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‘ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Violence Against Women Act of 1994 specified that a study be conducted of “how the
States may collect centralized data bases on the incidence of sexual and domestic violence
offenses within a State.” The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) asked the Justice Research and
Statistics Association (JRSA) to undertake a study of domestic and sexual violence incident data
collection by the states. The study involved convening a panel of experts and surveying state
Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) directors to determine how these data were collected in their
states. The findings of this study were published in July 1996 in an NIJ Research Report entitled
Domestic and Sexual Violence Data Collection.

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

The study also examined the data collection systems in three states in greater detail by having the
' : SACs in those states study and report on their state systems. The three state “case studies” were
conducted in: (1) Iowa, which studied its National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS)-
compatible incident-based crime reporting system; (2) Connecticut, which examined its Family
Violence Reporting Program, a specialized domestic violence data collection system; and (3)
Hlinois, which studied its new automated system for collecting domestic violence and sexual
assault service provider data. Each SAC conducted interviews with knowledgeable individuals
who provided information about how the data systems functioned, and surveyed data providers to -
determine how the information was collected and used at the local level.

OVERVIEW OF STATE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS

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

The systems reported here are divided into two basic types, depending on the source of the data:
(1) law enforcement databases, which collect data on offenses reported to or arrests by local law
enforcement agencies; and (2) service provider databases, which collect data on clients served by
. local domestic violence and sexual assault progran:s. A total of 34 states have some type of law
enforcement data collection system for domestic vivlence, and 14 have this type of system for
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. sexual assault data. A total of 16 states collect statewide domestic violence data from service
providers, while 17 states maintain statewide systems for collecting sexual assault data. The
service provider systems are further subdivided into incident-based systems (6 for domestic
violence and 8 for sexual assault data) and summary systems (10 for domestic violence and 9 for
sexual assault data).

Law Enforcement Incident-Based Crime Reporting Systems

Twelve states were identified that currently capture either domestic or sexual violence data
statewide via an incident-based crime system. Some of these 12 state systems have been
developed as a result of NIBRS, while others are state-based systems that are not necessarily
compatible with NIBRS. '

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

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

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

There are, however, two potential drawbacks to the use of NIBRS to identify domestic violence
cases. A comparison of NIBRS relationship codes with the possible various relationship criteria
used in the states, shows that NIBRS is missing several possible relationship codes that could be
relevant in domestic violence cases. For example, while NIBRS includes former spouses as a
relationship, it omits other former intimate relationships, such as boyfriend/girlfricnd, from its
list. This omission may result in many domestic-related cases not being identified as such in
NIBRS-compatible data collection systems. States can add their own additional rclationship

. codes to their NIBRS systems, but these will not be reported when the data are examined at the
national level.
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‘ NIBRS includes 11 offenses for which only arrests, and not crimes, are reported. These include
several offenses which are considered by some states to be domestic in nature, including
“nonviolent family offenses,” “trespassing,” and “disorderly conduct.” Thus some domestic-
related offenses which do not result in an arrest will not be included in NIBRS-compatible data
collection systems.

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

In general, IBR systems provide information on characteristics of the victim and offender, along
with information on the nature of the offense, whether a weapon was involved and if so, what
type, and whether the victim was injured. Other variables captured in some of these systems
include: whether or not a child was present during the incident, information on protection orders,
and information on referrals to service providers.

Specialized Domestic and Sexual Violence Data Collection Systems: Incident-Based

Fourteen states collect statewide information on domestic violence or sexual assault incidents
using specialized incident-based data collection forms. Incident-based data collection forms and

. ‘ activities are of two general types. About half of these states collect detailed information for
every incident involving domestic or sexual violence. In the remaining states, only minimal
information is recorded for each incident.

Specialized domestic violence and sexual violence systems generally capture similar, but more
detailed, information regarding these incidents than the NIBRS/IBR systems. In addition to
information about victims, offenders, and offenses, these systems may capture information on
the specific circumstances surrounding the incident (for example, nature of the dispute or type of
behavior involved); alcohol or drug involvement; presence of children; whether or not an arrest
was made; prior abuse history; and whether a protection order was in effect.

