City Council Announcements
March 30, 2010

A. Information Needed by Council Staff

1. Streamlining Council Office processes: Would Council Members consider changing
the process for reviewing outgoing correspondence? Two suggestions:

a. Thank You / Condolence / Congratulatory letters could be just reviewed
by the Chair & Vice Chair rather than by the whole Council.
b. For other items (other letters, fast facts, etc.) for which full Council review

is still necessary, allow a 24-hour window for Council review and
then proceed according to the feedback received. (This would mean
that if a Council Member is unable to see the email and provide
feedback within 24-hours, the item may be otherwise approved and
sent out anyway.)

If the Council is in favor of these two suggestions, staff can draft any updates
to the Council’s policy manual.

2. Council meeting schedule during the budget — The April to June schedule for
Council Meetings is below. Please note, as in previous years, each Tuesday in
May is scheduled (four meetings).

Would the Council be able to start meetings at 2:00 p.m. through the budget?

April

(No meeting April 6 — due to travel considerations for the ULCT Mid-Year
Conference. April 7-9, 2010 St. George UT)

April 13, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m.

April 20, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m. — RDA MEETING

April 27, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m. (Mayor scheduled to present the annual
budget.)

May

May 4, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m.

May 11, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m. — RDA MEETING
May 18, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m.

May 25, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m.

June

June 1, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m.

June 8, 2010 — Tuesday; 2:00 p.m. — RDA MEETING **may switch due to budget
(TENTATIVE) June 15, 2010 — Tuesday **as needed for budget

(TENTATIVE) June 22, 2010- Tuesday **as needed for budget; State deadline
for budget adoption.



3. Attached for your review are copies of the following:
a. DRAFT policy on Filming & Recording at Council Meetings
b. An abbreviated “Rules of Decorum”
c. Updated “Rules of Decorum”

Do Council Members approve of the attached updates to the “Rules of
Decorum” and policy section for filming and recording during Council
Meetings?

4. The Utah League of Cities & Towns has noted that there is a vacant spot on the
League’s Legislative Policy Committee. The League appoints Policy Committee
voting members to at the League’s spring meeting in St. George. The League has
indicated it will send application forms to the City Council soon.

According to the League, Legislative Policy Committee voting members are:

Jill Remington Love (Past-President)
Carlton Christensen (Board Member)
Ralph Becker

Vacant Spot

The vacancy was created when the League appointed Council Member
Christensen to the League Board early this year.

The League also lists the following people as non-voting members of the
Legislative Policy Committee:

Council Member JT Martin
Cindy Gust-Jensen

Kay Christensen

Ben McAdams

Russell Weeks

Lynn Pace, who this year was the main City lobbyist is listed as a Policy Committee
voting member because of his elected position as a Holladay City Council Member.

How does the City Council wish to approach filling the vacant position on the
Policy Committee? The slot previously was held by a City Council Member



5. The Justice Court is required to provide the Council with two reports each program
year on the progress of the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) grant. The
Justice Court first applied for and received this grant in 2003. The grant’s primary
purpose is to enhance investigation and prosecution of violent crime committed
against women. Averages of 1,100 misdemeanor domestic violence cases are filed
each year and 65% involve abuse to female victims.

The grant is currently funding an hourly domestic violence clerk, and will fund a full
time domestic violence clerk next year. According to the Administration, the clerk
works closely with probation supervisors, treatment providers, and the prosecutor’s
office to track compliance and non-compliance of offenders. In addition, the clerk
updates a database containing the demographic information of offenders, identifies
cases scheduled for probation hearings, contacts treatment providers, and
requests reports in order to keep the judge up to date on compliance/non-
compliance information. The original grant also funded a contract software
engineer who developed a database to collect statistical information on domestic
violence perpetrators, and track and provide case history information.

Do Council Members have any questions with regards to the grant?

B. For Your Information

1. Council Member Simonsen recently traveled to Bentonville Arkansas to visit with
Walmart representatives regarding the building at 2705 South Parley’s Way. The
travel was approved by the Council, and Council Member Simonsen would like to
share with the Council details about the visit. He has also provided you a copy of
the letter prepared in appreciation of the visit (see attachment)

2. Provided the new process the Council utilizes to approve grant funding within the
Consent Agenda, an outline of the grant applications is below. The details of each
grant are also attached. If you have any objections, please speak with a member of

staff.
Grant Reference Title Grant Amount Grant Program
Emergency Management $ determined by Emergency Management
Performance Grant appropriation Performance Grant




Council Members,

One suggestion was made to also request that audience remain seated during the comment times. Staff
will check in with the Attorney’s Office on this. Are Council Members in favor of including that in the policy
language (included in b.ii below)?

C.20

a.

FILMING, PHOTOGRAPHY AND RECORDINGS AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS

Salt Lake City's Information Management Services Division (IMS) films the open
portions of City Council meetings. The footage is available to the public on line at the
Salt Lake City web site. It is considered public information. The public may also request
a copy on disk.

Filming and pictures taken of Council proceedings by individual members of the public
or by organizations is allowed within the following limitations:

i.  The use of cameras and recording devices shall be allowed in a manner designed
to address the free expression rights, security, visual sight lines and comfort of
other meeting attendees.

ii.  Inorder to avoid distracting, intimidating or creating a potential safety concern to
persons speaking at the podium, all members of the public must remain_seated
during comments, -behind the audience podium and no closer than the front row.

iii.  Cameras may not be set up on tripods or stands, unless within the designated area
for tripods or stands, as tripods or stands may create a tripping hazard for other
meeting attendees.

iv.  Under no circumstances may a camera be set up or filming, photography, or
recording performed in a manner that blocks an aisle or doorway.

Credentialed news media personnel working on a news assignment may set up tripods,
stands, and other recording equipment within the designated area for credentialed media
or the designated area for the general public.

Designated Areas will be established in consultation with the City Police Department
representative.

Other requests for video, photographs and / or audio recordings that can be lifted from
film will likely be referred to the City's IMS Division.

Failure to follow these procedures may result in removal from the meeting.




Council Members,

The Attorney’s Office has provided some suggested changes to the Rules of Decorum documents
prepared for your review.

Below are copies of the abbreviated language that could be used on electronic agenda postings and on
the Council’s website, and the longer version made available at Council meetings.

Abbreviated Rules of Decorum — for use on electronic agenda copies, and posting on the Council website.

The City Council Meeting offers an opportunity for all visitors to comfortably participate in dialogue on a
variety of issues. Please observe a few rules of good manners in order to maintain the Chamber as a
place where people feel comfortable to participate, and where the meeting can be conducted in an
orderly fashion. 1) Abide by the two-minute time limit on all comments to allow everyone equal time, 2)
Be respectful of speakers by not jeering or cheering at them, 3) Demonstrate respect for others by
refraining from the use of insulting or offensive language, and 4) Coordinate with a staff member
regarding the sharing of documents or questions about recording meetings.



Rules of Decorum during a City Council Meeting

The City Council Meeting offers the opportunity for public dialogue on many issues. People may agree or disagree with
arguments made there. The City Council wants people to speak out on items that concern them, and the Council wants
everyone to feel comfortable when speaking or when listening to speakers.

To maintain the Chamber as a place where people feel comfortable participating in their government and so that the
meeting can be conducted in an orderly, efficient, effective, and dignified fashion, free from distraction, intimidation,
and threats to safety, please observe the following rules of civility:

e Please open any large bags, purses or backpacks for inspection by officers before entering the City Council
Chamber or the Committee of the Whole Room (Room 326).

e [fanyone has a prop or piece of equipment integral to a presentation, please clear its use with an officer before
entering the Council Chamber.

e Ifyou have questions about proper placement of recording equipment or recording in general , please coordinate
this with an officer or staff member before the beginning of the meeting.

e The City Council does not allow any disruptive demonstrations for or against an issue, including the waving of
placards or pictures.

e Ifyou have written remarks, a document, or other items you may want the City Council to review, please give
them to our staff, and they will distribute them for you.

e Please observe a two-minute time limit so everyone may have a chance to speak.

e The City Council expects people in the Chamber to be respectful of speakers including not jeering at them — or
cheering or clapping for them. In addition, speakers should refrain from using words or comments intended to
incite a disruption to the meeting.

e Failure to follow these decorum rules may result in removal from the meeting.

Public Hearings

The Public Hearing section of the Council agenda is set aside for the public to comment on specific items as listed on the
Council’s agenda. Those in attendance are expected to follow the rules of civility as outlined above and to limit their
comments to the subject matter of the public hearing.

Public Comments to the City Council (See reverse side on how to submit your comments.)

The Public Comments section allows speakers to address the City Council on any subject. However, the City Council
expects those who speak to follow the same rules of civility for speakers and listeners that those who speak at public
hearings observe.

There may be times when a City Council Member may request a point of personal privilege from the Chair to ask a
question or make a brief remark, but generally this portion of the meeting is designed for you to speak and the City
Council to listen.
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SUBJECT: Violence Against Women Act Grant Reporting Requirement

STAFF CONTACT: Mary N. Johnston, City Court Director (535-7173)
DOCUMENT TYPE: Briefing

RECOMMENDATION: The Salt Lake City Justice Court is required to give two
reports on the progress of the grant during the program year to our City Council. This
could be in form of a written report or a briefing.

BUDGET IMPACT: No direct impact. This grant which is through the State of Utah
Office of Crime Victim Reparations is currently funding an hourly Domestic Violence
Clerk and next year will fund a full ime Domestic Violence Clerk.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: All misdemeanor domestic violence offenses
committed within the city limits of Salt Lake City are filed with the Salt Lake City Justice
Court. In keeping with an overall goal of providing restorative justice, the Salt Lake City
Justice Court established a dedicated Domestic Violence Court in July of 2002. An
average of 1,100 misdemeanor domestic violence cases are filed each year and 65 percent
involve abuse to female victims. Since intensive case management of offenders’
compliance with court-ordered treatment and probation is one of the most effective
techniques to prevent further domestic violence against women by changing offender
behavior the Justice Court first applied and received this grant in 2003. This grant funded
a dedicated domestic violence clerk who collaborates closely with community partners,
such as probation supervisors, treatment providers, and the prosecutors’ office to track
compliance and non compliance of offenders. This clerk’s current duties include:
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P.O. BOX 145499, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH B4114-5499
TELEPHDONE: BO1-535-6321 FAX: 801-535-6302
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e Updating the database with the demographic information of the offender.
Identifying cases scheduled for probation hearings.

e Contacting treatment providers and requesting treatment compliance reports so
that the Domestic Violence Judge has up to date compliance/non compliance
information when he is reviewing sentencing conditions.

e Verifying that warrants and no contact orders have been updated accurately on the
statewide system.

