but did not pertain to interviewing children at school were excluded from
this review. Publication dates ranged from 2000-2014, with the focus of what was written
directed towards analysis of relevant court cases on the legality of school-based interviews.
Collection of State Statutes and Policies
Attorneys retained by the National School Boards Association sent a brief to the
Supreme Court during the Camreta v. Greene proceedings (Negron Jr., Wright, & Pauole, 2010).
The brief written on behalf of the National School Boards Association, the California School
Boards Association, and the Oregon School Boards Association listed applicable statutes and
regulations related to the Camreta v. Greene case from 35 states. An explanation of the language
contained within the statutes and regulations was not provided. The authors listed the statutes
and regulations to identify the states that prohibit interfering with a child welfare investigation or
the sharing of confidential information related to the investigation. Areas to which the statutes
and regulations were applied included states where schools are a possible or preferred interview
location, where school officials are prohibited from denying the interview request, where case
information is confidential and cannot be shared with the school, and where it is a crime to
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interfere with the investigation (Negron Jr. et al., 2010). The listing of statutes and regulations
from 35 states was a starting point for the search that aimed to cover all 50 states in this current
review.
To locate information about the rest of the 50 states, and additional information about the
already identified 35 states in the brief, the Internet was searched using Google and Bing for •all
publicly available state statutes, policies, and manuals related to whether children can be
interviewed at school as part of an abuse or neglect allegation; •is parental consent needed for
children to be interviewed by child welfare workers regarding allegations of abuse or neglect,
•who is permitted to be present for the interview at school; and •any other relevant information
related to the procedures for an interview on school grounds. All 50 states were included in the
search. Terms that were used for the search included the name of the state, and child abuse
interviews at school, child welfare interviews at school, child protective services laws, child
protective services policies, child protective services manual, and Department of Education child
abuse policy. Attempts to locate a statute, policy, or guidance on how interviews are conducted
at schools continued until the information was obtained or all relevant state child abuse or
education statutes and manuals were reviewed for all 50 states. Statutes or policies that did not
address how facilitation of interviews could take place at school were excluded from the review.
The Role of Schools in Investigations
Beyond Mandated Reporting
The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act signed into law by President Nixon in
1974 led to an increase in the number of child welfare investigations, when categories of
professionals who work directly with children became mandated reporters of abuse and neglect
allegations (Hutchinson, 2007). In the wake of mandated reporter requirements, school
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employees have made the most reports of any professional sector (Sinanan, 2011). The
obligation for school staff to report rests with the staff member to whom the allegation was first
revealed, not with one specific school leader (Hutchinson, 2007). This role has made schools a
first line of defense in trying to protect their students from abuse and neglect (Hutchinson, 2007).
Schools have gained a reputation as a place where children routinely attend without much
worry because students are conditioned to expect school employees will keep them safe
(Smithgall, Cusick, & Griffin, 2007). Because schools have a primary mission of educating
students, there is a trust among children and families that any support services offered will not
have an adverse effect (Ko et al., 2008). Child welfare agencies are not as revered among
parents and children. Parents perceive child welfare investigations as a power imbalance where
the caseworker holds higher authority in the decision over a child remaining in the home or being
placed in substitute care (Dumbrill, 2006). Children who are at the center of the investigation
wait with uncertainty over the possible removal from their caregivers, homes, schools, and
communities (Kisiel, Fehrenbach, Small, & Lyons, 2009).
Child welfare investigators can enter schools without parental permission or a court order
to request an interview with students who are the subject of an abuse or neglect allegation
(Kinports, 2012). Camreta claimed as part of his trial defense that interviewing children at
school was not out of the ordinary for workers at his agency (Kwapisz, 2011). School personnel
are not guaranteed to be part of the interview, where they might serve as a familiar source of
support for students (Greene v. Camreta, 2009). The premise for why child welfare interviews at
schools became customary was to prevent potential influence by a suspect, including parents,
during the interview (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). Schools are merely the mediary to investigations that
are often not necessarily related to the school (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
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School Initiated Investigations
In the 1985 case of New Jersey v. T.L.O., the Supreme Court ruled that the special needs
doctrine of the Fourth Amendment did apply when an assistant principal searched and seized the
belongings from the purse of a female student who was suspected of having violated a school
rule when she smoked a cigarette in the bathroom (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). The ruling in this case
stemmed from how the primary purpose of the search and seizure was to uphold order and
discipline within the school, not for law enforcement purposes (Kwapisz, 2012). Without an
immediate response to the suspicion, which obtaining a warrant could have compromised, the
school’s ability to uphold order and discipline would have been diminished (Gupta-Kagan,
2012). The Court indicated that a different outcome was possible had the assistant principal
acted in tandem with, or at the request of law enforcement agencies, to search the girl’s
belongings (Kinports, 2012).
Subsequent cases brought before the Court had the ruling from T.L.O. upheld when the
search was within the confines of a schools’ ability to act independently from law enforcement to
discipline a student (Stednitz, 2011). Confines have remained in place to keep schools from
aimlessly searching students (Pie, 2012). For a search to qualify under the special needs
doctrine, there must be suspicion prior to the search that evidence will be produced, and the
search must be conducted in a manner that is pertinent to the intent of the search (Pie, 2012).
When Camreta was heard by the Ninth Circuit, the ruling from T.L.O. was said to only apply to
searches and seizures that were initiated by teachers and administrators in a school setting (Pie,
2012). That was because there was no expectation that teachers or administrators needed to
familiarize themselves with what establishes probable cause (Pie, 2012).
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Camreta attempted to prove in his defense that because he interviewed S.G. at school,
T.L.O. should have exempted him from the normal warrant requirements (Dobbins-Baxter,
2012). A key distinction between school and child welfare search and seizures rests on how
child welfare interviews are primarily concerned with what happened outside of school (GuptaKagan, 2012). The Ninth Circuit determined that the urgency for quick, active discipline in the
T.L.O. ruling did not apply to Camreta (Dobbins-Baxter, 2012). Additionally, the Ninth Circuit
explicitly refrained from commenting on whether the special needs doctrine had any bearing on
if the exception could apply in the absence of a direct law enforcement purpose, and without law
enforcement involvement (Dobbins-Baxter, 2012).
Expectation of Privacy
A seizure of a person or personal property is permissible when done through a legal
right or process (Kwapisz, 2012). The degree that an expectation of privacy existed has been
used to decide if there was a real expectation of privacy prior to the seizure (Kwapisz, 2012).
When Camreta was heard, Justices Kennedy and Breyer both supported the use of discipline by
school officials for children who misbehave as an expected outcome and, thus, not an illegal
seizure if a student is forced to stay after school as punishment (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). Once a
rational person no longer presumes an ability to leave while being held for questioning, the line
of restricting liberty starts to be crossed (Kwapisz, 2012). Children are less familiar with child
welfare workers than school personnel with whom there is routine interaction. Unfamiliarity
with the child welfare worker creates more uncertainty over how assured a child is about
expectations of privacy or freedom to leave during an interview that investigates abuse or neglect
(Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
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The assumed privacy that students have at school is no longer guaranteed when an
immediate response is needed to keep operations orderly (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). Camreta waited
3 days after receiving the intake report that alleged sexual abuse before he went to interview S.G.
at her school (Krzywonski, 2011). No other action was initiated by Camreta over those 3 days to
launch the investigation (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). The Ninth Circuit noted the delayed response as
to why, although the need for child welfare investigations without a warrant or parental consent
might exist, Camreta’s decision to wait 3 days negated the claim of exigent circumstances
(Kwapisz, 2012).
When the Supreme Court implied that S.G. should have had a reduced expectation of
privacy while at school, there was a caveat that the expectation might diminish for non-school
related concerns (Kinports, 2012). There were privacy rights that S.G. was entitled to when she
was a 9-year-old girl (Gibeaut, 2011). One consideration given to the authority of an adult to ask
investigative questions to a child at school while not infringing on a right, is to not cause longterm psychological side effects (Pie, 2012). Schools, when viewed as in loco parentis during the
school day, have been afforded more leeway with how intensely they can question minors
(Woodhouse, 2011). However, the privacy rights of a minor have been interpreted in the past as
the privacy that parents expect for their kids when they are sent to school (Pie, 2012).
Public vs. Private Schools
In April 2003, the Seventh Circuit ruled in Doe v. Heck that a different standard applied
for child welfare interviews conducted at a private school on private land as opposed to a public
school on public land (Kwapisz, 2012). How the 4th grade child, John Doe Jr., was searched and
seized while being interviewed by the caseworkers, Heck and Wichman, was deemed a violation
of Fourth Amendment protections (Yourtz, 2012). The allegation that sparked the investigation
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came from the guardian of a former student at the privately-operated school who claimed she
saw the principal use corporal punishment against Doe Jr. and other students (Dobbins-Baxter,
2012). Despite the principal initially denying the interview request, the child welfare workers
eventually gained access to Doe Jr. without a warrant or parental permission by claiming they
knew the interview was legal based on Wisconsin law, their job preparation by the Bureau of
Child Welfare, guidance from the local district attorney's office, and the guidance of the attorney
for the Bureau (Dobbins-Baxter, 2012). After the principal granted permission for the child
welfare workers to interview Doe Jr., a body search to check for signs of abuse followed (Pie,
2012).
The caseworker who led the Doe Jr. investigation was unable to convince the Seventh
Circuit that permission from the principal to conduct the interview was also authorization for the
body search (Pie, 2012). At no point following the body search did the school allow the
caseworkers to see Doe Jr. or any of his siblings for questioning (Dobbins-Baxter, 2012). No
substantiated proof was found that the Doe family needed ongoing child welfare services
(Coleman, 2005). Confusion arose when the Doe family was mailed a letter that notified them
the case was being closed based on finding no imminent safety concerns, but remarks were put
into the case file that the Doe family had their case closed after not complying with the
investigation (Coleman, 2005).
The school and Doe Jr.’s parents both sued the caseworkers who conducted the
investigations on the grounds of multiple constitutional violations (Dobbins-Baxter, 2012). A
verdict was issued that a Fourth Amendment violation had transpired when Doe Jr. was searched
and seized (Kwapisz, 2012). Factored into the favorable ruling for the Doe’s was how parents
decide to send their children to private school to limit government intrusion into their lives
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(Yourtz, 2012). The privacy one expects to be afforded at home was deemed akin to the
expectation for privacy at a private school (Pie, 2012). Not deliberated by the Seventh Circuit
was how the ruling could have reflected a double standard by which the ability to send a child to
a private school bestows a higher expectation of privacy than those who attend public school
(Stednitz, 2011).
Policy Review
<INSERT TABLE 1-1 HERE>
The ruling of mootness in the Camreta v. Greene case meant that children who were the
subject of abuse and neglect allegations continued to be interviewed at school without parental
permission or a court order (Kinports, 2012). Without the federal guidance that the Supreme
Court could have provided in 2011, rulings from a U.S. District Court or lower court, state
statutes, or the policies of a state agency have determined the conditions under which a child
welfare investigator can interview a child at school. Upon completion of the current review, a
concurrence appears that public schools in every state are expected to cooperate with permitting
interviews. Less of a consensus was evident for interview requests at private schools. The
conditions under which interviews are permitted have both similarities and differences among
the states.
Some states provide greater detail than others to reduce ambiguity about what can or
cannot happen as part of the interview. An example of a state with clear instructions is Arizona,
where the education and child welfare systems rely on §8-471 (Arizona State Legislature, 2017),
Policy and Procedure Manual Chapter 2: Section 3 Conducting Interviews (Arizona Department
of Child Safety, 2016), and Arizona Attorney General Opinion Number I16-004 (R16-001)
(Brnovich, 2016) for procedural purposes. What is known through these measures are under
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what circumstances that consent is required for the interview, the appropriateness for school
personnel to be present during the interview, and that the investigator is required to complete the
Request for Interview at School form before access to the child is permitted. Conversely,
Pennsylvania is limited to Child Protective Services Law: 23 Pa.C.S. Sections 6311 & 6346
(Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 2016). Under this provision, schools are limited to knowing
only that there must be cooperation with the investigating department or agency by providing
information as is consistent with law. Failure to cooperate can result in a misdemeanor of the
third degree for the first offense, and a misdemeanor of the second degree for any subsequent
offenses. No information was found that clarified the issue of parental consent or who can be
present for interviews conducted at a school in Pennsylvania.
Having found that certain states offer more defined statutes and policies than others, left
an inability to comprehensively answer what is and is not permitted in each state. This review
was conducted to find any language contained in the documents that answered what consent is
needed to interview a child, where a court order can be sought to conduct the interview, where
the interview can be recorded, who can be present for interviews at a school, what notice schools
must receive prior to the interview, and what differences exist for access at public versus private
schools. While specific enough information was not available through the review to
unequivocally address each of the sought-after areas, enough closely related information was
found to conclude that public schools in every state must cooperate when a child welfare
investigator requests an initial interview with a student who is named in a report that alleges
abuse or neglect.
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Consent
No consent. Nineteen states (AK, HI, ID, IL, IA, KY, LA, MI, MN, NE, NV, NM, ND,
OK, RI, SC, SD, VA, WI) appeared to have few to no restrictions on needing parental consent
for a child to be interviewed at school. Five states (KY, LA, NM, OK, SC) specifically affirm
that a child can be interviewed at school without parental consent. Nine states (HI, MN, NE,
NV, MI, ND, RI, SD, VA) provide enough leeway to the investigator that interviews in general
can be conducted without parental consent. However, Minnesota has the caveat that the
preferred practice is to request the permission of a parent or guardian (Minnesota Office of the
Revisor of Statutes, 2016). The leeway with interviews in Minnesota and North Dakota extends
to any child who resides or has resided with the alleged perpetrator (Minnesota Office of the
Revisor of Statutes, 2016; North Dakota Legislature, 2016). Siblings of the alleged victim can
be interviewed without consent in Nevada and Virginia (Nevada Legislature, 2017; Virginia
General Assembly, 2017).
There is specific wording of statutes and policies in each state that makes the approach to
exempt the need for parental consent less than analogous. Michigan’s child welfare investigators
have the authority to interview the child at school when the agency decides that doing so is
necessary to complete the investigation or prevent the abuse or neglect of the child (Michigan
Department of Health and Human Services, 2016). Wisconsin permits contact, interviews, and
observations of a child without consent only when done outside the home (Wisconsin State
Legislature, 2017). Hawaii permits the investigating agency to temporarily assume protective
custody of the child for the purpose of conducting the interview (Hawaii Department of Human
Services, 2010). Oklahoma has language permitting that in addition to the interview, a child may
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be examined by the investigator prior to parent notification (Oklahoma State Courts Network,
2017). No other state appeared to have language that permits an examination without restriction.
Even in states where consent is not required, the need for a parent to know that an
interview took place has not been lost. Nebraska wants a parent to be notified as soon as
possible after an interview at school (Nebraska Department of Health and Human Services,
2001). Iowa requires that parents are to be notified within 5 days of commencing the
investigation (Iowa Department of Human Services, 2013). Oklahoma has established that the
investigating agency, not schools, will notify a parent, but has not stipulated a timeframe in
which to do so (Oklahoma State Courts Network, 2017).
No consent with restrictions. The number of states where no parent or guardian consent
is needed when a certain condition or conditions are met total 23 (AZ, AR, CT, DE, FL, KS, IN,
ME, MD, MO, MS, MT, NH, NJ, NY, OH, OR, TN, TX, UT, VT, WA, WV). Child safety
being compromised because of trying to obtain consent was found to be a reason not to seek
parental permission in 11 states (DE, FL, ME, MD, MO, MT, MS, OH, OR, WA, WV), the most
cited of any reason, as why to not seek parent permission. The relationship that a child has with
the alleged perpetrator is a reason in six states (AZ, AR, CT, MO, TN, UT) to delay notification
until after the initial child interview. Situations where either the parent is named as the alleged
perpetrator or the child is residing with the alleged perpetrator allows the interview to happen
preemptively of parent notification in each of these states. This is seen in Utah, where
notification is required unless the alleged perpetrator is a parent, stepparent, parent’s paramour,
the identity of the alleged perpetrator is unknown, or the relationship of the alleged perpetrator to
the family is unknown (Utah State Legislature, 2017).
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Eight states (IN, MO, MT, KS, OH, OR, UT, WV) require a parent to be notified in
advance of the interview unless one of the conditions to delay notification are met. The
condition in Maine and Louisiana is that the interview with the child can happen without consent
only for the first interview (Maine Legislature, 2017; Louisiana Office of Community Services,
2015). Investigators in Kansas can only bypass parental consent when the child to be
interviewed is named in an allegation of abuse or neglect (Kansas Public Health and Welfare,
2017). Consent is required in Kansas before a child from a family that is in need of an
assessment but not named in an abuse or neglect allegation can be interviewed at school.
Ohio maintains some of the toughest standards to avoid notifying a parent (Ohio
Legislature, 2017). Only when a child is currently in immediate harm, will be in immediate
harm upon returning home from school or another location, might be intimidated by speaking at
home, or the child requests to speak with an investigator due to one of the aforementioned
reasons, is parental consent not needed. The immediate harm terminology separates Ohio from
other states where only the potential for harm is listed as sufficient to not notify a parent.
Indiana has one of four conditions that must be met before a child who is named in an
allegation of abuse or neglect, is an alleged child perpetrator, or a potential witness/collateral
contact can be interviewed without consent (Indiana Department of Child Services, 2011). The
four conditions are that the need for consent is superseded by exigent circumstances related to
the child’s health or well-being, an ample number of attempts were made to obtain consent, the
agency already has custody of the child or parental rights were terminated, or the child is
committed to a Department of Corrections facility. Chapter 4, Section 6 of the Indiana
Department of Child Services Child Welfare Manual explains the condition of exigent
circumstances in the state (Indiana Department of Child Services, 2011).
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Texas has its own approach for parent notification at schools that is not found in another
state. An investigator must obtain consent from a parent who is already present at the school
when the interview request is made, but if a parent is not already at the school, the interview can
happen without consent (Texas Children’s Commission, 2017). Vermont also has a unique
requirement that must be met prior to the interview. When an investigator wants to conduct the
interview without approval from a parent, guardian, or custodian, a disinterested adult must be
present for the interview to happen (Vermont Legislature, 2017).
Consent not specified. The question as to whether parental consent is needed prior to
an interview did not appear to be part of statute or policy in eight states (AL, CA, CO, GA, MA,
NC, PA, WY). Although the issue of consent is not directly addressed, at least one action in
each of the states lends itself to support the notion that children can be interviewed at schools. In
Alabama, Decatur City Board of Education v. Aycock, 562 So. 2d 1331 (1990) prohibited
schools from restricting access to child welfare workers. Colorado also had judicial input when
the chief judge in the Eighteenth Judicial District of Colorado (Sylvester, 2010) ruled that
interviews can happen at school without parent notification. The rest of Colorado, outside of the
Eighteenth Judicial District, is left to rely on § 19-3-308 (Colorado General Assembly, 2016),
which allows the investigator to conduct the interview wherever the child may be located, as
indicated by the report.
When North Carolina enacted NCGS § 7B-302(h) to limit unwarranted intrusion into a
home, explicitly stated was that schools and child care facilities were not included as private
residences where the limitations were applied (North Carolina Division of Social Services,
2016). Schools in North Carolina should know that compliance with permitting interviews is
required because a 1984 opinion from the Department of Justice (Edmisten & Rosser, 1984)
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stated that there was no legal requirement that the parents be present or be given prior notice of
the interview at school.
Massachusetts schools are left to operate under guidance from the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education that discourages school districts from notifying parents or
guardians of an investigative interview or response where the child could be placed at risk of
further abuse or neglect (Chester & McClain, 2010). The state statute relative to the topic, G.L.
c.119, §51B, only calls for cooperation among agencies to reduce the number of times a child is
interviewed about potential abuse or neglect (Massachusetts Legislature, 2017).
Child consent. Iowa and New Mexico were the only states where the child must
consent to the interview starting at a certain age. The age set for the consent requirement in Iowa
is 10 (Iowa Department of Human Services, 2013). The right then granted is that the minor can
terminate contact with the investigator by stating or indicating this desire.
All children in New Mexico must be notified that participation in the investigative
interview is voluntary (New Mexico Legislature, 2017). Also afforded to children is the right to
have the interview take place at a comfortable location, and in a language, that is
comprehensible. Starting at age 14, children must consent to the interview, even when a parent,
guardian, or custodian has already approved. If consent is denied, the interview cannot take
place at school.
Court Orders
A court order can be sought by the investigative agency in seven states (AL, NC, OK,
RI, TX, WI, WY) for instances when access to the child for an interview is restricted. Alabama
investigators can make the request if refused access to interview or observe a child (Alabama
Department of Human Resources, 2008). The statute in North Carolina applies to anyone who
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restricts personal access to the child for the interview (North Carolina Division of Social
Services, 2016). District courts in Oklahoma, when requested by the district attorney with cause,
can grant an investigator access to interview a child at home, school, or any other place where
access was denied (Oklahoma State Courts Network, 2017). Texas holds a similar standard, for
the court to be shown good cause, prior to issuing a court order (Texas Legislature, 2017).
Rhode Island and Wyoming both include language that if access to an interview is denied, a
court order may be sought when in the best interest of the child to do so (Rhode Island General
Assembly, 2017; The Legislature of the State of Wyoming, 2017). Wisconsin’s statute for court
orders only applies to when access cannot be obtained for an interview at the child’s residence
(Wisconsin State Legislature, 2017).
Attendance at School Interviews
Private interviews. School staff are not likely to attend interviews in three states (AL,
AZ, IA). Alabama requires that any child named as part of an abuse or neglect allegation, who
can verbally communicate, must be seen and interviewed privately (Alabama Department of
Human Resources, 2008). The wording in Arizona is not as definite. At first, the investigator is
to request a private interview with the child at school. If the child requests that a teacher or
school staff member observe, an explanation is to inform about the confidential nature of
investigations (Arizona Department of Child Safety, 2016). Not clarified is if the explanation on
confidentiality stops someone from observing or sets forth the ground rules if one is to observe.
Iowa also has some ambiguity on school staff observation. Confidential access is
expected when the investigator is allowed to interview a child. For the observation of a child, as
permitted by 232.68, subsection 3, paragraph “b,” a witness shall be present (Iowa Department of
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Human Services, 2013). However, no distinction is made as to what makes an interview
different from an observation.
Attendance permitted. School staff members have the option to sit in on the interview
in 23 states (AK, CA, CT, DE, FL, IL, KY, LA, MA, MD, MS, MO, MT, NH, NJ, NY, OR, UT,
VT, WA, WV, WI, WY). The option for a school staff member to sit in on the interview is
permitted in 8 states (CA, DE, FL, KY, LA, NH, WI, WV) when the child makes the request or
when having a school staff member observe is in the best interest of the child. Delaware,
Louisiana, Kentucky, New Hampshire, and West Virginia all identify if requested by the student
as the only reason for the investigator to include school staff. Louisiana investigators are
instructed to exclude schools staff when not requested by the child (Louisiana Office of
Community Services, 2015). Children in California must be informed that they can select any
employee or volunteer at the school for the interview or be interviewed in private (California
Legislature, 2017). An adult identified by the child is not obligated to accept the interview
request. If the adult does accept, the investigator should ensure that the interview is at a
convenient time that does not come at a cost to the school. Alaska also permits that a child could
reject the presence of any school staff members who request to be at the interview (Alaska Office
of Children’s Services, 2014).
The serious nature of the investigative interview is seen in Mississippi where school
officials need to sign a Confidentiality Statement and be notified that observing could result in
the need to provide testimony about what was seen and heard (Mississippi Department of Human
Services Division of Family and Children’s Services, 2013). Utah and West Virginia take steps
to prevent any harm to the child by prohibiting any adult at the school named in the report as an
alleged perpetrator from observing (Utah State Legislature, 2017; West Virginia Department of
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Health and Human Resources, 2016). A statute or policy in each of the identified states except
Connecticut and Vermont provides the option for school staff to participate. In these two states,
the term ‘disinterested adult’ is used to enforce that a third-party adult must be at interviews that
do not require parental consent (Connecticut Department of Children and Families, n.d.;
Vermont Legislature, 2017).
Attendance not specified. A direct answer of who is permitted at school interviews is
not found in 24 states (AR, CO, GA, HI, ID, IN, KS, ME, MI, MN, NE, NV, NM, NC, ND, OH,
OK, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA). Fifteen of those states (CO, GA, HI, NE, NV, NM, NC,
ND, OH, OK, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN) do not address the issue of attendance at school meetings.
Investigators in North Carolina under NCGS § 7B-101 (North Carolina Division of Social
Services, 2016) can file an obstruction/interference petition when an interview, observation, or
personal access to a child is denied, the wording of which supports the notion the neither the
child or school staff have a say about who is present at the interview. The investigative agency