Specialized Domustic and Sexual Violence Data Collection Systems: Summary-Based

Summary-based «(omestic violence and sexual assault reporting systems are used in nine states to
capture the frcquency of domestic and sexual violence incidents in each jurisdiction. In general,
summary domest:v violence and sexual assault specialized data collection s\ stems collect data in
the same manner .s summary UCR systems.

Summary reporti::g forms typically provide less information on domestic viclence and sexual
assault incidents :han incident-based forms. In general, little more is reporte:! than the frequency
of calls for servic : or incidents, with specifications for offense type or relaticnship. While most

. of the systems sp. cify the nature of the offense, only a few capture victim o: otfender
characteristics or * ictim/offender relationship.
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Service Provider Systems: Client-Based

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

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

One of the issues in considering client-based data systems as a source of information on the
incidence of domestic and/or sexual violence is being able to clearly identify the client
population. Thus, data systems should have the capacity to identify primary victims (as opposed

‘ to children or significant others who are also receiving services), new clients or incidents (as

‘ opposed to multiple contacts with the service provider related to a single incident), the type of

abuse (especially in those systems which collect information on both domestic violence and
sexual assault), and the time period during which the incident occurred (for example, whether a
rape victim is calling about an incident that occurred recently or five years ago).

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

Service Provider Systems: Summary-Based

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

Summary

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

NIBRS provides the most promise for comparing incident rates across states. NIBRS has the
advantage of allowing for standard definitions of domestic violence and sexual assault based on
offense and relationship codes. States can also add codes to identify domestic violence cases, and
codes for their unique state statutes. Since NIBRS is a general crime reporting system, however,
it does not provide as much detailed information on domestic violence and sexual assault

‘ incidents as do specialized or service provider systems. Nevertheless, states which implement
incident-based crime reporting systems such as NIBRS may find that it is no longer necessary nor
desirable to maintain specialized data collection systems for domestic violence or sexual assault.

STATE CASE STUDIES

Iowa’s Incident-Based Crime Reporting Svstem

Conversion from summary to incident-based reporting (IBR) in Iowa was completed January 1,
1991. lIowa was the fifth state to be accepted as a certified “reporting state” of incident-based
crime data to NIBRS. Iowa incorporated 1ts incident-based domestic violence data and hate/bias
crime data as part of the new IBR system. housing all crime data in one computerized system.
Including domestic violence data collection as part of the new IBR system was relatively
straightforward, since the existing domestic violence data collection was already incident-based,
and since the data elements included in the new IBR system were compatible with those
collected 1n the previous incident-based domestic violence system.

One of the issues associated with the switch to incident-based reporting in Iowa was the resulting
decrease in reporting on the part of local law enforcement agencies. In the final year of the
summary-based system, all 225 eligible uvencies in the state reported crime figures directly to the
‘ Department of Public Safety. In 1991, the furst full year of reporting under the new IBR system,
only 61% of proportion eligible agencie- rcported data. In 1996, at the end of its sixth year of
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‘ operation, 185 departments, or about 80% of eligible agencies, were direct contributors to the
state. Some of the current non-reporters are among the largest departments in lowa: Cedar
Rapids, the state’s second-largest city, and Council Bluffs, the sixth-largest, are among them.

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

Connecticut’s Family Violence Reporting Program

Connecticut’s Family Violence Reporting Program was instituted in 1986. Completion of a
family violence offense report 1s required for each family violence incident regardless of whether
or not an arrest occurs. The data form completed by law enforcement agencies collects
information on the date and time of the offense; the nature of the offense; number and type of
weapons involved; seriousness of injury; whether or not alcohol or drugs were involved; whether
or not there was a prior court order; the victim-offender relationship; and whether children were
present or involved.

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

One of the advantages of specialized data collection systems is their ability to collect more
detailed information on domestic violence than can be collected under more general crime
reporting systems. One of the main advantages of Connecticut’s Family Reporting Program is its
ability to provide consistent data on family violence over a long period of time, allowing -
researchers and policymakers access to information on long-term trends in domestic violence in
their state.

Illinois’ InfoNet System

The Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority’s (ICJIA) InfoNet is a new system designed
to collect victim data statewide. The InfoNet is a tool to automate the required victim and service
information that s reported by ICJIA-funded service agencies. This tool also allows each service
provider to easily collect a variety of case level information including the victim’s circumstances,
the court proceedings, and the services provided to the victim, and to create reports for other
funding agencies. All of the information recorded by the service providers is kept confidential
using a uniquc identifier for each client.

