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Highlights of the 2000 Report 

Since the STOP (Services, Training, Officers, Prosecutors) program 
began in 1995, the states have made great strides in implementing 
their own strategies for helping victims of domestic violence, sexu- 
al assault, and stalking. Statistics on arrests, prosecution, and other 
justice system activities are beginning to show the impact of these 
changes stimulated by STOP. 

STOP subgrantees perceive that their STOP funding has helped 
communities make significant strides in all three areas of violence 
against women. Most subgrantees emphasize the importance of 
STOP funds to their progress, even when some also mention that 
they engage in other initiatives to reduce violence against women 
concurrently with their STOP projects. Many say they "could not 
have done it without STOP." 

In many communities, STOP funding has also provided an 
incentive for agencies to work together to reduce violence against 
women. STOP funding has pushed communities in many states to 
find ways around seemingly insurmountable barriers; subgrantees 
have had to develop creative approaches to make collaboration a 
success. As a result of STOP, subgrantees have mapped out paths to 
or already arrived at real system change in their communities. 

Despite significant achievements, many subgrantees noted dur- 
ing telephone surveys and site visits that the permanency of 
improvements in services for women victims of violence hinges on 
the continued receipt of funding. In their view, if funding 
decreased, they would lose the progress they have made using 
STOP funding in their ability to serve women victims of violence 
comprehensively. The validity of these observations is borne out by 
the experience of subgrantees that received one-time awards, espe- 
cially nongovernmental victim service agencies. Most have not 
been able to maintain the gains they achieved through brief STOP 
funding. 
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The STOPprogram has 
funded more than 6,500 
subgrants wi th FY (fis- 
cal year) 1995 through 
FY 1998 program alloca- 
tions, for a reported 
total of $298.8 million. 

The 6,527 subgrant awards reported to VAWO (Violence Against 
Women Office) through November 15, 1999, totaled $298.8 million 
dollars. Four-fifths of the subgrants (80 percent) provide direct ser- 
vice to victims, 75 percent increase the capacity of agencies receiving 
the subgrants, and 54 percent increase community capacity to serve 
women victims of violence. Fifty-one percent of the subgrants focus 
exclusively on domestic violence, 12 percent focus exclusively on 
sexual assault, 21 percent focus on both but not on stalking, and the 
rest report other combinations of focus on domestic violence, sexual 
assault, and stallung. With respect to VAWA's (Violence Against 
Women Act) authorized purpose area classifications, 68 percent of 
subgrants fall into victim services, 31 percent into training, 20 percent 
into special units, 15 percent into policy and procedure development, 
12 percent into data/communication systems, 7 percent into stalking, 
and 3 percent into subgrants to Indian tribes from state allocations. 
Projects can be classified into more than one purpose area. 

Women who have expe- 
rienced domestic vio- 
lence or sexual assault, 
and the program stafS 
who help them, report 
that their STOP project 
has made an important 
diflerence in their lives. 

According to the subgrantees we interviewed during telephone 
surveys and site visits, victims are safer, better supported by their 
communities, and treated more uniformly and sensitively by first- 
response workers, among other benefits. Victims themselves, inter- 
viewed in focus groups during site visits to 16 states, generally 
supported these subgrantee perceptions. With regard to victims 
from underserved communities, subgrantees making a special 
effort to reach these communities reported significant increases in 
the people they have served. Thirty-six of the 44 private, nonprofit 
victim service agencies interviewed for the 1999 Underserved 
Survey reported numbers of domestic violence and /or sexual 
assault victims served annually by their agencies pre- and post- 
STOP. The number of domestic violence victims served annually 
increased for 29 of the 34 agencies providing domestic violence 
information. Twelve agencies increased services by more than 60 
percent, eight agencies increased them more than 200 percent, and 
four provided domestic violence services for the first time. 
Similarly, the number of sexual assault victims served increased 
with STOP funding for 19 of the 22 agencies providing sexual 
assault data. Of these programs, nine increased victims served by 
more than 60 percent, five increased them by more than 100 
percent, and four served sexual assault victims for the first time. 

In addition to serving more victims, practitioners also reported 
that their jobs are easier now that they are working together with 
other agencies in their community and pooling their efforts on task 
forces and collaborative projects. In many areas, STOP projects are 
credited with introducing the idea of a service community. As a result 
of more coordinated and comprehensive services for victims, a 
number of subgrantees have seen more women victims of violence 
come forward to ask for assistance in their communities. Overall, 
the majority of those we interviewed indicated that through train- 
ing, special units, policy and protocol development, and direct ser- 
vices to victims, STOP projects have improved the treatment of 
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women victims of violence while simultaneously fostering cohe- 
sion among service communities across the country. 

Performance information for 2,369 subgrants was received by 
November 15,1999; only subgrants that have run for a year or more 
are expected to report performance information. Training projects 
comprise 1,272 of these; reports indicated 218,586 personnel were 
trained in 10,668 training sessions. The professionals that most fre- 
quently attended were law enforcement (38 percent of training pro- 
jects) and private, nonprofit victim service (25 percent of training 
projects) personnel. 

These subgrantees report 
many important accom- 
plishments that benefit 
the citizens of communi- 
ties throughout the 
country. 

Special unit projects comprise 663 of the subgrants reporting 
performance data. Thirty percent created new units, 28 percent 
supported or expanded an existing special unit, and 6 percent sup- 
ported specialized functions for one or more members of agencies 
too small to justify a special unit. 

Performance related to policies, procedures, protocols, adminis- 
trative orders, or service development is reported by 663 subgrants. 
New policies were developed by 58 percent of these policy projects, 
and 48 percent revised or expanded previous policies and proce- 
dures. Agencies most frequently involved in developing or revising 
policy were law enforcement (45 percent), prosecution (40 percent), 
and private, nonprofit victim service agencies (31 percent). 

The subgrants that support data collection and communications 
projects (23 percent, or 540, of performance reports) address a wide 
variety of data/communication system types. Case tracking or record- 
keeping systems are by far the most common, supported by 60 percent 
of the data projects. Also relatively common are forms development or 
standardization projects, representing 32 percent of data projects. 

Two-thirds of all subgrants in the SAPR (Subgrant Award and 
Performance Report) database (1,637) fell into the victim service pur- 
pose area. Projects offering direct services to victims offered one or 
more of the following: crisis counseling (70 percent), an in-person 
dormation and referral system (53 percent), follow-up contact with 
victims (51 percent), and criminal justice advocacy (51 percent). 
Slightly under half of subgrants offered either telephone contacts or 
crisis hotline counseling (48 percent and 47 percent, respectively). 
Thirty-eight percent supported projects operating shelters or safe 
houses, 36 percent assisted victims in filing compensation claims, 
and 33 percent offered emergency legal advocacy. Twenty-nine per- 
cent provided group treatment or support, while 22 percent gave 
emergency financial assistance. 

Forty-four percent of projects (715) with performance data in 
the victim service purpose area said their STOP funding permits 
them to offer new types of services not previously available to vic- 

Victim service projects, 
the most common type 
of project funded under 
STOP, are serving many 
women who would not 
previously have been 
served, through a wide 
variety of activities. 
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tims, while 64 percent said they could now provide improved or 
enhanced services of a type they already offered. Forty-five percent 
are simply providing more of the same services that already exist- 
ed. About half reported doing two or all three varieties of service 
expansion. 

In terms of the population of victims these projects serve, 59 
percent of the direct service projects helped the same groups of vic- 
tims who already received services, while 79 percent reported being 
able to serve victims who would not have come to the program 
without the STOP project. Responses to these questions make clear 
that the resources of the STOP program are being used to offer more 
services to more women. Further, STOP has enabled violence 
against women programs to expand the types of services offered 
and reach many women who in the past would never have received 
help to deal with domestic violence or sexual assault. 

States that have insisted 
on collaboration as a 
condition of STOPfind- 
ing, or otherwise made 
extensive collaboration 
a ve y high priority, are 
the most likely to sup- 
port projects that are 
creating a coordinated 
community response to 
violence against women. 
High levels of collabora- 
tion and coordinated 
community response 
exist as a result of STOP 
projects in other states, 
but are not as common. 
The pa yofls experienced 
by communities that 
have moved a long w a y  
toward a coordinated 
community response 
strongly suggest that 
more communities and 
states should be moving 
in this direction. 

Awareness is growing that the problem of violence against women 
is complex and requires comprehensive service responses involv- 
ing agencies and services beyond the justice systems. A number of 
coordinated efforts have developed during the recent past, as some 
communities have moved beyond changes in individual agencies, 
usually those in the justice systems, to respond to domestic violence 
and sexual assault in a more comprehensive and coordinated way. 
Many of the early efforts focused on coordination among agencies 
within the criminal justice system, or between these agencies and 
victim service providers. In recent years, however, some communi- 
ties have expanded their efforts to include a broader array of 
agencies and stakeholders, such as health care providers, child 
welfare agencies, substance abuse services, clergy, and businesses. 
Some communities have gone a step further and worked to involve 
the community as a whole in responding to violence against 
women through prevention and education efforts aimed at raising 
community awareness and reshaping attitudes about this issue. 

A full coordinated community response (CCR) to either domes- 
tic violence or sexual assault is a complex set of interagency rela- 
tionships, interlocking individual behaviors, and commitment. It 
does not happen in a day, or even in a few months, and it is diffi- 
cult to maintain without the steady attention and support of at least 
one person who is paid to serve as coordinator or facilitator. This 
evaluation team's experience of site visits over the past four years 
to 16 states and more than 80 STOP subgrantees convinces us that 
the overall goals of VAWA-to enhance women's well-being and 
hold perpetrators accountable-are maximally realized when a 
coordinated community response is in place. 

In reviewing the programs across the country that stand out as 
having accomplished the goals of STOP, several key elements 
emerge. It seems clear that the truly effective programs have 
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indeed transformed the way the criminal justice system handles 
domestic violence and/or sexual assault victims in their communi- 
ties. The lessons learned from observing these programs may 
guide us in developing more comprehensive domestic violence 
and sexual assault services across the country. Two critical lessons 
are: 

There must be solid working relationships among all the 
players: law enforcement, prosecution, nonprofit victim ser- 
vice agencies, any victim witness assistance units that exist, 
and the medical establishment (for sexual assault). There 
must be a willingness to work together on every case unless 
there is a compelling reason not to, and participating agencies 
must develop and adopt protocols requiring them to contact 
the appropriate partner agencies in response to every call. 

Protocol development must be a cross-disciplinary process 
from beginning to end. Law enforcement, medical person- 
nel, and victim service providers should be on the team 
developing the prosecution protocol, and the same cross- 
disciplinary representation should be applied to developing 
protocols for law enforcement, victim services, and medical 
services. This does not mean that other disciplines are asked 
to review a draft protocol once members of the discipline 
have written it; that strategy often leads to turf battles and 
defensiveness about ideas for improving ”our” protocol. 
Rather, everyone needs to sit down together and under- 
stand how the actions of one agency depend on or are criti- 
cal to the success of another agency. Then procedures to 
ensure the greatest possible coordination of operations can 
be written into official protocols. This takes longer up front, 
because each group must work through issues of territorial- 
ity, understanding each other’s professional language, and 
understanding each other’s roles and responsibilities. But it 
is actually more efficient in the long run than sending each 
discipline off to write its own protocol. Less controversy and 
fewer difficulties arise with implementation after protocol 
development, because the necessary cross-agency interac- 
tions and interdependencies will of necessity be considered 
and strategies will be developed to handle them; every 
agency contributes some changes in its own attitudes as 
well as procedures to make the whole system work better as 
a system. 

States fund a number of programs addressing underserved popula- 
tions. All states fund a mix of programs in rural, urban, and suburban 
areas, with some having special emphasis on rural programming. 
Many states added new services to rural areas or implemented satel- 
lite services in isolated areas for the first time as a result of STOP fund- 
ing. One state initially funded only rural services with STOP money, 

Some STOP-funded pro- 
jects are making a dif- 

underserved communi- 
ties, but more needs to 
be done. 

ference for  women from 
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thinking those women had long been neglected withm the state. In 
later years of STOP funding, they opened up the eligibdity to services 
across the whole state, regardless of geographic location. 

Some states specifically fund special outreach and service efforts 
toward groups that have not been served adequately by mainstream 
services. These groups include elderly women, specific racial/ethnic 
minorities, women with mental health and/or substance abuse dis- 
orders, and lesbian and bisexual women. These programs increase 
women’s knowledge about the services available to them and pro- 
vide services tailored to meet the unique needs of the group of inter- 
est. For many agencies, STOP funding made it possible to address 
these underserved populations formally for the first time. Many of 
the efforts, however, are funded at low levels and with no assurance 
of continued funding, creating issues related to the scope of services 
available and the sustainability of such efforts. 

The most common barriers reported for the populations of 
interest to these ”underserved” programs were inadequacy of 
available services, norms or beliefs that inhibit women’s willing- 
ness to access services, and insufficient means to access services. 
Across all categories of programs, the most frequently cited barri- 
ers to services for underserved populations were: 

Language barriers, 

Lack of culturally appropriate or problem-specific services, 

Social tolerance of violence in families, 

Importance of the family and/or women not wanting to 
leave their families, 

Distrust or fear of the ”system,” 

Geographic isolation from the community and any available 
services, 

Lack of transportation, and 

Poverty and/or no independent source of income. 

Sexual assault remains 
underemphasized and 
underfunded in the 
STOP program. 

The major findings of this evaluation with respect to sexual assault 
as a part of the STOP program are: (1) sexual assault receives less 
attention, less money, and less independence than domestic vio- 
lence; (2) when STOP funds have been devoted to sexual assault, 
most states visited have used them to expand specific services for 
sexual assault victims, not to develop coordinated community 
responses; (3) STOP has had only limited impact in building coor- 
dinated community responses and changing the way most com- 
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munities respond to sexual assault in the 16 states we visited; (4) in 
contrast to the general findings, STOP funds have been used to 
establish collaborative sexual assault response teams in a very 
small number of communities, with results reported to be "phe- 
nomenal"; (5) STOP funds have supported improved forensic 
evidence collection for sexual assau-lt cases through several 
approaches; (6) service providers report continuing problems with 
mechanisms to pay for forensic medical examinations in most 
states and localities visited; and (7) statewide sexual assault coali- 
tions now exist in some states where there were none prior to STOP, 
and where they exist, they make a difference. 

These generalizations were already emerging as findings after 
the first three years of research activity on this evaluation. 
However, to allow sufficient time for sexual assault programming 
to develop (if it was going to happen), researchers decided to wait 
several more years before drawing conclusions. Those years have 
now passed, and initial impressions have been consistently sup- 
ported by later investigation. 

VAWA specifically identifies stalking as one of the seven purpose 
areas within which states should target STOP funding efforts, as 
well as one of the three crimes about which the legislation is con- 
cerned. Since STOP funding became available, however, few states 
have focused their efforts on issues related to stalking. Only eight 
states included stalking in their initial implementation plans, and 
stalking is the crime that receives the least amount of attention from 
STOP-funded activities, with only 7 percent of STOP subgrants 
citing stalking as a purpose area. 

Part of the reason that stalking has received less attention then 
domestic violence and sexual assault is because stalking cases are 
particularly problematic to deal with-law enforcement and prose- 
cution have a difficult time following, investigating, and obtaining 
convictions in such cases. Some promising approaches to handling 
stalking cases have been developed, however, in special law 
enforcement and prosecution units. 

STOP funding plays an important role in ensuring a response to 
stalking and aid to its victims. Often STOP-funded projects fill a 
critical link in the justice system-victim service network and 
complement other, locally funded initiatives. In some jurisdictions, 
STOP-funded stalking projects are the starting point from which 
other initiatives may develop. Indeed, without many of these pro- 
jects, stalking victims would have nowhere to go for help. 

More is needed, however. A critical starting point would be to 
focus on increasing awareness among the state grantees about the 
prevalence of stalking offenses, their seriousness, and the existence 
of many programs that can be used as models for emulation. The 
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Stalking receives even 
less attention than sex- 
ual assault, perhaps 
because i t  is a relatively 
new focus and perhaps 
because legal standards 
of proof are diflicult t o  
meet. 
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only state that has targeted a funding initiative is California, and 
that initiative used the experiences in Los Angeles and San Diego as 
a guide. The California initiative was limited, however, to prosecu- 
tion agencies and was, as a practical matter, limited to larger coun- 
ties that can support a special stalking unit. Other approaches are 
needed for smaller jurisdictions and for law enforcement agencies. 
A noticeable and needed emphasis among the existing stalking 
projects is an emphasis on training and community education. A 
large proportion of the STOP stalking grants have gone to such 
projects, and a considerable amount of operational (nontraining) 
projects’ energies are directed at training law enforcement person- 
nel and community education. Only a few projects are directed at 
training prosecutors, however. Any future STOP initiative must 
include criminal justice training and community education as 
important components of an overall community initiative against 
stalking. 

States still experience 
diflicu 1 ties complying 
with VAWA’s require- 
ment that 25 percent of 
STOPjbnds be allocated 
to each of law enforce- 
ment, prosecution, and 
victim services. 

When all of STOP funding is considered together over the fiscal years 
for which we have adequate information (FY 1995 through FY 1998), 
the 25 percent distributional requirement is met only for the victim 
services funding category, which receives from 41 percent to 25 per- 
cent of STOP funding, depending on how one defines the funding 
category. Prosecution receives 22 percent of the funds reported on 
SAP& in the database, regardless of how the category is defined, 
while law enforcement receives 22 percent of reported STOP funds 
when the state-assigned funding category is used as the criterion and 
16 percent of STOP funds when the type of agency receiving the sub- 
grant is used as the criterion. With sufficient time now elapsed since 
the STOP program began to feel confident that observations reflect 
reality, the evidence shows that states continue to fall short of the leg- 
islative requirement to devote 25 percent of STOP funds to both law 
enforcement and prosecution. Only 16 states or territories (out of 56) 
meet the requirement to devote 25 percent of STOP funds to prose- 
cution, and only 12 do so for law enforcement. In contrast, 43 states 
meet the requirement for victim services. 

State STOP agencies should apply some of the lessons learned 
in efforts to develop victim service programs to increase the num- 
ber, size, and quality of law enforcement and prosecution projects. 
Primary among these lessons is the utility of engaging a statewide 
organization (coalition, professional association, etc.) to design and 
organize projects and to stimulate and assist local agencies to write 
STOP proposals to adapt them, get trained to conduct them, and 
join in project development with other similarly placed agencies 
throughout the state. 
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States follow similar processes for distributing STOP grants but vary 
a great deal in: (a) when they begin and end these activities; (b) how 
they carry them out; and (c) the time that it takes to complete them. 
For the most part, the award process in each state includes the same 
steps subsequent to receiving notice of their award from VAWO: 
planning, sending out requests for proposals (RFPs), assessing pro- 
posals, notdying applicants of awards, and disbursing funds. 

States are on very different timeliness-and have been from the 
beginning of STOP. For instance, the first state to begin planning for 
FY 1995 did so in August 1994 (even before the VAWA legislation 
passed), while the last state to begin planning for FY 1995 did so in 
September 1996-a span of two years and one month. The first state 
to begin each activity for FY 1997 did so before all or even 80 per- 
cent of states had completed that same activity for FY 1996. 

The variety in state timeliness is especially apparent in sending 
out RFPs. The last state to send out RFPs for FY 1995 funding did so 
at the same time that the first state sent out RFPs for FY 1997 funds. 
It appears that some states have become quite efficient at awarding 
funds, while others are still struggling to make timely awards. 

States vu y greatly in 
the efliciency of their 
STOPfunding cycle and 
the speed with which 
they transfer funds to 
projects afier receiving 
federa 1 a 11 ocations. 
Recognizing the dilem- 
mas states face in get- 
ting STOPfunding into 
action in programs, i t  is 
not surprising that only 
now is i t  possible to  
document the initial 
impact and benefits of 
STOP for women and 
communities. 

The following recommendations focus on specific issues that would 
improve or expand the ability of the STOP program to help women 
victims of violence. It goes without saying that evaluation findings 
support continued or expanded funding of the STOP program and 
the domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking projects whose 
functioning will be jeopardized without continued STOP support. 

Table of 
Recommendations 

Subject 

Promote co 1 la boration 

~ 

Recommendation 

Congress should endorse the use of STOP funds to support collaborative functions 
at both the state and local levels by specifying a new purpose area called "creating 
collaborative responses." It should be clear in the wording of this purpose area that 
funding coordinator positions and administrative backup are explicitly allowed and 
encouraged. (p. 53) 

State STOP agencies should structure their STOP grant making and other activities 
to maximize the development of communitywide collaborative responses to domes- 
tic violence and sexual assault in locations with STOP funding. (p. 53) 

State STOP agencies should do more to promote coordinated community respons- 
es to sexual assault and the conditions under which such responses will be most 
likely to flourish. (p. 102) 

Use STOP funds to create collaborative efforts at the state and local level that 
include representatives from all disciplines involved, whether in government or 
private entities. 

Use STOP funds to advance the understanding of rape and sexual assault 
among the public and also among criminal justice system and private, nonprof- 
it victim service agency professionals themselves, so as to debunk the myths 
and stigma that often prevent rape from being dealt with effectively. 
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Subject 

Promote collaboration 

Expand funding for sex- 
ual assault projects 

Support needs assess- 
ment for sexual assault 

Support statewide sexu- 
al assault coalitions 

Promote projects for 
women from under- 
served communities 

Support efforts in small 
agencies and 
communities 

Promote more cross- 
pollination, less 

reinvention 

Promote a more focused 
approach to addressing 

issues of stalking 

Recommendation 

Support training in sexual assault and in the collaborative process. 

Support the infrastructure necessary for collaboration. 

Support data collection as feedback on successes and indicators of opportuni- 
ties for further improvement. 

State STOP administrators should make funding for underserved programs contin- 
gent upon collaboration with agencies that can work together to  meet the needs of 
the population of interest. (p. 71) 

Congress and/or VAWO should make clear that sexual assault deserves to  receive 
a higher priority for funding and creative thinking to  develop appropriate projects. 

State STOP agencies should support more subgrants whose major focus is sexual 
assault. (p. 100) 

State STOP agencies should support statewide needs assessments to obtain up-to- 
date information about the true incidence and prevalence of sexual assault in their state 
and the need for appropriate services. (p. 101 ) 

State STOP agencies should support statewide sexual assault coalitions. (p. 104) 

VAWO and the STOP TA (Technical Assistance) Project should continue to promote 
effective outreach and service to  women victims of violence in underserved communi- 
ties, through workshops and seminars. (p. 71) 

VAWO and state STOP administrators should promote programs that focus their efforts 
on urban Native American women, a particularly underserved population. (p. 7 1 ) 

State STOP agencies should make greater efforts to ensure that small agencies, 
and agencies in small communities, are included in STOP support. (p. 54) 

VAWO and state STOP administrators should promote more proactive cross- 
pollination and sharing of ideas, approaches, and materials among programs within 
and across states. (p. 149) 

State STOP agencies should support information sharing among their subgrantees. 
(P. 103) 

State STOP administrators should support more focused approaches to stalking 
separately from domestic violence and sexual assault. Specifically, they should: (p. 
120) 

Conduct needs assessments to determine the scope of the problem in their 
state. 

Include stalking in state implementation plans and solicit proposals from their 
constituents addressing stalking. 

Support information sharing among their subgrantees to increase knowledge 
about stalking within the field. 

Provide funding to those programs already involved in stalking projects to conduct 
evaluations. Enabling current stalking projects to document their successes will 
provide critical information about what types of programs to support in the future. 

State STOP administrators and the STOP TA Project should provide training 
regarding stalking. (p. 120) 
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Subject 

Develop better data 
and evaluation 

systems 

Promote strategic plans 
for datalcommunication 

projects 

Find and disseminate 
"promising practices" 

regarding datalcommu- 
nication systems 

Promote more effective 
grants management 

Recommendation 

States should support small, focused database projects/systems that link together 
existing data systems in communities. (p. 134) 

States should require datdcommunications projects to have a plan for training sys- 
tem end users to use the system, and managers in agencies using the system in how 
to analyze data from the system in ways that will promote agency development. Many 
data systems fail because end users (the people who have to enter the data, and who 
want to use it on a daily basis) never get the appropriate training. (p. 135) 

States should require datdcommunications projects to have a plan for obtaining 
support for continued operation after the STOP-funded development phase ends. 
Unless support for the programs is incorporated into local, regional, and state oper- 
ating budgets, the data systems will not be sustained. (p. 135) 

Future STOP funding priorities should define more clearly what activities and goals 
qualify as data collection and as communication within this purpose area. (p. 133) 

Future STOP funding priorities should promote more proactive projects, such as 
systems that track information on prior incidents of violence by identified perpetra- 
tors and use linked and coordinated data systems. (p. 134) 

VAWO should ensure that states have strategic plans to address the need for 
stronger data and communication systems to aid in handling crimes of violence 
against women, and that individual programs receiving funding make sense in light 
of that plan. (p. 133) 

VAWO should support the STOP TA Project to create a new section of its Promising 
Practices Manual focusing on the best options for pursuing data and communication 
projects. (p. 135) 

VAWO should require all states to submit an annual report on their goals, activities, 
and achievements for the previous fiscal year at  the same time they submit their 
grant applications and implementation plans for the coming fiscal year. (p. 148) 

VAWO should continue to provide more assistance to states and subgrantees in 
grants management issues. (p. 148) 
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The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), Title IV of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-322), 
provides for Law Enforcement and Prosecution Grants to states 
under chapter 2 of the Safe Streets Act. The grants have been des- 
ignated the STOP (Services, Training, Officers, Prosecutors) grants 
by their federal administrator, the Department of Justice’s Violence 
Against Women Office (VAWO) in the Office of Justice Programs 
(OJP). Grants are provided ”to assist States, Indian tribal govern- 
ments, and units of local government to develop and strengthen 
effective law enforcement and prosecution strategies to reduce vio- 
lent crimes against women, and to develop and strengthen victim 
services in cases involving violent crimes against women.” The 
long-term goal of VAWA is to effect institutionalized system 
change, such that victims encounter a positive and effective 
response from the criminal and civil justice system should they 
need to use it. 

This report assesses the progress and accomplishments of the 
STOP program through October 1999, covering the fifth year of 
STOP program authorization. It was prepared as part of an ongo- 
ing national evaluation of the STOP program being conducted by 
the Urban Institute under a grant from the National Institute of 
Justice. The evaluation assesses the distribution of STOP funds to 
states and local projects, compliance with legislative mandates, and 
the success of STOP in improving community and state responses 
to violence against women. The evaluation also addresses areas of 
special emphasis in the legislation. These include the goals of 
reaching underserved communities (whether defined by race, cul- 
ture, ethnicity, language, or geographic isolation) and developing 
or improving collaborative relationships among justice system and 
victim-serving agencies. As part of this assessment, the evaluation 
seeks to identify aspects of the legislation or its administration that 
affect the attainment of STOP goals. The report also incorporates 
findings from two other STOP program evaluations funded by the 
National Institute of Justice-assessments of training, special unit, 
and policy development projects in law enforcement and prosecu- 
tion agencies and of progress in addressing stalking, being con- 
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ducted by the Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ), and an assessment 
of STOP-funded data and communication projects, being conduct- 
ed by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC). 

This 2000 Report is based on data gathered from many sources: 

Subgrant Award and Performance Reports (SAP&) submit- 
ted by the states to VAWO are used to analyze the distribu- 
tion of funds by the states. Performance reports on 
subgrantee accomplishments are used to describe the victims 
served by the grants and document project activities. 

Site visits to 16 states by Urban Institute researchers exam- 
ine STOP funding procedures and how the VAWA legisla- 
tion has affected the landscape of the criminal justice system 
response to victims within each state. Site visit states include 
California, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, New York, North 
Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and West 
Virginia. Site visits were also conducted to selected law 
enforcement and prosecution project sites by ILJ researchers. 

Telephone surveys were undertaken by the Urban Institute, 
the ILJ, and the NCSC. The Urban Institute's telephone sur- 
vey was done to examine the work of subgrantees that oper- 
ate projects to serve women victims of violence from groups 
that often have not received adequate services in the past. 
ILJ researchers contacted state STOP administrators regard- 
ing projects funded with a focus on stalking. NCSC's tele- 
phone survey was conducted to examine the activities and 
accomplishments of STOP-funded projects with a data and 
communication systems focus. 

The VAWO staff and their technical assistance providers sub- 
mitted information on their activities and accomplishments. 

Evaluation of the STOP 

Repod' 

Four annual reports have preceded this one. The 2996 Report pre- 
sented brief histories of developments in the fields of domestic vio- 
lence and sexual assault along with current issues in both fields. It 
described VAWA's focuses on law enforcement, prosecution, and 
victim services and the seven purpose areas specified by the Act, 
noting special legislative emphases on reaching communities 
underserved because of race, culture, ethnicity, or language and on 
reaching geographically isolated communities. It also summarized 
how OJP handled the administrative steps necessary to distribute 
the STOP funds as quickly as possible and presented an analysis of 
state planning documents for implementing STOP-funded projects. 

Program prior to This 
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The 1997 Report presented findings of the Urban Institute's site 
visits to 12 states to examine their STOP programs. It also reported 
the first analyses of actual subgrant award documents, covering 
subgrant awards made with FY 1995 appropriations and showing 
that STOP funds were allocated with close attention to VAWA's 
requirements and served the people intended. Site visits revealed 
that the STOP planning and grantmalung process was beginning to 
change interactions among law enforcement, prosecution, and non- 
profit, nongovernmental victim service agencies. The process of 
soliciting STOP subgrant applications and selecting subgrants for 
award varied greatly from state to state. In addition, people inter- 
viewed on site visits identified many barriers to effective use of the 
civil and criminal legal systems and pointed out gaps in services 
that STOP funds might be used to remedy. These included current 
state statutes and their enforcement, gaps in training for many 
types of professionals, inadequate levels of victim services, struc- 
tural and political barriers to progress, and data system gaps. 

The 1998 Report included analyses of subgrant award reports 
describing how STOP funds from FY (fiscal year) 1995, FY 1996, 
and FY 1997 were being spent in accordance with VAWA require- 
ments. It also examined the nature of subgrants intending to reach 
underserved communities of women and tried to assess the ways 
in which subgrants were being used to bring about system change. 
In addition, it reported for the first time on the extensive evaluation 
activities of four complementary evaluation projects funded by the 
National Institute of Justice to examine STOP-funded subgrants 
that were pursuing specific purpose areas allowed under VAWA. 
These included police and prosecution activities relating to train- 
ing, special units, development of policies and procedures, and 
stalking; victim services; data and communication systems; and 
Indian tribal grants. 

The 1999 Report also analyzed subgrant award reports describ- 
ing how STOP funds from FY 1995, FY 1996, FY 1997, and FY 1998 
were being spent in accordance with VAWA requirements. It also 
reported the results of special telephone surveys of all state STOP 
administrators, 50 projects intending to reach underserved com- 
munities of women, 51 projects trying to bring about system 
change, and representatives of 171 randomly selected STOP sub- 
grantees covering all aspects of STOP funding. In addition, it pre- 
sented the results of a second year of the evaluation activities of 
four complementary evaluation projects funded by the National 
Institute of Justice to examine STOP-funded subgrants that were 
pursuing specific purpose areas allowed under VAWA. These 
included police and prosecution activities relating to training, spe- 
cial units, development of policies and procedures, and stalking; 
victim services; data and communication systems; and Indian trib- 
al grants. 
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This report describes the distribution of STOP funds by the states 
(chapter 2) and evidence of the impact of the STOP subgrantee pro- 
jects (chapter 3). This is followed by analysis of evidence that STOP 
has contributed to the development of coordinated community 
responses to violence against women (chapter 4) and increased ser- 
vices to victims from communities that previously had limited or 
no access to services (chapter 5). Issues related to how the STOP 
program is addressing sexual assault, stalking, and the develop- 
ment of data and communication systems are the subject of the next 
three chapters (chapters 6,7, and 8). Chapter 9 is devoted to analy- 
sis of the federal and state administration and support of the STOP 
grants program. Finally, chapter 10 presents information about sub- 
grant activities and performance as reported on Subgrant Award 
and Performance Reports and a state-by-state summary of sub- 
grants reported to the Violence Against Women Office by 
November 15,1999. 

An Overview of the 
2ooo Report2 1 

Notes 1. The 2000 Report and all STOP evaluation reports from past years may be 
found on the Urban Institute’s Web page: http://www.urban.org. 

2. Major writing responsibility for the chapters of this report is as follows: 
chapter 1, Burt; chapter 2, Kamya; chapter 3, Schlichter; chapter 4, Burt and 
Zweig; chapter 5, Zweig; chapter 6, Katz and Burt; chapter 7, Miller; chap- 
ter 8, Keilitz; chapter 9, Ursula Barrett (Violence Against Women Office) 
and Joan Kuriansky (STOP TA Project); chapter 10, Kamya. 

1 
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STOP Subgrant Awards 

This chapter provides a brief overview of how STOP funds have 
been spent. In 1999, states received their fifth round of STOP fund- 
ing, which also was their fourth fully funded round of grants. Law 
enforcement, prosecution, victim services, and other programs aid- 
ing women victims of violence could have had STOP funding for 
up to four years, although two or three years of funding has been 
more the norm. Each time a subgrant award is made, either recipi- 
ents or the state STOP agency files a Subgrant Award and 
Performance Report (SAPR) that contains information about the 
size of the award and intended nature of the project. This award 
information is due to the Violence Against Women Office (VAWO) 
by October 15 of each year. 

As explained in the 2999 Report and again below in chapter 9, a 
considerable amount of time elapses between Congress appropriat- 
ing each fiscal year’s STOP funding and projects actually receiving 
notice that they can begin spending on their STOP activities. This 
lag time produces the pattern of SAPR award reports we have seen 
in the last few reports to Congress. Very little information is includ- 
ed about the two most recent fiscal years, with more information 
provided about earlier years. 

This chapter examines how well states are adhering to legisla- 
tive requirements in their allocation of STOP funds. The Violence 
Against Women Act (VAWA) places several legislative require- 
ments on how STOP funds are to be spent. Every year, states must 
award 25 percent of their funds to each of three areas: law enforce- 
ment, prosecution, and victim services. STOP awards are restricted 
to seven legislatively designated purpose areas, including training, 
special units, and policy development for law enforcement and 
prosecution agencies; communications/data system development; 
victim services; needs of Indian tribes; and stalking. In addition, 
states may use STOP funds to benefit victims of sexual assault, 
domestic violence, or stalking, with no prerequisites as to how the 
funds are to be distributed over the three crimes. The findings 
reported in this chapter come from the award section of all SAP& 
submitted to VAWO by November 15,1999 (allowing a one-month 
grace period after their due date). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
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Propodion of Awards 
Accounted for the 

SAPRS 

This analysis is based on reports submitted by the states covering 
subgrants awarded from the STOP program’s beginning through 
November 15,1999. It includes reports of awards made from states’ 
FY 1995, Fy 1996, Fy 1997, FY 1998, and FY 1999 STOP grants. The I 
data set includes 6,527 subgrant award reports totaling $298,844,684, 
which represents 55 percent of the approximately $541 million of 
STOP funds available for distribution by state STOP agencies during 
these five fiscal years.’ The reported subgrants account for: 

128 percent of the $21.3 million in FY 1995 federal funds 

94 percent of the $117.3 million in FY 1996 funds, 

I 
I 

available for subgrant awards, 

74 percent of the $127.7 million in FY 1997 funds, 

45 percent of the $135.9 million in FY 1998 funds, and 

Less than 8 percent of the $138.4 million in FY 1999 funds. 

Though the FY 1995 total appears to suggest that states have 
spent more than 100 percent of their grants, this is not necessarily the 
case. Sometimes a subgrantee cannot spend all the money awarded 
to it, and the funds revert to the state STOP agency. When this hap- 
pens, states will make new awards with these funds. Because SAP& 
are submitted for both projects, the same funds are counted twice. 

It is also clear that the large proportion of recent fiscal year appro- 
priations unaccounted for in these SAPR data is due to at least two 
causes. First, states’ timetables for making subgrants are highly vari- 
able, and many states are one and even two years behind the federal 
schedule for making awards (see chapter 9 for a more detailed analy- 
sis). Second, states vary in the completeness of their reporting, even 
after they have made subgrant awards (see appendix). 

1 
1 

Subgrant Awards 

Hazfof all subgrants 
reported to date received 
less than $29,170, and half 
received more. Subgrants 
have been made for  less 
than $2,000 and for more 
than $5 million. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

While some STOP subgrants have been for millions of dollars, most 
are for considerably less money. We calculated the median subgrant 
amount for the 6,350 SAPRs containing the necessary information to 
show the funding level below which half of the subgrants fall (table 
2.1, first row). Over all the years of STOP funding reported to date, 
the median subgrant was slightly more than $29,000, with some 
going as low as $1,000 and others going as high as $5 million. The rest 
of table 2.1 shows the distribution of subgrants across the funding 
categories as assigned by state STOP administrators, along with their 
median subgrant amounts and total amount of funds reported. 

Distribution of Funds Across Law Enforcement, 
Prosecution, and Victim Services 
VAWA requires states to use at least 25 percent of each year’s funds 
for each of the victim services, law enforcement, and prosecution 
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I All Subarants with the 

categories. The remaining 25 percent are discretionary funds that 
can be used for any of these three areas or for any additional activ- 
ities that states deem important. As noted in earlier STOP evalua- 
tion reports, states interpret this requirement differently. Some 
states consider an award to be ”for” law enforcement (for example) 
if the subgrantee was a law enforcement agency. Other states use 
the beneficiary as the criterion and consider an award to be ”for” 
law enforcement if project activities benefit law enforcement (such 
as officer training), no matter what type of agency receives the 
award. Office of Justice Programs (OJP) regulations allow states to 
interpret this requirement as they choose, but emphasize that they 
must demonstrate that they meet the requirements. 

I meet the reauirement to 

Cumulative Distribution of Reported FY 1995-1999 STOP 
Subgrants, Total and by  the Funding Catego y Assigned by  
the States I 

Median Percentage 
Number of of Amount Total Amount Reported Funds 

Assigned Funding Reported of Reported of Reported Awarded Under 
Category Subgrants Subgrants Subgrants Each Funding 

($1 ($1 ($1 Category By every criterion, states 
- 

Necessary Information 6,350 29,170 298,798,422 Not Applicable 

Law Enforcement 1,514 25,000 64,735,826 22 

Prosecution 1,260 31,078 65,333,351 22 

Victim Services 2,788 24,526 103,643,831 35 

Discretionary 704 22,926 25,956,048 9 

Funding Category 
Not Reported 1,094 20.000 39,129,366 13 

1 

award a t  least 25  percent 
of S T O P f i n d s  to victim 
services. However, most 
states have not been able 
to meet the 25 percent cri- 
terion for law enforcement 

I I 
Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data reported as of November 15, 1999. and prosecution. 
Note: When a subgrant reported more than one funding category per award, the funds have been allo- 
cated to funding categories according to the proportion of the award assigned by the state to each 
funding category. 

The flexibility with which states may interpret the 25/25/25 
requirement makes the task of documenting compliance somewhat 
complicated. This is especially true with respect to victim services, 
because there are both governmental and nongovernmental victim 
service agencies, and victim service agencies frequently perform 
training, participate in policy development, and take on other tasks 
that are intended to affect law enforcement and prosecution prac- 
tices but do not involve direct victim services. We therefore used 
three approaches to assess how the 25/25/25 requirement is being 
met. The first approach uses the subgrant’s funding category as 
assigned by the state (table 2.1) to define law enforcement, prose- 
cution, and victim services. The second approach uses the recipient 
agency to define the three sectors. The third approach uses the 
assigned funding category for law enforcement and prosecution, 
but for victim services we include only funding going to nonprofit, 
nongovernmental victim service agencies-and then only if they 
are using the STOP funds to perform direct victim services. 
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As in past years, each of these methods yields the same results, 
but to different degrees. Table 2.2 illustrates that even using the 
third approach, which has the most stringent definition of ”victim 
services,” states are indeed allocating at least 25 percent of their 
STOP funds to victim services. However, most states do not meet 
their obligation to allocate 25 percent each to law enforcement and 
prosecution. 

