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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Viodlence Againgt Women Act of 1994 specified that a sudy be conducted of “how the States may
collect centralized data bases on the incidence of sexud and domestic violence offenses within a State”
The Nationd Indtitute of Justice (NIJ) asked the Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA) to
undertake a study of domestic and sexua violence incident data collection by the states. The study
involved convening apane of experts and surveying state Statisticd Andysis Center (SAC) directorsto
determine how these data were collected in their Sates. The findings of this study were published in July
1996 in an NIJ Research Report entitled Domestic and Sexual Violence Data Collection.

In 1997, JRSA began the second phase of the study, which was designed to expand upon the findings
of thefira effort. The first step in this second study was to update the survey of SAC directors which
provided the information included in the 1996 report. Changes in data collection procedures were
noted, and the SAC directors were asked to provide the names of contactsin their states who could
provide additional information on the states databases. JRSA then interviewed these contacts, dong
with the directors of the state domestic violence and sexud assault coditions, to obtain detailed
information on the data collection systems. Copies of data collection forms and other system
documentation were aso obtained.

The study aso examined the data collection systems in three states in greater detail by having the SACs
in those gates study and report on their state systems. The three State “ case studies’ were conducted in:
(2) lowa, which studied its Nationa Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS)-compatible incident-
based crime reporting system; (2) Connecticut, which examined its Family Violence Reporting Program,
apecidized domedtic violence data collection system; and (3) Illinois, which studied its new automated
system for collecting domestic violence and sexud assault service provider data. Each SAC conducted
interviews with knowledgeable individuas who provided information about how the data systems
functioned, and surveyed data providers to determine how the information was collected and used &t the
locd leve.

OVERVIEW OF STATE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS

In our classfication of state domestic violence and sexud assault data collection systems, we used asa
basdline the Federa Bureau of Investigation's (FBI’'s) summary-based Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) program. The study included only those data collection systems which provide more detailed
data on domestic violence and sexud assault than can be obtained from the national summary system.
Crime reporting to the FBI’s UCR program under NIBRS was included in our study.

The systems reported here are divided into two basic types, depending on the source of the data: (1)
law enforcement databases, which collect data on offenses reported to or arrests by local law
enforcement agencies,; and (2) service provider databases, which collect data on clients served by locd
domestic violence and sexud assault programs. A tota of 34 states have some type of law enforcement



data collection system for domestic violence, and 14 have thistype of system for sexual assault data. A
total of 16 states collect statewide domestic violence data from service providers, while 17 states
maintain Satewide systems for collecting sexud assault data. The service provider systems are further
subdivided into incident-based systems (6 for domestic violence and 8 for sexua assault data) and
summary systems (10 for domestic violence and 9 for sexud assault data).

Law Enforcement I ncident-Based Crime Reporting Systems

Tweve states were identified that currently capture either domestic or sexud violence data satewide via
an incident-based crime system. Some of these 12 state systems have been developed as aresult of
NIBRS, while others are state-based systems that are not necessarily compatible with NIBRS.

A tota of 46 of the 54 gtates and territories surveyed indicated that they have implemented, or are
working toward or planning to meet, the NIBRS data collection standards. For purposes of this study,
only those states which estimated that the vast mgority of crimein the Sate is reported through the Sate
IBR system are considered to have “ statewide’” NIBRS-compatible data collection systems. This
definition resulted in seven states being classified as NIBRS dates, regardless of their status with regard
to the FBI' s process of certifying states to submit datato NIBRS.

NIBRS provides sgnificant enhancements over the summary UCR system for reporting and analyzing
domestic violence and sexud assault. In expanding the number of crimes for which offenses reported to
the police are tracked, NIBRS includes the additional assault offense categories of smple assault and
intimidation, which will facilitate the study of domestic violence, and the inclusion of the additiond sex
offense categories of forcible sodomy, sexua assault with an object, and forcible fondling, which will
enhance the study of sexud violence.

NIBRS dso includes an extensive list of codes for identifying the relationship between the victim and
offender in every violent incident. These codes include rel ationships within the family (such as spouse,
common-law spouse, and sibling), and outside the family (such as acquaintance, ex-spouse, and
boy/girlfriend). These relationship codes dlow for the identification of domestic violence incidents, and
aso permit more detailed anadlyss of sexud violence information (for example, specifying the extent to
which perpetrators were known to victims, were friends, acquaintances or neighbors of victims, or were
family members of victims).

There are, however, two potentia drawbacks to the use of NIBRS to identify domestic violence cases.
A comparison of NIBRS relationship codes with the possible various relationship criteria used in the
dates, showsthat NIBRSis missng severd possible relationship codes that could be relevant in
domedtic violence cases. For example, while NIBRS includes former spouses as ardationship, it omits
other former intimate relationships, such as boyfriend/girlfriend, from its list. Thisomisson may result in
many domestic-related cases not being identified as such in NIBRS-compatible data collection systems.
States can add their own additional relationship codes to their NIBRS systems, but these will not be
reported when the data are examined at the nationd levd.



NIBRS includes 11 offenses for which only arrests, and not crimes, are reported. Theseinclude
severd offenses which are consdered by some states to be domestic in nature, including “nonviolent
family offenses” “trespassang,” and “disorderly conduct.” Thus some domestic-related offenses which
do not result in an arrest will not be included in NIBRS-compatible data collection systems.

In addition to providing the ability to identify most domestic violence offenses, the NIBRS offense codes
aso dlow for the analysis of sexud violence information. Under NIBRS, it will be possible to determine
the extent to which perpetrators were known to victims, were friends, acquaintances or neighbors of
victims, or were family members of victims.

In generd, IBR systems provide information on characterigtics of the victim and offender, dong with
information on the nature of the offense, whether aweapon was involved and if so, what type, and
whether the victim was injured. Other variables captured in some of these systemsinclude: whether or
not a child was present during the incident, information on protection orders, and information on
referras to service providers.

Specidized Domedtic and Sexud Violence Data Collection Sysems: Incident-Based

Fourteen states collect statewide information on domestic violence or sexud assault incidents using
speciaized incident-based data collection forms. Incident-based data collection forms and activities are
of two generd types. About haf of these dates collect detailed information for every incident involving
domestic or sexud violence. In the remaining states, only minima information is recorded for each
incident.

Specidized domedtic violence and sexud violence systems generdly capture Smilar, but more detailed,
information regarding these incidents than the NIBRYIBR systems. In addition to information about
victims, offenders, and offenses, these systems may capture information on the specific circumstances
surrounding the incident (for example, nature of the dispute or type of behavior involved); acohol or
drug involvement; presence of children; whether or not an arrest was made; prior abuse history; and
whether a protection order wasin effect.

Specidized Domedtic and Sexud Violence Data Collection Systems. Summary-Based

Summary-based domestic violence and sexua assault reporting systems are used in nine dates to
capture the frequency of domestic and sexud violence incidents in each jurisdiction. In genera, summary
domestic violence and sexud assault specidized data collection systems collect datain the same manner
as summary UCR systems.

Summary reporting forms typicaly provide less information on domestic violence and sexud assault
incidents than incident-based forms. In generd, little more is reported than the frequency of cdls for
service or incidents, with specifications for offense type or relaionship. While most of the systems
specify the nature of the offense, only afew capture victim or offender characterigtics or victim/offender
relationship.

Vi



Sarvice Provider Systems: Client-Based

Spurred by the reporting requirements of federal and state agencies which fund domestic violence and
sexud assault programs, and facilitated by coordination efforts of statewide coditions, many states are
now moving toward the development of centrdized statewide data systems to capture client and service
information on victims of both domestic and sexua violence. Nine data collection systems were
identified that maintain information &t the sate level on each dient served. In addition, nine Sates
indicated that they are in the process of developing statewide client-based systems.

The information maintained in client-based systems is collected by staff from clients who request
services from the program. In most systems, information is collected from hotline cals aswell asfrom
programs providing face-to-face servicesto victims. The data for most of these systems are obtained
through a client intake process utilizing standard client or intake forms. Some of the newer systems
involve direct computer entry at each loca program.

One of the issuesin congdering client-based data systems as a source of information on the incidence of
domestic and/or sexua violence is being able to clearly identify the dient population. Thus, data systems
should have the capacity to identify primary victims (as opposed to children or significant others who are
aso recaiving services), new clients or incidents (as opposed to multiple contacts with the service
provider related to a Sngle incident), the type of abuse (especidly in those systems which collect
information on both domestic violence and sexud assault), and the time period during which the incident
occurred (for example, whether arape victim is caling about an incident that occurred recently or five

years ago).

It should be noted that the capability of these systems to identify clients may vary depending upon which
reporting source is consdered. Many of these systems employ separate reporting procedures for hotline
or crisgscals, for example, which provide less information than for other types of sources. In addition,
criss data may be more incomplete than those from other sources, since programs place a priority on
sarvice provison rather than data collection in these types of cases.

Service Provider Systems. Summary-Based

Many states utilize satewide summary systems to collect information from service providers. These
systems, like the client-based systems previoudy discussed, have been implemented for the purpose of
providing information to funding sources. Thus these summary-based service provider systems tend to
focus on the number of clients and services provided. Because of the limited nature and purposes of
these systems, rarely does information summarized at the state level gppear to provide an indicator of
the frequency of incidents or offenses. Thisis primarily due to the lack of information avalable in these
systems for identifying clients. Thus, while some of the data from these summary systems may provide
useful estimates of the incidence of domestic violence in a state (such as the number of new victims), the
avalable information from such sysemsis of limited utility.

Vil



Summary

Each of the three types of data collection systems examined here has advantages and disadvantages.
The two gpproaches that yield the most complete data on domestic violence and sexud assault are the
specidized incident-based data collection systems and the service provider incident-based systems. The
former systems are based on officia reports to police, and are therefore limited to the extent that
domestic violence and sexua assault incidents are not reported to the police. Service provider incident-
based systems provide information on al clients who receive services, regardless of whether and when
an incident has occurred. In order to be useful for estimating the incidence of domestic violence, these
systems must dlow for the identification of a primary victim, and for individuals who receive services on
more than one occasion for the same incident. Regardless of which system isimplemented, it should
provide detailed information on the victim, the offender, and the characteristics of the incident.

NIBRS provides the most promise for comparing incident rates across sates. NIBRS has the
advantage of dlowing for andard definitions of domestic violence and sexud assault based on offense
and relationship codes. States can aso add codes to identify domestic violence cases, and codes for
their unique state statutes. Since NIBRS isa generd crime reporting system, however, it does not
provide as much detailed information on domestic violence and sexud assault incidents as do specidized
or service provider systems. Nevertheless, states which implement incident-based crime reporting
systems such as NIBRS may find that it is no longer necessary nor desirable to maintain specidized data
collection systems for domestic violence or sexud assaullt.

STATE CASE STUDIES

lowa s Incident-Based Crime Reporting System

Conversion from summary to incident-based reporting (IBR) in lowa was completed January 1, 1991.
lowa was the fifth Sate to be accepted as a certified “reporting state” of incident-based crime data to
NIBRS. lowaincorporated its incident-based domestic violence data and hate/bias crime data as part
of the new IBR system, housing dl crime data in one computerized system. Including domestic violence
data collection as part of the new IBR system was relatively straightforward, snce the existing domestic
violence data collection was aready incident-based, and since the data dements included in the new
IBR system were compatible with those collected in the previous incident-based domestic violence
sysem.

One of the issues associated with the switch to incident-based reporting in lowa was the resulting
decrease in reporting on the part of local law enforcement agencies. In the find year of the summary-
based system, al 225 digible agencies in the sate reported crime figures directly to the Department of
Public Safety. In 1991, the first full year of reporting under the new IBR system, only 61% of
proportion eligible agencies reported data. In 1996, at the end of its sixth year of operation, 185
departments, or about 80% of eligible agencies, were direct contributors to the state. Some of the



current non-reporters are among the largest departments in lowa: Cedar Rapids, the state’ s second-
largest city, and Council Bluffs, the sixth-largest, are among them.

The most frequently reported reasons for non-reporting to the sate IBR system were lack of
compatible software and lack of data entry personnel. Other reasons given for not participating included
lack of compatible hardware and having no computer system agppropriate for UCR participation.

Connecticut’ s Family Violence Reporting Program

Connecticut’s Family Violence Reporting Program was indtituted in 1986. Completion of afamily
violence offense report is required for each family violence incident regardless of whether or not an
arrest occurs. The dataform completed by law enforcement agencies collects information on the date
and time of the offense; the nature of the offense; number and type of wegpons involved; seriousness of
injury; whether or not alcohol or drugs were involved; whether or not there was a prior court order; the
victim-offender relationship; and whether children were present or involved.

Connecticut's law enforcement agencies are currently in the process of converting from summary-based
crime reporting to incident based reporting (NIBRS). Approximately 30 of Connecticut's 99 law
enforcement agencies are currently collecting NIBRS data. The data components of the Family
Violence Reporting Program are being incorporated into the NIBRS reporting program.  Connecticut
will continue to collect data using the current reporting program until NIBRS becomes operationa
statewide.

One of the advantages of specidized data collection systems istheir ability to collect more detailed
information on domestic violence than can be collected under more generd crime reporting systems.
One of the main advantages of Connecticut’s Family Reporting Program isits ability to provide
consgstent data on family violence over along period of time, adlowing researchers and policymakers
access to information on long-term trends in domestic violence in their Sate.

Illinois InfoNet System

The lllinois Crimina Judtice Information Authority’s (ICJA) InfoNet is a new system designed to
collect victim data statewide. The InfoNet is atool to automate the required victim and service
information thet is reported by 1CJA-funded service agencies. Thistool dso alows each service
provider to easly collect avariety of case leve information including the victim’s circumstances, the
court proceedings, and the services provided to the victim, and to create reports for other funding
agencies. All of the information recorded by the service providersis kept confidentia using a unique
identifier for each dlient.

ICJA saff has worked closdly with the sate's domestic violence and sexud assault coditions to creste
data entry screens which were customized to local programs needs. Data entry using the InfoNet
software began at loca domestic violence agencies in October 1997 and at sexua assault service



provider agenciesin July 1998. The InfoNet will dlow the coditions to answver questions about the
amount and nature of victim services provided by their member agencies.

The InfoNet database was designed to link a program’ s entire structure in order to both record and
cdculate avariety of adminidrative and service information. The relaiond database includes information
on victims and offenders, program staff, volunteers, and financid information. Data entry for the InfoNet
system is completed at the reporting agency’s Site. Staff from ICJIA created the manud to guide the
agencies asthey set up the software and security systems of the InfoNet. ICJA gaff also held user
group meetings to train and pilot the InfoNet system. Throughout the pilot and training process ICJA
compiled the opinions and reactions of users. The results from individua agencies have been
overwhemingly posgitive despite the difficulties of learning this new and complex automated system of
data collection.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the assessment of current state efforts and the case studies of three different sate systems, the
following are recommendations for the States with regard to domestic violence and sexud assault data
collections systems.

States should implement incident-based reporting systems which use offense and
relaionship codes that are compatible with the National Incident-Based Crime Reporting
System (NIBRS).

States should move toward implementing incident-based service provider domestic violence
and sexual assault data collection systems.

States should develop guidance and implement training on how to identify and report cases
of domestic violence and sexud assaullt.

States, with assstance from the federd government, should develop inititives to analyze
and vadidate domestic violence and sexud assault data being collected by statewide
incident-based systems.

States, with assstance from the federal government, should begin developing linkages
among the various Sate data sysems that collect information relevant to domestic violence
and sexua assault incidents.



BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

The Violence Againg Women Act of 1994 specified that a sudy be conducted on *how the States may
collect centralized data bases on the incidence of sexud and domestic violence offenses within a State”
The Nationd Indtitute of Justice (NIJ) asked the Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA) to
undertake a study of domestic and sexua violence incident data collection by the states. In response to
this request, JRSA convened apanel of experts representing backgroundsin crimind justice statistics,
law enforcement, and victim services to provide comments and suggestions regarding domestic and
sexua violence data collection. In addition, JRSA surveyed state Statistical Analysis Center (SAC)
directors to determine how these data were collected in their Sates. The findings of this study were
published in July 1996 in an NIJ Research Report entitled Domestic and Sexual Violence Data
Collection. The current study expands on the findings of our previous effort by conducting amore in-
depth assessment of sates efforts to collect domestic violence and sexud assault data.

Thefirgt step in the current study was to update the survey of SAC directors which provided the
information included in the 1996 report. Changes in data collection procedures were noted, and the
SAC directors were asked to provide the names of contactsin their states who could provide additiona
information on the states' databases. The contacts provided were most often the SAC directors
themsealves or contacts in the state’' s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) office.

In order to collect more detailed information about the data collection systems in the states, we
interviewed by phone the contacts provided by the SACs. These sysems were limited to law
enforcement-based systems and specidized domestic violence and sexud assault systems. Contactsin
al 50 states and four additiona jurisdictions (Washington, D.C., Northern Mariana Idands, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Idands) were interviewed to verify the status of their systems, to identify any newly
developed systems, and to collect additional information on the systems identified. If the contact person
could not provide the required information, that person was asked for additional names of individuas
who would be knowledgeable about the systems. These individuas were then contacted. Appendix B
lists the names of the agencies that were contacted during the course of the study.

Copies of data collection forms or content descriptions of automated systems were requested of the
individuas who were contacted regarding the data collection systems. Forms and other system
documentation were received from most of the states contacted. This material was reviewed and used in
conjunction with the interview information to develop the system descriptions and classfications
discussed in the study.

As information was being collected, the decision was made to expand the scope of the data collection
to include service provider-based data collection systems. In some states, contacts for the other systems
provided us with information regarding service provider systems. However, in order to be sure that we
had obtained comprehengve information on dl such sysemsin the country, we obtained ligts of the
contacts for the domestic violence and sexua assault coditionsin each sate. We then contacted each
codition in each state and asked them about the existence in their state of domestic violence or sexud



assault data collection systems in which service providers collected information regarding victims
recelving services. Again, contacts were asked for some basic information regarding any identified
gystems, and were asked to forward copies of data collection forms or system descriptions. Appendix
B dso ligs the individuas who were contacted from the coditions.