‘ ICJIA staff has worked closely with the state’s domestic violence and sexual assault coalitions to
create data entry screens which were customized to local programs’ needs. Data entry using the
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‘ InfoNet software began at local domestic violence agencies in October 1997 and at sexual
assault service provider agencies in July 1998. The InfoNet will allow the coalitions to answer
questions about the amount and nature of victim services provided by their member agencies.

The InfoNet database was designed to link a program’s entire structure in order to both record
and calculate a variety of administrative and service information. The relational database
includes information on victims and offenders, program staff, volunteers, and financial
information. Data entry for the InfoNet system is completed at the reporting agency’s site. Staff
from ICJIA created the manual to guide the agencies as they set up the software and security
systems of the InfoNet. ICJIA staff also held user group meetings to train and pilot the InfoNet
system. Throughout the pilot and training process ICJIA compiled the opinions and reactions of
users. The results from individual agencies have been overwhelmingly positive despite the
difficulties of learning this new and complex automated system of data collection.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the assessment of current state efforts and the case studies of three different state
systems, the following are recommendations for the states with regard to domestic violence and
sexual assault data collections systems:

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

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

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

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

o States, with assistance from the federal government, should begin developing linkages
among the various state data svstems that collect information relevant to domestic
violence and sexual assault incidents.
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‘ _ BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

The Violence Against Women Act of 1994 specified that a study be conducted on “how the
States may collect centralized data bases on the incidence of sexual and domestic violence
offenses within a State.” The National Institute of Justice (N1J) asked the Justice Research and
Statistics Association (JRSA) to undertake a study of domestic and sexual violence incident data
collection by the states. In response to this request, JRSA convened a panel of experts
representing backgrounds in criminal justice statistics, law enforcement, and victim services to
provide comments and suggestions regarding domestic and sexual violence data collection. In
addition, JRSA surveyed state Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) directors to determine how these
data were collected in their states. The findings of this study were published in July 1996 in an
N1J Research Report entitled Domestic and Sexual Violence Data Collection. The current study
expands on the findings of our previous effort by conducting a more in-depth assessment of
states’ efforts to collect domestic violence and sexual assault data.

The first step in the current study was to update the survey of SAC directors which provided the
information included in the 1996 report. Changes in data collection procedures were noted, and

the SAC directors were asked to provide the names of contacts in their states who could provide
additional information on the states’ databases. The contacts provided were most often the SAC
directors themselves or contacts in the state’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) office.

: In order to collect more detailed information about the data collection systems in the states, we
. interviewed by phone the contacts provided by the SACs. These systems were limited to law

enforcement-based systems and specialized domestic violence and sexual assault systems.
Contacts in all 50 states and four additional jurisdictions (Washington, D.C., Northern Mariana
Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) were interviewed to verify the status of their
systems, to identify any newly developed systems, and to collect additional information on the
systems identified. If the contact person could not provide the required information, that person
was asked for additional names of individuals who would be knowledgeable about the systems.
These individuals were then contacted. Appendix B lists the names of all of the individuals
contacted during the course of the study.

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

As information was being collected, the decision was made to expand the scope of the data
collection to include service provider-based data collection systems. In sume states, contacts for
the other systems provided us with information regarding service provider systems. However, in
order to be sure that we had obtained comprehensive information on all «uch systems in the
‘ country. we obtained lists of the contacts for the domestic violence and scxual assault coalitions
in each state. We then contacted each coalition in each state and asked them about the existence
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. in their state of domestic violence or sexual assault data collection systems in which service
providers collected information regarding victims receiving services. Again, contacts were asked
for some basic information regarding any identified systems, and were asked to forward copies of
data collection forms or system descriptions. Appendix B also lists the individuals who were
contacted from the coalitions.

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

Early in the project, a meeting of nine SAC representatives was convened to identify and discuss
the 1ssues associated with statewide domestic violence and sexual assault data collection. The
nine SAC representatives (Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, lowa, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, and Wisconsin) presented overviews of the data collection systems in their
states. The group reviewed the various issues associated with the collection of data from
summary and incident-based systems, including how best to collect the data and assure their
accuracy. The group confirmed the utility of the classification of state data collection systems
ultimately used in the study, and discussed the advantages of a fully developed incident-based
reporting system such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI’s) National Incident-Based

. Reporting System (NIBRS) or a state’s own incident-based reporting (IBR) system for the

' collection of domestic violence and sexual assault data.