has control to determine the appropriateness of who attends school interviews in six states (AR,
ID, IN, MN, TX, VA).
Arkansas allows investigators, when in the best interest of the child, to limit who is
present during the interview (Arkansas Department of Human Services, 2017). Kansas has
similar wording, that permits the investigative agency to control interview attendance based on
the best interest of the child (Kansas Department for Children and Families, 2017). Idaho gives
authority to the investigator without including that the decision must be made in the best interest
of the child (Echohawk, 1993). Minnesota investigators have exclusive authority to determine
who is present for the interview (Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2016). Virginia
permits investigators to exclude school personnel as a way to protect confidentiality (Virginia
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Department of Social Services, 2016). Only in Indiana does language exist that states the
interviewer will utilize school personnel when needed and where it is appropriate (Indiana
Department of Education, 2012). None of these six states has made known if school personnel
are ever in attendance at an interview.
Maine and Michigan are two states that address the role of schools in the investigation,
without a declaration of whether school personnel are permitted at the meeting. School
personnel in Maine can neither insist on attendance nor prohibit anyone from attending as part of
an investigation (Maine Legislature, 2017). Michigan requires that the investigator meet with
school personnel (Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, 2016). However, the
meeting is only required after the interview, when the investigator must meet with the designated
school staff person and the child about what action will happen as a result of the contact.
Access to Schools
What action the investigator should take prior to interviewing a child is directed by 11
states (AK, AZ, GA, IN, KS, ME, MN, MO, ND, OR, WI). An investigator must furnish the
school with an official document that permits the interview in Alaska, Kansas, Arizona, and
Minnesota. Alaska uses the Request to Interview letter (06-9785) that defines the agencies’
authority and school officials’ responsibility regarding interviews on school property (Alaska
Office of Children’s Services, 2014). In Arizona, the Request for Interview at School is a
document that serves a similar purpose (Arizona Department of Child Safety, 2016). The form
that must be furnished in Minnesota is also known as Request for Interview at School
(Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2016). Kansas has one of two forms that
investigators provide to school administrators, PPS 2000, Request to Interview a Child at School
or, PPS 2001, Parental Consent to Interview Child at School for NAN (Family in Need of
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Assessment FINA) (Kansas Department for Children and Families, 2017). The PPS 2001 form
exists because Kansas enacted changes for children who an investigator wants to interview but
who are not the subject of an abuse or neglect allegation.
While Maine does not have an official form, school personnel can request from the
investigator a written certification that the interview at school is necessary to carry out the lawful
responsibilities of the agency (Maine Legislature, 2017). Minnesota school personnel can set the
time, place, and manner of the interview as long as the interview occurs within 24 hours after the
school was notified, unless another agreement was made (Minnesota Office of the Revisor of
Statutes, 2016). Arrangements for an interview in Missouri go through a liaison appointed by
the superintendent for each school district (Missouri Department of Social Services, 2015). The
liaison serves on the Multidisciplinary Team throughout the investigation and becomes the point
of contact for children enrolled at that school when the investigator needs information.
Investigators are informed in six states (GA, IN, MN, ND, OR, WI) that school
personnel can know in advance of arrival about the need for an interview. North Dakota and
Oregon specify that the school staff member who is notified should be a principal or other school
administrator (North Dakota Legislature, 2016; Oregon State Legislature, 2015). Indiana
requests that investigators will pre-arrange the interview with the school when possible (Indiana
Department of Education, 2012). The notice in Georgia, if initiated, notifies the school of the
need for a school employee to arrange the preliminary meeting between the investigator and
child at the building (State of Georgia, 2016). The suggestion in Wisconsin is that even a simple
telephone call earlier in the day from the investigator will be helpful to know what time the
interview might occur (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 2013). A phone call can
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expedite the process for making the child available in cases where the extent of maltreatment
requires an urgent response.
Private Schools
The Doe v. Heck case brought before the 7th Circuit in 2004 resulted in a ruling that an
interview and body search of a child at a private school in Wisconsin was a Fourth Amendment
violation of illegal search and seizure (Kwapisz, 2012). Noted as part of the case was how
parents who send a child to private school do so with an expectation of restricted government
intrusion (Yourtz, 2012). Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin are the states under the jurisdiction of
the 7th Circuit.
Michigan and New Mexico are states that include private schools as part of statute or
policy. Private schools are not required under the Michigan Child Protection Law to cooperate
with a child welfare investigation (Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, 2016).
New Mexico permits private schools, child care homes, and child care facilities to deny
permission for the investigator to interview the child on the facility grounds (New Mexico
Legislature, 2017). If the request by the private school is not denied, an interview with a student
can occur without parental permission.
Oregon has a section of its child welfare manual that references public and private
schools as similar entities (Oregon Department of Human Services, 2014). The reference is
made with regards to I-AB.4, Oregon Administrative Rule 413-015-0400 thru 0485. Under these
rules an investigator can show up at any school, notify the school administrator that a CPS
assessment is needed, and interview the child out of the presence of other persons, unless the
investigator anticipates that an outside presence can improve the interview. For situations when
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a school either prohibits access or insists on school presence during the interview, the
investigator is instructed to contact the agency supervisor about a resolution.
While no other states make mention of private schools, eight states (CO, ID, MN, ND,
NV, OK, TX, WI) do note that the investigator can enter any place to complete an interview with
a child. Wisconsin, despite the ruling from the 7th Circuit, appears to be one of those states. The
language as currently worded in Wisconsin is that, “the agency may contact, observe, or
interview the child at any location without permission from the child's parent, guardian, or legal
custodian if necessary to determine if the child is in need of protection or services, except that
the person making the investigation may enter a child's dwelling only with permission from the
child's parent, guardian, or legal custodian, or after obtaining a court order permitting the person
to do so (Wisconsin State Legislature, 2017).” How this statute applies to private schools in
Wisconsin was not made clear.
The other seven states make reference to the entry of any place necessary by the
investigator to conduct the investigation. Idaho is the lone state where, according to Attorney
General Opinion NO. 93-2, the authority of the investigating agency extends into all public and
private facilities, including school facilities (Echohawk, 1993). Nothing found in Title 16,
Chapter 16 of the Child Protection Act appears to negate that opinion (Idaho Supreme Court,
2016).
Colorado Minnesota, Nevada, and North Dakota all use language that the interview can
happen wherever the child is found (Colorado General Assembly, 2016; Minnesota Office of the
Revisor of Statutes, 2016; Nevada Legislature; North Dakota Legislature, 2016). Oklahoma and
Texas use the term ‘any reasonable place’ for where the interview could happen (Oklahoma State
Courts Network, 2017; Texas Legislature, 2017). Minnesota, Oklahoma, and Texas include at
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school as a place for where the interview could happen (Minnesota Office of the Revisor of
Statutes, 2016; Oklahoma State Courts Network, 2017; Texas Legislature, 2017). No
information found through the review answered whether any of these states apply geographical
limitations for where interviews could occur.
Recordings
One of the concerns that arose during Camreta v. Greene was how the pressure S.G. felt
she was put under when interviewed privately at school by Camreta and Deputy Alford caused
her to make statements about the alleged abuse that she would later recant (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
There was no way to know after the interview the manner in which S.G. was questioned without
a recording of what was said. Five states (ID, LA, MS, NH, TX) have taken steps for producing
a verbal record of what is said during interviews.
Idaho, New Hampshire, and Texas are the states identified through the review that insist
upon a recording. In New Hampshire, any interview conducted pursuant to 169-C:38 Paragraph
IV is to be video recorded in its entirety, when possible (New Hampshire General Court, 2017).
Those interviews that cannot be video recorded are to be audio recorded. Idaho requires the
audio or video taping of all investigative or risk assessment interviews of alleged victims of child
abuse, unless otherwise demonstrated by good cause (Idaho Supreme Court, 2016).
Investigators are instructed in Texas under Chapter 261 of the Texas Family Code to
audiotape or videotape any interview with a child when allegations of the current investigation
are discussed, and that is conducted by the department during the investigation stage. There are
three circumstances that permit an investigator to forego recording the interview. The first is if
there are technical difficulties with the recording equipment that does not result from improper
handling of the equipment or bringing adequate equipment for the recorder to function. The
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second is when the child will still not consent to the recording after reasonable attempts were
made, consistent with the age and development of the child. The third is due to unanticipated
causes that are beyond control of the agency, or equipment is unavailable because the
investigator does not routinely conduct interviews.
The all-encompassing recording standards are not the same in Louisiana and
Mississippi. Louisiana provides the option for any interview to be tape-recorded when requested
by the parent or parents (Louisiana State Legislature, 2017). Reference was not made to what
happens when the first interview takes place without parental notification in a state where
consent is not required for the initial contact. Investigators in Mississippi have the option to
record any information obtained when interviewing individuals (Mississippi Department of
Human Services, 2013). Verbal permission must be obtained by a parent before a child can be
recorded.
Other Pertinent Details
Conducting the search of state statutes and policies led to noteworthy pieces of
information that did not fit into any of the categories listed above. In trying to set the stage for a
more open and universal dissemination of approaches to school-based child welfare investigation
interviews, the miscellaneous details are relevant for any state, agency, or researcher interested in
reexamining their best practice strategies. What one state adopts to manage the role that schools
serve in a child welfare investigation will not always be suitable for another state. Examples of
where only one or two states utilize a strategy are still worth considering for the purpose that
another state might not have considered a similar approach.
Indiana and Ohio were previously identified as states with more stringent limits on
when children can be interviewed without consent. Both states have publications that support
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limiting interviews at school to only when necessary (Indiana Department of Education, 2012;
Institute for Human Services & The CAPTA Ad Hoc Work Group, 2008). The Ohio publication
prepared for the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services and the Ohio Child Welfare
Training Program goes as far as to state that interviews should not be conducted at school as part
of standard practice or out of convenience (Institute for Human Services & The CAPTA Ad Hoc
Work Group, 2008.) The document adds that, furthermore, the investigator should document in
the case record why the interview at school was necessary.
Indiana’s Department of Education (2012) advised that interviews should take place at
school only when necessary. Necessary cases are considered limited to those where the school is
the reporting source or the alleged abuse involves a family member and the child is at school at
the time the report is received. Schools retain the right, according to this publication, to notify a
parent of the name and phone number of the investigator once the interview is complete (Indiana
Department of Education, 2012).
Investigators in Rhode Island and Minnesota are urged to take every action necessary to
minimize disruption to the child (Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2016; Rhode
Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2011). The Rhode Island
Department of Education (2011) recommends that confidentiality should be strictly observed,
and the child should immediately be returned to the normal classroom situation if the interview
revealed that no abuse had occurred. When suggesting an immediate return to the classroom, not
used is the condition, that if an immediate return is in the best interest of the child. Not including
that terminology could be a result of no state having looked at how soon after the interview ends
does a child become composed enough for a return to the classroom.
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The stipulation to minimize any disruption in Minnesota can be found in §626.556
(Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2016). Not causing a disruption is intended to
cover the educational program of the child, other students, or school staff when an interview is
conducted on school premises. A strategy to limit any disruption was put into the same statute,
by permitting school officials to set the conditions as to time, place, and manner of the interview
within 24 hours of the request.
With many states acknowledging that school staff play a role in investigations, Nevada
and New Jersey try to define the role after the initial interview takes place (Nevada Legislature,
2017; New Jersey Department of Children and Families, 2010). New Jersey allows school staff
who were the reporting source to follow-up with the investigator to know the status of the case.
The investigator can share if the investigation has been completed and if the agency will offer
ongoing services to the family. Professional school employees are entitled to additional
information about the investigation, but which school staff qualifies as a professional school
employee is not defined (New Jersey Department of Children and Families, 2010).
Nevada permits under NRS 432B.457 that any teacher or other school official who
works directly with the child can testify at a hearing that seeks to place a child in substitute care
(Nevada Legislature, 2017). This qualifies the school staff as having a special interest in the
child. The court grants this status to those who have a personal interest in the well-being of the
child or possesses information that might factor into the placement of the child.
An awareness of the individual attempts made by sates to have statutes or policies in
writing contributes towards a better understanding of the intersection between the child welfare
and school systems. Increasing the awareness of what happens in only one state might be
enough for an investigator to consider whether frequent visits to a school to see the same child is
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in the best interest of the child or is a disruption. Nowhere else besides Nevada did this search
reveal that teachers, who play an integral role in the lives of children in every state, hold the right
to offer the court input on the most appropriate placement setting. The unique elements of how
each state operates hold the potential to increase dialogue on working to improve cooperation
between the two systems.
Recommendations
This review was designed to identify relevant statutes and policies related to interviews
conducted by child welfare investigators in all 50 states. No prior review had included a
nationwide scope for the topic. There is also a dearth of research on the extent to which school
principals and other school administrators know of, and the details of, policies, national, state, or
local, concerning the interviewing of students about abuse allegations. Finally, there is also a
lack of research on how exactly the process of interviews by social workers of students actually
unfolds in school settings. The significance of these topics was primarily made known through
the Camreta v. Greene case that reached the Supreme Court in 2011. The case, which originated
out of Oregon and was heard by the Ninth Circuit prior to the Supreme Court, never had national
implications to bring the issue front and center at all schools.
The lack of any national direction on how to handle requests for interviews at school is
one plausible explanation for why the search produced little to no information on the topic in
some states. In Colorado, the Children’s Code under Title 19 of the Colorado Revised Statutes
contains no mention of how a school or investigator is to coordinate the interview request.
Included as part of the statute is that the investigator has the authority to conduct the interview
wherever the child may be located, as indicated by this report. Without further clarification, the
statute could be interpreted to mean that the investigator might find the child in the bus line at the
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end of the school day when school staff are tasked with other responsibilities that make the
interview request difficult to arrange. The dubiety over what any school should do in this
situation could be removed through advocacy for a written statute or policy in each state that
specifically addresses school-based investigations.
A recommendation is for states to move towards the standard set in Minnesota where
the balance of powers to determine the conditions for the interview is more equally distributed
between the school and child welfare agency. School officials have discretion to set the time,
place, and manner of the interview. The investigator is still guaranteed that the interview will
take place within 24 hours of the request. School officials often maintain enough of an interest
in the well-being of the children they educate to accommodate urgent matters of child safety that
require an immediate response. For this process to work, investigators must first contact the
school which the child attends.
A second recommendation is for investigators to notify schools in advance of the need
to conduct an interview, when possible. For states where an investigator needs to meet with a
school administrator, there is no guarantee that an administrator will be available without prior
notice. This might also hold true of social workers or counselors who the investigator needs
information from. An appearance at the school without prior notification could lead to the
investigator not talking with any school staff other than a receptionist at a check-in desk.
The move made by Missouri that the superintendent of each school district designates a
public-school district liaison to coordinate with child welfare agencies merits consideration by
other states. A change does not need to be as official on the level with a statewide statute.
Schools and child welfare agencies can benefit from school districts developing their own policy
that identifies which staff an investigator should meet with to request the child interview.
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A third recommendation is for more states to move towards a standard where the child
has input into who will observe the interview at school. California has already put into law that a
child must be notified of their right to select a school staff to observe the interview. The
presence of a school staff member provides an opportunity for the child to be in the presence of a
familiar and trusted adult when the child is likely meeting the investigator for the first time.
Delaware and Washington permit students to exclude any school staff person who might want to
observe. At issue of who to include in the meeting is having a witness who can attest to what
was said.
Connecticut and Vermont require a disinterested adult to observe the interview in cases
where parental consent was not obtained. Other states require a video or audio recording of the
child contact as evidence of what happened during the interview. The best way of having a
secondary source to substantiate what transpired might best be decided on a state by state basis.
Permitting students to suggest an adult observer who will make the interview more comfortable
has become prevailing enough for all states to consider this a right that the child deserves.
A fourth recommendation is for statutes and policies to better address child welfare
workers who attempt to visit a child at school after the investigative stage. Child welfare cases
can move from the investigation stage to ongoing services with the minors staying in the home or
being placed in substitute care. The focus of statutes and policies found through this review
emphasized the investigation phase, mainly the initial contact with the child being permitted at
school. The recommendation made in an Ohio publication for how to protect parents’
constitutional rights during an investigation, that interviews at school should not be done as
standard procedure or for convenience, should also hold true for ongoing case contacts.
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The fact that an ongoing caseworker has become familiar with the child and family
should not be taken to mean that there is implied consent for unannounced school visits. School
officials are not in a position where mandatory training for the job requires them to know the
differences between investigative and ongoing cases. If the goal of statutes and policies are to
protect the constitutional rights of children and parents, guidance for ongoing interview requests
could contribute to the cause. Doing so aligns with what is called for in Minnesota, where every
effort must be made to limit any disruptions at the school.
The final recommendation is that the constitutionality of the 4th and 14th Amendment, as
they relate to child welfare investigations, ultimately needs to unfold in court. Even the best
worded state statute or policy is not guaranteed to convince judges on a federal court that
individual liberties are not infringed upon when a child is interviewed at school without parental
consent. New York faced this scenario when the United States District Court for the Southern
District of New York ruled in Phillips v. Orange County that a child interviewed without
parental consent at a New York public school was an unconstitutional seizure (New York State
Office of Children and Family Services, 2016a).
The initial response by the New York State Office of Children and Families was that the
ruling did not create a precedent for investigations in the state outside of Orange County (New
York State Office of Children and Family Services, 2016a). However, the New York State
Association of School Attorneys advised school districts to only allow investigators access to
students when in possession of a court order, warrant, or signed letter from the County Attorney
substantiating the need for the interview (New York State Association of School Attorneys,
2016). A resolution was reached between schools and child welfare agencies when Section
432.3 of Title 18 of the New York Codes Rules and Regulations required that schools must
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cooperate with making children available for interviews without the consent of a parent. Schools
benefitted by knowing that investigators must cooperate with reasonable visitor policies when on
school grounds, and that a school official has the right to observe the child interview (New York
State Office of Children and Family Services, 2016b).
Not every court ruling will force change upon child welfare agencies and schools. The
realization needs to remain that the need for revision of statutes and policies is a possibility if a
parent brings suit. Including judges with experience in orphans’ court and other family law cases
can help in drafting a document that respects the rights of all parties involved with an abuse or
neglect investigation.
Implications for Future Research
This critical literature review addressed themes that were found in statutes, policies, and
court proceedings. The case was made that in conducting the review, variances were found to
exist from state to state with what pertinent information was missing that might guide the process
for interviews at schools. No empirical research was found that addressed the gaps in policy and
statutes. Social work researchers have the opportunity to answer what knowledge school
personnel have to interact with a child welfare system that is primarily known to them through
mandated reporting requirements.
The lack of empirical research presents a significant gap in understanding policy
implementation in schools, and what actually happens in school settings when a child welfare
worker requests to interview a student. Although regulations do exist, we do not know how
school administrators understand or perceive the policies concerning students being interviewed
on school grounds about abuse or neglect allegations. Not knowing how well school
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administrators understand or perceive policies has also left a gap with the details for the
facilitation of child welfare workers interviewing students at school.
Principals and those who serve in school administration roles are the only specific school
personnel identified in a state statute for who child welfare workers should coordinate with to
arrange interviews (North Dakota Legislature, 2016; Oregon State Legislature, 2015).
Preliminary attempts to conduct empirical research on the understanding and implementation of
the interview process need to focus on school administrators. A focus on school administrators
will determine if principals are the primary point of contact for interview requests or if the
responsibility is delegated to other school personnel.
One implication is that future research needs to focus on: (a) the degree to which school
principals and other school administrators actually are aware of, and know the details of, policies
governing how such interviews are to be managed and conducted; (b) in circumstances in which
school principals and administrators do not know the details of such policies, what they conceive
these policies to be; and (c) what actually happens when a child welfare worker comes to a
school and requests an interview with a student in response to abuse or neglect allegations.
The Department of Education and child welfare authority in each state can use the
research findings to develop trainings for school administrators. Collaboration between the two
state agencies responsible for educating and protecting children have the ability to create uniform
guidelines that remove any ambiguity that might exist between state and school district policy.
School administrators currently interact with the child welfare system without clear evidence that
policies or implementation procedures for interviews are known. Attendance by school
administrators at trainings present the opportunity to provide education to be shared with other
school personnel, and have administrators sign documentation that the training was provided.
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Child welfare researchers who take the lead in producing data will play a pivotal role in assisting
with developing the trainings.
Limitations
No known prior search attempted to collect the same information that was located for
this review. The effort undertaken by the National School Boards Association in 2011 was a
broad starting point that did not contain the methodology for the search that produced the brief
sent to the Supreme Court. What the methodology relied on for the search in this policy review
were the issues that became most prevalent during the review of legal briefs. The outcome of
this review might have produced a product that is absent of the issues that are most important to
child welfare agencies and schools.
While this search attempted to identify all statutes and policies related to child welfare
interviews at schools in each state, the possibility exists that relevant information was not
included as part of the review. Not personally contacting the administrative unit of child welfare
agencies could have led to information that was omitted. Unwritten understandings that are in
place between child welfare agencies and schools that regulate how interviews take place would
not be known without personally contacting the agencies.
An additional limitation was that a thorough search of policies created by school
districts was excluded from the search. The rationale for this absence was that any school policy
would be superseded by state statute. For states where there was not a clear statute for
interviews at schools, the review of school policy could have provided a more specific
explanation of the interview process in those states.
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Conclusion
All child welfare agencies and schools were on the verge of having to reevaluate how
child welfare investigative interviews have been conducted at school when the Oregon based
case of Camreta v. Greene reached the Supreme Court. The School Boards Association in
California and Oregon reacted by joining the National School Boards Association in a brief to
the Supreme Court on the role of schools during investigations. Both states were under the
jurisdiction of the Ninth Circuit that ruled in favor of the Greene family in the hearing that
preceded the Supreme Court. The finding of muteness in the case quelled the response a
different ruling in the case could have produced.
Without the Supreme Court ruling, each state continues to take an individual approach
on how schools should handle interview requests. An argument could be made that not every
state has adequately detailed what is permitted when a request is made. This review attempted to
make known the policies and statutes in each state. The lack of empirical research studies
related to the topic has left a gap in knowing how well what is currently on the books has
allowed for interviews to take place without issue.
One of two options may occur moving forward. The conversation can remain quiet
until the next parent challenges a school interview in court. A more proactive approach is that
stakeholders from multiple states who have an interest in investigative interviews at schools
convene for discussions on how to create best practice standards that do not have as much
variance from state to state. More dialogue could result in an understanding for how to limit the
likelihood that an interview meant to ensure the safety of a child could result in a civil rights
lawsuit.