All of the above-referenced contacts with the states were carried out in late 1997 and early 1998.
Follow-ups were conducted to obtain data collection forms where they had been promised but not
received. These follow-ups were generdly completed by the summer of 1998. Thus the information
presented in this report is accurate for that time period, but does not reflect changes and additional
systems that were put in place after the middle of 1998, with the exception of the States status with
regard to NIBRS certification, which is accurate as of August 1999.

Early in the project, ameeting of nine SAC representatives was convened to identify and discussthe
issues associated with statewide domestic violence and sexud assault data collection. The nine SAC
representatives (Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, lowa, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New

Y ork, and Wisconsin) presented overviews of the data collection systemsin their states. The group
reviewed the various issues associated with the collection of data from summary and incident-based
systems, including how best to collect the data and assure their accuracy. The group confirmed the utility
of the classfication of Sate data collection systems ultimately used in the study, and discussed the
advantages of afully developed incident-based reporting system such as the Federa Bureau of
Investigation’s (FBI’s) Nationa Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) or a sate' s own incident-
based reporting (IBR) system for the collection of domestic violence and sexud assault data.

Findly, three state SA Cs were sdected to conduct more in-depth studies of the data collection systems
inther states. Each was sdlected to serve as an example of a specific type of data collection system: (1)
lowa (an incident-based crime reporting system); (2) Connecticut (a specidized incident-based
domestic violence data collection system); and (3) Illinois (a service provider data collection system).
The SACs conducted interviews and surveys of data providers and usersin order to provide a history
and description of the data collection systemn, and information regarding how the data are collected and
used.

This report is divided into three major sections. The first section presents the findings of the results of
our andyss of date systems for collecting and reporting domestic violence and sexud assault data. The
second section presents the findings of the state Satistical Andlysis Center studies of the data collection
gysemsin their sates. lowa' sincident-based crime reporting system, Connecticut’s specidized
domestic violence data collection system, and Illinois service provider information system. The find
section of the report presents recommendations to the states for improving the collection of domestic
violence and sexud assault data.
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OVERVIEW OF STATE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS

In our classfication of state domestic violence and sexud assault data collection systems, we have used
as abasdine the FBI’ s summary-based UCR program. We have not included state sysems which
report summary datato UCR as part of our assessment, since these systems provide limited data on
domestic violence and sexud assault. Rather, we have included only those data collection sysemswhich
provide more detailed data on domestic violence and sexud assault than can be obtained from the
national summary system. Crime reporting to the FBI’s UCR program under NIBRS isincluded in our

sudy.

The systems reported here are divided into two basic types, depending on the source of the data: (1)
law enforcement databases, which collect data on offenses reported to or arrests by local law
enforcement agencies,; and (2) service provider databases, which collect data on clients served by locd
domestic violence and sexud assault programs. A tota of 34 states have some type of law enforcement
data collection system for domestic violence, and 14 have this type of system for sexua assault data.
The other main category of state data collection systems examined here are those which collect data on
numbers of clients served from loca domestic violence and sexua assault service provider programs,
including domestic violence shelters, rgpe criss centers, non-resdential domestic violence and sexua
assault programs, and hotlines. A totd of 16 states collect statewide domestic violence data from
service providers, while 17 states maintain statewide systems for collecting sexua assault data from
sarvice providers. The service provider systems are further subdivided into incident-based systems (6
for domestic violence and 8 for sexua assault data) and summary systems (10 for domestic violence
and 9 for sexua assault data).

Table 1 provides asummary of the states’ domestic violence and sexua assault data collection systems
according to the classfication scheme outlined above. States which currently operate the system under

condderation are marked by the symbol “X,” while states which are developing or plan to develop the
system are marked by the symbol “x.”

Thefirgt three columns of the table provide each state’ s status with regard to NIBRS. Since NIBRS
represents the possibility of nationd-leve reporting of detailed domestic violence and sexud assault
data, it is discussed extensvely in the section on statewide incident-based crime reporting systems. The
remaining columns of the table indicate which states have domestic violence and sexud assault data
collection systems for each of the remaining categories discussed above.

Definitional 1ssues

One of the difficultiesin developing estimates of the incidence of domestic violence from state and local
data collection sysemsis the lack of sandardized definitions of domestic and family violence. Most
dates define domedtic violence in their State statutes, while others define it specifically for data collection
purposes. State definitions vary according to which offenses are specified, and which rdationships are
included. About haf of the states have specific domestic violence battery offenses, which may be



Table 1. Statewide Domestic and Sexual Violence Data Collection Systems?
(X = Statewide system; x = System being developed or planned)

NIBRS Domestic Violence Sexua Violence NIBRS Domestic Violence Sexua Violence
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Alabama X X X X X |Nebraska X* X X X
Alaska X X Nevada X X X
Arizona New Hampshire X | 50% X X
Arkansas X New Jersey X X X
Cdlifornia X X New Mexico X
Colorado xX* | 41% X X New York X | 8% X
Connecticut x* | 20% X X X |North Carolina X
Delaware X North Dakota**** X* X X
District of Columbia X X X X N. Mariana lslands
Florida X | x X | x Ohio x* | 20% X
Georgia X X Oklahoma X X X X
Hawaii X X X Oregon X | 5% X X
Idaho X* Pennsylvania X X
llinois X X X X Puerto Rico X X
Indiana X | 14% X Rhode Island X | *** X X X X
lowa X* X X |South Carolina X*
Kansas X South Dakota X | 50%
Kentucky X Tennessee xX* | 20% X
Louisiana X | *** X |Texas xX* | 4% X X X
Maine X X X |Utah X* | 32% X X
Maryland X X Vermont X* X X
Massachusetts xX* | 17% X X Virgin Idands
Michigan xX* | 46% X** Virginia x* | 19% X X
Minnesota X Washington X X X
Mississippi X West Virginia x* | 35% X X X
Missouri X X Wisconsin x* | 10% X X
Montana X [80% | X X Wyoming X X
Tota Statewide Systems 7 |39 41141 9]6|10]4[2]1[8]09

2 Theinformation in this table is accurate as of August 1998 with the exception of the states' status with regard to NIBRS certification, which is accurate as of August 1999.

* = NIBRS certified;

** = System is no longer statewide - data from a developing NIBRS system is combined to allow for statewide reporting on domestic or sexual violence;

*** Edtimate is not available; **** NIBRS system is not statewide, but NIBRS coding of violent crimes in non-participating agencies allows for statewide domestic and sexual violence reporting.




misdemeanors or felonies The remaining states dlassify domestic violence offenses according to the
nature of the offense, most commonly smple or misdemeanor-level assaullts.

Table A in Appendix A illugtrates variaions in offense criteria that are used by the states, and which
result in a case being counted a domestic violence case. The table lists 29 states which collect relatively
detailed information on domestic violence offenses. The table shows the variety of offenses that are
gpecified in the sates statutes or database definitions of domestic violence. For example, only 7 of the
29 dates gpecificaly identify property offenses, including destruction of property and vanddism, in their
definitions of domestic violence. Smilarly, 9 sates specify sexud offenses, such as sexud assaullt, as
part of their criteriafor identifying domestic violence cases.

Table B in Appendix A shows the relaionship criteria specified by the same 29 dates. Again, wide
variaion in the definitions is gpparent. For example, while dmogt dl states include spouses, ex-gpouses,
household members, and those who have a child in common as relationships that define domestic
violence, only 10 satesinclude other intimate rdationships, such as boyfriend/girlfriend, in their
definitions of domestic violence.

As noted above, these criteria determine which cases are identified in databases as being domedtic in
nature. This makes comparing domestic violence cases across states where definitions vary difficult,
since a case that might be included in one state would be excluded in ancther. These definitiona issues
should be considered in the ensuing discussions regarding the various Sate data collection systems.

Confidentidity 1ssues

Another concern that underlies the development of domestic violence and sexua assault data collection
sysemsistheissue of the confidentidity of the data collected. To maintain the safety of clients and to
provide the best services possible, it isimportant that the identity of dlients remain confidentid, along
with any information they may provide. Thisis especidly rlevant for service provider data collection
systems, which use client referrals for service as their basic source of information. Moreover, as states
and locdlities see the benefits of sharing information among various agencies, the issue of how to
maintain dients confidentidity will become even more chdlenging.

! Miller, Neal, Domestic Violence Legislation Affecting Police and Prosecutor Responsibilitiesin the United States:
Inferences from a 50-State Review of State Statutory Codes. Institute for Law and Justice, September, 1997.



LAW ENFORCEMENT INCIDENT-BASED
CRIME REPORTING SYSTEMS

Statewide incident-based crime reporting (IBR) systems involve the collection and maintenance at the
date leve of standardized information on each incident of crime reported by law enforcement agencies
throughout the state. An incident is typically defined as a sngle event, independent of the number of
offenders, victims, or subsequent charges. Law enforcement officers responding to an incident usualy
complete astandard, pre-coded incident reporting form which incdudes information on the victim(s),
offender(s), offense(s) and charge(s), property involved, and/or arrest(s). The amount of information
pre-coded on the form, as contrasted with the amount |eft as free text, varies from State to state.

As noted previoudy, 12 states were identified that currently capture either domestic violence or sexud
violence data statewide via an incident-based crime system. These 12 state systems can be categorized
asoneof two mgor types. NIBRS-compatible systems and state IBR systems. The characterigtics of
each of these typeswill be discussed in turn.

NIBRS-Compatible IBR Systems

The Nationa Incident-Based Reporting System has been proposed as the new uniform crime reporting
system for the country. NIBRS is an incident-based reporting system through which data are collected
on each single crime occurrence. NIBRS collects data on each single incident and arrest within 22
offense categories made up of 46 specific crimes caled Group A offenses. Facts about each crime are
collected for each of the offenses coming to the attention of law enforcement. In addition to the Group
A offenses, there are 11 Group B offense categories for which only arrest data are reported. The FBI
has published standards for the submission of statewide incident-based crime information to NIBRS.
States which meet the standard are certified by the FBI to submit data regardless of the number or
percentage of locd law enforcement agencies reporting data to the state. Since NIBRS has the potential
to provide a great ded more information regarding domestic violence and sexua assault than the
summary-based UCR system, the current study collected information on the status of NIBRS
implementation in the states, summarized in Table 1.

A totd of 46 of the 54 states and territories surveyed indicated thet they have implemented, or are
working toward or planning to mest, the NIBRS data collection standards. For purposes of this study,
only those states which estimated that the vast mgjority of crime in the sate is reported through the state
IBR system are considered to have “ statewide’” NIBRS-compatible data collection systems. This
definition resulted in seven gtates being classified as NIBRS states. Delaware, 1daho, lowa, Kansas,
North Dakota, South Caroling, and Vermont. These states are not al currently certified NIBRS states
by the FBI (Ddlaware and Kansas are currently being tested for certification; the other five Sates are
certified). An additional 12 states (Colorado, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio,
Tennesseg, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginiaand Wisconsin) are certified NIBRS states by the FBI,



but are not classfied as having Satewide sysemsin Table 1, Snce mogt of the crimein the Sate is not
covered under the IBR system (for example, Virginia has been NIBRS-certified by the FBI, but as of
August 1998, only about 19% of the crime in the state is currently covered by law enforcement agencies
reporting to the NIBRS system).

Asthe summary data presented in Table 1 suggest, there is considerable variation among the states in
terms of their progress toward development of NIBRS-compatible crime reporting systems and the
degree to which those which do have such systems have been successful in getting locd law
enforcement agencies to report their crime data to the system. These issues are examined in greater
detall in alater section of this report.

NIBRS provides sgnificant enhancements over the summary UCR system for reporting and analyzing
domestic violence and sexua assault. First, NIBRS expands the number of crimes for which offenses
reported to the police are tracked. Under the current summary UCR system, offenses reported to the
police are reported for only the most serious crimes (known as Part | crimes). Under NIBRS, offenses
reported are tracked for al Group A offenses. Of grestest importance is the inclusion of the additiona
assault offense categories of Smple assault and intimidation, which will facilitate the study of domegtic
violence, and the inclusion of the additiona sex offense categories of forcible sodomy, sexud assault
with an object, and forcible fondling, which will enhance the study of sexud violence,

In addition to an expanded offense lig, NIBRS includes an extensve list of codes for identifying the
relationship between the victim and offender in every violent incident (see Table 2). These codesinclude
rel ationships within the family (such as spouse, common-law spouse, and sibling), and outside the family
(such as acquaintance, ex-spouse, and boy/girlfriend). Since the current UCR is summary-based, no
information regarding relationshipsis available (except for homicides, for which the Supplementd
Homicide Reporting form collects information on each incident). The inclusion of thisinformetion for al
violent offenses provides the ability to identify offenses in which the offender and victim are related, thus
providing the capability for identifying domestic violence offenses. Moreover, the extengve range of
relationship codes in NIBRS dlows for the identification of cases based on differing definitions of
domestic violence (e.g., violence between Spouses or ex-SPouseS).

There are, however, two potential drawbacks to the use of NIBRS to identify domestic violence cases.
A comparison of the relationship codes shown in Table 2 with the possible various reationship criteria
used in the Sates, as depicted in Table B in Appendix A, shows that NIBRS is missing severd possible
relationship codes that could be reevant in domestic violence cases. For example, while NIBRS
includes former spouses as a rdationship, it omits other former intimate relaionships, such as
boyfriend/girlfriend, from itslist. This omisson may result in many domestic-related cases not being
identified as such in NIBRS-compatible data collection systems. States can add their own additiona
relationship codes to their NIBRS systems, but these will not be reported when the data are examined
a the nationd levd.

As noted previoudy, NIBRS includes 11 Group B crimes for which only arrests, and not offenses, are
reported. These include severa offenses which, as can be seen from Table A in Appendix A, are



consdered by some gtates to be domestic in nature, including “nonviolent family offenses”
“tregpassing,” and “disorderly conduct.” Thus some domestic-related offenses which do not result in
an arrest will not be included in NIBRS-compatible data collection systems.

In addition to providing the ability to identify most domestic violence offenses, the NIBRS offense codes
aso dlow for the analysis of sexud violence information. Under NIBRS, it will be possible to determine
the extent to which perpetrators were known to victims, were friends, acquaintances or neighbors of
victims, or were family members of victims.

State Incident-Based Crime Reporting Systems
As Table 1 shows, five gates in addition to those which are NIBRS-compatible maintain incident-based

crime reporting systems. Two states (Alabama and Montana) and the Digtrict of Columbia report
domestic violence and sexud assault data through their sate IBR systems. Two additiond states,

Table 2. Reaionship Codesin NIBRS

Within the Family: Outside Family But Known to Victim:
Victim wes Victim wes
Spouse Acquaintance
Common-law spouse Friend
Parent Neighbor
Shling Babysttee (baby)
Child Boyfriend/girlfriend
Grandparent Ex-spouse
Grandchild Employer
In-law Employee
Step-parent Homosexud relationship
Step-child Victim was otherwise known
Step-sibling
Other family member

Nebraska and Oregon, maintain specia 1BR systems that require further explanation. Both states have
systems which consst of abbreviated information on incidents provided in the form of entrieson a
logging form.” Nebraska s IBR system collects data on forcible rape only, and so cannot provide any

% Nebraska has a certified NIBRS system which includes only part of the crimein the state, and is therefore not
included as a“ statewide” incident-based crime reporting system for purposes of this study. The statewide IBR
system for Nebraskathat is depicted in Table 1 and discussed in this section is based on the logging form, and is not
the state’ s NIBRS system.



more detailed information on sexud assault incidents than would be available from a summary-based
system. The state does identify domestic-related assaults with a specia code, however, soitisshownin
Table 1 asan IBR system providing data on domestic violence only. Oregon’ s Ssystem captures crimes
reported to the police for both Part | and Part 11 UCR offenses, and is therefore capable of providing
more sexud assault information than a summary-based system. Since Oregon’s system is not capable of
identifying domestic violence offenses, it is dlassfied in Table 1 as providing sexud assault data only.

Variationsin Data Collection Practices

In addition to the data systems maintained by Nebraska and Oregon, there are some other notable
variations in data collection practices among the 12 states with incident-based crime reporting systems.
Theseinclude the following:

Information from Delaware’ s IBR system is converted to meet both NIBRS and current
UCR reporting specifications. In January of 1998, law enforcement officers began to use
information on domestic violence incidents. The domestic incident report contains
information concerning prior abuse-related activity, protection orders, prior system
contacts, and arisk assessment.

North Dakota s NIBRS system covers gpproximately 80% of reported crime. To
complete statewide data collection on domestic and sexud violence, grant funds from the
ST-O-P (Services Training-Officers:Prosecutors) Violence Againg Women Formula Grants
Program are being used to complete NIBRS coding on violent offenses a non-participating
agencies.

The Vermont system is totaly automated and uses no standardized forms.  Officers enter
relevant informeation directly into the system via computer terminas.

Montana has severd agencies which do not submit datain the NIBRS format. Various
locd automation systems are being utilized as well as some hard copy submissons. The
data are converted by the State as best as possible to provide compatibility and complete
the Satewide system.