Percentage of Funds 

Law Victim 
Criterion Enforcement Prosecution Services 

By State-Assigned Funding Category 22 22 35 

By Recipient Agency 16 22 41 

Victim Services = Nonprofit Agencies 
to Provide Direct Services to Victims 22 22 25 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995FY 1999 SAPR data reported as of November 15, 1999. 

When analyzed by funding category, funds reported on 
SAPRs submitted for FY 1995 through FY 1999 went 35 per- 
cent to victim services and 22 percent each to law enforce- 
ment and prosecution. State-by-state analysis shows that 43 
states (77 percent) met the 25 percent requirement in the vic- 
tim services category, compared with 16 states (29 percent) 
in the prosecution category and 12 states (21 percent) in the 
law enforcement category. 

When the same data are analyzed by recipient agency, 41 
percent of the funds went to victim service agencies, 16 per- 
cent to law enforcement agencies, and 22 percent to prose- 
cution agencies. 

Using the third approach, with its more stringent definition 
of victim service projects, awards to nonprofit, nongovern- 
mental victim service agencies for the provision of direct 
victim services accounted for 25 percent of STOP funds, 
with law enforcement and prosecution defined by state- 
assigned funding category still at 22 percent each. 

Obviously there is a big difference between the 41 percent of funds 
designated for victim services defined solely by the type of agency 
receiving the subgrant and the 25 percent of funds going to nonprof- 
it, nongovernmental victim service agencies for direct services. The 
difference is accounted for by subgrants going to public-sector victim 
service agencies or to private, nonprofit victim service agencies for 
such uses as working with law enforcement and prosecution agencies 
on training, policy or protocol development, or other activities. 

These findings, occurring as they do for the third year in a row, 
lead to several conclusions for which we have substantial evidence. 

I 
I 
I 
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First, most states spend a good deal of their discretionary funds for 
victim services and report them as such, and second, awards des- 
ignated as law enforcement and prosecution remain below 25 per- 
cent. Readers interested in more detail may refer to the 2998 Report 
and the 2999 Report. 

Distribution of Funds Across Types of Crime 
VAWA specifies that STOP funds are to be used to combat domes- 
tic violence, sexual assault, and stalking, but does not require any 
particular distribution across these types of crime. We found that 
the subgrants supported a great deal of work on domestic violence, 
provided much less funding for sexual assault, and funded stalking 
programs at negligible levels. 

Figure 2.1 shows the proportion of SAPRs reporting a focus on 
domestic violence, sexual assault, and/or stalking. Fifty-one per- 
cent of the subgrants addressed domestic violence alone, while 
only 12 percent addressed sexual assault alone. Of all subgrants 
reporting a crime focus, 88 percent included domestic violence, of 
which almost 3 in 5 focused exclusively on domestic violence. In 
contrast, 47 percent included sexual assault, of which only 1 in 4 
had an exclusive focus on this crime. And only 17 percent includ- 
ing stalking, of which less than 2 in 100 focused exclusively on 
stalking. Fourteen percent of subgrants addressed all three types of 
crime. We also examined whether the emphasis on domestic vio- 
lence and the relative scarcity of funding for sexual assault and 
stalking held true within the three designated funding categories of 
law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services. In fact, the 
emphases observed for the entire group of subgrants do hold true 
within the three funding categories, with some variations. 

Type of Crime Focus: SAPR Analysis (N = 5,752) 

51 Yo 12% 

DV Only 
w DV and SA 
w SA Only 
0 DV, SA, and Stalking 

DV and Stalking I----- Other Combinations 
DV SA = = Sexual Domestic Assault Violence 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data reported as of November 15, 1999. 

With respect to sexual assault, law enforcement and prosecution 
subgrants were less likely to focus exclusively on this crime (only 3 

Domestic violence receives 
much greater attention 
than sexual assault when 
measured either by the 
number of subgrants or 
the amount of@nds devot- 
ed to each crime. Stalking, 
in turn, receives sign$- 
cantly less attention than 
sexual assault. 
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Three percent of law 
enforcement and prosecu- 
tion subgrants focused 
exclusively on sexual 
assault, compared with 18 
percent of victim service 
subgrants. 

Twentyfour to 25 percent 
of law enforcement and 
prosecution subgrants 
included stalking at all in 
their crime focus, with vic- 
tim service subgrants 
significantly lower at 23 
percent . 

percent in each category did so), and law enforcement subgrants 
were the least likely, at 39 percent, to focus on sexual assault even 
when combined with other crimes. In contrast, victim service sub- 
grants were much more likely to have an exclusive sexual assault 
focus (18 percent), although they were not more likely than the 
whole group of subgrants, or than prosecution subgrants, to have a 
sexual assault focus that may have included other crimes as well 
(47 percent for all subgrants, 51 percent for victim service sub- 
grants, and 46 percent for prosecution subgrants). 

For stalking, prosecution and law enforcement subgrants were 
more likely than victim service subgrants to include stalking, either 
exclusively or in combination with other crimes. Twenty-five per- 
cent of prosecution and 23 percent of law enforcement subgrants 
included stalking as a crime focus, compared with 13 percent of vic- 
tim service subgrants. Only 0.1 percent of victim service, 0.3 percent 
of law enforcement, and 0.7 percent of prosecution subgrants 
focused exclusively on stalking. 

The emphasis on domestic violence is also reflected in state-by- 
state analyses of the M 1995-99 awards. In no state was domestic 
violence a focus of fewer than 63 percent of subgrants (with or with- 
out a focus on other crimes), while 34 states had domestic violence as 
a focus in 90 percent or more of their subgrants, and in 10 states 
domestic violence was a focus of every subgrant. Sexual assault was 
a less common focus, with one state reporting sexual assault as a 
focus in 10 percent or fewer of its subgrants and only 25 states hav- 
ing sexual assault as a focus in at least 50 percent of their subgrants. 

Distribution of Funds Across Legislative Purpose 
Areas 
VAWA specifies seven purpose areas for which STOP funds may be 
used: 

0 

Developing policies and/or protocols 

Victim services 
Stalking 
Indian tribes 

Training for law enforcement and prosecution 
Special units for law enforcement and prosecution 

Developing data and communications systems 

Subgrants could report multiple purpose areas, and nearly one- 
third did.* Table 2.3 presents their distribution across purpose areas. 
Victim services is one of the purpose areas, or the only purpose 
area, on the most subgrants by far (68 percent), followed by train- 
ing, special units, and policy development. The fact that many sub- 
grants with a primary purpose other than victim services also offer 
some victim services accounts for this high proportion. Twelve per- 
cent of reported STOP projects have addressed data/communica- 
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tions systems, and very few awards have been made for stalking 
and Indian tribes. The small number of projects awarded to Indian 
tribes from these funds may be explained by the availability of 
other VAWA funds allocated specifically for grants to Indian tribes. 
However, this STOP set-aside is only available for projects on reser- 
vations, even though a significant proportion of Indian women live 
in urban areas. In addition, the STOP purpose area specifies Indian 
tribes, not Indian populations. Tribes have no jurisdiction, and 
therefore no ability, to help their women members or other Indians 
who live in urban areas or near but not on reservations. Yet, only 
tribes may receive funding under either the set-aside or the pur- 
pose area. Thus, many Indian women may be getting left out of 
consideration in the distribution of STOP funds by states because 
they do not live in places under the tribes' jurisdiction, yet have not 
come to the attention of most state STOP agencies. A few states 
appear to use this purpose area flexibly to fund projects serving 
Indians living in urban areas; others do not. 

ported FY 1995-€2' 1999 
STOP Subgrants, by Purpose Area 

Percentage of 
Subgrants 

Number of Reporting a 
Purpose Area Subgrants Purpose Area 

Develop/Enhance Victim Services 3,736 68 

Law Enforcement/Prosecution Training 1,682 31 

Special Law Enforcemenflrosecution Units 1,067 20 

Data and Communication Systems ~~~ 670 12 

Stalking 389 7 

Indian Tribes 139 3 

Other 467 9 

Not Specified/Reported 1,059 19 

PolicyProtocol Development 808 15 

tource: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data reported as of November 15, 1999. 

More than two-thirds of 
subgrants have victim ser- 
vices as a purpose area. In 
contrast, only 7 percent 
include stalking and only 
3 percent include the needs 
of Indian tribes as purpose 
areas. 

Projects must submit a report each time they receive a STOP sub- 
grant, even if a new subgrant provides funds to continue the same 
STOP project. In addition, some subgrants are awarded for periods 

15,1999, went to 4,727 distinct projects. As the large number of pro- 
jects suggests, most projects (73 percent) have as yet submitted 
SAPRs for only one year of funding. Nearly a fifth of projects (19 
percent) have reported subgrants from two fiscal years, and 6 per- 
cent have spanned three fiscal years. Less than 2 percent of projects 
have thus far reported subgrants from four or more fiscal years. 

Estimating the Number 
of p,-ojects from SAPR 

longer than a year. The 6,527 subgrants reported as of November Information 

The number of years of STOP funding for projects varied little 
across different types of agencies. Private, nonprofit victim service 
projects have tended to last slightly longer than prosecution and law 
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U.S. Department of Justice.



12 11 2000 REPORT EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

enforcement projects (each with 31 percent, 25 percent, and 21 per- 
cent of projects reporting more than one fiscal year, respectively). 
Only 19 percent of STOP projects administered by other government 
agencies and 18 percent of those run by other private-sector agencies 
have thus far reported multiple awards. 

The likelihood that projects reported funding from more than 
one fiscal year varied more by purpose area than by agency type. 
Of the projects indicating a stalking purpose area, 39 percent 
received funding for more than one fiscal year. Thirty-seven per- 
cent of projects reporting Indian populations as a purpose area had 
multiple years of STOP funding. Twenty-nine percent of projects 
with a victim service purpose area, 29 percent of those with a spe- 
cial units purpose area, and 27 percent of those with a policy/pro- 
tocol development purpose area reported more than one year of 
funding. As one might expect, training and data and communica- 
tion systems projects received one-time grants the most often, with 
only 25 percent of training and 18 percent of data projects funded 
over multiple years. 

In interpreting these results, it is important to remember that 
relatively few projects were funded from FY 1995 appropriations 
and that one-fourth of FY 1997,55 percent of FY 1998, and 92 per- 
cent of FY 1999 funds have yet to be reported on SAPRs. So the pic- 
ture of continuation funding is likely to change considerably in 
future years as the SAPR database becomes more complete. 

1. Throughout this chapter, the funds available to states for subgrant awards 
are used as the denominator in calculating percentages. This excludes the por- 
tion of the state grant allocated for administrative costs. 

Notes 

2. Since many subgrants designated more than one STOP purpose area and 
it is not possible to divide project funding among several purpose areas with 
any precision, table 2.3 presents only subgrant numbers. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
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Impact of STOP Subgrants 

STOP’S impact is defined in many ways. Some people are interested 
in ”hard numbers” about accomplishments of criminal justice agen- 
cies as a result of STOP. These might include documentation of 
increases in the proportion of calls that result in arrest, the proportion 
of cases that result in prosecution, and the proportion of cases pros- 
ecuted that end in conviction, or reductions in repeat incidents 
involving the same people. Other people are interested in knowing 
whether the number of women served has increased or whether 
STOP-funded projects are succeeding in reaching and serving 
women who would never have used victim support services without 
the project. Still others want to know whether the women served are 
better off-whether they feel listened to, believed, supported, and 
helped, and whether they are in fact safer and more secure. A differ- 
ent kind of impact of interest to many is whether criminal and civil 
justice systems and other agencies in a community have changed in 
ways that support women victims of violence and help rather than 
hinder their situations. 

Introduction 

Many of these signs of STOP’S impact are difficult to m e a s u r e  
for different reasons. The most convincing “hard numbers” are those 
that compare the situation before STOP funding was available with 
the situation now, with the STOP-funded project up and running. 
However, while most projects are able to report their own activities, 
many are unable to report what the situation was like before STOP. 
In the case of criminal and civil justice agencies, either no one kept 
track of numbers (of cases, calls, protection orders, and so on), or 
cases were not described in a way that lets them be identified as 
domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking cases. Changes in the 
degree of coordination among agencies in a community can be mea- 
sured by perceptions and testimonials of the participants, which are 
easy to gather, or by actually documenting changed behavior, which 
is a good deal harder to do. Changes in women’s well-being as a con- 
sequence of receiving services or using an agency whose procedures 
have changed are perhaps the most difficult impact to document. 
Most programs have no ”before” data, nor do they have reasonable 
comparison groups that have not received STOP services, so all they 
can do is ask their current clients how they feel about the services 
they have received. This information is important, but it does not 
prove that things have changed. 

A programts can 
be defined in many ways, 
some of which are dificult 
to document with 
confidence, 
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This chapter offers a taste of two types of impact data. The first is 
documentation of change in outcomes for law enforcement or prose- 
cution, or the number of victims served for victim service agencies, 
provided by agencies that could assemble similar data from before 
their STOP project began and from the present. Some of these agen- 
cies were identified during telephone interviews for the 1999 
Underserved Survey, and others were identified during site visits. 
The second type of impact data comes from the programs inter- 
viewed for the 1999 Underserved Survey and consists of agency staff 
perceptions of their community’s ability to meet the needs of their 
underserved victim clients before and after STOP. These perceptions 
of impact add an important qualitative element to impact analyses. 

Subgrant Statistics 
Documenting Changes 

from Before STOP to 

This section summarizes numeric evidence provided by some of the 
more than 400 subgrantees with whom we spoke during telephone 
interviews and site visits, showing significant improvements in crim- 
inal justice and other activities that they attribute to the influence of 
their STOP funding. While their data demonstrate profound impacts 
as a result of STOP, we only have this type of information for a small 
proportion of all STOP subgrants, which cannot be taken as repre- 
sentative of all STOP-funded projects. 

the Present 

Nearly half (44) of the 98 subgrantees interviewed for the 1999 
Underserved Survey provided some numeric evidence of their STOP 
project’s impact, as did some of the over 80 programs visited during 
site visits. Some programs provided information on numbers of vic- 
tims served pre- and post-STOP to demonstrate project effectiveness, 
while others tracked and provided criminal justice statistics to show 
STOP’S impact on criminal justice system outcomes. These data, 
gathered from prosecution, law enforcement, and victim service 
agencies, collectively illustrate STOP’S capacity to improve services 
and systems for women victims of violence in a variety of arenas. 

Prosecution 
Prosecution agencies providing impact data noted positive changes 
across numerous prosecutorial indicators. Of the six prosecution 
agencies interviewed in the 1999 Underserved Survey, four provided 
information on the number of domestic violence and/or sexual 
assault cases charged, heard by courts, and/or resulting in convic- 
tions before and after STOP. Examples from the 1999 Underserved 
Survey include: 

The U.S. Attorney’s Office in Washington, D.C., increased the 
number of domestic violence cases charged by 76 percent, the 
number of domestic violence cases tried by 76 percent, and 
the number of domestic violence cases resulting in conviction 
by 324 percent since receiving STOP funding. 

The Special Prosecution Division of Westchester County, New 
Yo&, reported more than a 25 percent increase in the number 
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of domestic violence cases tried and resulting in conviction as 
a result of STOP. 

Site visits identified significant prosecutorial achievements, as 
well. For example: 

The STOP-funded Illinois Sexual Assault Guideline 
Implementation Team in Kankakee County, IZIinois, developed 
and implemented streamlined service protocols for medical, 
law enforcement, and prosecution personnel that resulted in 
a 280 percent increase in active sexual assault prosecution 
cases during the first year of guidelines implementation. As a 
result of the team’s collaborative approach to sexual assault 
service provision, active sexual assault prosecution cases 
went from 5 in the last quarter of 1997 (before STOP) to 14 in 
the last quarter of 1998 when the STOP-supported protocols 
were operating. (See textbox on p. 83 for full description of 
project.) 

Sheriff’s office staff involved with the Domestic Violence 
Order Monitoring Program in Fuyette County, Kentucky, mon- 
itor perpetrators’ compliance with court-ordered services and 
help victims obtain emergency protection orders (EPOs) and 
other needed services. Since its inception in 1996 and through 
1999, the Domestic Violence Order Monitoring Program 
served 790 victims and perpetrators. In FY 1998 alone, it 
helped victims obtain 1,756 EPOs, compared with 545 in FY 
1990 (a 320 percent increase). 

Law Enforcement 
Among projects interviewed for the 1999 Underserved Survey, 6 of 
the 11 subgrantees from law enforcement agencies were able to 
report the number of pre- and post-STOP calls and arrests with 
respect to domestic violence and/or sexual assault. Some law 
enforcement subgrantees interviewed during site visits offered 
similar evidence of impact. Collectively, these data indicate sub- 
stantial improvements in criminal justice statistics as a result of 
STOP-stimulated law enforcement projects. For example: 

Four of the six law enforcement agencies providing data in 
the 1999 Underserved Survey experienced increases of 
between 35 and 75 percent in the number of domestic vio- 
lence calls received, and three experienced increases of more 
than 150 percent in the number of sexual assault calls 
received. 

Three law enforcement agencies in the 1999 Underserved 
Survey increased domestic violence arrests by over 40 per- 
cent, and two increased sexual assault arrests by over 65 per- 
cent. 
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The Rapid Response Team in Newburyport, Massachusetts, is 
a first-response collaboration between the Women’s Crisis 
Center Inc. and the Salisbury Police Department. The team 
provides trained lay advocates to the police station 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week to assist victims of domestic violence. The 
team has been operating for three and a half years and has 
received 199 calls. Before the STOP funding and the estab- 
lishment of the team, the Women’s Crisis Center was not able 
to respond to victims at such a crucial time. 

The Lakewood Police Department in Lakewood, Colorado, has 
experienced impressive increases in the number of calls and 
requests for referrals received by its STOP-funded mobile 
response unit. In the last quarter of 1996 and prior to receiv- 
ing STOP, it received 62 calls and 56 requests for referrals; in 
the last quarter of 1998 and subsequent to receiving STOP, it 
received 185 calls and 170 requests for referrals. 

Victim Services 
Many victim service agencies undertake STOP projects with the goal 
of adding services new to the agency, improving services, or increas- 
ing access to services for women victims of violence. Therefore they 
look to changes in the number of victims they serve for evidence of 
program impact. Of the 44 private, nonprofit victim services agencies 
interviewed for the 1999 Underserved Survey, 36 reported numbers 
of domestic violence and/or sexual assault victims served annually 
by their agencies pre- and post-STOP. The number of domestic vio- 
lence victims served annually increased for 29 of the 34 agencies pro- 
viding domestic violence information. Twelve agencies increased by 
more than 60 percent, and eight agencies increased more than 200 
percent (figure 3.1). Finally, four provided domestic violence services 
for the first h e .  One cannot calculate a percentage increase when 
the denominator (the pre-STOP service level) is zero, but it is clear 
that every victim served is an increase over the pre-STOP situation. 
Similarly, the number of sexual assault victims served by subgrantee 
agencies increased with STOP funding for 19 of the 22 agencies pro- 
viding sexual assault data. Of these programs, nine increased victims 
served by more than 60 percent, five increased by more than 100 per- 
cent, and four served sexual assault victims for the first time (figure 
3.2). Program highlights include: 

Acercamiento Hispana/Hispanic Outreach of Columbia, South 
Carolina, has used STOP funding to begin a domestic violence 
service program specializing in services for Hispanic victims 
of domestic violence. With two years of STOP funding, the 
agency has increased the number of women it serves annual- 
ly from one victim prior to FY 1997 to 119 victims during FY 
1998. 

The Ramah Navajo School Board, hc., in Pinekill, New Mexico, 
used STOP funding to institute a formal domestic violence 
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Subgrantee Agencies Serving Underserved Populations: 
Change in Number of Domestic Violence Victims Served 
Annuilly Before and After STOP Funding 

1999 Underserved Survey 

2140% 
4 programs 

201-500% 
5 programs 

501 +% 
3 programs 

Note: Of the 44 nonprofit, nongovernmental "underserved" victim service programs interviewed, 27 were 
able to provide pre- and post-STOP data on domestic violence victims served annually by their agencies. 
The percent change in their data is depicted above. Four programs provided services for the first time witt 
STOP funding, so their pre-STOP number is zero (01, which cannot be used as a denominator to create a 
percentage increase. 

ntee Agencies Serving Underserved Populations: 
Change in Number of Sexual Assault Victims Served 
Annually Before and After STOP Funding 

1999 Underserved Survey 

20% or less 
5 programs 

None served 

2140% 
1 program 

I 
81-100% 

2 programs 

4 programs 

. Yo 
ram 

Note: Of the 44 nonprofit, nongovernmental "underserved" victim service programs interviewed, 17 were 
able to provide pre- and post-STOP data on sexual assault victims served annually by their agencies. The 
percent change in their data is depicted above. Four programs provided services for the first time with 
STOP funding, so their pre-STOP number is zero (O), which cannot be used as a denominator to create a 
percentage increase. 
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victim service program for Navajo women. As a result of the 
outreach and service efforts of STOP-funded staff, the agency 
has increased the number of domestic violence victims served 
annually by 550 percent (from 12 to 66) over the course of two 
years of STOP funding. 

The Family Counseling Agency Inc. in AZexundria, Louisiana, 
used STOP funds to support outreach efforts and services for 
incarcerated and /or substance-abusing female victims of vio- 
lence. Prior to receiving STOP funding in FY 1997, the agency 
served 212 victims of domestic violence and 133 victims of 
sexual assault annually. After three years of STOP funding, 
the agency increased the number of domestic violence and 
sexual assault victims it serves annually by 199 percent and 
492 percent, respectively, for annual totals equaling 633 
domestic violence and 787 sexual assault victims. 

Subgrantees visited during site visits also reported increases in 
victims served as a result of STOP, for example: 

The ACCESS-York, Inc., legal advocacy program at the court- 
house in York, Pennsylvania, was begun with STOP funding in 
1997. Starting from a base of zero, it has served hundreds of 
women every year, many of whom had no previous contact 
with victim services. In 1999 alone, the program’s legal advo- 
cates provided orientation to the legal system for 800 women 
(a 45 percent increase since 1997); made 781 criminal justice 
system advocacy contacts (an 85 percent increase since 1997); 
conducted 600 intake interviews (a 22 percent increase since 
1997); assisted with 855 legal obligations (a 37 percent 
increase since 1997); and provided 547 assists with filing pro- 
tection orders (a 20 percent increase since 1997). 

The YWCA CHOICES for Women of Color Program in Salt 
Lake City, Utah, received STOP funding in 1997 to provide 
individual advocacy and community outreach to women of 
color in the community. Starting from a base of zero, in FY 
1998 it served 173 clients, and in FY 1999 it served 268 
clients-a 155 percent increase even within the period of 
STOP funding. It is the only program of its kind in the state of 
Utah. 

The Community Abuse Prevention Services Agency (CAPSA) 
in Logan, Utah, increased its participation in mobile crisis team 
responses from 35 in the quarter before STOP to 101 in the 
most recent quarter (fall 1999). As early as 1993, CAPSA had 
made advocates available to law enforcement to accompany 
them on calls involving violence against women, but law 
enforcement seldom used them. The increased communica- 
tion, cross-training, coordination, and advocate presence in 
the police station that came about through the STOP funding 
has greatly increased the frequency with which advocates are 
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involved in crisis response. In the same manner, STOP sup- 
port for increased Hispanic staffing has allowed CAPSA to 
increase its support sessions in Spanish from 23 to 137 in the 
most recent quarter. 

With STOP funding, the Illinois Coalition Against Sexual 
Assault (ICASA) in Chicago, Illinois, supported the creation of 
16 satellite sexual assault service programs throughout the 
state-4 in FY 1996,lO in FY 1997, and 2 in FY 1998. Prior to 
the satellite project, victims in underserved areas had little if 
any access to ongoing sexual assault services and legal advo- 
cacy. In FY 1997 satellite office staff served 550 clients, and in 
FY 1999 they served 1,506 clients, providing over 10,000 hours 
of counseling and advocacy services. 

Subgrantees perceive impact in different ways and, as a result, relay 
information about different kinds of impact. Some can offer statistics 
to substantiate claims that STOP has changed their community and 

Subgrantee 
Perceptions of Impact 
from the 1999 improved victims’ experiences of the system, as described above. 

OAers explain the s&ctural impact STOP has had on their service 
communitv. Still others discuss impact in terms of qualitative service Underserved Survey 
improvembnts made possible b; the support 0; STOP funding. 
While changes in statistics are an easy way to gauge impact, the pro- 
jects that cannot report such statistics, especially for the time before 
STOP, are certainly no less valuable to the communities they serve. 
For that reason, it is important to understand subgrantees’ percep- 
tions of the difference their projects are making for women victims of 
violence in their communities. 

According to subgrantees interviewed during the 1999 
Underserved Survey, STOP has improved their community’s ability 
to meet the needs of women victims of violence. As figures 3.3, 3.4, 
and 3.5 show, most subgrantees believe their jurisdictions did very 
little to address the needs of victims of domestic violence, sexual 
assault, and stalking prior to STOP. In fact, 81 percent of respondents 
indicated that with respect to domestic violence, their communities 
either met no victim needs prior to STOP or met some needs but with 
much room for improvement. Seventy-one percent of respondents 
believed this was the case for sexual assault, and 88 percent believed 
this was the case for stalking. 

Since receiving STOP funding, subgrantees perceive significant 
improvements in their jurisdiction’s ability to meet victims’ needs, 
and expect these improvements to continue in the future. 
Perceptions of impact are perhaps most dramatic in the area of 
domestic violence, with nearly 50 percent of respondents ranking 
their communities as meeting most of victims’ service needs and 96 
percent indicating that they meet victims’ needs moderately or bet- 
ter. Respondents most frequently described their jurisdiction’s cur- 
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Domestic Violence: Underserved Subgrantee Perceptions of 
Their Jurisdiction’s Ability to  Meet Victim Needs Before 
STOP, Currently, and in Five Years‘ Time 
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1999 Underserved Survey 

46 

Pre-STOP 
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Currently In the Future 

H Not meeting 
needs at all 

Meeting some 
needs, but still 
much room to 
improve 

Meeting needs 
moderately 
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completely 

Note: All 98 respondents were asked to rank their jurisdiction‘s ability to meet the needs of victims of domestic 
violence before STOP, currently, and in five years‘ time. Of the 98 respondents to this question, 84 believed they 
had enough information to assess services pre-STOP, 89 believed they had enough information to assess current 
services, and 87 believed they had enough information to assess services five years from now 

Sexual Assault: Underserved Subgrantee Perceptions of Their 
furisdiction’s Ability t o  Meet Victim Needs Before STOP, 
Currently, and in Fiie Years’ Time 

1999 Underserved Survey 
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Note: All 98 respondents were asked to rank their jurisdiction’s ability to meet the needs of victims of sexual 
assault before STOP, currently, and in five years’ time. Of the 98 respondents to this question, 72 believed they 
had enough information to assess services pre-STOP. 77 believed they had enough information to assess current 
services, and 75 believed they had enough information to assess services five years from now. 

rent sexual assault services as meeting a moderate portion or most of vic- 
tims’ service needs (68 percent), with 78 percent indicating they meet 
victims’ needs moderately or better. Services for stalking victims are per- 
ceived by subgrantees to have improved as well, though on a somewhat 
smaller scale, with 62 percent of respondents ranking their communities as 
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Stalking: Underserved Subgrantee Perceptions of Their 
Jurisdiction’s Ability to Meet Victim Needs Before STOP, 

60 

v) 50 
W al 
c 4- 

40 
n 
3 
v) 
% 30 

E 20 
2 

W 
0 m 
0) 

a“ 10 

0 

Currently, and in Five Years’ Time 

1999 Undersewed Sumey 

needs at all 
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needs, but still 35 
much room to 
improve 
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Pre-STOP Currently In the Future I 
Note: All 98 respondents were asked to rank their jurisdiction‘s ability to meet the needs of victims of 
stalking before STOP. currently, and in five years’ time. Of the 98 respondents to this question, 71 
believed they had enough information to assess services pre-STOP. 73 believed they had enough infor- 
mation to assess current services, and 74 believed they had enough information to assess services five 
years from now. 

currently meeting victims’ needs moderately or better. (However, 
information from site visits suggests that as a crime, stallung is wide- 
ly misunderstood, state laws are seen as unenforceable, and local 
authorities take little action in stalking situations. Chapter 7 address- 
es issues related to stalking in greater detail.) Subgrantees anticipat- 
ed continued improvements in all three arenas and expect to be 
meeting victims’ needs more comprehensively in five years’ time. 

On the five-unit scale presented in figures 3.3 through 3.5, rang- 
ing from not meeting victim needs at all to meeting victim needs 
completely, 93 percent of respondents indicated that since receiving 
STOP funds, their jurisdiction has improved one unit or more in its 
ability to meet the needs of domestic violence victims (figure 3.6). 
Seventy-six percent perceived at least this much change with respect 
to sexual assault, and 72 percent reported at least this much change 
with respect to stalking. Respondents rarely indicated more than two 
units of change in their jurisdiction’s ability to meet victim needs 
since securing STOP funds; however, 49 percent, 26 percent, and 35 
percent of respondents did indicate two units of change in the areas 
of domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking respectively. 

STOP subgrantees interviewed in the 1999 Underserved Survey 
emphasized the contribution of STOP funding to service improve- 
ments in their community-particularly for services to women from 
underserved communities. Most respondents (90 percent) believe 
women in underserved communities are currently being served bet- 
ter than they were prior to STOP, and 86 percent of respondents 
attribute many, almost all, or all underserved service improvements 
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Change in Underserved Subgrantee Jurisdictions' 
Ability to  Meet Victim Needs, Pre-STOP to Present 

2999 Undersemed Survey 
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Note: All 98 respondents were asked to rank their jurisdiction's ability to meet the needs of 
women victims of violence before STOP. currently, and in five years' time. Of the 98 respon- 
dents to this question, 84 were able to provide both pre-STOP and current assessments with 
respect to domestic violence; 70 were able to provide both pre-STOP and current assess- 
ments with respect to sexual assault; and 69 were able to provide both pre-STOP and current 
assessments with respect to stalking. 

Quality of Services for  Women 
Victims of Violence 

2999 Underserved Suruey 

Women served 

Note: 97 respondents answered this question. 

to STOP (figures 3.7 and 3.8). Moreover, nearly 60 percent believe 
that the STOP-stimulated improvements and new services for under- 
served women will be "very permanent" fixtures in their communi- 
ties (figure 3.9). However, some of the subgrantees who answered 
"very permanent" noted that the permanence of system change 
would likely be contingent on continued funding to support their 
service and coordination efforts. 
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Role of STOP Funding in Improvements t o  Services for 
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Because information gathered during site visits is narrative rather 
than being recorded on rating scales, it is more difficult to develop a 
quantitative summary of perceptions of STOP’S impact from site visit 
information than it is to score survey results. The tendency is to select 
reports of dramatic impact, but to forget the possibly larger number 
of reports of moderate or no impact. Yet certain key themes stay with 
us from site visits, despite our having no way to summarize site visit 
information systematically or turn it into percentages or other statis- 

PerCeptiOllS Of Impact 
from Site Visits 
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tics. This brief section, then, presents some of those key themes, indi- 
cating that many subgrantees interviewed during site visits per- 
ceived si@cant qualitative service improvements resulting from 
STOP-funded projects. 

Collaboration improves seruices forlexperiences of victims. 

Subgrantees participating in collaborative approaches or coordi- 
nated community responses (CCRs) were eloquent in their 
descriptions of how much things had changed and how different 
a victim’s experience was now from what it had been before 
STOP. The absence of similar convictions of change among sub- 
grantees that were operating without collaborative or CCR struc- 
tures reinforces the impression that collaboration is important for 
victims as well as for system outcomes. 

If  a STOP project does not itself produce or promote collabora- 
tive or CCR structures, it  is not clear whether or not these struc- 
tures will emerge on their own. 

Some STOP subgrants have had a ripple effect, spurring non- 
STOP-funded service enhancements in other agencies. For 
instance, a STOP grant to a prosecutor may include training for 
law enforcement in better evidence collection, and the increase in 
convictions arising from better evidence demonstrates to law 
enforcement that these cases can be won and spurs the agency to 
create its own special unit for domestic violence and/or sexual 
assault. 

However, at least as likely is the situation in which a STOP pro- 
ject improves or expands its own services but meets resistance on 
the part of other agencies that may render irrelevant the work of 
the STOP project. For instance, police may get better at collecting 
evidence but the prosecutor refuses to charge the cases. Or a 
prosecutor may develop a special unit skilled in presenting evi- 
dence sufficient to obtain a conviction even without the in-person 
testimony of the victim, but the local judge refuses to hear cases 
without a victim present, asks the victim what she wants to do, 
and when she says she wants to drop the case, the judge drops it. 

E v e y  type of agency has its own forms of resistance and intran- 
sigence; no type of agency is exempt. 

People expect to hear that justice system agencies and person- 
nel need to improve their treatment of women victims of 
violence; we encountered many instances during site visits to 
support this expectation, but we also encountered many others 
in which these agencies had undergone remarkable changes. It 
is important to recognize that attitudes harmful to women vic- 
tims of violence also exist in other sectors of the community 
(e.g., health services, substance abuse services, clergy, and busi- 
ness leaders), keeping these sectors from participating in efforts 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 
I 
1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

e 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



Chapter 3: Impact of STOP Subgrants 1s 25 

to increase women’s safety and well-being and frequently sup- 
porting behaviors that increase the difficulties encountered by 
women victims of violence. 

Victim service agencies also have their points of resistance, includ- 
ing long-held positions about the meaning of empowerment and con- 
fidentiality. A conviction that ”empowerment” means the victim has 
to take the first step to ask for help sometimes prevents victim service 
agencies from joining first-response teams or making first contact 
with women who call the police or seek protection orders. Yet these 
approaches have proven very effective in reaching and serving more 
women, and the women themselves report appreciating the support 
and their need for such support before they could take steps to help 
themselves. In addition, fears that working with justice agencies will 
require them to violate their commitment to preserving women’s con- 
fidentiality has kept some victim service agencies out of serious col- 
laborative efforts. Yet other victim service agencies have been able to 
negotiate mutually acceptable principles and rules of action with both 
law enforcement and prosecution. These principles govern what 
information will and will not be shared and under what conditions, 
while protecting women’s rights of both confidentiality and consent 
to reveal information. Finally, behavior on the part of some victim ser- 
vice agencies that law enforcement and prosecution agencies inter- 
pret as meaning that victim services want to tell justice agencies how 
to change, but do not themselves need to learn or change anything, 
can get in the way of progress toward collaboration. 

Specialized law enforcement and prosecution teams improve 
victims‘ experiences of the system. They also develop better 
cases against perpetrators and thus are more likely to obtain 
convictions. 

This is a very consistent finding from site visits. Interviews with 
staff of special units virtually always report that the existence of 
their unit has made a difference in the way their own agency 
treats victims and collects evidence or develops cases. However, 
we also encountered situations in which either law enforcement 
or prosecution had created a special unit with STOP funds but 
the other had not done so, and the work of the one with the spe- 
cial unit was in part blocked by the lack of commitment of the 
other. These situations are testimony to the importance of having 
all parts of the system in place and working together. 

If STOPfunding were to disappear, the services i t  supports would 
be greatly reduced. The funding is often what makes them possi- 
ble, even when they have produced significant system change. 

During site visits, we encountered a number of agencies that had 
been able and willing to pick up positions initially funded by 
STOP and support them with agency resources. These were vir- 
tually always law enforcement, prosecution, and sometimes 
health agencies that (a) had seen the benefits of the new way they 
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were doing things and (b) had the resources to either hire new 
people or shift assignments of existing staff. 

On the other hand, when nonprofit, nongovernmental victim ser- 
vice agencies lost STOP funding, they virtually always had to cut 
back on services, as they had no way to compensate for the lost 
support. Representatives of victim service agencies in states that 
made a practice of funding short, nonrenewable victim service 
projects were the most likely to report this experience and to say 
that the funding could not make any permanent difference to 
their services or their community because it did not last long 
enough and was not reliable enough. But cuts in victim services 
also happened in states that provided continuation funding but 
cut the size of grants for the later years. 

When STOP was used to fund a coordinator or other mechanism 
for developing and maintaining collaboration or a CCR, partici- 
pants in the resulting system were adamant that continued STOP 
support for coordination was vital to their community’s ability to 
maintain the gains it had made. This perception was shared by 
informants from every type of agency participating in the collab- 
oration. One subgrantee’s sentiment, echoed many times in the 
course of site visits, was: “I just can’t imagine what will happen 
if the funding dries up. We’re just starting to make progress. We’ll 
be right back where we were 20 years ago.” 
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Over many years of program development, an important mecha- 
nism for improving the treatment of women victims of violence has 
been the creation of coordinated community responses to domestic 
violence and/or sexual assault. Other efforts may include 
approaches that build collaborative arrangements between two or 
even three systems in a community For instance, law enforcement 
and victim services may develop ways of working together, or vic- 
tim services and emergency room staff may do so. But as long as 
significant elements in the community are not part of the solution, 
they often remain part of the problem. Police and victim services 
can only do so much together if prosecutors will not prosecute 
cases against perpetrators of violence against women. Even when 
police and prosecutors work together and victim services gets left 
out of the loop, the experience of women victims will not be as 
good as when all elements work together. It is also likely that 
women’s willingness to bring charges and to maintain their 
involvement in law enforcement and prosecution efforts will be 
greater with the involvement of victim services, with higher report- 
ing rates and better legal cases likely to be the result. 

There is also a growing awareness that the problem of violence 
against women is complex and requires comprehensive service 
responses involving agencies and services beyond the justice sys- 
tems. A number of coordinated efforts have developed over the 
recent past, as some communities have moved beyond changes in 
individual agencies (usually those in the justice systems) to 
respond to domestic violence and sexual assault in a more compre- 
hensive and coordinated way. Many of the early efforts focused on 
coordination among agencies within the criminal justice system or 
between these agencies and victim service providers. In recent 
years, however, some communities have expanded their efforts to 
include a broader array of agencies and stakeholders, such as 
health care providers, child welfare agencies, substance abuse ser- 
vices, clergy, and businesses. Some communities have gone a step 
further and worked to involve the community as a whole in 
responding to violence against women through prevention and 
education efforts aimed at raising community awareness and 
reshaping attitudes about this issue. 

Introduction 

The problem of violence 
against women is complex 
and requires comprehen- 
sive service responses 
involving agencies and 
services beyond the justice 
systems. 
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Legislative and Administrative Support for 
Collaboration 
The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) supports collaborative 
efforts in its language, requiring that nonprofit, nongovernmental 
victim service agencies within a state work with law enforcement 
and prosecution in developing state implementation plans for STOP 
programs (sec. 2002 (d)). The Violence Against Women Office 
(VAWO) took the lead to promote collaboration in several important 
ways. The regulations it developed to govern the STOP program 
emphasize the value of collaboration in developing coordinated, 
systemwide responses to violence against women. In addition, 
VAWO sponsored a grantee conference during the first year of STOP 
(”Collaborating to STOP Violence Against Women,” July 27-29, 
1995) to help states develop their implementation plans and capital- 
ize on the most promising approaches to address violence against 
women. The goals of this conference included: (1) sharing promising 
collaborative approaches to preventing, reducing, or eliminating 
violence against women; (2) building state teams into collaborative 
working units; and (3) exposing participants to many different 
promising approaches and ideas for programs appropriate for STOP 
grant funding and providing a framework for developing their 
implementation plans. 

A coordinated community 
response to either domestic 
violence or sexual assault 
is a complex set of inter- 
agency relations hips, inter- 
locking behaviors, and the 
commitment of many 
people. I t  does not happen 
in a day, or even in a few 
months, and it is dificult 
to maintain without steady 
attention and support. 

