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MYTH: “Limiting access to criminal and felony records places the employer, employees, clients and the public at
significant risk. In many cases, in order to have a CORI background in Massachusetts an individual may have committed
several offenses, prior to being caught or convicted. We know that this is true especially for sex offenders.”

FACT: Employers and police will still have access to CORI. H3523/S1608 maintains access to
criminal record information for employers and law enforcement. More importantly, law enforcement
would have even more access to criminal records than under current law.

MYTH: “Employers could not ask candidates about their past and therefore unable to conduct properly a full reference
check.”

FACT: Employers can ask about criminal history. Under H3523/S1608, employers can ask about
a candidate’s criminal record, as long as it is not the very first question a candidate is asked. CORI
reform would enable a candidate’s experience and skills to be evaluated, and then allow employers to
perform criminal background checks on candidates selected as qualified for the position.

FACT: Employers can continue to check references. Reference checks or other questions about a
candidate’s “past,” would not be affected by CORI reform.

MYTH: “. . . Prohibiting employers from researching a candidate’s criminal background would deny properly screening
candidates.”

FACT: While employers should consider a person’s criminal history for determining relevancy for a
position, blanket policies against employing qualified people with criminal records limits the
employer’s ability to attract and retain a large part of the workforce who are trained and motivated
to perform the work.

Research demonstrates that no matter how insignificant someone’s CORI or its relevancy to the
workplace employers do not hire people with any kind of criminal background (Criminal Justice
Institute):

 93 percent would not hire someone with a felony property crime on their records
 75 and 90 percent of employers would not knowingly hire an ex-offender
 77 percent would not hire someone with a felony drug crime on their record
 60 percent of employers hiring low-skilled employees would probably or definitely not hire an

ex-offender

The Commonwealth CORI Coalition invites you to learn more
about how CORI Reform will help employers, law enforcement,

and the community
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MYTH: “. . . Prohibiting employers from researching a candidate’s criminal background and therefore be unable to
properly screen candidates who would work independently”

FACT: CORI reform would merely change the timing of criminal background checks. An
employer could still research the applicant’s criminal background, after first determining that the
applicant is qualified for the job.

MYTH: “Employers could not conduct due diligence in the hiring process to protect the financial and public relations
interests of their firm, the firm’s current employers, and the clients that are served”

FACT: Employer can still check CORIs. Nothing in H3523/S1608 or in any variation of the bill
would prohibit employers from performing CORI checks or other criminal background checks.

MYTH: “This change would make Massachusetts one of the most restrictive states in the country in this area.”

FACT: Changes to the waiting periods for sealing criminal records would not put
Massachusetts out of the mainstream of hiring practices. Other states including Oregon, Michigan,
and New Jersey allow criminal records to be sealed sooner than Massachusetts.

MYTH: “H3523/S1608 would place vulnerable populations at risk. Employers could not research a candidate’s
criminal background and would be unable to screen properly candidates that work independently and without close
supervision, especially with at-risk clients and other vulnerable individuals.”

FACT: Vulnerable populations would be protected. Massachusetts has a number of statutes that
provide extra CORI screening for jobs involving people with disabilities, children, seniors, and other
groups (for example, G.L. c. 6, sections 172B-172I, G.L. c. 71, section 38R, and others). These statutes
would not be changed by H. 3523.

MYTH: “H3523/S1608 conflicts with many federal statutes. Financial institutions would be in conflict with the
Security & Exchange Commission, the Department of Defense and Homeland Security in addition to the Sarbanes Oxley
Act.”

FACT: Since current sealing laws are not in conflict, there is no potential conflict between
CORI reform and Massachusetts or federal law. CORI checks could still be performed for all
positions where such checks are required by law, or where employers are authorized to access CORI
records. Due diligence checks could still be performed, with no additional burden to employers or
corporate entities. Employers can still use the services of private consumer reporting agencies, as long
as they comply with the federal Fair Credit Reporting Act.

MYTH: “In recent years, there have been several instances where the current CORI mechanism has been deficient in the
vetting of candidates for employment. [CORI reform] would only further deteriorate this existing safety tool used by
employers to ensure that their current employees and clientele are not put at further risk.”

FACT: The main use of CORI is for law enforcement. CORI is not a perfect tool for employers
because it was never intended to be used for hiring. The system was created for law enforcement, to
keep criminal records organized and private. CORI reform proposals would actually help to create a
tool that is more useful, accurate and comprehensible to employers.