Finally, three state SACs were selected to conduct more in-depth studies of the data collection
systems in their states. Each was selected to serve as an example of a specific type of data
collection system: (1) Iowa (an incident-based crime reporting system); (2) Connecticut (a
specialized incident-based domestic violence data collection system); and (3) Illinois (a service
provider data collection system). The SACs conducted interviews and surveys of data providers
and users in order to provide a history and description of the data collection system, and
information regarding how the data are collected and used.

This report is divided into three major sections. The first section presents the findings of the
results of our analysis of state systems for collecting and reporting domestic violence and sexual
assault data. The second section presents the findings of the state Statistical Analysis Center
studies of the data collection systems in their states: Iowa’s incident-based crime reporting
system, C'onnecticut’s specialized domestic violence data collection system, and Illinois’ service
provider information system. The final section of the report presents recommendations to the
states for improving the collection of domestic violence and sexual assault data.
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‘ OVERVIEW OF STATE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS

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

The systems reported here are divided into two basic types, depending on the source of the data:
(1) law enforcement databases, which collect data on offenses reported to or arrests by local law
enforcement agencies; and (2) service provider databases, which collect data on clients served by
local domestic violence and sexual assault programs. A total of 34 states have some type of law
enforcement data collection system for domestic violence, and 14 have this type of system for
sexual assault data. The other main category of state data collection systems examined here are
those which collect data on numbers of clients served from local domestic violence and sexual
assault service provider programs, including domestic violence shelters, rape crisis centers, non-
residential domestic violence and sexual assault programs, and hotlines. A total of 16 states
collect statewide domestic violence data from service providers, while 17 states maintain
statewide systems for collecting sexual assault data from service providers. The service provider

. systems are further subdivided into incident-based systems (6 for domestic violence and 8 for
sexual assault data) and summary systems (10 for domestic violence and 9 for sexual assault
data).

Table 1 provides a summary of the states’ domestic violence and sexual assault data collection
systems according to the classification scheme outlined above. States which currently operate the
system under consideration are marked by the symbol “X,” while states which are developing or
plan to develop the system are marked by the symbol “x.”

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

Definitional Issues

One of the difficulties in developing estimates of the incidence of domestic violence from state
and local data collection systems is the lack of standardized definitions of domestic and family
violence. Most states define domestic violence in their state statutes. while others define it
specifically for data collection purposes. State definitions vary according to which offenses are
. specified, and which relationships are included. About half of the states have specific domestic
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. violence battery offenses, which may be misdemeanors or felonies.' The remaining states
classify domestic violence offenses according to the nature of the offense, most commonly
simple or misdemeanor-level assaults.

Table A in Appendix A illustrates variations in offense criteria that are used by the states, and
which result in a case being counted a domestic violence case. The table lists 29 states which
collect relatively detailed information on domestic violence offenses. The table shows the variety
of offenses that are specified in the states’ statutes or database definitions of domestic violence.
For example, only 7 of the 29 states specifically identify property offenses, including destruction
of property and vandalism, in their definitions of domestic violence. Similarly, 9 states specify
sexual offenses, such as sexual assault, as part of their criteria for identifying domestic violence
cases.

Table B in Appendix A shows the relationship criteria specified by the same 29 states. Again,
wide variation in the definitions is apparent. For example, while almost all states include
spouses, ex-spouses, household members, and those who have a child in common as
relationships that define domestic violence, only 10 states include other intimate relationships,
such as boyfriend/girlfriend, in their definitions of domestic violence.

As noted above, these criteria determine which cases are identified in databases as being
domestic in nature. This makes comparing domestic violence cases across states where
definitions vary difficult, since a case that might be included in one state would be excluded in

. another. These definitional issues should be considered in the ensuing discussions regarding the
various state data collection systems.

Confidentiality Issues

Another concern that underlies the development of domestic violence and sexual assault data
collection systems is the issue of the confidentiality of the data collected. To maintain the safety
of clients and to provide the best services possible, it is important that the identity of clients
remain confidential, along with any information they may provide. This is especially relevant for
service provider data collection systems, which use client referrals for service as their basic
source of information. Moreover, as states and localities see the benefits of sharing information
among various agencies, the issue of how to maintain clients’ confidentiality will become even
more challenging.