The conference was instrumental in making clear that VAWO 
strongly expected collaboration in the interest of producing serious 
system change focused on reducing violence against women and its 
consequences. States were encouraged to send teams that included 
representatives from law enforcement, prosecution, sexual assault 
and domestic violence service and advocacy programs, the courts, 
the state agency administering the STOP program, and other com- 
ponents of the criminal justice system. Teams from all 56 states and 
territories attended; most included six representatives. 

Defining a ”Coordinated Community Response” 
A full coordinated community response (CCR) to either domestic 
violence or sexual assault is a complex set of interagency relation- 
ships, interlocking behaviors, and the commitment of many people. 
It does not happen in a day, or even in a few months, and it is dif- 
ficult to maintain without steady attention and support. This eval- 
uation team’s experience of site visits to 16 states and more than 80 
STOP subgrantees over the past four years convinces us that the 
overall goals of VAWA-to enhance women’s well-being and hold 
perpetrators accountable-are maximally realized when a coordi- 
nated community response is in place. Therefore, this chapter is 
geared toward documenting the effectiveness of this approach and 
identifying the conditions under which it is most likely to develop 
and continue. 

Recognizing that developing a CCR can take years and has as 
yet not been accomplished in very many places, we are also inter- 
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ested in steps along the way. Therefore, this chapter also examines 
STOP-funded activities that are trying to create pieces of a CCR by 
coordinating the work of and/or enhancing communication and 
understanding between at least two agencies or systems or their 
personnel. 

We are interested in documenting the activities of agency per- 
sonnel with respect to communication, coordination, and collabo- 
ration; the formal commitments of agency heads to support and 
maintain these activities; and the maintenance mechanisms that exist 
to keep the current level of joint work going or to expand it to 
include more players. 

In the 1999 Report on the National STOP Evaluation, we offered 
definitions for several activities, including communication, coordi- 
nation, and collaboration. We repeat and expand these here, as they 
are still important for helping the reader understand the findings 
reported in this chapter: 

Communication: Talking to each other and sharing information 
is the first, most necessary, step. This means friendly, helpful 
communication, not hostile or negative communication. 

Communication may happen between or among front- 
line workers (e.g., a police officer and a victim advocate), 
mid-level workers, and/or chiefs/directors/heads of 
agencies. It may occur among these personnel in two 
systems, three systems, and so on up to all the systems 
in a jurisdiction. In many communities, the parties who 
need to work together to create a coordinated system of 
services for women victims of violence have not reached 
even this first level. Everyone operates in isolation or, 
worse, in hostile relationships that do not advance 
understanding or assistance for victims. 

Coordination or Cooperation: At this level, agency staff work 
together on a case-by-case basis and may even do cross- 
training to appreciate each other’s roles and responsibilities. 

Again, coordination or cooperation may happen between 
or among frontline workers, mid-level workers, and/or 
chiefs/directors/agency heads, who could make policy 
commitments for whole agencies. It may occur among 
these personnel in two systems, three systems, and so on 
up to all the systems in a jurisdiction. 

Collaboration: Collaboration adds the element of joint analy- 
sis, planning, and accommodation to the base of communi- 
cation and coordination. Collaborative arrangements include 
joint work on developing protocols for each agency that 
allow each agency to do its work in a way that complements 
and supports the work done by another agency. 
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Collaboration cannot happen without the commitment of 
the powers that be. In this respect it differs from commu- 
nication and coordination. If chiefs/directors/agency 
heads are not on board, supporting and enforcing adher- 
ence to new policies and protocols, then collaboration is 
not taking place (although coordination may still occur at 
lower levels of organizations). Collaboration may occur 
between or among two or more agencies or systems. 

To these three activities that promote better treatment of women 
victims of violence, we add a fourth level, which is collaboration 
involving all of the critical and most of the desirable systems and 
actors in a community. This type of response has sometimes been 
called a coordinated community response (CCR) among people work- 
ing on domestic violence issues, and we adopt that terminology 
here to distinguish this type of communitywide collaboration from 
collaboration among two or three agencies. 

Coordinated community response goes beyond collaboration in 
several directions. 

First, all of the critical systems in a community must be 
involved. This includes the criminal justice agencies of 
law enforcement, prosecution, and the courts (and ideal- 
ly, probation and parole); the civil courts; domestic vio- 
lence and sexual assault victim service agencies; and 
hospitals, other health agencies, and protective agencies 
(i.e., child protective services and adult protective ser- 
vices). It is also great if others are involved, including 
clergy; businesses and their employee assistance pro- 
grams; mental health and substance abuse agencies; 
agencies and organizations serving women in communi- 
ties isolated by language, culture, ethnicity, geography, 
or other factors; and batterer intervention programs. 

Second, CCR entails organizational commitments, not just 
personal ones. 

Third, CCR entails a functioning feedback mechanism. 
In many communities this is a monthly (or more fre- 
quent) meeting of those most actively involved in 
responding to victims, to deal with individual cases and 
also iron out problems with the system. Some communi- 
ties have also found that forcing themselves to collect 
data on the progress of cases and then to review the data 
at the monthly meetings shows them their progress and 
provides a powerful positive incentive. 

Fourth, CCR includes an ongoing mechanism for think- 
ing about what comes next, asking what needs to be 
done, how best to accomplish it, and, finally, what needs 
to change for the goals to be accomplished. This mecha- 
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nism can take one or more of a number of forms, such as 
a task force or council, regular meetings of partner agen- 
cies, and quarterly retreats. Whatever the mechanism, it 
must translate into shared decisionmaking and planning 
at multiple levels, as well as the expectation that each 
part of the system must modify its own activities to sup- 
port and complement the work of the other parts. 

Fifth, it is a great deal easier to maintain the first four 
elements of a CCR if someone is being paid to serve as 
coordinator, and if that coordinator has the necessary 
administrative support in the form of telephone, fax, 
photocopy, and other mechanical aids, and most partic- 
ularly staff assistance. 

Given what it takes to develop and maintain a functioning CCR, it 
is perhaps not so surprising that relatively few communities rise to 
this level of performance. In 1996, when Urban Institute staff were 
looking for communities with a full-scale CCR focused on domes- 
tic violence, knowledgeable informants were able to identify no 
more than 20 or 25 possibilities in the whole country (Clark et al. 
1996). Nevertheless, some communities come very close, and STOP 
has been instrumental in increasing their number. 

The information reported below comes from two sources: respons- 
es of 98 STOP-funded programs to the 1999 Underserved Survey, 
and site visits to 16 states and more than 80 STOP subgrantees 
conducted by Urban Institute staff over the course of this evalua- 
tion. The data are in several formats-numeric/percentages and 
coded responses to open-ended questions from the survey, and 
interview responses, observations, and program statistics from the 
site visits. Examples of programs and practices similar to those 
cited in this chapter may be found in chapters 3 and 6 of this report, 
where they are used to illustrate impact and sexual assault pro- 
grams, respectively. 

Sources of Information 

The 1999 Underserved Survey involved in-depth telephone inter- Levels Of CCR 
views with 98 subgrantees specifically tailoriig their services to 
underserved populations, as reported on their SAPRs. The 98 inter- 
views represented many different types of agencies, including 44 vic- 

Reported on the 1999 
Underserved Survey 

tim service programs, 11 law enforcement agencies, 6 prosecution 
agencies, 5 legal services agencies, 12 minority community service 
agencies, 3 courts/corrections agencies, and 12 agencies of other 
types. Chapter 5 describes these projects in depth; this chapter uses 
information from the survey describing the extent to which the sub- 
grantees interviewed reported that they worked with other commu- 
nity agencies to meet the needs of their population of interest. 

The interview asked these agencies about their work with a vari- 
ety of other agencies and programs in their community. The 87 pro- 
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grams that were not themselves a law enforcement agency were 
asked about their interactions with law enforcement. Likewise, the 92 
programs that were not themselves prosecution agencies were asked 
about their interactions with prosecution. In addition, each program 
was asked to identify the two agencies with which it had the most, or 
the most meaningful, contact. Throughout this section these two 
agencies are described as ”primary agency #1” and “primary agency 
#2.” Occasionally one of these two primary agencies was the same 
law enforcement or prosecution agency that had been the subject of 
earlier questions. When tlus happened, the respondent was asked the 
additional questions relevant to our inquiries about the two primary 
agencies, but no question already answered was repeated. 

Work wi th  Law Enforcement and Prosecution 
Most (93 percent) of the 87 programs that were not themselves law 
enforcement reported that their agency was working with law enforce- 
ment to serve women in their underserved populations. Similarly, 87 
percent of the 92 programs that were not themselves prosecution agen- 
cies reported that they worked with prosecution to help underserved 
women. The majority of the programs in the 1999 Underserved Survey 
initiated or enhanced their work with law enforcement and prosecu- 
tion as part of a STOP-funded effort (table 4.1). 

This joint work with law enforcement and prosecution involved 
interactions with frontline workers (e.g., patrol officers, victim wit- 
ness advocates), middle management (e.g., captains, shift supervi- 
sors, assistant district attorneys), and leaders of organizations (e.g., 
sheriffs, police chiefs, district attorneys). Of the agencies that 
worked with law enforcement, 95 percent had contact with front- 
line workers, 77 percent had contact with middle management, and 

The majority of the pro- 
grams in the 1999 
Underserved Survey 
initiated Or enhanced their 
work with law enforce- 

Programs for Underserved Women That Work with Law 
Enforcement and Prosecution 

ment and prosecution as 
part of a STOP-funded 
efort. 

Work with Law Work with 
Enforcement Prosecution 

Number of Programs Answering* 87 
Percentage of Programs That Did Any Work with 

Percentage of Programs Whose Work Was 
Governed by Formal Procedures 46 
Percentage of Programs Whose Work Began As 

23 Part of STOP Project 
Percentage of Programs Whose Work Expanded 
Through STOP Project 51 
Percentage of Programs Whose Work Did Not 

22 

Agency 92 

Begin or Expand Through STOP Project 

90 

89 

30 

23 

45 

31 
I 

Source: Urban Institute’s 1999 Underserved Survey. 
*Percentages in this table are based only on the agencies that we asked about work with law enforce- 
ment and prosecution. The 11 law enforcement programs were not asked about working with law 
enforcement and the 6 prosecution programs were not asked about working with prosecution. 
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74 percent had contact with leaders of the law enforcement agen- 
cies. Of the agencies that worked with prosecution, 95 percent had 
contact with frontline workers, 68 percent had contact with middle 
management, and 69 percent had contact with district attorneys. 

Forty-five percent of non-law enforcement programs reported 
having a formal procedure for their work with law enforcement, 
and 26 percent of nonprosecution programs had such a procedure 
for work with prosecution. The nature of the work that is consid- 
ered formal varies from a great deal to very little staff contact 
between agencies. With respect to law enforcement, formal proce- 
dures to work together included: 

Victim service staff participating in Sexual Assault and 
Domestic Abuse Response Teams (SARTs and DARTS); 

Legal advocates working with the sheriff to ensure that pro- 
tective orders are served the same day they are issued; 

Law enforcement staff handing out palm cards with victim 
service referral information during response to every 
domestic call; 

Staff from law enforcement and victim services regularly 
meeting to discuss specific cases; and 

Victim services staff having access to all arrest and incident 
reports to conduct follow-up with victims. 

With respect to prosecution, formal procedures to work together 
included: 

Victim service staff working closely with victim witness 
advocates; 

Prosecution staff sending victim service agencies informa- 
tion about victims in their cases so victim service staff can 
offer follow-up supports; 

Victim service staff and/or prosecution staff providing 
referrals and/or transportation to the other agency; and 

Prosecution staff serving on victim service agencies’ boards 
of directors. 

Agencies wi th Which Underserued Programs Have the 
Most or the Most Meaningfiil Contact 
Despite the evidence that most of the underserved programs in the 
survey worked with law enforcement and prosecution in some way, 
agencies focusing their efforts on underserved women were more 
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Programs with a focus on 
reaching women in under- 
served communities were 
most likely to name a 
victim service agency as 
the program with which 
they had the most mean- 
ingful contact. This was 
true even when the pro- 
gram itself was a victim 
service agency. 

On the 1999 Underserved 
Survey, agencies were con- 
sidered to be weak links in 
a community’s system of 
response for two primary 
reasons: insensitivity 
toward victims in general, 
and insensitivity toward 
the underserved popula- 
tion that the STOP pro- 
gram was trying to help. 

likely to name other agencies or programs as their ”primary agen- 
cies,” that is, those they worked with most, or most meanin@ZIy. 
Underserved programs were most likely to report that victim service 
programs were their primary agencies (even when the respondents 
were themselves victim service programs), including victim service 
agencies focused on single racial/ethnic minority groups (about 41 
percent of primary contacts). In contrast, only 14 percent named law 
enforcement as a primary agency, 6 percent named prosecutors or 
victim witness advocates within a prosecutor’s office, 6 percent 
named court-based programs, and 2 percent named programs based 
in probation, parole, or correctional facilities. 

Other primary agencies named by a significant proportion of 
underserved programs included health agencies, such as hospitals 
and emergency rooms (8 percent), and mental health or substance 
abuse treatment agencies (7 percent). 

Weak Links 
Not only were projects that were trying to reach and serve under- 
served women less likely to work with the criminal justice system 
than with other types of agencies, they also frequently reported that 
particular criminal justice system agencies were the weakest link in 
their community when it came to serving women victims of violence 
from underserved populations. Thirty respondents reported that one 
or more law enforcement agencies were the weakest link in serving 
victims in their community. Sixteen reported that prosecution agen- 
cies were the weakest link, and 11 reported that judges were the point 
where the system was most likely to fail. Another 11 programs 
reported specific nonprofit, nongovernmental victim service agen- 
cies as the weak link. All of the above agencies were considered to be 
a weak link for two primary reasons: insensitivity toward victims in 
general (bias against victim work, negative attitudes toward victims, 
and lack of seriousness about domestic violence and sexual assault), 
and insensitivity toward the underserved population being served 
(bias against the group of interest or lack of ability to communicate 
with the group). Other reasons for being named as weak links in the 
service system included lack of follow-through on promises made, 
lack of adherence to established policies, and resistance to change. 

The Nature of Joint Work Between Underserved 
Programs and Their Primary Agencies 
In addition to identifying the primary agencies with which under- 
served programs work in their community, it is also important to 
document the nature of their work. Therefore, respondents were 
asked to describe the types of interactions they had with their two 
primary agencies, using questions reflecting communication, coor- 
dination, and collaboration activities. Most of these underserved 
projects participated in communication and coordination activities 
with other organizations, but fewer participated in collaborative 
activities (table 4.2). 
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To examine the intensity with which agencies participated in 
joint work, program staff were asked if they and their two primary 
agency affiliates had an institutionalized commitment to work 
together. Staff were asked if the relationship with the agency was 

Number and Types of Communication, Coordination, and Collaboration 
Activities That Underserved Programs Have with Their Two Primary Agencies 
(N = 98; weighted percentages) 

Primary Primary 
Agency #I Agency #2 

Communication 

Share general information about violence against women issues. 92 86 
Have frequent or regular phone contact about the services each 

agency provides or about violence against women issues in general. 76 
Have informal meetings, not a task force. Meet on an as-needed basis 

to share information about the services provided in each organization, 
discuss community concerns, etc. 81 72 

Refer clients to one another's agencies. 91 86 

83 

~~ 

Coordination 
Help one another on an as-needed basis for specific cases by sharing 

information. 87 84 
Facilitate referrals by contacting one another to coordinate service 

provision for specific victims. 86 82 
Cross-train one another's employees. 73 63 
Have routine meetings to share information and discuss specific cases 

Provide coordinated community awarenesdeducation activities 

(e.g., a "multiagency team"). 40 35 

(e.g., co-conduct education seminars for community groups). 66 59 

Collaboration 
Participate on a task force together. 

Strategize together about approaches to reach women victims of 
violence in the 
be implemented (e.g., share decisionmaking about batterer account- 
ability and how each agency in the system will address it). 

community and how the approaches will 

Share a joint mission statement. 

Influence one another's agency protocol. 

Participate together on a multidisciplinary first-response team (e.g., 

Routinely provide integrated services to victims. 

Have a regular mechanism to provide feedback to one another 

Share funding (Le., the collaboration is funded). 

Sexual Assault Response Team, Domestic Abuse Response Team). 

to ensure the collaboration is working. 

71 

71 
22 
54 

23 
54 

52 
26 

61 

59 
16 
50 

17 
43 

45 
13 

ource: Urban Institute's 1999 Underserved Survey. 

personal (a relationslrup initiated by a particular staff member that 
would be lost if s/he left the agency), organizational (a major orga- 
nizational commitment to work with the agency was in place and if 
any one person left the agency the relationship would persist), or a 
combination (the relationship was developed by particular staff, but 
if any one person left the agency the relationship may continue). 
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Many agencies reported having an organizational commitment 
to working with others in the community. Fifty percent reported 
organizational commitment to primary agency #1 and 41 percent 
reported the same commitment to primary agency #2. Few agencies 
reported only personal commitments to working with other agen- 
cies (3 percent to work with primary agency #1 and 10 percent to 
work with primary agency #2). The remaining agencies reported a 
combination of personal and organizational commitment (47 per- 
cent to work with primary agency #1 and 49 percent to work with 
primary agency #2). When asked how necessary work with other 
agencies was in providing effective services to underserved 
women, 73 percent reported their work with primary agency #1 
was very necessary and 61 percent reported their work with pri- 
mary agency #2 was very necessary. 

Many agencies reported 
having a commitment at 
the organizational level to 
work with other agencies 
in the community. 

Building working relationships can sometimes be difficult, and 
most agencies (77 percent) reported experiencing barriers to work- 
ing with their two primary contacts. Only 50 percent of agencies 
reported being very successful at building their working relation- 
ship with primary agency #1. Fewer (37 percent) reported very suc- 
cessful relationships with primary agency #2. The most common 
barriers encountered by agencies included territoriality and turf 
issues, other agency staff being resistant to feedback from outside, 
the perception that other agencies do not like working with their 
clients (e.g., the ”drunks” or “crazy people”), and a lack of 
resources and funding to work together. 

In response to questions about what works well in building 
relationships with other agencies in the community, the most com- 
mon recommendation involved ways to build relationships- 
building teams, building trust, ironing out past differences, and 
being inclusive. Other common recommendations were to work 
toward common goals with partners and to establish formal proto- 
cols, policies, or procedures between agencies to define clear roles 
for all the partners. 

Findings from Site During site visits, we encountered programs and communities at 
every level of communication, coordination, collaboration, and 
CCR. This section illustrates these levels with site visit examples. In 
addition, we learned from state STOP administrators what they 
were doing to promote greater collaboration and CCR. These find- 
ings are also discussed. 

Visits on CCR 

Lack of Communication 
During site visits, informants offered many examples from the peri- 
od preceding their STOP subgrants that revealed lack of communi- 
cation among law enforcement, prosecution, victim services, health 
services, judges, and other elements that need to work together to 
help women victims of violence. Usually these examples were fol- 
lowed with a description of ”the way it is now” and how much 
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more effective informants believe the current level of communica- 
tion to be. 

However, we also encountered instances in which, even with a 
STOP subgrant, significant levels of noncommunication still pre- 
vailed. The following are examples of noncommunication reported 
to exist at the time of our visit, despite the operation of STOP- 
supported activities. 

In a rural area with a STOP-funded victim advocacy project, 
the victim advocate reported that the ”good old boy” sys- 
tem is alive and well in local police departments. If a woman 
gets an emergency protection order and the batterer has 
friends among the police, some police officers will warn the 
man to go to another county for a while so the order cannot 
be served, or advise him to get an attorney. Police officers 
have actually told this advocate that ”if it was my friend, I 
wouldn’t give [the order] to him.” This victim advocate has 
also had law enforcement officers and judges shout at her in 
the course of her work with victims. 

In a rural community with a victim advocacy project, the 
advocates reported that they asked to attend a law enforce- 
ment training program on domestic violence because they 
wanted to understand the police perspective. Permission 
was finally granted for them to attend, although they felt it 
was given with great reluctance. On the last day of the train- 
ing, a victim advocate was allowed to speak for 15 minutes 
about her perspective. All the officers in the room closed 
their eyes and made inappropriate comments to each other 
for the whole time she spoke. 

We interviewed representatives of several police departments 
(in communities of different sizes and in several states) that 
had STOP grants with which they had greatly transformed 
their own approach to domestic violence or sexual assault. 
However, they reported one of two unfortunate situations. 
Some of them could not get their prosecutor to pay attention to 
these cases at all. Others reported some cooperation, but could 
not convince the prosecutor that proceeding with strong evi- 
dence but without the victim’s in-court testimony (i.e., the vic- 
tim was cooperative but the police wanted to spare her the 
court appearance) was both feasible and effective. Similarly, we 
interviewed representatives of STOP-funded prosecution units 
in more than one community and state that had transformed 
their approach to prosecution, focusing especially on evidence- 
based prosecution and sparing the victim the need to testrfy in 
court. However, judges would stdl ask the victim what she 
wanted to do (with the batterer present), and would dismiss 
the case despite strong evidence if the woman said she wanted 
the case dropped. In one community, the judges would not 
even allow cases in court if the victim was not present. 
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Communication 

A police department in a medium-sized city in a western 
state has a STOP grant to fund a special unit consisting of 
two advocates and one investigator. These police advocates 
are developing contacts with advocates at the women’s shel- 
ter. In addition, a representative from the district attorney’s 
office, the police advocates, and the advocates from the 
women’s shelter meet once a week to review cases. 

A district attorney with a STOP subgrant to establish and sup- 
port a special domestic violence (DV) unit reports that the 
unit is taking a “very aggressive” stance on DV cases and 
sometimes takes cases to court without adequate considera- 
tion of the victim’s wishes and needs. The district attorney 
has developed a protocol for use by the many local law 
enforcement agencies in the district and has offered training 
in its use to officers in most of the local police departments. 
Because these departments are small and budgets are tight, 
attendance at training is mostly voluntary and has fallen far 
short of universal. So some communication has occurred, but 
representatives of six local police departments who partici- 
pated in our interview reported that the training did not 
include any basic information on DV and that most of the offi- 
cers in their departments had never had any DV training 
beyond the few hours they received at the police academy. 
Little has changed in the way that police handle these cases. 

Co ordination 
Staff members of a big-city prosecutor’s office reported they 
had been ”staggering” under their caseload (more than 
50,000 a year), for which women failed to appear for 80 per- 
cent of court dates. They described their realization that to 
be more effective, they had to have better cases, and to get 
better cases they had to treat women differently. With the 
participation of law enforcement, the office used STOP 
funding to develop and implement a joint protocol. They 
established a team approach, creating partnerships with 
advocates from a victim-witness program and civil attor- 
neys, and hired investigators to pursue evidence. They also 
worked with law enforcement to create a new approach, 
responding to all victims consistently and developing better 
cases through a new focus on evidence and documentation. 
They say they are finding that working closely with the 
police results in better evidence collection, better training for 
both groups, and better working relationships in most cases. 

A police department in a medium-sized city has a STOP 
grant to support non-sworn DV investigators and a victim 
advocate through a contract with the local DV victim service 
agency. The investigators do all the evidence collection on 
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DV cases and call on the sworn officers to make an arrest 
when there is evidence of a crime. Thanks to some training 
from the district attorney, police officers now record every- 
thing said in the heat of the situation for future use in court 
as ”excited utterances.” The victim advocate’s role is delib- 
erately set up to differentiate it from that of the investiga- 
tors; she is meant to be a resource for the victim, not for law 
enforcement. She gets a copy of all DV cases involving an 
arrest and all other incidents without criminal elements. She 
makes personal contact with victims in cases involving any 
criminal element and mails letters to the others, trying to 
reach victims on the day after their incident. She helps 
women get temporary and permanent restraining orders, 
accompanies them to court as necessary, and helps them 
find emergency housing, cash assistance, counseling, educa- 
tion, and employment opportunities. 

Co Ila b oration 
The first example documents collaboration in a big-city environment. 
Thereafter, we present a small-town example-Granville, New 
York-at some length, because it shows so well how the advent of a 
small STOP project focused initially on only one part of the criminal 
justice system can snowball into a sigruficant alteration in the way 
many agencies in a community handle violence against women. It is 
also an example in which both domestic violence and sexual assault 
are getting attention. 

Before STOP, a victim service agency police department, 
prosecutor’s office, and one hospital in a very large city 
teamed up to create a Sexual Assault Response Team. The 
SART required and obtained commitments from agency 
heads, especially the police chief, ensuring that officers will 
bring all victims to the right hospital and that the hospital 
administration itself will host the program and absorb sig- 
nificant unreimbursed costs. Before the SART was estab- 
lished, police said they would drive victims from hospital to 
hospital to find one that would take them; in some cases, 8 
to 12 hours passed before the victim could see a nurse. Now 
victims are seen in a timely, victim-sensitive way. STOP has 
contributed a project coordinator, has cut the waiting time to 
get sexual assault victims into counseling by two-thirds, and 
supports more intensive services. The team believes this 
more intensive approach has resulted in more women fol- 
lowing through with the criminal justice process. The foren- 
sic nurse team members do the evidentiary exams and court 
testimony. Both law enforcement and prosecution members 
say how important it is to know that the evidence was col- 
lkcted correctly, that they can rely on the nurses to show up 
to testify and that they will do a good job in court. The pros- 
ecutors say they give extra credence to the evidence in cases 
with exams done at this hospital. Team members say that for 
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SART to work, team members must respect each other's dif- 
ferent roles and responsibilities. Each must remain indepen- 
dent but willing to work as a team. 

summer 2998 with representatives of the police department, 
t ? t e ' * d M ' i t t t ' 6 ~ s  o e ,  tke l&at DV dnd &.&i assautt 
victim service pmgrams, the SANE program, the local magis- 
trate, and several women who hqd been serued by the sew 
police DV unit. In addition, upda€ed information was received 
fmm the program for this report. 

Granville is a small village (population 2,7001 on the New York-Vermont 
border: tts police force consists of six full-time and six part-time officers, 
and most shifts are s&ed by only one patrol officer. The police depart- 
ment's STOP program was spearheaded by one part-time police officer 
dissatisfied with the w* domestic violence (DV) cases were handled in 
her district. She learned that STOP monies were available and, though 
the ofRcers had never applied for a grant, had never participated in any 
stirtewide program like this, and had to take turns preparing the pro- 
posal on a manual typewriter, they applied. 

Their primary goats for establishing a DV response unit were to 
respond more effectively to domestic violence calls, to reduce the 
number of repeat calls from the same household, and to improve 
prosecution outcomes. They began by obtaining a great deal of DV 
training so that they would have a better understanding of the prob- 
lem; they also visited other departments in the state. 

They formed two teams of two officers each to provide round-the- 
clock, on-call coverage; they also purchased cell phones, pagers, 
portable radios, and a computer to support the on-call system. When 
a DV call comes in, the patrol officer on duty responds and calls the 
DV team, which interviews the victim away from the offender while the 
patrol officer endeavors to secure the "perp." The DV unit officer then 
accompanies the victim to the hospital if there is medical evidence to 
collect, gives her information about DV, and links her up with counsel- 
ing/support/legal services as needed. That same officer "follows" the 
victim through the entire criminal justice system (US) process. The 
DV unit meets every other week to review paperwork, policies, and 
charges and to go over specific cases that are presenting problems, 
One of the officers also tracks cases on the project's computer. 

The project tries to provide a large scope of services, spreading sup- 
port for victims far beyond the police department. If the victim needs 
it, the police officers who are part of the department's DV unit provide 
short-term intervention counseling to victims, almost on call; super- 
vise an exchange of children for visitation; and patrol the victim's 
neighborhood for safety. Part of their next subgrant application 
requests funds to secure 91 1 cell phones for victims. 

Patrol officers not in the DV unit said they were very enthusiastic 
about the project's effect on their ability to work at the scene in these 
DV incidents. They feel it has reduced their stress in dealing with the 
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Example: Granville, New York (continued) 
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Examvle: Granville, New York (continued) 
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Coordinated Community Response 
We give two examples of CCR related to domestic violence here, 
one of which also involves a response to sexual assault. For two 
lengthy examples of CCR focused exclusively on sexual assault, the 
reader is referred to chapter 6 .  

(continued) 
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Example: Charleston and Kunawah County, West Virginia (continued) 

police department has assigned a full-time detective to work with its 
advocate. All the advocates work together to ensure that no woman 
drops through the cracks, and they report that their presence in the dif- 
ferent agencies has resulted in a much more effective and seamless 
response to most victims, as well as more effective prosecution. 
Advocates also report that the STOP funds have allowed a em to go 
beyond case-by-case cooperation, which they were doing before 
STOP, and evolve into a collaborative planning team. 

GAPS. There are still gaps in the system for domestic violence, due 
largely to lack of resources. These include basic equipment, such as 
radios in police cruisers, and overtime, especially for law enforce- 
ment in small departments. At the time of our site visit, Legal services 
for victims were lacking; updated information is that Legal Aid now 
provides women with legal representation at civil protective order 
hearings. This assistance is important because interviewees in 
Charleston reported that perpetrators often have attorneys, including 
public defenders representing the perpetrators in related criminal 
cases who come into civil court to "help out." (This is not the only 
state where we heard of this practice, which was reported to us by 
prosecutors in each instance.) In addition, the area of sexual assault 
remains largely undeveloped. 

(continued) 
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Example: York County, Pennsylvania (continued) 
at the courthouse, available to all women who come for protection 
orders and offering them assistance; a community outreach and edu- 
cation position, also in the local DV agency; and a sexual violence 
systems coordinator and a portion of a salary for a sexual assault vic- 
tim advocate at the local sexual assault services agency. The county 
Police Chief Organization has been strongly supportive, ensuring that 
its officers take the training and show up in court when needed to tes- 
tify. The DV Task Force also has a strong clergy committee and has 
devdoped protocols and material specifically for clergy. The outreach 
worker gets calls from some clergy about how to help a woman who 
has come to them. 

ONGOING FUNDING. The state STOP agency promises ongoing 
funding for all of its collaborative county projects. But the agency also 
makes clear that the size of the STOP subgrant will be reduced by 25 
percent in the third Funding year, and requires hard cash matches 
from law enforcement and prosecution from the project's third year 
onward. (For the first two years, the match can be "soft" or "in-kind.") 
This means two things. First, county boards of commissioners have 
to be willing to commit county funds to support one-fourth of the new 
law enforcement and prosecution positions initially paid for by the 
STOP grants. This was universally felt to be a tough requirement, but 
one that the group eventually met, and the commissioners are now 
reported to be proud of the York team. The York team was in its third 
year at the time of our visit, and the law enforcement and prosecution 
components of the team were intact, thanks to county funding. 
Second, however, the nonprofit victim service agencies also lost 25 
percent of their STOP funding and have had a much harder time com- 
pensating. Some positions and services have had to be reduced. 

IMPACT OF STOR Everyone interviewed agreed that they have all 
recognized the difficulties of doing this work alone and that they all 
need each other. Now they definitely have respect for each other and 
are working together in a new way. 

Law Enforcement. Every law enforcement department in 
the county is now using the domestic violence and sexual 
assault protocols. The STOP-supported liaison officer gets 
10 to 15 calls a day from officers in different departments 
with questions about how to handle cases, as does the 
assistant district attorney who handles only cases involv- 
ing violence against women. 

Prosecution. The district attorney now has a no-drop policy 
but will take a lesser charge in order to get a guilty verdict, 
so when a perpetrator re-offends, he will have a record for 
a domestic violence charge. The new unit proceeded with 
339 indirect criminal contempt cases in the past year; 90 
percent of offenders brought in on criminal contempt for 
violating the conditions of a protection order got convicted. 
The district attorney also handled 48 other felony domestic 
violence and sexual assault cases in the past year and is get- 
ting an estimated 90 to 95 percent conviction rate on both 
types of cases. 
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Exarnvle: York C o m b ,  Pennsvlvania (continued) 

State STOP agencies have great flexibility under the STOP Formula What State STOP 
Agencies Are Doing to 

and CCR 

Grants to structure their state’s program in many ways, and to offer 
more or less assistance to their subgrantees to promote collabora- 
tion and CCR. Our site visits to 16 states have left US with a good 
deal of information about how states are or are not using that flex- 
ibility to promote greater levels of collaboration and CCR. After 
reviewing and summarizing our findings and impressions, we also 
consulted staff of the STOP TA (Technical Assistance) Project 
(which works with all the state STOP administrators in the course 
of its technical assistance duties-see chapter 9) about all the states. 
We corroborated our impressions of the 16 states we visited and 
obtained information about similar activities in other states. The 
following summary therefore reflects information from our site vis- 
its and also from the experience over four years of STOP TA Project 
staff working with all of the state STOP administrators. 

Promote Collaboration 

We believe that the best efforts of state STOP agencies to pro- 
mote collaboration and CCR are important, because these are the 
projects that really stand out during site visits. Their participants 
are enthusiastic, excited, and describe their efforts as producing 
”phenomenal” or “incredible” results-results they say they 
”wouldn’t have believed if they hadn’t seen them happen.” The 
results include improved experiences and outcomes for women 
victims of violence, and increased offender accountability. It is also 
quite clear that the more a state STOP agency does to promote col- 
laboration or CCR, the more STOP funds in that state are being 
used to support collaborative and CCR projects. Such efforts on the 
part of state STOP agencies can, therefore, serve to promote the out- 
comes most desired by VAWA. 
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Most states only pay "lip service" to the idea of pro- 
moting collaboration. 

The most vigorous thing they do to promote it is to require "sign- 
off" from local victim service agencies on STOP proposals from law 
enforcement, prosecution, and other agencies. Most victim service 
agencies placed in this position feel they have no real choice but to 
provide the requested sign-off if they are to maintain even mini- 
mally cordial relations with these criminal justice agencies, even 
when they have learned from experience that no real collaboration 
will ensue. 

Some state STOP agencies use their authority to pro- 
mote collaboration or CCR in a variety of ways,  
including: 

Offering training and technical assistance 

Some state STOP agencies have supported a variety of tech- 
nical assistance activities designed to help potential and 
actual subgrantees develop an approach to helping women 
victims of violence that contains a strong collaborative or 
CCR component. These technical assistance activities have 
included: 

1. Holding prefunding meetings to help potential sub- 
grantees think about ways they can work together with 
other agencies in their community. 

2. Holding prefunding conferences for teams assembled by 
local communities and representing the necessary agen- 
cies for a CCR. Sessions at the conference then deal with 
the issues involved in creating collaborative or CCR pro- 
tocols and interactions, help the teams plan the elements 
of a CCR, and point attendees in the direction of apply- 
ing for STOP money to implement their plans. 

3. Using STOP to fund a training project with the ongoing 
multiyear task of offering pre- and postfunding assis- 
tance in developing cross-agency protocols and collabo- 
ra tive arrangements. 

4. Using STOP to fund training or technical assistance after 
funding, or including such training or technical assis- 
tance within the scope of the state STOP agency's duties, 
to help projects move toward greater collaboration or 
CCR, including components focused on team building as 
well as on technical skills development. 
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Using the state STOP agency’s monitoring function 

Creating a monitoring structure for the state STOP agency 
that looks at progress toward collaboration or CCR as part 
of its ongoing monitoring of subgrantees and seeks to 
strengthen all efforts and movement in this direction, even 
if the original goals of the subgrantee did not include a 
strong intention to do so. 

Partial commitment of STOP funds to support collabora- 
tion andlor CCR 

1. Using STOP funds to support the development of CCR 
protocols for domestic violence and/or sexual assault, or 
having such protocols already developed, and then issu- 
ing requests for proposals to implement the protocols. 
This amounts to a set-aside of some portion of STOP 
funds that will be used only to support efforts to devel- 
op a CCR according to the protocols. 

2. Specifying a proportion of STOP funds that can only be 
used to support projects displaying certain types of col- 
laboration (e.g., projects with an underserved focus must 
include the active collaboration of a traditional victim 
service agency and an agency primarily serving the 
group of women that is the focus of the outreach effort) 
and issuing a request for proposals to develop such pro- 
jects. 

3. Establishing a strong preference, but not a requirement, 
for funding projects that are wholly or at least partially 
collaborative /CCR 

A very few states require strong evidence of collabo- 
ration or CCR as a condition of receiving STOP fund- 
ing for all subgrants. 

These states establish in their policies and their requests for propos- 
als a requirement that only projects with a strong team effort will be 
funded, and carefully scrutinize proposals and postsubgrant activi- 
ties to ensure that the evidence for this commitment is clear and 
strong. This requirement may be coupled with materials distributed 
to potential applicants by the state STOP agency specifymg the rnin- 
imal elements/systems/approaches that must be included in the col- 
laboration or CCR, in-person interviews with the entire proposed 
team before the funding decision is made, and other mechanisms to 
ensure that the applicants really get the message and intend to devel- 
op a functioning CCR. In addition, these states monitor projects post- 
funding to ensure compliance, and some projects have been refused 
continuation funding if it is clear that they are not working as a team. 
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Maximizing the Effects 
of STOP Fundin!: 

Critical Elements for 

Community Response 

In reviewing the programs across the country that stand out as hav- 
ing accomplished the goals of STOP, several key elements emerge. 
It seems clear that the truly effective programs have indeed trans- 
formed the way the criminal justice system handles domestic vio- 
lence and/or sexual assault victims in their communities. The 
lessons learned from observing these programs may guide us in 
developing more comprehensive domestic violence and sexual 
assault services across the country. 

Creating an Effective 

There must be solid working relationships among all the 
players: law enforcement, prosecution, nonprofit victim ser- 
vice agencies, any victim witness assistance units that exist, 
and the medical establishment (for sexual assault). This 
must include a willingness to work together on every case 
unless there is a compelling reason not to, and participating 
agencies must develop and adopt protocols requiring them 
to contact the appropriate partner agencies in response to 
every call. 

Protocol development must be a cross-disciplina y process from 
beginning to end. Law enforcement, medical personnel, and 
victim service providers should be on the team developing 
the prosecution protocol, and the same cross-disciplinary 
representation should be applied to developing protocols 
for law enforcement, victim services, and medical services. 
This does not mean that other disciplines are asked to review 
a draft protocol once members of the discipline have written 
it; that strategy often leads to turf battles and defensiveness 
about ideas for improving ”our” protocol. Rather, everyone 
needs to sit down together and understand how the actions 
of one agency depend on or are critical to the probability 
that another agency will be able to succeed at its own job. 
Then procedures to ensure the greatest possible coordina- 
tion of operations can be written into official protocols. This 
takes longer up front, because each group must work 
through issues of territoriality, understanding each other Is 
professional language, and understanding each other’s roles 
and responsibilities. But this process is actually more effi- 
cient in the long run than sending each discipline off to write 
its own protocol. There is less controversy and fewer diffi- 
culties with implementation after protocol development, 
because the necessary cross-agency interactions and interde- 
pendencies will of necessity be considered and strategies 
will be developed to handle them, with every agency con- 
tributing some changes in its own attitudes as well as pro- 
cedures to make the whole system work better as a system. 

0 Prosecution must be on board-with support for the others’ 
activities, a willingness to proceed with tough cases, and a 
readiness to work in collaboration with both victim advo- 
cates and law enforcement. 
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Certainly for sexual assault, and ideally for domestic vio- 
lence as well, the medical establishment must participate in 
the community protocol. A full coordinated community 
response for sexual assault requires support and training for 
the practitioners doing rape exams; the institution of SANE 
programs; the use of colposcopes, digital photography 
equipment, and other state-of-the-art evidence collection 
tools; and the training of examiners to provide high-quality 
testimony. It would also be desirable to monitor hospital 
billing practices to ensure that the victim is not billed for the 
forensic aspects of the exams. Procedures might also be 
worked out to cover the cost of ancillary medical interven- 
tions that are not solely forensic. For domestic violence, 
medical facilities and personnel should be committed to 
screening for domestic violence and documenting the extent 
of related injuries as part of the evidence in a case. They also 
need to develop or adapt screening protocols and receive 
training in how to use them and in how to prepare docu- 
mentation that will be useful in court. 