Characteristics of Incident-Based Crime Reporting Systems

Table 3 summarizes the characterigtics of the 12 IBR systems. Some of the key components of the
systems are discussed below.
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Table 3. Statewide Incident-Based Crime Reporting Systems

NIBRS Systems Other IBR Systems
g| £
¢ 58| s 2 Y &
S le le |16 15 |8 16 | |&|F |8
Stte g | |§ |€ |[&£ | |¥ | |& |§ |F |6
NIBRS Status testing |certified | certified | testing | certified | certified | certified|| n/a n/a Fkk n/a n/a
Percent of Crime
Covered 100 100 90 100 100 100 85 99 100 >80 100 100
Domestic Violence
Indicator
offense by relationship X X X X X X X X X *x
special box or flag X X X X X X *x
offense code X **
crime statute X X **
Offense Codes
state/city statutes X X X X
NIBRS codes X X X X X+ X X
UCR codes X XF** X X
NCIC X
Information Available
Victim:
age/dob X X X X X X X X X X
race X X X X X X X X X X
ethnicity X X X X X X X X X
gender X X X X X X X X X X X
relationship X X X X X X X X+ X-
Offender:
age/dab X X X X X X X X X X
race X X X X X X X X X X
ethnicity X X X X X X X X X
gender X X X X X X X X X X
Other:
offense type X X X X X X X X X X- X- X-
weapon X X X X X X X X- X X-
injury X X X X X X X X- X
DV additions:
child present X X
referrals X X
existing protection order X X
System Start Y ear 1997 | 1993 | 1991 | 1993 | 1995 | 1992 | 1998 | 1980 1988 | 1997
Documents Produced
Annual Crime Report X X X X X X X X X
Special DV Report X X X
Specia SV Report X

* No enhanced sexual violence data available **No domestic violence data available ***Modified UCR code

****Montanais converting its existing IBR system to one that is NIBRS-compatable. The current IBR system covers aimost the entire state,

and about 80% of the data are NIBRS-compatible.
X- = fewer codes available than NIBRS X+ = more extensive codes than NIBRS




Domedtic Violence Indicators and Offense Codes

There are four methods by which domestic violence cases can be identified in the 12 IBR systems:
relaionship and offense codes, flags, specific offense codes, and specific crime Satutes. The seven
NIBRS-compatible systems can identify domestic violence cases using NIBRS relationship and offense
codes. While states may vary in their individud definitions of what condtitutes a domestic violence
offense, comparable estimates across these seven states could be obtained using a standard definition
compatible with NIBRS relationship and offense codes. Of the five non-NIBRS systems, two (Alabama
and the Didtrict of Columbia) use rdationship and offense codes to identify domestic violence cases.

Severd of the NIBRS states (Delaware, lowa, Kansas, and Vermont) and two of the states with state
IBR systems (the Didtrict of Columbia and Nebraska) flag domestic violence cases when they are
reported to the system. In mogt states a specid line or box isincluded on the incident-based reporting
form which the responding officer checks to indicate that the incident meets the appropriate criteriafor
reporting a domegtic violence incident. In most states these criteria involve statutory definitions of
domestic violence®

Montana uses a specific UCR offense code for domestic assault that can be used to identify domestic
violence cases. Two of the NIBRYIBR sates (Vermont and the Digtrict of Columbia) have specific
dtatutes related to domestic violence which are coded on the data reporting form.

Information Available

Table 3 shows the information available from the systems regarding the victim, the offender, and other
information about the incident. The seven NIBRS-compatible systems, dong with the Alabama and

D.C. systems, dl collect smilar information. Two of the state IBR systems (Nebraska and Oregon)
gppear to be primarily logging systems for type of offense and, as aresult, can provide little information
other than counts of incidents by offense type. Montana s system, once it is converted to meet NIBRS
gpecifications, will collect the same types of data as the other NIBRS-competible systems. The
characterigtics shown in Table 3 for Montana refer to the reporting capabilities of the sate'sIBR system
inits current form.

Victim and Offender Characteristics

The age or date of birth, race/ethnicity, and gender of victims and offenders are consistently captured
by the NIBRS-compatible systems and the sate IBR systems in Alabama, the Digtrict of Columbia, and
Montana. The only variation isthe lack of ethnicity coding in the Alabama system. Oregon only
captures the victim's gender in its incident-based UCR system. The relationship between the victim and

%n Delaware, a separate incident form is completed in domestic violence cases meeting criteriaindicated through
special instructions from the Attorney General. When the information from these forms is merged with remaining
state data, aflagisincluded for domestic violence cases.
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the offender is captured in al systems except those of Montana, Nebraska and Oregon. The
variationsin coding of relationships was noted above in the discusson of domestic violence indicators.

Other Information
Severd factorsrelated to the offense are dso typicaly captured by statewide IBR systems:

Type of offenseinvolved - thisisincluded in dl systems, dthough the categories used vary.
These variations were examined above in the discusson of the identification of domestic
violence offenses.

Type of wegpon involved - this factor is captured by al NIBRS systems and by systemsin
Alabama, the Didtrict of Columbia, and Nebraska. Both Alabamaand Nebraska, however,
utilize less specific wegpon codes than those used in NIBRS.

Injury tothevictim - al NIBRS systems collect information about the type of injury to the
victim. The Didrict of Columbid s sysem captures injury in asimilar manner, while
Alabama s system records only trestment for an injury, but not the type of injury.

Other variables - additiond factors related to domestic violence are captured in four of the
gatewide systems. The presence of a child during the incident is recorded in both the lowa
and Kansas systems. Whether referrals were made to service providersis captured in
Ddaware and lowa s systems. Findly, whether avictim had a protection order a the time
of the incident is documented in Delaware and the Didtrict of Columbia s systems.

Documents Produced

Ten of the 12 stateswith IBR systems produce documents which focus on or include information on
domestic or sexud violence. Nine states produce Satistics in these areas as part of their state annua
crime reports. North Dakota does not include thisinformation in an annua crime report, but produces a
specid report focusing on domestic and sexud violence. In addition to including this information in their
annua crime reports, Delaware and Alabama produce specid domestic violence reports. Vermont,
whose NIBRS system only recently became statewide, intends to begin producing reportsin the near
future.

Discussion of Incident-Based Crime Reporting Systems

Advantages
Incident-based crime reporting systems offer the potential for more in-depth anadlysis of crime data than

is possible with summary-based systems. Incident-based information available at the Sate level dlows
for the examination of more specific types of crime, the reorganization of data to address more specific
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questions at the state level and across jurisdictions within the state, and the ability to explore complex
rel ationships between multiple offenders and victims.

Under IBR systems such as NIBRS, states are better able to study the extent and nature of both
domestic violence and sexud violence. The ability to connect victims and offenders through the use of
extensive relationship codes, dong with an expansion of the offenses for which crimes reported to the
police are captured, alows states to explore the nature of domestic and sexud violence incidents
reported to the police. The ability to sdect incidents of this pecific nature for further sudy is available
only with an incident-based system.

In addition, the use of standardized relationship and offense codes in NIBRS creates the potentid for
conducting comparisons between states based on smilar criteria. Although the definitions and coding
practices of individua states with regard to domestic violence and sexud assault offenses may vary,
cross-state comparisons may ill yield vauable information regarding the nature of these crimes. The
addition of state-specific codes, statutes, and flags to NIBRS-compatible systems provides for both in-
date and cross-state comparability, aswell as providing data to andyze differencesin definitions.

Finaly, the collection of incident-based data at the Sate level provides the potentid for merging this
information with data from other sources to produce a more comprehensve assessment of domestic and
sexud violence in the state. Many statesindicated that crime information is subsequently merged with
court or corrections files to provide an even more in-depth look at specific issues of interest.

Concerns

While incident-based systems are providing awedlth of information and possibilities for anayss & the
date leve, they have aso added aleve of complexity throughout the state which many are struggling to
overcome. Many dates are having difficulty in bringing dl agencies on line with a sandard system,
providing adequate training to get consistent data collection, and obtaining al information requested in a
timely fashion. These difficulties have the potentia to negate the benefits of these systems.

Since incident-based systems collect data on al mgor crimes reported to the police, they do not
provide detailed information about specific types of offenses, such as domestic or sexud violence. Asa
result, incident-based crime reporting systems are not as useful as speciaized data collection systems for
examining specific questions about the circumstances surrounding domestic violence or sexud violence
incidents.

While the incident-based system alows for a grester wedlth of information than summary-based
systems, the complexity of the system, with multiple offenses, victims, and offenders, makes anadlyss
more complicated. For example, 30 sexua assault incidents may yield 50 victim-to-offender
relationships, which makes the interpretation and explanation of the data more difficult.

As noted previoudy, incident-based systems that use only the NIBRS offense and relationship codes
may miss some domestic violence cases that fal outside of these codes, such as relationships between
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former boyfriends and girlfriends. Thus, these syslems may be defining domestic violence more
narrowly than is usudly the case.

Finaly, as with any law enforcement reporting system, agencies can only report the offenses of which
they are awvare. These systems, therefore, suffer from the wesakness of any crime reporting systemin
underestimating the incidence of domestic violence and sexua violence to the extent that these crimes
are underreported by victims.

SPECIALIZED DOMESTIC AND SEXUAL VIOLENCE
DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS: INCIDENT-BASED

Asshown in Table 1, 14 states (Connecticut, Georgia, lllinois, Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, New
Jersey, New Y ork, Oklahoma, Rhode Idand, Texas, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming) were
identified that collect satewide information on domestic violence incidents using speciaized incident-
based data collection forms. Two of these states, Rhode Isand and Wisconsin, aso collect incident-
based information on sexud assault - Rhode Idand with the same form and Wisconsin with a separate
form. Table 4 summarizes the characteristics of these specidized systems.

I ncident-based data collection forms and activities are of two generd types. For eight of the 15 systems
(Connecticut, Georgia, Nevada, New Jersey, New Y ork, Rhode IsSland, Texas, and Wisconsin® ),
officers complete a sandardized form for every incident involving domestic violence or sexua violence,
as gpplicable. These are typicaly very comprehensive forms that provide detailed information about
esch incident. In the remaining saven systems (lllinois, Maryland, Michigan, Oklahoma, West Virginia,
Wyoming, and Wisconsin®), information is logged onto amultiline form on which each line represents
oneincident. Aswould be expected, information captured by these |atter sysemsistypicaly less
comprehengve than that maintained by the eight states which use detailed formsto track incidents.

The data collection procedures and systems in severd states represent notable variations from those
typical of specidized reporting systems. These data collection practices are as follows:

Connecticut requires loca law enforcement agencies to submit domestic violence incident forms
to the state system only when an arrest is made. Under Connecticut Satutes, arrest is mandatory
in domestic violence cases.

Georgia s system involves the submission of incident forms monthly. These are followed by the
submission of clearance forms, as gpplicable.

*Wisconsin's domestic violence form.

® Wisconsin's sexual violence form.
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Approximately 50% of reported crimein Michigan is reported via a certified NIBRS system.
Locd law enforcement agencies not submitting NIBRS data must complete a supplementa
domedtic violence report. Domestic violence data from the two systems are summarized
separately and added together for reporting purposes.

Oklahomd s domestic violence logging form captures only date, time, and type of offense.

Nevada s centra repository accepts not only completed forms, but other paperwork with the
required information highlighted. Coding is completed centraly, as necessary.

Rhode Idand’ s form is used for both domestic and sexud violence cases. Origindly developed
for domestic violence in 1988, it was revised in 1996 to cover sexud violence incidents aswell.
Characteristics of Incident-Based Specialized Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Systems

Table 4 summarizes the key characteristics of the incident-based speciaized domestic and sexud
violence data collection systems.

Defining Domedtic Violence

While the data collected by specidized incident-based forms are smilar to those collected by the
gtatewide incident-based crime reporting systems, law enforcement officersin states with the former
systems only provide information for incidents which have been dassified as involving domegtic violence
and/or sexud violence. The determination by the officer or other agency personnel as to whether any
given incident congtitutes domestic violence or sexud assault isthus criticd to acase sincluson or
excluson from the data collection system.

In most of the states with these data collection systems, statutory definitions of domestic violence or sex
crimes are used to determine the types of casesto be included in the system. In two States (Maryland
and New Y ork), domestic violence is defined by ingtructions on the incident form itsdf, without referra
to statutory language. Michigan appears to have no standard statutory definition or instructions for how
cases are to be identified as domestic violence or sexud assault.

16



Table 4. Specialized Incident-Based Reporting Systems

Domestic Sexual
Violence Violence
X . 5 .g 5
Slel 2 lEls |BlEIEIZ] (2522 |5
glS|le 8B |28 |8 |2 |8 |e S 15| |z |5
A A R AR R N R
State Slo|E|s|slz|z|z |8 |z |B |2 |2 |2 |z |2
Case Selection
Criteria
statutory definition X | X | X X | X X | X[ X[ X[ X[ X|X[X
other X | X X
Information Available
Victim;
age/dob X | X | X[ X | X[ X]|X]|X X | X | X[ X ]| X|[|X] X
race X | X | X[ X ]| X|X]|X X | X X X | X
ethnicity X X | X X | X X X | X
gender X | X | X[ X | X[ X]|X]|X X | X | X[ X | X|X] X
relationship X[ X | X[ X | X|[X]|X]|X XX | X[ X ]| X|[|X]X
Offender:
age/dob X | X | X[ X | X[ X]|X]|X X | X | X[ X | X|X] X
race X | X | X[ X ]| X|X]|X X | X X | X
ethnicity X X | X X X X | X
gender X[ X | X[ X | X|[X]|X]|X XX | X[ X ]| X|[|X]X
Other:
offense type XX | X[ X | X[ X|X|[X[|X[X]|X[X]|X]|X]|X]X
weapon X | X | X[ X | X[ X]|X]|X X | X | X[ X | X|X] X
injury X | X | X[ X | X[ X]|X]|X X | X X | X[ X[ X
alcohol/drugs X | X X X | X X X X
circumstances X X
child present X | X X | X | X X X
arrest X | X | X X | X | X | X X X | X | X | X
priors/protection order X | X X | X | X X X | X
System Start Year 86|93 (96|96 83|97 (83|94 |88|83|91|82|89|88]| 97| 84
Documents Produced
Annual Crime Report XX | X ]| X]|X]|X X | X | X | X X || X
Specia DV / SV Report X X X X

* These systems provide separate reporting forms for each individual incident.
** Michigan'sformisonly used by jurisdictions not collecting NIBRS information.



Information Avallable

Specidized domedtic violence and sexud violence forms generdly capture more information specificaly
related to these offenses than the NIBRY/IBR systems. Table 4 summarizes the specific information
available in each date’ s system.

Victim and Offender Characteristics

Aswith the NIBRYIBR systems, most specidized forms capture victim and offender characteristics.
All states specidized incident-based forms collect information on the age and gender of the victim and
offender except Oklahoma's. Most forms dso capture the race of both victim and offender.

Victim/Offender Relationship

While dl forms except Oklahoma s include information on the reationship between the victim and
offender, there is congderable variation among the states in the specific categories used to characterize
the relationship. Severd states use categories very Smilar to those used in NIBRS, but include
additional categories such as *“child-in-common.” Other states employ categories that reflect the
relaionships specified in their Sate Satutes as defining domestic violence; for example, “ dating
relationship,” “co-habitant,” or “former co-habitant.” Two states (New Jersey and Rhode Idand)
include a separate data dement to reflect living arrangement (in same household, for example)
independent of relationship.

Offense-Related | nformation

All forms recorded some offense-rdlated information, although variaions in coding schemes were again
evident. Offense codes used by states include NIBRS and UCR codes, date statutes, lists of offenses
reflecting the state domestic violence definition, and lists of specific abusive behaviors (for example,
biting and kicking). Agencies can ether fill in the appropriate offense code or check one of alist of
possibleitems.

Most states aso capture weapon and injury information. Only Oklahoma does not record weapon use
and Oklahoma and West Virginia do not capture victim injury. In generd, codes found for weapon and
injury on these forms have fewer categories than those used in NIBRS-compatible systems.

Other Information
The eight gtates which use single incident forms are more likely to include additiond factors related to
the incident than those states which log multiple incidents on the same form. Among the factors included
by those eight states were:

gpecific circumstances surrounding the incident (for example, nature of the dispute or type of
behavior involved);
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acohal or drug involvement;

presence of children;

whether or not an arrest was made;
prior abuse higtory;

whether a protection order wasin effect.

Documents Produced

Mogt states with specidized incident-based reporting systems summearize the data collected by the
system in published reports. Eleven statesinclude domestic violence sections in their annud State crime
reports, while three produce specid reports on domestic violence. Of the two states collecting sexual
violence information, Rhode Idand includes the information in its annua crime report while Wisconsin
produces a specia report.

Discussion of Specialized Incident-Based Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Data
Collection Systems

Advantages

Specialized incident-based systems provide greater andytic capability than summary-based systems.
The advantages of incident-based data discussed previoudy for crime reporting incident-based systems
like NIBRS dso apply to these state systems. In addition, since these systems include only domestic
violence and sexud assault incidents, they are likely to contain more data eements of direct relevance to
these offenses. They therefore provide the potentia for more detalled analysis of the factors related to
domestic violence and sexud assault. This specificity aso gpplies to the data € ements and coding
schemes used in the data collection systems. For example, the specific coding of the relationship
between the victim and the offender to correspond with state definitions may be extremey useful for the
date’'s study of its domestic violence policies and issues. However, the same categories would not be
particularly indructive in the andyss of other types of crime.

Concerns

One of the drawbacks of thistype of data collection system relates to concerns about its
comprehensivenessin capturing domestic violence and sexud assault incidents. The decison regarding
whether or not to report a given incident to the system is left to the discretion of the loca law
enforcement agency. The need for interpretations of what may be vague Sate definitions, the use of
discretion based on the nature of the offense, and the disincentive associated with completing additiona
paperwork are dl factors which may work to exclude some incidents from being reported to the
sysem.

The fact that these specidized systems include specific eements and coding based on state definitions
suggests that attempting to compare the data across states would be problematic. The opportunity
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afforded by NIBRS-compatible state systems to select cases based on standardized relationship and
offense codes would not be as easily available in attempting comparisons across states with specidized
systems.

Findly, state incident-based crime reporting systems aso provide rich data on domestic violence and
sexud assault incidents. As states move toward developing NIBRS-compatible crime reporting
systems, there will be fewer sates that are willing to maintain specidized domestic violence and sexud
assault systems as well. Thus the types of specidized systems discussed here may be phased out in
years to come as states move toward incident-based crime reporting.

