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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. 
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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 
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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 
Performance Grant 

$ determined by 
appropriation 

Emergency Management 
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 FILMING, PHOTOGRAPHY AND RECORDINGS AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS 

a. 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.  

b. 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. In order 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. 

c. 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. 

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

e. 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.  

f. 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:  

 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). 

 If anyone has a prop or piece of equipment integral to a presentation, please clear its use with an officer before 

entering the Council Chamber. 

 If you 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. 

 The City Council does not allow any disruptive demonstrations for or against an issue, including the waving of 

placards or pictures.  

 If you 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. 

 Please observe a two‐minute time limit so everyone may have a chance to speak.  

 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. 

 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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TO: Salt Lake City Council 
JT Martin, Chair 

DATE: February 24,2010 

FROM: Mary N. Johnston, City Court Director 

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 time Domestic Violence Clerk. 

BACKGROUNDIDISCUSSION: 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: 

333 SOUTH 200 EAST, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111 

P.O. 80X 145499, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114·5499 

TELEPHONE: 801"535"6321 FAX: 801"535"6302 

WWW.SLCGDV.CDM 
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• Updating the database with the demographic information of the offender. 
• Identifying cases scheduled for probation hearings. 
• 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. 

• 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 



VA WA Grant Report - February 2010 

Introduction 

Nearly one in four women in the United States reports experiencing violence by a current 
or former spouse or boy.fi.i.endat some point in her life (Get the Facts. Retrieved February, 23, 
2010, from http://www.endabuse.orglcontentlaction_center.detaiI/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 (VA WA). 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 5, 
2006. 

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

The Salt Lake City Jnstice Court has had the opportonity to apply for and receive a 
number of V A WA 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 abuses Of attempts 
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 lrnowingly 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 Violence in the Presence of a Child and Damage to Of 
Interruption of a COJllDiunication 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 function includes live, in-court review 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 ofharm to the victim is elevated 
due to the defendant's prior domestic violence charges or current non-compliance with the 



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

The VA WA 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 (BCl) 
database to make sure that protective orders and warrants are entered correctly. This review 
ensures that the courts and law enforcement agencies using the BCl 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 each efficiently and 
effectively and to detennine and implement ongoing orders. Information may include 
compliance with treatment, fines and community service, new criminal violations and violations 
of protective orders. 

Tn preparation for the judge's file review, the clerk separates the files by treatment agency. 
For frequently used ageucies, 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 VictimlWi1ness 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 VictimlWitness Coordinator 
to inform them which defendants are scheduled for review. 

During the DART meeting the Judge meets with treatment agency representatives to go 
over e!iCh individlml CIlSe which is 1)et 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 
compliance. 

For cases in which the defendant has not yet been assigned a treatment provider, the clerk 
flags the plea entry order, labels the file as reqniring the appointment of an evaluating/treating 
agency, and submits them to the judge for review priot 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 Salt Lake City Police Dep&rtment, the 
state licensed domestic violence treatment providers and victim support agencies have, through 
VA WA 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 
VA WA 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 questionoaire (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 Jnstice Court website and can be viewed by specified time period. 

Another achievement and ongoing task of the VA W A grant is popUlating an academic 
research database through the domestic violence tracking system. Exhibit 4, attached is a 
research paper, (Kindness, A. et al., Co.urt 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 planning. 

CONCLUSION 

Through ongoing VA WA 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 grant 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 I Site Map I Calendar I Code/Constitution I House I Senate I Search 

Title/Chapter/Section: i I Go To I 
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 lmowingly placing a cohabitant in reasonable fear of imminent physical hann. 
(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 
(f) 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 cleric" means a district court cleric. 
(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 tins chapter. 
(7) "Foreign protection order" is as defmed 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 tllis state or any political subdivision. 

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

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

Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 3, 2008 General Session 
Download Code Section Zi12ped WordPerfect 78B07 010200.ZIP 2,729 Bytes 

«Previous Section (78B-7-101) Next Section (78B-7-103) » 

Questions/Comments I Utah State Home Page I Terms of Use/Privac¥ Policy. 

http://le.utall.gov/-code/TITLE78B/htrnl78B07_010200.htm 2/23/2010 
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VA W A Statistics 

SLC Justice Courts 333 S 200 E SLC, UT 84111 
Statistical Summary Email Input 1~g.rpctra1or RCPOlis Victim Input Perpetrator Input 

Statistical Information 
Select a statt and end date to view a statistical summary of COUIt data 

Stru1 Date: 

Month: July Year: ' 2009 1: ' 

End Date: 

Month: December 

Get Stats I 
Year: 2009 

The follovo/il1g stal'isiics apply only to the time frame from July 2009 through December 2009: 
The typical demographics for a perpetrator of domestic violence: (Based upon 149 responses.) 