Victim witness assistance staff in law enforcement and pros- 
ecution offices and advocates in private, nonprofit victim 
service agencies must develop strategies for working 
together. There should be advocacy services for victims as 
they go through police, medical, court, and other hurdles 
(which may be financial, housing related, or the need for 
counseling) while dealing with rape or domestic violence. 

Developing a successful coordinated community response 
takes time-often several years. Funding must be available 
to support the infrastructure of the coordinated effort. This 
means paying for the time of a coordinator and someone to 
prompt uniform and useful data collection for feedback 
purposes. Further, this funding for coordination must con- 
tinue; good will alone cannot keep agencies working togeth- 
er. Reduction or elimination of the coordinating function 
after a good CCR has been established appears inevitably to 
lead to disintegration of the CCR, although it may take a 
year or two to become evident. Typically, none of the agen- 
cies has the extra resources internally to provide the type of 
support required for either initial or continued success, even 
if they are convinced the new approach is better than the old 
one. 

Weekly or monthly meetings, regularly attended by all the 
participants, appear to be a critical part of this process. The 
meetings are used to discuss individual cases; they are also 
the place where problems in the smooth functioning of the 
system are worked out and where participants can exchange 
information about events in their own agencies. 
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Top leadership of each of the partner agencies need to lend 
strong, visible support for the project and provide account- 
ability for the actions of their own representatives. 

Representatives of each discipline must understand the 
role-the tasks, the standards of practice, the mission, and 
the ethical guidelines-of all of the disciplines. 

The protections and limits of confidentiality for each of the 
players must be clearly defined and clearly understood and 
respected by all parties, including the victims themselves. 

Building trust among the players appears to be facilitated by 
the presence of a few players who are familiar with one 
another and who have had contact with one another over a 
period of many years. It seems that a few key personnel with 
longevity in the field can make a critical difference in estab- 
lishing a willingness among agencies to trust one another 
(this has been especially true with law enforcement agencies 
and private, nonprofit victim service agencies). 

The services must have a visible presence in the community 
that they are targeting-easy accessibility is critical. This 
might include physical and geographical location, hours of 
availability, ease of reaching a live person (rather than voice 
mail), and community education regarding myths and real- 
ities about violence against women. The reduced stigma that 
may result from this community education appears to help 
women self-identify as victims of domestic violence or sex- 
ual assault and to seek help. In this area, the local media 
might be enlisted as a partner in the development of a coor- 
dinated community response. 

Training is a critical part of protocol development and 
implementation and should be cross-disciplinary. Content 
needs to include information to counter common misunder- 
standings about domestic violence, sexual assault, their per- 
petrators, and their victims, as well as information about the 
role each partner plays in the collaboration and technical 
details of how to fulfill that role (e.g., evidence collection for 
law enforcement and medical personnel, effective prosecu- 
tion strategies for prosecutors, knowledge of community 
resources, and legal options for advocates). 

Build in data collection, baseline measures, and tracking of 
outcomes from the beginning of the team’s work, and use 
this information to motivate and reward the team for its 
efforts. 
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Two of the recommendations we make this year are expansions of Recommendations 
recommendations we made in the 1999 Report. They are still rele- 
vant, and the evidence to support them is even more compelling. 

Congress should endorse the use of STOP funds to support 
collaborative functions at both the state and local levels by 
specifying a new purpose area called ”creating collaborative 
responses.” It should be clear in the wording of this purpose 
area that funding coordinator positions and administrative 
backup are explicitly allowed and encouraged. 

Many federal funding programs explicitly disallow support 
for administrative functions. In STOP, different states have 
taken different positions with respect to supporting such 
functions. The evidence from this evaluation strongly sug- 
gests that these coordinative and administrative functions 
are vital to the success of efforts to change the treatment of 
women victims of violence, and that communities cannot 
afford to support these functions on their own. STOP sup- 
port for these functions should not only be allowed, it 
should be encouraged. 

State STOP agencies should structure their STOP grant mak- 
ing and other activities to maximize the development of 
communitywide collaborative responses to domestic violence 
and sexual assault in locations with STOP funding. 

Coordinative functions can occur at both the state and local 
levels. State STOP agencies that have used STOP funds to 
create or support statewide DV and sexual assault coalitions 
to organize and strengthen victim services, prepare agencies 
to write proposals, offer technical assistance, and undertake 
other coordinative activities have seen the emergence of 
strong local programs as a result. The same technique might 
also work to develop interest on the part of law enforcement 
agencies, particularly the many small departments that 
would never develop a project on their own. 

STOP agencies in more states could increase their emphasis 
on funding serious collaboration efforts. Site visit observa- 
tions strongly suggest that CCRs are most likely to develop 
locally when the state STOP administrator does as much as 
possible to encourage them. Methods of encouragement 
states should use include: 

Offering technical assistance to communities trying 
to develop collaborative teams; 

Conducting conferences, seminars, and workshops 
with the same goal in mind; 

Giving priority to applications that show feasible 
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plans to develop a coordinated community response; 

Developing models of CCR (sets of protocols, prac- 
tices, and procedures) and dedicating sigruficant pro- 
portions of STOP funds to support projects that will 
implement them; 

Approving use of STOP funds to support a coordina- 
tor, a data gatherer and analyst, and administrative 
expenses for these projects; and 

Requiring a commitment to and strong evidence of a 
collaborative team approach as a condition of fund- 
ing. 

State STOP agencies should make greater efforts to ensure 
that small agencies, and agencies in small communities, are 
included in STOP support. 

The example of the Granville Police Department illustrates 
the huge impediments to the "little guys" getting grants. 
This police department only heard about the availability of 
STOP funds by accident, because one of their part-time offi- 
cers heard about STOP at the Department of Social Services, 
where she also works. It took a major effort for them to find 
out who to call, to get the request for proposals (RFP) and 
application forms, and to think through how to write their 
grant. They had no prior experience with proposal writing. 
State STOP administrators could do a better job of getting 
the RFPs out to all potential recipients. They also need to 
offer more technical assistance in grant writing and guid- 
ance in how to get through the process. For this police force, 
even getting the grant proposal typed was a major ordeal. 

Their situation is probably echoed in many small law 
enforcement and prosecution agencies around the country 
(as well as, of course, small victim service agencies). We also 
visited STOP-funded prosecution projects in small commu- 
nities that were equally transforming of victim experiences. 
With examples of successful police and prosecution projects 
before them, implementing in departments of their own 
size, other small law enforcement and prosecution agencies 
might be more willing to come on board if they got the nec- 
essary help to do so. Their inclusion could help the overall 
STOP program meet its legislative mandate to distribute 25 
percent of STOP funds to law enforcement and prosecution 
projects. 
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Reaching and Serving Women 
73 -I from Underserved Communities R 

One important goal of the STOP program is to expand services to 
women who historically have not used or had access to victim ser- 
vices. Lawmakers knew that numerous groups of women were not 
being served at all or, when obtaining services, were not receiving 
appropriate services. These underserved or unserved women face 
greater barriers than those encountered by ”mainstream” women 
victims of violence, such as geographic isolation, inability to speak 
English, or the absence of culturally appropriate/problem-specific 
services. 

Introduction 

The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) intended that special 
efforts be made to identify, attract, and provide accessible and cul- 
turally competent services for underserved women. These were to 
be explicit, new efforts-not just serving women from underserved 
groups that happen to reside in an agency’s jurisdiction and some- 
times seek help. For a project to serve an underserved community, 
it must tador its services to that population’s needs and change its 
basic operating procedures if necessary to accommodate that popula- 
tion. For example, a victim service program that occasionally serves 
women involved in prostitution would not be meeting STOP’S def- 
inition of an underserved program unless it made special efforts to 
change outreach strategies to be appropriate to this audience, 
trained all personnel to reduce the stigma around prostitution, 
increased staff competence regarding the special needs of the pop- 
ulation, placed a satellite service site on a street where prostituting 
happens, or made other special accommodations to reach out to 
and provide services to women involved in prostitution. Projects 
that increase services to women in rural areas through new or satel- 
lite offices or other means of increasing access also qualify as focus- 
ing on an underserved population. 

On the SAPRs, the most 
commonly reported under- 
served groups Were rural 

and Span is h-s peaking 
women. 

Hispanic women, 

Subgrantees report on their Subgrant Award and Performance 
Reports (SAPRs) if particular underserved populations exist within 
their jurisdictions. The most commonly reported underserved 
groups were rural women, Hispanic women, and Spanish-speaking 
women. Many programs also identified urban women, African 
American women, Asian American women, and Native American 
women as underserved groups within their region. Fewer programs 
reported Pacific Islander and Asian language-speaking women. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



56 BE 2000 REPORT EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

In addition, subgrantees are asked if their STOP project "empha- 
sized-made specifi'c efurts to reach or serve" (SAPR item 13) under- 
served populations in their regions. Many subgrantees reported 
underserved groups within their regions, but do not emphasize the 
particular groups through their programming efforts (see table 5.1). 
Rural, urban, and Spanish-speaking women are those most likely to 
be identified as underserved and to have programming efforts 
focused on them. Sixty-seven percent of the subgrantees who iden- 
tified rural women as underserved within their community are also 
emphasizing them in programming efforts. The same is true for 57 
percent of subgrantees who identified urban women and 52 percent 
who identified Spanish-speaking women. The groups of women 
identified as underserved who are least likely to be emphasized by 
subgrantees are Asian American, Pacific Islander, and Asian 
language-speaking women. Only 39 percent of subgrantees who 
identified Asian American women as underserved were emphasiz- 
ing them with programming efforts, 31 percent for Pacific Islander 
women, and 37 percent for Asian language-speaking women. For 
the remaining groups, 49 percent of subgrantees who identified 
Native American women as underserved were emphasizing them 
with programming efforts, 48 percent for Hispanic women, and 42 
percent for African American women. 

Subgrantee Reports of Underserved Populations in the Region They Serve, and Their 
Program's "Underserved '' Emphases 

Number of Subgrantees 
Emphasizing Group in 
Programming, but Not 

Number of Subgrantees 
Reporting Both the Group 

Number of Subgrantees in Region As Underserved Reporting As 
Reporting the Group As and Emphasizing in Underserved in 

Underserved Group Underserved in Region Programming Their Region 
Rural Women 1,283 856 1,142 
Urban Women 449 
African American Women 788 
Asian American Women 458 
Pacific Islander Women 235 

Native American Women 513 
Spanish-Speaking Women 924 
Asian Language-Speaking 

Hispanic Women 1,019 

256 
334 
178 
74 
492 
253 
484 

384 
454 
266 
14 

52 1 
358 
252 

Other subgrantees reported emphasizing particular groups 
through programming, although they do not view them as under- 
served groups within their regions. The groups most commonly 
emphasized by subgrantees, although not considered underserved, 
were rural women, Hispanic women, and African American women. 

Subgrantees also reported emphasizing populations with special 
needs through programming. Many subgrantees (365) reported 
focusing on women who are mentally /emotionally challenged, 425 
reported focusing on physically/medically challenged women, 463 
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reported focusing on older women, 235 reported focusing on migrant 
farm workers, 277 reported focusing on lesbian women, 229 reported 
focusing on immigrants, and 241 reported focusing on women at risk 
(e.g., incarcerated, prostituted, substance abusing, etc.). 

During site visits, we learned that states fund a number of pro- 
grams addressing underserved populations. All states fund a mix 
of programs in rural, urban, and suburban areas, with some having 
special emphasis on rural programming. Many states added new 
services to rural areas or implemented satellite services in isolated 
areas for the first time as a result of STOP funding. One state ini- 
tially funded only rural services with STOP money, thinking those 
women had long been neglected within the state. In later years of 
STOP funding, eligibility was opened up to services across the 
whole state, regardless of geographic location. 

Some states specifically fund special outreach and service 
efforts toward groups that have not been served adequately by 
mainstream services. These groups include elderly women, specif- 
ic racial/ethnic minorities, women with mental health and/or sub- 
stance abuse disorders, and lesbian and bisexual women. These 
programs increase women's knowledge about the services avail- 
able to them and provide services tailored to meet their unique 
needs. For many agencies, STOP funding made it possible to 
address these underserved populations formally for the first time. 
Many of the efforts, however, are funded at low levels and with no 
assurance of continued funding, creating issues related to the scope 
of services available and the sustainability of such efforts. 

The Asian Women's Shelter (AWS) in San Francisco was started 11 
years ago. While working at mainstream domestic violence shelters, 
the current executive director of AWS learned that no Asian women 
used shelter services. In response, she initiated a grassroots effort to 
start an Asian women's shelter in which Asian women could receive 
culturally competent services. AWS has accomplished this task. AWS 
provides culturally competent services by focusing on serving a 
smaller number of women but providing more comprehensive and 
longer-term services. It highlights quality of services, not quantity. 

In the beginning, AWS's primary referral source was health care 
providers and not the criminal justice system. The director guesses 
that Asian women are less likely than the general population to con- 
tact the criminal justice system, because of fear of deportation, the 
anti-immigrant attitude of law enforcement, and Asian women's mis- 
understanding of the role of the criminal justice. system. 

THE STOP PROJECT. STOP funds are used as part of AWS's general 
budget and support the shelter operation and services provided by 
staff. Fifteen staff (12 full-time and 3 part-time) and 50 active volun- 
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Example: Asian Women’s Shelter in San Francisco, California (continued) 

Over 80 percent of AWS’s 
clients are successfully 
leaving domestic violence 
situations and establishing 
new lives for themselves. 

(continued) 
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Example: Asian Women's Shelter in San Francisco, California (continued) 

By the time women find AWS, they have exhausted other 
options to end the violence in their lives. Many AWS clients are 
resolute, strong, and ready to do something different with their 
lives. Although AWS believes what women do is their choice 
and supports all decisions women make, most women it sees 
are ready to leave their batterer. If they do return to their batter- 
er, however, "the shelter door is always open." 

AWS provides intensive advocacy services and builds an 
extended family of support. The executive director believes this 
approach makes a crucial difference in a woman's ability to 
become self-sufficient. 

REMAINING ISSUES. 

More transitional housing programs need to be developed so 
women can commit to meeting their long-term goals and have 
the resources to do this. 

Locally, there is tension in the advocacy community regarding 
the work of AWS. Many advocates believe that AWS does "too 
much" for women. Although the executive director believes 
there may be some truth to these claims, she believes AWS pre- 
pares women for independent living using a culturally appropri- 
ate model of service provision. Further, the executive director 
thinks the AWS approach could be a practical alternative to 
empowerment and can be applied to other non-Asian battered 
women with similar success. However, she realizes it would 
affect the system of funding, because it focuses on serving 
fewer women more intensively. 

Women who go through AWS's services have special barriers to 
deal with, including racism. As an agency, AWS has to face the 
same issues. The executive director looks forward to a time 
when the needs of Asian women are not seen as special needs, 
but are routinely dealt with as part of mainstream thought. At 
this time, however, meeting the needs of the Asian community 
requires additional advocacy. 

In recent years, there has been a noted change in the domestic 
violence field. Many individuals have been in the domestic vio- 
lence field for a long time, but now more and more new people 
are taking on the issue. The veterans of the field need to be 
more open to approaches to services other than shelter, 
Although shelter still needs to be seen as an important piece of 
a bigger domestic violence picture, veteran groups need to start 
partnering with new domestic violence groups and agencies. 
Turf issues are growing and the veterans of the field, as a com- 
munity, need to address these issues internally, as well as with 
the new groups. Veterans should see this time as the "chance 
they've all been waiting for" and must find a way to partner with 
people they may not have in the past and must think about 
domestic violence issues in new and different ways. 

AWS has made a commit- 
ment to helping women 
meet their long-term goals 
by placing the program's 
focus on serving a smaller 
number of women but pro- 
viding more comprehen- 
sive and longer-term 
services. 
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Data Sources The Underserved Survey involved in-depth telephone interviews 
with 98 subgrantees specifically tailoring their services to under- 
served populations. The 98 interviews represented many different 
types of agencies, including law enforcement, prosecution, legal 
services, minority community service agencies, and health agencies 
(table 5.2). 

Types of Agencies Focusing on 
Undersewed Women 

Number 
Agency Type Interviewed 

Private, Nonprofit Victim Services 44 

Minority Community Services 12 

Law Enforcement 11 

Prosecution 6 

Legal Services 5 

Social Services 5 

CouNCorrectional Facility 3 

Government Victim Services 2 

Health Agency 2 

State Administrative Agency 1 

Tribal Government 1 

Other 6 

Total Agencies 98 
Source: Urban Institute 1999 Underserved Survey, N = 98. 

To evaluate programs with specific focus areas, we first selected 
all projects that reported on their SAPRs that their project ”empha- 
sized-made specific eflorts to reach OY serve’’ (SAPR item 13) one of 
four underserved populations (rural women, urban African 
Americans, urban Hispanics, and women with multiple barriers) or 
that their project’s host agency was a community-based organiza- 
tion (CBO) serving an underserved community. We wanted to 
interview staff from 20 projects in each of these five categories, so 
we took all projects that looked as if they qualified for a category 
and randomly selected 20 projects as the primary sample. We iden- 
tified every program that seemed to have a CBO as its host agency. 
We also selected a backup sample of 20 more projects (if the cate- 
gory included that many projects). Native American programs 
were identified to include if all original cells were not filled at the 
end of the initial selection process. 

The initial pool of programs was identified based on informa- 
tion available prior to SAPR data entry in the fall of 1999. In total, 
595 programs served only rural women. Twenty-eight programs 
served only an urban African American population and another 
154 programs served urban African American women along with 
other groups of women. For urban Hispanic women, 28 programs 
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served only those women, with another 168 programs serving 
urban Hispanic women as portions of the service population. 
Eighty-six programs were serving women with multiple barriers. 
Only 33 programs appeared to be CBOs. Seven programs served 
only urban Native Americans, with another 105 programs serving 
urban Native Americans along with other populations. 

Once the sample frame was identified, we screened each project 
sampled to ensure it met our criteria before initiating an interview. 
The screening process involved determining if programs were real- 
ly doing something different from business as usual. We were look- 
ing for increased access to services for underserved women and/or 
whether the program tailored its services toward a specific popula- 
tion being served. For programs serving rural, urban African 
American, urban Hispanic, and urban Native American women, as 
well as women with multiple barriers, we asked if a significant por- 
tion of program time was spent serving the group of interest. If so, 
we asked if programs implemented any special or different ser- 
vices, or were increasing access to services, when serving the pop- 
ulation of interest. For CBOs, the screening involved determining if 
indeed the agency was a CBO, how it became involved in violence 
against women services, and what types of other services it pro- 
vided to its population of interest. 

We screened 204 projects to get the 98 projects with which we 
ultimately conducted interviews. Four programs were screened in 
but did not participate. In total, we interviewed representatives of 

20 programs serving women in rural areas; 

19 programs serving African American women in urban 
areas; 

19 programs serving Hispanic women in urban areas; 

18 CBOs serving a specific population that have developed 
violence against women services as part of their existing ser- 
vice package to their population of interest, for example, an 
Asian community center; 

20 programs serving women with multiple barriers, specifi- 
cally women with substance abuse and/or mental health 
disorders, women involved in prostitution, and women 
who are incarcerated; and 

2 programs serving Native American women in urban areas. 

It is interesting to note how many programs were screened out, 
indicating how few programs tailor their services for certain popu- 
lations despite the fact that some, or many, of their clients belong to 
this population. In total, we screened out 102 programs-as many 
as we screened in. These included 15 programs that did not serve 
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the population of interest despite reporting on their SAPR that they 
did; 44 programs that did not provide special or different services 
for the population of interest; 19 programs that were not communi- 
ty-based organizations, although they appeared to be so on their 
SAPR; 7 programs whose key staff implementing a special effort 
had left; 7 programs that did not use the STOP money to provide 
direct services (e.g., it was used to buy equipment); and 10 pro- 
grams that were not appropriate for other reasons. 

Finding programs that tailored services for urban African 
American women and women with multiple barriers was especial- 
ly difficult. Fourteen programs were screened out in the process of 
identifying the 19 urban African American programs interviewed. 
Another 25 programs were screened out while identifying the 20 
programs serving women with multiple barriers. We consistently 
heard from staff who were not ultimately included in the study that 
they worked under the philosophy of "not treating anyone differ- 
ent," even though they served women from different backgrounds 
and with different needs. In an effort to appear "equitable," these 
programs implement only "mainstream" services. The programs fail 
to recognize and address unique barriers to services and distinct 
service requirements for many subgroups of the women they serve. 

Few programs tailor their 
services for certain popu- 
lations despite the fact that 
some, or many, oftheir 
clients belong to this pop- 
ula t ion. 

The results of the Underserved Survey are presented below. 
Impact findings from the Underserved Survey are presented in 
chapter 3, and information about community communication, coor- 
dination, and collaboration is presented in chapter 4. 

Barriers Facing 

Popu'ations 

In part, groups of women are underserved due to the unique barri- 
ers they face when dealing with violence against women issues and 
accessing services, such as inability to speak English or having a 
physical handicap that limits mobility. Program staff were asked to 
identify unique barriers faced by their population of interest. They 
reported barriers they felt to be unique but, as the list below testi- 
fies, these same barriers face most women who experience domes- 
tic violence or sexual assault. 

Underserved 

The most common barriers reported were inadequacy of avail- 
able services, cultural norms or beliefs that inhibit women's will- 
ingness to access services, and insufficient means to access services. 
Across all categories of programs, the most frequently cited barri- 
ers to services for underserved populations were:' 

Language barriers; 

Lack of culturally appropriate or problem-specific services; 

Social tolerance of violence in families; 

Importance of the family and/or women not wanting to 
leave their families; 
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Distrust or fear of the "system"; 

Geographic isolation from the community and any available 
services; 

Lack of transportation; and 

Poverty and/or no independent source of income. 

Programs serving the five major sample categories reported dif- 
ferent types of barriers.Z 

Lack of transportation, isolation from the community, and 
social tolerance of violence in families were cited by pro- 
grams serving rural women. 

For the women served by CBOs, the most frequent barriers 
encountered were language, social tolerance of violence in 
families, and importance of the family and/or women not 
wanting to leave their families. 

Programs serving urban Hispanic women cited barriers relat- 
ed to language, immigration issues, fear of deportation, 
importance of the family and/or women not wanting to leave 
their families, social tolerance of violence in families, lack of 
culturally competent services, and employment issues. 

According to programs focusing on urban African American 
women, the most frequently reported barriers were distrust 
or fear of the "system," poverty and/or no independent 
source of income, lack of culturally competent services, not 
wanting to seek help outside of the black community, and 
the cultural belief that seeking help is unacceptable. 

For programs focusing on women with multiple barriers, the 
most frequently cited barriers were the lack of credibility 
these women have within the service system (e.g., the system 
"believes" these women less and takes them less seriously 
than other women) and lack of problem-specific services. 

STOP has made a major difference in the amount and kinds of ser- Types of Programs 
vices that agencies can provide for underserved populations. New 
and different types of services are offered as a result of STOP fund- 
ing, with 47 percent of agencies in the survey reporting they added 
new services or activities. Another 34 percent improved or expand- 
ed existing services, including placing existent services in new loca- 
tions. Five percent used STOP money to formalize activities already 
being offered in their agency. Few agencies used STOP funds to 
improve staff understanding of violence against women (3 percent), 
improve interagency collaboration around underserved issues (7 
percent), or improve technical resources (1 percent). Approximately 
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30 percent of the agencies in the study focus one-half or more of 
their budget and activities on domestic violence-related issues; only 
12 percent focus one-half or more of their budget and activities on 
sexual assault-related issues; and no programs focus one-half or 
more of their budget or activities on stalking. 

Most agencies implement more than one program element with 
their STOP funding. The most common program elements imple- 
mented by agencies focusing on underserved women programs 
include individual advocacy/case management (Le., coordinating 
services of any type for w o m e n 4 0  percent), legal advocacy (40 
percent), outreach to the underserved populations (41 percent), and 
counseling (27 percent). 

The most frequently implemented program elements vary by 
~ategory:~ 

Rural programs commonly implement legal advocacy, indi- 
vidual advocacy/case management, and outreach to rural 
women. 

CBOs provide counseling, individual advocacy / case man- 
agement, and outreach to their underserved population of 
interest. 

Urban African American programs are likely to conduct 
legal advocacy and outreach to African American women 
and to build interagency collaboration. 

Urban Hispanic programs are most likely to provide legal 
advocacy and conduct outreach to the Hispanic population. 

Programs focusing on women with multiple barriers com- 
monly provide individual advocacy /case management. 

The Adams County State's Attorney's Office provides victim services 
to  rural women in North Dakota. The services provided did not exist 
prior to STOP funding, and the STOP grant funds a significant portion 
of the general operating budget of this program. Domestic violence 
services were necessary in this region because of the geographic iso- 
lation of women in rural areas and the "kinship" of small towns that 
encourages women to stay in abusive relationships. The service 
providers funded through STOP "wear many hats" and address any 
needs the women have, including legal advocacy, medical advocacy, 
shelter, case management, safety planning, victim witness services, 
transpo@tion, and crisis intervention. Program staff advise others 
serving rural popwlations to recognize there are few resources and 
options available in rural areas, and therefore one must be willing to 
"wear many hats" and be on call 24 hours a day. 
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Of the two urban Native American programs, both provid- 
ed training on domestic violence and sexual assault to other 
agencies, and one provided training about cultural sensitiv- 
ity issues to other agencies in the community. 

While all programs increased access to services for underserved 
women and/or tailored their services for underserved populations, 
those that tailored their services implemented direct services, con- 
ducted outreach to underserved groups, and /or provided training. 

Direct Services 
The programs aimed at providing culturally appropriate or problem- 
specific assistance implemented many different types of services. 

Diversity Liaison staff to work with women. Diversity 
Liaison staff are professional women from w i h n  the under- 
served population of interest (e.g., African American women) 
who conduct culturally competent /problem-specific ser- 
vices. These staff are bilingual and/or bicultural and provide 
many types of services, including case management, counsel- 
ing, and advocacy. 

Legal advocacy specifically addressing women’s immigra- 
tion concerns. Batterers often use immigration concerns as a 
means of control; therefore, many women have immigration 
status issues when they seek help. Some women do not even 
know what their status is, but batterers have instilled fears 
of deportation or fears of losing their children to the system. 
Programs provide women with information regarding their 
immigration status and their corresponding rights. In addi- 
tion, programs collaborate with and connect women with 
attorneys in legal service organizations who can work with 
women to address any concerns or problems regarding 
immigration. 

Substance abuse or mental health treatment or advocacy. 
Some programs provide both violence against women ser- 
vices and substance abuse or mental health treatment in 
order to address both issues in women’s lives. Other victim- 
focused programs have staff that advocate for women with 
substance abuse and/or mental health disorders to help 
them identify and become involved in services to treat such 
problems, while at the same time working on violence 
against women issues. 

Third-party intervention. For nonlethal domestic violence 
cases, some programs recruit laypeople from within the 
underserved population of interest (e.g., Native American or 
African American community members) to serve as men- 
tors/elders and provide assistance to women victims of vio- 
lence and their families. The mentors/elders are assigned to 
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women and/or their family members to help address the pri- 
mary concerns of each family member and work on stopping 
the violence without dissolving the family. 

Translation and interpretation services. Programs fund 
staff who are bilingual/bicultural to provide translation and 
interpretation services. Translation/interpretation is used 
during meetings and appointments when obtaining services 
from other agencies or when dealing with the criminal jus- 
tice system. Translation/interpretation is also provided to 
specific agencies whenever it is necessary; for example, a 

nity recognized the 

that would get the community involved in solving the problem of 
domestic violence. The gqal was to create a project with involvement 
from community members with the hope that they would arrive at a 
zh-tolerance policy for domestic violence and encourage the main 
population of abused black women to seek help. 

THE STOP PROJECT. The Council of Elders project is based on an 
African tradition of involving community members in social therapy 
action. The project addresses only nonlethal violent situations and 
begins when families are experiencing a "honeymoon" phase follow- 
ing a domestic violence incident. The project involves training com- 
munity members about domestic violence and partnering with them 
to provide early intervention services. 

Once members of the Council of Elders are trained, they are assigned 
to families dealing with domestic violence. The perpetrator is 
assigned a sponsor, who maintains daily contact for support and 
advice. The victim is assigned a protector to ensure needed services 
are obtained and safety issues are addressed. Children are assigned 
a liaison to advocate on their behalf. These elders maintain daily con- 
tact with the family. Members of the household, with the help of the 
Council of Elders, make a no-violence contract by which they must 
abide or incur agreed-upon consequences. 

The quality of services has improved with the Council of Elders 
approach, and more women who have not been served before have 
been reached through this program. 

WHY IT WORKS. The African American community responds to such 
a program because it involves training community members and 
black church leaders. Churches see the elder approach as being user- I friendly and, more importantly, as not breaking up families. 
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Few services exist to meet the needs of battered women with sub- 
stance abuse issues. Staff of this project felt that mainstream domestic 
violence services do not deal with multiple problem issues simultane- 
ously, nor do they provide a proper focus on co-occurring issues. 
Some agencies may even refuse to serve women with substance 
abuse issues. Such women are met with inadequate emergency ser- 
vices, clinical services, and legal representation. 

THE STOP PROJECT. Brockton Family and Community Resources, 
Inc., uses its STOP funding to provide problem-specific services 
focusing on battered women with substance abuse issues. The cen- 
ter has hired a clinician trained to  deal with both domestic violence 
and substance abuse issues. STOP funding supports her salary and 
the equipment to  provide direct services to women, including case 
management and support group services. 

Agency staff conduct case management for battered women with 
substance abuse issues and involve other agencies, such as the 
Department of Social Services, to ensure a woman receives all the 
services she requires. The groups work together to help women 
receive substance abuse treatment, other services addressing 
domestic violence issues, and services to help mothers maintain cus- 
tody of their children. 

Two support groups are conducted for battered women with sub- 
stance abuse issues-one for women who are in recovery and one for 
women who are not yet in recovery. Women who are not yet in recov- 
ery are required only to be sober during the group. The clinician 
reports the most surprising lesson she learned was the large number 
of women who attend the group for women who are in early recov- 
ery and who have not been previously *Wnt*W 6s victims by other 
service providers. The number of attendees indicates a great need for 
support groups such as this. The clinician believes the group is very 
effective at helping women. 

REMAINING ISSUES. The "missing" services for battered women 
with substance abuse issues are shelter services and halfway houses 
that allow children to stay with their mothers. Few shelters allow 
women with substance abuse issues to be in residence, leaving 
women without emergency protection. In addition, halfway houses 
do not allow children, making it difficult for mothers to  receive the 
services they need. Services should no longer separate children from 
mothers; issues need to be addressed by the whole family. 

court will hire such services from an agency whenever vio- 
lence against women cases require it. 

English as a second language (ESL) classes. Programs pro- 
vide ESL classes to improve women's ability to communicate 
in the United States, as well as increase their employability. 
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Bilingual counseling. Programs fund bilingual/bicultural 
staff to provide counseling services in women’s first lan- 
guage- 

Culturally specific or problem-specific victim support 
groups. Programs provide support groups addressing vio- 
lence and victimization issues that are culturally specific, 
that is, led by women of color and/or in a specific language 
other than English, and are problem-specific, that is, 
addressing specific barriers to mainstream services, such as 
women in recovery. 

Violence against women services for incarcerated women. 
Agencies work with correctional facilities to gain access to 
women who have been victims of domestic violence and 
sexual assault. Support and educational groups are provid- 
ed to incarcerated women to address trauma surrounding 
their victimization and life after incarceration. 

Outreach 
Programs employ a number of different strategies to reach out to 
women in underserved populations. Most agencies (70 percent) 
reported conducting community education programs. Other 
common strategies include flyers (44 percent), public service 
announcements (25 percent), collaborating with other agencies to 
create referral systems for women (29 percent), and working with 
churches or other indigenous resources to reach women (29 percent). 
The two outreach strateges agency staff perceived to be the most 
successful were community education programs and collaborating 
with other agencies to create referral systems. Although an indirect 
outreach strategy, program staff also reported that if an agency pro- 
vides quality services, women share this dormation with one anoth- 
er and the agency’s reputation grows in the local community. 

Fifty-eight programs reported experiencing barriers to imple- 
menting their approaches to reaching underserved women. The 
most commonly cited barrier to successful outreach was gaining 
entry into the underserved community of interest. Programs had 
difficulty identifying ways to engage women from particular 
groups. Using culturally specific or problem-specific strategies is 
crucial when implementing outreach. For example, community 
education presentations allow staff to interact directly with women 
from the underserved population of interest. This type of one-on- 
one or small-group contact is an important way to reach some 
women. Programs reported that Hispanic women respond well to 
more direct contact with staff because of the rapport built between 
the staff member and the individual woman. Additionally, women 
who do not trust the service system, such as women involved in 
prostitution, must be sought where they are-on the street. 
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Using culturally spec 
or problem-specifi'c st 
gies is crucial when z 
men t ing outreach. 

cifi'c 
!rate- 
'mple- 

Training 
Most programs in the study both give and receive basic training on 
violence against women issues. Many programs also tailor the 
training they receive and provide to include issues related to 
underserved populations. Forty-six programs receive training on 
cultural sensitivity, sensitivity toward women with multiple barri- 
ers, and overcoming barriers to services for underserved popula- 
tions. Thirty-five programs provide training on cultural sensitivity, 
sensitivity toward women with multiple barriers, and overcoming 
barriers to services for underserved populations. In addition, some 
groups provide specialized training on immigration issues. 
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the denial within the 

Jewish Family Services Agency when he 
tic violence situation in his congregation. 
ng what was being done within the com- 

other women in her kltdhen to discuss the services available for 
women in New Jersey. As a result, a group was formed-the New 
Jergey Jewish Women's Consortium on Domestic Violence-to 
develop a plan to address domestic violence. The consortium 
includes shelter directors, legal services, and lay and professional 
leadership. The STOP project emerged from this group's effort. 

WE STOP PROJECT. The STOP project includes three components: 
11) community education, fZ}  training, and (3) hot line services. The 
community education piece involves educating Jewish community 
IeixJevs on' how to recognize domestic violence, find safe settings 
(such as r h a f  baths] where it is possible to educate women about 
domestic violence issues, and educate prospective brides on domes- 
tic vlolence Issues. The group has developed posters, videos, and a 
community education program to create awareness and educate the 
public about domestic violence in the Jewish community. The train- 
ing aomponent involves providing rabbinical training on domestic 
violence issues and providing training to at least one mental health 
provider in every Jewish Family Service Agency statewide. The train- 
ing primatify addresses dealing with domestic violence during coun- 
seling services. It emphasizes the importance of rabbis in teaching 
the community that domestic violence is not the victim's fault and 
that, with help, the famify structure can shift for the better. Some cen- 
ters also provide emergency assistance and counseling, connect 
women to other victim service agencies, and provide services to chil- 
dren in families dealing with domestic violence. The STOP project 
supports hot iins services implemented by another agency. STOP 
funds a portion of the hot line services, including advertisement. 

IMPORTANT LESSONS. It is important to address domestic violence 
from within the Jewish community because it is a closed community 
whose members often do not seek help from mainstream service sys- 
tems. It is crucial to have rabbis "buy in" when addressing domestic 
violence and to communicate the message that, by addressing 
domestic violence, community members are not being antifamily. 
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rn The Violence Against Women Office and the STOP TA Project 
should continue to promote effective outreach and service to 
women victims of violence in underserved communities, 
through workshops and seminars: 

Recommendations 

For state STOP administrators and subgrantees, to develop 
interest in promising projects of this type; 

For state STOP administrators and subgrantees, regarding 
the unique barriers faced by underserved populations (e.g., 
the barriers faced by women with multiple barriers as com- 
pared with the different issues facing racial/ethnic minority 
populations); 

About collaborating with agencies around the specific and 
unique needs of underserved populations, recognizing that 
protocols and practices should be difeerent and tailored to the 
distinct needs of the underserved group. 

rn State STOP administrators should make funding for under- 
served programs contingent upon collaboration among agen- 
cies that can work together to meet the needs of the population 
of interest. 

rn VAWO and state STOP administrators should promote pro- 
grams that focus their efforts on urban Native American 
women, a particularly underserved population. 

Notes 1. Fifteen percent or more of programs cited the barrier, and programs from 
at least three different categories cited the barrier. 

2. Twenty-five percent or more of the programs within a category reported 
the most frequently cited barriers. 

3. Twenty-five percent or more of the programs in each category reported 
implementing the program elements described. 
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Sexual Assault as a Focus 
m of the STOP Program 3J 

This chapter summarizes Urban Institute findings with respect to 
sexual assault as a focus under the STOP Formula Grants Program. 
It is based on the information collected and impressions formed 
during the past five years of evaluation work on the STOP pro- 
gram. Research activities have included telephone interviews with 
all the state STOP administrators, telephone interviews with staff of 
over 400 STOP-funded projects throughout the country, and site 
visits to 16 states’ to speak with state-level program administrators, 
STOP planning group members, representatives of state-level sexu- 
al assault and domestic violence coalitions, and representatives of 4 
to 8 STOP-funded projects in each state (70 to 90 programs in all). 

Introduction 

The generalizations contained in this chapter were already 
emerging as findings after the first three years of research activity 
on this evaluation. However, to allow sufficient time for sexual 
assault programming to develop, if it was going to happen, 
researchers decided to wait several more years before drawing con- 
clusions. Those years have now passed, and initial impressions 
have been consistently supported by later investigation. It is there- 
fore time to present these findings as an important outcome of this 
evaluation. 

The major findings are summarized here; the rest of this chap- 
ter presents the evidence on which they are based: 

Sexual assault receives less attention, less money, and less 
independence than domestic violence. 

9 When STOP funds have been devoted to sexual assault, 
most states visited have used them to expand specific ser- 
vices for sexual assault victims, not to develop coordinat- 
ed community responses. 

STOP funds have supported improved forensic evidence 
collection for sexual assault cases through several 
approaches. 
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Statewide sexual assault coalitions now exist in some 
states where there were none prior to STOP. 

STOP has had only limited impact in building coordinat- 
ed community responses and changing the way most com- 
munities respond to sexual assault in the states we visited. 

In contrast to the general findings, STOP funds have been 
used to establish collaborative sexual assault response 
teams in a very small number of communities. When this 
has happened, the results are reported to be "phenome- 
nal." 

Service providers report continuing problems with mech- 
anisms to pay for forensic medical examinations in most 
states and localities visited. 

Less Money, Less 

Independence for 

Services 

The STOP program was intended to address sexual assault as well 
as domestic violence across all of its purpose areas. The legislation 
created the expectation that states would include sexual assault, 
independent of domestic violence, as a focus of their efforts to 
develop community responses to improve the experience of victims 
and the effectiveness of the criminal justice system. In reality, most 
of the states we visited have focused their STOP activities most 
heavily on domestic violence, with sexual assault receiving per- 
functory attention and dramatically less funding. Most of the sexu- 
al assault efforts are in fact "hybrid" programs, with sexual assault 
programming tacked onto a domestic violence program. Few states 
prioritize funding for freestanding sexual assault programs. The 
prevailing attitude encountered on site visits is that sexual assault 
is not as pervasive a problem as domestic violence, and that it is 
already being adequately addressed. 