The original grant also funded a contract software engineer who developed a data base
which collects statistical information on domestic violence perpetrators and to track and
supply case history information on individual perpetrators. This database is kept updated
by the grant funded domestic violence clerk.

Attachments



VAWA Grant Report — February 2010

Introduction

Nearly one in four women in the United States reports expertencing violence by a current
or former spouse or boyfriend at some point in her life (Get the Facts. Retrieved February, 23,
2010, from http://www.endabuse.org/content/action_center.detail/754). Although this citation
reflects current data, in response to similar, troubling statistics, the United States Congress
passed the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 (VAWA). Originally signed into law by
President William J. Clinton on September 13, 1994, it was most recently reauthorized by
Congress in December of 2005 and signed into law by President George W. Bush on January 3,
2006.

VAWA'’s primary purpose is to enhance investigation and prosecution of violent crime
perpetrated against women. To that end, VAWA authorizes grants supporting that purpose and
develops federal policy regarding domestic violence issues.

The Salt Lake City Justice Court has had the opportunity to apply for and receive a
number of VAWA grants. The purpose of this report is to comply with a requirement of the
current grant to inform the Salt Lake City Council of Court activities supported by the grant.

Domestic Violence Defined

Domestic violence cases filed under Utah law occur when a cohabitant abusés or dttempts
to abuse another ¢cohabitant. In most cases, a cohabitant is defined as person who is or behaves
as though they are the spouse of the other cohabitant; is related by blood to the other cohabitant;
or has children in common with the other cohabitant. In a small minority of cases, cohabitant
roommates, those who are not in intimate partner relationships and not related by blood are
charged with domestic violence. (See Utah Code, 78B-7-102 Cohabitant Abuse Act, attached as
Exhibit 1). ‘

“Abuse” means intentionally or knowingly causing or attempting to cause a cohabitant
physical harm or intentionally knowingly placing a cohabitant in reasonable fear of imminent
physical harm. (id.)

During the reporting period from July 1, 2009 to December 31, 2009, 514 domestic
violence cases were filed with the Court. The most commonly filed domestic violence charges
are Assault, Battery, Domestic Viclence in the Presenice of a Child and Damiage to or
Interruption of a Comimunication Device.

Court Services Provided Under the Grant

In order ensure victim safety and perpetrator accountability, the domestic violence court
performs intensive case management while supervising a defendant’s probation. This
supervisory funiction includes live, in-court réview hearings during the probationary period, and
constant contact and compliance monitoring with the defendant’s state licensed domestic
violence treatment provider. It also includes ongoing assessment of all cases with active
Domestic Violence Protective Orders, cases in which the risk of harm io the victim is elevated
due to the defendant’s prior doméstic violénce chérges or current non-compliance with the




court’s orders. In addition, the court also monitors active arrest warrants in domestic violence
cases.

The VAWA grant funded domestic violence clerk runs reports once a month from the
court’s case management system Judicial Enforcement Management System (JEMS), for these
active cases and checks each of them on the statewide Bureau of Criminal Investigation (BCI)
database to make sure that protective orders and warrants are entered correctly. This review
ensures that the courts and law enforcement agencies using the BCI system are getting accurate,
up-to-date information.

Prior to live, in-court review hearings, the domestic violence clerk physically prepares the
case files for those cases set for hearing. The reviews occur every other Monday afternoon with
about 70 cases set on each date. The clerk’s review of these cases involves comparing the initial
orders of the court to the progress or lack of progress by the defendant in meeting those orders.
The clerk contacts the treatment agency, compiling a recent and current hard copy treatment
history. The clerk notes compliance and flags critical information for the Judge’s attention. The
clerk working with information from BCI, treatment providers and other justice partners,
compiles a concise summary for each case to enable the judge to review gach efficiently and
effectively and to determine and implement ongoing orders. Information may include
compliance with treatment, firies and community service, new criminal violations and violations
of protective orders. .
_ In preparation for the judge’s file review, the clerk separates the files by treatment agency.

For frequently used agencies, a live staffing by the Domestic Assessment Review Team (DART)
comprised of representatives from the treatment agencies, the judge, the Salt Lake City
Prosecutor’s Victim/Witness Coordinator and the clerk is held the Wednesday preceding the
Monday reviews. After separating the files, a DART list is created including defendant name,
date of birth, and case number, which is sent to the agencies and. the Victim/Witness Coordinator
to inform them which defendants are scheduled for review.

During the DART meeting the Judge meets with treatment agency representatives to go
over each individual case which is set for review. The judge, with the input of the team, will
then decide how to further proceed on each case based on the reports he receives from the
representatives.

For infrequently used agencies the clerk makes personal contact with the agency in the
week prior to the review in order to obtain hard copy or telephonic updates regarding defendant
comphance. '

For cases in which the defendant has not yet been assigned a treatment provider, the clerk
flags the plea eniry order, labels the file as requiring the appointment of an evaluating/treating
agency, and submits them to the judge for review prior to the live hearing,

In our ongoing effort to ensure victim safety, every effort is made to ensure that each file
has an accurate update which is no less than a week old so that the Judge may take appropriate
action immediately. ‘

Grant Funded Court Achievements

The Salt Lake City Justice Court and our justice partners, the Office of the Salt Lake City
Prosecutor, the Salt Lake Legal Defender Association, the Satt Lake City Police Department, the
state licensed domestic violence treatment providers and victim support agencies have, through
VAWA grant funding been able to establish and accomplish a number of specific and general




goals in serving victims of domestic violence by and through holding perpetrators of domestic
violence accountable for their actions.

~ An important achievement was the creation of and the ongoing maintenance of the
VAWA domestic violence tracking system. This system contains statistical data for domestic
violence cases such as sentencing, treatment success/failure rates, numbers of criminal charge
(counts) filed as domestic violence and trending information. Prior to the creation of this system,
there was simply nothing in place at our court to track this information.

Attached (see Exhibit 2) is a statistical compilation of the caseload in the domestic
violence court for the reporting period July 1, 2009 through December 31, 2009. The exhibit
documents the demographics of the average offender with statistics taken from the responses to
our demographic questionnaire (attached as Exhibit 3). Data collection is anonymous. No names
or other personal identifiers are requested or provided. This information is available to the
public via the Justice Court website and can be viewed by specified time period.

Another achievement and ongoing task of the VAWA grant is populating an academic
research database through the domestic violence tracking system. Exhibif 4, attached is a
research paper, (Kindness, A. et al., Court Compliance as a Predictor of Post adjudication
Recidivism for Domestic Violence Offenders, Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
doi:1177/0886260508322197, 2008) the authors of which used the database for basic
information to examine recidivism among domestic violence perpetrators. The study confirms
that offenders who display early noncompliance in court cases are more likely to reoffend. The
importance of this conclusion to the court is that the judge can better determine the intervals
between review hearings conserving judicial and administrative court resources. The importance
to domestic violence victims is that information regarding noncompliance can be used. for
personal safety plarming.

CONCLUSION

Through ongoing VAWA grant funding, and in collaboration and cooperation with our
justice partners, the Salt Lake City Justice Court has been able to establish a tracking and
reporting system which, through continuous and ongoing supervision of domestic violence
perpetrators, has made every effort to ensure perpetrator accountability and victim safety in
domestic violence cases. The grant has ensured timely and efficient case management as
discussed specifically above, but as important, it has helped to create an atmosphere in which
domestic violence misdemeanors are treated seriously by all stakeholders from victim and
perpetrator, through and including the court, prosecutors, defense attorneys and treatment
providers. The grapt plays an ongoing, significant and integral role in funding and supporting
victim safety in our community.
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Utah Code Page 1 of 1

UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE Home | Site Map | Calendar | Code/Constitution | House | Senate | Search

TitlelChapterlSection:E o , I Go To '
Utah Code
Title 78B Judicial Code

Chapter 7 Protective Orders
Section 102 Definitions.

78B-7-102. Definitions.

As used in this chapter:

(1) "Abuse" means intentionally or knowingly causing or attempting to cause a cohabitant physical
harm or intentionally or knowingly placing a cohabitant in reasonable fear of imminent physical harm.
(2) "Cohabitant" means an emancipated person pursuant to Section 15-2-1 or a person who is 16

years of age or older who:

(a) is or was a spouse of the other party;

(b) is or was living as if a spouse of the other party;

(c) is related by blood or marriage to the other party;

(d) has one or more children in common with the other party;

(e} is the biological parent of the other party's unborn child; or

() resides or has resided in the same residence as the other party.

(3) Notwithstanding Subsection (2), "cohabitant" does not include:

(a) the relationship of natural parent, adoptive parent, or step-parent to a minor; or

(b} the relationship between natural, adoptive, step, or foster siblings who are under 18 years of age.

(4) "Court clerk" means a district court clerk.

(5) "Domestic violence" means the same as that term is defined in Section 77-36-1.

(6) "Ex parte protective order" means an order issued without notice to the defendant in accordance
with this chapter.

(7) "Foreign protection order" is as defined in Section 78B-7-302..

(8) "Law enforcement unit" or "law enforcement agency" means any public agency having general
police power and charged with making arrests in connection with enforcement of the criminal statutes
and ordinances of this state or any political subdivision.

(%) "Peace officer" means those persons specified m Title 53, Chapter 13, Peace Officer
Classifications.

(10) "Protective order" means an order issued pursuant to this chapter subsequent to a hearing on the
petition, of which the petitioner and respondent have been given notice in accordance with this chapter.

Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 3, 2008 General Session
Download Code Section Zipped WordPerfect 78B07_010200.ZIP 2,729 Bytes

<< Previous Section (78B3-7-101)  Next Section (783-7-103) >>

Questions/Comments | Utah State Home Page | Terms of Use/Privacy Policy

http:/le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE78B/htm/78B07_010200.htm 2/23/2010
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VAWA Statistics

SLC Justice Courts 333 S 200 E SLC, UT 84111

Statistical Summary Emgil lnput  Perpetrator Reporis Victim Input ~ Pernetrator loput

Statistical Information
Select a start and end date to view a statistical summary of Court data

Start Date: _ End Date:
Month: LJ“W o] Year: 2009 ] Monih: | December | - | year: 200

Get Stats

The following statistics apply only to the time frame from July 2009 through December 2009:
The typical demographics for n perpetrator of domestic violence: (Based npon 149 responses.)