SPECIALIZED DOMESTIC AND SEXUAL VIOLENCE
DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS: SUMMARY-BASED

Summary-based domestic violence and sexud assault reporting systems are used in nine Sates
(Cdifornia, Florida, Maine, Missouri, Ohio, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Tennessee, and Washington) to
capture the frequency of domegtic violence incidents in each jurisdiction. As part of its summary UCR
system, Horida aso captures enhanced sexua violence information.

In genera, summary domestic violence and sexua assault specidized data collection systems collect
datain the same manner as summary UCR systems. In fact, in three states (Florida, Maine, and
Missouri) relevant domestic violence and/or sexual violence data are captured on the same UCR form
required for al crime reporting. In Washington, while the information is captured on a separate form, it
is submitted to the state with the UCR forms.

Each agency isrequired to submit summary reports on domestic violence incidents to a centra agency.
Reports are typicdly submitted monthly, athough some states have quarterly reporting. Each agency is
responsble for summarizing the required information for al incidents reported in its jurisdiction. At the
dae leve, the information is again summarized across dl jurisdictions. Notable variationsin the
methods by which states collect summary domestic violence and sexud assault data via specidized
systems are asfollows:

Cdifornia s law enforcement agencies report domestic violence-rdated cals for assstance.
Information is also collected from other “jurisdictions,” such as Parks and Recreation, school
digtricts, and railroads.

Florida's UCR form captures information on four types of sexud violence as well as domestic

violence, making it the only system which provides both domestic violence and enhanced sexua
violence information.
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Characterigtics of Specialized Summary Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Data
Collection Systems

Table 5 summarizes the characterigtics of the nine domestic violence and one sexua assault summary
data collection systems.

Defining Domegtic Violence

Aswith the prior systems discussed, state definitions of domestic violence determine which cases are
reported to the state system. As Table 5 shows, most of the summary systems use statutory definitions
to make this determination.

Information Avallable

Summary reporting forms typicaly provide less information on domestic violence and sexud assault
incidents than incident-based forms. In generd, little more is reported than the frequency of callsfor
sarvice or incidents, with specifications for offense type or relaionship. The Florida UCR system
provides the frequency of offenses reported, clearances, adult/juvenile arrests, and wegpon involvement
for four sexua violence offenses.

Table 5 shows the information available under each state’ s system. Unlike the incident-based systems,
which can produce data to analyze relationships between factors, these systems are capable of reporting
only the total number of incidents faling under each category. Only five of the nine forms capture victim
or offender characterigtics or victim/offender relaionship. Six of the nine forms specify the type of
offense involved in the domegtic violence incidents.

Documents Produced

Of the nine states with summary domestic violence reporting, Sx indude thisinformation in thelr Sate
annud crime reports. FHoridadso indudes its enhanced sexud violence information inits annud crime
report. FHorida and Puerto Rico include their summary domestic violence information in a separate
report on domestic violence.

Discussion of Summary-Based Specialized Reporting Systems

Advantages

Specidized summary systems on domestic and/or sexud violence provide basic information on the
extent and perhaps seriousness of the domestic or sexua violence problems reported to law
enforcement. Counts for different categories of offenses, and various victim and offender
characterigtics, are dso available from many of these systems. Thus these systems do provide basic
information on the incidence of domestic violence or sexud assault as reported to law enforcement.
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Table 5. Specialized Summary-Based Reporting Systems
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Documents Produced
Annual Crime Report
Specia DV / SV Report

*  Combination age/gender/relationship used, all factorsincomplete.

**  Egtimate only.
*** |nformation not available.




Concerns

These summary-based systems provide little information beyond numbers of incidents. Compared with
other types of systems examined here, these systems dlow for no further reorganization or andysis of
the data at the Sate level. At the same time, systems which require counts across multiple categories of
multiple factors (relationship by injury, for example) are likely to be cumbersome to complete unless
factors are dready automated. For these more complex summary forms, the submission of incident-
based information might be easer for many loca agencies.

As noted with the other systems, the identification of relevant cases may be of concern with summary
forms. Such concerns are compounded by the use of summary forms since the determination of which
casesto includein the loca summary counts may actudly be made by clerks or other office staff
responsible for completing the reporting forms, as opposed to officers who have responded to the
incident. Not only must the officer interpret and document information relevant to determining whether
to report the incident, but another individua must interpret the offense definition and gpply that definition
to the information presented in the incident report.

SERVICE PROVIDER SYSTEMS- CLIENT-BASED

Spurred by the reporting requirements of federal and state agencies which fund domestic violence and
sexud assault programs, and by coordination activities through statewide coditions, many states are
now moving toward the development of centralized statewide data systems to capture client and service
information on victims of both domestic and sexud violence. As noted previoudy, these data collection
systems can be divided into those which collect information on each client (comparable to incident-
based law enforcement systems), and those which collect summary information. Table 1 showsthat nine
data collection systems were identified that maintain information at the sate level on each client served.
In addition, nine states indicated that they are in the process of developing Statewide client-based
systems. The newer client-based systems are designed to capture standard statewide client and service
data directly through automated systems at the programs or facilities, while providing loca programs
with the cgpability of completing the reports needed to meet the requirements of multiple granting
sources. While the data collection activities in many states place emphasis on capturing information on
services provided, many record information on the victims, offenders, and characteristics of incidents of
domestic and sexud violence that is as extensive as that maintained by incident-based law enforcement
systems.

The information maintained in client-based systems is collected by staff from clients who request
sarvices from the program. In most systems, information is collected from hotline calls as wel asfrom
programs providing face-to-face servicesto victims. The datafor most of these systems are obtained
through a client intake process utilizing sandard client or intake forms. Some of the newer systems
(Alabama, 1llinois, and New Hampshire) involve direct computer entry at each loca program. Inthe
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remaining dates intake forms are either submitted to a central agency for automation, automated at
each loca program, or both. The centra agencies are usualy state agencies or domestic violence and/or
sexud assault coditions or other amilar organizations.

Characteristics of Client-Based Service Provider Systems

Table 6 summarizes the characteristics of the nine client-based service provider systems® Of the nine
systems identified, one (Alabama) focuses solely on domestic abuse victims, five (Alaska, 1llinois, New
Hampshire, Oklahoma, and Rhode Idand) include both domestic and sexua abuse, and three (the
Didgtrict of Columbia, Massachusetts, and Washington) focus solely on sexua assault victims. Inthese
systems, information on sdf-referred victims is obtained from hatline calls, non-residentia programs,
domestic violence shelters and service provider programs, and rape crisis centers. Table 6 showswhich
sources are used for each date's system. Notable characteristics of the various Sate systems include
the fallowing:

Aldbama s system collects only basic information on victims who call the crissline and those
who receive non-residential services. More extendve data on the incident and perpetrator are
collected only for those clients admitted to a shelter.

Alaskd s system has been operating since 1985 and reporting is mandated statewide. Thisis
Alaska' s only source for domestic violence and sexud assault information, and the system
captures a greet ded of information.

lllinois system just became operationd in 1998. Automated reporting of information from
programs to the states viathe Internet will begin next yeer.

New Hampshire s new automated system is primarily geared to capturing information on clients
and services as needed to satisfy granting sources. Little information is available on the offender
and offense.

Oklahoma s system is operated by the Department of Mental Hedlth and focuses on the
provison of services. The system covers avariety of problems, including domestic violence and
sexud assault victimization. The nature of the specific problem is not collected unlessthe client is
admitted to afacility. Because the system covers so many problems, little information specific to
domestic violence or sexud assault is available.

® The list of information available includes primarily data elements chosen for comparison with the other systems
described in thisreport. Client-based systems are likely to include additional data elements regarding clients and the
services they receive which are not documented in the table.
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Table6. Service Provider Client-Based Systems

Domestic
Violence Both Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Sexual Assault
. \‘Q/ N e**
& & & I K o < | &
? ® » & & & © & &
State ¥ & W N
Reporting Sources
Hotline calls X X X X X X X
Non-residential programs X X X X X X X X
DV shelters X X X X X
Rape crisis centers X X X X X X X
Capecity to Identify:
New clients/First reports X X X X X X X X
Client type (victim) X X X X X X X X
Type of abuse X X X X X X
When incident occurred X X0 X X X X
Information Available
Victim:
age/dob X X X X X X X X
race X X X X X X X X X
ethnicity X X X X X X X X X
gender X X X X X X X X
relationship X* X X X X X X X
Offender:
age/dob X* X X X X X X
race X* X X X X X
ethnicity X* X X X X X
gender X* X X X X X X
Other:
offense/abuse type X* X X X X* X X X
weapon X* X X X X X
police called X* X X X X
contact/report/adm. date X* X X X X
incident date/year/time X* X X X X X
injury X X X
alcohol/drugs X* X
abuse history X* X X X X
child present X X X0
arrest X* X X
servicesreferrals X X X X X X
System Start Year 1997 1985 1998 1998 1990 1997 *xk 1997 1996
Agency Administering System DV Caodlition Council on DV/SA Dept. of Justice Dept. of Network- Rape Crisis Dept. of Office of
Dom.Violence Coalitions Mental Health Shelters and Center Public Health | Crime Victim
land Sex. Assault Coadlitions Advocacy
Documents Produced Monthly reports Domestic Internal and Tobe Summary Internal Periodic Summary
Reportsto Violence and summary developed reports only reports only il reports reports only
grantors Sexual Assault: reports
Status Report

* Information only available for cases admitted.
** This system records incident-based, not client-based, information.

*** |nformation is currently not available.

XO = This data element isan optional field.




Rhode Idand’ s system collects information from a newly developed hatline for dl victims of
crime. 1t includes information on victims, offenders, and offenses. Rhode
Idand is currently developing another automated system to support its victim service programs.

The Digtrict of Columbia s system consists of data collected from its rape crisis center.
Massachusetts has collected sexud abuse information since 1986 in summary format and has
only recently converted to a statewide client-based system. The system is incident-based,
rather than client-based.

Information Available

| dentifying Clients

One of the issuesin congdering client-based data systems as a source of information on the incidence of
domestic and/or sexud violence is being able to clearly identify the client population. Thus data systems
should have the capacity to identify primary victims (as opposed to children or significant others), new
clients or incidents (as opposed to multiple contacts with the service provider related to asingle
incident), the type of abuse (especidly in those systems which collect information on both domestic
violence and sexud assault), and the time period during which the incident occurred (for example,
whether argpe victim is caling about an incident that occurred within the last year or five years ago).

Table 6 summarizes the cgpabilities of the nine Sate sysems with regard to identifying dients. Al
systems except one dlow for the ability to indicate whether areport isfor anew client or incident or
represents additional services related to an incident aready reported. All but one aso dlow service
providersto identify a primary victim aong with others (such as children) who may be receiving
services. Mogt of the systems provide some categorization of the type of abuse that occurred. In the
case of systemsthat collect both domestic violence and sexua assault information, this may smply be an
indicator of which of the two types of violence the victim suffered. In the other systems, the notation
under this factor in Table 6 indicates whether specific information regarding the nature of the incident is
recorded. Of the nine systems, Six identify the specific type of abuse that occurred. Findly, the table
shows whether the systems can identify when the incident occurred, with & least the ability to identify
incidents that occurred during the last year. Six of the nine systems have this capatility.

It should be noted that the capability of these systemsto identify clients may vary depending upon which
reporting source is consdered. Many of these systems employ separate reporting procedures for hotline
or crigscals, for example, which provide less information than for other types of sources. In addition,
criss data may be more incomplete than that from other sources, since programs place a priority on
service provision rather than data collection in these types of cases.

26



Victim, Offender and I ncident I nformation

All systems capture some basic information about the client. Six of the nine systems (Alabama, Alaska,
Rhode Idand, the Didrict of Columbia, Illinois, and Massachusetts) capture information Smilar to that
described for the law enforcement systems, including victim and offender characteristics (age, race,
gender), aswell as information on the nature and/or circumstances surrounding the incident (for
example, wegpon use). Aswould be expected, however, coding schemes for thisinformation vary from
dlate to date.

Five of the nine systems capture information as to whether the relevant incident was reported to the
police. Thisinformation could be vauable in statewide attempts to estimate the incidence of domestic
or sexud violence through comparison or combination with other information systems based on police

reporting.

Documents Produced

In generd, client-based systems have only recently been developed and have not yet focused on
publishing reports concerned with the incidence of domestic assault or sexud abuse. Most systems are
currently focused on providing grantors with required information on the numbers of dlients being served
and the types of services provided. The exception is Alaska, which publishes the data from its service
provider system in an annud report.

Discussion of Incident-Based Service Provider Systems

Service provider systems have the potentia to address the failure of law enforcement systems to collect
data on many domestic violence and sexud assault incidents. To the extent that victims are more likely
to cdl criss hotlines or seek services than to contact the police, service provider systems should be
more comprehensive in scope than law enforcement systems. However, these systems suffer from a
smilar coverage problem: not al victims seek services, and some victims who report incidents to police
do not seek sarvices. Therefore, not dl victims would necessarily be identified under a service provider
system. Moreover, it is not possible to accurately assess the degree of overlap between law
enforcement and service provider systems. Determining the overlap between these two systems would
be necessary in order to gain a comprehensive picture of the incidence of domestic violence and sexud
assault.

Since these systems report information on al clients who receive services, they do not have the same
definitiona problems as law enforcement systems. A smilar problem for these systems, however, isthe
definition of adient. Overcounting in such systems (at least in relation to how law enforcement systems
count cases) can occur when the same client receives services on multiple occasions for the same
incident, or when afemae victim and her children dl receive services, and al are counted. Thus those
systems which alow these circumstances to be identified are most useful for obtaining tatewide
estimates of the incidence of domestic violence or sexua assaullt.
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Findly, service provider sysems vary widdy in the amount of information they collect. Some systems
collect detailed data on only asmall subset of the clients who receive services. This makes comparing
information across sates which use such sysems a difficult task.

SERVICE PROVIDER SYSTEMS - SUMMARY-BASED

Many dates utilize satewide summary sysems to collect information from service providers on hotline
cdls, clients receiving services from non-resdential domestic violence and other victims programs,
domestic violence shdlters, and rape crisis centers. These systems, like the client-based systems
previoudy discussed, have been implemented for the purpose of providing information to funding
sources. Thus these summary-based service provider systems tend to focus on the number of clients
and services provided.

Table 7 shows which states collect summary-based service provider data. In dl of these systems, client
or sarvice information is submitted in summary form from programs or facilities to a centrd agency.
Because of the limited nature and purposes of these systems, rardly does information summarized at the
date level gppear to provide an indicator of the frequency of incidents or offenses. Thisis primarily due
to the lack of information available in these systems for identifying clients. As noted in the discusson of
incident-based service provider systems, adequate incidence information would require the ability to
identify clientswho are primary victims, firgt time clients, the type of abuse, and the recency of the
offense. Because of the aggregate nature of information from these summary systems, these data
elements are not available. Thus, while some of the data from these summary systems may provide
useful estimates of the incidence of domegtic violence in a Sate (such as the number of new victims), the
avalable information from such sysemsis of limited utility.

Table 7. States with Summary-Based Service Provider Data Collection Systems

Both Domestic Violence
Domedtic Violence Sexud Assault And Sexud Assault
Missssppi Alabama Connecticut
Missouri Louisana lowa*
Nevada Maine Nebraska*
New Jersey Pennsylvania North Dakota
Utah Weg Virginia

*Domestic violence and sexud assault data are collected in a single summary reporting system.
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KENTUCKY'SCENTRAL REGISTER

One additiond gtate system is worth mentioning because of its unique nature. The gate of Kentucky
collects adult abuse information, including information on spouse abuse, in a system operated by its
Department of Socid Services (DSS). The Kentucky Adult Protective Services Centra Regider,
implemented in 1976 and automated in 1986, was designed to provide a central statewide information
system on reported cases of adult abuse, self-neglect, neglect by caretaker, exploitation, and spouse
abuse. With reports submitted from multiple sources, this system combines the benefits of both the
specidized incident-based law enforcement forms and victim service provider client-based forms. This
isthe only state system identified that combines information from multiple sources into asingle case-
based system.

Because reports are mandated from “any person who has reasonable cause to suspect that an incident
has occurred,” this centrd register isinitiated by reports not only from law enforcement, but from victim
sarvice providers, hospitals, reldives, friends, and the victims themselves. Law enforcement officersin
the state complete a special domestic violence incident form which is forwarded to the DSS. Other
reports are more likely to be initiated by phone or office vidts.

Information captured in the DSS database includes victim characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender,
marital status, living arrangement, and victim/offender relaionship), offender characteritics (age, gender,
and race/ethnicity), reporting source, investigation findings, service needs and referrds, and legd action.
While the abuse is categorized as adult abuse or spouse abuse, no additiona information on the nature
of the abuse is contained on the form.

Asthe mgor source for statewide information on adult and spouse abuse in Kentucky, this information
is utilized for management reporting and to identify trends. Data are dso available to be used for
research. Theinformation is published annudly in a specid report from DSS and portions are included
in Kentucky’ s annual crime report.

SUMMARY

Each type of data collection system examined here has advantages and disadvantages. The two
gpproaches that yield the most complete data on domestic violence and sexud assault are the
speciaized incident-based data collection systems and the service provider incident-based systems. The
former systems are based on officia reportsto police, and are therefore limited in their scope to the
extent that domestic violence and sexual assault incidents are not reported to the police. Service
provider incident-based systems provide information on al clients who receive services, regardless of
whether and when an incident has occurred. In addition, these systems must dlow for the identification
of aprimary victim and for individuas who receive services on more than one occasion for the same
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incident. Regardless of which system isimplemented, it should provide detailed information on the
victim, the offender and the characteristics of the incident.