46
CHAPTER II
School Principals’ Perceptions of the Child Welfare System
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Abstract
School principals in Tennessee have an obligation to cooperate with investigations of child abuse
and neglect conducted by the Department of Children’s Services by providing investigators
access to interview students on school grounds. Mandated reporter requirements have led to
training material that educate school employees on how to comply with the stipulations. Similar
training is not known to exist that educates school employees on how to comply with requests to
interview students. This exploratory study had survey results from 109 principals that offer the
first known findings of what perceptions and understandings principals have of policies that
regulate child welfare interview procedures. The results indicated that the Title I status of a
school may lead principals to have a greater awareness of DCS policies.
Keywords: child welfare, school social work, school policy
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The Department of Children’s Services (DCS) in Tennessee is authorized by Tennessee
Code Annotated § 37-5-102 (Tennessee State Courts, 2017) to provide services that aim to
protect children in the state from abuse, mistreatment, or neglect. Investigators from DCS are
informed by DCS Policy: 14.7 Child Protective Services Investigation Track (2017) and the
collateral documents contained within the policy on the protocol for interviewing the identified
child victim. One of the collateral documents, Work Aid-3 (2017), which is supplemental to
DCS Policy 14.7, instructs investigators to consider a school setting to locate the alleged child
victim, and that reasonable concerns about the child’s safety become paramount in determining
the timing and location of an interview. To begin to investigate the factors by which DCS
investigators gain access to conduct interviews at schools, this study examined variables that
may be related to what impressions school principals in Tennessee have of State and school
district policies that permit interviews to occur.
Purpose
Schools have become a customary location for child welfare investigators to interview
children who are named in allegations of abuse or neglect to limit how the alleged perpetrator
might influence the victim’s responses (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). The legality of whether
investigators can conduct the interview of a child at a school without parental consent, a warrant,
or court order came into question when the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled against this
practice in Greene v. Camreta (2009). Upon appeal, the ruling from the Ninth Circuit never had
far reaching implications after the Supreme Court dismissed the ruling in the case of Camreta v.
Greene (2011) on the grounds of mootness.
A requirement has existed that school principals must possess some awareness of DCS
policies following the 1974 passage of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act which led
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all school district employees to take on the role of a mandated reporter of child abuse and neglect
(Hutchinson, 2007). More mandated reports have been made by school employees than any
other professional sector (Sinanan, 2011). Schools have been recognized as having an ancillary
responsibility in protecting children from abuse and neglect (Hutchinson, 2007). The
responsibility, however, is secondary to that of child welfare agencies because the abuse or
neglect often happens outside of school, and schools cannot conduct the investigation or stipulate
how the investigation is conducted (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). Not being the primary investigator of
alleged abuse or neglect could mean that school principals lack awareness of DCS policies that
are not related to mandated reporting that could benefit the interview process.
Training of School Principals
Child welfare investigators have been offered guidance in Illinois (Illinois Council of
School Attorneys, 2015), Missouri (Missouri Department of Social Services, 2015), North
Dakota (North Dakota Legislature, 2016), and Rhode Island (Rhode Island Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education, 2011) that principals should be the primary point of
contact at a school to request an interview with a child. The focal state for this study, Tennessee,
lacks similar guidance that is contained within DCS policy on who a DCS investigator should
meet with to request to interview a child. Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101 and
Opinion No. 09-22 both indicated principals as the likely facilitators of interview requests in the
State of Tennessee (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009). Based on the knowledge that the
principal or the principal’s designee is the recommended point of contact in multiple states, only
those with the title of principal were of primary interest for this study, the purpose of which was
to determine what impressions of DCS related policies are held by principals and how these
impressions were acquired.
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Learning about school law was the most important aspect of principal preparation
training identified by a sample of principals in the State of Wyoming (Duncan, Range, &
Schrerz, 2011). In Tennessee, the two largest school districts by student enrollment, Shelby
County Schools (Shelby County Board of Education, 2013) and Metro Nashville Public Schools
(2017), similar language regarding the facilitation of interview requests could be found in the
school board policy manual that represents school law in both districts. Referenced in both
policies were Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101, which was substantiated with
Opinion No. 09-22 (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009).
Based on the more recent Opinion, principals who are informed of school law have the
guidance to know that there is a duty of public school employees to permit a DCS investigator to
interview the child while at school; to not insist that a school employee is present for any
interview, including when the alleged abuser is a school employee or student; to have the
school’s principal reasonably set the time, place, and circumstances of the interview; and that no
law is violated by the school when the parent is not notified because of the investigator’s request,
even when the alleged abuser is not a member of the child’s household (Cooper Jr., Moore, &
Dimond, 2009). The only guidance on parental notification offered in DCS Policy 14.7 (2017)
or Work Aid-3 (2017) was that Work Aid-3 states that when necessary, the investigator will
notify the non-offending parent in advance of the interview or, if not possible, immediately upon
conclusion of the interview. No information is available that might suggest how principals
become aware of this aspect of school law if a policy has not been drafted in the district that
references the Policy, Work Aid, or Opinions. Also unknown is to what extent principals have
discretion in reasonably setting the time, place, and circumstances of the interview.
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Leadership training that is provided to prepare principals for the job is intended to be
transferrable from one school to another, and one district to another (Dodson, 2014). Schools
designated with Title I status differ from other schools by having a student population of at least
40% living in poverty (Isernhagen, 2012). Children from low-income families are known to
have health and nutritional practices that place them at higher risk for abuse and neglect than
same aged wealthier peers (Jensen, 2013).
An analysis of the Fourth National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and Neglect by
Sedlak et al. (2010) found that low socioeconomic status was associated with maltreatment of
children in this group at more than 5 times the rate of other children, abuse at more than 3 times
the rate of other children, and neglect at more than 7 times the rate of other children. Low
socioeconomic status was defined as household income below $15,000 a year, parents’ highest
education level less than high school, or any member of the household participating in a poverty
program (Sedlak et al., 2010). If leadership training is expected to prepare principals for any
school setting, no differences should exist in the impressions principals have at Title I or nonTitle I schools, despite Title I schools presumably having more DCS interview requests because
of differences in the socioeconomic status of students.
The coursework that a principal receives in preparation for the job does not always result
in being immediately ready for the leadership role because of the need for on-the-job learning
(Hutton, 2017). How or at what point principals become aware of DCS related policies is not
currently known. Sources of mentorship to prepare aspiring principals with on-the-job learning
have come from the assistant superintendent, the deputy superintendent, district leaders, outside
contractors, principals who serve as peer mentors, retired principals, and the superintendent
(Parylo, Zepeda, & Bengtson, 2012). Either independently or through the mentoring process,
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principals need to become aware of DCS and school district policies for interview requests to
comply where required, and reasonably set the parameters where permitted.
Focus of the Study
The current knowledge regarding how a DCS investigator gains access to interview a
child at school in Tennessee comes from DCS Policy 14.7 (2017), DCS Work Aid-3 (2017),
Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101, Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 0922 (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009), and any school district policy that applies to DCS
interviews. For any of the documents to have bearing on how child welfare interview requests
are facilitated at schools, principals in Tennessee need to have accurate knowledge of the
documents and their terminology. The findings from Duncan, Range, & Schrerz (2011) that
principals most value learning about school law as part of their job preparation suggests that
principals should have accurate knowledge of DCS related policies at either the State or school
district level.
In spite of the need for school principals to have an awareness of child welfare interview
policies, no previous studies have been done that investigated the extent to which principals have
this knowledge. Given this significant gap in the literature, this study was conducted to
investigate the:
•