Sex: Male Age: 25-34
Income: 30 - $19,999 Residency: Rents
Tiducation: GED/High School Diploma Lthnicity: Caucasian

‘ Pereentage breakdowns of demographic information

The typical demographics for a victim of domestic violence:
Na data exists for this tine frame,

Number of domestic violence cases filed; 511
Number of armaignmenis scheduled: 1151
Number of eases scheduleded for arraignment; 795
Number of video amraignments scheduled: 239
Number of cases scheduled for armyignment via video: 197
Number of failure to appear warrants issued: 504
Number of failure fo comply warrants issued: 100
Number of review hearings scheduled: 737
Number of jury trials scheduled: 202
Number of bench trials seheduled; 54
Number of cases acquitted: &
Number of cases convicted: No data cxisis for this time frame.
Nurober of cases dismissed with préjudice: 49
Number of cascs dismissed without prejudice: 154
Number of cases in which the guilty plea was held in abeyance: 169
Number of plea in abeyance caseg which were dismissed with prejudice within this time period: 128

Page 1 of 1

[+]Feedback

Number of cases in which the terms of the plea in abeyance were not eompleted and the conviction was entered within this

time period: 21

Numnber of cases involving abuse or neglect of the elderly: 0
Number of counts of domestic violence in the presence of a child: 305
Number of repeat offenders: §9

Number of attacks of men on women: 339

Number of attacks of women on men: 103

Number of ajtacks of men on men: 100

Number of attacks of women on woncn: 61

Number of cases in council disirict #1: 66

Number of cases in council district #2: 59

Number of cases in council district #3: 19

Number of cases in council district #4: 100

Number of cases in cowncil district #5: 90

Number of cases in cownicil district #6: 7

Number of cases in council district #7: 26

The following general stat applies to the court's history and not a speeific time frame:

The total number of DV cascs that have been appealed: 51

The total number of DV cases currenlly on probation: 1093 '

http://idotnet.slegov.com/Cowrt/VAW A/StatisticInfo.aspx

2/16/2010



DemographicPercentages

SLC Justice Courts 333 S 200 E SLC, UT

Statistical Summary

Below is a listing of percentages based upon responses of DV offenders

84111

Perpetrator Reports

Perpetrator Specifics

Page 1 of 1

[+]Feedback

The following statistics apply only to the time frame from July 2009 through December 2009

(Based upon 149 responses.)

US Census Bureau 2000 Demographic Profile for Salt Lake City

Sex:

Male
Fermale
No Response

No Response

63.76 %
33.56 %
2.68 %

24,16 %
34.23 %
20.13 %
17.45 %
2.68 %
1.34 %
0.0C %

Annual Household Income:

$0 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,99%
$30,000 - $35,999
£40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,999
$60,000 - $69,999
$70,000 - $79,999
$80,000+

No Response

Residency:

Owns Home

Rents

Lives with family/friend
Shelter/Other

No Response

Below is a listing of percentages based upon responses of DV victims

61.74 %
20.13 %
2,68 %
4,70 %
2.01 %
G.67 %
1.34 %
4.03 %
2.68 %

14.09 %
58.39 %
22.15 %
5.37 %
0.00 %

Highest Level of Education
Completed:

Did not complete High School
GED/High School Diploma
Technical/Trade School

Some College

Associate's Degree

Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree

No Response

Ethnicity:

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

Native Hawalian or Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino
Caucasian

Other

No Response

Yictim Specifics

22.82 %
38.93 %
5.27 %
25.50 %
3.36 %
2.01 %
2.0% %
0.00 %

9.40 %
2.0 %
2.01 %
5.37 %
26.85 %

49,66 %0

4.70 9%
G.00 %

The following statistics apply only to the time frame from July 2009 through December 2009:
There is no victim data for this time period.

http://idotnet.slcgov.com/Court/V. AWA/Dero graphicPercentages.aspx

2/24/2010




EXHIBIT 3




Salt Lake City Justice Court

333 South 200 East, Salt Lake Ciry, Utah 84111 — (801) 535-6300

Please fill out completelp. This information is for statistical purposes only.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM.

Sex:
o Male 0 Female

Age:
o 18-24 o 25-34
O 35-44 o 45-54
O 55-64 o 65+

Annual Household Income:

o $0 - $19,999

o $20,000 - 529,599
o $30,000 - $39,999
o $40,000 - $49,999
o $50,000 - $59,999
o $60,000 - $69,999
o $70,000 - $79,999
o $80,000 +

Residency:
o Own my home
O Rent

o Live with family/friend

o Shelter/Other

Highest Level Of Education Completed:
0 Did not complete High School
o GED/High School Diploma
o Technical/Trade School

o Some College

O

O

O

Associate’s Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree

Ethnicity:

Black or African American
American Indlan or Alaska Natwe
Asian

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic or Latino

Caucasian

Other

OooOoooogag




Juzgado Menor de Salf Lake Cify

' 433 South 200 East, Selt Lake City, Utahy 84111 — (801) 535-63060

Por favor complete este formulario. Esta informacién es para fines estadisticos finicamente.

POR FAVOR NO ESCRIBA SU NOMBRE EN ESTE FORMULARIO.

Sexo:
0 Hombre o Mujer

Edad: -
o 18-24 o 25-34
O 35-44 o 45-54
0 55-64 © 65+

Tnereso Econdmico Anual del Hogar:

o $0-519,999

o $20,000 - $29,999
o $30,000 - $39;999
O $40,000 - $49,999
o $50,000 - $59,999

o $60,000 - $69,999

o $70,000 - $79,999

o $80,000 +

‘Residencia:
O Duefio de vivienda propia
o0 Alquilo o rento
o Vivo con parientes o a:mlcos
o Albergne/ Otro

Mavor Nivel Alcanzado en Educacidn:
0 Secundaria Incompleta

GED/ Diploma de Secundaria

Escuela Técnica / Vocacional

Estudios Terciarios Incompletos

Titulo de Técnico Superior

Titulo de Bachiller Universitario/
- Licenciado

- 0 Titulo de Maestria

0O oOooaao

Gruno Etnico:

o Negto o Afro Amencano
0 Amerindio o Natura.l de Alaska
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This study evalvated pre- and postadjudication behavior of 220 male defen-
dants convicted of a domestic violence~related offense vsing court records
and police department data. Our goal was the identification of possible pre-
dictors for continued criminal behavior hat could pose a risk of further harm
to victims. Factors identified as significant predictors of defendant recidivism
were having two of more court reports of noncompliance with domestic vio-
lence treatment, two or more warrants issued by the court for noncompliance,
and two or more reports to law enforcement of new criminal activity involv-
ing the defendant. Law enforcement reports were the strongest predictor of
recidivism, with an odds ratio ef 7.7 and confidence interval of 3.0-19.7.
These results illustrate the importance of monitoring multiple dimensions of
defendant behavior while under court supervision and of comrnimicating
information on noncompliance with victims and advocates to assist in safety
planning efforts.

Keywords: domestic violence; criminal justice; law enforcement; risk
assessment: partner gbuse



2 Jouma! of Interpersenal Violence

ntimate partner violence is a serious public health problem in the United
States, disproportionately affecting women and resulting in significant mor-
bidity and mortality. More than 1.5 million women experience intimate part-
ner violence, rape, physical assault, or stalking anmually (Tjaden & Thoennes,
000). The estimated cost of meeting the medical and mental healtb care needs

annually (National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 2003). This
alarming and pervasive form of violence also has far reaching effects includ-
ing children who wimess the abuse, other family members, communities, and
society as a whole (Goodman, 2006; Stover, 2005).

The widespread impact and complex nature of intimate parmer violence
calls for an integrated response by practitioners and researchers in the fields
of criminal justice, social services, public health, and health care (Cattaneo &
Goodran, 2005; Murphy, Musser, & Maton, 1998). Examples of this collah-
orative response can be seen in the establishment of specialized courts that
take a “restorative” approach to addressing crime. In the case of interpersonal
violence, this has meant developing interventions that attempt to prevent fur-
ther offenses by changing offender behavior througb therapeutic interven-
tions such as counseling and intensive supervision, while also providing
services such as shelter and safety planning to victims. These specialized
courts use measures such as mandatory domestic violence treatment and reg-
ular review hearings to monitor defendants' compliance with court orders
while under supervision (Babcock & Steiner, 1999; Murphy et al., 1998).

Domestic violence courts often employ staff and judges who are well
versed in the dynamics of domestic violence (Newmark, Rempel, Diffily, &
Kane, 2001). These professionals are trained to respond to the complex nature
of domestic violence-related crime and to collaborate closely with community

Authors® Note: The aothors graefully acknowledge the contributions of Jeonifer Owen.
Wendy Isom, and Seau Curry for their assistance with data collection; Jacoguee Williamson [or
agsistance with dara analysis; and Heather Keenan and Mark Ogea for their reviews of the
manuseript and insightfu feedback prior Yo submission. They also grawefully acknowledge the
contrivution of the Honorable Judge John Baxter for allowing us access to court staff and court
records. This wark was partially supporied by The Sall Lake Area Safe al Home Coalition
which is supporied hy Grant No. 2005-WE-AX0025 awarded by the Office on Violence
Against Women, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Depanment of Justice. Pomts of view or
opinions in this doeument are those of the authors and do not necessarily refleet the official
position or polieies of the U.8, Department of Justice, The majority of work conducted by Ms.
Kindness on this project occurred when she was employed by the Salt Lake City Police
Depariment. Comrespondence concerning Lhis arlicle should be addressed to Lenoru M. Olson,
University of Utah School of Medieine, Department of Pediatries, 295 Chipeta Way, Salt Lake
City, UT 84108; e-mail: Lenora, Olson@hse.ntah.cdu.
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Kindness et al, / Courl Compliance as Predicior of Postadjundication Recidivism 3

partners such as probation supervisors, treatment providers, and victim advo-
cates (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Casey & Rottman, 2005; Gover, MacDonald,
& Alpert, 2003). The goal of this collaborative approach is to increase the
effectivenzss of the criminal justice response in preventing further violence