NIBRS provides the most promise for comparing incident rates across sates. NIBRS has the
advantage of dlowing for andard definitions of domestic violence and sexud assault based on offense
and relationship codes. States can aso add codes to identify domestic violence cases, and codes for
their unique state statutes. Since NIBRS isa generd crime reporting system, however, it does not
provide as much detailed information on domestic violence and sexud assault incidents as do specidized
or service provider systems. Moreover, NIBRSismissing at least one important relationship code, and
includes several domestic-related offense categories only when an arrest occurs. Despite these
limitations, states that implement incident-based crime reporting systems such as NIBRS may find thet it
isno longer necessary nor desirable to maintain speciaized data collection systems for domestic
violence or sexud assault. This may be especidly true if states add additiond variables and codes to the
NIBRS system that will alow them to collect additiona data on domestic violence offenses.

Many dates have had difficulty in implementing NIBRS. States which have implemented the system
have difficulty in obtaining the cooperation of loca law enforcement agencies, epecidly large ones, in
reporting data to the system. Thus the conversion to NIBRS may result in an gpparent drop in the
number of domestic violence and sexud assault incidents caused by fewer agencies reporting data to the
system, not to an actud decrease in incidents. For this reason, obtaining national estimates of domestic
violence and sexud assault based on NIBRS will remain difficult for the foreseeable future,

Oneissue common to al of the law enforcement data collection systems is the need for congstency in
how cases are reported to the system by local law enforcement agencies. States need to provide
training on an ongoing basis to ensure that dl local agencies are using the same criteriato report
incidents to the system.

Once domestic violence and sexud assault databases are firmly established, states should consider
linking their law enforcement and service provider databases to other data collection systems, including
courts, corrections, and socia service agencies. Information on case dispositions and services provided
in non-crimind justice settings would congiderably enhance states ability to conduct meaningful andyses
of domestic violence and sexud assault incidents.
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SECTION II. STATE CASE STUDIES
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

In order to give states more detailed information about the various types of domestic violence and
sexual assault data collection systems, JRSA arranged for the SACs in three states to conduct in-depth
gudies of the data collection systems in their states. The three state SACsand their corresponding data
sysemswere: (1) lowa, which studied its NIBRS-compatible incident-based crime reporting system;
(2) Connecticut, which examined its Family Violence Reporting Program, a specidized domestic
violence data collection system; and (3) Illinais, which studied its new automated system for collecting
domestic violence and sexua assault service provider data.

lowawas one of the first states to convert to NIBRS and become certified to submit NIBRS data to
the FBI. The vast mgority of the state’' s locdlities report NIBRS data. In addition, lowa had a domestic
violence data collection system in place when it implemented NIBRS, and supplementsits NIBRS data
collection with additiond variables related to domestic violence. These factors make the state agood
choice for examining a NIBRS system.

Connecticut’ s Family Violence Reporting Program is one of the oldest in the country. Connecticut has
been collecting speciaized domestic violence data Snce 1986, and the continuity of the system has
produced a great ded of policy-relevant data. The Connecticut system was chosen for detailed study
because of these characteristics.

[llinois automated service provider information system is new, and represents the “sate of the art” in
collecting data from service providers. Since service provider informeation systems are relatively new to
the gtates, it seemed important to examine the issues related to the devel opment and implementation of
such asystem. For these reasons, 1llinois was selected to represent a Sate collecting service provider
data.

Each of the three SACs used the same basic methodology to collect information on its system. Each
SAC conducted interviews with knowledgeabl e individuas who provided information about how the
data systems were developed and implemented, and how they functioned. The SACs aso surveyed
data providers (law enforcement agenciesin lowa and Connecticut; domestic violence and sexud
assault programsin lllinois) to determine how the information was collected and used at the locd leve.
The results of these interviews and surveys were compiled in reports which were submitted to JRSA.
These reports were edited for incluson in this document. More detailed information regarding these
three sysemsis available from the SACs which conducted the studies.

As noted previoudy, sates define domestic violence in different ways, and some of these definitions are
more narrow than others. The data collection systemsin the three states discussed here are limited by
their definitions of domestic violence and sexud assault. State decisionmakers need to consider how the
systems described here might fit with the definitions of domestic violence and sexud assault used in their
states.
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IOWA’SINCIDENT-BASED CRIME REPORTING SYSTEM

Higtory of the Uniform Crime Reporting Program in lowa

In 1974, the lowa Generd Assembly enacted a provision of the Code of |owa requiring law
enforcement agencies to submit reports of crime and arrests to the Department of Public Safety’s (DPS)
Bureau of Crimind Investigation. On January 1, 1975, the lowa Uniform Crime Reporting program was
implemented, with forms being sent to 210 local law enforcement agencies around the state. The forms
used were provided by the Federd Bureau of Investigation (FBI), Since most contributing agencies had
previoudy submitted data directly to the FBI. Monthly reports were received from 209 agencies
throughout 1975 and 1976. From 1977 to 1990, the number of agencies submitting reports dowly
grew, reaching atotal of 225in 1990. With very few exceptions, the reporting agencies submitted data
for every month from 1977 to 1990.

This summary-based system was used in lowa until implementation of the Nationd Incident Based
Reporting System (NIBRS). Conversion to incident-based reporting (I1BR) in lowa was completed
January 1, 1991." lowawas the fifth state to be accepted as a certified “reporting state” of incident-
based crime data to the national system.

Panning for IBR in lowa began in 1986, with the impetus coming from the federal government. State
and locdl officids saw the utility of an incident-based system, and the Department of Justice was
providing funds for states to develop incident-based systems compatible with NIBRS. A statewide
seering committee was formed which included representatives from sheriffs offices and police
departments varying in size and region of the state. Having had experience working in and with locd law
enforcement agencies, seering committee members and DPS were aware that some incentives had to
be provided to encourage participation in a new system which would require more work at the loca
level. Theincentives were provided in the form of new incident, arrest, and supplementary reporting
forms which could be used by locd agenciesin their daily operations.

The draft designs of the forms were taken to five regiond meetings. Changes were made to the forms
based on the feedback received in the meetings. A check box format was adopted that included afairly
large number of elementsin an effort to reduce the need for lengthy narrative.

Formswere initidly provided to departments a no cost. Use of these forms permitted smdll
departments in particular to report datato DPS and obtain summaries back for loca consumption.
Many smaler departments had no other vehicle for the development of loca reports, and their
participation enabled DPS to provide a sarvice to the loca agencies. Although there was never any

" Asisthe case with states that have converted to NIBRS, incident-based reporting now forms the basis of lowa's
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) system. However, since the term “Uniform Crime Reporting system” isused in this
report to refer to the summary-based data system used throughout the country, the term “incident-based reporting
system” will be used to refer to lowa’ s system.
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requirement to use the forms, some departments began using the first draft forms as soon as their
existence became known, and usage became much more widespread after the forms were finalized.

Loca departments can report datato lowa s IBR system in one of three basic ways. Those that have
in-house computer systems capable of reporting data do so dectronicdly. Other departments either
report online through the IOWA system or did into the system viatelephone. Findly, some smdler
agencies continue to report manualy on data submission forms.

Domestic Violence Data Reporting in lowa

Under Chapter 236 of the Code of lowa, the Department of Public Safety is aso charged with the
respongibility of collecting information on incidents of domestic abuse. DPS began collecting domestic
abuse data on July 1, 1985, assuming afunction previoudy performed by the lowa Department of
Human Services (DHS). Thetransfer to DPS was due to legidative action which semmed from
dissatisfaction with domestic violence reporting to DHS; locd law enforcement agencies sSmply weren't
reporting incidents of domestic violence. After data collection responghbility was transferred to DPS (to
whom the local agencies dready reported crime data), the number of reported domestic violence
incidents increased dramaticaly, from 3,501 incidents in 1986 to 6,199 in 1990. It is the opinion of
observers in the Department of Public Safety that these increases were due both to better reporting and
actud increases in domestic violence.

With the implementation of incident-based reporting in 1991, the Department incorporated incident-
based domestic violence data and hate/bias crime data as part of the new system, housing dl crime data
in one computerized system. Including domestic violence data collection as part of the new IBR system
was rdaively straightforward, since the existing domestic violence data collection was dready incident-
based. None of the decisonmakers involved in the trangtion supported maintaining domestic violence
data outside of the new incident-based system.

The data dementsincluded in the new IBR system were compatible with those collected in the previous
incident-based domestic violence system, resulting in comparable data. Both systems involved check-
off boxesto smplify completion of forms. The IBR system does include demographic data pertaining to
victims and offenders; thisinformation was not part of the old system. The data e ements collected on
domestic violence cases under the IBR system include the following:

reporting agency

day, date, and time of occurrence

name, sex, race, ethnicity, address, and age of victim
name, sex, race, ethnicity, address, and age of offender
relationship of victim and offender

type of injury

presence of children at the time of abuse

identity of person reporting abuse



weapons used

referrals made

acohol/drug involvement

arrests made

offender present a scene upon police arriva

Sexual Assault Data Reporting in lowa

Data on sexua assault in lowa are collected in the same manner as domestic violence data as part of the
incident-based system. Sexud assault data collection has been part of lowa s UCR system sinceit
originated in 1975. Most of the data éements collected for domestic violence are aso collected for
sexud assault, with the exception of the following:

referrals made

presence of children at time of abuse

identity of person reporting abuse

name, address, and date of birth of offender and victim.

| ssues Associated with Implementation of the IBR System

Loss of Reporting Agencies and Data

One decison made by the steering committee during the implementation of the IBR system wasto avoid
pardld data collection sysems. Under the rationde that there islittle incentive for agenciesto use a
new system if a comfortable old system exists, the committee opted to discontinue lowa s old summary-
based UCR system on December 31, 1990, and begin the new system the following day.
Representatives from the DPS report that there was never any thought of operating dud systems and
that they do not regret having made the trandtion in this manner.

At the same time, DPS representatives aso admit that moving to a system which required more work
on the part of loca law enforcement agenciesled to adecreasein reporting. In the find year of the
summary-based system, al 225 digible agenciesin the sate reported crime figures directly to the
Department. 1n 1991, the first full year of reporting under the new IBR system, only 61% of eligible
agencies reported data. This proportion increased to 72% the next year and 78% in 1994. In 1996, at
the end of its Sixth year of operation, 185 departments, or about 80% of digible agencies, were direct
contributors to the state. Some of the current non-reporters are among the largest departmentsin lowa:
Cedar Rapids, the state' s second-largest city, and Council Bluffs, the sixth-largest, are among them.

The impact of thisloss of reporting agencies can be seen in the change in the number of reported

domestic violence incidents under the new IBR system. In 1990, under the old system and with all
agencies reporting, there were 6,199 reported domestic violence incidents. In 1991, the first year of the
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new IBR system, there were only 2,986 incidents. While reported incidents under the new system
increased steadily after 1991, it was not until 1995 that reports under the new system reached the level
they were during the last year under the old system. Reports of sexual assault aso showed this same
drop from 1990 to 1991.

Reasons for Non-Reporting

When questioned about the reasons that loca agencies do not participate in lowa s incident-based
reporting program, DPS personnel report that either the lack of compatible software or insufficient
personne typicaly are responsible for non-participation. These observations were supported by the
findings of a survey of locad law enforcement agencies. The 25 non-reporters who responded to the
survey cited lack of compatible software and lack of data entry personnel as the two most common
reasons for non-reporting. Other reasons given for not participating included lack of compatible
hardware and having no computer system appropriate for UCR participation. Only two respondents,
both sheriffs, mentioned any philosophica disagreement with the incident-based reporting system.

It isinteresting to note that dightly over haf the non-reporters (13 of 25 agencies) indicated that they did
not collect any domestic violence dataat dl. The remaining agencies collected data through manud
systems (6 agencies), automated systems (5 agencies), or a combination of the two (1 agency).

Variaionsin Reporting Domedtic Violence Cases

One of the questions addressed by the survey of locd law enforcement agencies is the degree to which
reporting criteriafor domestic violence cases vary among agencies. If policies pertaining to reporting
domestic violence are not uniform from one agency to another, even agencies which strive to be
completein their reporting will report results different from other agencies with smilar domestic violence
problems but different policies. To addressthisissue, law enforcement agencies were asked the
following question: “1n your agency, what information is congdered sufficient to make a determination of
domestic violence (i.e,, what minimum threshold must be met before a case can be defined as domestic
violence)?’ The responses of the 156 agencies which answered this question are shown in Table 8. As
the table shows, there is substantia variation in the number and combinations of factors which
departments consder sufficient for filing a domestic violence case. For example, responding to a
domestic disturbance in which there is only the victim’s statement regarding what occurred would result
in adomestic violence case being reporting in some agencies, but not others.

Another factor thought to influence domestic violence reporting is the individua actualy making the find
determination of domestic violence for purposes of reporting to the state system.  Thus survey
respondents were asked, “Who makes the find determination of domestic violence for purposes of
UCR reporting?’ Again, there was condderable variation among the 131 agencies who responded to
this question (see Table 9). Although the investigating officer made this determination in most agencies,
UCR dlerks or officers dso received frequent mention, dong with avariety of other individuas.
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Table 8. Factors Required for Determining a Domestic Violence Case

Factor Number | Percent
Victim staterment only 15 9.6%
Physica evidence only 8 5.1%
Victim & perpetrator Statements 5 3.2%
Victim statement, physical evidence 41 26.3%
Physicd evidence, previous cases 1 0.6%
Victim and perpetrator statements, physica evidence 42 26.9%
Victim statement, physicd evidence, previous cases 12 7.7%
Victim statement, physica evidence, witness Statement 2 1.3%
Victim & perpetrator statements, physical evidence, previous 26 16.7%
cases
All of the above 4 2.6%
Totds 156 100.0%

These differences in who makes the determination of whether an incident is classified as domedtic
violence are another potentia source of variation in reporting cases to the statewide system.

Table 9. Individuds Responsble for Identifying Domestic Violence Cases

Individua Number Percent
Invetigating Officer 84 64.1%
UCR Clerk or Officer 38 29.0%
Officer Supervisor 16 12.2%
Data Entry Personnel 7 5.3%
Records Section Supervisor. 2 1.5%
County Attorney 1 0.8%
Chief or Sheriff 1 0.8%
Report Review Sergeant 1 0.8%
Tota respondents 131

Note. Percentages add up to more than 100% due to multiple responses.
Non-reporters were not asked this question.
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Usss of Domestic Violence Data

One of the other questions the survey addressed was how incident-based data on domestic violence
were used by law enforcement agencies. The responses to this question are shown in Table 10. The
most common use of domestic violence data by police agencies was for reports and presentations. to
boards, the community, coditions, other crimina justice agencies, and the media. Fewer than onein four
departments indicated that they used the data for planning or deploying personnd. Almost one in four
departments reported that they did not use the data at dl. In an additiona question which asked why
departments did not use the state-reported domestic violence data, most responded that there was no
need to use the data, dthough many indicated that their departments collected their own data which
were used for various purposes®

Table 10. Law Enforcement Uses of Domedtic Violence Data

DataUse Number Percent
Council/board reports 76 48.7%
Presentations to the community 63 40.4%
Reportsto coditions 59 37.8%
Reports to other CJ agencies 53 34.0%
Reports to the media 51 32.7%
Grant gpplications 38 24.4%
Flanning 36 23.1%
Deploying personnd 31 19.9%
Generd datistics 1 0.6%
Don't have DV datato use 2 1.3%
Don't use the data 35 22.4%
Tota Respondents 156

Note. Percentages add up to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

Service providers were aso asked about their use of domestic violence data. The first question asked
providers to indicate the source of the domestic violence data they used. The responses of the 37
agencies who answered this question are shown in Table 11. Statewide dataand locd data from the
dtate incident-based system were the most commonly used. Many programs reported using their own
dataaswdl. Only two programs reported that they did not use any domestic violence data.

Service providers were aso asked how they used domestic violence data. The responsesto this
guestion are shown in Table 12. The most common responses were “ presentations to the community”
and “grant applications.” About one in three programs reported using the data for planning purposes,

8Departments were asked the same questions regarding sexual assault data; the responses were similar to those
reported for domestic violence data.
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and about 1 in 5 used the data for staffing. About 1 in 3 programs reported not using the IBR data at
al. When questioned about their lack of use of the ate IBR data, most programs reported that they
generated and used their own domestic violence data. Four programs indicated that they did not use the
data reported to the state because they had no confidence in the data.

Table 11. Domestic Violence Data Used by Service Providers

Data Number Percent
State-level UCR data from 21 56.8%
Department of Public Safety (DPS)
Data from own agency 19 51.4%
Loca UCR datafrom DPS 15 40.5%
Loca UCR datafrom locd depts. 8 21.6%
Loca non-UCR data from providers 8 21.6%
Loca non-UCR data from police 7 18.9%
State corrections data 6 16.2%
Datafrom A.G.’svictim office 4 10.8%
lowa Codition Against Domestic 3 8.1%
Violence data
Nationd codition data 2 5.4%
CFI data 1 2.7%
Don't use any DV data 2 5.4%
Total Respondents 37

Note. Percentages add up to more than 100% due to multiple responses.
Six respondents did not answer this question.

The other source of information about the uses of domestic violence and sexud assault data generated
by lowa s IBR system comes from interviews with state and university analysts and legidative saff
members. In generd, the users were satisfied with the IBR data collected, and expressed particular
satisfaction with the respongveness of DPS to requests for information. The concerns raised by the
interviewees could best be classified as issues endemic to any system which generates domestic violence
and sexud assault data from more generd reporting of law enforcement agencies regarding offenses and
arrests. For example, interviewees expressed concern about the accuracy of the IBR data, snce many
domedtic violence and sexud assault incidents go unreported to the police. Severd interviewees aso
noted their desire for additional types of data related to domestic violence and sexud assault that are not
collected in alaw enforcement-based system, such as information about protection order violaions and
case dispositions.
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Summary and Conclusons

This sudy of lowa s incident-based reporting system as a source of data on domestic violence and
sexud assault incidents illustrates severa issues typica of the implementation and use of such systems.
Firgt, not dl locd law enforcement agencies will be willing or abdle to convert from an aggregate
reporting to amore complex incident-based system. In implementing the new IBR reporting systems,

Table 12. Sarvice Provider Uses of Domedtic Violence Data

DataUse Number Percent
Presentations to the community 22 59.5%
Grant gpplications 21 56.8%
Council/board reports 13 35.1%
Planning 13 35.1%
Reportsto coditions 12 32.4%
Safing 8 21.6%
Reportsto other CJ officias 8 21.6%
Reports to the media 7 18.9%
For training 1 2.7%
For community awareness 1 2.7%
For comparative purposes 1 2.7%
Don’t use any UCR data 12 32.4%
Tota Respondents 37

Note. Percentages add up to more than 100% due to multiple responses.
Six respondents did not answer.

the IBR Steering Committee in lowawisgly incorporated incentives for loca agencies to participate by
providing reporting forms which would be alow those agencies to collect information which would they
would find useful. Despite this, however, about 1 in 5 digible agencies till do not report data some
seven years after the IBR system was implemented.