Attention, and Less 

Sexual Assault 

Evidence from the SAPRs and Telephone Surveys 
The 4,200 subgrants whose Subgrant Award and Performance 
Report (SAPR) included information about type of crime make very 
clear the relative lack of emphasis on sexual assault in most states' 
STOP programs. Only 12 percent of STOP subgrants are made to 
projects focused exclusively on sexual assault, compared with 50 
percent with an exclusively domestic violence focus. If one exam- 
ines the proportion of STOP subgrant awards that include sexual 
assault or domestic violence with or without other crimes, one 
notes that 87 percent of all subgrant awards include domestic vio- 
lence, of which almost 3 in 5 are exclusively domestic violence. In 
sharp contrast, only 46 percent include sexual assault, of which 
only about 1 in 4 have an exclusive sexual assault focus. These dis- 
tributions also hold true within the funding categories of law 
enforcement, prosecution, and victim services, as documented in 
chapter 2 (pages 9-10). 
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Responses to a telephone survey of a random sample of STOP 
subgrantees conducted in 1998 sheds light on how sexual assault 
fares in programs that report a dual emphasis. No program report- 
ing focuses on both domestic violence and sexual assault indicated 
that sexual assault received more than half of the program’s atten- 
tion, and only 13 percent reported that the two types of crime 
received approximately equal attention. The remainder committed 
more of their time and resources to domestic violence. 

Evidence from the Site Visits 
Conversations during site visits with state STOP agency staff, 
members of the states’ STOP planning groups, representatives of 
statewide sexual assault and domestic violence coalitions, and rep- 
resentatives of programs funded through STOP yielded the finding 
that most states did not place the same priority on sexual assault 
that they did on domestic violence. The fact that we encountered 
very little disagreement on this point makes it a strong one. 

Even in states whose legislatures have committed public funds 
to support programs for women victims of violence, public funding 
for rape victim support programs has not increased at the same 
pace as funding for domestic violence programs. In most places the 
rape crisis centers have been in existence longer than the domestic 
violence programs. But as public interest has shifted away from 
rape and toward domestic violence, the rape crisis centers see 
themselves as less visible in their communities. They also feel less 
likely to be viewed as the seat of professional leadership for the vic- 
tim services community. Many of the statewide coalition leaders in 
the states visited commented that the national-level organizations 
and leadership for domestic violence are substantially stronger and 
more organized than those dedicated to sexual assault. 

Most states did not 
the same priority on sexu- 
a1 assault that they did on 
domestic vidence. This 

also occurred at 
the local level. 

In nearly all the states visited, governors have established cabi- 
net-level commissions and task forces to address domestic violence, 
while only a few have done the same for sexual assault. In some 
states, a sexual assault commission was established a few years after 
the domestic violence group was found to be effective. In one state 
where a governor’s task force was charged with addressing violence 
against women in general, only one of the task force’s more than 40 
recommendations related to sexual assault; the rest pertained to 
domestic violence. In one state where the attorney general’s office is 
extremely proactive in working on domestic violence (and has been 
the leader in that state in establishing training and outreach, rewrit- 
ing legislation, lobbying for domestic violence victims, and writing 
protocols for adoption by local communities), virtually no attention 
focuses on adult sexual assault and its victims. 

This pattern also occurs locally. In most counties we visited 
where outstanding collaborative teams and task forces exist to 
address domestic violence, little cross-disciplinary work is being 
done on sexual assault. In one major metropolitan area we visited, 
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the mayor established a whole office to address domestic violence 
in the city but has not paid comparable attention to sexual assault. 
In some places visited, the individuals working together to form 
Sexual Assault Response Teams (SARTs) reported that they had not 
been able to get their work funded until they sought assistance 
from their local domestic violence task force. 

Nevertheless, STOP 
Has Supported 

Expansions of Specific 
Sexual Assault 

Services 

Although sexual assault services have had a lower priority than 
those for domestic violence, SAPRs received as of November 15, 
1999, indicate that STOP agencies throughout the states have award- 
ed 1,924 subgrants that included a focus on sexual assault, with 508 
subgrants having an exclusive sexual assault focus. The major goal 
of most of these grants has been to increase services by supporting 
entirely new programs, additional locations for existing programs, 
or expanded services at existing programs. There has also been a 
considerable emphasis on reaching women from underserved com- 
munities. 

The most frequent use of 
STOPfunds  for sexual 
assault in the states visit- 
ed appears to be to estab- 
lish "satellite" locations to 
provide selected rape crisis 
services to women who 
cannot or do not access the 
primary rape crisis center. 

Some states have used STOP funds to establish rape crisis 
centers; others have used STOP to expand the services 
offered by existing rape crisis centers. 

Formerly unserved and underserved populations are receiv- 
ing sexual assault advocacy and counseling services for the 
first time as a result of the STOP funds. 

The most frequent use of STOP funds for sexual assault in the 
states visited appears to be to establish "satellite" locations to pro- 
vide selected rape crisis services to women who cannot or do not 
access the primary rape crisis center. In nearly all cases, these satel- 
lite offices exist only as a result of STOP funding. They serve geo- 
graphically and economically isolated women, as well as targeting 
members of ethnic, cultural, or language subgroups and women 
who have other characteristics that may create barriers to service 
(e.g., physical and mental disabilities, vision or hearing impair- 
ments, substance abuse problems). 
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Example: lllinois Sexual Assault Programs Expanding Services to Underserved Women (continued) 
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The SART members at the California HosDital Medical Center benan 

more closely than before STOF! St 

Volunteers are asked to commit to 

ART members 
se losses-the 

and they feel fortunate to have such a comm 

one that could take them. The victim, the officer, and the advocate 
might have to wait for 8 to 12 hours before seeing a nurse. Adoption 
of a protocol that sends all victims to the California Hospital Medical 
Center has completely changed this ure and has changed how 
victims are treated. Victims are now s in a timely, victim-sensitive 
way. Staff feel their efforts demonstra at these cases can be pros- 
ecuted if the evidence is collected carefully and victims receive sup- 
port from the beginning of their criminal justice system experience. 

(continue 
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Example: Sexual Assault Response Team of the LA Commission on Assaults Against Women (continued) 

STOP has helped support 
Sexual Assault Nurse 
Examiner programs via 
training, purchase of 
colposcopic and digital 
photography equipment, 
and development of foren- 
sic rape exam kits. The 
resulting increase in high- 
quality evidence collection 
and testimony is perceived 
as beneficial to victims 
whose cases do proceed to 
prosecution. 

~ ~- 

improvements in the 
Of Forensic 

Evidence 

In several of the states visited for t h s  evaluation, STOP has helped 
support Sexual Assault Nurse Examiner (SANE) programs via 
training, purchase of colposcopic and digital photography equip- 
ment, and development of forensic rape exam kits. Informants 
reported their perceptions that the more widespread availability of 
high-quality evidence collection and testimony is beneficial to 
victims whose cases do move forward through the criminal justice 
system. These benefits are reported even in situations, which are 
the majority of cases, where neither the equipment purchase nor the 
SANE training is being done in the context of a community collab- 
oration. In the few communities that have used their STOP funding 
to develop an active cross-disciplinary collaboration, these STOP- 
supported practices are reported to contribute to dramatic increases 
in prosecution of acquaintance rape in particular. 
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In a few of the states visited, the state STOP administrator has used 
STOP funds to establish a statewide sexual assault coalition for the 
first time, and in another case, to strengthen an existing coalition 
greatly. In these states, STOP funding has made all the difference for 
victims of sexual assault. Subgrantees have created an infrastruc- 
ture to provide professional and administrative support and tech- 
nical assistance to existing rape crisis efforts, and the new coalitions 
also coordinate efforts to found new services. 

Suppofi for State 

Coalitions and Their 
Role in Promoting 
Sexual Assault Sewices 

Sexual Assault 

The implementation of STOP in Utah illustrates the powerful role that 
the state STOP agency may play in determining STOP'S impact in a 
state. The strong support of the Utah STOP administrator, and her 
clear commitment to proactive funding for sexual assault, has result- 
ed in the creation of a network and statewide response for sexual 
assault victims that simply did not exist before STOE This approach 
stood out because it was so clear and directed. In Utah, STOP has 
essentially created the community of sexual assault subgrantees 
through which a sexual assault agenda can now be pursued. 

There was no sexual assault coalition in Utah until 1996, when the state 
STOP administrator took action to form one. Her own background was 
as director of a rape crisis center, and she reported that she saw the 
lack of an independent statewide sexual assault coalition as problem- 
atic. She developed a plan, awarded funding, and hired a coordinator 
who has established the Coalition of Advocates for Utah Survivors' 
Empowerment (CAUSE). Coalition staff began work under the umbrel- 
la o f -and were initially housed at- the Salt Lake City Rape Recovery 
Center. Dwing 1997 they moved into their own office space. 

Only STOP funding has allowed a sexual assault coalition to function 
apart from the statewide domestic violence c o a l i n .  Prior to 1994, 
there were only four rape crisis programs in the entire state, even 
though Utah ranks as the 14th highest state in the nation for sexual 
assaults. In 1996 the coalition conducted a needs assessment to iden- 
t'fi gaps in rape crisis services across the state. Since then, six new 
rape crisis programs have been developed with the support of STOR 
the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA), and/or the Public Heafth and Health 
Services Block Giant. The CAUSE director has provided extensive tech- 

ape crisis programs would be in serious troubte (9 
programs in the state rely atmast entirely on STOP 

When STOP funds have 
been used to establish a 
statewide sexual assault 
coalition for  thefirst time 
or to strengthen an exist- 
ing coalition greatly, 
STOPfunding has made 
all the diflerencefor sexual 
assault. 

In the few states visited where the sexual assault coalitions 
themselves are multimillion-dollar agencies, the coalitions play a 
critical role in legislative lobbying. They have also had a significant 
role in determining states' policies governing how STOP is imple- 
mented. These coalitions have helped to establish STOP implemen- 
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tation plans that define one of STOP’s major roles to be funding the 
work that the coalitions and their member service agencies were 
already doing. 

In these few states, in addition to their influence in shaping 
STOP’s goals and priorities, the sexual assault coalitions exert sub- 
stantial control over which sexual assault programs receive STOP 
funding. In a few states, the coalitions themselves are given all the 
STOP funds earmarked to support sexual assault services. They, in 
turn, write and disseminate the WPs, review proposals, and decide 
on the subgrant awards. Funding goes almost exclusively to their 
member agencies. 

STOP funding has allowed sexual assault coalitions to fund new 
programs, and many satellite rape crisis centers and programs 
designed for underserved target populations have been the result. 
STOP also has given a number of coalitions the resources to devel- 
op substantial statewide training initiatives. The STOP process has 
also often enlisted the coalitions to provide techrucal assistance to 
local programs. In addition, statewide sexual assault coalitions in 
some states have worked across disciplines on particular projects, 
resulting in better relationships between coalition and criminal jus- 
tice system leadership. 

Promoting the 
Development of 

Coordinated 
Community Response 

to Sexual Assault 

Few localities see the 
necessity for  collaborative 
criminal justice system 
responses to sexual 
assault, and even fewer 
focus on establishing the 
relevant protocols . Bu t 
such efforts can, and have, 
transformed communities. 

In contrast to STOP’s impact on community responses to domestic 
violence, STOP funding for sexual assault has not generally been 
targeted toward producing new models of service delivery oE novel 
approaches by the criminal justice system for responding to victims 
of sexual assault. Few localities see the necessity for collaborative 
criminal justice system responses to sexual assault, and even fewer 
focus on establishing the relevant protocols. 

In a few places, STOP funding has been used to support the 
development of collaborative teams that have implemented true 
communitywide response protocols for sexual assault. The results 
of these programs are phenomenal, in the eyes of their participants, 
just as similar efforts for domestic violence elicit enthusiastic 
endorsement. The success of these few programs reveals what 
could be accomplished if sexual assault were a higher priority for 
STOP funding. 

In these community collaborations, both top-level and “street- 
level” personnel from criminal justice agencies, hospitals and other 
health system agencies, and private, nonprofit victim service agen- 
cies are working together. Their efforts have transformed the expe- 
rience of sexual assault victims in their encounters with these sys- 
tems. Prosecution and conviction rates are increasing dramatically, 
and rates of reporting sexual assaults to law enforcement are 
increasing as well. In each community using such an approach, the 
changes have only occurred because of STOP funding2 

1 

1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Chapter 6: Sexual Assault as a Focus of the STOP Program 83 

a test site to implement model sexual a 
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Example: Kankake County, Illinois, Sexual Assault Guideline Implementation Team 1 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

(continued) I 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Chapter 6: Sexual Assault as a Focus of the STOP Program la 
Examale: Kankakee Countv, Illinois, Sexual Assault Guideline lmvlementation Team 

(con tinued) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



86 13 2000 REPORT EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

Example: Kankakee County, Illinois, Sexual Assault Guideline Implementation Team 

(con tin ued) 
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Example: Kunkakee County, Illinois, Sexual Assault Guideline Implementation Team 

STOP program and organized the local effort to apply for funding. Each 
of the participating agencies wrote their own proposals for STOP funds, 
with the goal of working together to change the way their community 
responds to sexual assault. The group has grown beyond the partners 
involved in the original domestic violence c o a t i n  and includes sever- 
al law enforcement entities, the mobile crisis unit, SAME, and the Victim 
Witness Assistance unit from the prosecutor's office, as well as the pros- 
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rnrhP f n u n w  Prosecutor's Office 

Prosecution of Rape 
Cases Increased 
Dramatically 

Most recent year under 
STOP grant: 58 rape cases 
prosecuted. 

Annual average during the 
seven years before the new 
prosecutor took ofice and 
the STOP grant started: 
1/7 a year (one case in 
seven years). 

(continued) 
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case is reported, the police bring the woman to the clinic and call 
CAPSA advocates to meet them there. The SANEs report that the 
presence of the advocates results in a better experience for the vic- 
tim and also reduces the length and cost of the exams. The advocates 
assist with the exam procedures and have reduced the average time 
from four or five hours down to 90 minutes. Team members-partic- 
ularly law enforcement and prosecution representatives-were 
emphatic in their preference for SANE exams over physician exams. 
They reported that the nurses are more readily available when called 
and provide the victims with a more positive experience (locating the 
exams away from the hospital has resulted in a tremendous change 
for the better in terms of not retraumatizing the victim); they consid- 
er the nurses to be far better witnesses when the cases actually do 
come to trial. The SANEs are experts in the forensic issues relevant 
to the prosecutions, they can be counted on to appear to testify 
(which typically was not the case with physicians), and they have 
proven to be effective witnesses. Anecdotally, the SANE who had 
been performing forensic exams for many years reported that the vic- 
tim experience is totally different now from before and that she can 
now trust that the victim will not fall through the cracks. 

Most of the rapes in Cache County are acquaintance rapes. The cur- 
rent attitude of law enforcement is that they will take reports even 
long after the alleged incident Prior to  the new county attorney, law 
enforcement officers often felt it was not worth the effort to investi- 
gate these cases, as they knew the cases were not going to be pros- 
ecuted. Now, they pursue information and develop cases much more 
actively, and they do so in collaboration with victim advocates. Law 
enforcement representatives acknowledge that in the past they did 
not routinely involve the victim advocates in their cases, but now they 
feel that the advocates' involvement is key to successful investigation 
and to victim cooperation. 

Many of the resources and individuals to make this collaboration 
work were already present in this community, But only with the avail- 
ability of the STOP funding did they begin working together and coor- 
dinating their efforts. STOP has supported many educational projects, 
including some spearheaded by the community's own multidiscipli- 
nary teams. 

BARRIERS TO PROGRESS. Juries and judges were identified as a 
tremendous barrier to changing the way sexual assault victims are 
treated and the outcomes of sexual assault prosecutions. Judges are 
of an older generation and are reported to be extremely naive about 
these issues. Team members saw judges as being very punitive 
toward victims and noted that judges do not get any relevant contin- 
ued education or training. Recently the county attorney was arguing 
a case in the state supreme court when the judge was quoted as 
remarking, "These are just date rape cases, right?" in response to a 
request to keep a serial rapist in jail. Team members reported that in 
their county, the vast majority of people still believe that rape is large- 
ly the victim's fault, and acquaintance or date rape is not seen as 
"rape" at all. The prosecutor's office tries to resolve most cases 
through plea agreements to avoid having to go before a jury, while 
still obtaining some degree of punishment for the offender. In about 
50 percent of cases that do go to trial, the offender is convicted. 

(continued) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



90 13 2000 REPORT: EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

Cache County Prosecutor's Office 

Protocol development is an 
important step, although 
protocols alone cannot 
make a community operate 
in a coordinated manner. 
Nor can protocols keep a 
community on track with- 
out the other components 
of teamwork, leadership, 
and administrative sup- 
port. It is clear that most 
communities have not 
established or adopted 
such protocols for sexual 
assault. 

ources to meet 

the prosecutor's office does not 

n have a positive 

d to these cases has been active in train- 
n a prosecution manual for acquaintance 

am mem- 

ny sexual assault, and 
n present at the inter- 

Protocol Development as a First Step Toward a 
Coordinated Community Response 
One important way that STOP funds have been used to promote 
coordinated community response to sexual assault is support for 
projects to develop protocols that specify how each agency in the 
community should be responding to sexual assault victims in order 
to create a coherent, coordinated approach. Protocols can help keep 
the different agencies in a community operating toward the same, 
agreed-upon ends; they are often the vehicle through which a coor- 
dinated community response begins to operate. Thus protocol 
development is an important step, although protocols alone cannot 
make a community operate in a coordinated manner. Nor can pro- 
tocols keep a community on track without the other components of 
teamwork, leadership, and administrative support. 

Based on site visits and telephone interviews with many STOP 
subgrantees, it is clear that most communities have not established 
or adopted such protocols for sexual assault. As already noted ear- 
lier in this chapter, there is widespread lack of interest in creating 
such coordinated responses or a belief that they are not necessary. 
In addition, communities that aye interested often do not know how 
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to get started or proceed, or the various agencies cannot reach 
agreement regarding the details of the response. The state of 
Colorado stands out in using STOP funds to support the creation of 
effective community protocols. Since the beginning of STOP, the 
state has funded a multidisciplinary training team, including mem- 
bers representing law enforcement, prosecution, domestic violence, 
and sexual assault. This team has the responsibility of offering 
training and ongoing technical assistance to teams around the state 
that want to improve their community's responsiveness to violence 
against women. As a result, a number of communities in Colorado 
have developed protocols and moved toward a coordinated 
response to both domestic violence and sexual assault. The follow- 
ing are two sexual assault examples. 

ce Prevention Coalition members first began 
addressing sexual assault in 1996 (earlier they had focused solely on 
domestic violence). They spent two years developing sexual assault 
protocols for all the relevant agencies. They chose not to have the 
victim advocates lead the protocol development team because they 
thought it was important for law enforcement and prosecution to 
develop a stake in the process through servi 
The outcome of this strategy is that the cou 
agencies have adopted the new sexual assau 
the district attorney's office adopted a "prot 
of establishing it as "policy." 

In Denver, the Rape Assistance and Awareness Program has been a 
key player in the local Sexual Assault Interagency Council (which also 
includes the local district attorney, the attorney general's office, and 
iaw enforcement agencies). The Council, originally funded by the 
Denver Victim Assistance Law Enforcement Board and additionally 
by STOF: was formed before STOP to produce victim-centered poli- 
cies around sexual assault. Protocols were completed and signed in 
1995, after which the focus shifted to ensuring uniform implementa- 
tion across agencies. The Council has become aware that the proto- 
col does not satisfactorily address the needs omen who are 
victims of acquaintance rape. g to conduct a 
national symposium, inviting national and local experts to address 
the process of dealing with sexual assault cases from the perspec- 
tives of prosecution, judges, juries, victims and victim advocates, and 
also special populations of victims. The Denver Council plans to use 
the information to assist in improving the local protocols. It also 
hoped that the symposium would result in "cutting edge" strategies 
for responding to sexual assault that could also be shared nationally. 
Its ultimate goal is to create a reusable curriculum to teach prosecu- 
tors, law enforcement officers, and judges how to deal with non- 
stranger sexual assault. 
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Major Problems Still 
Exist with Payment for 

Forensic Medical 
Examinations 

Victims are not supposed 
to bear any cost for the 
medical exam, and hospi- 
tals are supposed to wait 
for reimbursement porn 
insurance or porn victim 
compensation boards. 
However, most local pro- 
gram staff report that the 
norm was to bill women 
directly and let the 
women seek reimburse- 
ment, or that victim com- 
pensation boards would 
not pay. The majority of 
sexual victims interviewed 
during site visits reported 
paying hospital bills with 
their own insurance. 

To be eligible to receive STOP funding, the Violence Against 
Women Act required states to certify that women victims of sexual 
assault would not be held financially responsible for the costs of 
medical examinations conducted to collect forensic evidence. Every 
state and territory has stipulated to this ”fee waiver” requirement, 
with those that were not in compliance when VAWA became law 
coming into compliance through new legislation or regulations. 
These acts or regulations establish some mechanism to relieve vic- 
tims of paying the costs of forensic rape exams. 

These mechanisms take many forms. No state pays all of these 
costs directly with state funds. But some localities do use public 
funds from law enforcement or prosecution budgets to pay for the 
exams, either in full or in conjunction with the local hospital’s will- 
ingness to absorb the remaining costs. Far more common, however, 
are mechanisms that combine direct payments to hospitals from 
state victim compensation boards, requirements that victims bill 
their personal health insurance for the exams (including Medicaid 
and health insurance for military personnel and families), and vic- 
tim compensation boards’ reimbursement to victims of their out-of- 
pocket expenses. The expectation is that victims are not supposed 
to bear any cost for the medical exam and that hospitals are sup- 
posed to wait for reimbursement from insurance or victim com- 
pensation boards. 

State STOP administrators in most of the states visited said they 
did not know whether the system was working as intended. Nor 
did mechanisms appear to be in place in any of the states visited to 
track actual billing practices or to monitor the extent to which vic- 
tims or hospitals are being reimbursed, and for what expenses. 
Many of the state STOP agencies indicated that they know of some 
instances in which hospitals have billed women directly. When this 
happens, they say it has been dealt with on a case-by-case basis. 
Local service providers are not so reticent. In visiting local pro- 
grams, we were much more likely to hear that the norm was to bill 
women directly and let them seek reimbursement, or that victim 
compensation boards would not pay, than we were to hear that 
women did not bear any of the cost, either financial or bureaucrat- 
ic, of evidence collection. 

Reimbursement, the current approach to ”fee waivers,” has 
many limitations that affect the majority of victims. In most states 
visited, the victim cannot be reimbursed if she chooses not to report 
the rape to the police, often within a specified time frame (e.g., 
within 72 hours of the rape). In addition, only a few state STOP 
administrators reported that state policy allows them to cover the 
iota2 cost of the emergency room visit. This may leave even those 
victims whose forensic exams are covered with hundreds of dollars 
of medical expenses, including treatment of injuries, testing for 
exposure to HIV and other sexually transmitted diseases, and pro- 
phylaxis for pregnancy, all of which are common interventions fol- 
lowing rape. 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

Chapter 6: Sexual Assault as a Focus of the STOP Program 11 93 

Theoretically, victims can seek reimbursement for these expens- 
es from victim compensation funds. However, nearly all states 
visited require victims to use their own private health insurance 
first-even for the forensic exam. Victim compensation funds will 
then reimburse what is not paid by the insurance. But reimburse- 
ment only happens IF the case meets all of the criteria set by the 
victim compensation program. 

The process of applying for and receiving reimbursement can 
be cumbersome and take many months. In nearly all the states vis- 
ited, state STOP administrators and subgrantees reported that if a 
woman has private insurance but does not want to use it for rea- 
sons of confidentiality, the victim compensation program will not 
reimburse her expenses. Only one state STOP agency administrator 
reported that its victim compensation program will pay for all 
expenses incurred at the hospital, regardless of whether the woman 
has private insurance. She also indicated that her office is being 
pressured by the legislature to rely more on insurance so that the 
VOCA funds will go farther. 

States’ reliance on private health insurance to relieve women of 
the cost of forensic rape exams raises important concerns: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

This reliance appears to be contrary to the wording and 
intent of the VAWA legislation, which reads (P.L. 103-322, Ch 
2, sec. 40121, Part T, sec. 2005) ”...a State, Indian tribal gov- 
ernment, or unit of local government, shall not be entitled to 
funds under this part unless the State, Indian tribal govern- 
ment, unit of local government, or another governmental 
entity incurs the full out-of-pocket cost of forensic medical 
exams described in subsection (b) for victims of sexual 
assault” (emphasis added). 

Private health insurance benefits are conventionally restricted 
to medically necessary treatment and exclude procedures 
conducted for forensic purposes. The practice of requiring 
victims to bill their own public or private health insurance for 
the cost of collecting forensic evidence means that the victim, 
and not the state, is bearing the cost of prosecuting her own 
victimization. This practice also requires most victims to vio- 
late the terms of their own insurance benefits; thus it is, or 
may be, insurance fraud. 

Requiring victims to use their own health insurance has addi- 
tional implications both for the victim herself and for the role 
of the state in restricting victims’ freedom of choice regarding 
treatment. Billing private insurance requires the insured to 
waive confidentiality of records, and billing public insurance, 
such as Medicaid or armed forces health services/CHAM- 
PUS (for active military personnel or their families), means 
that government officials also know about the rape. 
Information about the rape then becomes a part of the 

The process of applying for 
and receiving reimburse- 
ment can be cumbersome 
and take many months. 

Billing private insurance 
requires the insured to 
waive confidentiality of 
records, and billing public 
insurance such as Medicaid 
or armed forces health 
services/CHAMPUS 
means that government 
oficials also know about 
the rape. Information about 
the rape then becomes a 
part of the woman’s 
permanent medical history 
in insurance computer 
databases. 
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A victim is required by the 
state to use her insurance, 
and she is required by her 
insurance to go to a treat- 
ing source referred by 
them. But often no one on 
the insurance company’s 
panel of providers has any 
expertise in rape and sexu- 
al assault, and seeing 
them may do the victim 
more harm than good. 

woman’s permanent medical history in insurance computer 
databases. The information that a woman has potentially 
been exposed to HIV, that she has incurred hospital expenses 
for a rape, and everything else about her treatment at the hos- 
pital becomes known to the insurance provider and therefore 
becomes part of subsequent applications for insurance. Tlus, 
in turn, may raise obstacles to insurability in the future. It 
may also put the victim in the position of having to tell the 
primary insured party (a family member) and/or an employ- 
er through which she has the insurance about her assault, 
whether or not she would want them to know. 

4. The requirement to use private or public insurance also puts 
the state in the de facto position of limiting the resources that 
women can access for services following a victimization. 
Specifically, if the woman’s insurance has any ”managed 
care” component (which nearly all policies do), then she can 
only be reimbursed for care by providers who are on the 
insurance company’s ”panel.” For both physical and mental 
health, this usually means that she cannot be reimbursed for 
any services provided by people other than ”participating 
providers.” If the hospital where she is taken for the rape 
exam is not on her panel, she may not be covered. If she wish- 
es to seek counseling or support services at her local nonprof- 
it victim services agency because of their expertise, and they 
are not on her panel, she cannot get reimbursed. She is 
required by the state to use her insurance, and she is required 
by her insurance to go to a treating source referred by them. 
But often no one on the insurance company’s panel of 
providers has expertise in rape and sexual assault. A further 
problem is that managed care organizations tend to approve 
payment for only a very limited number of treatment ses- 
sions. Therefore a woman’s insurance company may not per- 
mit her to receive as much treatment as she needs or as much 
as she might receive at a nonprofit victim service agency. The 
limits to confidentiality also may be troubling to a victim in 
the treatment arena: for mental health services, every detail of 
her rape experience and her counseling sessions is fully dis- 
closable to her managed care organization and can potential- 
ly become part of insurance databases. 

In conclusion, the situation women face in many states we vis- 
ited, as reported by service providers and victims, is as follows. As 
felony victims, they or their insurance providers are usually billed 
for evidence collection that for any misdemeanor, let alone a felony, 
is a financial responsibility assumed by law enforcement. The state 
refuses to pay unless a victim first bills her insurance; the insurance 
limits the services she can receive and will not cover nonmedical 
services, such as the forensic parts of the exam, if these were clear- 
ly identified to them; and the state’s position is that it will not pay 
for services that are within the scope of the insurance (as the state, 
not the insurance company, defines it). Therefore the woman effec- 
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tively has no source of reimbursement for the cost of gathering evi- 
dence or receiving treatment. 

During site visits, representatives of many nonprofit victim ser- 
vice agencies also discussed the effects of this dilemma on their 
own agencies. They reported that the added burden of trying to get 
paid by insurance companies for services rendered and dealing 
with managed care agencies, coupled with the inability to get reim- 
bursed by the state, affects their ability to provide high-quality 
counseling services. This predicament increasingly forces victim 
service agencies to offer free counseling services if they are to help 
women at all and makes it difficult for them to cover their own 
costs and maintain a staff of well-trained counseling professionals. 
Interestingly, only a few of the sexual assault victims who partici- 
pated in focus groups in the states visited had ever heard of their 
state's victim compensation program. The majority reported pay- 
ing their hospital bills with their own insurance. This reality has 
received little attention to date, but it has enormous implications 
for both victims and nonprofit victim service agencies. It also 
appears to be contrary to VAWA's explicit legislative language. 

It should be reasonably clear from the findings reviewed thus far 
that helping victims of sexual assault is not a very high priority in 
many states' STOP  program^.^ The obvious question is "Why?" 
During site visits, state STOP agency staff, subgrantees, planning 
group members, and representatives of statewide coalitions dis- 
cussed their views of why STOP in their state has focused so little 
on sexual assault. Several themes emerged in their responses. Here 
we summarize these themes and offer brief analyses of how well 
they correspond to the reality we saw during site visits. 

How People Explain 

to Sexual Assault in 
the STOP Program 

the lack of Attention 

1. W e  already dealt with rape and sexual assault in the 1970s. W e  
developed protocols and put systems in place for these victims. W e  
don't use STOPf inds  for sexual assault because it's all taken care 
of; there is no problem to address. 

It is true that during the 1970s, many communities estab- 
lished rape crisis centers. Some of these communities also 
created specialized sexual assault units within local police 
departments, trained emergency room personnel, and took 
other relevant actions to create a coordinated community 
response to sexual assault. Police officers in cooperating 
departments received training in interview and investiga- 
tion techniques specific to sexual assault, and many cities 
adopted standardized rape examination kits for hospital use 
to secure appropriate evidence. Efforts to educate medical 
and criminal justice system professionals coincided with the 
development of victim witness assistance units in prosecu- 
tion offices, protocols for emergency room use with rape vic- 
tims, and an advocacy community that typically tried to 
provide 24-hour rape crisis hot lines and accompaniment to 
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hospitals, courts, and police stations. Rape began to be rec- 
ognized as a ”legitimate” violent crime, and the criminal jus- 
tice system began to take rape victims more seriously. 

In most of these communities, private, nonprofit victim advo- 
cates began to interact with law enforcement officers, emer- 
gency room nurses, and prosecutors as they attempted to 
accompany individual victims through the criminal justice 
system process. These interactions almost always occurred on 
a case-by-case basis. It was not unusual for them to be char- 
acterized by hostility, territorialism, high levels of distrust, 
and skepticism about one another’s contributions to the vic- 
tim‘s well-being. Nonetheless, in many communities with 
active rape crisis centers, individual victim advocates and 
individual police officers and prosecutors did develop some 
manner of working relationship-even if it was only to toler- 
ate one another’s activities. Rape crisis centers operated on 
relatively low budgets and, for the most part, operated out- 
side the established social service agencies. Victim advocates 
became accustomed to worlung outside ”the system,” trying 
to convince ”the system” that rape and rape victims should be 
taken seriously and to educate criminal justice system profes- 
sionals about the dynamics of rape and rape trauma. 

However, even as early as 1982, only one decade after the 
first rape crisis centers opened their doors, the picture had 
changed substantially (Gornick, Burt, and Pitman 1985). The 
number of rape crisis centers was already reduced from a 
high of about 1,000 in 1979 to about 600, and many had lost 
their freestanding character. Funding problems had forced 
some rape crisis centers to close, while others changed their 
character as they became part of public or private social ser- 
vice or mental health agencies. Their advocacy and system 
change agendas softened or disappeared entirely (Burt, 
Gornick, and Pittman 1987). People with the original vision 
left, while turnover and the passage of time ensured that 
criminal justice and medical staff trained in the 1970s no 
longer fulfilled their roles in a coordinated community 
response. Nor did most of them pass on their expertise, their 
training, or their understanding of sexual assault to their 
successors. 

In most communities, explicit training about sexual assault 
has not been ongoing. In the course of the STOP site visits, 
most state STOP administrators indicated that their efforts 
centered around domestic violence. Most communities had 
done little to develop their response to sexual assault 
beyond where it was as a result of the efforts of the late 1970s 
and early 1980s. The number of rape crisis centers appears 
to have dwindled even more, although no full count of pro- 
grams with a primary focus on sexual assault has been made 
since the mid-1980s. 
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2. The small number of women affected by rape, relative to domestic 
violence, does not justih large community expenditures or efforts. 

This position was expressed by more than one state-level offi- 
cial (state STOP administrators in a few states, as well as 
members of STOP advisory boards/planning groups). This 
belief, apparently based on Uniform Crime Report statistics, 
does not acknowledge the reality that, the vast majority of 
rapes are never reported and never counted in such statistics. 
Conservative estimates are that only 1 in 10 rapes are report- 
ed; this is without accounting for the large proportion of 
acquaintance rapes that the victims themselves never even 
label as rape (Koss and Cook 1993; Parrot and Bechofer 1991). 

Looking at the incidence of sexual assault within a 12-month 
period, women respondents to the National Crime Victims 
Survey (U.S. Department of Justice 1999) reported rape at a 
rate of 2.7 per 1,000 women ages 12 and older. This was lower 
than the 8.0 per 1,000 women found for domestic violence, 
but still considerable. Looking at rates for women in the years 
during which domestic violence i s  also most likely, KOSS, 
Gidyez, and Wisniewski (1987) estimated that 16.6 percent of 
college women had experienced a rape or attempted rape 
within the 12 months prior to being surveyed. A random tele- 
phone survey of Oregon women (Glick, Johnson, and Pham 
1999) found that 1 in 14 women reported at least one act of 
sexual coercion in the 12 months before being interviewed. 

Lifetime prevalence of sexual assault is even higher, 
approaching estimates of lifetime prevalence for domestic 
violence. Laumann et al. (1994) found, in the National 
Health and Social Life Survey, that 20 percent of women had 
experienced at least one incident of forced sex in their life- 
time. A random telephone survey of Michigan women ages 
18 to 69 (Michigan Department of Public Health 1997) found 
that 27 percent reported a rape or attempted rape by a non- 
partner since age 16, while 38 percent reported some type of 
unwanted sexual acts by a nonpartner. Had sexual assault 
by intimate partners been included, these rates would be 
even higher. 

Given widely accepted estimates that at least one in four 
women will experience some form of nonpartner sexual 
assault in her lifetime (and the number experiencing sexual 
coercion and assault within relationships or from ex-partners 
adds to these expectations), there is ample reason to assume 
that sexual assault victims are present in sizable numbers in 
every community and that their needs do require attention. 
Unfortunately, though, the belief that only a few women are 
affected by sexual assault has somehow allowed states and 
communities to assign lower priority to improving existing 
criminal justice system remedies. 
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An important factor contributing to the widespread view 
that sexual assault is rare relative to domestic violence is the 
way statistics are collected: domestic violence victims tend 
to report numerous incidents and to seek help on numerous 
separate occasions. Each time the victim makes contact, she 
is “counted” again; the same woman is likely to be repeat- 
edly counted, thereby inflating estimates of the prevalence 
and number of domestic violence victims served. In con- 
trast, sexual assault victims typically are counted only once, 
unless they experience a revictimization and recontact law 
enforcement or the nonprofit victim service agency. Sexual 
assault is also often not counted when it occurs in the con- 
text of domestic violence, which it often does. 

3. The stigma associated with rape, and myths about rape, continue 
to affect people’s willingness to address it. Stranger rape is seen as 
something that doesn‘t happen v e y  often (and that only happens 
to women who aren’t careful enough), while acquaintance rape 
continues to be viewed as not “real” rape at all. 

State STOP administrators and local communities across site 
visits consistently reported that victim-blaming attitudes 
about rape, and belief in a variety of rape myths, are perva- 
sive among their judges and juries. The belief that a woman 
cannot be raped unless she is either careless or willing sets 
the stage for the reluctance of both prosecution and law 
enforcement agencies to proceed with any cases that do not 
overwhelmingly fit the stereotype of a stranger rape in a 
back alley. Related to this is the phenomenon of people not 
addressing sexual assault because it touches too closely on 
their own personal fears-they need to believe that rape is a 
remote problem that only affects a few people. They can deal 
with domestic violence because they believe they can rely on 
their own choices to stay out of abusive relationships. But 
acknowledging that rape can happen to anyone and is not 
something that can be controlled causes great discomfort 
and results too often in failure to address the problem and 
help its victims. 

4. Rape cases are extremely diflcult to investigate and to prosecute, 
regardless of what approach is tried, so efforts to change the com- 
munity’s response are unlikely to make a real difference. 

Respondents cited a list of factors that contribute to this atti- 
tude that nothing anyone can do will change the situation. 
These factors all relate in different ways to the perception 
that juries will not believe that the woman was ”really” 
raped. They include the frequency with whch the entire case 
boils down to ”he said-she said’’ because witnesses are 
rarely available; delays in reporting the crime; the frequency 
with which the assault takes place between people who 
know each other or between people who have had a prior 
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relationshp; the circumstances of the incident that con- 
tribute to victim blaming (presence of alcohol or drug use; a 
party scenario; high-risk behavior, such as hitchhiking; or 
being out late at night because one works the late shift); and 
whatever can be made of the victim’s ”reputation.” 

Although all of these points are valid, they do not capture 
the whole picture. In communities where police, prosecu- 
tors, and nonprofit victim service agency advocates are 
working together in a coordinated community response to 
sexual assault cases, they find that these cases can be suc- 
cessfully prosecuted. In a few communities we visited, 
changes in the system’s response to these victims in turn has 
served to legitimize their claims and seems to have brought 
about changes in the media’s reporting of these crimes as 
well as changes in public attitudes about the victims. 

5. Sexual assault victims can be served within the context of domes- 
tic violence programs. Since many domestic violence victims are 
also victims of sexual assault, i f  makes sense to have sexual assault 
services as an add-on component. 

Although sexual assault and domestic violence victims do 
share some overlapping concerns, their needs are, for the 
most part, quite distinct. The dynamics of the victimization 
are different, as are the legal remedies. The social stigma 
associated with being a rape victim is different from atti- 
tudes toward domestic violence victims. An expertise in 
counseling domestic violence victims does not necessarily 
serve rape victims well. The changes a woman must make in 
her life and in herself in order to escape an abusive relation- 
ship present challenges that are only minimally related to 
the often equally daunting psychological work of recover- 
ing from a rape experience. The roles of the police and the 
courts are also very different for these two crimes. Given all 
these differences, it is logical to establish separate resources 
for serving these distinct types of victimization. 

6. We don’t get relevant applications. 

The states we visited varied considerably in the specific pri- 
orities set by the state STOP agency and in the extent to which 
the agency proactively ensures that those priorities are fund- 
ed. In most states, the state STOP administrator described a 
very passive process of funding for all projects, including 
those addressing sexual assault. The agency sends out an RFP 
framed in the most general terms, awaits applications, and 
then chooses subgrantees from among those applicants. The 
state STOP administrators in most of the states we visited 
pointed to the paucity of sexual assault applicants as the rea- 
son for their relatively small sexual assault allocations. (One 
often encounters the same excuses for why states are not able 
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to spend the 25 percent of STOP funds that are supposed to 
go to law enforcement and prosecution.) 

However, in states where the state agency sets a high prior- 
ity on addressing sexual assault, the agency makes sure it 
receives a sufficient number of appropriate applications 
through several mechanisms. One mechanism is to give a 
large grant to the statewide sexual assault coalition and 
allow the coalition to define projects, offer technical assis- 
tance, and ensure that its member rape crisis centers get 
appropriate projects up and running. Another mechanism is 
to fund collaborative teams from whole counties and insist 
that sexual assault agencies be part of the team and get a 
part of the grant. A third mechanism is to set aside a reason- 
able amount of money and write a targeted RFP specifically 
for sexual assault programs. Commitment and vision can 
make it happen; in their absence, little will change. 