awareness of a sample of principals in Tennessee concerning the existence of DCS Policy
14.7: Child Protective Services Investigative Track (2017) and the collateral documents
contained within the policy for interviewing the identified child victim’

•

understandings of a sample of principals in Tennessee concerning some important
provisions of DCS Policy 14.7: Child Protective Services Investigative Track (2017) and
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the collateral documents contained within the policy on the protocol for interviewing the
identified child victim; and
•

the principals’ viewpoints about the existence of school district policies regarding child
abuse or neglect interviews

Obtaining this information was important to establish if a need exists for DCS to work with
school districts in creating training material that can inform principals of what protocol should be
followed when an interview request is made. To determine the extent that principals have
awareness of, and their notions of the content of, DCS and school related policies, this study
investigated the following research questions:
(1) What understandings do school principals in Tennessee have of the existence of, and
the important details of DCS Policy 14.7: Child Protective Services Investigative Track
(2017) and the collateral documents contained within the policy on the protocol for
interviewing the identified child victim?
(2) What is the relationship between number of years’ experience as a school principal
and the Title I status of a school and principals’ awareness of, and understandings of,
important details of DCS Policy 14.7: Child Protective Services Investigative Track
(2017) and the collateral documents contained within the policy on the protocol for
interviewing the identified child victim?
(3) What is the relationship between number of years’ experience as a school principal
and the Title I status of a school and principals’ notions of the existence of school district
policies on protocols for interviewing the identified child victim?
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The hypotheses for this study were that the total number of years of experience as a principal and
being at a school with Title I status would result in greater reported perceived knowledge of DCS
and school district related policies.
While the original intent of this study was to assess if the answers provided by principals
about their understandings of DCS and school district policies actually matched the policy of a
particular school district, safeguards that were implemented by the University institutional
review board to protect the anonymity of participants restricted the ability to ask potentially
identifying questions as part of the self-administered survey. As a result, a principal might have
responded affirmatively to having perceived awareness of DCS or school district policies for
interviews with children, but the ability to verify the accuracy of the response with respect to an
existent policy at a school district was not possible.
Methodology
Participant Characteristics
The target population for this study was principals at public school districts in the State
of Tennessee. Participation was only sought from public school districts because precedent
exists from the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals in the case of Doe v. Heck (Kwapisz, 2012),
Michigan Department of Human Services (2016), and the New Mexico Legislature, that a
different standard for interviews can apply at private schools. Only school employees who held
the title of principal at the time of study were contacted for participation to account for the
principal being the leader who has a role in all aspects of a school’s mission (Crow, Day, &
Møller, 2017). University institutional review approval was granted to contact public school
principals in Tennessee at their school issued email address to request participation in the study.
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Sampling Strategy
The sampling strategy was to implement the survey in three waves of 30 school districts
in each wave, for an anticipated 90 districts, where all principals in the district would be
contacted. Each wave consisted of emailing principals from among the 10 school districts near
the highest student enrollment in Tennessee, the 10 school districts near the median student
enrollment, and the 10 school districts near the lowest student enrollment. The sampling method
was intended to account for differences that might exist in school district policy based on student
enrollment and the number of employees.
Rules that governed contacting principals for research purposes and districts that
restricted external email communication limited the total to 83 school districts where the
recruitment email was distributed. No reminder emails were sent after the initial request. The
email that was sent contained an invitation to participate in the study with a brief explanation of
the study and a URL that took potential participants to the informed consent page of the survey.
Qualtrics (https://www.qualtrics.com/) was used to administer the survey. At the end of the
informed consent page was the option to click on approving to continue with the survey or
exiting without answering any questions. Invitations to participate in the survey were sent in
January 2018 to 878 principals without any incentive offered. The response rate was 12.0% (N =
878).
Prior to this study, no known empirical research had been conducted to determine what
impressions school principals held of child welfare interview policies. The survey created for
this study was intended to assess what impressions were held by principals, how the impressions
were acquired, and who else at the school would have knowledge of the interview policies.
Acquiring this information was important for the social work profession to better inform child
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welfare workers on how to approach interview requests at schools based on the knowledge that
principals reported to possess.
Measures
Twelve questions were asked of school principals in Tennessee on the survey that
assessed perceptions of DCS and school district policies regarding DCS interviews. The
anonymous nature of the study limited the number of demographic questions to three that were
used as independent variables. Respondents were asked for the grade level of the school, the
total number of years they had served as a principal, and if the school where the principal was
employed was designated with Title I status. Title I status was defined in the question as based
on the criteria set by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Isernhagen, 2012).
Questions that were asked to analyze frequency distribution of responses were if
principals perceived their district to have a DCS interview policy, how principals acquired their
knowledge of district policy, if the policy used for DCS interview requests at the school level is
the same as at the district level, if the policy is officially in writing, and who else at the school is
aware of the policy.
Principal impressions. Impressions held by principals related to school interviews were
assessed using four questions. Questions were asked that sought to understand how principals
might acquire any DCS acumen to guide how procedures for interviews are developed. One
dichotomous and three categorical variables that assessed perceptions were the outcome
variables for the study.
Intake investigations conducted by DCS under the directive set forth in Policy: 14.7 Child
Protective Services Investigation Track, provides instruction on the steps the investigator needs
to complete within 30 calendar days of the allegation for a determination on the case. Also
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included within DCS Policy 14.7 are the forms and collateral documents that are pertinent to the
investigative role of DCS. Work Aid-3 which is supplemental to DCS Policy 14.7, specifies the
school as an option for where to locate the child and that ensuring the safety of the child
outweighs any other concerns about the time or location of the interview. Additionally, Work
Aid-3 provides that when necessary, the DCS investigator will notify the non-offending parent
prior to the child’s interview, or if not possible, immediately following the interview. Principals
were asked to answer yes or no if there was an awareness of the two documents.
Whether to notify a parent prior to an interview at school appears to have been addressed
in Work Aid-3 with the instruction that when necessary, the non-offending parent will be
notified prior to the child’s interview or, if not possible, immediately after. Although ambiguity
could be found in trying to interpret the conditions for when necessary, there appears to be
clarity that the alleged offending parent will never be notified prior to the interview when the
parent is named as the alleged perpetrator. Two questions were asked if DCS has the authority to
interview a child without parental consent if the parent is named as the alleged perpetrator and if
DCS has the authority to interview a child without parental consent when the parent is not named
as the alleged perpetrator. The options to respond were yes, no, or only under certain conditions.
Perceptions of school related policies were assessed with two questions that asked if there
was a policy at the district level and if the policy was officially in writing. The importance of the
second question was to know if the policy could be produced if requested. Options for responses
were yes, no, or I don’t know one way or the other.
Data Diagnostics
Missing data were found in the raw data set. Maximum likelihood estimation was used
to treat all missing data values (Enders, 2010). The percentages of missing data are shown below
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in Table 1. In this approach to imputation the available data from each case was used to produce
a probability distribution that made the observed data most likely (Myung, 2003).
<INSERT TABLE 2-1 HERE>
Analytic Strategy
SPSS version 25 was used to conduct data analysis. First, descriptive statistics were
used to describe the sample and examine the patterns in how participants’ responses were
grouped. Next, binary logistic regression was conducted to investigate the relationship between
the independent variables total years of experience and Title I status of the school and a
principal’s perceived awareness of DCS policy. The three categorical dependent variables for
the study were analyzed with multinomial logistic regression and cross-tabulation. Each model
fit was tested for statistical significance using a statistical significant level of < .05 set for the
likelihood ratio tests. Corresponding testing of the categorical variables was conducted with
Fisher’s exact test because of sparse data contained in the cells (Routledge, 2005).
Results
Descriptive Analysis
Principals had an average of 9.5 years (SD = 6.62) of experience (range of 1 to 31).
The average number of years in the current district of employment was 8.8 years, which
suggested that principals predominantly had school leadership experience in only one district.
Elementary school (43.4%) and high school principals (28.3%) were the largest categories that
respondents identified as the type of school in which they worked, with principals at middle
(10.6%), intermediate (3.5%), K-12 (1.8%), primary (0.9%), middle (0.9%) and other (7.1%),
representing the remaining respondents. More than half of the principals (54.0%) reported
working at a Title I school.
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Of all respondents, 79.6% reported it was their perception that their school district had a
policy for DCS interview requests, 10.6% that their school district did not have such a policy,
and 9.7% who were uncertain about a policy. Forty-three-point-two percent of principals
reported it was there perception that there was a written policy, while 33.7% perceived there was
no written policy, and 23.2% were uncertain. Regardless of whether they perceived if the policy
was in writing, a majority of principals (81.9%) used the perceived district policy at the school
level to facilitate interview requests.
The reported sources for how principals acquired knowledge of the school district policy
included school board policy manual (18.6%), school district legal counsel (13.3%), director of
student services (11.5%), superintendent (10.6%), another principal in the district (5.3%), and
other (15.9%). The missing data amount of 24.8% on this variable might be explained by
principals who skipped the question because they either did not perceive or were uncertain about
if their school district had a DCS interview policy.
Which category of employees at the school would know about the school district’s DCS
interview policy was a marked-all-that-applied question that allowed principals to respond yes to
multiple categories of employees. School counselors (65.5%) were reported as the most likely to
know about the policy, followed by assistant principals (57.5%), welcome desk receptionist
(38.9%), administrative assistant (31.9%), social worker (30.1%), school nurse (29.2%), school
psychologist (25.7%), and teachers (22.1%). Only one principal wrote in a response that all
school staff would be aware of the policy.
Results of Logistic Analysis
A binary logistic regression analysis was conducted to determine if the total years of
experience by the principal or Title I status of the school predicted a principal’s perceived
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awareness of DCS Policy: 14.7 Child Protective Services Investigation Track, or Work Aid- 3,
which is Supplemental to DCS Policy: 14.7. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 2.
Fifty-three out of the 109 respondents reported an awareness of the DCS guidelines.
<INSERT TABLE 2-2 HERE>
As shown in Table 2-2, the overall test of the model was statistically significant, indicating that
at least one of the predictors statistically distinguished between awareness or no awareness of the
policy (χ2(2) = 10.63, p = < .01).
The overall prediction success was 65.5% (71.7% for yes and 58.5% for no). The results
suggested that Title I status was a statistically significant predictor, (Wald χ2(1) = 9.938 p = <
.01). Total years of experience was not a statistically significant predictor. The eb value
indicated that when Title I status of the school was “yes” the odds ratio was 3 times as large and
therefore were 3 times greater that principals reported a perceived awareness of DCS intake
policy.
Results of Multinomial Regression Analysis
Parent as the alleged perpetrator. Principals in the study responded almost
universally (93.8%) that their perception was that DCS has the authority to interview children
without parental consent when the parent was named as the alleged perpetrator. The remaining
proportions were 3.5% who reported only under certain conditions and 2.7% who reported no.
To determine if total years of experience or Title I status statistically predicted the impression
that principals have of DCS authority, a multinomial logistic regression analysis was conducted.
The overall test of model fit was statistically non-significant (χ2(4) = 4.40, p = > .05). Since
there was sparse data in some of the cells, a cross-tabulation analysis was conducted with
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Fisher’s exact test, with Title I status as the only predictor variable used in the procedure. The
results of this analysis were also statistically non-significant.
Parent not the alleged perpetrator. Nearly two-thirds (65.5%) of principals reported
an impression that DCS maintains the authority to interview a child without consent even when
the parent is not named as the alleged perpetrator. Greater variability was found in these results
as compared with those when the parent was named as the alleged perpetrator scenario. In this
case 19.5% of principals responded that only under certain conditions was this allowed, and 15%
who responded no. The overall test of the multinomial regression model was not statistically
significant (χ2 (4) = 4.94, p = > .05) when total years of experience and Title I status were used as
predictor variables in a multinomial logistic regression analysis. Additional analysis using
Fisher’s exact test found no statistically significant difference between principals’ impressions,
with Title I status as the only predictor variable used in the procedure.
Impression of district policy. Over three-fourths of principals (79.6%) reported an
impression that their district had a policy for DCS interview requests, while 10.6% reported no,
and 9.7% reported uncertainty over the existence of a district policy. The overall test of the
multinomial logistic model testing the relationship between years of experience of the principal
and Title I status was not statistically significant (χ2 4) = 1.60, p = < .05). Additional analysis
using Fisher’s exact test found no statistically significant difference between principals’
impressions based on Title I status as the predictor variable.
Discussion
Support of Original Hypothesis
This is the first study to report impressions of child welfare interview policies held by
school principals. This research fills an important gap in the literature. The impressions held by
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principals suggested that they had more awareness about policies issued by the school district as
compared to policies issued by DCS. As reported above, 79.6% of principals responded “yes” to
the question about having an impression that there was a local school district policy, while only
46.9% reported that they had an idea there was a DCS Policy: 14.7 Child Protective Services
Investigation Track, or Work Aid-3.
Both total years of experience as a principal and Title I status were hypothesized to
increase awareness of policies that regulate DCS interviews. Only partial support was found
with only Title I status statistically significantly increasing the likelihood that principals reported
an awareness of DCS policies. Title I status was not a statistically significant predictor of
differences in impressions for whether a DCS employee can interview a child without parental
consent either when the parent is or is not named as the alleged perpetrator.
Similarity of Results
This study was conducted as exploratory research with no known empirical data
available to use for comparative purposes. Guidance for how a principal should respond with
permitting a DCS interview request is available through DCS Work Aid-3, which states that
when necessary, the investigator will notify the non-offending parent in advance of the interview
or, if not possible, immediately upon conclusion of the interview. A principal who is aware of
Work Aid- 3 could still have uncertainty as to what to do because of the terminology, “when
necessary.” The term when necessary could be interpreted in different ways by different
persons. This potential for uncertainty may have been reflected by the 19.5% of principals who
reported that a child can be interviewed by a DCS investigator without parental consent only
under certain conditions. Approving interview requests without parental consent was declared as
the impression of 65.5% of principals.
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When the parent is not named as the alleged perpetrator, the proportion of principals
who declared that a child can be interviewed without parental consent increased to 93.8%. Only
3.5% of principals reported that the interview could proceed without parental consent.
Comparing these findings with existing policy suggested that ambiguous wording leaves open
the possibility for multiple interpretations and could lead to differences in how the meaning is
interpreted.
Interpretation
The findings from this study should be interpreted cautiously. A small sample size with a
response rate of 12% suggested that future studies need to consider revising the research
methodology. One suggestion that might increase the response rate from principals in future
studies is to seek approval by the superintendent or research review committee for each school
district to obtain authorization prior to distributing the survey. A second suggestion is to send at
least one email reminder to consider participation in the study. The principals who took the time
to respond to this survey could have indicated that a need does exist to help school leaders better
understand the policies that regulate child welfare interviews.
A larger sample size for this study would have alleviated the concerns of sparse data cells
in the cross-tabulation analysis of the categorical variables. The absence of any existing data
previously provided by principals in a similar study precluded knowing how to better combine
categorical variables in the survey to reduce sparse data. Fisher’s exact test was employed to
limit the effect of sparse data on statistical conclusions.
At most, the findings reflected impressions that principals had of the child welfare system
and not actual knowledge. School principals were not asked to identify their school or school
district to protect the anonymity of respondents. Additional identifying information could have
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led to a better understanding of what procedures are in place at particular school districts that
help to inform principals about interview policies. For principals who responded being aware
that a school district had an interview policy or that the policy was in writing, verification of the
policy could have been made possible by matching the response to a particular school district.
Future research should target the actual knowledge that principals have of child welfare
related interview policies. Testing the knowledge that principals have will require survey
questions that ask how policies are applied for interviews at schools against the intent of official
interview policies. For knowledge of school district policy, knowing what school district the
principal is employed by and if the school district has an official interview policy is needed to
test knowledge. The absence of application questions and identifying information about what
school district the principal responded on behalf of limited this study to collecting information on
the impressions reported by principals instead of knowledge.
Only principals in Tennessee were sought as participants in this study. Impressions that
were reported to be held by principals in Tennessee may not be generalized to represent the
impressions held by principals in any other state. The actions taken by the child welfare agency
and school districts for how children are interviewed at school vary from state to state and
district to district. Principals were contacted for participation in the study from 83 school
districts across Tennessee. Based on the geographic range of school districts contacted for
participation, a direct association that the results were representative of a particular school
district or region may not be inferred because no identifying information was collected to link
the responses with the principals who took the survey. The number of principals contacted from
the 83 school districts was intended to maximize how generalizable the results were to be
representative of the State of Tennessee.
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Implications
Principals have expressed an interest in learning about school law as a priority in their
job preparation (Duncan, Range, & Schrerz, 2011). The finding that 53 out of the 109 principals
reported they had an awareness of DCS issued policies suggested that principals may take steps
to familiarize themselves with the authority granted to DCS to interview children at school. Less
than one-tenth of principals (9.7%) responded that they did not know if their district had a policy
for DCS interviews. This further supports the speculation that policies concerning interviewing
children at school do not go completely overlooked by principals. A telling sign for how
principals reportedly gained awareness of school district policy was not evident with the school
board policy manual (18.6%) representing the highest proportion of responses. The absence of a
majority response for how principals reportedly became aware of interview related policies
weakened the ability to recommend a source of information that principals most prefer.
Social work researchers have the opportunity to fill the current gap of not knowing what
trainings principals would participate in to learn what aspects of DCS policy applies to school
settings. Training material produced by DCS and the University of Tennessee College of Social
Work for mandated reporter requirements has been online for any school district employee to
access (Tennessee Department of Children’s Services, n.d.). Complying with mandated reporter
requirements has been enforced since the 1974 passage of the Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act (Sinanan, 2011). Cooperation by principals with DCS investigations was
instructed by a 1987 Tennessee Attorney General Opinion. Social work researchers and those
employed in the child welfare sector can respond to this study by recognizing that if training is
available to guide school employees on required mandated reporter requirements, similar online
training should be developed to meet the obligation to comply with investigative interviews. The
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implementation of an interview policy training can be piloted in trials at schools with social work
researchers being able to assess the effectiveness on knowledge in comparison groups.
The lack of training offered by DCS invites continued variance in the awareness that
principals have of DCS policies and the authority to interview children in the absence of parental
consent. At minimum, DCS could follow the lead of Alaska (Alaska Office of Children’s
Services, 2014), Arizona (Arizona Department of Child Safety, 2016), Kansas (Kansas
Department for Children and Families, 2017), and Minnesota (Minnesota Office of the Revisor
of Statutes, 2016), by requiring that the investigator provides the school with a document for
each interview that establishes the authority by which the interview must be granted. The
interview request form will provide greater clarity with language that explains if the authority to
conduct an interview at school without parental consent extends to ongoing cases because DCS
Policy: 14.7 (2017), Work Aid-3 (2017), Attorney General Opinions No. 87-101 and No. 09-22
(Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009) appear to only have set the authority for intake
investigations.
The opportunity is available for any social work researcher to replicate this study in a
different state. Promoting the use of an official document provided to the school by a child
welfare agency that stipulates the authority by which interviews are allowed at school could gain
credence in additional states if evidence is available in research findings to support principals
becoming more aware of policies as a result.
An additional consideration for social work practice is to assess what knowledge of
constitutional law will benefit child welfare workers. Noted by the Ninth Circuit in Greene v.
Camreta (2009) was how the Oregon child welfare worker, Bob Camreta, enjoyed qualified
immunity that prevented legal action from being brought against him since the Fourth
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Amendment rights of a minor child in a school setting were not clearly defined when the
interview occurred (Stednitz, 2011). For a child welfare worker not to infringe upon the Fourth
Amendment rights of children and their parents when the interview takes place at school without
consent, children should understand that they have the option to exit the room while being
questioned (Kwapisz, 2012). Interviewing children at school only based on the premise that the
practice has been customary may not withstand a future court challenge (Kwapisz, 2011).
Training modules for child welfare workers that do not include precautions for what
legal outcomes to consider when conducting school-based interviews make the worker and
agency vulnerable for future court challenges. The rationale for why interviews at school are
needed has been to prevent potential influence by a suspect, including parents, during the
interview (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). Not every reported case of child abuse or neglect will have a
perpetrator residing at the child’s home who may compromise the integrity of the interview.
Establishing standards to be taught in trainings that determine when interviewing a child at
school is necessary, instead of based on custom, may help child welfare workers learn why the
Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments have been used by parents to file suit after their child was
interviewed. This proposed addition to child welfare training that promotes strengthening the
relationship between the worker and family also has the potential to benefit schools by reducing
the expectation that principals should know which interviews are constitutional if child welfare
workers already possess this knowledge.
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Conclusion
This exploratory study of the impressions held by principals regarding policies that
regulate how child welfare investigators gain access to interview children at school found that
the Title I status of a school increased the odds of knowing about DCS policies. The low
socioeconomic status of students at Title I schools might suggest that more interaction with DCS
by principals at a Title I school leads to familiarity with DCS policies. Until a universal system
is put in place for how principals across Tennessee become aware of policies, the potential
remains that any school employee who is tasked with facilitating the interview risks acting out of
accordance with the rights of either DCS or the family of the child.
State by state approaches to authorizing child welfare agencies to interview children at
school continued after the Supreme Court issued a ruling of mootness in the 2011 case of
Camreta v. Greene. The current status in Tennessee is that the policies authorizing interviews
have not been made clear enough for principals to have unanimously responded if the interviews
can take place without consent when the parent is or is not the alleged perpetrator. Stakeholders
who influence child welfare policy need to consider what approach to increasing awareness will
work best for schools.
A study of principals in one state does not tell the complete story of what child welfare
policy impressions are held by principals across America. Had the Supreme Court not vacated
guidance offered by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in Greene v. Camreta (2009) that child
welfare investigators needed to proceed cautiously when interviewing children at school without
parental consent, a warrant, or court order, a national conversation on interview best practice
standards would have been needed. This preliminary data opens the door for the conversation to
take place prior to the next court challenge from a parent.
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CHAPTER III
A Preliminary Study of How Child Welfare Interviews are Conducted at Schools:
Do Differences Exist Based on Grade Level
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Abstract
Child welfare workers routinely use schools as a location to interview children who are
the alleged victims of child abuse and neglect. The largest number of investigations of abuse for
school-aged children occur with children who attend elementary schools in Tennessee, as the
number of investigations trend downward as adulthood approaches. Principals in Tennessee
have guidance from the Attorney General, Department of Children’s Services policy, and school
district policy for how to possibly proceed with intake interview requests. Similar guidance is
not known to be available for ongoing case interviews. No known study has previously looked
at what steps school principals have put in place to facilitate interviews. This study analyzed the
survey responses from 109 principals in Tennessee to determine if differences existed between
how high school and non-high school principals have their school staff respond to interview
requests, and if differences existed between intake and ongoing case interview requests. Results
from the data analysis with Fisher’s exact test showed that some statistically significant
differences did exist between how high school and non-high school principals reported that child
welfare interviews were facilitated at their school. Limitations were noted for how the results
need to be interpreted cautiously since the small sample size led to sparse data in the cells of
some cross-tabulation columns.
Keywords: child welfare, school social work, school policy

71
The potential for a child to be frightened when interviewed in private for the first time at
school by an unfamiliar child welfare investigator was noted when the Wisconsin Attorney
General upheld the practice (Wisconsin State Legislature, 1990). Children in the state for this
study, Tennessee, continue to be interviewed in private at school after the practice was affirmed
by Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101, and reaffirmed with Opinion No. 09-22 (Cooper Jr.,
Moore, & Dimond, 2009). This study was conducted to determine the most common procedures
implemented by principals in Tennessee to facilitate requests made by Department of Children’s
Services (DCS) investigators to interview children at school. Identification of the most
commonly used interview facilitation techniques was investigated in the study. The results can
be used to make recommendations on how schools and DCS can work together to limit the
uneasiness that a necessary interview might cause for a child.
Purpose
Implications from the Camreta Case
Noted as part of the proceedings in the cases of Greene v. Camreta (2009) and Camreta
v. Greene (2011) were the methods used by Oregon Child Protective Services worker, Bob
Camreta, when he interviewed the minor child, S.G., at her Oregon based school for almost 2
hours with only Deschutes County deputy sheriff, James Alford, present (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
The admission by S.G. during the interview that she was sexually abused by her father, Nimrod
Greene, placed S.G. and her younger sister in foster care for 20 days (Gupta-Kagan, 2012). In a
subsequent interview conducted by the Kids Intervention and Diagnostic Service Center, S.G.
recanted her admission of the abuse, accrediting her earlier statement to the pressure of Camreta
interviewing her privately at school (Gupta-Kagan, 2012).
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In response to the interview being conducted at school without parental consent, court
order, or warrant, S.G.’s mother, Sarah Greene, filed suit based on the claim that the interview
was a Fourth and Fourteenth Amendment violation (Stednitz, 2011; Yourtz, 2012). The initial
suit included Bend-La Pine Schools and the school counselor who brought S.G. to the interview,
before both parties were removed by a federal district court prior to reaching the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals (Walsh, 2011; Stednitz, 2011). Although the Ninth Circuit instructed child
welfare investigators to become more cautious in their application of the special needs doctrine
of the Fourth Amendment as authorization to conduct interviews at school without parental
consent, the guidance was vacated when an appeal of the Greene v. Camreta (2009) case was
dismissed by the Supreme Court in Camreta v. Greene (2011) on the grounds of mootness.
What could have been national guidance for conducting school interviews was, instead, left to be
decided as a state by state approach.
Conducting School Interviews
Guidance on how child welfare investigators conduct interviews with children at school
can come from state statute, policy of the child welfare agency, policy of the school district, an
attorney general opinion, or court ruling. Federal guidance is only available for reporting child
abuse and neglect by the 1974 passage of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, which
created the obligatory role of mandated reporter (Sinanan, 2011). The protocol for how DCS is
to investigate an allegation of child mistreatment in Tennessee is contained within DCS Policy:
14.7 Child Protective Services Investigation Track (2017) and the collateral documents contained
within the policy. One of the collateral documents, Work Aid-3 (2017), contains language that
reasonable concerns about the child’s safety are paramount to any other consideration of the
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timing and location of the interview. Schools are included in Work Aid-3 as a place that a DCS
investigator can go to locate a child who is the subject of an investigation.
Pertinent instructions for how schools should respond to a DCS interview request was
provided in Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101 and Tennessee Attorney General
Opinion No. 09-22 (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009). Based on the Opinion, principals
were instructed that DCS must be permitted access to a school for the interview; the school can
reasonably set the time, location, and conditions of the interview; a school staff member cannot
stipulate a presence at the interview; and school employees must act in accordance with the law
when the investigator requests not notifying a parent about the interview (Cooper Jr., Moore, &
Dimond, 2009). The Opinion offered a framework for how a principal might proceed with an
interview request but left unanswered what facilitation strategies work best for principals.
Strategies that look at ways to improve school-based interviews that remain in
accordance with the legality of the investigation are worth considering because after the
interview, children may return to the classroom not knowing if the outcome from the interview
will result in removal from their caregivers, homes, schools, and communities (Kisiel,
Fehrenbach, Small, & Lyons, 2009). Other states have guidance available that if implemented
into best practice recommendations could alleviate concerns over how an interview conducted at
school might interfere with the learning objectives of the educational environment.
The Children’s Protective Services Manual (2016) issued by the Michigan Department of
Health and Human Services instructed that the investigator must, upon conclusion of
interviewing the child, include a designated school staff person as part of the discussion with the
child about what to expect next with the investigation. The lack of school staff participating in
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the discussion could result in a miscommunication of facts if the child attempts to speak with an
adult later in the school day.
The steps for the interview to take place at school can become easier by following the
lead of Minnesota where written notification that contains the authority to conduct the interview
is provided to the school, and school officials have up to 24 hours after the receipt of the
notification to facilitate the interview request to help with not disrupting the education program
(Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2017). What the Minnesota guidelines make clear
is that in addition to school leaders knowing the authority for why the interview request must be
granted, there is specificity in knowing the timeframe for granting the interview request that
provides flexibility for the school.
Illinois provides an additional example for how to foster concordance between schools
and child welfare agencies by requiring that within 10 days upon completion of an investigation
into alleged physical or sexual abuse, the school where the indicated child victim attends must
receive a copy of the final finding report (Illinois General Assembly, 2002). The finding report is
kept as part of the student’s school record unless the finding is ever overturned in court or the
child welfare agency determines that the child is no longer at risk. This collaboration between
the two systems support the roll that schools have in promoting the well-being of their students.
Child welfare agencies that do not take into account the considerations of the child,
family, or school could encounter a situation similar to how the New York State Office of
Children and Families had to revise policy after the Southern District of New York ruled in
Phillips v. Orange County that a child interviewed without parental consent at a New York
public school was an unconstitutional seizure (New York State Office of Children and Family
Services, 2016). After initially altering Office policy in the state only for Orange County in