The problem of non-participation appears to be resource-related. Especidly in the case of NIBRS
compatible systems, which have specific reporting requirements, some departments do not have the
computer software or hardware, or the appropriate personnel, to report to the system.

Assuming that a state does not maintain dua systems, one aggregate and one incident-based, the result
of thisloss of reporting agencies will be a drop in the number of reported domestic violence and sexud
assault incidents. Thus, the price paid by the conversion to incident-based reporting, and the subsequent
loss of reporting agencies is the inability to track the number of domestic violence cases over an
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extended period of time. lowa s experience shows that even after a number of years, there would il
be agencies which do not report data to the system. This means that even now it isimpossible to obtain
an accurate assessment of the incidence of domestic violencein lowa.’

Thisissue, of course, is not specific to lowa s implementation of IBR, but rather is shared by those
dates attempting to implement NIBRS-compatible systems. These issues have been documented at the
nationd level by the SEARCH Group in its report on NIBRS implementation for the Bureau of Justice
Statigtics™

Another issue related to incident-based crime reporting systems as a source of domestic violence and
sexud assault datais variability in reporting practices among reporting agencies. The survey of lowa's
law enforcement agencies showed differences in the criteria used by agencies to report a domestic
violence incident to the system, and variahility in which individua was primarily respongble for making
this determination. This inconsistency of reporting seems to be one of the factors thet led some data
usersto report alack of confidence in the accuracy and completeness of the domestic violence datain
the system.

This variability in reporting can be addressed to some degree through law enforcement training which
gpecifically addresses domestic violence and sexud assault reporting. Standardized definitions and
criteriafor identifying incidents as domestic violence, dong with guidance regarding who at the locdl
level should make this determination, would result in more uniform reporting across the Sate.

Despite these issues, IBR data appear to be a useful source for information on statewide domestic
violence and sexud assault. Results of interviews and surveys of data users and data and service
providers indicate that the IBR data are being widely used for avariety of purposes. State andydts,
local law enforcement agencies, and service providers al report using the data generated by the IBR
sysem.

CONNECTICUT’'SSPECIALIZED DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM

History of the Family Violence Reporting Program

In response to a number of federa and Sate reports and initiatives, aswdl as the urging of victim
advocates, the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management contracted with St. Joseph's Collegein

%1t is possible to mitigate these effects to some extent through various analytical strategies, the most straightforward
of which isto present the incident datain the form of rates, using the populations of the jurisdictions covered by
only those agencies reporting to the data system.

1% Bureau of Justice Statistics, Implementing the National Incident-Based Reporting System: A Project Status
Report, July 1997.

41



1984 to conduct a sudy of family violence. Family Violence in Connecticut: A Preliminary Sudy
of Official Reporting, Under Reporting and Incidence Rates, 1979-1984 was published in February
1985. The study included spouse and partner abuse, child abuse, and eder abuse in its definition of
family violence (Connecticut continues to include this broad definition of family violence in its Satutes,
rather than the more specific spousd or partner violence). The most sgnificant finding of the study was
extreme underreporting, particularly for spousal or partner abuse. The primary recommendation was the
gppointment of atask force to review data and devel op more effective programs, legidation, and
policies.

Governor William A. O'Nelll appointed the Governor's Task Force on Family Violence in September
1985. Members represented private industry, the medical and menta health communities, the academic
community, law enforcement, the courts, the Connecticut State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, victim
advocates, and the state agencies dealing with domestic violence, child abuse, and elder abuse. The
task force's Final Report and Recommendations was published in January 1986, and included
recommendations for landmark legidation which would change the way law enforcement and the
judiciary handle family violence cases, increase services for family violence victims, and increase public
awareness of family violence asacrime. With regard to reporting issues, the task force found that
underreporting of family violence incidents was a serious obstacle in dealing with abuse in Connecticut.

Public Act Number 86-337, An Act Concerning Family Violence Prevention and Response, was
passed during the 1986 legidative session and became law effective October 1, 1986. The legidation
was comprehensive. Besides creseting the reporting program, it required mandatory, uniform arrest
policies, next day court arraignment, afamily violence intervention unit within the courts, an education
program for offenders, a crimina protective order and training for judges, prosecutors, and police. The
reporting requirements of the legidation included the following components:

Completion of afamily violence offense report was required for each family violence incident
regardless of whether or not an arrest occurred;

All family violence incidents which resulted in an arrest were to be reported to the Department
of Public Safety (DPS), which would compile and report statistics regarding family violence
crimes,

DPS was responsible for developing a reporting form for family violence offenses to include
name, relationship, gender, age, time and date of incident, whether children wereinvolved or
whether the dleged act of family violence was committed in the presence of children, type and
extent of the dleged abuse, existence of substance abuse, number and types of weagpons
involved, existence of any prior court orders, and any other data that they decided would be
necessary for a complete analysis of dl circumstances leading to the arrest.
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The Family Violence Offense Report

The Connecticut Department of Public Safety, Divison of State Police, Crimes Analysis Unit crested
the Family Violence Offense Report, SPC-230-C in July 1986 to capture the legidatively mandated law
enforcement data. The forms (in triplicate) are printed and distributed to dl law enforcement agenciesin
the sate. Each law enforcement officer in the state must fill out a reporting form (SP-230-C) when
making afamily violence arrest. The arrest must meet the definition of family member and be for an
offense which involves violence or the immediate threst of violence. One copy of the reporting form is
sent to the Crimes Analysis Unit (the same unit which handles the Uniform Crime Reporting Program),
and one copy is sent to the appropriate prosecutor.

The form collects both case identification and incident information. Case identification information
includes

name of the local police department;

department case number for the arrest incident;
arresting officer's name, rank and badge number;
date of the report.

Data dements which identify or describe the incident or event include:

town in which the offense took place;

date and time of the offense;

offense code for the most serious offense committed;
number and type of wegpons involved;

seriousness of injury;

whether or not adcohol or drugs were involved;
whether or not there was a prior court order;
whether children were present or involved.

For each participant (victim, offender, or both), the name, sex, date of birth and the relationship to the
victim isrecorded. For the offense code, the officer must choose among homicide, assault, kidnapping,
sexud assault, crimina mischief, risk of injury to aminor, breach of peace, disorderly conduct, or other.
The four choices for wegpon codes are 1) gun, 2) knife, 3) other dangerous, and 4) hands, fists, etc.
For injury codes, the choices are serious, minor, or non-physica. Thefive rdationship codes are: 1)
spouse, 2) former spouse, 3) other family member (relative resding in home), 4) other rative (not
resding in home) and 5) live-in or companion (living together, having lived together, never lived together
but had a child in common). Involvement of acohol or drugs and existence of a prior court order are
yes/no choices, based upon the officer's knowledge.

Connecticut's law enforcement agencies are currently in the process of converting from summary-based
crime reporting to incident-based reporting (NIBRS). Approximately 30 of Connecticut's 99 law
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enforcement agencies are currently collecting NIBRS data. The data components of the Family
Violence Reporting Program are being incorporated into the NIBRS reporting program.  Connecticut
will continue to collect data using the current reporting program until NIBRS becomes operationa
statewide.

Processing of Data

The Family Violence Offense Reports arrive at the Crimes Andysis Unit by mail. They go through a
series of reviews and checks to insure the accuracy of the data before they are input into the database.
The first review involves checking to see if the arrest box is checked “yes’ or “no.” If no arrest was
made, or the arrest is pending, the original report is sent back to the records department with a note
asking to resubmit the same form after the arrest has been made. If an error or omisson isfound on the
form, a copy is returned to the department for correction. A face sheet with a checklist of the most
common errors has been developed for smplicity in requesting corrected data. Some of the more
common errors are omission of birth date or relationship code, or recording risk of injury to aminor as
an offense code, but not having aminor listed as avictim. Originds of incomplete or incorrect forms are
held until the corrected copy is resubmitted by the appropriate department. If no correction has been
submitted by the end of the year, a second request for the information is sent out.

A number of edits are done a the end of the year, particularly with homicides. Staff compare homicides
listed in the Family Violence database with Uniform Crime Reports. Generaly, there are more
homicides reported under the UCR program because the Family Violence Reporting Program only
produces an incident report when an arrest is made. Other edits performed include checking for
accuracy when kidnapping or sexud assaultsresult in dua arrest, and the incdlusion of children as victims
if risk of injury to aminor isthe offense.

Data from the Family Violence Reporting Program are published in specid section of the annuad UCR
Report, Crime in Connecticut. The Family Violence Datais dso distributed separately as an excerpt
of the annual UCR Report. The excerpt is didtributed in-house to state police commanding officers, the
Commissioner, and dl heads of units. It goesto al police chiefs, and to others upon request. Many of
the recipients are employed by state agencies such as the Department of Mental Hedlth and Addiction
Services, the Department of Children and Families, and the Permanent Commission on the Status of
Women.

The Family Violence Reporting Unit recaives requests for data primarily from individuals seeking grant
funding for various locd programs, from the Judicid Branch's Office of Victims Services, from victim
advocates, from family violence shelter staff and other service providers, from state police troops and
other police departments, and from reporters, sudents and the genera public.



Survey of Law Enforcement Reporting Procedures

After consulting with the Family Violence Reporting Program Steff, alist of survey questionswas
developed which would help to clarify the reporting process that law enforcement agencies use when
submitting forms to the Department of Public Safety, Crimes Andysis Unit. A totd of 14 police
departments were surveyed, including the seven largest cities in the dtate, as well as seven smdler
departments distributed geographicaly around the state. The localities represented 29% of the tota
gtate population, but accounted for 49% of family violence arrest incidents.

The responghbility for forwarding the SP230-C forms to the Department of Public Safety fdls primarily
upon the records clerks or records department staff. The two largest departments however, used crime
andyss &ff or had each individud officer submit the forms. In two of the departments, the submisson
respongbility fell upon specidty divisons such as the Domegtic Violence Officer in the Y outh Dividon or
Victims Services Office.

One of the concerns of the crimes analyss staff was that not al forms would be submitted if a sgnificant
period of time elgpsed between receipt of an arrest warrant and the actua arrest of the offender.
Departments were questioned regarding their procedures in such instances. Most of the departments
had a tracking method in place for arrests made by warrant. The methods varied congderably, the
maost common being that aform isfilled out and held with the police report until the warrant is served.
One of the largest departments had no forma method for tracking whether or not the forms were being
filled out after arrest by warrant. No department reported atime limit for submitting older reportsif an
outstanding warrant was executed, as long as the warrant was till active. However, one large
department indicated that the warrants were not identified as family violence cases and could not
guarantee that afamily violence reporting form would be submitted upon arrest of the offender.

Departments were asked to describe their internal review process for the reporting forms. All
departments indicated that forms are routindy checked by the shift supervisor or shift commanders
before being reviewed by the Records Supervisor prior to submission to the Department of Public
Safety. They fdt that their review processes were adequate to determine the vaidity of aform resulting
ina"no are” response. The officers who complete the forms are generdly responsible for making their
own corrections. In some departments, however, the records staff made minor corrections.

Departments were asked about the length of time they kept reports for which no arrest was made.
Responses to this question varied, with departments keeping reports which do not result in an arrest for
5years, 7 to 10 years, 10 years, or indefinitely. One department microfilmed al reports older than 2
years, but kept the microfilmed reports indefinitely.

Training of Police Officerswith Regard to Reporting | ssues

The Police Officer Standards and Training Council (POST) is responsible for al aspects of the training
of palice officers in Connecticut, including basc and in-service training, certification and recertification.
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POST sets entry-level educationd requirements, develops training curricula, and accredits training
programs run by the larger police departments. By Statute, police officers a al levels from patrol
through chief are mandated to receive two hours of training on family violence every three years as part
of their recertification process.

Thefamily vidlence curriculum, Police Response to Crimes of Violence-A Training Manual for
Connecticut Law Enforcement, was updated in 1997 by POST and the Connecticut Coalition
Againg Domedtic Violence (CCADV). CCADV employed outside contractors to develop the
curriculum manud, atraining video to accompany it, and a set of updated modd poalicies for police
response to domestic violence. There have been no changes to the police reporting requirements since
the first curriculum was developed in 1991. Therefore, there is no specific section devoted to reporting
to the Family Violence Reporting Program. Instead, the actua reporting guidelines, dong with a copy of
acompleted sample form, are included in the Appendix to the curriculum guide. The guiddines include
definitions of family violence, and ingtructions for each block on the reporting form.

According to a POST gtaff member, accurate reporting depends upon each individua officer making a
correct determination of who is subject to the law, what condtitutes a family violence crime and
probable cause for an arrest, and how to handle dua complaints. Therefore, the training focuses on
issues such as these, rather than the technicdities of filling out the forms.

Uses of the Data

The information obtained through the Family Violence Reporting Program has become a vauable asset
to dl three branches of government in assessing and andyzing the problem of family violencein
Connecticut. The data have been used for preparing training materias for training prosecutors, judicia
personnel, probation officers, police officers, victim advocates, and other service providers. Datafrom
the program have aso been used to support statutory and regulatory changes and to support budget
options by various crimind justice agencies. In addition, the data have been used to support research,
evauation, and policy decisions. Some of the specific data uses are discussed below.

Rescarch and Evduation

The Family Violence Reporting Program has supplied the necessary data for various research and
evauation projects.

Family Violence Casesin Connecticut - The Decision to Nol-Pros

This was aresearch project undertaken by the Research and Evaluation Subcommittee of the Inter-
agency Family Violence Response Coordinating Committee, established to oversee the implementation
of the new family violence legidation. A sample of 2,000 persons arrested from August through
October 1987 was sdlected from the family violence arrest database. Some of the recommendations
made by the study which were adopted include developing awider array of aternative sanctions for
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family violence offenders, and developing a separate computer code for family violence casesin
judicid digposition records to make data available for administrative and research purposes.

An Evaluation of Connecticut's Family Violence Education Program

Arrest data from the Family Violence Reporting Program were one of four sources of data used in the
evauation of Connecticut's Family Violence Education conducted by the University of Massachusettsin
1990. The study found that the rearrest rate for those who successfully completed the program was
ggnificantly lower than the rate for those who did not complete the program. The recommendeations
made by the study to develop gender-specific, bilingud, bicultural classesin locations where the need
exits and to develop uniform program goas and completion criteria were adopted by the Judicid
Branch and funded by the Connecticut Generd Assembly.

Study of Family Violence I ncidents Which Result in the Arrest of Both Parties

This research was done by the Connecticut Department of Public Safety, Research and Planning
Section, in response to unacceptable dud arrest rates of 18-20 percent recorded for 1987-1989. The
study provides generd information on dud arrests in family violence incidents in Connecticut from 1987-
1989. Datawere used from the Family Violence Reporting Program, police incident reports, and a
survey of police atitudes toward dud arrest. Asaresult of this study, the dud arrest problemin
Connecticut was handled through additiona police training rather than through statutory changes
attempting to establish primary or secondary aggressors.

Evaluation of the Court's Screening Tool for Family Violence Cases, the K-SID

The Kingston Screening Instrument for Domestic Violence Offenders (K-SID) is a screening instrument
for probation officers, judges, family relaions counsdors, family violence victim advocates, and other
trained court personnel to use with aleged or convicted domestic violence offenders for planning
sarvices and case digposition. It is designed to help the court determine the dangerousness level and
risk of recidivism of the offender. The data from the Family Violence Reporting Program has been used
to evaluate the effectiveness of the K-SID instrument for predicting future family violence offenses.

Judicid Branch, Family Divison

Family Divison Managers have rdied upon the data provided by the Family Violence Reporting
Program to assst them in designing and modifying programs which address victim or offender needs as
they are processed through the court. The Family Division has used the data to identify specid needs
populations for the Family Violence Education Program, adiversonary program for domestic violence
offenders. Spanish-spesking programs, evening programs, and programs for femae offenders have
been added in locations where they were needed. Information on dua arrests has helped the Family
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Divison to develop educeation programs for femae offenders. Findly, the Divison used the Family
Violence Reporting Program datain designing and locating its Children Impacted by Family Violence
Programs throughout the state.

SAC Use of the Data

The Statigticd Anayss Center (SAC) has been an important user of the Family Violence Reporting
Program'sdata. While the Department of Public Safety publishes and distributes the numbers and basic
andysisfor each year, the SAC takes the analyss further and looks at trends over time in as much detail
as the published datawill permit. The SAC has prepared and published Connecticut's Family
Violence Reporting Program - Summary of Incidents Involving Arrest 1987-1994, 1987-1995,
1987-1996, 1987-1997. This report is digtributed to those known within the state to be involved with
family violence issues and upon request.

Based within the state planning and budget agency, the SAC is congtantly called upon to provide data to
support the Governor's budget process and to supply any data necessary for supporting and managing
al of Connecticut's federal and state criminad and juvenile justice grant programs. The SAC hasdso
responded to requedts for family violence data, including the Family Violence Reporting Program data,
from a broad group of other State agencies, victim advocacy groups, the bar association, the media, the
Governor's office and legidature, and locd officids.