_and victimization through improved monitoring of defendant behavior and

swift intervention when recurrence of violent behavior is detected.
Research on the efficacy of domestic violence interventions is still fairly
new, and effectiveness varies by type of intervention and participant character-
istics. While many studies have examined the impact of domestic violence treat-
ment on offender behavior (Casey & Rottman, 2005; Cattaneo & Goodman,
2005}, few have demonstrated a significant impact of treatment alone on reduc-
ing recidivism (Babcock, Green, Robie, 2004; Babcock & Steiner, 1999;
Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Casey & Rottman, 2005; Labriola, Rempel, &
Davis, 2005). Research focusing on specialized court programs that combine
strict court supervision measures with specializad domestic viclence treatment
has shown more promising results (Gover et al., 2003; Hendricks, Werner,
Shipway, & Turinett, 2006; Stover, 2005). Exploratory smdies of defendant
involvement in multiple justice sysiem components {e.g., prosecution, proba-
tion, and counseling) indicate a possible cumulative effect of a multidimen-
sional intervention associated with lowes rates of postadjudication recidivism
(Jordan, 2004; Murphy et al., 1998). In addition, the collaborative approach of
domestic violence courts provides support and resources to victims and their
families, which can potentially increase their safety and security regardless of
court outcomes (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Casey & Rottman, 2005).
Recognizing that no intervention has been shown to be completely effec-
tive in preventing domestic violence recidivism, researehers and practitioners
have developed assessment tools that evalnate the potential for reoffense
which can enahle victims and thejr advocates to develop appropriate safety
plans as a secondary viclence preventicn measure (Heckert & Gondolf, 2002;
Hilton, Harris, Riee, Cormier, & Lines, 2004; Maxwell, Garner, & Fagan,
2002). Most assessments currently in use require the involvement of a trained
evaluator and direct contact with the vietim, the perpetrator, or both to obtain
detailed surnmaries of past or current behavior (Campbell, 2003). In addition
to being resouree intensive and requiring offender or victim cooperation, the
predictive power of these instruments is variable (Cattaneo & Goodman,
2005; Heckert & Gondolf, 2002; Hilton & Harris, 2005; Hilton et al., 2004).
Other studies assessing predictors of further violence in domestic vio-
lence defendants have focused on behavioral and demographic factors such
as alcohol use, employment status, and criminal history (Bowen, Gilchrist,
& Beech, 2005; Heckert & Gondolf, 2002; Kaukinen, 2004; Kingsnorth,
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2006; Kyriacou et al., 1999). Prior crirninal history is one critical factor that
has been shown in several studies to be a predictor of recidivisin for domes-
tic violence defendants (Bowen et al., 2005; Gondolf, 2004; Hilten &
Harris, 2005; Maxwell et al., 2002; Ventura & Davis, 2005), but past
__offense information is often unavailable to law enforcement, to the victim,

or to those who are assisting the victim in determining risk and sifety pian- -

ning, Obtajning information on prior criminal behavior is particularly prob-
lematic if the defendant has not maintained a stable residence or has lived
in multiple jurisdictions (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003).

Based on a review of the research eited above, we found a need to iden-
tify additional predictors of reoffense that were not reliant on availability of
criminal justice records from multiple jurisdictions or participants’ willing-
ness to disclose personal background information. While such information
is often not available to victims, advocates, and court personnel, records of
compliance with court requirements while under supervision can be moni-

‘tored and evaluated through a coordinated community response. To our
knowledge, this is one of the first published studies to examine compliance
with court orders as a predictor of postadjudication recidivism,

The specific objective of this study was to evalvate whether defendants’ ...

behavior while under the supervision of a specialized domestic violence
court-based intervention is predictive of further violent or harassing behav-
jor. We hypothesized that we would find a positive correlation hetween
frequency of noncoempliance reports during the period of time prior to adju-
dication and the frequency of reoffense reports during the year following
adjudication. Victim advocales, probation supervisors, judges. and others
working with defendants and victims can use the resulting information to
help assess the potential for reoffense in domestic viclence defendants. This
information will also be beneficial to researchers and practitioners in devel-
oping end evaluating offender management strategies aimed at reducing the
risk of further harm to victims of domestic violence.

Method

Study Population

The 220 cases in this sudy involved male defendants charged with a mis-
demeanocr level offense that was prosecuted in the specialized Domestic
Violence Court program of the Salt Lake City Justice Court between the dates
of January 1, 2003 and December 31, 2004, Salt Lake City is the capital of
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Utah, with a population of approximately 180,000 and a racial distribution of
79% White, 4% Asian, 2% Black or Affican American, 2% Native Hawaiian
or other Pacifie Islander, and 1% Arnerican Indian or WNative Alaslkan, with
19% of Hispanic or Latino origin. We did not gather race or ethnicity infor-
__maticn on individual subjects as this data was not consistently available from

Salt Lake City Police Department Records. Age of defendants ranged from |

18 to 89 vears old, with a median age of 32 years.

The following partners are involved in the operation of the specialized
court program: court staff, law enforcement—based victim advocates,
prosecution-based victim/witness coordinators, domestic violence treaiment
providers, and probation supervision agents. Domestic violence defendants
who are found guilty by plea or trial are placed on probation for a period of
12 months and required to complete a treatment program with a certified
domestic violence treatment provider. Defendants are required to return to
court periedically for review hearings at which their compliance with court
orders is assessed. Indications of noncompliance including lack of partici-
pation in treatment or nonappearance for review hearings can result in court
sanctions issued against the defendant. Sanctions include extension of the
probation period, warrants issued for the defendant’s arrest, and jail time.
Adjudication is defined as the closure of a case, after which point the court
has no further authority over the defendant.

During the study pericd, the Domestic Violence Court program processed
all charges filed at the infraction or misdemeanor B or C level in the Salt
Lake City Justice Court in which the relationship between the defendant and
victim qualified as “cohabitant” under the Utah Siate Code definition. Case
selection was based on date of original charge, gender of defendant (male)
and victim {female), and nature of the relationship between defendant and
victim (intimate partner cohabitating, married, or separated), Because the
foeus of our study was men who offended against their female intimate part-
ner, we excluded cases involving violence between roommates, blood rela-
tives, or in-laws, which ewrrently are charged as domestic violence offenses
under state code. Cases that did not result in conviction or had not been
adjudicated by February 28, 2006 were excluded from the sample.

This study was approved by the University of Utah Institutional Review
Board,

Measures

Data were collected from Salt Lake City Justice Court records by trained
court staff and from Salt Lake City Police Department records by trained
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police department staff. Two of the siudy’s co-anthors (LMO, AK)
reviewed the abstracted data, ‘

Conviction was defined as determination of guilt based on the dcfen-
dant’s plea or trial outcome. Date of adjudication was defined as the date
the casc was chsposed of by the ]udgc and no longer subject to further

action of the court, The defendant’s first domestc violence~reldted chaige " T T T 7T

in Salt Lake City Justice Court during the specified time frame was labeled
as the original offense (or index case) regardless of whether the subject had
prior cases that pre-dated the study period.

The outcome variable of recidivism was defined as report to law
enforcement of defendant involvement in criminal or harassing behavior
(excluding minor traffic offenses} during a 1-year period following adjudi-
cation. Information on recidivism was gathered from Salt Lake City Police
records and included any report (domestic violence or not domestic vio-
lence related) filed during the specified time frame in which the defendant
was listed as a suspect or subject responsible for the threatening or harass-
ing benavior, regardless of whether the report resulted in formal charges,
See the appendix for a list of offenses included in the reports.

Three separate measures of noncompliance with court mandates prior to
adjudication were used to define the predictor variable. These measures
included the following: one or more failures to comply with domestic violence
counseling (as reporied to the court by treatment providers), one or more war-
rants issued by the court for failure to comply with court orders or conditions
of probation, and one or more new offenses reported to the Salt Lake City
Police Department in which the defendant was listed as subject or suspect.
Other information abstracted included date of case filing, date of sentencing,
date of adjudication (case closure), dates of new offenses pre- and postsen-
tencing, and time, date, and location of new offenses within 1 year following
adjudicatdon within Salt Lake City Police Department’s jurisdiction.

Statistical Analysis

Case characteristics of the sample were compared between recidivism-
based groups using Fisher's Exact Test and logistic regression, Characteristics
found to be significantly different between the two groups were tested for
associations witb any preadjudication noncompliance, These variables were
considered as potential confounders in further multivariable logistic models;
to control for correlated covariates, only one confounder was inclnded,
Multivariable logistic repression was used to estimate the odds of recidivat-
ing for those who exhjbited any preadjudication noncompliance compared (o
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the odds of recidivism in those who did not. The measures of preadjudication
noncompliance found to be significanlly associated with recidivism were
grouped by frequency of noncoinpliant events and regressed to determine
whether increased incidence of noncompliance was associated with increased
likelihood of recidivism. Data were managed in Excel and analyzed using

SASO.T)

Results

Table 1 llustrates the distribution of case characteristics by recidivism
status. Among a total of 220 eases, the majority (829, n = 180) did not recidi-
vate. Those defendants that did recidivate {189, i1 = 40) spent more than the
standard 12 months ordered under court supervision (p = .044) and had more
review hearings scheduled (p = .012) compared to those who did not recidi-
vate. Defendants who recidivated were also more likely to have had more
than one report of treatment noncompliance (p = .014), more than one war-
rant issued (p = .03), and more than one law enforcement offense (p < .0001)
prior to adjudication than those who did not recidivate. The majority of cases
in each group were sentenced between 1 and 6 months from the date of report
for the offense for which they were charged {78% recidivating, 84% nonre-
cidivating). We did not find any significant differences in age of the deten-
dants or months from index case to sentencing between the two groups.

Table 2 shows the association between the predictor variable of having
at least one indicator of any of the three types of preadjudication noncom-
pliance and the ovtcome variable of recidivism. After adjusting for the
number of hearings, the odds of recidivating for defendants who exhibited
any measure of noncompliance prior to adjudication was four times the
odds of recidivating for defendants who exhibited no indicators of preadju-
dication noncompliance (aOR = 4.2; 95% CI = 1.2-14.6).