Recommendations 1. State STOP agencies should support sexual assault separately 
from domestic violence; Congress and/or VAWO should make 
clear that sexual assault deserves to receive a higher priority for 
funding and creative thinking to develop appropriate projects. 

Require states to make significant efforts to generate fundable 
sexual assault projects. The position of most of the state STOP 
administrators is that they don’t fund more sexual assault sub- 
grantees because not many apply for funding. Therefore, it may 
be necessary to require them to be proactive, either soliciting 
applications from existing programs or creating new programs 
to implement the STOP process for sexual assault. An alterna- 
tive in some states would be for the state STOP administrator to 
work with the statewide coalition to boost the number of appli- 
cants and work toward developing new programs. 

STOP should fund domestic violence and sexual assault sepa- 
rately. The expertise required to deal effectively with domestic 
violence is quite different from that required for sexual assault, 
even though they both reflect a pervasive societal tolerance for 
women as victims of male violence. There are differences 
between sexual assault and domestic violence in the content of 
public attitudes toward both perpetrators and victims. Social 
stigma regarding the nature of the violence and the role of the 
victim in causing it remains especially problematic for rape vic- 
tims. Attitudes about what constitutes appropriate accountabil- 
ity and appropriate punishment are often different for rapists 
versus batterers. The challenges rape and domestic violence vic- 
tims face are also quite different across financial, social, physi- 
cal, emotional, and psychological domains. These differences in 
impact and recovery tasks call for different expertise and differ- 
ent solutions on the part of service providers. The nature of the 
legislation, available legal remedies, and the dynamics of inves- 
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tigating and prosecuting cases are also different for domestic 
violence and sexual assault. Systems set up to manage domes- 
tic violence victims are not necessarily effective for sexual 
assault victims, and vice versa. 
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The question of whether sexual assault and domestic violence 
coalitions at either the state or local level should merge was 
addressed in nearly all the states visited. Some of the pragmat- 
ic reasons for merging include shared overhead, shared 
common goals of combating violence against women, more 
effective lobbying for legislative change around related issues, 
and improved relationships between nonprofit victim service 
agencies and the criminal justice system players. Despite the 
widespread acknowledgment of these reasons (and others) for 
pooling resources and efforts, the two coalitions have merged in 
only a few states and cities we visited; the effectiveness of this 
solution is not yet clear. The nearly unanimous opinion of state 
STOP administrators, coalition leaders, and subgrantees was 
that sexual assault and domestic violence must continue to have 
separate coalitions, separate advocacy programs, separate 
legislative lobbyists, and separate funding. As one local rape 
crisis center director commented, the primary focus of the sex- 
ual assault community centers is on prevention, while the 
domestic violence community’s focus is primarily on interven- 
tion. However, even though separate organizations may work 
best to accomplish these different goals, it is well understood 
that the two groups must coordinate their efforts and collabo- 
rate when possible if they are to be truly effective. 

2. State STOP agencies should support statewide needs assess- 
ments to obtain up-to-date information about the true inci- 
dence and prevalence of sexual assault in their state and the 
need for appropriate services. 

Surveys such as those conducted recently in Michigan and 
Oregon (Glick et al. 1999; Michigan Department of Public 
Health 1997), with their high levels of reported sexual assault 
and coercion, could be repeated in many more states. State 
STOP agencies could include questions on their survey instru- 
ments to learn whether women know about or use available 
services, or live in areas with no services. Questions could also 
probe to identify the types of services and approaches that 
women found most helpful when they did seek help in relation 
to a sexual assault. For women who did not seek help, a survey 
could identify reasons why they did not do so and what would 
make them more likely to use services. 

3. State STOP agencies should do more to promote coordinated 
community responses to sexual assault and the conditions 
under which such responses will be most likely to flourish. 
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3a. Use STOP funds to create collaborative efforts at the state 
and local levels that include representatives from all disci- 
plines involved, including government and private entities. 

3b. Use STOP funds to advance the understanding of rape and 
sexual assault among the public and also among profes- 
sionals in criminal justice system and private, nonprofit vic- 
tim service agencies, so as to debunk the myths and stigma 
that often prevent rape from being dealt with effectively. 

While piecemeal efforts do increase availability and access 
to specific services, they do not qualitatively change the way 
sexual assault victims are dealt with by the criminal justice 
system. The site visits have provided convincing evidence 
that the STOP process can transform the typical victim’s 
experience and can result in increased reporting, prosecu- 
tion, and convictions. If STOP is to achieve its own stated 
goals, then there must be increased emphasis on developing 
coordinated community responses to sexual assault. 

3c. Support training in sexual assault and in the collaborative 
process. 

It is critical to support ongoing training and professional 
development even for long-time private, nonprofit victim 
service personnel. There is a trend across the country for the 
local rape crisis center or the state sexual assault coalition to 
be in the position of training the remaining parties, while 
they themselves do not have funding for new training 
opportunities for themselves. Evolution of ideas is most 
likely to occur if there is adequate support for professional 
development and contact with others outside one’s own 
profession and community. There is also an enormous need 
for training specifically in the process of collaboration. 

3d. Support the infrastructure necessary for collaboration. 

Collaboration requires time and money, and there must be a 
funding source to support it. The time it takes to communi- 
cate with outside agencies, the equipment it requires (com- 
puters, phones, faxes, paper supplies, extra space), and the 
impact on the home agency are all factors that do not typi- 
cally appear to be directly supported by STOP funding. 
Communities are finding that as collaboration does occur 
and they do succeed at making positive changes in the CJS, 
they generate more client demand, which in turn overloads 
the system that was previously in place. They end up with- 
out enough service staff, support staff, space, and supplies 
to manage the increased demand. In the most successful 
programs, there is a staff person designated as coordinator 
of the team effort, and this individual has both time and 
resources to invest in promoting the work of the team. 
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Recommendations 3c and 3d are also relevant to DV collabora- 
tive efforts. 

4. 

5. 

3e. Support data collection. 

There is nearly universal absence of accurate or meaningful 
data about what sexual assault services are being provided, 
what effect they have, and the impact of these services on 
criminal justice system outcomes. In those few places that 
do seem to be compiling and interpreting statistics regard- 
ing service use and progression of cases through the system, 
the information serves as a powerful feedback tool. Simple 
counts of the number of complaints, the number of cases 
investigated or prosecuted, the outcomes of prosecutions, 
and the extent of service utilization can be motivating and 
rewarding to the team itself. Tracking such information 
allows the team to assess its own performance in an ongo- 
ing manner and also may serve to identify areas of success 
and areas needing improvement. Such data also are neces- 
sary if the impact of programs is ever to be evident to out- 
side reviewers. Successful data collection requires dedicated 
staff time and should be implemented as an integral part of 
the project from its inception. There must be a person desig- 
nated to proactively pursue the needed Information-to 
follow up with team members who have not provided case 
updates, to assist with recordkeeping and reporting of 
statistics, and to promote the ongoing development of con- 
sistent and streamlined reporting methods. In order to be 
useful, the data must also be compiled, analyzed, interpret- 
ed, and reported back to the team on a regular basis (even 
monthly) in an accessible format. 

State STOP agencies should support information sharing 
among their subgrantees. 

There is currently little evidence that ideas and solutions are reg- 
ularly being shared across communities. In most states and com- 
munities, there is minimal awareness of who else has already 
developed effective solutions to the problems a community is just 
tackling. It seems that nationally STOP could play a much more 
active role in making connections between communities and 
facilitating the sharing of information and technical assistance. 

State STOP agencies should support statewide sexual assault 
coalitions. 

If a state does not have a statewide sexual assault coalition, 
using STOP funds to support one is critical. If a state does have 
a statewide sexual assault coalition, using STOP funds to 
strengthen it is essential. A strong statewide network provides 
general guidance, specific technical assistance, and tangible 
support to local programs. It also provides a necessary voice at 
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the state level for political and legislative lobbying and for pro- 
viding leadership in forging relationships with criminal justice 
system entities. There are a few states where the two coalitions 
have merged (largely because one was floundering and there- 
fore essentially rescued by the merger). It is unclear whether 
these hybrid coalitions will be effective; some argue that the 
pooling of resources will benefit both groups, that they will be 
able to continue their legislative work on both the domestic vio- 
lence and sexual assault fronts simultaneously, and that work- 
ing together as partners rather than competitors will only serve 
to improve the quality of the product. Others posit that atten- 
tion to sexual assault will quickly be overshadowed by the 
domestic violence agenda. 

1. California, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, Nevada, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, 
Vermont, and West Virginia. These 16 states are not a random sample of all 
states, but they include large and small states, are reasonably representative 
of major regional and population differences among states, and are home to 
about half (50 percent) of the US. population. They have pursued a wide vari- 
ety of approaches to handling their STOP grant and thus are also quite repre- 
sentative of state orientations to doing so. 

Notes 

2. It is important to note that these efforts are the exception rather than the 
rule. In the 16 states visited so far, we were able to identify only four projects 
targeting sexual assault that aimed to establish a true coordinated communi- 
ty response involving all the criminal justice system partners as well as the 
medical establishment and the local nonprofit victim services agency. 

3. It should also be noted that state STOP programs in four of the states visit- 
ed did have a high commitment to sexual assault. Two of these states had a 
long-standing statewide sexual assault coalition that was very powerful. In 
the other two states, the state STOP administrator had a personal background 
of work in sexual assault services and insisted that it was important to fund 
them. 
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Although most STOP efforts have been directed toward domestic Introduction 
violence, the STOP program’s legislative authority is to address three 
major types of violence against women: domestic violence, sexual 
assault, and stalking. The legislation specifically identifies stalking as 
one of the seven purpose areas within which states should target 
STOP funding efforts. Since STOP funding became available, how- 
ever, few states have focused their efforts on issues related to stalking. 
Only eight states included stalking in their initial implementation 
plans (Burt et al. 1996). To date, stalking is the crime that receives the 
least amount of attention from STOP-funded activities, with only 7 
percent of STOP subgrants citing stalking as a purpose area. 

Part of the reason that stalking has received less attention than 
domestic violence and sexual assault is because stalking cases are par- 
ticularly problematic-law enforcement and prosecution have a diffi- 
cult time following, investigating, and obtaining convictions in such 
cases. Some promising approaches to handling stalking cases have, 
however, been developed in special law enforcement and prosecution 
units. This chapter includes background information about the crime 
of stalking, the reasons why these cases are so difficult to handle, and 
the ways in which this problem is being addressed through STOP for- 
mula grants. The information reported here is based on evaluation 
projects funded by the Violence Against Women Office (VAWO) and 
conducted by the Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ). 

Stalking is predatory behavior, but not only predatory behavior. 
Predatory behavior is not uncommon to criminal justice, where the 
criminal may target his victim for sexual assault or even homicide, 
follow the victim until conditions are most propitious, and then 
commit the crime without the victim having any advance warning. 

Background on 

Behavior 
Stalking Crimes and 

In contrast, the crime of stalking involves much more than 
predatory behavior, although such behavior is typically one ele- 
ment of criminal stalking. It is important to include stalking in dis- 
cussions of violence against women because stalking is an intrinsic 
part of the pattern of severe domestic violence and an extension of 
the batterer’s control over the victim. Stalking may culminate in 
sexual assault and/or the murder of the victim. 
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Most state penal codes define stalking as involving: 

It is important to include 
stalking in discussions of 
violence against women 
because stalking is an 
intrinsic part of the pat- 
tern of severe domestic 
violence and an extension 
of the batterer’s control 
over the victim. Stalking 
may culminate in sexual 
assault andlor the murder 
of the victim. 

A pattern of willful or intentional harassing or annoying/ 
alarming conduct, such as repeat messages, following, van- 
dalism, and other unwanted behaviors; 

Infliction of credible explicit or implicit threats against a vic- 
tim’s safety or that of her family; and 

Actual victim fear of the stalker resulting from this behavior. 

The prosecution must prove every part of this definition to con- 
vict an offender of stalking, and every part creates problems for 
prosecutors. 

WillfullIntentional Behavior 
State stalking laws in most jurisdictions require that the prosecu- 
tion show that stalking behavior was intentional; that is, the stalker 
meant to perform those acts that constituted the stalking, such as 
following a victim or sending gifts. In many of these states, the 
prosecution must also prove that the stalker intended to threaten 
the victim and to cause her fear. Court decisions in several states 
have reduced the prosecutorial burden of proving intent to threat- 
en and cause fear by holding the defendant’s actions were such that 
he knew, or should have known, that the consequences of his 
actions would provoke threat and fear. Nonetheless, a common 
practice among police and prosecutors is to ensure that the stalker 
is made aware by the victim or her representative (e.g., a police offi- 
cer) that his actions are not welcome and provoke fear. 

Threat 
Under most states’ stalking laws, a threat may be either explicit or 
implicit. Stalking threats need not be for “right now,” but may be in 
the indefinite near future. However, the threats must meet a ”rea- 
sonable person” standard to exclude oversensitive reactions. A 
number of states have also recently amended their stalking laws to 
cover ”cyberstalking” by e-mail, the Internet, and other forms of 
electronic communication. 

Fear 
Stalker threat and victim fear in response to that threat are easy to 
separate when the stalking threat is made explicit. But most stalk- 
ing cases do not involve explicit threats. In cases where the threat is 
implicit in the stalker’s actions, threat and fear are difficult to sepa- 
rate. Proof of one often also requires proving the other, per the “rea- 
sonable person” standard. 

An experienced stalking prosecutor with the San Diego district 
attorney’s office notes that it is the context within which the harassing 
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or stalking behavior occurs that provides the link between that behav- 
ior and victim fear in stalking cases. For example, sending flowers as 
a gift may be stalking behavior, depending upon the actions preced- 
ing the gft. In some cases, the threat against the victim may be obvi- 
ous even where only implicit-for example, the stalker places a sex 
doll with a nylon rope tied around its neck in the victim’s bed. In 
other cases, more background information is needed, for example, 
where the stalker uses the phrase ”love forever” in conjunction with 
references to his prowess as a rifle sharpshooter. 

The requirement in most jurisdictions that actual fear be present 
for the case to be categorized as stalking means that unless the victim 
is aware of the following, simple predatory behavior does not consti- 
tute the crime of stalking. Victim testimony about her fear may be cor- 
roborated by showing that actual behavioral changes occurred. In 
many cases, however, the victim’s actions in response to the stalking 
may not be straightfornard and can cloud the issue of victim fear. 

(continued) 
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Example of Stalking Cases 

Stalking Investigation 
and Prosecution 

Statutory law defines the elements of the crime of stalking. Each crime 
element must first be investigated and then proven by the prosecution 
for a defendant to be convicted of stalking. How law enforcement and 
prosecution respond to victim reports of stalking varies, depending 
upon reports of particular stallung activities. Stalking cases do, how- 
ever, present some unique case elements, including the necessity for 
threat assessment and management. At the same time that the inves- 
tigation and prosecution are occurring, officials must also ensure vic- 
tim safety. Thus, threat assessment and management should be an 
integral part of the agencies' stalking response. 

Stalking Laws 
As of November 1999, all 50 state legislatures (and the District of 
Columbia) had enacted laws making stalking a crime. As discussed 
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in the Third Annual Report to Congress on Stalking and Domestic 
Violence (1998), these laws vary significantly in the specific behav- 
iors outlawed and the penalties provided for their violation. 

Stalking is one of several related crimes that threaten a victim’s 
privacy and safety. Related crimes include harassment, terroristic 
threats, and invasion of privacy. The most serious of these offenses 
is the terroristic threat against the victim’s person. Stalking differs 
from terroristic threats in that for stalking, both the threat and the 
victim fear result from a series of acts, and the threat is for an act 
that may occur at some indefinite time in the future. With terroris- 
tic threats, a single act can constitute the threat, but that threat must 
be one of imminent behavior (“right now”) and must include the 
capacity to act on the threat. 

“Making” a stalking case is almost always a long process. Each 
stalking investigation must proceed on two tracks-identifying the 
stalker and proving a crime has been committed. 

Identifying the Stalker 
In most criminal cases, especially the most serious, identifying the 
criminal is all that the investigation is required to do-that is, the 
need is to prove “who did it.” In many stalking cases, the identity of 
the stalker is unknown. Indeed, in many instances, there may not 
even be any suspects. Thus, the first task in a stalking investigation 
in these latter cases will be to develop a list of potential suspects. 
These may be gained from the victim, the victim’s family, friends, 
and coworkers. Each possible suspect must be investigated and 
each alibi checked out. 

“Making” a stalking case 
is almost always a Zong 
process. Each stalking 
investigation must proceed 
on two tracks-identifying 
the stalker and proving a 
crime has been committed. 

Because stalking is an ongoing crime that continues to occur 
after law enforcement enters the case, it may be possible to use sur- 
veillance methods to help identify the stalker. Thus, law enforce- 
ment may use cameras posted at the victim’s home that show the 
area around the residence. Or their own stalking team may follow 
the victim to see if any of the possible suspects appear in the area 
of the victim (e.g., while shopping). Alternatively, law enforcement 
may set up a counterstalking watch over a possible suspect to see if 
he engages in stalking behavior. In one case, law enforcement 
staked out the suspect’s vehicle and when he appeared at the car, 
he was found carrying an envelope he planned to mail to the vic- 
tim that contained a threatening note and feces. In another case, 
law enforcement used cameras at a local university computer labo- 
ratory to identify who was using a specific machine that was deter- 
mined to be the site of cyberstalking. 

Proving a Crime Was Committed 
Proving stalking requires showing both that specific stallung acts 
occurred and that they resulted in victim fear. The primary source 
of evidence for proving both crime elements is the testimony of the 
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victim herself. This testimony must be corroborated by other evi- 
dence, such as: 

Testimony of victim’s friends or coworkers who were pre- 
sent at a stalking event; 

Documentary evidence, such as letters or notes sent to the 
victim by the stalker; 

Printed versions of e-mail messages sent to the victim; and 

A log of stalking events maintained by the victim noting 
time, date, and specific occurrences. 

Proof that the victim had a reasonable fear for her safety due to 
the stalking also begins with the victim’s testimony. It, too, must be 
corroborated by testimony from: 

The victim’s friends and coworkers regarding changes in the 
victim’s behavior, such as asking for an escort to go shop- 
ping or to the parking lot when leaving work; 

A psychiatrist, psychologist, or other treatment professional 
offering expert testimony; 

Security officials at the workplace who had been informed 
of stalking occurrence; 

A record of victim statements that are not hearsay rule lim- 
ited (e.g., 911 tapes, police incident reports); 

Answering machine tapes, audiotapes of phone calls, etc.; 

Pictures of the stalker taken by the victim (date and time 
stamped); 

Search warrant-gained evidence, including computer files, the 
stalker’s diary, property of the victim found at the stalker’s 
residence, pictures of the victim taken by the stalker, etc.; and 

A videotaped interview with the stalker. 

Problems with Stalking Investigation and Prosecution 
One California prosecutor describes the difficulties with investigat- 
ing and prosecuting stalking cases as follows: 

Cases are hard to identify at the outset. A course of conduct 
must be seen and shown. 

Investigations may be going on in different jurisdictions at 
the same time. 
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Cases require a threat assessment that also informs the deci- 
sion to seek a temporary restraining order. 

Cases require corroboration to prove what the defendant 
did. 

Cases require corroboration to prove the victim’s state of 
mind (fear). 

Cases do not necessarily end with a conviction. 

Conviction and incarceration may not end the stalking, even 
during incarceration. 

Some other, less frequent problems that may be encountered 
include: 

A stalker on probation requests a move to a state where 
supervision of stalkers may be less vigorous unless law 
enforcement is contacted and warned; 

The need to add special conditions of probation for stalkers 
(e.g., barring a stalker from possessing painting equipment 
if spray painting the victim’s possessions is one element of 
his stalking pattern); and 

Enforcement of witness-tampering laws when stalking 
involves former intimates. 

In addition to the problems discussed above, it should also be 
noted that stalking is one of three personal crimes that can be com- 
mitted on the Internet. The other crimes are, of course, terroristic 
threat and harassment, both stalking-related offenses. 

The most important question in a stalking case is ”How dangerous Threat Assessment 
and Management is the stalker likely to be to the victim?” Protecting the victim is a 

higher priority than a successful prosecution. Hence, both law 
enforcement and prosecution will try to assess the degree of danger 
that exists both at the initial complaint and as the case continues. 
Typical factors considered in threat assessment include the sus- 
pect’s history of mental illness or violence, history of domestic vio- 
lence, explicit threats of violence, vandalism or pet abuse, and 
increases in stalking activity. 

Once the threat is assessed, the question arises as to how best to 
protect the victim. Each case must, of course, be assessed on its 
individual merits. Thus, in some cases, a simple intervention inter- 
view will suffice; in others, a court injunction or protection order 
may be sought. In yet other cases, obtaining a civil order of protec- 
iiwii iiiay have tlie reverse effect of increasing the level of danger to 
the victim. Other common tactics used by law enforcement include 
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Protecting the victim is a 
higher priority than a suc- 
cessfu 1 prosecu t ion-bo t h 
law enforcement and prose- 
cution should try to assess 
the degree of danger that 
exists both at the initial 
complaint and as the case 
continues. 

providing the victim with an alarm system that will trigger police 
action at the home. Where this is done, more advanced systems will 
also ensure that the 911 dispatcher has access to descriptive infor- 
mation about any suspect and his vehicles. Victims will also be 
advised to take other actions such as changing phone numbers, 
varying routes to work, or renting a post office box for mail. In 
extreme actions, the victims will be aided in relocating their resi- 
dence, perhaps even out of the jurisdiction. In a number of states, 
laws now permit victims to protect their personal information, such 
as driver’s license and even Social Security numbers. 

Either as part of threat management or for her own sake, the 
victim should receive additional services, for example, education 
about the nature of stalking and what she must do to help prove the 
case. A number of jurisdictions have developed brochures and 
other resources, such as a formal log for recording stalking inci- 
dents. Victims should also be helped to plan for their safety by 
changing their behavioral patterns to reduce the likellhood of stalk- 
ing incidents (e.g., changing the route by which they travel to and 
from work). Therapeutic services may also be made available, 
although such programs are still rare. 

STOP Funding Because stalking laws are so new, their implementation has not yet 
been fully achieved. Both criminal justice and victim service per- 
sonnel require training in recogruzing and responding to stalking 
cases. Policies and procedures must be implemented to guide 
agency staff. Because these cases are often complex and time con- 
suming, specialized staff need to be designated to develop the nec- 
essary expertise. 

The STOP program explicitly provides for funding of stalking 
projects. However, stalking has not been a major priority for most 
of the state offices administering the STOP funds. Few state grantee 
initiatives have asked for proposals from subgrantees for projects 
directed at stalking, nor has any effort been made to encourage sub- 
grantees to specify that stalking be part of a larger project directed 
at domestic violence or sexual assault. According to a review of 
Subgrant Award and Performance Reports (SAPRs), 389 subgrants 
reported conducting work within the purpose area of stalking. 
However, no programs reported an exclusive focus on stalking, 
only 11 percent reported focusing on stalking in addition to domes- 
tic violence and sexual assault, and just 3 percent reported focusing 
only on domestic violence and stalking. Thus it is not surprising 
that further analysis revealed only 18 subgrants with a significant 
portion of their work focused on stalking. Even among these 
reports, stalking enforcement or prosecution is in most instances a 
secondary objective. Moreover, none of the domestic violence or 
sexual assault project descriptions indicate any significant commit- 
ment to including stalking crimes in their scope of work. 
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There is good reason to believe, however, that these reports sig- 
nificantly underestimate the number of STOP-funded projects that 
deal with stalking cases. These reports are based on subgrantee 
project proposals; project activities are likely to vary considerably 
once they begin operations and have to meet victim demands. 
Because stalking cases are, in fact, much more numerous than 
many subgrantees understood when first submitting proposals, 
personnel are seeing many more stalking cases than originally esti- 
mated. The federal reporting program does not, however, track 
changes in project design or objectives. 

No programs reported an 
exclUsivefocUs on stalk- 
ing, 11 percent reported 
focusing on stalking in 
addition to domestic vio- 
lence and sexual assauzt/ 
and 3 percent reported 

To fill this information gap, ILJ personnel conducted site visits 
to stalking projects, reviewed project materials, and undertook a 
limited telephone survey of state STOP administrators to: 

focusing only on domestic 
violence and stalking. Verify the information provided that stalking was a project 

component; 

Identify other projects that contain a stalking element, even 
if not officially reported as such. 

Once a stalking project was identified by state officials, further 
telephone calls were made to verify that stalking was an important 
project component. Not all states responded to the survey. 
Furthermore, not all state STOP agencies were able to identify stalk- 
ing projects because their funds are allocated to regional offices for 
further distribution to subgrantees. Hence, the information reported 
here is not a census of STOP-funded stalking projects. Table 7.1 
shows those states reporting STOP-funded stalking projects. 

A total of 16 states report having funded 38 projects directed at 
stalking. These include 7 projects to improve investigation of stalk- 
ing, 9 projects to improve prosecution of stalking crimes, 12 projects 
to help victims of stalking, and 10 projects primarily providing 
training or developing protocols on stalking. 

In addition to the subgrantee projects funded under STOP, the 
Violence Against Women Office directly funds the STOP TA 
(Technical Assistance) Project. As part of its work, the project pre- 
pared a Promising Practices ManuaZ (STOP TA Project, 1998), profil- 
ing some of the exemplary projects directed at violence against 
women around the country. Chapter 3, on law enforcement initia- 
tives, includes a section, ”Develop Police Strategies to Intervene in 
Stalking Cases.’’ Chapter 4, on prosecution, includes a section, 
”Develop a Plan and Implement Strategies for Complex Cases,” 
and a subsection, “Develop Specific Strategies for Investigating and 
Prosecuting Stalking Cases.” Chapter 5, on victim services, includes 
a section entitled ”Design Services to Address Stalking and 
Advocate for an Improved Community Response to Women Who 
Are Stalked.” Also included in these materials are profiles of anti- 
stalking initiatives in the Nashville, Tennessee, Metropolitan Police 
Department; the Dover, New Hampshire, Police Department; and 
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STOP-Funded Stalking Projects by State 

Description/Activity State Grantee 

irizona 

:alifornia 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Mt. Graham Safe House 

San Diego District Attorney 

Los Angeles District Attorney 

Alameda County District Attorney 

San Joaquin District Attorney 

San Francisco District Attorney 

California District Attorneys 
Association 

Peace Officer Standards and 
Training Commission 

Ending Violence Against Women 

AMEND 

Project PAVE 

Violence Prevention Coalition 
(Durango) 

Project Safeguard (Denver) 

Douglas County Sheriff 

18th Judicial District Fast Track 
Prosecution 

Sexual Assault Coalition & POST 

Wilmington Police Department 

AthensKlarke County Police 
Department 

Provide services to domestic violence victims, including those who have 
been stalked by their abuser; advocates attend state POST training on 
stalking. 

The stalking prosecution unit includes one attorney, one investigator, 
and a victim witness advocate assigned to vertically handle all domestic 
violence-related stalking cases; complements existing unit staff 
assigned to stranger stalking cases. 

The stalking prosecution unit includes two attorneys, one investigator, 
and a victim witness advocate assigned to vertically prosecute most 
serious stalking cases in county. 

Stalking prosecution team to vertically prosecute stalking cases in 
county and to coordinate state efforts to collect data about stalking 
protection orders. 

Establish part-time stalking prosecution unit and assign one probation 
officer for intensive supervision of stalkers on probation. 

Establish stalking prosecution team to vertically prosecute all stalking 
cases in county. 

Multidisciplinary training program, including stalking seminar and stalk- 
ing as part of domestic violence training. 

Train law enforcement using a previously developed multimedia 
stalking training unit as part of training for first responders (40 ses- 
sions), detectives (5 sessions), and sexual assault first responders 
(20 sessions). 

Coalition of state prosecutors, sheriffs, and coalitions against domestic 
violence and sexual assault sponsors statewide training on violence 
against women issues, including stalking. 

Statewide training. 

Provide group counseling to domestic violence and stalking victims; 
individual counseling also provided. 

Develop protocols for risk assessment, victim logs, employers, and 
other system professionals. 

Assist with gaining orders of protection for domestic violence victims, 
including stalking victims (30 percent estimate), and provide related ser- 
vices, such as name change and safety planning. 

Domestic violence investigative unit also handles all stalking cases. 

Include stalking in the fast track prosecution program; special 
emphasis on training for CJ (criminal justice) personnel, volunteers, 
and the community in recognizing stalking and implementing new 
stalking law and on tracking stalking defendants’ locations through 
the pretrial release Emergency Protection Program using beepers 
and mandatory callbacks. 

Develop sexual assault, domestic violence, and stalking training materials. 
A Train-the-Trainers model was first implemented, then multidisciplinary 
teams deliver training 

Provide victim advocate services to victims of violence against women, 
including stalking. 

Establish a special investigative unit for domestic violence crimes 
where no arrest was made, including protective order violations and 
stalking. 

(continued) 
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Table 7.1: STOP-Funded Stalking Projects by State (continued) 

State Grantee Description/Activity 

Iowa 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Nevada 

New York 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Virginia 

West Virginia 

Richmond County Sheriff's Office 

Iowa State Police 

Prosecuting Attorneys Association 
of Michigan 

Council Against Domestic Assault 
(Ingham County) 

Lamar County District Attorney 

Elk0 County Sheriff's Office 

New York City Police Department 

Huron County Department of 
Human Services 

Southeast Inc. 

Rocky River Municipal Court 

Youngstown Police Department 

District Attorney for District 10 

Lane County Prosecutor 
protective order clinic 

Clatsop County Women's 
Resource Center 

Sexual Assault Support Services 

Chesterfield County District 
Attorney 

Winchester Women's Shelter 

Roanoke County Police 
Department 

Henrico County (Richmond) 
Police Department 

Cabell County District Attorney 
violence against women 
prosecutor 

Improve investigation of stalking related to domestic violence or sexu- 
al assault offenses through enhancement in staffing of the special 
investigative unit. 

Develop a protocol/form for victims to fill out for police or prosecutor; 
hold series of workshops. 

Provide multidisciplinary domestic violence training that includes a 
stalking component. 

Provide help to women seeking court protection orders against stalking 
and domestic violence; coordinate with prosecutor's victim witness 
unit and receive police reports on order violation complaints where no 
arrest is made. 

Prosecutor assigned to handle domestic violence and stalking cases; 
also provides technical assistance to other prosecutors. 

Purchase of surveillance camera to help in stalking investigations. 

Special units for stalking investigation established in two precincts. 

Develop protocols for investigation and prosecution of stalking and to 
provide assistance for stalking victims; provide training and community 
materials on stalking prevention. 

Provide advocate services for victims of stalking to help with evidence 
collection, assist in gaining protection orders, provide short-term coun- 
seling, and arrange referrals for psychiatric assessment and counsel- 
ing. 

Establish support group for stalking victims. 

Hire full-time investigator for stalking cases. 

Victim advocate helps domestic violence and stalking victims with 
orders of protection. 

Assist victims with applications for orders of protection against 
domestic violence and stalking. 

Fund court advocate who assists domestic violence/stalking victims in 
obtaining stalking orders of protection. 

Provide legal advocacy and other services to stalking victims, present- 
ly numbering about 16 per month. Work with legal services agency 
and law school clinic to assist with civil protection orders and universi- 
ty hearing process. 

Prosecutor assigned to domestic violence and stalking cases. 

Develop stalking kits for victims, including cell phones, tape recorders, 
etc. 

Hold workshop on stalking. 

Special domestic violence unit has one officer assigned to  all stalking 
cases (about 20 per year). Officer also does training for own (recruit, 
in-service), local, and regional agencies. 

One attorney assigned to violence against women cases spends 25 
percent of time on stalking; conducts training. 

Source: Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ) site visits, project materials reviews, and telephone survey to state STOP administrators. 
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W i t h  a special prosecutor 
for domestic violence 
stalking, more cases are 
being reviewed and more 
criminal charges are being 
filed. 

(continued) 

1 

1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



Chapter 7: Stalking as a Focus of the STOP Program 1s 
I 
I Project Examples (continued) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(continued) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



118 2000 REPORT EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

Project Examples (continued) 

All cases accepted by the 
STAT are prosecuted verti- 
cally. Low caseloads are 
maintained (no higher 
than 15 cases per attor- 
ney) in recognition of the 
effort required to manage a 
stalking case. On average, 
stalking cases take about 
six months to reach the 
trial or plea stage, 

Stalking personal protection orders receiving project help numbered 
287 from October 1997 through September 1998. Assistance is provid- 
ed at three stages. First, help is provided with preparing the papers to 
be filed with the court detailing the need for the order. As needed, vic- 
tims will be referred to other service providers for non-legal advocacy 
services or to the prosecutor's victim witness unit. When requested, 
staff will escort victims to a court hearing, but in most cases the orders 
are signed ex parte and are not contested. Second, similar assistance 
is also provided in the event the order is violated and no arrest was 
made by law enforcement. Third, should the victim wish to extend the 
court order upon its near expiration, staff will again provide help in fil- 
ing and at hearings. Project staff have also provided 13 training ses- 
sions to local law enforcement agencies (320 officers), to the judiciary, 
to volunteers hlping in domestic violence cases, and to local indus- 
tries concerned with domestic violence and stalking. 

LOS AfUOuES DISTRICT ATTORNEY. The LA District Attorney's 
Stalking and Threat Assessment Team [STAT) is responsible for pros- 
ecuting the most sefious stalking and other high-profile or dangerous 
threat cases in the county. The STAT was formed in June 1997 and 
received augmenting funds under a STOP subgrant beginning in 
January 1998. The STAT receives about 400 stalking referrals annual- 
ly; of these, about 100 to 125 are accepted for prosecution. A small 
number of these cases may be resolved informally by aggressive 
"intervention" activities by the investigator, who will interview the 
suspected stalker to explain the potential criminal law consequences 
of future stalking behavior. A number of other cases may not be 
immediately prosecuted; instead, they are monitored for further 
developments that might warrant increased STAT action. All cases 
accepted by the STAT are prosecuted vertically. Low caseloads are 
maintained (no higher than 15 cases per attorney) in recognition of 
the effort required to manage a stalking case. On average, stalking 
cases take about six months to reach the trial or plea stage. Cases not 
accepted by the STAT are handled by deputy prosecutors in the dis- 
trict attorney's regional offices in the county or by the city attorney's 
offices in Los Angeles and several other smaller cities in the county. 

The STAT originally consisted of two deputy prosecutors. with the help 
of STOP funds, the unit added an investigator and was assigned a vic- 
tim advocate from the distilct attorney's victim witness unit, funded 
under a state grant. The investigator also has a reduced caseload com- 
pared with other investigators, again reflecting the extra work required 
to handle ongoing case investigations compared with the more com- 
mon investigation of past events required for other crimes. The victim 
advocate provides assistance to victims (and witnesses) whose cases 
are handled by the STAT In addition, the advocate also screens case 
referrals from other advocates and responds to direct calls to the STAT 
from victims (about 15 to 20 per month). All members of the unit also 
devote a considerable proportion of their time (as high as 15 percent) to 
training and community education efforts to increase awareness of the 
crime of stalking and to make better known the STAT'S availability. It is 
estimated that as many as 20 percent of the cases accepted by the STAT 
come from noncriminal justice referrals. 
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the Orange County, New York, Safe Homes Project. The manual 
was distributed in 1999 and used by the TA Project for multidisci- 
plinary training at two workshops. Attending these workshops 
were about 100 participants from various states. 

Stalking is a serious and widespread crime. It remains in many 
ways, however, at the periphery of both justice system and service 
provider consciousness. The difficulty of identifying, investigating, 
and prosecuting stalking crimes plays a significant role in the lack 
of policy attention it has received. Thus, the failure to either effec- 
tively respond to stalking or to recognize stalking complaints that 
are presented to law enforcement discourages victims from making 
complaints or discourages service agencies from referring their 
clients to law enforcement. The seeming “low” numbers of stalking 
complaints then ”justify” these agencies’ continued inattention. A 
number of local agencies are, however, moving forward with stalk- 
ing programs-larger agencies are developing special stalking 
units and smaller agencies are combining stalking with other 
duties, most commonly domestic violence cases. 

STOP funding is playing an important role in ensuring a 
response to stalking and aid to its victims. STOP-funded projects 
often fill a critical link in the justice system-victim service network 
and complement other, locally funded initiatives. In other jurisdic- 
tions, such as several in Oregon, these projects are the starting point 
upon which other initiatives may develop. Indeed, without many of 
these projects, stalking victims would have nowhere to go for help. 

More help is needed, however. A critical starting point would be 
to focus on increasing awareness among the state grantees of the 
prevalence of stalking offenses, their seriousness, and the existence of 
many programs that can be used as models for emulation. The only 
state that has targeted a funding initiative is California, and that ini- 
tiative used the experiences in Los Angeles and San Diego to guide its 
efforts. The California initiative was limited, however, to prosecution 
agencies and was, as a practical matter, limited to larger counties that 
can support a special stalking unit. Other approaches are needed for 
smaller jurisdictions and for law enforcement agencies. 

A noticeable and needed emphasis among the existing stalking 
projects is an emphasis on training and community education. A 
large proportion of the STOP stalking grants have gone to such 
projects, and a considerable amount of operational (nontraining) 
projects’ energies are directed at training law enforcement person- 
nel and community education. Only a few projects are directed at 
training prosecutors, however. Any future STOP initiative must 
include criminal justice training and community education as 
important components of an overall community initiative against 
stalking. 

Conclusions 

STOPfunding is playing 
an important role in ensur- 
ing a response to stalking. 
STOP-funded projects 
oftenfill a critical link in 
the justice sys tem-vict im 
service network and com- 
plement other, locally 
funded initiatives. 
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State STOP administrators should support more focused 
approaches to stalking separately from domestic violence 
and sexual assault. Specifically, they should: 

Recommendations 

Conduct needs assessments to determine the scope of 
the problem in their state. 

Include stalking in state implementation plans and solic- 
it proposals from their constituents addressing stalking. 

Support information sharing among their subgrantees to 
increase knowledge about stalking within the field. 

Provide funding to those programs already involved in 
stalking projects to conduct evaluations. Enabling cur- 
rent stalking projects to document their successes will 
provide critical information about what types of pro- 
grams to support in the future. 

State STOP administrators and the STOP TA Project 
should provide training regarding stalking. 

State STOP administrators should support training 
efforts for both law enforcement and prosecution about 
how to handle stalking cases. 

State STOP administrators should support training 
efforts about stalking that promote coordinated cornmu- 
nity responses, including representatives from all disci- 
plines involved. 
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Data Collection and 
Communication Systems 

J 

Efforts to hold offenders accountable for their actions, or even to 
keep victims informed about the progress of their case, often fail due 
to lack of information. Police answering a domestic violence call 
often do not know that an offender has prior offenses, that a woman 
has a protection order or what its conditions include, or that the 
offender is known to have been armed in the past. Prosecutors do not 
know about prior offenses in the current or other jurisdictions, espe- 
cially if they have been pled down to charges such as ”disturbing the 
peace,” ”disorderly conduct,” or ”drunk and disorderly” without 
leaving any trace in the system that they began as domestic violence 
offenses. Judges do not know about violations of their conditions of 
probation or protection orders, or of prior related offenses. Victims 
do not know how far their case has progressed, whether offenders 
have been released from custody, or what their options are in the jus- 
tice system. In addition, crucial mformation about cases is often lost 
because no one used appropriate mechanisms (such as cameras, 
audio and video recorders, forensic rape examination kits or colpo- 
scopes) for recording and preserving it. 

Data and communications projects were included as a funding 
category in the STOP program because good information can make 
a huge difference in the ability of law enforcement, prosecution, 
victim service, judicial, and corrections agencies to do their job on 
cases involving violence against women. A statewide protection 
order registry to which patrol officers have easy access can give 
them vital information at the moment they respond to a domestic 
violence call-information that can protect both victim and law 
enforcement personnel. The same is true about easy access to com- 
plete criminal history files. Law enforcement and prosecution data 
systems that consistently label a case as originating in an offense 
involving violence against women are critical in providing the 
information that will let criminal justice agencies take appropriate 
actions against repeat offenders. 