The Violence Againg Women Grant Activities

During the firgt year of funding for the Violence Againg Women Grant Program (1995), the SAC
Director was the grant coordinator, coordinating the planning committee, preparing the Sate plan and
managing the grants for that year. The data was used extensively to prepare the plan and make funding
decisons by the Violence Againg Women Act (VAWA) Committee.

Discussion and Conclusions

One of the main advantages of Connecticut’s Family Reporting Program isits ability to provide
consstent data on family violence over along period of time. Since the program began 12 years ago,
and since the reporting procedures have not substantialy changed during that period, researchers and
policymakers have access to information on long-term trends in domestic violence in their Sate.

One of the advantages of specidized data collection systems istheir ability to collect more detailed
information on domestic violence than can be collected under more generd crime reporting systems.
Connecticut’ s reporting system might be considered a“first generation” system, given when it was
initiated. As aresult, the reporting form used provides less detailed information than some that have
developed in other states more recently. Potentially useful information, such as more detailed
relationship and offense codes, are not available with this system.
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One of the drawbacks of the Connecticut program is the unavailability at the sate level of information
on family violence cases which did not result in an arrest. Since the decision was made for police
departments to retain the data forms for incidentsin which no arrest was made, there is no centra data
collection point for this information. Thus, incidence data are not available for reported cases of
domestic violence, but only for family violence arredts.

The many examples of research and analys's projects which have utilized the Connecticut Family
Reporting Program data attest to the value of the program and the usefulness of the data for Sate
policymaking. The fact that the state is moving to incorporate its family violence detainto the NIBRS
system being developed illustrates an important caveet regarding the future of specidized systems for
collecting domestic violence and sexud assault data. As more and more states adopt NIBRS for generd
crime reporting, they may find that they have little reason to maintain a separate incident-based reporting
program just for domestic violence or sexua assault offenses. More likely, states will follow the example
of Connecticut (and lowa, when they implemented NIBRS) and incorporate their domestic violence
data collection into their NIBRS systems.

ILLINOIS SERVICE PROVIDER DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM

History of Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Data Collection in Illinois

There are three primary sources for domestic violence and sexud assault information in lllinois the
Illinois State Police, the Illinois Codition Againg Domestic Violence (ICADV) and the Illinois Codition
Agang Sexud Assault (ICASA). Thelllinois State Police maintains four datasets thet archive
information on the offenders, victims and incidents of domestic violence and sexud assaullt: the Orders
of Protection data and the Crimina History Records contain offender data, and the Uniform Crime
Reporting (UCR) and the Domestic Violence datasets kegp information primarily on incidents of
domestic violence and sexud assault.

In addition to these sources, severd agencies that provide funding for servicesto victims adso collect
summary information on the services to victims of domestic violence and sexud assault. The largest of
these funding agencies are the Illinois Department of Human Services, the lllinois Attorney Generd’s
Office, and the Illinois Criminad Justice Information Authority.

Thelllinois Codition Againg Sexud Assault and the Illinois Codition Againg Domestic Violence have
developed their data collection efforts under smilar circumstances. Both codlitions have established
funding relationships with the state to support their servicesto victimsin lllinois. Each codition has
recognized from inception the importance of data collection in reation to both funding and legidation
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Sour ces of Data

lllinois Codition Againg Sexud Assault

In 1982, ICASA began reporting summary information to its funding agency, the lllinois Department of
Public Hedlth (IDPH). In order to submit these reports, ICASA had to collect information from each of
its member service programs and calculate the total number of clients served as wdll as the hours and
type of services provided. In 1987, the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) provided ICASA with
additiona funding to collect information on the arrests and prosecution of sexud assault offenders. The
callection of this data began in 1988. With additiona legidation and funding available for victim services,
ICASA began to receive increased funding from a variety of sources. Each funding agency requested a
different combination of information to describe both the program services and the victims served. Asa
result, ICASA’s data collection efforts rapidly expanded to gather the assorted pieces of information
and monitor the increased spending of each service program. The Codlition’ s programs were now
submitting severd formsto the ICASA office quarterly and annudly. ICASA, in turn, struggled to
respond to the changing and time-consuming demands for datain order to guarantee funding from a
growing number of sources.

lllinois Codition Against Domestic Violence

In 1978, ICADV was formed with the understanding that both funding and legidation for domestic
violence cases depended heavily upon the evidence provided from data. The Codlition began its data
collection efforts by designing a Sx-page intake form to gather information on the abuse, the abuser, the
history of abuse, and the history of the abuser. For severa years ICADV published an annua brochure
with the andyss of thisinformation. In addition to the adult intake form, data were dso collected on an
intake form for the victim’s children, an evduation of services form, and a departure form. All of these
paper forms were submitted monthly to the Codlition’s office and entered into a database.

In 1989, the Codition used funds from the marriage license and divorce fees to build a computer
network and a uniform data collection system. Each ICADV program received a computer and began
entering data at the program site. During this development process, ICADV dropped much of the
information collected on the six-page intake form, leaving only two pages of descriptive information to
be collected on each client. Through the new system, ICADV downloaded dl the data once a month
through anetwork. A few years after this systlem was in place, the state reported that financid support
was no longer available for the network. Fortunately, ICADV was able to kegp most of the computers
and the uniquely developed program and not return to paper reporting.

lllinois Crimind Judtice Informeation Authority

In 1985, the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) made federd funds available for victim service programs.
From that time to the present, the Illinois Crimind Justice Information Authority (ICJA) has been
monitoring the didtribution and spending of these funds. Asafunder of victim services, ICJIA accepted
the responghility of both collecting and using victim data to improve the servicesto victims. To do o
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effectivey, ICIA needed reliable sources for information on the victims of crimein lllinois. ICJA was
able to access the UCR, the Nationd Crime Victimization Survey, and the Department of Children and
Family Services as sources of victim information, but each of these sources suffered from various
limitations.

ICJA funds severd service providers who have recently grown into agencies with avariety of funding
sources. As aresult, the service providers must be accountable for increasing budgets which provide
services to agrowing number of clients. In an effort to support and effectively coordinate data collection
by domestic violence and sexud assault service provider agencies, ICJIA has worked closdy with them
to develop one automated information collection tool - the InfoNet - that can meet dl of the agencies
needs for accurate and timely data.

ThelnfoNet System

Overview of the Sysem

In 1996, the lllinois Crimina Jugtice Information Authority wrote a proposal for the InfoNet, a new
system to collect victim data statewide. The InfoNet isatool to automate the required victim and
service information that is reported by |CJA-funded service agencies. Thistool aso dlows each
service provider to eadly collect avariety of caseleve information, including the victim'’s circumstances,
the court proceedings, and the services provided to the victim, and to create reports for other funding
agencies. All of the information recorded by the service providersis kept confidentia using a unique
identifier for each dlient.

The InfoNet was designed to work as a network system with al of the information linked and stored in
acentrd location. In early 1997, ICJA saff met with ICADV and ICASA to present a prototype of
the new system. After thisinitia meeting, ICJA recognized and responded to the different needs of the
two coditions. This meant working individualy with each codition to create data entry screenswhich
were customized to the differencesin victims and services. Filot testing continued throughout 1997.
Data entry using the InfoNet software began at ICADV’ sloca service agencies in October 1997 and
ICASA’s agenciesin July 1998. Currently the loca service providers submit dl of their funding reports
viae-mall to codition offices. In the year 2000, the InfoNet should be running as a network system.
Once linked by an intranet system, both coditions' tota service calculations can be managed entirdly
within the InfoNet.

Both ICADV and ICASA areinterested and excited about the capabilities of InfoNet data. The
InfoNet will dlow the coditions to answer questions about the amount and nature of victim services
provided by their member agencies. Additionaly, the coditions will be capable of investigating the
effects that legidation has on the services desired by victims and how programs can mogt efficiently
recognize and respond to these needs.
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The victim data collected throughout the state will eventualy be stored on the InfoNet network system
and only used with the expressed consent of the reporting agencies. The development of the InfoNet
has become a sgnificant investment for ICJA, ICADV, ICASA, the lllinois Department of Human
Services, the lllinois Attorney Generd’ s Office, and the individua service providers throughout Illinois.
These principa players are combining their efforts and philosophies to provide improved servicesto
victims of crime by increasing the qudity of avallable data. As the funding dollars continue to grow, the
funders and legidators have asked difficult questions regarding the impact of money spent on victim
sarvices. The future collection of domegtic violence and sexud assault detain llinois will utilize tools
such asthe InfoNet to answer these questions while providing improved service to victims.

Description of the System

The InfoNet database was designed to link a program’s entire structure in order to both record and
cdculate avariety of adminigtrative and service information. The database is made up of relationa tables
that are linked by primary keys that run throughout the database. The tables include information on
victimswho are currently receiving services and those who have been previoudy receiving services,
gaff, volunteers, and financid information. The primary keys that link the information contained in the
tables consst of separate identification numbers for the program, the staff member or volunteer, and the
client.

Throughout the InfoNet software, one record is defined as dl of the information relating to one client.
The descriptive information for each client is contained in fields or columns of the table and varies with
each record. In the dient-level table, fields contain that client’s: status (new or returning), demographics,
sgnificant others, aleged offender (rdationship to the victim and offender demographics), medica
advocacy (trestment, serious injury, hours of advocacy), police involvement (advocacy hours, arrests,
charges, order of protection), prosecution involvement (advocacy hours, charges, trid, verdict),
counsdling by reporting agency (in person, telephone, group, family) and other advocacy or support
services provided. Client data can be stored in an active or archived table depending on the client’s
satus.

The tables with program-level datainclude staff, financia and service information. The program service
dataincludes. indtitutiona advocacy (contacts and number of hours), professond training (number of
participants, hours of preparation, and hours of training), public education (number of participants and
hours of preparation, training, and travel), information and referra (number of contacts and hours),
media contacts, and avariety of adminidrative information, including lists of staff, volunteers, and board
members.

The financid table includes data on each program activity’ s and staff member’s source of funding. For
example, one employee may be funded 60 percent by VOCA funds and 40 percent by private
donations. The agency activities are recorded in the same way; for example, a gaff training may be
documented and paid for usng VAWA funds and IDHS funds. Again, thistable contains key identifiers
that link the services with an employee and a funding source.
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While both ICADV and ICASA have al of the above-listed InfoNet components, the actual data
screens and fields of information vary to most gppropriately fit the needs of these separate service
agencies.

Data Entry

Data entry for the InfoNet system is completed at the reporting agency’ s site. Staff from ICJA crested
the manud to guide the agencies as they set up the software and security systems of the InfoNet. ICJIA
daff aso held user group meetingsto train and pilot the InfoNet system. Severd training sessons were
held about one month before ICJIA’ s release of the InfoNet softwareto ICADV and ICASA. This
dlowed time for the adminigtrative arm of each agency to set up the staff and financid information as
well asingd| the password-protected security system before beginning to enter client data. ICJIA was
available for technica support by telephone and, in some cases, in person. ICJIA  supported the setup
and will continue to support the utilization of the InfoNet software.

Throughout the pilot and training process ICIA compiled the opinions and reections of users. The
results from individua agencies have been overwhemingly positive despite the difficulties of learning this
new and complex automated system of data collection. Both ICADV and ICASA have reported
hearing of theloca agencies frudtrations as users struggle with the new system and their reporting
needs, but these difficulties were expected and seem reasonablein light of the complexity of the system.

Data Submisson and Andyss

The data collected using the InfoNet system is currently being submitted to both ICADV and ICASA
from their member agencies. The InfoNet is not yet on a network or intranet system and, as aresullt,
routine reports must be sent from locd agencies viae-mail to the coditions. The coditions are continuing
to perform caculations for various quarterly and annual reports. This data has continued to be submitted
by the coditionsto ther respective funding agencies with reaively few ddays.

To date, none of the data collected using the InfoNet software have been released to ICJIA for
andysis. The primary reason for thisis that both the users and ICJA are working without a network
system and continuing to adapt the InfoNet software to the needs of the coditions. In the meantime, the
process of data collection and report calculationsis fill relatively time-consuming. ICJA has been
working primarily to relieve the coditions of these complications.

For dl involved, the focus has been on the need for InfoNet usersto be able to provide information for
funding sources.

Advantages of the InfoNet System

Severd complications of current domestic and sexud violence data collection will be resolved through
the InfoNet software. Past data collection efforts of victim information were based on the requirements
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of the funders. As aresult, data entry was often redundant, included complex caculations, and caused
confusion over definitions of terms. A new dlient, for example, could be a client with no previous
services or areturning client who appears for the first time in a particular reporting period. These
problems have led to poor data quality and ultimately resulted in very limited information describing
victims of domedtic violence and sexud assaullt.

The InfoNet system diminates redundant data entry in a number of ways. The system compiles dl of the
information on one dient under a unique identifier, continuing to add to that information over time and
essentidly creeting ahistory of service. In the padt, the service agencies reentered intake information on
clients who reappeared in each new reporting period. In addition, the InfoNet automates caculations
required for reports. Once users enter the dates for a reporting period, the system will calculate the
specified information on the types of services provided, the number of clients served (distinguishing new
from ongoing), the employees who provided the service and the funding source for the service,

An additiona benefit of the InfoNet reporting system is the ability the agencies have to archive data
beyond the short reporting periods defined by funders. These client historieswill be atool for service
providersto investigate how additiona funding has dlowed them to service victims most effectively.

One of the key dements of the InfoNet software is its emphasis on ease of data entry. Pop-up and
drop-down lists were created for any questions with a specified list of responses. When feasible, these
lists were linked to specific adminigtrative information for the agency. For example, when responding to
the question, “Which staff member provided this service?’ the data entry person seesalist of dl the
daff membersfor that particular agency. Thislist isautomaticaly created by linking to the adminigrative
information that has been previoudy entered into another section of the database. These database links
make recording client or service information easy and fast. The InfoNet dso automaticaly assgns date
variables wherever possble, thereby helping to reduce errorsin the calculations of client services over
particular reporting periods. Automatic caculations were included whenever possible to assist loca
agencies in tracking their active clients and remaining budgets. The InfoNet software also distinguishes
between fidds that are stable, such as intake information, and fields that will be updated, such as service
and court proceedings information. Screens for these latter fields are enabled immediately when client
identifiers are entered, to remind the data entry person to update the appropriate information.

All of the required reporting by local agencies has been organized into InfoNet report files that will
automaticaly cdculate the specified information from aloca database. The InfoNet report files were
created with input from both the funders and the service providers. Thusthe InfoNet systemisa
practica tool for service providers, helping them to collect and report necessary information quickly and
more accurately. In addition, the agency will dso have the ahility to query their data usng variables that
they specify; in thisway they can use dl of the information collected for interna purposes.

Asthe InfoNet develops the ICJA hopesto work closdy with the individual agenciesin order to create
sample and ussful reports that are unique to each service program’s gods. The programs can then use
this information to support or restructure particular projects, which may be entirdly separate from the
datewide data initiatives or funding requirements.



The InfoNet continues to be developed under the guidance of an advisory committee. The committee
members include representatives of both the service providers and the funding agencies. Members of
the advisory board, in particular representatives from the Department on Human Services and the
[llinois Attorney Generd’s office, have played a vauable role recently by providing extensions for
quarterly data reports as the loca users adjust to the latest revisions of the InfoNet system.

Deve opment |ssues

A number of issues were raised in the development of the InfoNet that needed to be addressed in order
for it to be successfully implemented. Severa of these issues are discussed below.

Confidentiality

Confidentidity was a serious concern of both the participating coditions and ICJA when congdering a
system to collect and store information that describes victims. A victim’s safety can depend upon the
confidentidity of support services. The InfoNet data collection system has been designed with four
digtinct layers of security. Firt, theintranet design links only specified users to the data system using
technology smilar to that of the internet. The second leve of security uses encryption software and a
password to secure each user’ s link to the intranet. Each agency will aso have internet access to obtain
or publicize generd information regarding services to victims. The third and fourth layers of security are
at the loca agency level. Each loca agency will use encryption software and a password to protect the
agency’slocd database. Passwords will be used to separate data entry and adminigtrative information
for each agency. Thereault isthat only designated local staff can access and change data entry and /or
adminigrative information. The agency will aso use unique identifiersin place of the names of clients
whose informetion is entered into the system. Within the loca agency these find two layers of security
will protect both the adminidirative information and victim data contained in the database.

| dentifying I ndividual Clients

Service provider agencies require away to track servicesto clients, and to distinguish between services
provided to the same client over time, as opposed to those provided to new clients. A unique case
identifier code serves to protect the victim while dlowing individua case information to be accurately
documented for agency reporting. In addition, with the increase in funding sources, it is now important
to know how much st&ff time was soent providing various services. An individuaized client identifier
limits the complications of matching services provided to a particular client by a particular staff member.

ICJA has offered recommendations on creating and storing unique identifiers but ultimately each
reporting agency is responsble for this information. Unique identifiers will not be designed by or known
to aff at ICJA; instead, each loca agency will develop a method for creating a unique identifier for
every victim served. The records containing a name and matching identifier will only be stored at local
agencies and will be kept separate from the InfoNet system.
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Hardwar e and Software

ICJA’sorigind proposal for the InfoNet included the financing and digtribution of both the equipment
and software to users. ICJIA staff contributed technica expertise in sdecting the gppropriate
equipment, developing the system, and eventudly training the new users on the InfoNet. The hardware,
which has been provided to each reporting agency, includes capabilities for word processing, database
gpplications, automated presentations, and eectronic mall.

The InfoNet was designed and equipment was purchased using the most recent technological
information availadle. Unfortunately, there have been unscheduled ddays in the acquisition of equipment
necessary for the network system. ICJA has provided the InfoNet software to both the domestic
violence and sexud assault coditions, so that they could begin using the data entry system. Until the
network becomes operationd, the data reports are being run by the reporting agencies and submitted
viae-mail to codition offices.