75
response to the ruling, the Office faced opposition when the Association of School Attorneys
advised all New York school districts to only allow investigators access to students when in
possession of a court order, warrant, or signed letter from the County Attorney substantiating the
need for the interview (New York State Association of School Attorneys, 2016; New York State
Office of Children and Family Services, 2016). The two sides came to an agreement with
Section 432.3 of Title 18 of the New York Codes Rules and Regulations, that continued to
authorize investigators to conduct interviews at school without parental consent, in exchange for
the school adopting reasonable visitor policies when investigators are on school grounds and
acquiring the right to observe the interview with the child (New York State Office of Children
and Family Services, 2016b). What transpired in New York indicated that the process school
leaders use to facilitate interview requests is not irrelevant with the current lack of best practice
recommendations that a verdict in the Camreta v. Greene case could have offered.
Focus of the Study
No previous study has ever sought to identify what the most common procedures are
that are used to facilitate child welfare interview requests. An analysis of the steps that
principals in Tennessee take to facilitate DCS interview requests was relevant because two
Tennessee Attorney General Opinions have affirmed the right for a principal to reasonably set
the time, place, and circumstances of the interview. One role of state attorneys general is to
intervene when disputes arise among government regulated departments and agencies
(Matheson, Jr., 1993). This mediation role of states attorney general can range from issuing
informal legal advice to formal legal opinions to state agencies (Matheson, Jr., 1993). The lack
of detailed information included in DCS policy for how principals should facilitate both intake
and ongoing interview requests based on the two Opinions has left unanswered how closely
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interview facilitation abides by the Opinions. Identification of the most common answers
provided by principals in this study was a first step in leading to the development of best practice
recommendations schools and child welfare agencies that attempt to improve upon the uncertain
nature of school interviews.
As children in Tennessee age towards adulthood, the number of substantiated abuse
investigations dropped in 2015, with 520 investigations at age 12 as compared with 283 at age 17
when children are on the verge of finishing high school (Children’s Bureau, 2017). The smaller
number of DCS investigations for high-school-aged students may mean that principals at high
schools decide to facilitate interview requests differently than for lower grade levels. Out of the
93,154 children in Tennessee who received an investigation or alternative response in 2015 from
DCS, a total of 11,117 of the allegations were substantiated and 700 were indicated based on
credible evidence found against the alleged perpetrator, which created the potential to open the
case for ongoing services (Children’s Bureau, 2017). With the focus of interview guidelines on
the investigation stage, less information is available to know if differences exist in how
principals facilitate interview requests for children who have an open, ongoing DCS case. To
better understand the actual facilitation processes that principals use for DCS interview requests,
the following two research questions guided this study: (1) What is the relationship between the
grade level of a school and how school principals facilitate DCS interview requests? (2) What
differences exist between how school principals facilitate DCS interview requests for cases that
are at either the intake or ongoing stage?
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Methodology
Participant Characteristics
The target population for this study was principals at public school districts in
Tennessee. Participation was only sought from public school districts since evidence from the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals in the case of Doe v. Heck (Kwapisz, 2012), Michigan
Department of Human Services (2016), and New Mexico Legislature, suggested that a different
standard for interviews can apply at private schools. Only school employees who held the title
of principal at the time of this study were contacted for participation to account for the principal
being the leader who has a role in all aspects of a school’s mission (Crow, Day, & Møller, 2017).
University institutional review board approval was granted to contact public school
principals in Tennessee at their school issued email address to request participation in this study.
The sampling strategy was to implement the survey in three waves of 30 school districts in each
wave, for an anticipated total of 90 districts, where all principals in the district would be
contacted. Each wave consisted of emailing principals from among the 10 school districts near
the highest student enrollment in Tennessee, 10 school districts near the median student
enrollment, and 10 school districts near the lowest student enrollment. The sampling method
was intended to account for differences that might exist in school district policy based on student
enrollment and the number of employees.
Sampling Strategy
Rules that governed contacting principals for research purposes and school districts that
restricted external email communication limited the total to 83 school districts where the
recruitment email was distributed. No reminder emails were sent after the initial request.
Identifying questions about the school or school district were not asked. The email that was sent
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contained an invitation to participate, with a brief explanation of the study and a URL that took
potential participants to the informed consent page of the survey. Qualtrics
(https://www.qualtrics.com/) was used to administer the survey. At the end of the informed
consent page was the option to click on giving consent to continue with the survey or exiting
without answering any questions. Invitations to participate were sent in January 2018 to 878
principals. No incentive was offered for participation. The response rate was 12.0% (N =878).
The survey created for this study had questions that would chronicle the steps from prior
notification expected by the school from DCS to what happened when the interview concluded.
Two scenarios were presented to principals concerning interview requests, and principals were
asked the same questions for these scenarios concerning the facilitation process that would occur
in the principal’s school under the two scenarios. The first scenario was based on the
circumstance in which the investigator arrived at the school for the first known contact with a
child. The second scenario was based on the scenario for interview requests at school with a
child known to have an open, ongoing case with DCS.
Measures
Twenty-eight questions were asked of school principals in Tennessee on the survey (see
Figure A-1). Four demographic questions were included in the survey. These questions were
the grade level of the school the principal responded on behalf of, the total number years of
experience as a principal, the total number years of experience in current school district, and if
the school had Title I status. The grade level question was used as a predictor variable in the
analysis of if facilitation strategies are different at high schools compared to lower grade levels.
Options that were available as responses to the grade level questions were recoded to reflect all
responses other than high school as 0, and all schools marked as high school coded as 1.
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Facilitation of interviews. Two scenarios were asked of principals who responded to the
survey. Each scenario had 12 questions to investigate what actually happens when a DCS
investigator attempts to interview a child at school. The scenarios were labeled to differentiate
between the first scenario in how facilitation occurs for the first known contact with a child, and
the second scenario in which facilitation occurs when the requested contact is for a known open,
ongoing case. All questions were of a dichotomous or categorical nature. Categories of
responses were created to combine administrative staff, certified staff, teachers, and classified
staff into four potential answers as the most likely employee who would be involved in the
scenario to which the question applied. The administrator category was intended to represent
principals, assistant principals, and dean of students. The certified staff category was intended to
represent counselors, social workers, school psychologists, and school nurses. The classified
staff category was intended to represent administrative assistants and welcome desk
receptionists.
The pre-approval facilitation portion of the survey consisted of six questions that started
with if the DCS investigator is expected to notify the school prior to arrival. The next question
was upon arrival of the DCS investigators at the school, which category of school employee is
the most likely to approve the interview. Related to the approval question, was a question that
asked if details of the case needed to be explained by DCS to a school employee prior to
approval. The question of if the interview would be approved without parental consent followed.
Asked next was if all DCS interview requests would be approved at the school. The final
question of the pre-approval phase was how the school documents the interview request, with
answers that consisted of a form created by the school, a form created by DCS, a copy of the
DCS employee’s identification card, the school visitor log, other, or no documentation is kept.
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The interview phase of the survey consisted of three questions. Principals were asked
two questions that identified if a school staff ever asks to observe the interview and, if so, which
staff member is the most likely to observe. The final question of the interview phase was which
school staff is the most likely to meet with and notify the student of the interview, with an
answer available that no school staff meets with the student.
The post-interview phase consisted of three questions that started with which school staff
is the most likely to be notified by the DCS investigator that the interview is complete. If a
school staff member meets with the student following the interview, which category of staff is
the most likely to do so, was the next question. The final question on the survey was if parents
are ever notified by school staff following the interview, with yes, no, or depending on the
situation as options.
Data Diagnostics
Respondents were notified in the informed consent statement that questions on the
survey could be left unanswered. As a result, missing data were found in the raw data set.
Maximum likelihood estimation was used to treat all missing data values (Enders, 2010). The
percentages of missing data are shown below in Table 3-1. In this approach to imputation the
available data from each case was used to produce a probability distribution that made the
observed data most likely (Myung, 2003).
<INSERT TABLE 3-1 HERE>
Analytic Strategy
SPSS version 25 was used for data analysis. First, descriptive statistics were generated
to examine frequencies of participants’ responses. The categorical nature of each outcome
variable led to cross-tabulation analyses with Fisher’s exact test that were used to analyze if
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differences in association existed between the categories. Sparse data that was found in the
category cells indicated Fisher’s exact test as appropriate to use in looking at what differences
existed in how principals at high schools facilitate interview requests as compared with non-high
school principals (Routledge, 2005).
Results
Descriptive Analysis
Principals had an average of 9.5 years (SD = 6.62) of experience (range of 1 to 31).
The average number of years in the current district of employment was 8.8 years (SD = 6.61),
which indicated that principals predominantly had school leadership experience in only one
district (range of 1 to 31). Elementary school (43.4%) and high school principals were the
largest categories of respondents (23.8%), with principals at middle schools (10.6%),
intermediate schools (3.5%), K-12 schools (0.9%), primary schools (0.9%), and other (7.1%),
representing the remaining responses. More than half of principals (54.0%) reported working at
a Title 1 school.
Categorical Analysis
School notification. When a DCS investigator arrives at a high school for the first
known contact to interview a student, more than half of the principals (53.1%) reported that the
investigator is not expected to notify the school in advance, 37.5% reported that prior notification
depends on the situation, and 9.4% reported that the investigator is always expected to notify the
school in advance. Almost two-thirds (65.4%) of non-high school principals reported that the
investigator is not expected to notify the school in advance, while one-third (33.3%) reported
prior notification depends on the situation, and 1.2% reported the investigator is always expected
to notify the school in advance. Notifying the school in advance of the interview did not
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statistically significantly differ between high school and non-high school principals’ responses (p
= >.05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
Fewer principals reported expecting prior notification when a DCS employee arrives to
conduct an interview with a student who is known to have an open, ongoing case with DCS. The
percentages reported by high school principals were 62.5% no notification, 31.3% said it
depended on the situation, and 6.2% who responded that they expected prior notification. The
percentages reported by non-high school principals were 72.8% no notification, 24.7%
depending on the situation, and 2.5% who expected prior notification. The analysis found no
statistically significant differences between high school and non-high school principals for prior
notification with ongoing cases (p = > .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
Interview approver. Principals at high schools reported an administrator as almost
exclusively (90.6%) the most likely category of employees to approve interview requests when
the DCS investigator requests the first known contact with a student. Classified staff at high
schools were reported by 6.3% of respondents and certified employees were reported by 3.1%.
At non-high schools, administrators were identified by slightly less than half of respondents
(46.9%) to approve the first known interview with a student. Classified staff were identified by
almost one-third of respondents (32.1%), while certified staff were reported by 21% of
respondents as the most likely to approve the interview. Differences in percentages between
high schools and non-high schools were statistically significant in the administrator, certified,
and classified categories as shown in Table 3-2 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). In this
case, comparisons of column percentages in the contingency table showed all the above
differences in percentages between high school and non-high school principals’ responses were
statistically significant.
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<INSERT TABLE 3-2 HERE>
Administrators at both high schools and non-high schools reported to become less likely
compared to the intake scenario to approve the interview request when the student is known to
have an open, ongoing DCS case. The percentages reported by high school principals were
81.3% for administrator, 15.6% for classified staff, and 3.1% for certified staff. The percentages
reported by non-high school principals were 38.3% for administrator, 35.8% for classified staff,
and 25.9% for certified staff. The Fisher’s exact test also indicated a statistically significant
difference between high schools and non-high schools in all three categories as shown in Table
3-3 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). Comparison of column percentages in the
contingency table showed all of the above differences in percentages between high school and
non-high school principals’ responses were statistically significant.
<INSERT TABLE 3-3 HERE>
Explaining case details. When the DCS investigator arrives at a high school for the
first known contact with a student, 62.5% of principals reported that staff at their school never
requested details about the investigation, 21.9% reported that requesting information depended
on the situation, and 15.6% reported always requesting details. At non-high schools, 71.6% of
principals reported that their staff never requested details about the case, 27.2% of principals
reported that requesting information depended on the situation, and 0.9% reported always
requesting details about the case. A statistically significant difference in the percentage of
responses between high school and non-high school principals, as shown in Table 3-4, was only
found in the always requiring details about the case for an intake interview category (p = < .05,
Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). There was not a statistically significant difference in the comparison
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of column percentages for the categories of never requiring details about the case or requiring
details about the case being dependent on the situation.
<INSERT TABLE 3-4 HERE>
No principals at high schools or non-high schools reported that a DCS worker is
expected to provide details about a case prior to meeting with a student who has a known
ongoing case. Never needing to provide details about an ongoing case prior to approval was
reported by 65.6% of high school principals, and 34.4% reported that providing details was
dependent on the situation. More than three-quarters of non-high school principals (79%)
reported that no case details are needed prior to an interview, while less than one-fourth (21%)
reported that requiring details was dependent on the situation. The statistically significant
difference found in the intake scenario was not found in the ongoing scenario since no principals
responded that case details are always needed before approving the interview request (p = > .05,
Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
Parental consent. An equal percentage of high school principals (34.4%) reported that
always requiring proof of parental consent prior to granting the interview was just as likely as
never requiring parental consent, while 31.3% responded that the need for parental consent
depended on the situation. Less equivalent responses were reported by non-high school
principals with 81.5% never requiring parental consent prior to the interview, 13.6% leaving
consent based on the situation, and 4.9% requiring parental consent prior to granting the
interview. All three categories of responses, always requiring parental consent, never requiring
parental consent, and depending on the situation had percentages that differed statistically
significantly between high school and non-high school principals according to Fisher’s exact test
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as shown in Table 3-5 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided) and comparison of column
percentages.
<INSERT TABLE 3-5 HERE>
Although non-high school principals reported that proof of parental consent was never
required in all situations prior to granting an interview request for an ongoing case, the response
was not the same among high school principals. Consent being dependent upon the situation and
parental consent not required were equally reported by 37.5% of high school principals, and
proof of parental consent always required by 25% of respondents. The percentage of non-high
school principals who reported that interview requests for an ongoing case would always be
approved without proof of parental consent was 91.4%, with 8.6% that it depended on the
situation, and zero percent reported always requiring parental consent prior to granting the
interview. The Fisher’s exact test results (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided) as well as
column percentages indicated a statistically significant difference between high schools and nonhigh schools for the ongoing case scenario in all three categories of responses, always requiring
parental consent, never requiring parental consent, and depending on the situation as shown in
Table 3-6.
<INSERT TABLE 3-6 HERE>
All requests approved. Every intake interview request made by a DCS investigator
was reported to be approved by 75% of high school principals, while 25% responded that not all
requests would be approved. Among non-high school principals, 90.1% responded that all intake
interview requests would be approved while 9.9% reported that not all requests would be
approved. This variation between the responses of high school and non-high school principals
was not statistically significant (p = > .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
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All requests made by a DCS worker to interview a student with an ongoing case was
reported to be approved by 87.5% of high school principals and not always approved by 12.5%.
Almost every non-high school principal (98.8%) reported that all ongoing interview requests
would be approved, while only 1.2% reported such requests would not be approved. These
differences in column percentages between high school and non-high school principals
approving all ongoing case interview requests was statistically significant as shown in Table 3-7
(p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
<INSERT TABLE 3-7 HERE>
Interview documentation. The school visitor log book had the highest percentage of
responses by high school and non-high school principals for documenting the DCS investigator’s
presence on campus. High school principals reported the methods of interview documentation as
school visitor log (65.6%), copy of DCS employee identification (28.1%), an official form
created by DCS (3.1%), and no documentation kept (3.1%). Non-high school principals reported
the methods of interview documentation as school visitor log (44.4%), copy of DCS employee
identification (40.7%), an official form created by DCS (1.2%), an official form created by the
school (1.2%), and other (12.3%). The difference between the column percentages of high
school and non-high school principals reporting the use of the school visitor log as the primary
method of interview documentation was statistically significant as shown in Table 3-8 (p = < .05,
Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). The column percentages were not significantly different for the use
of a form created by the school, a form created by DCS, or a copy of the DCS identification
badge as documentation of the interview.
<INSERT TABLE 3-8 HERE>
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Use of the school visitor log as documentation of a DCS worker being on campus to
talk with a student had the highest percentages of responses reported by both high school and
non-high school principals for ongoing related matters. Almost two-thirds of high school
principals (65.6%) reported using the school visitor log as the primary method of documentation
for ongoing case related matters. The remaining percentages consisted of 28.1% for making a
copy of the DCS identification badge, 3.1% for an official form created by DCS, and 3.1% for no
documentation kept. The percentage of non-high school principals who reported the school
visitor log (44.4%) and a copy of the DCS identification (40.7%) were the same for ongoing
interview requests as was reported for intake interview requests. The remaining percentages
consisted of 2.5% for no documentation kept, 1.2% for an official form created by DCS, and
11.1% for other. These differences in principals’ responses between high school and non-high
school for documentation of ongoing case interview requests were not statistically significantly
different in the comparison of column percentages or Fisher’s exact test (p = > .05, Fisher’s
exact test 2-sided).
Ask to observe. No high school principals reported that a school staff member will
always request to observe the interview of a student for intake purposes. The highest percentage
(68.8%) reported that requesting to observe the interview depended on the situation, and 31.3%
reported that a school staff member will never request to observe the interview. About twothirds (67.9%) of non-high school principals reported that school staff will never request to
observe an interview, while 29.6% reported that requesting to observe depended on the situation,
and 2.5% reported that school staff will always request to observe the interview. These
differences between high school and non-high school principals had percentages statistically
significantly differ, as shown in Table 3-9, in their responses to requesting to observe the
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interview being dependent on the situation and never asking to observe (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact
test 2-sided). There was not a statistically significant difference in the column percentages
between high schools and non-high schools for always requesting to observe an intake case
interview.
<INSERT TABLE 3-9 HERE>
Principals at both high schools and non-high schools reported that school staff does not
always ask to observe the interview when the request is related to ongoing case purposes. High
school principals reported a greater percentage (62.5%) that requesting to observe the interview
is depended on the situation than school staff never requesting to observe the interview (37.5%).
In contrast, non-high school principals reported a greater percentage that school staff will never
request to observe an ongoing related interview (69.1%) than requesting to observe being
dependent on the situation (30.9%). The difference in column percentages between high school
and non-high school responses that requesting to observe is depended on the situation and never
requesting to observe were both statistically significant as shown in Table 3-10 (p = < .05,
Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). There was not a statistically significant difference in the column
percentages between high schools and non-high schools for always requesting to observe an
intake case interview.
<INSERT TABLE 3-10 HERE>
Most likely to observe. Administrator (43.8%) was the highest percentage of school
staff reported by high school principals as the most likely to observe an intake interview,
followed by certified staff (40.6%), and school staff never observe the interview (15.6%).
Teachers and classified staff were not identified by any high school principals as the most likely
category of employees to observe the interview. Administrator also marked the highest
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percentage of school staff reported by non-high school principals as the most likely to observe an
intake interview (27.2%), followed by teachers (18.5%), certified staff (14.8%), and classified
staff (2.5%). The highest percentage (37%) for any response provided by a non-high school
principal was that school staff never request to observe the interview. The column percentages
that statistically significantly differed, as shown in Table 3-11, between high school and nonhigh school principals were found in the categories of certified staff, teacher, and never
requesting to observe an interview (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). No statistically
significant difference in the column percentages between high schools and non-high schools
were found for administrator or classified staff.
<INSERT TABLE 3-11 HERE>
Administrator (40.6%) remained as the highest reported percentage of employee
category to observe an interview that is requested for an ongoing case conducted at a high
school. The remaining percentages were certified staff (37.5%), classified staff (3.1%), and
school staff never request to observe an interview (18.8%). Teachers remained as not identified
by any high school principals as the most likely to observe the interview. Non-high school
principals continued to identify an administrator (24.7%) as the employee category that had the
highest percentages of responses to who is the most likely to observe an ongoing interview. The
remaining percentages were teacher (17.3%), certified staff (16.0%), classified staff (2.5%), and
never requests to observe the interview (39.5%). Statistically significant differences in column
percentages, as shown in Table 3-12, between the percentages of how high school and non-high
school principals responded to most likely to request to observe the interview were present for
certified staff, teacher, and never requesting to observe an interview (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact
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test 2-sided). No statistically significant difference in the column percentages between high
schools and non-high schools were found for administrator or classified staff.
<INSERT TABLE 3-12 HERE>
Student notification. Administrator (46.9%) was the category with the highest
percentage of responses reported by high school principals to notify a student that a DCS
employee requested an interview for an intake investigation. The remaining percentages were
certified staff (40.6%), classified staff (3.1%), and students are not notified prior to the interview
(9.4%). Teacher was a category that had zero responses from high school principals. Classified
staff (37%) had the highest percentage reported by non-high school principals, followed by an
equal percentage reported for administrator and certified staff (12.3%), 6.2% for teachers, and
one-third (33.3%) of respondents who reported students not being notified prior to the interview.
The differences in column percentages between high school and non-high school principals for
the categories of administrator, certified staff, classified staff, and the student not being notified
all significantly varied as shown in Table 3-13 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). A
statistically significant difference in the column percentages was not found for the teacher
category.
<INSERT TABLE 3-13 HERE>
High school principals reported with nearly equal percentages that an administrator
(40.6%) or certified staff employee (37.5%) as the most likely to notify a student prior to being
interviewed by a DCS employee for an ongoing case. The remaining percentages were 9.4% for
classified staff, and 12.5% for the student not being notified. Teachers remained as never
notifying a student. Classified staff remained as the highest percentage (37%) reported by nonhigh school principals as the most likely to notify a student prior to an interview. The remaining
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percentages were 13.6% for certified staff, 11.1% for administrator, 6.2% for teacher, and 32.1%
for the student not being notified prior to the interview. The statistically significant differences
in column percentages between high schools and non-high schools remained in the most likely to
observe an interview ongoing scenario, as shown in Table 3-14, were administrator, certified
staff, classified staff, and the student not being notified (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided).
The difference in column percentages for teacher was not statistically significant.
<INSERT TABLE 3-14 HERE>
Post-interview notification. High school principals identified an administrator (46.9%)
as the highest percentage of who is the most likely to be notified when the intake interview of a
student is complete. The remaining percentages were 37.5% for certified staff, 12.5% for
classified staff, and 3.1% for school staff not being notified before the student returns to class.
Teachers were not identified by any high school principals as the most likely to be notified.
Classified staff (39.3%) was the highest percentage identified by non-high school principals as
the most likely to be notified upon completion of the interview. The remaining percentages were
19.8% for administrator, 16% for teacher, 9.9% for certified staff, and 16% for school staff not
being notified before the student returns to class. The finding of statistically significant
differences in column percentages, as shown in Table 3-15, between high school and non-high
school principals was present in the categories of administrator, certified staff, teacher, and
classified staff (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). Not statistically significantly different
were the column percentages for teacher and no school staff notified once the interview is
complete.
<INSERT TABLE 3-15 HERE>
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Certified staff (40.6%) had a higher percentage than administrator (34.4%) that was
reported by high school principals as the most likely to be notified upon completion when the
interview was conducted for ongoing purposes. The remaining percentages reported were 15.6%
for classified staff and 9.4% for school staff not being notified before the student returns to class.
The percentage for teachers being notified remained at zero percent. Classified staff (30.9%)
was the highest percentage reported by non-high school principals as the most likely to be
notified upon completion of the interview. The percentages (18.5%) reported for administrator
and teacher were equivalent, with 9.9% reported for certified staff, and 23.5% reported for
school staff not being notified upon completion of the interview. Two categories of responses,
certified staff and teachers, had statistically significant differences between high schools and
non-high schools in the comparison of column percentages for the ongoing scenario as shown in
Table 3-16 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). The differences in column percentages
between high schools and non-high schools for administrator, classified staff, and no school staff
notified once the interview is complete were not statistically significantly different.
<INSERT TABLE 3-16 HERE>
Discuss case with student. Certified staff (28.1%) had the highest percentage reported
by high school principals to be the most likely to meet with a student following an intake
interview, with administrator (25%), teacher (21.9%), and classified staff (4.8%) comprising the
remaining percentages. No school staff meeting with the student was reported in 21.9% of
responses. The response of no school staff meeting with a student prior to returning
to class was reported by more than half (55.6%) of non-high school principals. When a school
staff member does meet with a student after an intake interview, the percentages reported by
non-high school principals were 24.7% for classified staff, 11.1% for administrator, and 8.6% for
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certified staff. Teachers were not identified in any responses as the most likely school staff to
meet with a student after the interview. The difference in column percentages between high
school and non-high school principals was statistically significant, as shown in Table 3-17, in the
categories of certified staff, teacher, classified staff, and school staff not meeting with students
following the interview (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). Only the category of
administrator did not have a statistically significant difference in the column percentages for the
most likely to meet with a student following an intake case interview.
<INSERT TABLE 3-17 HERE>
Certified staff and administrator were each identified by one-fourth of high school
principals as the most likely to meet with a student following an ongoing interview. Teacher
(21.9%), classified staff (6.3%), and school staff not meeting with students (21.9%) comprised
the remaining percentages. The percentage reported by non-high school principals (55.6%) for
school staff not meeting with a student prior to returning to class had no difference between the
intake and ongoing scenarios. The percentages reported for classified staff (25.9%),
administrator (9.9%), certified staff (9.9%), and teacher (1.2%) at non-high schools were close to
similar of the intake percentages. All five of the response categories, administrator, certified
staff, teacher, classified staff, and school staff not meeting with students following the interview
from the intake scenarios had percentages that statistically significantly differed between high
school and non-high school principals as shown in Table 3-18 (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2sided).
<INSERT TABLE 3-18 HERE>
Parent notification. Upon completion of an intake interview, 65.6% of high school
principals reported that parent notification depends on the situation, 31.3% reported that the
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parent is never contacted by the school, and 3.1% reported that the school always notifies the
parent. Responses from non-high school principals indicated that 76.5% never notify the parent,
23.5% notify the parent depending on the situation, and no instances exist where the parent will
always be notified. The column percentages were statistically significantly different between
high school and non-high school principals, as shown in Table 3-19, for the categories of never
notifying the parent and notifying depending on the situation (p = < .05, Fisher’s exact test 2sided). Having a school staff member always notify the parent after an intake interview did not
have column percentages that significantly differed between high schools and non-high schools.
<INSERT TABLE 3-19 HERE>
In contrast to the intake scenario, a majority of high school principals (59.4%) responded
that the parent is not notified following an ongoing case interview. A decreased percentage
(37.5%) compared to the intake scenario responded that the parent is notified depending on the
situation, and 3.1% remained as the percentage for always notifying parents following an
interview. The percentage of non-high school principals who reported never notifying the parent
following an ongoing interview increased to 79%, while the percentage who reported notifying
depending on the situation dropped to 21%. For the ongoing interview scenario, only the
difference in column percentages between high school and non-high school principals for the
never notifying the parent category was also statistically significant, as shown in Table 3-20 (p =
< .05, Fisher’s exact test 2-sided). The difference in column percentages for always notifying the
parent and notification of the parent being dependent on the situation were not statistically
significant.
<INSERT TABLE 3-20 HERE>
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Discussion
Support of Original Hypothesis
The results of this study provide the first known responses from school principals as to
how child welfare interview requests are facilitated. Of specific interest was whether the
facilitation strategies used by principals differed based on grade level (high school as compared
with non-high school), and if the facilitation strategies differed based on if the interview was
requested for an intake case or an ongoing case. At the start of the interview process, a higher
percentage of high school principals reported an expectation that DCS should notify the school in
advance of arrival. The reported expectation of prior notification was lower among high school
and non-high school principals when the interview was for an ongoing case. When the DCS
worker arrives at the school, an administrator was the most likely to approve the interview at
both high schools and non-high schools. While an administrator remained the most likely to
approve for ongoing interview requests, the percentage of classified and certified staff both
increased when compared to intake interviews.
High school principals were significantly more likely to have the DCS worker always
explain details about the case before approving an intake interview. Principals at both grade
levels reported to never mandate details about the case prior to approval at every ongoing
interview. The issue of always requiring parental consent prior to approving the interview also
significantly differed with slightly more than one-third of high school principals always requiring
consent compared to slightly less than one-twentieth of non-high school principals. Always
requiring parental consent for ongoing interviews decreased to zero among non-high school
principals and from one-third to one-fourth among high school principals. The percentage of all
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intake interview requests being approved was reported by at least three-fourths of principals at
both grade levels and increased to at least 87.5% for ongoing interview requests at both levels.
To document that the interview took place, both high school and non-high school
principals reported the school visitor log and a copy of the DCS employee identification card as
the most used and second most used methods for intake and ongoing interviews. Prior to the
interview starting, principals at both grade levels gave no indication that a school employee will
always ask to observe the interview, but high school principals were significantly more likely to
ask to observe depending on the situation, and non-high school principals were more likely to
never request to observe. The rank of percentages remained the same for requesting to observe
an ongoing interview. An administrator was reported as the most likely school employee to
request observing the interview by both grade levels for both intake and ongoing cases. What
stood out was that teachers were reported by 17.3% of non-high school principals as the most
likely to observe compared with zero by high school principals.
At the end of the interview the school employee most likely to be notified significantly
differed between grade levels with an administrator most likely at high schools and classified
staff most likely at non-high schools. Classified staff remained as the most likely to be notified
at the end of the interview for ongoing cases at non-high schools, but certified staff became the
most likely to be notified at high schools. Not having a school employee talk with a student
prior to returning to class significantly differed between high schools (21.9%) and non-high
schools (55.6%), with the percentages similar for ongoing cases. A parent never being contacted
by the school that the interview took place significantly differed between grade levels with nonhigh schools more likely to forgo contacting a parent. The percentages reported by principals at
both grade levels for never notifying a parent after the interview increased for ongoing cases.
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Similarity of Results
The exploratory nature of this study offered no comparable findings as to how
principals facilitate child welfare interview requests to use for comparative purposes. Variances
in the responses by principals at both high schools and non-high schools suggested that statewide
doctrine does not determine how interview requests are facilitated. Unlike Minnesota
(Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes, 2017) where policy promotes that the school be
provided with written notification that contains the authorization for which the interview can
happen or Michigan (Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, 2016) where the
child welfare worker is required to meet with a school employee and the child after the
interview, Tennessee appears to operate on either a district by district or school by school
approach to interview facilitation.
Interpretation
Although a nationwide dearth of information on school-based interviews appeared to
exist prior to this study, only principals in Tennessee were sought as participants. Facilitation
strategies that were identified by principals in Tennessee may not be generalized to represent the
facilitation strategies utilized by principals elsewhere. Allowing a school employee to always
observe the interview in New York as a result of the ruling in Phillips v. Orange County reflects
the stark difference in facilitation compared to Tennessee, where no high school and only one
non-high school principal reported always asking to observe. The range of principals contacted
from 83 school districts across Tennessee precludes inferring that the results were representative
of a particular school district or region.
Principals responded to the survey anonymously without identifying a school or school
district. The responses provided reflect only what was reported by principals on behalf of their
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school. Independent verification of if what was reported matched an official policy for interview
facilitation tied to the school could not be conducted.
Increasing the sample size of this study would have alleviated the concerns of sparse data
cells in the cross-tabulation analysis. The use of maximum likelihood estimates to treat missing
data could have resulted in considerable upward bias of the analysis outcome. Fisher’s exact test
was used in place of the chi-square test in an attempt to produce unbiased estimates.
An additional concern for this study was that the potential for Type I error increased
because of multiple comparisons. Twenty-four cross-tabulations were conducted on 12 measures
for both intake and ongoing interview scenarios. The probability of a significant result being due
to chance instead of the predictor variable was elevated for each analysis conducted. All
significant findings in the study should be interpreted cautiously as a result.
Implications
How child welfare interviews are conducted at school might look much different today
had the Supreme Court not dismissed the case of Camreta v. Greene (2011) on the grounds of
mootness. Details surrounding how the interview of a child at school for over 2 hours without
consent or a familiar person present led to an admission of being sexually abused that was later
recanted, led the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals to caution child welfare workers about a broad
application of the special needs doctrine to the 4th Amendment. At issue is the well-being of
children who after potentially already having undergone mistreatment, are then tasked with
talking to a stranger about guarded topics, before having to return to class in attempt to refocus
on learning and deal with the questions from fellow students about the absence from class.
The findings from this study provided an initial overview of what interview facilitation
strategies have been utilized by a small sample of principals in Tennessee. Further inquiries by
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social work researchers with school districts and child welfare agencies will be needed before
best practice recommendations can be offered that consider the needs of all parties involved in
the interview process. To better understand the impact that being interviewed at school has on
children, youth currently or formerly in foster care need to have a voice on the issue.
Throughout the current millennium, the Child Welfare League of America has offered
foster youth a voice through the National Youth Advisory Council (Child Welfare League of
America, 2007). Training provided to foster youth through the Council offers preparation for
making position statements while publicly speaking at conferences and workshops (Child
Welfare League of America, 2007). An opportunity has existed for foster youth to make a
position statement on how interviews at school can respect the precarious position that dealing
with abuse or neglect related issues at schools can present. Now that preliminary data is
available, foster youth are the ideal target audience to assess the findings of this study in
partnership with child welfare and school stakeholders, since foster youth presumably have the
experience of being interviewed at school.
Child welfare investigations may benefit from investigators recognizing the potential for
a child to be frightened when interviewed in private for the first time at a school by an unfamiliar
adult (Wisconsin State Legislature, 1990). School staff are not unfamiliar to children. Children
interact with administrators, teachers, certified staff, and classified staff throughout the school
year. The findings from this study may indicate that in Tennessee DCS workers are not doing
enough to incorporate school staff as a calming presence to the child. Responses to this study
indicated how principals reported to facilitate interview requests.
If the practice of interviewing children at school is to continue, future studies need to
investigate how principals and the children who are interviewed want interviews to be facilitated.
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Currently known is that in Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 87-101, and Opinion No.
09-22 prohibit a school administrator from insisting on having a staff member present at the
interview (Cooper Jr., Moore, & Dimond, 2009). The rationale for why school staff cannot insist
on a presence at the meeting was not provided in the more recent opinion.
A move towards evidence-based practice in child welfare will require evaluating the
outcome from states where the presence of school staff is required by statute. Connecticut
(Connecticut Department of Children and Families, n.d) and Vermont (Vermont Legislature,
2017) are two states that both require that a ‘disinterested adult’ must be present at interviews
that do not require parental consent. The decision to prohibit school staff from interviews should
not come without an explanation, if the potential exists to benefit children. Not until an
evaluation of how school-based interviews have been conducted in a state that permits an
observer will the decision to include or exclude a third-party person be based on empirical
science.
Conclusion
Differences exist between how high school and non-high school principals decide to
facilitate child welfare interview requests. The interview being for intake purposes also creates
differences with facilitation compared to interviews for ongoing purposes. What remains
unanswered is the factors that lead principals to put a facilitation strategy in place. Sparsity of
universal responses in this study suggested that one common source is not guiding interview
facilitation in Tennessee. The response rate for an exploratory study of a novel research topic
showed promise that principals might be willing to elucidate the decision-making process for
interview facilitation in a future study.
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The toll that being interviewed at school could have on a child cannot be overlooked.
School employees show concern for children by being the source for foundational education.
Child welfare agencies show concern for children by being the source for protection from abuse
and neglect. The two sides have the opportunity to work together with foster youth to create
unified standards that could ease the uncertainty from the interview process. When considering
that nationwide mandated reporting requirements did not take effect until 1974, the outlook for
reconsidering how child welfare interviews are conducted at schools should be that the
conversation must start somewhere.
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Child welfare workers continue to interview children at school without parental consent,
a court order, or exigent circumstances at school. This research was conducted to identify how
interviews may be facilitated at schools in the absence of any federal guidance. The national
review of statues and policies examined the similarities and differences among states for what
consent is needed to interview a child, where a court order can be sought to conduct the
interview, where the interview can be recorded, who can be present for interviews at a school,
what notice schools must receive prior to the interview, and what differences exist for interview
access at public versus private schools.
Promising approaches that were identified in the review as having the potential to
improve school-based interviews on a national scale are without a clear means for the
dissemination of information from one state to another. For example, Iowa and New Mexico
were the only states found that set an age of consent for the child to agree to be interviewed at
school. Although 23 states were identified as providing the option for a school staff to observe
the interview of a child, only Connecticut and Vermont mandate the presence of a disinterested
adult to observe the interview for cases when prior parental consent is not required. The
variance in how each state has offered guidance on school-based interviews may suggest that all
states would not have been prepared to have their child welfare workers comply with a Supreme
Court ruling that upheld instead of relinquished the ruling that qualified immunity would no
longer apply for child welfare workers under the jurisdiction of the 9th Circuit.
Dismissal of the Camreta v. Greene (2011) case by the Supreme Court meant that no
universal guidance was available to have consistency among states for interview requests. The
results from this study indicated that while school district policy may be what school principals
rely on the most to acquire knowledge of DCS related policies, no single source of information is
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currently available statewide in Tennessee that supports how a principal responds to a DCS
interview request would not differ from one district to another. Only the Title I status of a school
made a principal significantly more likely to report an awareness of the DCS Policy and Work
Aid that pertain to conducting intake investigations of abuse or neglect. The results may indicate
that the number of low-income children who attend a particular school are a better indicator of a
principal learning about DCS policies compared to years of experience as a principal.
How DCS Policy 14.7 (2017), DCS Work Aid-3 (2017), Tennessee Attorney General
Opinion No. 87-101, and Tennessee Attorney General Opinion No. 09-22 are worded may
suggest that the only available guidance for interview requests in Tennessee has been provided
for intake related cases. Principals reported in this study that DCS workers were still permitted
access to meet with children at school for ongoing related cases, and there was a reduced
likelihood that parental consent was needed or that a parent would be contacted by school staff
following the interview. While statistically significant differences were found to exist between
how high school and non-high school principals facilitate interview requests, additional research
is needed to understand why the differences exist.
All the findings represent data that were exploratory in assessing the perceived
knowledge and understanding that school principals anonymously reported to have of DCS
investigations. Working with school districts to obtain permission for testing knowledge instead
of perceptions is essential to accurately knowing how principals become informed of DCS
policies and facilitate DCS interview requests. The children who continue to be interviewed at
school are at issue when considering a larger sample size of principals who respond in a future
study to work towards best-practice standards for school-based interviews.