But most systems in place today do not include codes for DV 
and/or do not maintain them when a case ends up as a non-DV 
charge. Even Polaroid cameras, as simple as the idea may seem, have 
helped create documentary evidence of violence leading to convic- 

Introduction 

Good information can 
make a huge dzflerence in 
the ability of law enforce- 
ment, prosecution, victim 
service, judicial, and cor- 
rections agencies to do 
their job on cases involv- 
ing violence against 
women. 
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tions that would not have happened without photographs of the 
scene. This chapter reports on how agencies have enhanced their effi- 
ciency by using STOP funds for data and communications projects. 

Data Collection and 
Communication 

Projects 

STOP subgrantees have 
interpreted the language of 
the data communication 
systems purpose area 
expansively to address par- 
ticularly acute local needs 
through projects that do 
not entail integrated or 
even automated data and 
corn m u n ica t ion systems. 

The purpose area of data collection and communication systems 
covers efforts to develop, install, or expand such systems. This pur- 
pose area is broad and specifically anticipates that STOP grant 
funds will be used to develop or enhance computerized systems to 
link law enforcement, prosecutors, and courts or to identify and 
track justice system actions to reduce violence against women (e.g., 
arrests, prosecutions, convictions, protection orders, and violations 
of orders). In total, 670 subgrantees reported on their Subgrant 
Award and Performance Reports (SAPRs) that they planned activi- 
ties under this purpose area. To date, evaluation findings of the 
National Center for State Courts’ project focused on projects of this 
type indicate that STOP subgrantees have interpreted the language 
of the purpose area expansively to address particularly acute local 
needs through projects that do not entail integrated or even auto- 
mated data and communication systems. For example, dedicated 
phone lines were installed to support the prosecution of domestic 
violence cases, radio repeaters were purchased to enhance officer 
and victim safety in responding to domestic violence calls in rural 
areas, and databases were created to support intraagency efforts to 
collect data concerning violence against women. 

Few data collection and communication system projects 
enhanced interagency communication through electronic means; 
pooled data among law enforcement, prosecutors, courts, and ser- 
vice providers in an integrated automated system; or coordinated 
grant monies across subgrantees to achieve a regional or statewide 
strategic data system goal. Not unexpectedly, developing major 
data and communication systems has proved to be a massive 
undertaking that experience is showing is mostly not possible with- 
in the scope of the STOP program. The U.S. Department of Justice 
has other vehicles whose mission is more appropriate to large-scale 
data system development, such as the National Institute of Justice’s 
technology arm or the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Perhaps these 
agencies could undertake the work of helping states and localities 
develop the infrastructure necessary for functioning statewide data 
systems. 

Projects with a data collection and communications purpose area 
composed 23 percent (540) of the subgrants reporting performance 
information on their SAPR. These projects addressed a wide variety 
of data/communication system types (table 8.1). As in previous 
years, these subgrantees employed STOP funds for case-tracking or 
record-keeping systems more often than any other purpose. 
Cumulatively, 60 percent of data/communications projects reported 
that STOP funds established or maintained a case-tracking or record- 
keeping system. Thirty-two percent of data projects supported forms 
development or standardization. Protection/restraining order track- 
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ing systems were a focus of 28 percent of data projects, 26 percent 
supported hot line calls, and 20 percent supported victim notification 
systems. Criminal history information was the focus of 14 percent of 
data projects, while 10 percent initiated or expanded capacity to 
receive or make 911 calls. Least frequently cited, a sex offender reg- 
istry was the focus of only 5 percent of data projects. Finally, 21 per- 
cent of data projects supported some other data system. 

Data and Communications Subgrants 

TvDe of Data Proiect 

Percentage of 
Data Projects 

(N=540) 

Case-tracking or record-keeping system 
Forms development or standardization 
Protectionhestraining order tracking system 
Hot line calls 
Other 
Victim notification system 
Criminal history information 
911 calls 
Sex offender registry 

60 
32 
28 
26 
21 
20 
14 
10 
5 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of SAPR data received as of November 15, 1999, 
N=540. 

The SAPR performance reports include information on the 
agencies involved in the development of the data/communications 
system. Subgrantees mentioned law enforcement, prosecution, and 
private, nonprofit victim service agencies most frequently (33, 27, 
and 23 percent, respectively). Courts played a role in developing 
data/communications systems for 12 percent of the data projects, 
public-sector victim services contributed to 10 percent of the pro- 
jects. Corrections made up 8 percent of those named as helping to 
develop these systems. Data projects indicated that both health care 
providers and other service providers assisted in data development 
in 7 percent of projects. Only 5 percent of subgrantees mentioned 
agencies other than those already listed as participants in develop- 
ing data / communication systems. 

Information about which agencies have primary responsibility 
for maintaining the data/communication system reveals some 
interesting patterns (figure 8.1). Although law enforcement agen- 
cies were the most likely to be involved in developing data/ 
communication systems (in 33 percent of projects), the primary 
responsibility for maintaining these systems was most likely to be 
in the hands of nonprofit, nongovernmental victim service agencies 
(35 percent of projects). In contrast, only 28 percent of law enforce- 
ment agencies and only 17 percent of prosecution agencies had pri- 
mary responsibility for maintaining these systems. Only 6 percent 
of data projects named courts and public-sector victim service 
agencies as primarily responsible for data systems. Corrections, 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



124 18 2000 REPORT: EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS 

Twelve percent of the data 
projects reported use by 
agencies across the state, 
and 4 percent of the data 
projects reported use by 
agencies across large 
regions o f the  state. 
However, 33 percent of 
data projects reported that 
only one agency uses the 
system. 

Types of Agencies Involved in Development, Maintenance, and 
Use of Data Systems 

SAPR Analysis (N = 540) 

Law Enforcement 
Agencies 36 

Prosecution Agencies 

courts 
25 

Corrections 
14 

Government Victim 
Services 14 

Health Care 

Other Service Providers 

Percentage involved 
in development 

Percentage primary 
maintenance agency 

Percentage also use 
system 

Other 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 
Percentage o f  Subgrantees 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of SAPR data received as of November 15, 1999, N=540. 

health care providers, and other service providers each have pri- 
mary responsibility for maintaining data systems in less than 5 per- 
cent of these reports. Eight percent of data projects report that some 
other agency has primary maintenance responsibility for the data 
system. 

Quite predictably, agencies’ use of the data system bears a 
strong relationship to the agency’s involvement in data/communi- 
cation design. Approximately one-third of data projects not actual- 
ly maintained by law enforcement and prosecution agencies named 
these agencies as other users of the data systems (36 percent and 33 
percent of projects, respectively). Private victim service followed as 
the next most commonly cited user of these systems, named in 28 
percent of data projects. Interestingly, courts and other agencies 
used data systems far more often than they assisted in their devel- 
opment. Though courts were involved in data system development 
in 12 percent of projects, twice as many (25 percent of data projects) 
listed court agencies as users. Twenty percent of data projects 
reported that other agencies access the data system even though 
they did not assist in the development of data systems for more 
than 5 percent of projects. Other secondary user agencies included 
government victim service agencies and corrections (both 14 per- 
cent of data projects), other service providers (11 percent), and 
health care providers (9 percent). 
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The data projects also reported the geographic location of the 
agencies that access the data/communication system. For 43 
percent of the data projects, agencies using the data system were 
located in the same local jurisdiction, including city, county, com- 
munity, or tribe. Twelve percent of the data projects reported use by 
agencies across the state, and 4 percent of the data projects report- 
ed use by agencies across large regions of the state. However, 33 
percent of data projects reported that only one agency uses the 
system. 

Among SAPRs reported for FY 1997 and FY 1998,171 subgrantees 
with data collection and communication projects reported the basic 
uses to which they put STOP funds (figure 8.2).' The most common 

followed by developing or improving a case- or client-tracking 
system (80 subgrants/47 percent). Relatively few subgrants were 
used to develop or improve a protection order registry (26 sub- 
grants/15 percent). This is in sharp contrast to the first two years of 
the STOP program, when 67 percent of the subgrants applied at 
least some of their funds to protection order registry development. 
Fifty-three subgrants (31 percent) were used for interagency coor- 
dination or planning for integrated data systems, but only 15 sub- 
grantees (9 percent) moved to implementing an integrated data 
system. 

Use O f  STOP Funds for 
Data Collection and 
Communication use of funds was to purchase hardware (99 subgrants/58 percent), 
System Projects 

Use of STOP Grant Funds by Reported Projects 

NCSC Survey of DatalCommunications Subgrants (N = 171) 

99 Purchase hardware 

Developlimprove case1 
client-tracking system 

Interagency coord/planning inte- 
grated data systems 

Purchase software 

Purchase communica- 
tions equipment 

Developlimprove victim 
notification system 

Training on data collection/ 
communication systems 

Develophprove 
protection order registry 

Establish communications 
network 

Software development 

Implementation of an 
integrated data system 
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Number of Subgrantees 
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Variation in Definitions 
of Data Collection and 

Telephone interviews conducted by NCSC with 27 STOP sub- 
grantees provided a closer view of the types of activities sub- 
grantees identified as data and communication system projects. 
The interviews revealed that subgrantees used varying definitions 
for software and hardware, communications network, training, 
development, and, most particularly, integration. Software includ- 
ed office automation software, forms development software, data- 
base management software, and database development software. 
Hardware was defined variously as personal computers, radio 
repeaters, and video or still cameras, as well as hardware to support 
network infrastructure. A communications network might be 
defined as a telephone notification protocol for shelter vacancies or 
availability of services for batterers or victims. 

Communication 
'ystems 

Training was not focused exclusively on using the data or com- 
munication equipment or system, but instead encompassed train- 
ing of law enforcement, prosecutors, and community stakeholders 
in the indicators of domestic violence, creation and implementation 
of a safety plan, and the completion of domestic violence incident 
reports. Development covered a wide range of objectives, from cre- 
ating forms and curricula to building case management and ser- 
vices management systems. Integration most typically included 
regular communication of information by any means, not typically 
electronic, among justice partners and nongovernmental entities 
responding to domestic violence. 

ADMtNlSTRATlON OF JUSTICE STUDIES, MESA COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE, MESA, ARIZONA: Develop training programs and 
mateerials to enhance the knowledge of violence against women 
within the law enforcement, courts, and corrections communi- 
ties, including a model training program to assist probation and 
parole in responding to domestic violence, a video and accom- 
panying handbook outlining an effective law enforcement 
response to violence against women, a court response train- 
the-trainer program, and a Web site at http://www.mc.maricopa. 
edulacaderniclsoc-scilajslvaw. 

RAPE COUNSELING SERVICES OF FRESNO, INC., FRESNO, 
CALIFORNIA: Purchase and adapt the SART program, a data 
processing system for information about sexual assault victims. 
Information is stored by individual case record, but with no per- 
sonal identifiers, and can be aggregated in a variety of ways, 
including by the number of victims, the location of assaults, and 
use of weapons. Information in the system is shared with local 
law enforcement, prosecution, hospitals, other shelters, and 
other sexual assault crisis centers. 
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Activities of Data Collection and Communication Swstem Proiects (continued) 

(continued) 
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Activities of Data Collection and Communication Swstem Proiects (continued) 

Strategic Use of STOP 
Funds for Data 
Collection and 

Projects 

The wide range of data collection and communication system pro- 
jects reflects differences in the degree to which state STOP adminis- 
trators applied standards for or coordinated the use of STOP 
monies to support data collection and communication systems. In 
many instances, the data collected were specific to the subgrant 
itself or were used to meet subgrant reporting requirements. Data 
collection aimed at increasing the total knowledge base of violence 
against women either at an individual case level or at the aggregate 
level was less typical. One project enabled a subgrantee to go 
beyond collecting data related to its operations to provide statisti- 
cal information for local, state, and national reporting, yet the sub- 
grantee had to manually compute its statistics due to the limitations 
of the database it created. The subgrantee indicated that its efforts 
would have been improved if the state had made greater efforts to 
develop unified and standardized reporting protocols and to facili- 
tate coordination and networking among agencies. 

Communication 
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Many statewide and some local projects ackueved greater success 
in meeting the goals outlined by the Violence Against Women Act 
(VAWA) through more coordinated efforts. For example, Delaware 
capitalized on its long history of information sharing across branches 
of government and between local and state entities. Building on five 
separate information systems2 in existence in 1989, Delaware today 
provides seamless information sharing between the major compo- 
nents of the Delaware Justice Information System (DELJIS), including 
the Criminal Justice Information System and the Judicial Information 
Center (JIC). The JIC electronically generates Protection from Abuse 
(PFA) orders when the family court judge signs an order. This infor- 
mation is immediately available to law enforcement through DELJIS. 

Delaware statutes require relinquishment of firearms by gun 
owners subject to a PFA. STOP subgrant monies were used to 
develop an automated printed notice to the registered owner when 
the PFA is issued. A component of this system’s application moni- 
tors the gun owner’s compliance with the relinquishment notice. In 
Delaware’s project, STOP subgrant monies were used for a limited 
and narrowly targeted purpose, but the project fit within the con- 
text of a thriving, integrated environment already addressing 
issues of violence against women. Delaware’s advantage of imple- 
menting a range of strategies allowed the specificity of this funding 
to fill a fundamental gap and enhance the delivery of justice ser- 
vices overall. This is in contrast to other narrowly targeted projects 
where overall goals have not been defined and projects are not syn- 
ergistically linked to provide a strategic approach to resolving the 
problems of violence against women. Although Delaware’s small 
size and population have contributed to the success of this effort, 
the strategic planning efforts of its leaders were essential. 

Another example of a data collection and communication sys- 
tem developed within a coordinated community response to vio- 
lence against women is the Rapid Enforcement and Containment 
Tracking (REACT) program established by the Miami Police 
Department. The data collection and communication system por- 
tion of the project is a local area network consisting of two PCs and 
five laptop computers connected to a central server to support the 
REACT unit. The overall goals of the REACT program are to raise 
awareness of domestic violence in all segments of the community, 
to identify potentially volatile situations, and to promote the use of 
appropriate services before violence or more serious violence 
occurs. Law enforcement officers responding to calls for service are 
trained to gather information to assess the offender’s risk for 
domestic violence regardless of the type of call. The information is 
communicated to the REACT unit, which analyzes the offender’s 
level of risk. The REACT unit also participates in all fatality 
reviews, which lets it continually evaluate the validity and scope of 
its risk factors. Information currently collected tracks identified 
high-risk offenders through their various contacts with the police 
department and other components of the justice system. It includes 
warrant status, incident and arrest data, reasons for declining pros- 

In many instances, the 
data collected were specific 
to the subgrant i tsevor 
were used to meet sub- 
grant reporting require- 
ments. Data collection 
aimed at increasing the 
total knowledge base of 
violence against women 
either at an individual case 
level or at the aggregate 
level was less typical. 
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ecution, services offered to and used by the offender, pretrial and 
postconviction conditions of release, and case dispositions. 

Progress Toward the 
vision of Data System 

Integration 

Current information about the use of STOP grants for data collec- 
tion and communication system projects indicates that without a 
basic infrastructure to support individual agency operations aimed 
at identifying, curbing, and treating violence against women, the 
establishment of a fully integrated response cannot become a reali- 
ty. In addition, local agency efforts need assistance in building com- 
patible infrastructures in order to ensure that when connectivity 
with other agencies is desired, it can be acheved. This cannot be 
done without a coherent approach that addresses violence against 
women across agencies, across jurisdictions, and across politics. 
Yet, the definition, creation, and support of programs to curb and 
treat violence against women cannot occur in a vacuum, ignoring 
the individual agency’s other operational responsibilities. These 
complex issues are difficult to address through the smaller sub- 
grants that the STOP program supports, which typically fund parts 
of projects or fill gaps in systems. However, some subgrantees are 
finding reasonable success in meeting these challenges. 

(continued) 
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Examples (continued) 

(continued) 
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Examples (continued) 

Repofled Impact of 

C0I"llUniCatiOn 
System Projects 

Thirty-six subgrantees reported self-assessments of the impact of 
their data collection and communication system projects on their 
response to violence against women (figure 8.3). Eighteen of these 
subgrantees have statistical data to measure the impact they report- 
ed, but 11 of them have no assessment information. Three reported 
having ratings from system users and four have ratings from vic- 
tims. This low level of measurement is an obvious impediment to 
effective program evaluation. 

Data Collection and 

The top three areas of impact were fairly general and related to 
greater availability of information and stronger ties across agencies 
addressing violence against women. Twenty-one subgrantees (58 
percent) reported having more reliable or immediately available 
information upon which to base decisions. Most of the subgrants 
reporting this impact involved an automated data system or a 
database of some type. Eighteen of the subgrantees (50 percent) 
reported having stronger linkages across agencies to provide a 
more coordinated response to victims. This set of subgrantees was 
a mix of automated data system projects and various types of com- 
munications projects. Sixteen of these subgrantees (47 percent) 
reported improved ability to provide services to victims of violence 
against women as a result of enhanced communications across 
agencies. This set of subgrantees also had a mix of project types, but 
the mix was not the same as the set of subgrants that reported 
stronger linkages across agencies. 

The next most common project effects (each reported by 10 or 11 
subgrantees) were more specific. This second tier of impact includ- 
ed improved police response based on information about prior inci- 
dents, greater accountability of prosecutors through case tracking, 
increased batterer accountability through compliance tracking, and 
greater victim safety through notification measures. The lowest 
rung of project effects (each reported by 5 or 6 subgrantees) includ- 
ed earlier identification of domestic violence and sexual assault 
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Impact of Data CollectionlCommunication System Projects on the Response to  
Violence Against Women 

NCSC Survey of DatalCommunications Subgrants ( N  = 171) 

Stronger enforcement of protection 
orders through a centralized registry 

Earlier identification of domestic 
violence/sexual assault cases 

Sentencing enhancements 
for repeat offenders 

Better victim services through 
cross-agency communication 
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Number of Subgrantees 

cases, stronger enforcement of protection orders through a central- 
ized registry, and sentencing enhancements for repeat offenders 
who were not previously tracked. 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Future STOP funding priorities should define more clearly Recommendations 
what activities and goals qualify as data collection and as 
communication within this purpose area. 

A few STOP-funded projects in the data collection and com- 
munication system purpose area are carrying out the vision 
of the policymakers who hoped to see more computerized 
systems linking justice system components or identifying 
and tracking justice system actions to reduce violence 
against women. The majority of the STOP data collection 
and communication system projects, however, were 
designed to fill a single and, most often, compartmentalized 
and localized requirement. 

The Violence Against Women Office (VAWO) should ensure 
that states have strategic plans to address the need for 
stronger data and communication systems to aid in handling 
crimes of violence against women, and that individual pro- 
grams receiving funding make sense in light of that plan. 
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Fostering the development of technologically competent 
data systems that can be integrated with other data systems 
will require greater coordination and direction by state-level 
administrators of STOP and other VAWA monies. The direc- 
tion and goals of programs applying for funds should be 
consonant with the strategic direction of the state in address- 
ing the issue of violence against women. Without ensuring 
that states have a strategic plan to address the issue of vio- 
lence against women, and further ensuring that individual 
programs receiving funding make sense in light of that plan, 
it is difficult to assist local entities to resolve particular 
issues in ways that contribute to these wider goals of reduc- 
ing, prosecuting, and preventing violence against women. 
The goal of addressing violence against women through 
data and communication systems also should not be sepa- 
rated from the broader goal of integrated criminal justice 
involving all the community’s justice partners and service 
providers in providing a comprehensive response to ensure 
community safety. 

States should support small, focused database projects/sys- 
tems that link together existing data systems in communities. 

Efforts to induce several agencies to change their own 
record-keeping systems so they can become part of a larger 
system of shared information often fail. Agencies are too 
invested in their own systems, which, in addition to data 
elements of common interest across agencies, usually con- 
tain items whose specialized purpose is relevant only to the 
activities of one type of agency. Rather than continuing to 
fail in the face of these inherent barriers, states would do 
better to fund efforts to take data from several systems and 
link them in such a way that they make sense and are useful 
together but do not destroy the usefulness of each agency’s 
data for its own purposes. 

Future STOP funding priorities should promote more proac- 
tive projects, such as systems that track information on prior 
incidents of violence by identified perpetrators and use 
linked and coordinated data systems. 

Some projects under STOP’S data and communication sys- 
tems purpose area fall within a broad conceptualization of 
data collection and communication, such as purchasing 
equipment to gather evidence or to enhance radio and tele- 
phone communications. Others involve the creation of com- 
puter databases, but most of these databases are freestand- 
ing and support only the individual agency‘s operations. 
Indeed, these projects are valuable and assist police in 
responding to incidents of violence against women, prose- 
cutors in convicting offenders, and victim service providers 
in tracking their clients. They are, however, generally reac- 
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tive and do not advance the goal of violence prevention 
through linked and coordinated data systems. 

States should require datdcommunications projects to have a 
plan for training system end users to use the system and 
showing managers in agencies using the system how to ana- 
lyze data from the system in ways that will promote agency 
development. Many data systems fail because end users (the 
people who have to enter the data and who want to use it on 
a daily basis) never get the appropriate training. 

A key factor in effecting sustained system improvements 
would be ensuring that the people who have the most inter- 
est in using the system want to use it and know how to use it. 
Initial involvement and subsequent training are the keys to 
making this happen. Ideally, a system should not be devel- 
oped without the participation of end users, because if the 
needs of end users are not met, they will not use the system 
and all system development will have been for nothing. 
Once the system is developed, all end users need to receive 
training in how to enter data and how to use the data once 
they are in the system. The positive reinforcement received 
by obtaining necessary results will help to ensure that the 
data in the system are of high quality. 

States should require datdcommunications projects to have a 
plan for obtaining support for continued operation after the 
STOP-funded development phase ends. Unless support for 
the programs is incorporated into local, regional, and state 
operating budgets, the data systems will not be sustained. 

Another key factor in effecting sustained system improve- 
ments would be incorporating support for programs cur- 
rently receiving STOP funds into local, regional, and state 
operational budgets. Less than half of the 36 STOP sub- 
grantees providing detailed information about their 
data/communications projects have secured or are likely to 
secure permanent funding in their agencies’ budgets. A few 
promising projects have been discontinued because funds 
were no longer available. Until the funding structure for 
these programs is secure, the progress gained as a result of 
these programs is not likely to continue. 

VAWO should support the STOP TA Project to create a new 
section of its Promising Practices Manual focusing on the best 
options for pursuing data and communication projects. 

Most jurisdictions and agencies are at ground zero in devel- 
oping sophisticated data and communication systems and 
would profit from informative examples showing what can 
be accomplished and how it can help agencies do their jobs 
better. 
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Notes 1. The National Center for State Courts (NCSC), which is evaluating the 
impact of data collection and communication systems projects funded by 
STOP grants, collected most of the information and wrote most of this chap- 
ter. The NCSC conducted three surveys, with each subsequent survey drilling 
deeper into the respondents’ information. The first questionnaire asked the 
subgrantees to identify how subgrant funds were used (responses from 171 
subgrantees using at least some part of the grant funds for creating new or 
improving current data collection and communication systems). From a sam- 
ple of 80 1997-98 subgrantees, 36 completed a second questionnaire request- 
ing more detailed information. Finally, NCSC project staff interviewed 27 of 
these subgrantees for further details about the projects. Urban Institute staff 
added the information obtained from SAPRs through November 15,1999. 

2. Computerized Criminal History, Uniform Crime Reporting, Department of 
Corrections inmate tracking system, Disposition Reporting System of the 
Justice of the Peace courts, and the Judicial Information Center, which serves 
the Courts of Common Pleas, Wilmington Municipal Court (phased out in 
1998), and Family Courts. 
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The Office of Justice Programs’ (OJP) Violence Against Women 
Office (VAWO) administers the STOP formula grant program. 
VAWO makes grant awards to states and territories, advises 
grantees in planning for and dispersing funds, interprets STOP- 
related regulations, and monitors grantees’ performance. In addi- 
tion, through its technical assistance, research, and evaluation 
efforts conducted in collaboration with other OJP offices, VAWO 
works to build system capacity and promote promising practices at 
the state and local level. 

On February 26, 1999, VAWO awarded $138.4 million to states 
and territories for their fiscal year (FY) 1999 STOP programs. 
VAWO again allowed states to use administrative funds (up to 5 
percent of the total grant amount) to prepare implementation plans 
and then authorized spending the remaining funds once the imple- 
mentation plans had been approved. This chapter describes 
VAWO’s administration of these funds. 

VAWA requires STOP administrators and subgrantees to report 
information to the attorney general about subgrant awards and per- 
formance. This information forms the basis of the Urban Institute’s 
reports and is used to meet the requirements for an annual report to 
Congress describing how STOP funds have been spent and what 
they have accomplished. In addition, the database created from the 
information contained in subgrant reports is used by all evaluation 
grantees involved with the national STOP evaluation to select appro- 
priate projects for more intensive examination, as well as by VAWO 
program managers for monitoring VAWO grants. 

Grant Application and 

Requirements 
Monitoring 

In FY 1999, VAWO continued to refine its processes for collect- 
ing information from applicants, making awards, and monitoring 
grantee performance. VAWO served as one of the pilot-test offices 
for OJP’s automated Grants Management System (GMS), which 
uses the Internet to transmit information and is intended to stream- 
line the receipt, review, and processing of grant applications. In FY 
2000, all applicants to OJP grant programs will be required to sub- 
mit information online through GMS. 
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VAWO's Cooperative 
Agreements for 

Technical Assistance 

Through cooperative agreements with nonprofit, nongovernmental 
organizations, VAWO offers technical assistance to state STOP 
administrators and STOP subgrantees to help them develop coor- 
dinated community-based responses to violence against women 
reinforced by partnerships among law enforcement, the courts, 
prosecution, and advocates for victims. 

In 1999, VAWO supported the following technical assistance 
activities: 

Sexual assault coalitions in Connecticut, Illinois, Minnesota, 
New York, and Washington state continued a project to pro- 
vide technical assistance and resources to developing coali- 
tions in other states, to serve as mentors to coalition leaders 
and key staff, and to develop strategies for improving the 
responses of communities and criminal justice systems to 
sexual assault. The project partners provided telephone con- 
sultation, resource materials, and on-site consultations and 
conducted regional multicoalition meetings. 

The American Prosecutors Research Institute (APRI) con- 
ducted seven workshops for prosecutors on state-of-the-art 
procedures for handling domestic violence and sexual 
assault cases. Five workshops focused on domestic violence 
and stallung cases; two workshops focused on sexual assault 
cases. The workshops taught prosecutors to approach and 
handle criminal cases involving violence against women in 
a manner that best promotes victim safety, offender account- 
ability, and change in the community's climate toward zero 
tolerance for such violence. 

The workshops were led by a multidisciplinary faculty and 
trained over 150 prosecutors nationwide. In addition, APRI 
developed an instructional videotape for prosecutors and 
law enforcement officers on the investigation and prosecu- 
tion of Rohypnol- and GHB-related sexual assaults. To 
accompany the videotape, APRI produced a companion 
binder of resource materials.' APRI also offered advice and 
information to prosecutors on domestic violence, sexual 
assault, and stalking cases. 

Through a cooperative agreement funded jointly by VAWO 
and the Department of Justice's Office of Community 
Oriented Policing Services, the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police (IACP) in cooperation with police chiefs and 
victim advocates from across the country developed a 
model policy in FY 1998 for police departments addressing 
the problem of police officers who commit domestic vio- 
lence. In FY 1999, IACP continued to provide technical assis- 
tance to law enforcement agencies nationwide in adopting 
and implementing the policy. 
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IACP also developed a handbook for law enforcement offi- 
cers on enforcing the full faith and credit provision of the 
1994 VAWA, which requires states and territories to fully 
enforce orders of protection issued by other states and terri- 
tories. The handbook includes a summary of the VAWA full 
faith and credit provision and a checklist for determining 
whether an order of protection is entitled to it. IACP is dis- 
tributing the booklet to law enforcement agencies across the 
country and using it as the basis for training2 

The National Organization for Women, Legal Defense and 
Education Fund, National Judicial Education Project (NJEP) 
continued to offer workshops for judges on Understanding 
Sexual Violence: The Judicial Response to Stranger and 
Nonstranger Rape and Sexual Assault and produced the work- 
shop curriculum as a self-directed video and workbook 
training for judges to use individually or in small groups. 
The curriculum is relevant to both trial and appellate judges 
and covers such topics as the impact of rape and sexual 
assault on complainants, rape myths and stereotypes and 
how they can be surfaced during an effective voir dire, sex 
offenders and sex offender treatment, sentencing, and vic- 
tim impact statements. NJEP is currently adapting the cur- 
riculum to a training program for prosecutors, emphasizing 
a victim-centered approach to sexual assault cases. 

The University of Minnesota continued to work collaborative- 
ly with VAWO to offer immediate access to information 
through Violence Against Women Online Resources, a Web site 
that provides advocacy, criminal justice, legal, and social ser- 
vice professionals with current information on interventions 
to stop violence against women.3 The Web site offers a range 
of training and resource materials developed by STOP-funded 
projects as well as other sources and houses a document 
library containing information on a variety of issues pertaining 
to violence against women: dynamics of domestic violence, 
stalking, and sexual assault of women; enforcement of protec- 
tion orders and full faith and credit; model legislation; batter- 
er intervention programs; child maltreatment and domestic 
violence; and promising practices of model programs. 

The National Center for Rural Law Enforcement (NCRLE) 
trained 75 rural sheriffs and police chiefs on how to improve 
their responses to sexual assault crimes and enhance ser- 
vices for sexual assault victims. NCRLE maintains a man- 
agerial focus in the curriculum to encourage sheriffs and 
chiefs of police to evaluate their agencies’ current practices. 
Having modified the curriculum to emphasize the dynam- 
ics of sexual assault in rural communities and promote com- 
munity prevention strategies, NCLRE will train another 100 
sheriffs and chiefs t h s  year and start training for rural offi- 
cers on investigating sexual assault cases. 
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The STOP TA 
1999 

Assistance 

j Project’s 
Technic a I 

Since 1995, VAWO has funded the Pennsylvania Coalition Against 
Domestic Violence STOP TA project to be the primary provider of 
technical assistance to STOP grantees and subgrantees. In M 1999, 
the STOP TA project worked closely with state administrators 
through regional meetings, bimonthly memoranda, conference 
calls, and site visits to build the capacity of subgrantees to develop 
and implement initiatives that can change the way in which the 
criminal justice system addresses domestic violence, sexual assault, 
and stalking. This technical assistance has been well received and 
has played a key role in helping states and subgrantees meet the 
requirements and goals of VAWA. 

Regional Meetings for State STOP Grant 
Administrators 
The STOP TA Project continued in FY 1999 to convene regional 
meetings of state STOP administrators. The meetings focused on 
issues raised in the 1998 Report of the Urban Institute’s ongoing 
national evaluation of the STOP program and by participants. They 
were designed to facilitate cross-state learning and problem solving 
among administrators facing similar issues and challenges. Topics 
included how to reach out to underserved populations, how to 
address the needs of sexual assault survivors, how to build sus- 
tainable programs, and how to collect data for evaluation. 

Outreach to  State Administrators and Subgrantees 
In addition to responding to requests for information and assistance, 
the STOP TA Project proactively shares information, strategtes, and 
promising practices with state STOP administrators and subgrantees. 
As a means of introducing itself to newly appointed administrators 
and assisting with their orientation, the STOP TA Project provides each 
with an administrator’s manual containing sections on complying 
with federal grant requirements, developing solicitation programs, 
and working with domestic violence and sexual assault coalitions. The 
manual also has a section providing answers to state STOP adminis- 
trators’ most frequently asked questions. The STOP TA Project also 
writes the bimonthly Administrative Memoranda, which covers a nun- 
ber of issues of interest to admirustrators and subgrantees. 

In FY 1999, the STOP TA Project continued to organize monthly 
conference calls to provide technical assistance related to grant 
administration or program implementation. During these calls, 
state administrators and subgrantees heard about successful 
strategies from peers and technical consultants and discussed a 
wide range of topics including law enforcement training, judicial 
involvement, VAWA regulations, sexual assault nurse examiner 
programs, fatality reviews, older women, civil legal assistance, and 
battered immigrant women. Discussions are often continued in 
greater depth in Administrative Memoranda. The calls have proven to 
be very successful, with 15 to 20 states represented in each call. 
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Site Consultations 
In 1999, the STOP TA Project hosted two site consultations to pro- 
vide administrators and subgrantees with an opportunity to exam- 
ine firsthand one community’s coordinated response to violence 
against women. During these consultations, participants observed 
specific programs, heard presentations by those responsible for 
implementing these initiatives, and engaged in informal discus- 
sions and extended question-and-answer periods. Participants also 
had an opportunity to work with their state colleagues on plans for 
adapting strategies to their own communities. 

The first consultation, held in March in Chicago, involved 27 par- 
ticipants from 13 states. Participants were able to meet face-to-face 
with experts from the field and visit the local program. The second 
took place in April in Ann Arbor, Michigan, and included 38 partici- 
pants from 19 states. In response to administrators’ requests, the 
STOP TA Project is planning to coordinate a site consultation in West 
Virginia in May 2000 that will focus on the needs of rural grantees. 

Individualized Technical Assistance 
Through its toll-free phone line, fax, and e-mail, the STOP TA 
Project continued to provide technical assistance on adapting 
model/promising programs and offered referrals to other special- 
ized technical assistance providers. In addition, the STOP TA 
Project began to offer intensive, individualized technical assistance 
through on-site consultations with STOP administrators and sub- 
grantees. The STOP TA Project also continues to work with VAWO 
in annually reviewing state implementation plans to identify tech- 
nical assistance needs. 

Sexual Assault Initiatives 
In 1999, the STOP TA Project conducted a number of activities to 
assist grantees in addressing sexual assault. With the input of a sex- 
ual assault advisory group, project staff again held regional meet- 
ings and conference calls with state STOP administrators and 
focused the first two promising practices workshops on sexual 
assault issues. Additionally, STOP TA staff worked with other 
VAWO-funded sexual assault technical assistance providers, 
including the American Prosecutors Research Institute (prosecutor 
training), the Sexual Assault Resource Sharing Project (including an 
initiative to bring sexual assault and domestic violence state coali- 
tions together), and the National Center for Women and Policing 
(law enforcement training). 

Promising Practices Initiative 
The Promising Practices Initiative, a series of activities undertaken 
to highlight innovative strategies that improve the criminal and 
civil justice system’s response to violence against women, contin- 
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ued in FY 1999 with a series of workshops for STOP subgrantees. 
Each workshop examined in depth one issue related to violence 
against women (e.g., a Denver session looked at the role of multi- 
disciplinary response teams) and identified innovative approaches 
to resolving it. A key objective of the workshop discussions was to 
promote collaboration among law enforcement, prosecution, and 
victim services. In spring 1999, the STOP TA Project developed a 
promising programs guide for law enforcement, prosecution, and 
victim service providers. A comprehensive promising practices 
database from STOP-funded projects is under development. 

Special Projects 
In response to recommendations from the Urban Institute to pro- 
mote projects from underserved communities, the STOP TA Project 
supported two initiatives focusing on rural areas: (1) training rural 
criminal justice systems to conduct safety audits and (2) developing 
advisory councils and providing training to rural criminal justice 
agencies to address the needs of domestic violence and sexual 
assault victims who are disabled, elderly, or women of color. 

In April 1999, the STOP TA Project brought together researchers, 
state STOP administrators, and technical assistance providers to par- 
ticipate in an evaluation focus group to identrfy grantees' needs for 
technical assistance to collect data and carry out program evaluations. 
The STOP TA Project hopes to expand efforts in i3-w area in 2000. 

Collaborations 
The STOP TA Project collaborates with other VAWO-funded tech- 
nical assistance providers. For example, project staff worked with 
the Criminal Division of the Battered Women's Justice Project in 
developing a curriculum for a series of Advocacy Institutes 
designed to enhance the capacity of community-based domestic 
violence victim advocates to serve the needs of victims and partici- 
pate in coordinated community responses. 

Additionally, the STOP TA Project participated in the develop- 
ment and implementation of Judicial Institutes on domestic vio- 
lence with the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges. It also worked with the American Bar Association to con- 
duct a conference call and to plan an upcoming workshop on the 
needs of battered immigrant women. 

~ ~~ 

The many research and technical assistance activities that VAWO 
supports have produced a number of publications and reports that 
may be useful to readers of this report and to others interested in 
developing projects to assist women victims of violence. Prior sec- 
tions of this chapter have already described some of these materi- 
als and given contact information for obtaining them. Here we list 
other material, along with information about how to obtain it. 

STOP Technical 
Assistance and 

Evaluation Publications 
Supported by VAWO 
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VAWO Stalking and Domestic Violence Report 
VAWO regularly reports to Congress about the status of stalking 
and domestic violence. The third such annual report is available 
from that office. 

VAWO. 1998. Third Annual Report to Congress on Stalking and 
Domestic Violence. Washington, D.C.: Office of Justice 
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. 

ILJ Reports and Web Links 
The Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ) maintains Web links for 
domestic violence and sexual assault with support from VAWO. ILJ 
monitors Internet activity for new Web pages devoted to domestic 
violence and has now identified over 450 sites related to domestic 
violence. The information provided at these sites continues to be of 
three general types. First are sites providing general information 
about domestic violence for the public, including information 
about the incidence of domestic violence, its etiology, and warning 
symptoms. Second are sites providing dormation to practitioners, 
including police, prosecutors, physicians, and service advocates. 
The third type of domestic violence sites includes those directed at 
providing victims of domestic violence with information about 
where to obtain help. This includes addresses and phone numbers 
of advocacy organizations, shelters, police or prosecutor agencies’ 
domestic violence unit staff, and hot lines. ILJ’s link page to these 
450+ sites is located at http:/ /www.ilj.org. 

ILJ has also created a link to sexual assault Web pages, identify- 
ing more than 250 Web pages with sexual assault content. This page 
follows a format similar to that for domestic violence: policy 
information, national organizations, and local providers. ILJ’s link 
page to the sexual assault Web pages is also located at http:// 
www.ilj .org. 

ILJ has also reviewed state laws pertaining to domestic violence 
and sexual assault and conducted overview research on stalking. 
Several reports contain its findings, including: 

Institute for Law and Justice. 1998. 1998 Session Laws: 
Domestic Violence, Stalking, and Sexual Assault Legislation. 
Alexandria, Va.: author. 

Institute for Law and Justice. 1997. 1997 Domestic Violence 
Legislation Review (update of legislation reviewed in 1996). 
Alexandria, Va.: author. 

Institute for Law and Justice. 1996. Domestic Violence 
Legislation Afecting Police and Prosecutor Responsibilities in the 
United States: Inferences from a 50-State Review of State 
Statutory Codes. Alexandria, Va.: author. 
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Institute for Law and Justice. 1997. Review of State SexuaZ 
Assault Laws. Alexandria, Va.: author. 

University of Arizona Report 
The Tribal Law Project of the Department of American Indian Studies 
at the University of Arizona has spent several years examining the 
ways in which the STOP set-aside for grants to Indian tribes has been 
affecting practices toward victims of violence among Indian women. 
Its final report is available from NIJ (grant number 96-WT-NX-0006) 
or from the first author at eluna@u.arizona.edu. 

Luna, Eileen M., Daniel B. Ferguson, Robert A. Williams, Jr., 
Robert A. Stafford, Agnes Attakai, Leah J. Carpenter, and 
Julie Hailer. 1999. Impact Evaluation of STOP Grant Programs 
for Reducing Violence Against Women Among Indian Tribes. 
Tucson, Ariz.: University of Arizona. 

Justice Research and Statistics Association Report 
VAWO supported the Justice Research and Statistics Association 
(JRSA) efforts to review the availability of state databases that con- 
tained reports from law enforcement and/or prosecution agencies 
about domestic violence and /or sexual assault crimes and cases. 
The following is the most recent report of JRSA's findings, which 
replaces earlier reports. It is available on the JRSA Web site: 
http:/ /www.jrsa.org. 