As shown in Table 3, when each of the three separate measures of pread-
Jjudication noncompliance was stratified aceording to number of noncom-
pliant incidents recorded, we found that the odds of recidivism for
defendants who had two or more incidents of Jaw enforcement preadjudi-
cation noncompliance were over seven tmes the odds of recidivism for
defendants who had none (95% Cl = 3.0-18.7), when contrclling for the
nomber of hearings. Defendants who had two or more incidents of treat-
ment noncompliance and who had two or more wairants issued hy the court
while on probation were not more likely to recidivate as those who had no
incidents of treatment noncompliance or warrants issued during that tine.
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Table 1
Case Characteristics (¥ = 220)

Recidivating Nonrecidivaling

(n =40) tn=180)
e . [T g e el i e m e e
Variable
Age of defendant (years)
25 and Under 9 2.5 al 28.3
26-30 a 7.5 29 16.1
31.35 R 20.0 a3 18.3
36-40 9 22.5 24 13.3
41-45 6 15.0 21 11.6
QOver 45 5 12.5 22 12.2
Months from index case o sentencing
a 3 7.5 5 2.8
1-3 22 55.0 84 4.7
4-6 9 22.5 a7 1.2
7-9 5 12.5 10 5.6
10 ar inore i 2.5 14 7.8
Months from sentencing to adjudicadon*
Less than 12 9 22,5 38 21.1
12 13 32.5 94 522
More than 12 18 45,0 48 26.7
Number of review hearinps*
0 2 5.0 13 72
1-3 ' 4 10.0° kK] 19.4
4-5 16 40.0 ) 54.5
7-9 15 37.5 25 13.9
10 or More 3 1.5 9 5.0

Measures of preadjudication noncompliance
Treamment noncompliance*
(Reported by rreatment providers to Salt Lake City Jusrice Conri}

+] 25 62.5 136 75.6
1 5 12.5 a0 16.7
2 5 12,5 9 5.0
3 4 10.0 2 1.1
4 or more 1 a5 3 17

MNumber of warrants issued*
(Reported by Sait Lake Ciry Jusrice Court)

0 13 32.5 102 56.7
1 12 30.0 43 239
2 8 20.0 16 8.9
3 3 7.5 11 6.1
4 or more 4 10,0 8 44

feontinned)
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Table 1 (continued)

Recidivating Nonrecidivating
(1 =40) (n=180
n % [ %
Law enforeement offenses preadjudication®
(Reported by Sait Lake Ciry Police Depariment)
0 7 17.5 97 53.0
1 [ 150 g 21.7
2 f 20,0 18 1.0
3 . 5 12.5 9 50
4 or more 14 350 17 0.4

*#Significant association with ourcome variable of nzeldivism at p < 05,

Table 2

Adjusted Odds of Recidivism for Cases Showing Any
Form of Preadjudication Noncompliance (# =220)

Regidivating (1 = 40) Nonrecidivating (1 = 180)
n % N 9%
Preadjudication
Nopucompliance = Yes 37 835 127 70.6
Preadjudication
Noncompliance = No 3 7.5 53 294

Note: a0OR =4.2 65%; CI =(1.2-14.6).

Table 3

Logistic Regression Predicting Postadjudication Recidivism by
Degree of Preadjudication Noncompliance (n = 220)

Varishle OR 85% CI
Treatment noncompliance
0 1.0 Ref
1 0.8 (0.3-2.3)
2 or more 2.7 {0.9-8.3)
Number of warrants
0 1.0 Ref
T 19 (0.8-4.8)
2 o1 more 26 (0.9-7.0%
Law enforeement offenses preadjudicalion
0 1.0 Ref
! 2.1 (0.7-6.6)
Z or more 1.7 (3.0-18.7)
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Discussion

Qur study has tluee main findings regarding the value of monitoring
preadjudicalion noncompliance as a predictor of risk for postadjudication

__recidivism in domestic violence defendants. First, defendants who were

reported to have had at ieast one incident of any form of preadjudication

noncompliance were more likely to recidivate than those for whom no non-
compliance was reported. Second, we found that defendants who had two
or more repotts of law enforcement noncompliance preadjudication were
the most likely to have reports of law enforcement involvement postadjudi-
cation, and this likelihood increased with the number of law enforcement—
related noncompliance incidents observed. Finally, we found a trend that
was not statistically signifieant for defendants with two or more reports of
noncompliance related to treatment and number of warrants to be more
likely to recidivate. These findings indicate the potential value of docu-
menting the frequency and type of noncompliance with court orders, espe-
cially in the area of law enforcement noncompliance and including these
factors in the development of risk assessments for defendants under super-
vision. Our results also illustrate the importance of considering multiple
sources of information on defendants’ noncompliant behavior and of com-
municating this information to all agencies that have a role in maintaining
offender accountability and increasing victim safety.

Detendants who were reported to have had at least one incident of any
form of preadjudication noneompliance were four times as likely to recldi-
vate as those for whom no noncompliance was reporied. While prior stud-
ies assessing predictors of further violence in domestic violence offenders
have focused on either demographic factors or past offender behavior out-
side of the court setting (Bowen et al.,, 2005; Heckert & Gondolf, 2002;
Hilton et al., 2004; Kaukinen, 2004; Kingsnorth, 2006; Kyriacou et al.,
1999), our findings indicate that when a coordinated community response
is employed in the form of a specialized domestic violence court program,
the potential for reoffense can be cvaluated by observing defendant behav-
ior during the course of their participation in the court system, For instance,
the court and court advocates could be alerted when a second warrant is
issued o1 new police reports are filed indicating a defendant’s involvement
in criminal or harassing behavior. These reports can then be considered in
determining the neccssary level of defendant supervision. This method of
evaluation requires thorough tracking of defendants’ behavior, and commu-
nication between police agenciss, prosecuting agencies, and the court, Such
communication could increase victim safety by supporting an institutional
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shift away from relying on victim participation to hold perpetrators
accountable. This is important because victims may not know how to notify
the court of new offenses, may be fearful of doing so because of safety con-
cerns, or may be unaware of new offenses that do not directly involve them.

Our analyses indicated that when observing noncompliance indicators

separately, having two or more reports of any SIRRIE measare of noncom- T T

pliance could indicate an Increased likclihood of recidivism, while having .
only one incident reported was not. While the majority of defendants were
observed 10 have one report of treatment noncompliance, one warran: issued
for noncompliance with court orders, or one report of involvement with law
enforcement, having one indicator of noncompliance alone did not indicate a
trend or appear to be associated with recidivism. One possible interpretation -
of this finding that merits continued study is that additiona! incidents of non-
compliance were prevented by sanctions imposed by the court in response to
the defendant’s initial incident of noncompliant behavior. We found that
defendants with two or more reports of law enforcement noncompliance
preadjudication were the most likely to have reports of law enforcement
involvement postadjudication, and that this likelihood increased with the
number of law enforcement-—velated noncompliance incidents observed. While
there are several passible interpretations of this observation, the explanation
most strongly supported by prior criminal justice research is that the best pre-
dictor of future eriminal behavior is past critninal bebavior (Bowen et al.,
2005, Casey & Rottman, 2005; Hanson & Wallace-Capretta, 2004).

While the findings of our study are significant, there are limitations that
must be considered. Demographic factors unique to the population of Salt
Lake City and systematie factors unique to the city’s Justice Court and
Police Department may limit the applicability of these results to other pop-
ulations, Another limitation is that while we defined recidivism as any
report of law enforcement involvement, we know that law enforcement
records tend to underestimiate the actual occurrence of new criminal behav-
ior, and thus we may liave conservatively estimated thiy effect on defendant
behavior. We were also limited in our data collection on nonconipliance
indicators and postadjudication recidivisi to cases within one jurisdiction,
therefore open cases in other jurisdictions were not captured. In addition,
the parameters for types of offenses included in our law enforcement recidi-
vism measure both pre- and postadjndication were fairly broad, which
could account for this being the category of noncompliance with the high-
est incidence rates. We also did not differentiate between those offenses
inclnded in the outcome variable that were domestic related and those
which were not, or those which were violent offenses and those which were
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nonviolent violations of the law. This could potentially yield more specific
information regarding risk of violence to past or new victims, although
prior research indicates that involvement in any unlawful behavior is posi-
tively associated with perpetration of viclence in domestic violence offend-
“ers. Finally, our sample size was limited by the number of defendants seen

“in the domestic violenee eourt during our study period. It is possible’thata™ "

larger sample size would show a statistically significant finding regarding
noncompliance for number of warrants and treatment.

Conclusion

Our study results illustrate the importance of establishing protocols for
wacking weatment and probation compliance as well as conveying this infor-
mation to victims and victim service providers, The coordination of defen-
dant tracking activities across multiple agencies and jurisdicdons often
requires additional personnel and resources that many courts do not have
access 1o (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Gover et al,, 2003), but our study shows
that coordination is critical to maintaining current information on risk factors
for reoffense which can assist vietims and their advocates in safety planning.

Further studies are justified to enhance our understanding of the interac-
tion of various defendant and case characteristics in predicting further
offenses. For instance, following this same population for longer than 1
year postadjudication would show whether predictdons would hold tme
over'a longer period of time. In addition, the validity of the current findings
eould be extended by collecting additional demographics and background
information through victim and offender surveys such as residential history,
evidence of substance abuse, type of relationship with victim, level of edu-
cation, and employment status, This information could be used to assess
whether the strength of our predietor variables are consistent between
offenders with differing characteristics. Follow-up interviews with victims
to assess their feelings of safety to determine whether or not victims® per-
ceptions are associated with indicators of reoffense could yield valnable
information. The development and validation of new tools designed specif-
ically to predict risk in offenders that have been sentenced and are under
court supervision is important as victim advocates could use this informa-
tion to help victims assess their level of danger when limited information is
available on defendant background and history. With further research and
validation, the behavioral factors identified in this study could be instru-
mental in strengthening the predictive power of existing risk assessments.
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Meta-analysis of existing research on criminal justice and therapeutic
interventions with domestic violence offenders indicates the need for fur-
ther research on interaction berween dynamic factors such as court sanc-
tions while defendants are on probation and other independent variables
such as defendant history in determining future 1ecidivism (Bowen et al.,
"772005; Cattango & Goodman, 20057 Gondolf, 2004 Stover, 2005y, While ™ ~ " —— "= e —
this study does not measure the impact of intervention, it does illustrate the
association between preadjudication noncompliance and postadjudication
indicators of recidivism and presents the groundwork for further analysis of
the interaction between variables that may affect defendant behavior.