. ' Miller, Neal, Domestic Violence Legislation Affecting Police and Prosecutor Responsibilities in the United States:
Inferences from a 50-State Review of State Statutory Codes. Institute for Law and Justice, September, 1997.
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. LAW ENFORCEMENT INCIDENT-BASED
CRIME REPORTING SYSTEMS

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

As noted previously, 12 states were identified that currently capture either domestic violence or
sexual violence data statewide via an incident-based crime system. These 12 state systems can be
categorized as one of two major types: NIBRS-compatible systems and state IBR systems. The
characteristics of each of these types will be discussed in turn.

NIBRS-Compatible IBR Systems

The National Incident-Based Reporting System has been proposed as the new uniform crime
reporting system for the country. NIBRS is an incident-based reporting system through which

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

A total of 46 of the 54 states and territories surveyed indicated that they have implemented, or are
working toward or planning to meet, the NIBRS data collection standards. For purposes of this
study, only those states which estimated that the vast majority of crime in the state is reported
through the state IBR system are considered to have “statewide” NIBRS-compatible data
collection systems. This definition resulted in seven states being classified as NIBRS states:
Delaware, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, North Dakota, South Carolina, and Vermont. These states are not
all currently certified NIBRS states by the FBI (Delaware and Kansas are currently being tested
for certification; the other five states are certified). An additional 12 states (Colorado,
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West
. Virginia and Wisconsin) are certified NIBRS states by the FBI, but are not classified as having
statewide systems in Table 1, since most of the crime in the state is not covered under the IBR
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. system (for example, Virginia has been NIBRS-certified by the FBI, but as of August 1998, only
about 19% of the crime in the state is currently covered by law enforcement agencies reporting to
the NIBRS system). o

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

NIBRS provides significant enhancements over the summary UCR system for reporting and
analyzing domestic violence and sexual assault. First, NIBRS expands the number of crimes for
which offenses reported to the police are tracked. Under the current summary UCR system,
offenses reported to the police are reported for only the most serious crimes (known as Part I
crimes). Under NIBRS, offenses reported are tracked for all Group A offenses. Of greatest
importance is the inclusion of the additional assault offense categories of simple assault and
intimidation, which will facilitate the study of domestic violence, and the inclusion of the
additional sex offense categories of forcible sodomy, sexual assault with an object, and forcible
fondling, which will enhance the study of sexual violence.

In addition to an expanded offense list, NIBRS includes an extensive list of codes for identifying
the relationship between the victim and offender in every violent incident (see Table 2). These

‘ codes include relationships within the family (such as spouse, common-law spouse, and sibling),
and outside the family (such as acquaintance, ex-spouse, and boy/girlfriend). Since the current
UCR is summary-based, no information regarding relationships is available (except for
homicides, for which the Supplemental Homicide Reporting form collects information on each
incident). The inclusion of this information for all violent offenses provides the ability to identify
offenses in which the offender and victim are related, thus providing the capability for identifying
domestic violence offenses. Moreover, the extensive range of relationship codes in NIBRS
allows for the identification of cases based on differing definitions of domestic violence (e.g.,
violence between spouses or ex-spouses).

There are, however, two potential drawbacks to the use of NIBRS to identify domestic violence
cases. A comparison of the relationship codes shown in Table 2 with the possible various
relationship criteria used in the states, as depicted in Table B in Appendix A, shows that NIBRS
1s missing several possible relationship codes that could be relevant in domestic violence cases.
For example, while NIBRS includes former spouses as a relationship, it omits other former
intimate relationships, such as boyfriend/girlfriend, from its list. This omission may result in
many domestic-related cases not being identified as such in NIBRS-compatible data collection
systems. States can add their own additional relationship codes to their NIBRS systems, but these
will not be reported when the data are examined at the national level.

As noted previously, NIBRS includes 11 Group B crimes for which only arrests, and not
‘ offenses, are reported. These include several offenses which, as can be seen from Table A in
Appendix A, are considered by some states to be domestic in nature, including “nonviolent
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. family offenses,” “trespassing,” and “‘disorderly conduct.” Thus some domestic-related offenses
which do not result in an arrest will not be included in NIBRS-compatible data collection
systems.

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

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