Orchowsky Stan, with Candace Johnson. 1999. Domestic 
Violence and Sexual Assault Data Collection Systems in the States. 
Washington, D.C.: Justice Research and Statistics Association. 

The STOP TA Project's Promising Practices Manual 
As noted earlier in this chapter, the STOP TA Project conducts a 
number of activities focused on identifying and disseminating 
promising practices for law enforcement, prosecution, victim 
services, and other agencies with respect to domestic violence, sex- 
ual assault, and stalking. The project has written a manual describ- 
ing these practices, which is available from the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service at 800-851-3420 or by e-mail at 
asknjrs@ncjrs.org. The reference number for the manual is NCJ- 
1722 17. 

Kuriansky, J.A., ed. 1999. Promising Practices: Improving the 
Criminal Justice System Response to Violence Against Women. 
Washington, D.C.: STOP TA Project. 

Urban Institute Publications 
Over the five years of its national evaluation of the STOP program, 
the Urban Institute has published several reports and papers of its 
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findings. These are listed from most to least recent, and all are avail- 
able on the Urban Institute‘s Web page: http:/ /www.urban.org. 

Burt, M.R., A.V Harrell, L.J. Raymond, B. Iwen, K. 
Schlichter, B. Katz, L. Bennett, and K. Thompson. 1999.1999 
Report: Evaluation of the STOP Block Grants to Combat Violence 
Against Women Under the Violence Against Women Act of 1994. 
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Bennett, L.E., and M.R. Burt. 1999. ”Reaching Out to Women 
Victims of Violence in Underserved Communities: Progress 
and Pitfalls.” Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Schlichter, K.A., and K.M. Thompson. 1999. ”Promoting 
System Change: An Evaluation of STOP Subgrantee 
Collaboration and Coordination of Services for Women 
Victims of Violence.” Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Burt, M.R., L. Newmark, L. Jacobs, and A.V. Harrell. 1998. 
1998 Report: Evaluation of the STOP Block Grants to Combat 
Violence Against Women Under The Violence Against Women 
Act of 1994. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Aron, L., and L. Newmark. 1998. ”The S.T.O.P. Violence 
Against Women Grants: Program Implementation and 
Initial Funding Strategies.” Criminal Justice Policy Review 9 
(2): 233-59. 

Burt, M.R., A.V. Harrell, L. Newmark, L.Y. Aron, L. Jacobs, 
et al. 1997. Evaluation Guidebook for Projects Funded by STOP 
Formula Grants Under the Violence Againsf Women Act. 
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. September. 

Burt, M.R., L. Newmark, K. Olson, L. Aron, and A.V. Harrell. 
1997. 1997 Report: Evaluation of the STOP Block Grants to 
Combat Violence Against Women Under the Violence Against 
Women Act of 1994. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Burt, M.R. 1997. ”The Effects of Victimization: What We 
Know, What Is Missing, and Implications for Assuring the 
Impact and Effectiveness of VOCA.” In A Report ofthe Victim 
Needs Strategic Planning Meeting, Office for Victims of Crime 
and the National Institute of Justice, March 10. Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. 

Burt, M.R., L. Newmark, M. Norris, D. Dyer, and A.V. 
Harrell. 1996. The Violence Against Women Act of 1994: 
Evaluation of the STOP Block Grants to Combat Violence Against 
Women. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 
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State STOP Agency 
Subgrant Award 

The 1999 Report included an examination of state STOP agency sub- 
grant award processes and timetables, based on a telephone survey 
of state STOP administrators conducted by the Urban Institute in 
summer 1998. Because the findings of this survey with respect to 
state timetables for awarding STOP funds are critical for under- 
standing the pattern of reporting on the SAPRs that we have seen 
for several years now, we are repeating these findings in this report. 
Please note that we have not repeated the survey, and the data still 
pertain only to the first three fiscal years of the STOP program. 
However, there is every reason to believe that by the program’s 
third year, state procedures and timetables were quite well estab- 
lished and unlikely to change in any significant way, so the findings 
of the 1998 survey are still valid today. 

Processes 

The State STOP Administrator Survey found that states gener- 
ally follow similar processes for distributing STOP grants but vary 
a great deal in: (a) when they begin and end these activities; (b) how 
they carry them out; and (c) the time that it takes to complete them. 
For the most part, the award process in each state includes the same 
steps subsequent to receiving notice of the award from VAWO: 
planning, sending out requests for proposals (RFPs), assessing pro- 
posals, notifying applicants of awards, and disbursing funds. 
However, some states change the order of these activities, and there 
is a great deal of variance in the amount of time it takes for states to 
complete the awards process from beginning to end. 

Figure 9.1 presents a time line covering the four and one-half 
years from July 1994 through December 1998 when states were 
engaged in activities related to the FY 1995, FY 1996, or FY 1997 
STOP awards. Figure 9.1 highlights interstate differences in the tim- 
ing of the various components of the awards process. Each of the 
six major blocks or rows in the figure represents a different part of 
the subgrant award process, as noted at the far left (from VAWO 
notice through the first subgrantee start date). Within each block 
are three lines representing the three fiscal years of interest (FY 
1995, FY 1996, and FY 1997). At the left end of every line is a square 
(a) denoting the month in which the first state began the particular 
activity (e.g., the first state to receive VAWO notice of award for FY 
1995 reports receiving that notice in February 1995). Somewhere 
along every line is a diamond (e) representing the month in which 
80 percent of the states had begun the activity (e.g., 80 percent of 
states had begun planning for their FY 1995 allocation by the end of 
June 1995). At the end of each line is a triangle (A) representing the 
month in which the last state began the activity. 

As can be seen, states are on very different time lines and have 
been from the beginning of STOP. For instance, the first state to 
begin planning for FY 1995 did so in August 1994 (even before the 
VAWA legislation passed), while the last state to begin planning for 
FY 1995 did so in September 1996-a span of two years and one 
month. The first state to begin each activity for FY 1997 did so 
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before all or even 80 percent of states had completed that same 
activity for FY 1996. 

The variety in state time lines is especially apparent with regard 
to RFPs. The last state to send out RFPs for FY 1995 funding did so 
at the same time that the first state sent out RFPs for FY 1997 funds. 
Some of these timing anomalies can be explained by the almost 
simultaneous federal awarding of FY 1996 and FY 1997 funds (on 
average, in October and December of 1996, respectively), as dis- 
cussed below. However, it appears that some states have become 
quite efficient at awarding funds while others are still struggling to 
make timely awards. 

Recommendations The first recommendation presented here with respect to VAWO 
activities is new, while the second and third are much the same as 
in years past. The need for continued technical assistance still 
exists, so these recommendations are repeated here. 

VAWO should require all states to submit an annual report on 
their goals, activities, and achievements for the previous fiscal 
year at the same time they submit their grant applications and 
implementation plans for the coming fiscal year. 

Many state STOP administrators express their frustration 
that they never ”get to show what they have accomplished.” 
At the same time, no source of information is available at the 
national level to reflect state administrators’ views on what 
they were trying to do, changes in their goals over time, the 
approaches they selected for moving toward their goals, 
their rationales for choosing those approaches, their efforts 
to monitor subgrantees and encourage them toward creative 
solutions to problems, and the extent to which they believe 
they have succeeded. Everyone involved in the STOP pro- 
gram (VAWO, the STOP TA Project, the evaluators, the state 
administrators, and subgrantees) would profit from having 
this information available. 

VAWO should continue to provide more assistance to states 
and subgrantees in grants management issues. 

State STOP administrators routinely voice their desire for 
more direction, guidance, and skill building around grants 
management. Some states appear to use their funding more 
effectively than others. The expertise of the state STOP 
administrator in all aspects of grants management emerges 
as a major factor in how smoothly the funds are awarded, 
disbursed, and spent. When states are not distributing their 
full entitlements, it makes sense for VAWO to offer assistance 
in finding solutions that meet federal requirements and also 
allow all available funds to be spent. Subgrantees may also 
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benefit from outside assistance in identifying, procuring, and 
coordinating grants from multiple funding sources. 

VAWO and state STOP administrators should promote more 
proactive cross-pollination and sharing of ideas, approaches, 
and materials among programs within and across states. 

Responsibility for this issue lies with both the state STOP 
administrators and VAWO. Even within states, and certain- 
ly between them, we often heard of more than one group 
”inventing” the same ”wheel.” There is clearly a place for 
varied approaches and solutions that leave room for creative 
innovations, but all too often STOP seems to be funding 
very similar processes that could be streamlined by a simple 
sharing of ideas and procedures. 

1. Copies of the videotape and binder are available from APRI (703-549-4253). Notes 
2. Copies of the handbook and the model policy are available from IACP at 1- 
800-THE-IACP or at the IACP Web site: www.theiacp.org. 

3. Violence Againsf Women Online Resources can be accessed through VAWO’s 
Web site at www.ojp.usdoj.govlVAW0. 
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This chapter examines the activities and performance of STOP sub- 
grants as reported on Subgrant Award and Performance Reports 
(SAPRs). It also looks at the ways that subgrantees have met their 
requirement to match STOP funds with other funds to support the 
STOP project. 

As explained in chapter 2, each time a subgrant award is made, 
either recipients or the state STOP agency files a SAPR reporting the 
size of the award and the intended nature of the project. The SAPR 
also contains a section for reporting what activities projects have 
undertaken and what they have accomplished with their STOP sub- 
grants. This performance dormation is supposed to be reported at 
the end of the subgrant period, which is usually one year after award 
(although some subgrants are for shorter periods). Continuation 
funding from a different fiscal year’s appropriation is treated as a new 
award and therefore requires a new SAPR, even though the project 
may view it as ”next year’s money.” Thus the expectation is that every 
project should be submitting performance information every year. 

As explained in chapters 2 and 9, a considerable amount of time 
elapses between congressional appropriation of each fiscal year’s 
STOP funding and when projects actually receive notice that they 
can begin spending on their STOP activities. This lag time produces 
the general pattern of SAPR award reports at the time an annual 
report is sent to Congress, with very little information about the two 
most recent fiscal years and more information about earlier years. 

Of necessity, performance data reported on the SAPRs have an 
even greater lag time. For the 1999 Report, the SAPR database con- 
tained 4,433 reports of awards, but reports of performance for only 
29 percent (1,282 subgrants). For this year, the SAPR database con- 
tains 6,527 award reports and performance information for 36 per- 
cent (2,369 subgrants). 
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STOP Subgrant Goals 
and Activities 

This section reports information on project goals, as indicated on 
the award portion of the SAPR, and project activities for the same 
projects, reported a year later, on average. Project goals are assessed 
using award information about the types of service or activity the 
project expects to offer and the project’s intention to address issues 
of full faith and credit for civil protection orders. The purpose 
area(s) under which the project was funded, which provides anoth- 
er indication of the project’s intentions and goals, were described in 
chapter 2. Expected services and activities were reported under 
three general categories: 

Direct services to the public, including services to victims to 
help them through the justice or other systems or to help 
them with personal needs, such as counseling or safety; ser- 
vices to offenders; services to children or youth; and public 
education or awareness. 

Activities to expand agency capacity, including increased 
staffing; purchase of equipment or supplies; development of 
resource materials; development of data/communications 
systems within a given agency; and training, special units, 
or policy development for agencies other than law enforce- 
ment or prosecution. 

0 Activities to enhance community capacity, including needs or 
resource assessment or planning; provision of technical 
assistance; development of data/communications systems 
across agencies; coordinated community response and simi- 
lar efforts; and evaluation activities. 

Information on these goals was provided for 5,359 of the SAP& 
in the database (82 percent). Thirty-seven percent (1,995) of the sub- 
grants providing this information intended to address all three types 
of goals. Over one-third (1,819) intended to address two of the goals, 
and a final 29 percent (1,545) intended to address a single goal. 

The majority of the projects (80 percent) intended to provide 
direct services, alone or in combination with other activities. Three- 
quarters (75 percent) planned to increase agency capacity (alone or 
in combination with other types of activities), and over half (54 per- 
cent) planned to increase community capacity. 

Projects Addressing Full Faith and Credit Issues 
The 1994 Safe Homes for Women Act requires that a civil protection 
order issued by a court of one state or Indian tribe shall be accorded 
full faith and credit by the courts of other states and tribes and be 
enforced as if it were the order of the enforcing authority, as long 
as the due process requirements of the issuing authority were met. 
While not a mandate specifically required of STOP subgrants, 
STOP funds may be directed toward meeting this provision of the 
act. Relevant activities can include training, establishing cross- 
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jurisdictional protection order registries, and resolving any legal 
barriers that may still exist at the state or local level. 

As an indicator of the extent to which STOP funds are being used 
to promote compliance with Full Faith and Credit, the SAPR contains 
a question (Q15) to learn whether a project will address intrastate 
protection order enforcement, interstate protection order enforce- 
ment, or both. A total of 1,974 of the SAP& in the database (30 per- 
cent) across 51 states and territories reported that they expected to 
address full faith and credit issues in some fashion. Of these, 1,940 
projects (98 percent) said they intended to address enforcement of 
protection orders within their own state, 1,735 (88 percent) said they 
intended to address enforcement of protection orders across state 
lines, and 1,701 (86 percent) said they intended to do both. 

The performance part of the SAPR is organized around the seven 
STOP purpose areas described in chapter 2. Any subgrant classified 
under a particular purpose area is asked to report activities and 
accomplishments pertinent to that purpose area. About one-third 
of all subgrants operate under more than one purpose area and are 
supposed to report activities related to each. Tlus section reports 
the activities and accomplishments of subgrantees by purpose area. 

STOP Subgrant 
Performance 

Victim Service Projects 
Of the 2,369 subgrants reporting performance data as of November 
15, 1999, 69 percent (1,637) were classified as operating a project 
under the victim service purpose area. These programs reported 
providing a wide range of services (table 10.1), with many report- 
ing various combinations of activities. 

Looking first at subgrants offering direct services to victims, 
agencies reported a wide range of activities. The majority of these 
projects offered one or more of the following: crisis counseling (70 
percent), an in-person information and referral system (53 percent), 
and follow-up contact with victims and criminal justice advocacy 
(51 percent each). Slightly under half of subgrants offered either 
telephone contacts or crisis hot line counseling (48 percent and 47 
percent, respectively). Thirty-eight percent supported projects 
operating shelters or safe houses, 36 percent assisted victims in fil- 
ing compensation claims, and 33 percent offered emergency legal 
advocacy. Twenty-nine percent provided group treatment or sup- 
port, while 22 percent gave emergency financial assistance. Other 
activities offered by less than 20 percent of victim service sub- 
grantees included therapy (12 percent) and services other than 
those listed above (9 percent). 

The majority (55 percent) of victim service projects providing 
other victim service activities conducted some form of community 
education. Over a third (34 percent) provided planning, coordina- 
tion, technical assistance, or training, while 20 percent of projects 
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Proportion of Victim Service Projects Ofering 
Various Specific Services 

Percentage of Victim 
Service Programs 
Offering Service 

Service (N= 1,637) 

Direct Services 
Crisis counseling 
Information and referral (in person) 
Follow-up contact 
Criminal justice system supporUadvocacy 
Telephone contacts 
Crisis hot line counseling 
Personal advocacy 
Shelterhafe house 
Assistance filing compensation claims 
Emergency legal advocacy 
Group SupporVtreatment 
Emergency financial assistance 
Therapy 
Other 

70 
53 
51 
51 
48 
47 
41 
38 
36 
33 
29 
22 
12 
9 

Other Activities of Victim Service Agencies 
Community education 55 
Planning, coordination, technical assistance, training 34 
Systems change advocacy 20 
Other 2 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of 
November 15,1999. 

were involved in systems change advocacy. Only 2 percent of vic- 
tim service projects engaged in other activities that indirectly may 
have benefited victims. 

Also of interest is whether these services are new with STOP 
(that is, the program did not offer any service of this type before 
STOP), simply more of the same types of services that were avail- 
able before STOP, or enhancements /improvements of existing 
services. In the same vein, it is important to know whether STOP- 
supported services are reaching women whom the program would 
never have been likely to see before ("new" women), whether 
STOP is letting the projects offer more and/or different services to 
their traditional clientele, or both. Figure 10.1 shows the results. 

Forty-four percent of projects (715) in the victim service purpose 
area that supplied SAPR performance data said their STOP funding 
permits them to offer new types of services not previously available 
to victims, while 64 percent said they could now provide improved 
or enhanced services of a type they already offered. Forty-five per- 
cent are simply providing more of the same services that already 
existed. About half reported doing two or all three varieties of ser- 
vice expansion. 

In terms of the population of victims these projects serve, 59 
percent of the direct service projects helped the same groups of vic- 
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tims who already received services, while 79 percent reported 
being able to serve victims who would not have come to the pro- 
gram without the STOP project. Responses to these questions make 
clear that the resources of the STOP program are being used to offer 
more services to more women. Further, STOP has enabled violence 
against women programs to expand the types of services offered 
and reach many women who in the past would never have received 
help to deal with battering or sexual assault. 

Training Projects 
Of subgrants with performance information, 54 percent (1,272 pro- 
jects) conducted projects under the training purpose area. The 
SAPR asked these projects to describe the professions of those 
developing and receiving training, the total number of personnel 
trained by the project, the number of training sessions conducted, 
and any other training activities performed. 

Law enforcement personnel developed or delivered training in 
31 percent of the training projects (figure 10.2). Private, nonprofit 
victim service personnel and prosecution personnel developed or 
delivered training the next most frequently, in 29 percent and 25 
percent of the training projects reported, respectively. Other service 
provider personnel were involved in training development or 
delivery in 15 percent of the training projects, health care provider 
personnel in 14 percent, public-sector victim service personnel in 13 
percent, court personnel in 10 percent, and corrections personnel in 
7 percent of the training projects reported. Other agencies were 
involved in training development or delivery of 8 percent of train- 
ing projects. 
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Percentage of Agencies Delivering and Receiving Training 

SAPR Analysis (N = 1,272) 

Prosecution 
Agencies 

courts 

Corrections 

Private Victim 
Services 

Government 
Victim Services 

Health Care 

Other Service 
Providers 

Other 

or delivering training 

Percentage receiving 

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 5 
Percentage of Subgrantees 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 199CFY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of November 15, 
1999. 

These projects reported training a total of 218,586 people in 
10,668 training sessions or presentations. Law enforcement 
received training from these projects the most frequently, repre- 
senting 38 percent of those receiving training (figure 10.2). Private, 
nonprofit victim service staff, other service providers, prosecution 
personnel, and health care providers followed as the next largest 
audiences, all with over 20 percent of training projects listing them 
as users (25,22,22, and 21 percent, respectively). Government vic- 
tim service personnel made up 17 percent of those trained. Among 
all the agencies, courts, corrections, and other agencies received 
training from these STOP projects the least frequently (13, 12, and 
10 percent, respectively). 

Besides delivering or receiving training, 41 percent of training 
subgrants developed new materials and 38 percent revised or 
expanded existing training materials. Five percent of training pro- 
jects employed new training methods. Other types of training activ- 
ities were performed by 7 percent of training projects. 

Special Unit Projects 
Just over one-quarter (663) of subgrants reporting performance 
data supported special domestic violence or sexual assault units. Of 
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these special unit projects, 30 percent created new units, 38 percent 
supported or expanded an existing special unit, and 6 percent sup- 
ported specialized functions for one or more members of agencies 
too small to justify a special unit. Only 3 percent reported other 
types of special unit activities. The remaining 23 percent did not 
specify exactly how STOP funds supported a special unit. 

The STOP purpose area of special units is designated as speciall 
units in law enforcement or prosecution agencies. However,; the 
SAPRs contain reports about special unit activity and performance 
from agencies other than law enforcement or prosecution. These 
may reflect several different circumstances, for instance, arrange- 
ments that team law enforcement and/or prosecution personnel 
have with victim service personnel, for which all or some of the 
grant money is in a victim service agency. Specific examples might 
be a victim service agency staff person outplaced to a prosecutor’s 
office and working with special prosecutors assigned to violence 
against women cases, or the participation of victim service or 
health agency staff in first-response teams with law enforcement, 
for which their own agency receives a small grant or subgrant for 
being part of a special unit (the team). However, other arrange- 
ments appear to be operating without specific partnering with law 
enforcement or prosecution, such as when courts set up a special 
docket with a particular judge committed to it, or when a correc- 
tions department sets up a special unit to supervise convicted per- 
petrators on probation or parole. 

Special units could have more than one administrative location, 
but very few do. Administration is located in prosecution agencies 
for 40 percent of the special unit projects, in law enforcement agen- 
cies for 34 percent of the special unit projects, and in private, 
nonprofit victim service agencies for 22 percent of the projects 
(respondents could check more than one response). Five percent of 
the special unit projects report the agency administering the unit is 
a court, while 3 percent of special unit projects report corrections 
agencies, public victim services, health care providers, and other 
service provider agencies as their administrators. Five percent said 
their special unit was located in some other agency (figure 10.3). 

The total personnel staffing the special units reported in these 
subgrants is 2,153 full-time equivalents (FTEs). Of those, 62 percent 
(or 1,333 FTEs) are supported by STOP funds. Almost one-third of 
the STOP-funded FTEs in special units are prosecution agency staff 
(31 percent). Law enforcement FTEs represent 23 percent of STOP- 
funded FTEs, and private, nonprofit victim service staff represent 
17 percent of STOP-funded FTEs in special units. The remaining 31 
percent of STOP-funded FTEs in special units are distributed across 
public-sector victim service staff (10 percent), court personnel (3 
percent), other service providers’ staff (9 percent), health care 
providers’ staff (2 percent), corrections staff (1 percent), and other 
agencies’ personnel (5 percent). 
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Special Unit Administration and STOP-Funded Full-Time 
Equivalents 

SAPR Analysis (N = 663) 

Private Victim 22 

Victim Services 

Type of STOP-funded 
staff, in FTEs 
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Percentage of Subgrantees 

burce: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of November 15, 
999. 

Policy Projects 
Twenty-eight percent of projects reporting performance data 
addressed policies, procedures, protocols, administrative orders, or 
service development. Fifty-eight percent of policy projects (389) used 
STOP money to develop a new policy, procedure, administrative 
order, or service, compared with 48 percent of projects that revised or 
expanded previous policies, procedures, etc. Seven percent of the 
policy projects also did other policy development activities.* 

These projects involved law enforcement and prosecution agen- 
cies most often in policy development or revision (45 percent and 
40 percent of policy projects, respectively), followed by private, 
nonprofit victim service agencies (31 percent) (figure 10.4). Courts 
and health care providers developed or revised policies in 21 and 
20 percent, respectively, of all policy projects reported, followed by 
public-sector victim services (18 percent), other service providers 
(17 percent), and corrections agencies (15 percent). Only 5 percent 
of subgrantees indicated that other agency types were involved in 
their work. 

As one might expect, those agencies most involved in policy 
development were also quite often the agencies involved in imple- 
menting the changed policies, procedures, or protocols (figure 
10.4). Sixty-six percent of projects focused on changing the practices 
of law enforcement, while 54 percent focused on changing prosecu- 
tion practices. Thus law enforcement and prosecution were actual- 
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ly more often the focus of efforts to change practice than they were 
the people involved in planning these changes for their own agen- 
cies. On the other hand, victim service agency personnel, both pri- 
vate and governmental, were more likely to be involved in policy 
development for other agencies than to have to change their own 
practices. 

Among subgrantees who cited the development of policies, pro- 
tocols, or procedures for law enforcement, 82 percent cited improv- 
ing victim and witness services as their focus, making this the most 
common area in which change was desired. Evidence collection and 
how to enforce applicable laws were the next most commonly iden- 
tified subject areas (both representing 66 percent of policy projects). 
Almost half of law enforcement policy projects (46 percent) 
addressed how an officer should handle a domestic violence situa- 
tion, and procedures to promote officer safety and training standards 
and regulations both comprised slightly more than a third of law 
enforcement policy projects (34 and 36 percent, respectively). Twelve 
percent of these subgrantees dealt with issues of cultural competence 
in their policy development, and 14 percent addressed other subject 
areas. 

As with law enforcement policy prosecution policy projects 
most commonly identified improving victim and witness services 
as their subject (75 percent of prosecution policy projects reporting). 
Just slightly fewer prosecution projects, 70 percent, targeted aggres- 
sive prosecution as the goal of their revised policies and proce- 
dures. Forty-four percent of these projects addressed methods of 
structuring prosecution offices and managing caseloads, 19 percent 
addressed how to make courts work better through special court 
structures or other arrangements, and 11 percent addressed issues 
of cultural competence. Seventeen percent of prosecution policies 
listed other subject areas. 

Though private, nonprofit victim service agencies and govern- 
ment victim service agencies played an active role in revising and 
authoring policies, few policies were reported to apply to these 
agencies. Private victim services are the subject of only 13 percent 
of policies, and government victim services of only 9 percent (fig- 
ure 10.4). Policies address issues of the courts and health care 
providers in roughly the same proportion as those agencies are 
involved in developing policies (19 percent and 18 percent, respec- 
tively). Policies concern corrections and other service providers in 
11 percent of subgrantee reports; only 7 percent of policies deal 
with other agencies. 
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Percentage of Projects Involving Various Agencies in Policy or Protocol 
Development or Implementation 

SAPR Analysis (N = 670) 

Health Care 20 

Percentage involved in changing practices 
in their own agency 

Other Service 
Providers 

Other 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 

Percentage of Subgrantees 

'ource: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of November 15, 1999. 

Respondents also specified the methods used to promote the 
adoption and implementation of the new or revised policies 
(respondents could indicate more than one method). The most 
common, reported by 37 percent of policy projects, was to enlist the 
support of top management for the policy development or revision 
effort (table 10.2). The next most popular response, used by 32 per- 
cent of policy projects, was to provide or facilitate staff training on 
the policy. Thirty-one percent of projects worked with other com- 
munity agencies in the policy development or revision effort. 
Twenty-eight percent of policy projects formalized the policy in 
writing and obtained the official endorsement of the agency head, 
and 20 percent of policy projects publicized the policy by sending 
copies of it to other agencies. Three percent of policy projects effect- 
ed changes in state, local, or tribal laws to support the policy. 
Finally, 4 percent of policy projects listed some other method to pro- 
mote policy adoption and implementation. 

Data Collection and Communications Projects 
We do not report here on data and communication projects, because 
they are the subject of chapter 8, above. Chapter 8 includes the 
SAPR performance information about these projects, as well as the 
findings of the National Center on State Courts from its special 
evaluation of projects in this purpose area. 

..... 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
D 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Chapter IO: Subgrant Activities and Performance 161 

Approaches t o  Ensuring That New Policies Are 
Implemented 

Percentage of Policy Projects 
Using the Approach 

Approach (N = 636 ) 

Enlist support of top management 31 

Provide or facilitate staff training on 
the policy 32 I Work with other community agencies 31 

Formalize policy in writing and get 

Publicize policy by sending copies to 

official endorsement of agency head 

other agencies 

28 

20 

Change state, local, or tribal laws to 
support policy 3 

Other 37 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of 
November 15, 1999. 

Stalking Projects 
Only 19 percent (453) of all subgrants reporting performance infor- 
mation detailed their stalking-related activities, malung stalking 
one of the least used of the seven purpose areas. Of these 453 stalk- 
ing projects, 70 percent provided direct services to the public; 44 
percent provided training, policy development, or other profes- 
sional support services; and 12 percent reported some other project 
activity. The number of subgrants addressing stalking in relation to 
domestic violence and sexual assault has increased in the past few 
years. Fifty-five percent of the stalking projects addressed stalkmg 
related to domestic violence or sexual assault, while 13 percent 
addressed other types of stalking. Chapter 7 offers a lengthy dis- 
cussion of STOP and other stallung projects, and issues encoun- 
tered in developing a focus on stalking. Chapter 7 was prepared by 
the Institute for Law and Justice on the basis of several evaluation 
projects specifically examining stalking and related types of STOP- 
funded projects. 

Indian Tribes Projects Funded Under STOP 
Only 140 subgrants (6 percent of those with performance data) sub- 
mitted performance information on programs funded under the 
Indian tribes purpose area. Forty-five percent of those projects 
offered direct services to Indians outside of reservations, while only 
21 percent provided services to those on reservations.2 Sixty percent 
provided training, policy development, or other professional sup- 
port services, and 10 percent of Indian tribe projects reported other 
project activities. 
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Subgrantee Matching 
Requirement and Other 

Funding 

The Violence Against Women Act requires that subgrantees other 
than private, nonprofit victim service agencies provide nonfederal 
matching funds of at least 25 percent of STOP funding. Compliance 
with the matching requirement was very high for the FY 1995-99 
projects that reported this information. Of those reporting the status 
of matching funds, legslative mandates were met by 82 percent of 
the law enforcement agencies, 80 percent of the prosecution agencies, 
and 76 percent of other governmental agency subgrantees. These 
agencies reported a total of $72,528,730 in matching funds, whch is 
24 percent of their total FY 1995-99 STOP award amounts. About 56 
percent of matching funds were cash matches, about 43 percent were 
in-kind matches, and the nature of the other 1 percent is unknown. 

Although projects had a high matching rate, only 14 percent (916 
projects) reported receiving funding outside of STOP and m a t c h g  
funds. This additional funding totaled $331.1 million. Of these 916 
subgrants, 74 percent reported that other federal funds also support- 
ed their project. These agencies received a total of $175.5 million from 
one or more of other VAWA funds (such as rural projects or Grants to 
Encourage Arrest Policies), VOCA funds, FVPSA funds, other 
Department of Justice funds, PHHS Block Grant sexual assault 
funds, and federal funds other than those listed above. 

Fewer projects (634) reported receiving money from local or 
state government. The 634 projects (69 percent of projects receiving 
any additional resources) receiving funds from either source report- 
ed $132.4 million in supplemental funds from nonfederal govern- 
ment entities. Private organizations contributed support to far 
fewer STOP projects, with only 275 projects reporting any support 
from private sources, such as businesses or United Way agencies. In 
addition, it appears private organizations gave substantially small- 
er awards, with all reported private funds summing to only 
$12,226,071. Twenty-nine percent of subgrants (265 of those with 
outside funds) supplemented their STOP projects with money from 
other types of organizations, for a total of $10.9 million. Figure 10.5 
shows the relative distribution of funding sources for subgrantees 
reporting additional money. 
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Proportion of STOP Projects Supported by Funds Other Than 
STOP and Matching Funds 

SAPR Analysis (N = 916) 

) 74 
Any Federal Funds 

VOCA Funds 

Other VAWA Funds 

Other DOJ Funds 

3ther Federal Funds 

FVPSA Funds 
PHHSBG Sexual 

Assault Funds 
Any State/Local 

Government Funds 
State Funds 

Local Funds 

Private Funds 

Other Funds 

0 20 40 60 80 
Percentage of Subgrantees with Non-STOP funding 

0 Any federal funds DOJ funds Other federal funds 
State/local government funds Private funds 

Source: Urban Institute analysis of FY 1995-FY 1999 SAPR data received by VAWO as of November 15,1999. 

The SAPR forms introduced in FY 1996 asked subgrantees to report 
any methods they planned to use to evaluate their projects. Nearly 
three-quarters of the subgrants (73 percent) answered these ques- 
tions. Evaluation methods were grouped into three categories. One 
category includes standard project monitoring activities, such as 
site visits and progress reports. A second includes using statistical 
systems data (such as arrest records) to assess program impact. The 
third includes using questionnaires, interviews, surveys, or focus 
groups to solicit feedback from direct participants. Participants 
include law enforcement or prosecution staff attending training 
sessions, victims receiving direct services from STOP projects, and 
indirect beneficiaries, such as victims served by officers or prosecu- 
tors who have received training from STOP projects. 

Subgrantee Evaluation 
Plans 

Thirty-seven percent of subgrants intended to use standard pro- 
ject monitoring as the sole evaluation method, while another 26 per- 
cent anticipated combining monitoring and statistical systems data. 
Almost one-quarter of projects (24 percent) planned to evaluate their 
activities based on participant feedback, 20 percent of projects 
intended to use feedback coupled with other forms of evaluation, 
and the remaining 4 percent planned to use feedback alone. 
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Most (90 percent) of the projects that reported evaluation plans 
indicated who would be responsible for the evaluation. State 
administrative agency personnel were expected to be responsible 
for evaluating about three-quarters of the projects (72 percent), with 
subgrantee agency personnel expecting to perform evaluation tasks 
for another 63 percent. Only a very small percentage (8 percent) 
planned to use independent evaluators. 

As the 1999 Report suggested, these fmdings indicate that most 
evaluation activity will remain at the level of project monitoring and 
agency record keeping of clients served. For some projects, such as 
special units, whose job it is to expand the number of cases passing 
through the justice system and improve the handling of the cases, 
agency tracking data might be adequate to show project impact with 
respect to system variables. For example, if a prosecution office has a 
special unit for handling crimes of violence against women, and its 
data system allows tracking of aLl cases, the data system should be 
able to document increased numbers of cases and increased success 
in achieving convictions or other desirable outcomes. However, 
other projects will likely lack victim impact data. In many instances, 
the ability of STOP-funded projects to improve the long-term well- 
being of victims of violence may go unrecorded and undocumented. 

Victims Served Every STOP-funded project that serves victims should be reporting 
the numbers and characteristics of these women on the perfor- 
mance part of its SAPR. In general, we expect that all projects under 
the special units and victim service purpose areas should have 
information to report, as they are expected to serve victims. In addi- 
tion, projects under the remaining five purpose areas may also 
serve victims and should report their characteristics. Over three- 
quarters of the subgrants (77 percent) did in fact report serving vic- 
tims; a total of 766,174 victims received services through their STOP 
projects. Of these, at least 490,740 people were primary victims, and 
at least 78,487 people were secondary victims. SAPRs did not iden- 
tify victim status for the remaining people reported. 

General Description of Victims Served 
Not surprisingly, the majority of victims for whom gender is report- 
ed were female (74 percent), while 9 percent were male. Reports 
omitted gender for the remaining 17 percent of victims. 

Subgrantees had difficulty discerning a victim’s age most of the 
time, not indicating an age group for 59 percent of victims. Of the 
remaining 41 percent, subgrantees reported serving victims 26 to 40 
years old and 41 to 60 years old most often, each constituting 15 
percent of all victims. Four percent of victims were 12 or younger, 
and subgrants served victims 13 to 17 years old and 61 or older the 
least (2 percent and 1 percent, respectively). 
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Victims suffered from domestic violence far more often than 
from any other type of crime (62 percent of those served). Only 11 
percent were sexual assault victims, and under 2 percent were 
stalking victims. Because a victim could have suffered more than 
one type of crime, one cannot calculate the total number of cases 
where the crime type went unrecorded. However, at least 25 per- 
cent of the victims included in the reporting data did not have 
information on the type of crime. 

For sexual assault victims, the SAPRs asked subgrantees to 
record the victim’s approximate age at the time of the assault and 
also whether the victims were adults who were sexually assaulted 
as children or whether the victims were adults who were sexually 
assaulted as adults or adolescents. For 17 percent of sexual assault 
victims, the assault occurred during the victim’s childhood, while 
39 percent of assaults occurred during adolescence or adulthood. 
Again, because a project may count a victim in both categories, it is 
difficult to determine accurately the number of victims in each age 
group, but at least 44 percent of subgrants serving sexual assault 
victims did not include this information. 

At least 69 percent of reports did not include any information 
on victim-offender relationships, but in cases where the project 
could identify a victim-offender relationship, the majority of vic- 
tims knew their offenders well. Victims were related to their offend- 
er (by blood, marriage, or former marriage) in 16 percent of the 
cases reported. Victims were currently or formerly in other intimate 
relationships with offenders (boyfriend/girlfriend, cohabitation, 
have a child in common, etc.) in 12 percent of reported cases. A 
mere 2 percent of subgrants indicated that the victim-offender rela- 
tionship was one of acquaintances, and less than 1 percent of vic- 
tims did not know the offender. 

Victims Who Are Members of Underserved Groups 
Of the 2,369 subgrants with performance data, 44 percent reported 
serving women who are members of groups that may be consid- 
ered underserved. Examining geographically underserved popula- 
tions, projects served rural victims more often than victims from 
other areas (17 percent of victims served). Only 9 percent of victims 
came from underserved urban areas, and under one-half of 1 per- 
cent came from tribal areas. Three percent of victims served came 
from other geographically underserved populations. 

African American victims represented 11 percent of victims 
served, Hispanic victims 10 percent, Native American victims 2 per- 
cent, Asian American victims less than 1 percent, and other ethnic 
groups 3 percent of victims. With respect to language minorities for 
whom communication in English was difficult or impossible, sub- 
grantees reported only 3 percent of victims were Spanish speaking, 
and only 0.3 percent of victims (1,508) were speakers of an Asian lan- 
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page .  Other non-English-speaking victims made up 1 percent of 
victims served. Because only slightly more than one-third of projects 
have provided performance data to date, these figures may not accu- 
rately reflect the populations served by all subgrantees. 

Of victims with special needs, women at risk (e.g., incarcerated 
women, prostitutes, substance abusers) were served most often (2 
percent), followed by women with mental or emotional challenges 
and immigrant women (each representing 1 percent of victims). 
Other special needs populations that made up less than 1 percent 
of victims served included physically /medically challenged 
women, older women, migrant farmworkers, and lesbians. 

1. Projects could indicate more than one form of policy development, so the 
total adds to more than 100 percent. 

Notes 

2. Again, because there is a separate program (STOP Violence Against Indian 
Women) under STOP to support projects nm by Indian tribes for women on 
reservations, these percentages do not include any projects funded under that 
program. 
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Appendix 

This appendix provides a state-by-state analysis of the Subgrant 
Award and Performance Reports (SAPRs) in the database (that is, 
those received by VAWO as of November 15, 1999). Table A.l 
shows, for each federal fiscal year, the number of subgrants for 
which the state has submitted SAPRs and the total amount of STOP 
funding accounted for by those subgrants. The lag time in state 
reporting described in chapter 9 (figure 9.1) is also evident in the 
state-by-state analysis. One state has not reported any awards for 
its FY 1995 funds, and several states and territories have not report- 
ed subgrant awards totaling all the funds they received for M 1995. 
On the other hand, some states have reported awards totaling 
more, and sometimes considerably more, than they received in that 
year. A handful of states have not reported anything for their FY 
1996 and FY 1997 funds, while many states have not yet reported 
the awards they made with FY 1998 and FY 1999 funds. 

Some states tended to make mostly small awards, while other 
states awarded larger grants. In FY 1995 through FY 1999, state-by- 
state average subgrant sizes for the 55 states and territories report- 
ing at least 10 awards ranged from $1,335 to $5,300,000. Project 
length for these subgrants averages 12.5 months and ranges from 
one day up to 3.5 years. Project length is not reported for 508 sub- 
grants (about 8 percent). 
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Subgrants Awarded, by State and Fiscal Year 

Number of Awards 

State FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 Total 

Alabama 8 25 11 3 47 

New York 37 66 83 106 292 

Amount of Awards ($1 
FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 Total 
442,273 2,144,094 1,085,854 567,191 4,239,412 

743,115 
5,796,091 
1,500,661 
1,541,332 
1,850,176 

114,729 
7,546,316 

2,485,849 3,690,698 14,557,244 
2,974,607 
1,525,250 

687,000 6,517,065 7,181,550 6,658,820 21,044,435 
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1,601,950 
7,078,355 

77,795 3,419,418 1,128,289 12,664,970 
902,958 21,639,947 

Total 943 2,230 1,907 1,078 306 6.204 27,286.150 106,771,655 93,750,283 60,492,643 10,497,691 298,798,422 

Total Amount 
Appropriated 21,280,000 117,330,000 127,660,000 135,890,000 138,400.000 540,560,000 

- PROPERW OF 
National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) 
Box 6000 
Rcckvilie, MD 20849-6000 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report
has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice.