105
BIBLIOGRAPHY

106
Alabama Department of Human Resources-Social Services Division (2008) Administrative Code
Chapter 660-5-34-.05 Retrieved from
www.alabamaadministrativecode.state.al.us/docs/hres/660-5-34.pdf
Alaska Office of Children’s Services. (2014) Child Protective Services Manual. Retrieved from
http://dhss.alaska.gov/ocs/Documents/Publications/CPSManual/cps-manual.pdf
Arizona Department of Child Safety. (2016). Policy and Procedure Manual Chapter 2: Section 3
Conducting Interviews. Retrieved from https://extranet.azdes.gov/dcyfpolicy/
Arizona State Legislature. (2017). Arizona Revised Statute §8-471. Retrieved from
http://www.azleg.gov/ars/8/00471.htm
Arkansas Department of Human Services Division of Children & Family Services. (2017).
Policy and Procedural Manual. Retrieved from
humanservices.arkansas.gov/dcfs/dcfsDocs/Master%20DCFS%20Policy.pdf
Bascom, G. (2014). Appeals by prevailing parties after Camreta. Virginia Law Review, 100,
225-259. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/24362654
Brnovich, M. (2016). Arizona Attorney General Opinion Number I16-004 (R16-001). Retrieved
from https://www.azag.gov/sgo-opinions/dcs-authority-interview-children-0
Buckley, H., Carr, N., & Whelan, S. (2011). ‘Like walking on eggshells’: Service user views and
expectations of the child protection system. Child & Family Social Work, 16, 101-110.
doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2206.2010.00718.x
California Legislature. (2017) California Penal Code 1174.3. Retrieved from
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PEN&sectio
nNum=11174.3.