Sex: Male Age: 25 - 34 
Income: SO ~ $19,999 Residency: Rents 

Education: GED/High Scbool ])iploma Ethnicity; Caucasian 
Percentage breakdowns of demographic infonnatioo 

The typicaJ demographics for a victim of domestic violence: 
No data exists for this time frame. 

Number of domestic violence cases filed: 511 
Numbcrofarraignments scheduled: 1151 
Number of cases scheduledcd for arra.ignmcnt: 795 
Number of video anaignments scheduled: 239 
Number of cases sc,hed111e~, for aIT'aignment via video: 197 
Number of failure to appear wan'ants issued: 504 

Number oftailure to comply warrants issued: 100 
Number of review hcnrings scheduled: 737 

Number of jury trials scheduled: 202 
Number of bench trials scheduled: 54 
Number of cases acquitted: 6 
Number of cases convicted: No data exibis for this time frame, 
Number of cases dismissed with prejUdice: 49 
Number of cases dismissed without prejudice: 154 
Number of cases in which the guilty plea was held in abeyance: 169 
Number ofpJea in abeyance cases which were dismissed with prejudice v.~thil1 this time period: 128 

Page 1 ofl 

[+]Feedback 

Number of cases in which the terms of the plea in abeyance were not completed and the conviction wus entered within this 
time pCl'iod: 21 
Number (If cases involving abuse OJ' neglect of the elderly: 0 
Number of counts of domestic violence in the presence of a child: 305 
Number of repeat offenders: 89 
Number of attacks of men on women: 339 
NlUllber of attacks of women on men: 103 
Number of attacks ofmcn on mell: 100 
NlUllber of attacks ofv.'oJ1len 011 women: 61 
Nwuber of cases in c(lullcil district #1: 66 
Number of cases in council district #2: 59 
Number of cnses in council district #3: 19 
Number of cases in council district #4: 100 
Number of cases in COlUlcil district #5: 90 
Number of cases in cOlUlcil district #6: 7 
Number of cases in cOlUlcH district #7: 26 

The foll.ov·/ing general stat applies to the courtls history and not a specific time frame: 
The total number ofDV cases that have been appealed: 51 
The total number ofDV cases cl11,-ently on proba1ion: 1093 

http://idotnet.slcgov.com/CourtIVAWAIStatisticInfo.aspx 2/16/2010 



DernographicPercentages Page 1 of 1 

SLC Justice Courts 333 S 200 E SLC, UT 
84111 

[ + 1 Feedback 

Statistical Summary Perpetrator Reports 

l"!lf .. tl-gtr1!t_Q!:_SRg!;;Ifi!;;!>. 
Below is a listing of percentages based upon responses of DV offenders 

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 63.76 % 
Female 33.56 % 
No Response 2.68% 

l\gg; 
18 - 24 24.16 % 
25 - 34 34.23 % 
35 - 44 20.13 % 
45 - 54 17.45 % 
55 - 64 2.68% 
65+ 1.34% 
No Response 0.00 % 

Annual Household Income: 
$0 - $19,999 61.74 % 
$20,000 - $29,999 20.13 % 
$30,000 - $39,999 2.68 % 
$40,000 - $49,999 4.70 % 
$50,000 - $59,999 2.01 % 
$60,000 - $69,999 0.67 % 
$70,000 - $79,999 1.34 % 
$80,000+ 4.03 % 
No Response 2.68 % 

Re.sidencv: 
Owns Home 14.09 % 
Rents 58.39 % 
Lives with family/friend 22.15 % 
Shelter/Other 5.37 % 
No Response 0.00 % 

Highest Level of Education 
Completed: 
Did not complete High School 
GED/High School Diploma 
TechnicaljTrade School 
Some College 
Associatels Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Masterls Degree 
No Response 

!;t!:!!ticIt~; 

22.82 % 
38.93 % 

5.37 % 
25.50 % 

3.36 % 
2.01 % 
2.01 % 
0.00 % 

Black or African American 9.40 % 
American Indian or Alaska Native 2.01 % 
Asian 2.01 % 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 5.37 % 

Hispanic or Latino 26.85 % 
Caucasian 49.66 % 
Other 4.70 % 
No Response 0.00 % 

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

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.comlCourtlVAW AlDernographicPercentages.aspx 2/24/2010 
------------------------------ ---------
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Salt Lake City Justice Court 
333 South 200 East, Salt Lake Ci(p, Uta!t 84111- (801) 535..6300 

Please fill out completel:Y. This information is for statistical purposes .only. 