Appendix
Salt Lake City Offense Codes and Descriptions

Code Description

Rupe/sexual assauolt

11030 Sexual assault—Rape Strong-arm
Robbery
1202-0 Robbery—Business Id weapen
12050 Robbery-—Streer Id weapon
Assault
1301-0 Assanl aggravated—Family gun
1302-0 Assaull aggravated—Family I weapon
1305-0 Assaull aggrivated—Nonfamily el weapon
1312-0 Assault aggravated—Police officer surong-arin
13130 Assault aggravated—Eamily strong-arm
13161 Assaul—Intimid/written/electronic
1i16-2 Assauli—Intimid/thueats/physical
13163 Asszult—Intimid/thresus/ielephonic
1316-4 Assault—Intimidation/stalking
1316-15 Assault—Threat 1o bomb
1316-16 Assanlt—Tlhireat to buen
13890 Assnull—Threats free text
1399.2 Assanlt—Workplace viclence/threats
1369-4 Assault—Violation of a stalking injunction
Burglary
22030 Burglary—Force cniry nonresident
2205-0 Burglary—No foree entry nonresident
Larceny
2303-0 Larceny—Shoplifiing
23050 Larceny—TFrom moter vehicle
2308-0 Larceny—TFrom building
2399-0 Larceny—TFree wexl

{continued)
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Appendix {continued)

Damaged property
2002-0
2902-1
2099-0
Drugs
3512-0
3532-0
3542-0
3543-0
3550-0
3362-0
3599-1
35992
Sex offenses
3603-1
3699-0
Family offenses
38010
3802-0
3802-1
3806-0
3809-0
3809-8
38999
3899-10
3809-11
3899-12
Liquor violationg
4104-0
Obstructing paolice
4801-1
4802-0
4803-0
48030
Flight/escape
49020
Weapons offenses
5203-0

Code Description
Auto theft
D L Siolen vehicle—Breach of tust
Fand vt st
26040 Fraud—Impargonatinn

Damaged propenty—Privale vehicle
Damaged property—Privite
Damaged property—Iree texl

Drug—Heroin possession
Drug—Cocaine possession
Drug—Synthetic narcotic possession
Drug—38ynthele narcotic free text
Drug—Nareotic equipment possession
Drug—Marijuana possession
Drug—Found narcotics equipment
Drug—Found/surrendered

Sex offense—Indecent exposure child
Sex offense—Free text

Family offense—Neglect ol family

Family offense—Cruelty to child/abuse

Family offense—aAbuse aduh

Family offense—Neglect child

Family offense—Free (ext

Family offense—File of protective order

Farnily offense—Violation of protective order
Family offense—Domestic criminal nawure
Family offense—Demestic violence noncriminal
Family offense—Viclation of no eentact order

Liguor—Possess ilegally

Obstructing pelice—Failure to stop for police
Ohbsiructing police—Criminal investgaiion
Obstrueting police—Makirig false report
Obsiructing police—Dissunde witmess

Escape—Warranis all in state

Weapons—Explosive usc

feantinued)
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Appendix (continued)

Code

Description

Public peace

5309-0 Public peace—FHarassing communication
BT ““Public peace—Disordérly ¢onducl T
5399-12 Public peace—Disturhing the peace
5399-23 Public peacc—Mentally i1l subject
5309-28 Public peace—Suspicious activity
Traffic offenses :
5401-0 Traffic—Hit and run
5499-5 Traffic—Moving (raflic violation
5499.7 Tralfic—Reporniable accident
5498-12 Traffic—Impound/abandon vehicle
5499-44 Traffic—Alcohol in or about a vehicle
Invasion of povacy
707-0 Privacy—Trespass
Public order comes
7369-1 Public order—Amhulance sick calls
7399-3 Public order—Civil cases
7399-5 Public order—Found property
7309-11 Public order—Suicide attempt
7399-17 Public order—Business license
7399-26 Public order—Public intoxjcation
736528 Public erder—Conmmunity action lecam
7399-40 Public order—Citizen assist
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Introduction

Univessity of Utah School of Medlcme Sall Lake Clty. Utah and YWCA of Salt Lake Clty

Statistical Analysis

Results

Discussion .

Intimale parner vidlence (IPV) is s serious public health
problem in the United States, disproportionately affecting
women. The complex nature of IPY calls fer en integraled
approach by practitioners and ressarchers in many fields. One
respanse has been the development of specialized domestic
viclence courts designed (o pravent further IPV- related
offenses by changing offender behavior using therapewtic
incerventons including memal health \reatment and probalion
These courls us¢ measures such as mandalory Lreatment and
regular review hearings 1o monitor défendanis” comphiance with
court 0rders while under £oun suparvision.

Objective

Evaluate whether defendants’ behavior while under the
superyision of  specialized domestic violence coun based
interveniion {s predictive of further viglent or harassing
behavior.

Methods

= Data derived from Salt Lake City Specialized Domesuc
Violence court data for misdemeanor cases proseculed from
1/1/2003-12/31/2004 and Salt Lake City Law Enforcsment
recorys for one year post adjudication of case.

+ Case gelectinn was based on gender of defendan (male) and
victim (female), natuce of relationship {intimare partner,
cohabitaling, married, ar separaied).

+ Recidivism defined as report 1o law enforcement of
defendant involvemeni in eriminal or harassing, behavior for
one year after court ¢ase was closed (post-adjudicalion).

+  Noog-compliance defined as failure 1o anend reatment,

warrenls issved, new offenses reported 10 law enforcement
while under court supervision.

+ IRB approved use of dawabases for this analysis

+  Means and frequencies
+  Chi-square 151 for association

- Multivarizble logistic regression 10 estimate the odds of
recidivating for those who exhibited any pre-adjudication
non-complitnce compared (o those whao did noL

Odds of Pnsi-Adjudication Recidivism by Degree
of Pre-Adjudication Noo -Compliance (n=220)

Variable OR 9% Cl
Treatment Non -Complisecs
0 1.0 el
] 08 (B3-23)
2 ar More 2.7 (0.9 -8.3)
Number of Wamants
[ Lo el
1 [KY (0.8 - 4.8)
2 or Mare 24 (0.9 2.0)
Law Enforcemeot Offenses
Pre-aAdjudication
Q Lo el
1 21 {0.7 - 6.6
2erMare 17 {3.0-19.7

= 220 cases involved male defendans charged with a
misdemeanor offense and prosecuted in the DV cour.

« Mean age =32 years

» Compared 10 the defendanis that did nof recidivate (n=180),

1he delendants that did recidivate (n=40):

+  Spent more than siandard 12 months under court
SUpervision

We have three main findings regarding the value of menitoring pre-
adjudicaiion non-compliance as a predictor of risk for post-
adjudication recidivism in domestic violence defendants,

1. Defendanis with at lcastmﬁzd:umf_an_&m_uf
were four times more
likely 10 recidivate than those for whom no non-
compliance was reported.
Defendants with 1wo or more reparts of Jaw
icicatk - j were
seven imes more likely to recidivate than those for
whom no non-compliance was teported.
3 Defendanls with rwo or more warrants showed a trend
10 be more likely 10 recidivate bud this was not
stansucally significanL

I

Conclusions

» Had more review hearings scheduled
+  More than one report of sreamment oon-comgliance
+ More than one warrant issued
* More than one law enforcement offense while under
COUT Supeqvision
Oads of Recidivism for Cnses Showing
Any Form of Pre -Adjudication
Non-CompLance (n=220)
Recidivating ~ Non-Recidivating
(=4 U) ___(n=180)
* m n %
Pre-Adjudication
Non-Compliance = 37 L5 127 0.6
Yes
Pre-Adjudication
Non-Compliance = 3 15 L1 294
No

OR: 42 95%CE
(12-14.6)

=+ The poiential for defendant re-nffense can be evaluated by
observing defendani behavior during the course of the
defendanis’ pasticipalion in the coun sysiem.

o

> The inflormalion on non-cempliance can be shared with
victims and advocawes to assist in safety planning efforts.
For slance, the court and enurt advocates could be alerted
when new police reporis are filed indicsting e defendant’s
involvement in criminaj or harassing behavior.

%+ The communicalitn can increase victim safety by
supporting an institulional shifl away from relying on victim
panicipation 1o hold perpetriors accoumable, This is
imponent because yictims may not know how Lo notify the
court of new offenses, may be fearful of doing s0 because of
safety concems. or maybe unaware of new offenses that do
not directly invalve them,
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Backaround-Utah

« In 2005, there were 85 domestic violence-
related deaths of adults ages 18 and older.
— Df the 65 deaths, 44 were sulcides and 21 were
homicidas.

* In 2005 and 2006, 60% of Utag. homicides

were domestic violence relate

= 17,7% of female respondents to a 2004
survey in Utah report,ed haym?ebeen victims
of dorfmestic violence in their lifetime

Background- National

« Approximately three women are killed by their
boyfriend or Husband each day in America

31% of American women reﬁort having been-
assaulted by a boyfriend or husband

1.5 milliop women experience inlimate
partner violence, rape, physical assauli, or
stalking annuatly

The estimated cost of meeting the medical
and mental health care needs of women who
are victimized bY an intimate pariner is nearly
$4.1 billion yearly

Background

+ Criminal Justice and public health intersect with goe| of prevenling
domeslic violance

« Criminal justice approach shl‘fitng from punitive to resiorative
= Justice Courts: courl spadlalizaien where offenders participals in
therapeulic services wilh goal of effacting long tarm behavior change
af effendar and prevent reoccumence of vialent behavier

« Courts concanlrate on offender menagemanl, yet often leave
victim safaty needs out of the precess

* Advocacy programs provide resources and safely plenning for
viciims '

« Safely planning for victims requires rigorous analysis and
implementation of evidenca based sirategies - )

Background

*Only known consistent predictor of future re-offense is
history of prior offense

*Victims, adyocaies, and courts may have limited
information on defendants’ past behavior

*Risk and Danger Assessments
«Some predictive power but limlted
*One lime static measure
*Require feedback from offender, victim, or both

«Need 10 identify prediclors of recidivism when available
information regarding offender behavior is limiled

*Indicators of risk can be used by advocates o assist
victims with safety planning

Research Question

For male domestic viclence offenders prosacuted in
the Sall Lake City Juslice Court between January 1,
2003 and December 31, 2004, is there a comrelation
between pre-adjudication non-compliance
(defendant's failure to abide by court orders) and
post-adjudication recidivism (report of re-offense)
Indicaled by Salt Lake City police incident reports
within one vear following adjudication (case closure)?