107
Camreta v. Greene, 563 U. S. 09–1454 (U.S., 2011) Retrieved from
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/10pdf/09-1454.pdf
Chester, M.D. & McClain, A. (2010). Joint advisory regarding school district officials' duty to
report suspected child abuse and neglect. Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education. Retrieved from
http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/advisory/082010childabuse.html
Children’s Bureau. (2017). Child maltreatment 2015. Retrieved from
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/resource/child-maltreatment-2015
Child Welfare League of America. (2007). NYAC gives young adults a voice...National Youth
Advisory Council. Children's Voice, 16(3), 33. Retrieved from
https://www.ebsco.com/products/research-databases/cinahl-complete
Coleman, D. L. (2005). Storming the castle to save the children: The ironic costs of a child
welfare exception to the Fourth Amendment. William and Mary Law Review, 47, 413540. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com
Colorado General Assembly. (2016). Colorado Revised Statutes 2016 Title 19 Children’s Code
Retrieved from https://leg.colorado.gov/sites/default/files/images/olls/crs2016-title19.pdf
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. (2016). Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law (23
Pa.C.S. Chapter 63). Retrieved from
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/LI/CT/HTM/23/00.063..HTM

108
Connecticut General Assemble. (2017). Connecticut General Statutes
Title 17a - Social and Human Services and Resources Chapter 319a - Child Welfare
Section 17a-Cooperation in relation to prevention, identification and investigation of
child abuse and neglect. Retrieved from https://www.cga.ct.gov/2015/pub/chap_319a.htm
Connecticut Department of Children and Families. (n.d.). Reporting Child Abuse Questions and
Answers. Retrieved from http://www.ct.gov/dcf/cwp/view.asp?a=4944&q=314388
Cooper Jr., R.E., Moore, M.E., & Dimond, D.E. (2009). Opinion No. 09-22. State of Tennessee
Office of the Attorney General. Retrieved from
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/attorneygeneral/documents/ops/2009/op09-022.pdf
Crow, G., Day, C., & Møller, J. (2017). Framing research on school principals’ identities.
International Journal of Leadership in Education, 20, 265-277. doi:
10.1080/13603124.2015.1123299
Decatur City Board of Education v. Aycock, 562 So. 2d 1331 (Alabama Court of Civil Appeals,
1990) Retrieved from https://casetext.com/case/decatur-city-bd-of-educ-v-aycock
Delaware Department of Education. (2013). Memorandum of Understanding Between the
Department of Education, Local Education Agencies, and Department of Services for
Children, Youth and their Families-Division of Family Services, Division of Prevention
and Behavioral Health Services, and Division of Youth and Rehabilitative Services.
Retrieved from
kids.delaware.gov/pdfs/MOU_DOE_DSCYF_DFS_PBH_YRS.pdf
Delaware Department of Services for Children, Youth and Their Families - Division of Family
Services. (2016). User Manual. Retrieved from
http://kids.delaware.gov/policies/dfs/fs-user-manual.pdf

109
Delaware General Assembly. (2017). Title 16, Chapter 9: Abuse of Children
Subchapter I, Reports and Investigations of Abuse and Neglect. Retrieved from
http://delcode.delaware.gov/title16/title16.pdf
Dobbins-Baxter, T. (2012). Constitutional limits on the right of government investigators to
interview and examine alleged victims of child abuse or neglect. William & Mary Bill
of Rights Journal, 21, 125-169. Retrieved from heinonline.org.
Dodson, R. L. (2014). Which field experiences best prepare future school leaders?
An analysis of Kentucky's principal preparation program. Educational
Research Quarterly, 37(4), 41-56. Retrieved from https://search.proquest.com
Donahue, A. (1981). Child abuse and neglect (legal issues for children of the 80’s). Children’s
Legal Rights Journal, 2(5), 13-22. Retrieved from
https://home.heinonline.org/titles/Law-Journal-Library/Childrens-Legal-RightsJournal/?letter=C
Dumbrill, G. C. (2006). Parental experience of child protection intervention: A qualitative study.
Child Abuse & Neglect, 30(1), 27-37. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2005.08.012
Duncan, H., Range, B., & Scherz, S. (2011). From professional preparation to on-the-job
development: What do beginning principals need?. International Journal of Educational
Leadership Preparation, 6(3), 1-20. Retrieved from

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ974249

Echohawk, L. (1993). Attorney General Opinion NO. 93-2. Retrieved from
www.ag.idaho.gov/publications/op-guide-cert/1993/OP93-02.pdf

110
Edmisten, R.L. & Rosser, H.T. (1984, April 27). Juveniles; North Carolina Juvenile Code;
County Departments of Social Services; Education; Investigation of Child Abuse or
Neglect Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 7A-544; Responsibility of School Personnel Under
N.C.G.S. § 115C-400. North Carolina Department of Justice. Retrieved from
http://www.ncdoj.gov/About-DOJ/Legal-Services/Legal-Opinions/Opinions/53104.aspx
Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. New York: Guilford Press.
Florida Legislature. (2016). Florida Statute 39.301Initiation of Protective Investigations.
Retrieved from
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String
=&URL=0000-0099/0039/Sections/0039.301.html
Gibeaut, J. (2011). Testing school exams: Court probes whether officials can pull kids out of
class for questioning. ABA Journal, 97(2), 18-19. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com
Gladstone, J., Dumbrill, G., Leslie, B., Koster, A., Young, M., & Ismaila, A. (2012). Looking at
engagement and outcome from the perspectives of child protection workers and parents.
Children and Youth Services Review, 34(1), 112-118.
doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.09.003
Greene v. Camreta, 588 F.3d 1011 (9th Cir., 2009). Retrieved from
cdn.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/opinions/2009/12/10/06-35333.pdf
Gupta-Kagan, J. (2012). Beyond law enforcement: Camreta v. Greene, child protection
investigations, and the need to reform the Fourth Amendment special needs doctrine.
Tulane Law Review, 87, 1-74. Retrieved from https://www.ebscohost.com/

111
Hawaii Department of Human Services. (2010). Child Protection Act. Retrieved from
http://humanservices.hawaii.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/CHILD-PROTECTIVEACT.pdf
Hutchinson, L. A. (2007). Reporting child abuse and neglect. Ohio Law, 21(2), 17-21. Retrieved
from www.heinonline.org
Hutton, D. M. (2017). Leadership performance model for the effective school principal. Journal
of School Leadership, 27, 553-580. Retrieved from https://www.ebsco.com/
Idaho Supreme Court. (2016). §16-1618. Investigative Interviews of Alleged Child Abuse
Victims. Idaho Child Protective Act Proceedings: Statutes and rules, Mini-Reference.
Retrieved from https://isc.idaho.gov/cp/docs/CP_StatuteBook.pdf
Illinois Council of School Attorneys. (2015). Guidelines for interviews of students
at school by law enforcement authorities. Retrieved from
http://www.iasb.com/law/ICSAGuidelinesforInterviewsofStudents2015.pdf
Illinois General Assembly. (2002). Statute 325 ILCS 5/8.6: Reports to a child’s school. Retrieved
from http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/documents/032500050K8.6.htm
Indiana Department of Child Services. (2011). Indiana Department of Child Services Child
Welfare Manual. Retrieved from
www.in.gov/dcs/files/4.05_Consent_to_Interview_Child.pdf
Indiana Department of Education. (2012). Model school protocol for reporting allegations of
child abuse in Indiana. Retrieved from http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/studentservices/child-abuse-reporting-protocol-2012-final.docx

112
Iowa Department of Human Services. (2013). Child welfare CPS assessment procedures.
Retrieved from dhs.iowa.gov/sites/default/files/17-B1.pdf
Iowa Legislature. (2017). Iowa Code §232.71B. Retrieved from
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/docs/code/2017/232.71B.pdf
Isernhagen, J. C. (2012). A portrait of administrator, teacher, and parent perceptions of
Title I school improvement plans. Journal of At-Risk Issues, 17(1), 1-7. Retrieved from
http://dropoutprevention.org/resources/journals/journal-of-at-risk-issues-online-issues/
Jensen, E. (2013). How poverty affects classroom engagement. Educational Leadership, 70(8),
24-30. Retrieved from https://www.ebsco.com/products/research-databases/educationsource
Kansas Office of Revisor of Statutes. (2017). K.S.A. 38-2226(g) Investigation of Reports;
Coordination and Cooperation Between Agencies. Retrieved from
http://www.ksrevisor.org/statutes/chapters/ch38/038_022_0026.html
Kansas Public Health and Welfare. (2017). Summary of Substantial Changes. Retrieved from
http://kslegislature.org/li/b2017_18/committees/ctte_s_phw_1/documents/testimony/2017
0111_03.pdf
Kentucky Cabinet for Health and Family Services. (2010). Reporting child abuse and neglect.
Retrieved from http://chfs.ky.gov/NR/rdonlyres/0984FD14-A494-4055-9C1098CDD433F8C9/0/ChildAbuseandNeglectBooklet.pdf
Kentucky Legislature. (2017). 922 KAR 1:330. Child Protective Services. Retrieved from
http://www.lrc.state.ky.us/kar/922/001/330.htm

113
Kisiel, C., Fehrenbach, T., Small, L., & Lyons, J. S. (2009). Assessment of complex trauma
exposure, responses, and service needs among children and adolescents in child welfare.
Journal of Child & Adolescent Trauma, 2(3), 143-160. doi:
10.1080/19361520903120467
Ko, S. J., Ford, J. D., Kassam-Adams, N., Berkowitz, S. J., Wilson, C., Wong, M., & Layne, C.
M. (2008). Creating trauma-informed systems: Child welfare, education, first responders,
health care, juvenile justice. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 39, 396404. doi: 10.1037/0735-7028.39.4.396
Kinports, K. (2012). Camreta and al-Kidd: The Supreme Court, the Fourth Amendment, and
witnesses. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 102, 283-328.
Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/23415236
Krzywonski, C. (2011). Does interviewing a child at school without a warrant violate the Fourth
Amendment? Supreme Court punts. Prosecutor, Journal of the National District
Attorneys Association, 45(2), 34-40. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com
Kwapisz, J. (2012). Fourth Amendment implications of interviewing suspected victims of abuse
in school. St. John's Law Review, 86(4). 963-1009. Retrieved from heinonline.org
Louisiana Office of Community Services. (2015). 4-510 Initiation of the Investigation. Retrieved
from
https://stellent.dcfs.la.gov/LADSS/getContent?mimeType=application%2Fpdf&docNam
e=091278&rendition=web&noSaveAs=true&id=115507
Louisiana State Legislature (2017). Article 612: Assignment of Reports for Investigation and
Assessment. Retrieved from https://www.legis.la.gov/legis/Law.aspx?d=73204

114
Maine Legislature (2017). Title 22: Health and welfare, Chapter 1071: Child and Family
Services and Child Protection Act. Retrieved from
https://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/22/title22ch1071.pdf
McCallum, K., & Cheng, A. L. (2016). Community factors in differential responses of child
protective services. Public Health Nursing, 33, 107-117. doi: 10.1111/phn.12214
Marshall, S., Charles, G., Kendrick, K., & Pakalniskiene, V. (2010). Comparing differential
responses within child protective services: A longitudinal examination. Child Welfare,
89(3), 57-77. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com
Maryland Department of Human Resources. (n.d.). Access to education for children in statesupervised care. Retrieved from www.harfordcountymd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2526
Maryland General Assembly. (2017). Code of Maryland Family Law § 5-706. Retrieved from
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=gfl&section=5706&ext=html&session=2015RS&tab=subject5
Maryland General Assembly. (2017). Code of Maryland Regulations 07.02.07.08 On-Site
Investigation. Retrieved from
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/07/07.02.07.08.htm
Maryland General Assembly. (2017). Code of Maryland Regulations 13A.08.01.13 Questioning
on School Premises. Retrieved from
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/13a/13a.08.01.13.htm
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. (2017). 603 CMR 623.07
(3)(c): Access to Student Records. Retrieved from
http://www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr23.html?section=07

115
Matheson Jr, S. M. (1993). Constitutional status and role of the state attorney general. University
of Florida Journal of Law and Public Policy, 6(1), 1-31. Retrieved from heinonline.org
Metro Nashville Public Schools. (2017). SP 6.117 Reporting Child Abuse and Neglect Policy
https://www.mnps.org/policies-and-procedures/2016/7/19/sp-6117-reporting-child-abuseand-neglect-policy
Michigan Department of Health and Human Services. (2016). Children’s Protective Services
Manual. Retrieved from
https://dhhs.michigan.gov/OLMWEB/EX/PS/Public/PSM/713-03.pdf
Michigan Legislature. (2015). Child Protection Law (EXCERPT) Act 238 of 1975: §722.628
Retrieved from
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(jjsnln0ooiiivenihwnxroru))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject
&objectname=mcl-722-628
Minnesota Office of the Revisor of Statutes. (2017). 626.556 Reporting of Maltreatment of
Minors. Retrieved from https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=626.556
Mississippi Department of Human Services Division of Family and Children’s Services. (2013).
Section B: Intake/Assessment Policy. Retrieved from
http://www.mdhs.state.ms.us/media/9600/sectionb.pdf
Missouri Department of Social Services. (2015). Child Welfare Manual Section 2 Chapter 8
Subsection 1. Retrieved from
https://dss.mo.gov/cd/info/cwmanual/section2/ch8/sec2ch8sub1.htm
Montana Legislature. (2015). Montana Code Annotated 2015: 41-3-202, Action on Reporting.
Retrieved from http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/41/3/41-3-202.htm

116
Myung, I. J. (2003). Tutorial on maximum likelihood estimation. Journal of Mathematical
Psychology, 47(1), 90-100. doi: 10.1016/S0022-2496(02)00028-7
Nebraska Department of Health and Human Services. (2001). Health and Human Services
manual chapter 4-000: Initial assessment phase for child protective service and status
offense cases. Retrieved from http://www.sos.ne.gov/rules-and
regs/regsearch/Rules/Health_and_Human_Services_System/Title-390/Chapter-4.pdf
Nebraska Legislature. (2017). 28-713. Reports of Child Abuse or Neglect; Law Enforcement
Agency; Department; Duties. Retrieved from
http://nebraskalegislature.gov/laws/statutes.php?statute=28-713&print=true
Negron Jr., F.M., Wright, M.W., Pauole, D.K. (2011). Amici curiae brief of National School
Boards Association, California School Boards Association, and Oregon School Boards
Association in support of petitioners National School Board Association. National School
Boards Association. Retrieved from https://cdn-files.nsba.org/s3fspublic/reports/Camreta-v-Greene.pdf?zcG3Z2a.xPq7LNMFNalV8uSPHd5FopVI
Nevada Legislature. (2017). NRS 432B.270 Interview of Child and Sibling of Child Concerning
Possible Abuse or Neglect; Photographs, X-rays and Medical Tests. Retrieved from
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-432B.html#NRS432BSec270
Nevada Legislature. (2017). NRS 432B.457 Determination of Appropriate Person to take
Custody of Child: Involvement in and Notification of Person with Special Interest in
Child Testimony by Person with Special Interest in Child. Retrieved from
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-432B.html#NRS432BSec270

117
New Hampshire General Court. (2017). Child Protection Act Section 169-C:38 Report to Law
Enforcement Authority. Retrieved from
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/XII/169-C/169-C-38.htm
New Hampshire Attorney General’s Task Force on Child Abuse and Neglect. (2008). Child
abuse and neglect domestic protocols. Retrieved from
http://www.education.nh.gov/documents/child_abuse_rpt.pdf
New Jersey Department of Children and Families. (2010). New Jersey Department of Children
and Families Policy Manual Volume II, Chapter C, Subchapter 5, Issuance 1000:
Interviewing, Gathering and Verifying Information. Retrieved from
http://www.nj.gov/dcf/policy_manuals/CPP-II-C-5-1000_issuance.shtml
New Mexico Legislature. (2017). New Mexico Administrative Code 8.10.3.11.
Retrieved from http://164.64.110.239/nmac/parts/title08/08.010.0003.htm
New Mexico Legislature. (2009). Children’s Code 32A-4-5. Admissibility of Report in
Evidence—Immunity of Reporting Person-Investigation of Report.. Retrieved from
www.nmlegis.gov/Sessions/09%20Regular/final/SB0248.pdf
New York State Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS). (2016a). Local Commissioners
Memorandum: 16-OCFS-LCM-05. Retrieved from:
http://ocfs.ny.gov/main/policies/external/OCFS_2016/LCMs/16-OCFS-LCM05%20Phillips%20v%20Orange%20County%20Considerations%20for%20Child%20Pro
tective%20Services%20Investigations.pdf

118
New York State Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS). (2016b). Section 432.3 of Title
18 of the New York Codes Rules and Regulations, Child protective service: duties
concerning reports of abuse or maltreatment. Retrieved from
http://ocfs.ny.gov/main/legal/Regulatory/final/Local%20School%20District%20Cooperat
ion%20with%20CPS%20Interview/Regulations.11.1.2016.docx
New York State Association of School Attorneys (NYSASA). (2016). Emergency regulations
address concerns regarding access to students by CPS workers. Retrieved from
http://www.nysasa.org/index.php/news/6535-emergency-regulations-address-concernsregarding-access-to-students-by-cps-workers
North Carolina Division of Social Services. (2016). Family Services Manual
Volume I: Children’s Services Chapter VIII Section 1408: Child Protective Services.
Retrieved from
https://www2.ncdhhs.gov/info/olm/manuals/dss/csm-60/man/cs1408.pdf
North Dakota Legislature. (2016). North Dakota Century Code Chapter 50-25.1
Child Abuse and Neglect. Retrieved from www.legis.nd.gov/cencode/t50c25-1.pdf
Ohio Legislature. (2017). Ohio Administrative Code Chapter 5101:2-36 Screening and
Investigation. Retrieved from http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/5101%3A2-36
Oklahoma State Courts Network. (2017). Oklahoma Statutes Citationized:
Title 10A, Children and Juvenile Code. Retrieved from
http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=455678
Oregon Department of Human Services. (2014). CPS assessment – OAR: I-AB.4 413-015-0400
thru 0485. Retrieved from http://www.dhs.state.or.us/policy/childwelfare/manual_1/iab4.pdf

119
Oregon State Legislature. (2015). ORS 419B.045 Investigation conducted on public school
premises. Retrieved from https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/419B.045
Parylo, O., Zepeda, S. J., & Bengtson, E. (2012). The different faces of principal mentorship.
International Journal of Mentoring and Coaching in Education, 1, 120-135. doi:
10.1108/20466851211262860
Pie, A. (2012). The monster under the bed: The imaginary circuit split and the nightmares
created in the special needs doctrine's application to child abuse. Vanderbilt Law Review,
65, 563-614. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com
Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. (2011). A guide to
identifying and reporting child abuse in the schools. Retrieved from
http://www.ride.ri.gov/Portals/0/Uploads/Documents/InsideRIDE/Legal/ChildAbuseGuide_2011.pdf
Rhode Island General Assembly. (2017). Title 40, Chapter 40-11, Section 40-11-7. Retrieved
from http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/Statutes/TITLE40/40-11/40-11-7.HTM
Routledge, R. (2005). Fisher’s exact test. In: Armitage P, Colton T (Eds.) Encyclopedia of
biostatistics (2nd ed.). New York: Wiley. doi:10.1002/0470011815.b2a10020
Sedlak, A. J., Mettenburg, J., Basena, M., Petta, I., McPherson, K., Greene, A., & Li, S. (2010).
Fourth national incidence study of child abuse and neglect (NIS-4): Report to Congress.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families. Retrieved from
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/nis4_report_congress_full_pdf_jan2010.p
df

120
Shelby County Board of Education. (2015). Policy 2017: Child Abuse and Neglect and Child
Sexual Abuse. Retrieved from
http://www.scsk12.org/policy/rf/source/6000%20Students/6017%20Child%20Abuse%20
and%2 0Child%20Sexual%20Abuse(3).pdf
Sinanan, A. N. (2011). Bridging the gap of teacher education about child abuse. Educational
Foundations, 25(3-4), 59-73. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com.
Smithgall, C., Cusick, G., & Griffin, G. (2013). Responding to students affected by trauma:
Collaboration across public systems. Family Court Review, 51, 401-408. doi:
10.1111/fcre.12036
Spratt, T., & Callan, J. (2004). Parents’ views on social work interventions in child welfare
cases. British Journal of Social Work, 34, 199-224. doi: 10.1093/bjsw/bch022
South Carolina Legislature. (2017). South Carolina Code of Laws
Unannotated Title 63 - South Carolina Children's Code. Retrieved from
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t63c007.php
South Dakota Legislature. (2017). Code 26-8A-7. Retrieved from
http://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/Codified_Laws/DisplayStatute.aspx?Type=Statute&Stat
ute=26-8A-7
South Dakota Legislature. (2017). Code 26-8A-9. Retrieved from
http://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/Codified_Laws/DisplayStatute.aspx?Type=Statute&Stat
ute=26-8A-9

121
State of Georgia. (2016). Statewide model protocol: Multidisciplinary investigation &
prosecution of child abuse, sexual abuse & sexual exploitation. Retrieved from
https://oca.georgia.gov/sites/oca.georgia.gov/files/related_files/site_page/2016%20Statew
ide%20Model%20Protocol%20Revised..docx
Stednitz, N. (2011). Ending family trauma without compensation: Drafting Sec. 1983
complaints for victims of wrongful child abuse investigations. Oregon Law Review,
90, 1423-1448. Retrieved from http://heinonline.org
Sylvester, W.B. (2010) Chief judge order regarding child abuse investigation. Eighteenth
Judicial District of Colorado. Retrieved from
www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/file/Court_Probation/18th_Judicial_District/18th_Courts
/CJO%2010-02%20Child%20Abuse%20Investigations.pdf
Tennessee Department of Children’s Services. (2017). Administrative Policies and Procedures:
14.7: Child Protective Services Investigation Track. Retrieved from
https://files.dcs.tn.gov/policies/chap14/14.7.pdf
Tennessee Department of Children’s Services. (2017). Work Aid-3–Child Protective Services
Investigative Tasks and Activities-Supplemental to DCS Policy: 14.7 Child Protective
Services Investigation Track. Retrieved from
https://files.dcs.tn.gov/policies/chap14/WA3.pdf
Tennessee Department of Children’s Services. (n.d.). Your client’s rights. Retrieved from
https://www.tn.gov/dcs/topic/Your-Clients-Rights
Tennessee State Courts. (2017). Tenn. Code Ann. § 37-5-102. Retrieved from
http://www.tsc.state.tn.us/Tennessee%20Code

122
Texas Children’s Commission. (2017). The parent resource guide. Retrieved from
http://parentresourceguide.texaschildrenscommission.gov/library_item/gov.texaschildren
scommission.parent_resource_guide/9
Texas Legislature. (2017). Texas Family Code §261.301. Retrieved from
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/FA/htm/FA.261.htm
Texas Legislature. (2017). Texas Family Code, §261.303. Retrieved from
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/FA/htm/FA.261.htm
Texas Legislature. (2017). Texas Family Code, §261.311. Retrieved from
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/FA/htm/FA.261.htm
Texas Legislature. (2016). Texas Administrative Code Rule §700.409. Retrieved from
https://texreg.sos.state.tx.us/public/readtac$ext.ViewTAC?tac_view=5&ti=40&pt=19&ch
=700&sch=D&rl=Y
The Institute for Human Services & The CAPTA Ad Hoc Work Group. (2008). Protecting
parents’ constitutional rights during child abuse and neglect investigations and
assessments. Retrieved from
http://www.ocwtp.net/PDFs/Protecting%20Parents'%20Constitutional%20Rights%20Dur
ing%20Child%20Abuse%20and%20Neglect%20Investigations%20and%20Assessments.
pdf
The Legislature of the State of Wyoming. (2017). WY Stat § 14-3-204: Duties of Local Child
Protective a 14-3-204. Duties of Local Child Protective Agency. Retrieved from
http://legisweb.state.wy.us/statutes/compress/title14.docx