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM. 

Sex: 

Age: 

o Male 0 Female 

o 18 - 24 0 25': 34 
D. 35 - 44 0 45 - 54 
o 55 - 64 0 65+ 

Annual Household Income: 
o $0 - $19,999 
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 + 

Residency: 
o Own my home 
o Rent 
o Live with family/friend 
o Shelter/Other 

Highest Level Of Education Completed: 
o Did not complete High School 
o GEDlHigh School Diploma '. 

o Technical/Trade School 
o Some College 
o Associate's Degree 
o Bachelor's Degree 
o Master's Degree 

Ethnicitv: 
o Black or African American 
o American Indian or Alaska Native 
o Asian 
o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
o Hispanic or Latino' '. 
o Caucasian 
o Other 

'. 



Juzgado Menor de Salt Lake Ciry 
" 

333 SoutJI200 Ea~t. Sall Lake Citp, Dw}' 84111 - (801) 535-6300 

Por favor complete este formulario. Esta informacion es para fines estadisticos imicamente. 

POR FAVOR NO ESCRlBA SU NO:MBRE EN ESTE FORMULARlO. 

Sexo: 
o HombreD Mujer 

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

InQIeso Econ6mico Anual del Hogar: 
0 $0 - $19,999 
0 $20,000 -$29,999 
0 $3'0 000 - $39999 , , ,. , . 

0 $40,000 - $49,999 
0 $50,000 ~ $59,999 
0 $60,000 - $69,999 
0 $70,000 - $79,999 
0 $80,000 + 

. Residencia: 
o Duefio de vivienda propia 
o Alquilo orento . 
o Vivo con parientes 0 amigos 
o Albergue/ Otro 

Mayor Nivel Alcanzado en Edueaci6n: 
o Secundaria Incompleta 
o GED/ Diploma de Secundaria 
o Escuela Tecniea / Voeacional 
o Estudios Terciarios Incompletos 
o Titulo de Teenieo Superior 
o Titulo de Bachiller Universitario/ 

Licenciado 
o Titulo de Maestria 

, . 
Grupo Etmco: 

o Negro 0 Afro-Americano 
o Amerindio 0 Natural de Alaska 
o Asiatico 
o Natural de Hawaii 0 de las Islas del 

Pacifico 
o Hispano 0 Latino 
o Caucasico 

,.--.B,JdtrO· _... . .. " 

" 
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This study evaluated pre- and postadjudication behavior of 220 male defen­
dants convicted of a dOlU~StiC violence-related offense using court records 
and police department clata. Our goa] was the identification of possible pre­
dictor.<; for continued criminal behavior that could pose a risk of further ham1 
to victims. Factors identified as significant predictors of defendant recidivism 
were having two or 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 of 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 commtmicating 
infomlation on noncompliance with victims and advocates to assist in safety 
planning eff011s. 

Keywo1'ds: domestic violence,' criminal justice,' law enforcement; n'sk 
assessment: panner abuse 
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I ntimate partner violence iJ; a serious public health problem in the United 
States, disproportionately affecting women and resulting in significant mor­

bidity and mortality. More than 1.5 ntiilion women experience intimate pm~­
ner violence, rape, physical assaul~ or stalking annually (Tjaden & Thoennes, 
2000). The estinlated cost of meeting the medical and mental health care needs 
·ofwomeii whO -are-;'lctiiiUzed bi'ail intlmaii-partnerIs neanyUSKfoilliori 
annually (National Center for Injuty Prevention and Control, 2003). Tllis 
alarm.ing and pervas.ive form of violence also has far reaching effects indud­
ing ch.ildren who witness the abuse, othel" family members, communities, and 
society as a whole (Goodman, 2006; Stover, 2005). 