Methods

-Design
*Retrospective cohort analysis

*Secondary analysis of existing records
«Salt Lake City Justice Court
+Salt Lake City Police Depariment

Sublects

+ Male defendanis

» Charged with domestic violence related offense

+ Between January 1, 2003 and December 31, 2004
» Victim was female inlimale. partner

» Resulied in conviction

» Adjudicated by February 28, 2006

Data Sources

+Salt Lake City Justice Courl Records
+Index Case Dale, Senlencing Date, Adjudicatien Date
*Ags of Defendant al Index
«Indicators of Pre-Adjudication Non-Gompliance
“Warranis, Notificatlons from Trealmenl Providers

+5alt Lake City Police Department Incldent Reports
sAge,Sex of Viclim, Ralationship to Viclim
=Indication of Re-Offanse
*Reparts of disruplive/criminal behavior

“Time Calculated
+*Time from Index to Sentencing
*Time from Senlencing to Adjudications

Outcome Measure: Recidivism
~ Sait Lake City Police reports filed within one year of
adjudicetion, listing defendant as subject or suspect
regardless of designation of domestic violence by
police investigator

Predictor: Pre-Adjudication Non-Compliance
— Indication of any of the following:

« Treatmaent non-compliance (Justice Court)

+ Other Justice Court non-compliance
- Fellure lo Appear
= Failure lo pay fines/fees
- Proballon violetion

« New offenses reported 10 Salt Leke City Polica Dept.

Basic Terms

*Domesiic Viclence
*Inlimete partner, currantly or formerly Iving together
*Non-Compliance

+*Indication of failure {o opmpg with court orders or
condifions of probalign (i.e., # of warrants issued,

#ofreview heanngs)
*Recidivism
*Repor to faw enforcement listing defendant as
sqrs#eci or subject of aggressive, harassm? or
criminal behaviar (l.e., frespassing, assaulf,
threats, violalion of protective order)
«Adjudication
+Case closure, na longer under court jurisdiction

Analysis:
- Logistic regression used to evaluate which
variables affect recidivism (Independent

variable was recidivism y/n)

» Intercooled Stata version 8.2 used for
analysis

+ IRB approved study .




RESULTS

Characteristics of Recidivating and Non-

Recidivating Defendants {(N=220)

Chararieristics (Conlinued)

b4 % f b
Age of Dafendan|

undsl 25 ] 28 51 083
26.30 3 14 Fal 161
31.95 a 00 1 182
26-40 g FeX) 2 113
2345 a8 150 21 (RN ]

Oregy 45 E 125 1 122
Tolo! 40 100.8 100 100.0
Mariable Regidivating Mon-Reciijvating

f %, f %

Manlhs from Index 1o Semence

1] 3 15 E 28

13 22 550 & 487

LE:] 3 ns 87 2

18 125 10 58

10 or More 1 25 14 78

Total 40 10040 180 100.0

Moniht rom Senlence lo Disposition

Lesa lhan 12 -] 225 3n 214

12 12 325 Bq 522

More than 12 18 450 40 287

Total 40 100.0 180 100.0

Variabl ec|divati Non-Recidival
Number of Review Heerings ! %
o 2 5.0 13 Tz
12 4 0L 35 184
45 1€ 400 95 545
79 15 375 3 138
10 or More 3 75 ] S0
Total 40 100.0 180 eag
Number of Warrants issued
o 13 325 102 567
1 12 300 41 239
2 2] 200 15 LK
3 3 75 1 64
4or hore 4 100 B 44
Total 40 1000 180 100.0
.
Varighle cldjvaiing Nen-Recidivating
; % f [
Tieaimenl Related
NonCompllance
Yes 25 62.5 136 156
Ne 15 ars 44 244
Total 40 toao 180 waa

Comparison of Recidivism by Pre-Adjudication
Non-Compliance Status (Unadjusted)

[ Pre-adjudication tan-Compliance |

Reddivism Yes Ne f Talal
Yaes a7 3 40
No 127 53 180
TJola! 164 56 220

OR: 5.1 95% Cli1.5, 271




Comparison of Recidivism by Pre-Adjudicaticn
Non-Compliance Status: Treatrment Only

Pre-Adjudicatior Treatment Relatad
Non-Compliance
Recidivism Yes No Total
Yes 15 25 40
No 44 136 180
Tolal 59 161 220
OR: 19 95% Cl. 0.8, 4.0

Logistic Regression of Offender and Case
Characteristics: Association with Recidivism

Variabe OR 5% Cl
Age 10 0.8,1.0
Number of Review Hearinga 1.1 1.0,1.2°
Number of Wamants . 1.3 1.1, 1.8
Time from Index ko Sentence [X:] 0.8, 1.0
Time from Sentence ‘o Dispoaitian 1.0 Q.9 1.1

Pre-Adjudicalien Non-Compliance

4, .2 1486
Adjusled for Review Hearings 2 2t

Post-Adjudication Recidivism by Degree of Pre-
Adjudication Non-Compliance (n=220)

Discussion

+ Resulls Indicate that male defendants who exhibit
some form non-compliance prior to adjudication have
higher odds of recidivating post-adjudication than
those who do net.

Victims should be kept informed of defendant
compliance throughout the court process to assist in
safety planning.

Effective risk reduction requires an underslanding of
{he interaction between various elements impacling
and impacted by offender behavior

Voriable 1 OR | 5% CI
Treatment Noo-Compliance
0 3.0 el
1 1.1 04-3.00
2 or More 57 (22-153}
Number of Warranls
4] 10 wl
1 22 (0.8-520
2 or Mo 34 {1.3-78)
Law Enfurcemem DiTenses Pre-
Adjudiention
0 10 el
\_‘| a1 {0.7-6.7)
2or Mo 83 (342110
Limitations

+ Demographic factors and syslematic faciors unique
1o the ¢ity's Juslice Court and Police Department may
limit generakizahility of findings

Used pre-collecled data from courts and police
Information on recidivism relianl solely on police
records {rom one jurisdiction

Police records may underestimate occurrence of
criminal behavior and we did not differentiate
between DV and non-DV police offenses as well as
violent and non-violent offenses

+ No comparison group

Further Research
Current Study

«Analysis of degree of non-comgliance {number of
inchgnts recorded) by remd%gﬁn ¢

sAnalysis of non-compliance/recidivism by point in time
relalive to arresl, ie. beginning of freatment, completicn
of ireatment, etc.

~Analysis by inilia! charge filed versus outcome charges

«Analysis of outcome variable by fype of offense, ie.
Cn‘miKaIlNon-Cr\'minal; DV.'NonyD‘YI?AIwhoI Related

+Re-examine sub;lects for recidivism at 18 months, 24
months, 38 months, etc,




Further Research Studies

* Include defendant history as gathered from court records,
law enforcemen!, self-report, and victim report :

+ Expand ability t0 caplure occurrence of new offenses by
urisdiction, and complement with defendant and victim
nlerviews (e.g., what are victim's perception of safety and
offender re-ofiense?)

+ Comparison with other specialized domestic violence courts
lo determine whether results are consistent

*Use results lo develop new nisk assessment tools for
victims of domestic violence in cases that have resulted In
conviction and court supervision,
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EXHIBIT 5




Reporting Period July 1, 2009 — September 30, 2009

Goal 1, Objective A

During this reporting period 278 Domestic Violence cases were filed. Attached is a
breakdown of the caseload in the Domestic Violence court for this period. The attached
report also documents the demographics of the average offender with statistics taken
from the responses to our demographic questionnaire (also attached). The in-court clerks
put the questionnaires in all designated Domestic Violence cases that are set on the
arraignment calendars. When a defendant pleads guilty to a domestic violence charge, the
Judge asks them to fill out the questionnaire, the completed questionnaires are then given
to me to be entered into the system. This information is available to the public via the
Justice Court we‘bsite and can be viewed by any specified period. The statistics that I
have entered are current for this reporting period, there are no backlogs of past

demographic data in need of updating.




Reporting Period Julyl, 2009 — September 30, 2009

Goal I, Objective B

As the Domestic Violence court clerk, I review all cases that are set for DV Review
Hearings; I review these cases on a weekly basis. DV Review Hearings occur every other
Monday afternoon and usually have about seventy cases set on each review calendar.
Review of these cases involves evaluation of sentendng conditions and progress inade by
the defendant in meeting those conditions. Every week I go through each file to
determine which files are in need of a cuirent treatment update, and also note the progress
made by the defendant towards community service and court costs. When a files needs a
current treatment update I contact each individual treatment provider to make the
treatment update request, once Ireceive the treatment update I enter it into Jems. Every
atternpt is made to ensure that each file will have an update no less than a week old so the

Judge is provided with the most current information before defendant appears for review.



Reporting Period July 1, 2009 — September 30, 2009

Goal II, Objectives A, B, C

Every week while reviewing the DV Review Hearing calendar, I separate the files into
four groups. The four groups are organized by which treatment agency the case is
assigned to. The four groups are; Valley Mental Health cases, Comerstone cases, Sequoia
cases, and other/no agency yet assigﬁed cases. These three treatment agencies are the
most commonly used treatment providers for court-ordered treatment, and the other/no
agency yet assigned cases are for cases in which the defendant is doing treatment at a
private agency other than those three providers, or the case has not been assigned a
treatment provider yet. After the files have been separated I type a list of each case
including which treatment agency they are assigned to. This list i's sent to all three
treatment agencies along with the Victims Advocate Coordinator at the Salt Lake City
Prosecutors office. This list shows the treatment agencies which clients they will need
progress reports for and shows the Victims Advocate Coordinator which defendants will
need to be researched for current police contact. Every other Wednesday afternoon a
DART meeting is scheduled, duiing the DART meeting the Judge meets with the three
treatment agency representatives to talk about the progress made by each defendant. The
Judge then decides how to further proceed on each case based on the compliant or non-
compliant réports he gets from the treatment agency representatives. After the DART |

meeting 1 collect all the hard copy progress reports to enter them into Jems.