123
Thompson, D. B. (2011). Camreta v. Greene: No guidance from Supreme Court for in-school
interviews of suspected child-abuse victims. Policy & Practice, 69(6), 33. Retrieved
from http://go.galegroup.com
Utah Office of Administrative Rules. (2017). Utah Administrative Code Rule R277-401: Child
Abuse-Neglect Reporting by Education Personnel. Retrieved from
https://rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-401.htm
Utah State Legislature. (2017). Human Services Code Title 62A Chapter 4a Part 4 Section 409
Retrieved from https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title62A/Chapter4A/62A-4a-S409.html
Vermont Legislature. (2017). The Vermont Statutes Online 33 V.S.A. § 4915b. Retrieved from
http://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/section/33/049/04915b
Virginia Department of Social Services. (2016). Child and Family Services Manual - C. Child
Protective Services. Retrieved from
http://www.dss.virginia.gov/files/division/dfs/cps/intro_page/manuals/102016/section_4_family_assessment_and_investigation.pdf
Virginia General Assembly. (2017). Code of Virginia: § 63.2-1518. Authority to Talk to Child or
Sibling. Retrieved from
http://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title63.2/chapter15/section63.2-1518/
Walsh, M. (2011). High court cases focus on in-school questionings; arguments may highlight
issues administrators face when officers come calling. Education Week, 30(21), 26.
Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com

124
Washington Legislature. (2016). Reports—Duty and authority to make—Duty of receiving
agency—Duty to notify—Case planning and consultation—Penalty for unauthorized
exchange of information—Filing dependency petitions—Investigations—Interviews of
children—Records—Risk assessment process, Revised Code of Washington 26.44.030.
Retrieved from http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=26.44.030
West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources Bureau for Children and Families.
(2016). Child Protective Services Policy Section 4.4: Initial Family Contact.
http://www.dhhr.wv.gov/bcf/policy/Documents/Child%20Protective%20Services.pdf
West Virginia Legislature. (2016). §49-2-802. Establishment of Child Protective Services;
General Duties and Powers; Administrative Procedure; Immunity From Civil Liability;
Cooperation of Other State Agencies. Retrieved from
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/WVCODE/ChapterEntire.cfm?chap=49&art=2&section=80
2
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. (2013). The school’s role in preventing
child abuse and neglect. Retrieved from
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/sspw/pdf/sswchildabuse.pdf
Wisconsin State Legislature. (2017). Chapter 48, Children’s Code 48.981(3)(c) Abused or
neglected children and abused unborn children. Retrieved from
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/48/XX/981/3/c
Woodhouse, B. B. (2011). Constitutional rights of parents and children in child protective and
juvenile delinquency investigations. International Survey of Family Law, 2011 Edition,
409-426. Retrieved from http://heinonline.org/

125
Yourtz, R. (2012). Letting the fox guard the hen house: Why the Fourth Amendment should not
be applied to interviews of children in child abuse cases. Hastings Constitutional Law
Quarterly, 40, 653-675. Retrieved from http://heinonline.org

126
APPENDIX

127
Table 1-1
Overview of Statutes and Policies
State
Alabama

Statute
660-5-34-.05
Investigative
/Initial
Assessment
Process

Alaska

Arizona

§8-471

Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut

Policy

Child Protective
Services Manual
2.2.5 Conducting
an Initial
Assessment
Policy and
Procedure Manual
Chapter 2:
Section 3
Conducting
Interviews
Division of
Children &
Family Services
Policy &
Procedural
Manual
Policy II-D:
Investigation of
Child
Maltreatment
Reports

California Penal
Code 1174.3
Colorado
Revised Statutes
Title 19
Children's Code
§ 19-3-308

CT Gen Stat
§17a-106

Other Guidance
Decatur City
Board of
Education v.
Aycock, 562 So.
2d 1331

Arizona
Attorney General
Opinion Number
I16-004 (R16001)

Chief judge
order regarding
child abuse
investigation
from the
Eighteenth
Judicial District
of Colorado
Reporting Child
Abuse Questions
& Answers
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
Delaware

Statute
Policy
§Title 16,
Chapter 9,
Division of
Family
Services—User
Manual D-1.1 &
D-1.2

Florida

§ 39.301(12, 13,
& 18)

Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Other Guidance
Memorandum of
understanding
between the
Department of
Education, Local
Education
Agencies, and
Department of
Services for
Children, Youth
and their
Families

Statewide Model
Protocol 4.1(B)
Child Protection
Act § 587A-11
(2)
Idaho Statutes
Title 16
Juvenile
Proceedings,
Chapter 16
Child Protective
Act

§ 325 ILCS
5/7.5 from Ch.
23, par. 2057.5
§ 325 ILCS
5/8.6

Attorney General
Opinion NO. 932
Idaho Child
Protective Act
Proceedings:
Statutes and
rules, MiniReference
Illinois Council
of School
Attorneys
Guidelines for
interviews of
students
at school by law
enforcement
authorities,
Section VII
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
Indiana

Statute

Iowa

Iowa Code
§232.71B

Kansas

K.S.A. 382226(g)

Kentucky

§ 922 KAR
1:330

Louisiana

Louisiana
Children's
Code: CHC 612
- Assignment of
Reports for
Investigation
and Assessment
& 4-510
Initiation of the
Investigation
Title 22: Health
and Welfare,
Chapter 1071:
Child

Maine

Family Services
and Child
Protection Act

Policy
Indiana
Department of
Child Services
Child Welfare
Manual. Chapter
IV, Section V,
Version III
Child welfare
CPS assessment
procedures. Title
17: Child Welfare
Chapter B(1)
Kansas
Department for
Children and
Families PPS
Policy and
Procedure Manual
Section 2140
Kentucky Cabinet
for Health and
Family Services:
Reporting Child
Abuse and
Neglect

Other Guidance
Model school
protocol for
reporting
allegations of
child abuse in
Indiana
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
Maryland

Massachusetts

Statute
Policy
MD CODE
ANN., FAM.
LAW § 5-706;
COMAR
07.02.07.08;
COMAR
13A.08.01.13B,
G.L. c.119,
§51B, 603 CMR
623.07 (3)(c)

Michigan

MCL 722.628

Minnesota
Mississippi

§ 626.556
Mississippi,
DFCS Policy
Section B: E. 3. c.
Child Welfare
Manual Section 2
Chapter 8
Subsection 1

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska

41-3-202, MCA
§ 28-713 &

Nevada

NRS 432B.270

New
Hampshire

NRS 432B.457
Child Protection
Act Section
169-C:38 &

New Jersey

Child Protective
Services Manual

Health and
Human Services
Manual Chapter
4-000

Child abuse and
neglect domestic
protocols
Department of
Children and
Families Policy
Manual Volume
II, Chapter C,
Subchapter 5,
Issuances 500 &
1000

Other Guidance
Access to
education for
children in statesupervised care

Joint advisory
regarding school
district officials'
duty to report
suspected child
abuse and
neglect
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
New Mexico

New York

Statute
New Mexico
Administrative
Code 8.10.3.11
& Children’s
Code 32A-4-5
Section 432.3 of
Title 18 of the
New York
Codes of Rules
and Regulations

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Policy

Other Guidance

Family Services
Manual
Volume I:
Children’s
Services Chapter
VIII Section 1408
North Dakota
Century Code
Chapter 50-25.1
& 50-25.1-05.6
Ohio
Administrative
Code Chapter
5101:2-36

Oklahoma
Statutes
Citationized:
Title 10A,
Chapter 2
OAR: I-AB.4
413-015-0400
thru 0485
ORS 419B.045

Protecting
parents’
constitutional
rights during
child abuse and
neglect
investigations
and assessments
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Statute
Policy
Pennsylvania
Child Protective
Services Law:
23 Pa.C.S.
Sections 6311 &
6346
§ 40-11-7

South Carolina
South Dakota

§63-7-920( C )
§26-8A-9

Other Guidance

A guide to
identifying and
reporting child
abuse in the
schools

§26-8A-7

Work Aid-3–
Child Protective
Services
Investigative
Tasks and
ActivitiesSupplemental to
DCS Policy: 14.7
Child Protective
Services
Investigation
Track

Tennessee

Texas

Texas Family
Code §261.302,
§261.302,
§261.303, and
§261.311

Utah

Human Services
Code Title 62A
Chapter 4a Part
4 Section 409
Administrative
Code Rule
R277-401-3

Texas Children’s
Commission
parent resource
guide
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Table 1-1 Continued
State
Vermont
Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Statute
33 V.S.A. §
4915b
§ 63.2-1518

Policy

Other Guidance

Virginia
Department of
Social Services.
(2016). Child and
Family Services
Manual 4.2.1.1,
4.2.1.2, & 4.4.6.1

Revised Code of
Washington
26.44.030
§49-2-802
Child Protective
Services Policy
Section 4.4
Chapter 48,
Children’s Code
48.981(3)(c)

79 Op. Att'y
Gen. 49
Wisconsin
Department of
Public
Instruction: The
school’s role in
preventing
child abuse and
neglect

Wyoming

WY Stat §14-3204
§14-3-214
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Table 2-1
Missing Data Analysis for Chapter 2
Univariate Statistics
Std.
Deviation
6.623
6.607

Missing
Count
Percent
4
3.5
5
4.4

N
Mean
Total Years Experience
109
9.52
Years Experience in
108
8.75
District
Grade Level of School
109
Title I Status
109
Aware of DCS Policy
105
Consent Parent Named
103
Consent Parent Not
103
Named
Aware of School
104
District Policy
Acquisition of School
85
Policy
School Policy in
95
Writing
School Policy Same as
94
District
a. Number of cases outside the range (Q1 - 1.5*IQR, Q3 + 1.5*IQR).

4
4
8
10
10

3.5
3.5
7.1
8.8
8.8

9

8.0

28

24.8

18

15.9

19

16.8

No. of Extremesa
Low
High
0
1
0
6
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Table 2-2
Principals’ Perceived Knowledge of DCS Policy
Variables in the Equation
Sig.
.911

Exp(B)
.997

Are
1.266
.402
9.938
1
.002
you currently a
principal at a Title I
school with high
numbers or high
percentages of children
from low-income
families as defined by
the Elementary
and Secondary
Education Act?
Constant
-.565
.436
1.679
1
.195
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: How
many years have you been employed as a principal?, Are
you currently a principal at a Title I school with high numbers or high
percentages of children from low-income families as defined by the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act?.

3.548

a

Step 1

How
many years have you
been employed as a
principal?

B
-.003

S.E.
.031

Wald
.012

df
1

.568
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Table 3-1
Missing Data Analysis for Chapter 3
Univariate Statistics
Std.
Deviation
6.623
6.607

Missing
Count
Percent
4
3.5
5
4.4

N
Mean
Total Years Experience
109
9.52
Years Experience in
108
8.75
District
Grade Level of School
109
Title I Status
109
Intake Prior Notification
93
Intake Details Needed
93
Intake Most Likely to
93
Approve
Intake Parent Consent
93
Intake All Requests
91
Approved
Intake Documentation
93
Intake Request to
92
Observe
Intake Most Likely to
88
Observe
Intake Student
93
Notification
Intake Staff Notified
93
After Interview
Intake Meet with
93
Student
Intake Notify Parent
90
Ongoing Prior
92
Notification
Ongoing Interview
91
Approval
Ongoing Details Needed
92
Ongoing Parent Consent
92
Ongoing All Requests
89
Approved
Ongoing Documentation
90
Ongoing Request to
90
Observe
Ongoing Most Likely to
89
Observe
Ongoing Student
88
Notification
Ongoing Staff Notified
90
After Interview
Ongoing Meet with
90
Student
Ongoing Notify Parent
87
a. Number of cases outside the range (Q1 - 1.5*IQR, Q3 + 1.5*IQR).

4
4
20
20
20

3.5
3.5
17.7
17.7
17.7

20
22

17.7
19.5

20
21

17.7
18.6

25

22.1

20

17.7

20

17.7

20

17.7

23
21

20.4
18.6

22

19.5

21
21
24

18.6
18.6
21.2

23
23

20.4
20.4

24

21.2

25

22.1

23

20.4

23

20.4

26

23.0

No. of Extremesa
Low
High
0
1
0
6
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Table 3-2
Chi-Square Test of Intake Approver

Value
18.172a
20.879
18.845
15.245b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.000
.000
2
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.10.
b. The standardized statistic is -3.904.
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Table 3-3
Chi-Square Test of Ongoing Approver

Value
17.629a
19.571
17.947
11.871b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.000
.000
2
.000
.000
.000
1
.001
.001
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.23.
b. The standardized statistic is -3.445.
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Table 3-4
Chi-Square Test of Explaining Case Details for Intake

Value
9.471a
8.415
8.066
3.280b

Asymptotic
Significance Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
(2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided)
Probability
2
.009
.011
2
.015
.016
.014
1
.070
.074
.052
.031

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.70.
b. The standardized statistic is -1.811.
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Table 3-5
Chi-Square Test of Parent Consent for Intake

Value
26.297a
25.062
24.804
15.345b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.000
.000
2
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.25.
b. The standardized statistic is 3.917.
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Table 3-6
Chi-Square Test of Parent Consent for Ongoing

Value
40.353a
40.165
37.491
26.928b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.000
.000
2
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.27.
b. The standardized statistic is 5.189.

142
Table 3-7
Chi-Square Test of Approving All Ongoing Interview Requests

Value
6.884a
4.477

Asymptotic
Significance Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
(2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided)
Probability
1
.009
.022
.022
1
.034

Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity
Correctionb
Likelihood Ratio
6.065
1
.014
.022
.022
Fisher's Exact Test
.022
.022
c
Linear-by-Linear
6.823
1
.009
.022
.022
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.42.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
c. The standardized statistic is 2.612.

.021
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Table 3-8
Chi-Square Test of How Intake Interviews Are Documented

Value
10.362a
13.240
10.630
.175b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
5
.066
.043
5
.021
.018
.026
1
.676
.778
.392
.103

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 7 cells (58.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .28.
b. The standardized statistic is .419.
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Table 3-9
Chi-Square Test of Asking to Observe Intake Interview

Value
14.770a
15.187
14.035
14.396b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.001
.000
2
.001
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .57.
b. The standardized statistic is 3.794.
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Table 3-10
Chi-Square Test of Asking to Observe Ongoing Interview

Value
9.580a
8.305

Asymptotic
Significance Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
(2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided)
Probability
1
.002
.003
.002
1
.004

Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity
Correctionb
Likelihood Ratio
9.479
1
.002
.003
.002
Fisher's Exact Test
.003
.002
c
Linear-by-Linear
9.495
1
.002
.003
.002
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.74.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
c. The standardized statistic is 3.081.

.002
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Table 3-11
Chi-Square Test of Who is Most Likely to Observe Intake Interview

Value
19.000a
23.242
19.277
9.146b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.001
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.002
.003
.001
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .57.
b. The standardized statistic is -3.024.
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Table 3-12
Chi-Square Test of Who is Most Likely to Observe Ongoing Interview

Value
15.271a
18.845
16.248
7.333b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.004
.003
4
.001
.001
.001
1
.007
.007
.004
.001

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .85.
b. The standardized statistic is -2.708.
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Table 3-13
Chi-Square Test of Who is Most Likely to Notify a Student Prior to an Intake Interview

Value
37.529a
41.199
37.498
30.416b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.13.
b. The standardized statistic is -5.515.
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Table 3-14
Chi-Square Test of Who is Most Likely to Notify a Student Prior to an Ongoing Interview

Value
28.015a
29.407
26.611
22.345b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.42.
b. The standardized statistic is -4.727.
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Table 3-15
Chi-Square Test of School Staff Notified After Intake Interview

Value
29.187a
32.737
28.731
19.748b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.68.
b. The standardized statistic is -4.444.
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Table 3-16
Chi-Square Test of School Staff Notified After an Ongoing Interview

Value
26.032a
28.799
25.355
12.178b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.25.
b. The standardized statistic is -3.490.
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Table 3-17
Chi-Square Test of Most Likely to Talk with Student Following Intake Interview

Value
38.204a
40.116
36.513
18.102b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.98.
b. The standardized statistic is -4.255.
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Table 3-18
Chi-Square Test of Most Likely to Talk with Student Following Ongoing Interview

Value
30.627a
30.205
28.872
16.485b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
4
.000
.000
4
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.27.
b. The standardized statistic is -4.060.
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Table 3-19
Chi-Square Test of if a Parent is Notified by School After Intake Interview

Value
21.439a
21.306
20.764
14.220b

Asymptotic
Significanc Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
e (2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided) Probability
2
.000
.000
2
.000
.000
.000
1
.000
.000
.000
.000

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .28.
b. The standardized statistic is 3.771.
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Table 3-20
Chi-Square Test of if a Parent is Notified by School After Ongoing Interview

Value
6.173a
6.044
5.860
1.996b

Asymptotic
Significance Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Point
df
(2-sided)
(2-sided)
(1-sided)
Probability
2
.046
.037
2
.049
.037
.037
1
.158
.172
.118
.067

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
113
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .28.
b. The standardized statistic is 1.413.
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1. Which category below best describes the level of school where you are a principal?
a. Primary school
b. Elementary school
c. Intermediate school
d. Middle school
e. Junior high school
f. High school
g. K-12 school
h. Other
2. How many years have you been employed as a principal?
3. How many years have you been employed as a principal in your current school district?
4. Are you currently a principal at a Title I school with high numbers or high percentages of
children from low-income families as defined by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act?
a. Yes
b. No
-For the following 12 questions, please respond what would happen at your school if a DCS
investigator came to interview a student who school staff believes has no known prior DCS
involvement:
5. Is the DCS investigator expected to notify the school in advance of arrival?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Depends on the situation
6. Which is the most likely school staff member to approve the interview?
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a. Administrator (Principal, Assistant principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
7. Would the DCS investigator need to explain details about the case before the interview request
is permitted?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
8. Would the interview request be granted without proof of parental consent?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
9. Would all interview requests made by a DCS investigator be approved at your school?
a. Yes
b. No
10. What is the primary method that would be used to document that the investigator conducted
the interview at your school?
a. An official form created by your school
b. An official form created by DCS
c. A copy of the DCS employee identification
d. School visitor log
e. Other
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f. No documentation is kept
11. When a DCS investigator requests to interview a student at your school, does a school staff
member ask to observe the interview?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
12. When a school staff member does observe a DCS investigator interviewing a student at your
school, who is most likely to observe the interview?
a. Administrator (Principal, Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff never observes the interview
13. When a DCS investigator requests to interview a student at your school, which school staff is
most likely to notify the student prior to the interview?
a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. The student if not notified prior to the interview
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14. When the DCS investigator concludes the interview with the student, which school staff is
most likely to be notified?
a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff is not notified, the child just returns to class
15. When the DCS investigator concludes interviewing the student, which school staff is most
likely to meet with the student prior to returning to class?
a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff does not meet with students following the interview
16. When the DCS investigator concludes interviewing the student, does a member of the school
staff notify the parent that the interview took place?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
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-For the following 12 questions, please respond what would happen at your school if a DCS
investigator came to meet with a student who school staff knows has an open, ongoing case with
DCS:
17. Is the DCS investigator expected to notify the school in advance of arrival?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Depends on the situation
18. Which is the most likely school staff member to approve the interview?
a. Administrator (Principal, Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
19. Would the DCS investigator need to explain details about the case before the interview
request is permitted?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
20. Would the interview request be granted without proof of parental consent?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
21. Would all interview requests made by a DCS investigator be approved at your school?
a. Yes
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b. No
22. What is the primary method that would be used to document that the investigator conducted
the interview at your school?
a. An official form created by your school
b. An official form created by DCS
c. A copy of the DCS employee identification
d. School visitor log
e. Other
f. No documentation is kept
23. When a DCS investigator requests to interview a student at your school, does a school staff
member ask to observe the interview?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally, depending on the situation
24. When a school staff member does observe a DCS investigator interviewing a student at your
school, who is most likely to observe the interview?
a. Administrator (Principal, Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff never observes the interview
25. When a DCS investigator requests to interview a student at your school, which school staff is
most likely to notify the student prior to the interview?
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a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. The student if not notified prior to the interview
26. When the DCS investigator concludes the interview with the student, which school staff is
most likely to be notified?
a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff is not notified, the child just returns to class
27. When the DCS investigator concludes interviewing the student, which school staff is most
likely to meet with the student prior to returning to class?
a. Administrator (Principal/Assistant Principal, Dean of Students)
b. Certified Staff, non-teaching (Counselor, Social worker, School psychologist, School
nurse)
c. Teacher
d. Classified Staff (Administrative assistant, Welcome desk receptionist)
e. School staff does not meet with students following the interview
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28. When the DCS investigator concludes interviewing the student, does a member of the school
staff notify the parent that the interview took place?
a. Yes, always
b. No, never
c. Occasionally
Figure A-1. Chapter 2 Survey Questions
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