Ongoing Issues

Severa issues continue to be the subject of discussons among those involved in the development and
use of the InfoNet. One such issue is how to define new, returning, ongoing and archived clients. This
will continue to be an issue for training as loca agencies trandate those definitions into their data entry
routines. A related topic for discusson isthe question of how long to keep a client in the database and
ultimately the network system. In the past, the coditions used fiscal years to measure client histories.
The InfoNet offers the potentia to expand outcome measures over multiple years. Thisissue will
become more relevant once the InfoNet is a network system, housed and supported by ICJA.

Thetiming of data entry and reporting will be topics for discussion as users become more comfortable
with the InfoNet system and more interested in data quality issues. The data entry by loca agencies
should be ether continuous or a regular intervas, such as weekly. Similarly, reports should be run
routinely to familiarize both the reporting agencies and the coditions with trends in the available
informetion.

Future of thelnfoNet

Theincreasein VOCA and VAWA funding over the last few years has made the InfoNet project
possible through the Illinois Crimina Jugtice Information Authority. ICJA plansto continue providing
the technica support and collaborétive efforts that are necessary to sustain this statewide collection of
victim information. ICJA recognizes that the InfoNet program will need constant updates to assure that
it isuseful to the locd service providers. As funding sources and requirements change, the locd agencies
will rely on the InfoNet to meet their needs for information. The technica equipment for both the
network and the users will adso need continua support and regular updates. The advisory board and
ICJA are planning to expand this network system to include information collected by the victim-witness
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programs as well as providers of servicesto child victims. The funding for thiswork will be continualy
reevauated so that ICJA can continue to provide the necessary support to this resource for information
onvictims
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SECTION IIl. RECOMMENDATIONS
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the assessment of current state efforts and the case studies of three different sate systems, the
following are recommendations for the States with regard to domegtic violence and sexud assault data
collections systems.

1. States should implement incident-based reporting systems which use offense and
relationship codes that are compatible with the National I ncident-Based Crime
Reporting System (NIBRS).

Mogt gtates are in the process of planning or implementing NIBRS or NIBRS-compatible incident-
based crime reporting systems. NIBRS provides enough information about offenses, relationships,
victims, and offenders to alow states to conduct detailed anayses of domestic violence and sexud
assault issues. NIBRS a so represents the best opportunity for the development of nationa estimates of
the incidence of domestic violence and sexud assaullt, to the extent that these offenses are reported to
the police.

Connecticut's plans to develop a NIBRS-compatible system and then diminate its long-standing
specidized domedtic violence reporting system may be indicative of future developments in the Sates.
Given the movement toward NIBRS and its ahility to provide domestic violence and sexud assault
information, it ssems unwise for states to expend the resources to implement or maintain specidized
domestic or sexud violence incident-based systems.

NIBRS implementation in the states has been problematic for a number of reasons, some of which were
documented in lowa s study of its NIBRS implementation. Loca law enforcement agencies, especidly
large ones, have maintained that they do not have the personnel and other resources to implement the
system. As aresult, few states have comprehensive reporting, and currently only one large police
department is represented in the national data. States need to take heed of lowa s experiencein
converting to a statewide incident-based system when dl loca departments are not ready to report. This
resultsin the state losing valuable information about the number of domestic violence and sexud assaullt
incidents. States which aready collect domestic violence data through another method should consider
continuing to collect this data from agencies not yet ready to report incident-based data, so they can
continue to accuratdly track the total number of incidents.

States should dso consder adding fields to their incident-based reporting forms which would alow
them to identify domestic violence cases as defined by their Sate Satutes. Thisisimportant for severa
reasons. First, NIBRS relationship codes do not include dl of the possible relationships rdevant to
domestic violence Situations, so thet if cases are identified based on relationship codes, some will be
missed. In addition, requiring each case to be identified as domestic violence by the police officer who
responded to the call may result in more accurate classfication of cases.
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2. States should move toward implementing incident-based service provider domestic
violence and sexual assault data collection systems.

There are severa good reasons for states to implement service provider reporting systems. Such
sysemswill provide useful information for the programs, advocacy groups, Sate decisionmakers, and
funding agencies regarding the types of services being provided. In terms of incidence data, service
provider systems can complement the data collected by crime reporting systems. While the |atter
provide information on incidents reported to the police, the former capture information on incidents for
which victims seek assstance. States which have both systems in place should be able to develop more
accurate assessments of the incidence and nature of domestic violence and sexua assaullt.

I ncident-based reporting is recommended here because it produces much richer data for analytica
purposes. Summary-based systems are of little andyticd use, and are even of limited usein providing
incidence data. Service provider data collection systems must have methods built in for distinguishing
between new and returning clients, primary and secondary victims, and the nature of the services
received. Not only is this information essentiad for program planning, it is o necessary to maintain
accurate data on the extent and nature of the victimization.

lllinois InfoNet is an excdlent example of the type of incident-based service provider system being
recommended. By working closdy with the programs and advocacy agencies, the lllinois Crimina
Jugtice Information Authority has devel oped an automated system that will meet the needs of the
programs, the funding agencies, and researchers and andysts. As shown in Table 1, severd other states
have developed, or are in the process of developing, Smilar systems. The federa government is playing
an important role in the development of these systems by providing funding and technica assstance
through programs such asthe Violence Against Women Act, the STOP grant program, and the Grants
to Encourage Arrest Policiesinitiative.

3. States should develop guidance and implement training on how to identify and
report cases of domestic violence and sexual assault.

One of the issues which became apparent in the lowa study of its NIBRS system is the degree to which
local law enforcement agencies vary in the criteria they use to report domestic violence casesto the
database. States should develop and disseminate clear policies regarding how incidents are to be
classified, and should regularly provide training to law enforcement officers on how to identify and
report such cases to the data system. Legidation which darifies the definition of domegtic violence may
aso be helpful in some cases.

4. States, with assistance from the federal government, should develop initiatives to
analyze and validate domestic violence and sexual assault data being collected by
statewide incident-based systems.

Many dates are now in a position to begin to analyze and vaidate the domestic violence and sexud
assault data being collected through incident-based reporting systems. These data collection systems
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could provide the basisfor some interesting andyses. For example, severd states which report
domestic violence and sexud assault data using NIBRS offense codes dso use aflag to identify
domestic violence cases. It would be interesting to describe the characteristics of those cases which are
flagged as domestic violence in terms of the actud offense and reationship codes involved. Smilarly,
severa gates have domedtic violence and sexud assault data from multiple reporting systems available
for andyss. It would be interesting to compare the incidence of these offenses as reported by the
various data sysems. The results of these anayses would not only be of importance to the individud
dtates themsalves, but would alow other states to gauge the vaidity and usefulness of these data
collection systems.

5. States, with assistance from the federal government, should begin developing
linkages among the various state data systems that collect information relevant to
domestic violence and sexual assault incidents.

While this report has focused on law enforcement and service provider systems, thereis information
regarding domestic violence and sexud assault incidents available from other sourcesin the states. Once
domestic violence and sexud assault law enforcement databases are firmly established, states should
consider integrating law enforcement and service provider databases with other data collection systems,
including courts, corrections, health, mental hedth and socid services systems. Information on case
dispositions and services provided in non-crimina justice settings would considerably enhance states
ability to conduct meaningful analyses of domestic violence and sexud assault incidents, and would
improve the coordination of service ddivery to victims of domestic and sexud violence.
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APPENDIX A. CRITERIA
FOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FLAGS AND CASE SELECTION



Table A. Offense Criteria for Domestic Violence Flags and Case Selection

NIBRS

OTHER IBR

SPECIALIZED INCIDENT-BASED

SPECIALIZED SUMMARY

STATE

Delaware

lowa

Kansas

Vermont
DC

Montana

Nebraska

Connecticut

Georgia

1a

lllinois
Maryland
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
Oklahoma
Rhode Island
Texas

West Virgin

Wisconsin

Wyoming

California

Florida

Maine

Missouri
Ohio

Oregon

Puerto Rico

Tennessee

Washington

GENERAL HARM:

offense upon a person

x

result in physical harm

x

x

result in bodily injury

X |X

X |X

x
x|x

negligently causes bodily injury

with a weapon

infliction of physical pain, injury,

or illness

recklessly cause serious

physical harm

physical abuse

harmful physical contact (to

coerce/control/etc)

violence

ATTEMPTS TO HARM:

attempt to cause bodily injury

attempt to cause physical harm

THREATS TO HARM

threatened violence/fear of harm

causes to fear serious bodily injury

terroristic threats

threats of physical abuse

harassment

intimidation of a dependent

threat of harmful physical contact

(to coerce/control/etc)

ASSAULTS:

assault

homicide

battery

simple battery

simple assault

XXX

felony assault

attempted assault

PROPERTY:

criminal damage to property

destruction of property

(to coerce/control/etc)

vandalism

criminal trespass

unlawful entry w/risk of harm

burglary

SEXUAL OFFENSES:

sexual assault

sexual abuse

sexual battery

criminal sexual contact

forced to engage in sexual relations

rape

RESTRAINT:

unlawful restraint

false imprisonment

childsnatching

kidnapping

OTHER:

interference with personal liberty

willful deprivation

compel by force to perform act

or to not perform

lewdness

criminal mischief

stalking

XX | X

intentential impairment of a

physical condition

pattern of conduct, etc.

violation - restraining/protective order

any felony

disturbance

dispute

disorderly conduct

menacing

reckless endangerment

XX | XXX
x

coercion

malicious mischief

XXX




Table B. Relationship Criteria for Domestic Violence Flags and Case Selection

STATE

NIBRS

OTHER IBR

SPECIALIZED INCIDENT-BASED

SPECIALIZED SUMMARY

Delaware

lowa

Kansas

Vermont
DC

Montana

Nebraska

Connecticut

Georgia

lllinois
Maryland
Nevada

New Jersey
New York
Oklahoma
Rhode Island
Texas

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

California

Florida

Maine

Missouri
Ohio

Oregon

Puerto Rico

Tennessee

Washington

ALL RELATIVES/FAMILY:

any relative

x

x

x
x

family member

x

x

former family members

relative, blood or marriage

X

SPECIFIC FAMILY MEMBERS:

spouses

ex-spouses

XX

separated spouses

parent

XX (XX

son/daughter

siblings

stepparents

stepchildren

in-laws

XX [X|X|X|X

related by legal custody

foster parents/children

RESIDING:

residing family member

relative, blood or marriage, that

resides

residing together/household member

residing together as if a family

residing as if married

residing as if a spouse

cohabits

intimate cohabitants

residing as sexual partners

residing w/ intimate relationship

RESIDED:

resided in past

resided within 1 year

family member that resided

within the last year

resided together as if a family

resided as if married

resided as if a spouse

resided as if a spouse within 1 year

cohabitted

former intimate cohabitants

resided w/ intimate relationship

resided and

sexual relationship

resided as sexual partners

RELATED THROUGH CHILDREN:

child in common

alleged child in common

pregnant w/ child in common

parent or child of person living

as a spouse

share/allegedly share blood relation

through a child

HAS OTHER RELATIONSHIP:

boyfriend/girlfriend

has intimate relationship

sexual or intimate partner

has dating or engage relat

has consensual relationship

HAD OTHER RELATIONSHIP:

ex-boyfriend/girlfriend

had intimate relationship

former sexual or intimate partner

had dating or engage relat

had consensual relationship

OTHER:

disabled/assistants

minor child of various relationships

specifies adult-only relationships

specifies opposite sex relationships

other

XXX




APPENDIX B. STATE DATA
COLLECTION SYSTEM CONTACT AGENCIES



Incident-Based Reporting Systems

Alabama Alabama Crimind Justice Information Center
770 Washington Avenue
Montgomery, AL 36130-0660
334-242-4937/Fax - 334-242-0577

Delaware Deawvare Statistical Anaysis Center
60 The Plaza
Dover, DE 19901
302-739-4626/Fax - 302-739-4630

District
of Columbia Metropolitan Police Department
300 Indiana Ave., NW
Room 3142
Washington, D.C. 20001
202-727-4174/Fax - 202-727-0826

lowa Satidtica Anayss Center
Crimind & Juvenile Jugtice Planning
Lucas State Office Building
DesMoaines, |A 50319
515-242-5823/Fax - 515-242-6119

Kansas Kansas Bureau of Investigation
1620 SW Tyler
Topeka, KS 66612-1837
913-296-8277/Fax - 913-296-6781

Nebraska Statigticd Andyss Center
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement
And Crimind Judtice
PO Box 94946
Lincoln, NE 68509
402-471-2194/Fax — 402-471-2837



Oregon Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting
Law Enforcement Data System
400 Public Service Bldg.
Salem, OR 97310
503-378-3057/Fax - 503-363-8249

Specialized-1 ncident-Based System

Connecticut State Police, Department of Public Safety
1111 Country Club Rd.
PO Box 2794
Middletown, CT 06457-9294
860-685-8072/Fax - 860-685-8352

Georgia Uniform Crime Reporting Unit
Georgia Bureau of Investigation
Georgia Crime Information Center
PO Box 370748
Decatur, GA 30037-0748
404-244-2840/Fax - 404-244-2743

[llinois [llinois Crimind Judtice Information Authority
120 South Riversde Plaza
Chicago, IL 60606-3997
312-793-8550/Fax - 312-793-8422

Maryland Central Record Division
Department of Maryland State Police
1711 Belmont Avenue
Bdtimore, MD 21244
410-298-3883



Michigan

Nevada

New Jer sey

New York

Oklahoma

UCR Section

Michigan State Police

7150 Harris Drive

Lansing, M| 48913
517-322-1151/Fax - 517-322-0635

Department of Motor Vehicles and Public Safety
Nevada Highway Patrol

Records and Identification

Specid Services

55 Wright Way

Carson City, NV 89711

702-687-6675/Fax - 202-842-9329

Research and Evaduation Section
Divison of Crimind Judtice

25 Market Street

CN 085

Trenton, NJ 08625
609-984-5693/Fax - 609-984-4473

Bureau of Statigtical Services

New York State Divison of

Crimind Judtice Sarvices

Executive Park Tower

Stuyvesant Plaza

Albany, NY 12203-3764
518-457-8381/Fax - 518-485-8039

UCR Unit

Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation
6600 N. Harvey, Suite 300

Oklahoma City, OK 73116
405-848-6724



Rhodeldand

Texas

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Domedtic Violence Unit
Rhode Idand Supreme Court
Office of the Attorney Generd
McGrath Judicial Complex
4800 Tower Hill Road
Wakefield, Rl 02879
401-782-4154

Texas Department of Public Safety
Box 4143

Augtin, TX 78765

512-424-2091

Uniform Crime Reporting Section
West Virginia State Police

725 Jefferson Road

South Charleston, WV 25309
304-746-2159/Fax - 304-746-2230

Wisconsin Department of Justice
Office of Crime Victim Sarvices
222 State Street, 3 Floor
Madison, WI 53702
608-266-1155

Office of Judtice Assstance
222 State Street, 2™ Floor
Madison, WI 53702
608-266-7185

Divisgon of Crimind Invedigation
316 W. 22M &t.

Cheyenne, WY 82002
307-777-7625



Summary-Based Specialized Reporting Systems

California

Florida

Maine

Missouri

Ohio

Bureau of Crimind Information and Andyss
Crimind Justice Statistics Center

PO Box 903427

Sacramento CA 94203-4270
916-227-3515/ Fax - 916-227-3561

Satidticd Anayss Center

Horida Department of Law Enforcement
2331 Phillips Road

Post Office Box 1489

Talahassee, FL 32308
850-487-4808/Fax - 904-487-4812

Department of Public Safety
Records Management Services
Uniform Crime Reporting Program
36 Hospita Street

Augusta, Maine 04333-0042
207-624-7004

Crimina Records Divison

Missouri State Highway Petrol

1510 E. Elm

Jefferson City, MO 65102
573-526-6160/Fax - 573-751-9382

Bureau of Crimind Identification and Investigation
1580 SR 56 SW

London, OH 43140

614-466-8204/Fax - 614-852-4453



Oregon

Puerto Rico

Tennessee

Washington

Alabama

Alaska

Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting
Law Enforcement Data System

400 Public Service Bldg.

Salem, OR 97310
503-378-3057/Fax - 503-363-8249

Statigics Divison

Puerto Rico Palice

P.O. Box 70166

San Juan, PR 00936-8166
787-793-1234/Fax - 787-783-3670

Adminigrative Office of the Courts
Nashville City Center, Suite 600

511 Union Street

Nashville, TN 37243-0607
615-741-2687/Fax - 615-741-6285

Washington Assn. Of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs
PO Box 826

Olympia, WA 98507-0826
360-586-3221/Fax - 360-586-7030

Service Provider Systems

Alabama Codition Againg Domegtic Violence
PO Box 4762

Montgomery, AL 36101

334-832-4842/Fax - 334-832-4803

Council on Domedtic Violence & Sexud Assault
PO Box 111200

Juneau, AK 99811-1200

907-465-4356/Fax - 907-465-3627



District

of Columbia DC Rape Criss Center
PO Box 34125
Washington, DC 20043
202-232-0789

M assachusetts Sexua Assault Prevention and Survivor
Services Program
250 Washington Street
Fourth Floor
Boston, MA 02108-4619
617-624-5458/Fax - 617-624-5075

New Hampshire Office of the Attorney Generd
33 Capitol Street
Concord, NH 03301-6397
603-271-7820/Fax - 603-271-2110

Oklahoma Department of Mental Hedlth
PO Box 53277
Oklahoma City, OK 73152
405-522-3908

Rhode Idand Network Hepline
300 Richmond Street, Suite 205
Providence, RI 02903
401-421-4100

Washington Sexud Assault and Domestic Violence Programs
Office of Crime Victims Advocacy
906 Columbia St. SW
PO Box 48300
Olympia WA 98504-8300
360-753-1174/Fax - 360-586-0873



Other Systems

Kentucky Records Section
Kentucky State Police
1250 L ouisville Road
Frankfort, KY 40601
502-227-8700/Fax - 502-227-8734