Reporting Period July 1, 2009 — September 30, 2009

Goal III, Objectives A, B

As the Domestic Violence court clerk I perform intensive case management on all cases
with an active No Contact Order, and cases with an active hi gh-priority service warrant.
NCO’s are issued in cases where the risk of harm to the victim is elevated and high-
priority service warrants are issued when a defendant is excessively non-compliant and/or
poses a particular threat to the safety of the victim. I run reports once a month for all
cases with active NCO’s and active high-priority service warrants. I check each of these
cases on Jems and on Statewide to make sure they have been entered correctly, so that all
agencies using these systems are getting the correct informatioﬁ. 1 receive information
monthly from the Victims Advocate Coordinator as to whether any violations of NCO’s
have occurred. This information is then brought to the Judge’s attention. Special attention
is given to files where violation of the NCO occurs simultaneously with non-compliance

with other court orders, mcluding treatment orders.




Reporting Period October 1, 2009 — December 31, 2009

Goal I, Objective A

During this reporting period, we have seen 236 domestic violence cases filed. Attached is
a breakdown of the caseload in the domestic violence court for this period. The attached
report also documents the demographics of the average offender with statistics taken
from the responses to our demographic questionnaire (also attached). The in-court clerks
place the questionnaire in all post-adjudicated domestic violence cases. The completed
questionnaires are than given to me to be entered into the system. Data collection is
ANONymous: no names are associated to responses. This information is available to the
public via the Justice Court website and can be viewed by any specified period. During
this reporting period 87 questionnaires were completed. The statistics that I have entered
are current for this reporting period, there are no backlogs of past demographic data in

need of updating.




Reporting Period October 1, 2009 — December 31, 2009 |

Goal I, Objective B

As the domestic violence court clerk, I review all cases that are set for DV Review
Hearings with Judge Baxter. I review these cases on a weekly basis. DV Review
Hearings occur every other Monday afternoon and usually have about seventy cases sel
on each review calendar. Review of these cases'includes evaluation of sentencing
conditions and progress made by the defendant in 1ne¢ting those conditions, compiling a
treatment history and checking for current updates from the treatment provider, noting
compliance or non-compliance with treatment, flagging important information in the files
for the Judge’s attention, and also noting the progress made by the defendant towards
community service and court costs. When files are in need of a current treatment update,
I contact each individual treatment provider to make the treatment update request.
Treatment update requests are made by phoné, fax, or email. Once I receive the treatment
update, I enter it into Jems. Every attempt is made to ensure that each file will have an
update no less than a week old so the Judge is provided with the most current information
before defendant appcé.rs for review. An estimated 490 cases have been scheduled on the

DV Review Hearing calendars for this reporting period.



Reporting Period October 1, 2009 — December 31, 2009

Goal II, Objective A, B, C

Every week while reviewing the DV Review Hearing calendar, I separate the files into
four groups. The four groups are organized by which treatment agency the case is
assigned to. The four groups include; Valley Mental Health, Corerstone, Sequoia, and
other/no agency yet assigned cases. These three treatment agencies are the most
commonly used for court-ordered treatment. The other/no agency yet assigned cases are
for cases in which the defendant is doing treatment at a private agency other than those
three providers, or the case is scheduled for an evaluation which will then determine
Whj-ch agency the defendant will be assigned to. When a case has not been assigned a
ltreatment provider, the Judge will take into a count the defendant’s salary, residency, and
treatment history to ensure the defendant will get the best treatment for his/or her
situation. After the files have been separated I type a list of each case, iﬁcluding narmne,
date of birth, case number, and which treatment agency they are assigned to. This list is
sent to all three treatment agencies along with the Victims/Witness Coordinator at the
Salt Lake City Prosecutors Office. This list shows the treatment agencies which clients
they will need to get progress reports for, and shows the Victﬁns)Witness Coordinator
which defendants will need to be researched for current police contact. Every other
Wednesday afternoon a DART meeting is scheduled. DART is an acronym for; DV
Assessment and Review Team. During the DART meeting the Judge meets with the three
treatment agency representatives and the Victims/Witness Coordinator to talk about the

progress made by each defendant. The Judge then decides how to further proceed on each



case based on the compliance or non-compliance reports he gets from the treatment
agency representatives. After the DART meeting I collect all the hard copy progress

reports to enter into Jems.




Reporting Period October 1, 2009 — December 31, 2009

Goal II1, Objectives A, B

As the domestic violence court clerk, I have continued to perfonn intensive case
management on all cases with an active No Contact Orders, and cases with an active
high-priority service warrant. NCO’s are issued in cases where the risk of harm to the
victim is elevated and high-priority service warrants are issued when a defendant is
excessively non-compliant and/ or poses a particular threat to the safety of the victim. I
receive information from the Victims/Witness Coordimator as to whether any violations
of NCO’s have occurred, if there has been a violation, the Judge is notified immediately.
I also run reports from Jems once a month for all cases with active NCO’s and high-
priority service warrants. I check cach of these cases on Jems and on Statewide to make
sure they have been entered con:ectly; this ensures that the agencies. using these systems
are getting the correct information. During this reporting period 14 NCO’s have been

issued in the Salt Lake City Justice Court.



March 30, 2010

Vice President, Walmart Stores
702 SW 8™ Street
Bentonville, AR 72716-8611

Dear Mr/Mrs XX:

I am writing to express my sincere thanks for your time to meet with me at the Walmart
Corporate Offices last month. | am grateful for the invitation by Delia Garcia to travel to Bentonville, and
truly appreciate the opportunity to meet with you and others to talk about your planned store in Salt Lake
City.

While I am still not personally supportive of rezoning the property given the nature of the
proposals we have been presented with to date, | appreciated the sincerity of all with whom I visited, and
your willingness to discuss and consider other approaches. | think we can do better than remodeling the
existing building, but we will all have to stretch to get there.

I came away from two days of intense meetings within your organization with five key messages
that give me great hope of finding a win-win solution. | heard these messages repeated over and over
again, especially during the Saturday morning manager meeting. These seem to me to be core values of
the Walmart mission and central themes to your brand:

1. Be innovative and not just do things the way they’ve been done before
2. Be ahead of industry trends and think outside the box

3. Always put customers and community first

4. Saving money and improving peoples lives will help them live better
5. Support efforts for long-term sustainability and conserving resources

The facility proposed in the Salt Lake City Council District that | represent, has been a
controversial topic for many years. In order for us to consider the project a success, it will have to be a
very different approach than the standard model used today. | know that such a model could ultimately
help you to develop not only a successful store in Salt Lake City, but will also allow you access to a
greater number of urbanized areas with large population centers throughout the country where you are
currently restricted. Your mission of delivering low-cost goods is not mutually exclusive with our
community vision of a walkable neighborhood with character and community identity, but is not well
served with your present prototypes.

I realize that some of the ideas | shared for a multiple-building and mixed-use center in Salt Lake
City are untested by your company. They are, however, tested in the retail industry in the US and
throughout the world, and have proven very successful and profitable in a sustained way. Given your
focus on efficiency and delivery, Walmart could probably make a mixed-use, community-oriented retail
center even more successful.

This is a trend for the future, and one that Walmart could be driving and shaping. Not only
because it is more sustainable long-term, but also because it will ultimately improve our lives and our
communities. | know Walmart shares these values, because | heard these words over and over again. The
“one-size-fits-all” approach is out. The “create communities with a heart and identity” approach is in.

Not only is it possible, but the community models for Walmart are part of your own company
history, and the design solutions are right in front of you. One of the things that | was most impressed
with during my visit to Bentonville was the few minutes spent at the original Walton 5 & 10 store. The
building is simple, but is located in the heart of a community and cultural center that appears exquisite.
The town square in Bentonville was, perhaps still is, an ideal place for community and social activity, and



the original “Walmart” was integral to it. Most of what | saw while driving around Bentonville, like so
many places in America, was devoid of character, life, identity and appeal, and these places will
ultimately fail as so many have already, because the parks have been replaced by parking lots, and
everything that used to be connected and organic has become disconnected and formulaic.

What we most want to see in our Salt Lake City neighborhood where your store is proposed is a
21st-century version of the town square that | saw in Bentonville. | would welcome having Walmart be a
part in creating something wonderful, that knits our community together aesthetically and socially, while
it supports our community economically. We want you to share and be a part of our vision for our
community. | think it’s what Sam Walton would most want to see in the evolution of the company today,
because it’s consistent with the values he espoused throughout his life.

While 1 listened intently to a presentation on the “state of the company” on Saturday morning, |
couldn’t help thinking that at this time of unprecedented financial success, surely there has never been a
better opportunity nor the capacity to invest with us in making our community into a great place. Not the
shopping center that your design team has developed for us from 2,000 miles away in Bentonville, but the
place that we have defined for ourselves from within our community in Salt Lake City. I truly hope that
Walmart will consider being our partner as we invest in a future together.

Thank you again for the opportunity to meet with you, and several others from your company.
Delia has been wonderful to work with on an ongoing basis over the past few months, and I felt a great
step forward with the invitation to come and share our community vision with you.

If you would like to visit further, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone (801) 706-1055 or
by email at soren.simonsen@slcgov.com.

Sincerely,

Saren D. Simonsen
Salt Lake City Council Member
District Seven



Grant Submission Update Memo

TO: Dave Everitt, Cindy Gust-Jenson, Gina Chamness, Jennifer Bruno, Ben McAdams
FROM: Sarah Behrens

DATE: 3/5/2010

SUBJECT: Emergency Management Performance Grant

FUNDING AGENCY: Utah Office of Public Safety and Homeland Security
REQUESTED AMOUNT: $ determined by appropriation
DEPARTMENT APPLYING: Emergency Management
COLLABORATING AGENCIES:
DATE SUBMITTED: March 5, 2010
SPECIFICS:

[ ] Technical Assistance (Training) [] Equipment Only

[ ] Provides__ FTE Position(s)

[ ] Existing  [_] New [ ] overtime [ ] Requires Funding After Grant

Explanation:
[ ] Match Required 50% B 'nKind [_] cash
[ ] Computer Software Development [ ] InHouse [_]Contract Services
|:| New Program (City not performing function now)
GRANT DETAILS:

Provides funds for activities of the Office of Emergency Management

c.c. Gordon Hoskins, Krista Dunn, Elizabeth Myers, Sherrie Collins,
Lehua Weaver, Sylvia Richards, Karen Halladay
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