The w.idespread impact and complex nature of intimate partner violence 
calls for an integrated response by practitioners and researchers in the fields 
of clintinal justice, social services, public health, and health care (Cattaneo & 
Goodman, 2005; Murphy, Musser, & Maton, 1998). Examples of tltis collab­
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, th.is has meant developing interventions that attempt to prevent fur­
ther offenses by cbanging offender behavior through therapeutic interven­
tions sucb as counseling and intensive supervision, while also providing 
services sucb 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 CoUl~ 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 authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of Jennifer Owen. 
Wendy Isom. and Semt Curry for their ussislllncc with data collection; Jacqucc Williarnson lor 
assistance with data analysis: and Heather Keenan and Mark Ogca for thcir reviews of the 
manuscript and insightful feedback prior to submission. They also gratefully acknowledge the 
contrimltion of the Honomble Judge John Baxter for allowing us access to court staff and court 
records. This work was pnrtially supported by The SaIL Lake Area Safe at Home Coalition 
which is supported by Grant No. 2005~'WE-AX()025 awarded by the Office on Violence 
Against Warnell, Office of Justice Programs. U.S. Department or Justice. Points of view or 
opinions in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the official 
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. The majority of work conducted by Ms. 
Kindness on tbis project OCCUlTed when she was employed by the Salt Lake City Police 
Department. Correspondence concerning this article should be addres.')ed to Lenora M. Olson, 
University ot'Utah School of Medicine, Department of Pediatrics, 295 Chip1}ta Way, Salt Lake 
City, DT 84108: e~mall: Lenora,Olson@hsc.utah.cdu. 
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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 
effectiveness of the criminal justice response in preventing further violence 
and victimization through improved monitoring of defendant behavior and 

-~ swift"interventIon when"recui-rence--o(vI61ent"behavlor-lsae;tecteO::-- -... ---- --'" .. " --
Research on the efficacy of domestic violence interventions is still fairly 

new, and effective!less varies by type of intervention and paracipant 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 signi:fi.cant 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 COUlt supervision measures with specialized domestic violence treatment 
has sho\\'l1 more promising results (Gover et at, 2003; Hendricks, Werner, 
Shipway, & Turinetti, 2006; Stover, 2005). Exploratory studies of defendant 
involvement in multiple justice system c.omponents (e.g., prosecution, proba­
tion, and counseling) indicate a possible cumulative effect of a multiclimen" 
sional il1tel"vention associated with lower 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, researchers and practitioners 
have developed assessment tools that evaluate the potential for reoffense 
which can enable victims and their advocates to develop appropriate safety 
plans as a secondary violence prevention measure (Heckert & Gondolf, 2002; 
Hilton, Harris, Rice, Cormier, & Lines, 2004; Maxwell, Garner, & Fagan, 
2002). Most assessments currently in use require the involvement of a trained 
evaluator and dil'ect contact with the victim, the perpetrator, or both to obtain 
detailed summaries of past or current behavior (Campbell, 2005). 1n addition 
to being resource 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 aI., 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 aI., 1999). Prior criminal history is one critical factor that 
has been shown in several studies to be a predictor of recidivism for domes­
tic violence defendants (Bowen et aI., 2005; Gondolf, 2004; Hilton & 
Harris, 2005; Maxwell et aI., 2002; Ventura & Davis, 2005), but past 
offense information is often unavailable to law enforcement, to the victim. 

--o;to"tl~ose who "are -assi-siIni"ihe- victim-in de"terffiiulng nsk"and -safet)! pra"n~ -
ning. Obtaining 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 cited 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 througb a coordinated conununity response. To Our 
knowledge, tbis is one of the first publisbed studies to examine compliance 
with court orders as a predictor of postadjudication recidivism. 

The specific objective of tbis study was to.evalua!e.wbether.defendants' 
behavior wltile under the supervision of a specialized domestic violence 
court-based intervention is predictive of further violent or harassing behav­
ior. We bypothesized that we would find a positive correlation between 
frequency of noncompliance repOlis dUJing the period of time prior to adju­
dication and the tl"equency of reoffense reports during the year following 
adjudication. Victim advocates, probation supervisors, judges. alld others 
working with defendants and victims can use the resulting information to 
help assess the potential for reoffense in domestic violence defendants. This 
information will also be beneficial to researchers and practitioners in devel­
oping and evaluating offender management strategies aimed at reducing the 
risk offmiher barm to victims of domestic violence. 

Method 

Study Population 

The 220 cases in this study involved male defendants charged with a mis­
demeanor level offense that was prosecuted in the specialized Domestic 
Violence Court program of the Salt Lake City Justice COUlt 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 African American, 2% Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific Islander, and 1 % American Indian or Native Alaskan, with 
19% of Hispanic or Latino origin. We did not gather race or ethnicity Infor­
mation on individual sUbjects as this data was not consistently available from 
S~lt Lak~ City Poji~e Dep;;rt~;entR;;cords-:-A"ieof defendants ranged ftom-
18 to 89 years 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 treatment 
providers. and probation supervision agents. Domestic \'1olence defendants 
who are found guilt)' by plea or trial are placed on probation fa,. a period of 
12 months and required to complete a treatment program wid1 a certified 
domestic violence treatment provider. Defendants are required to return to 
court periodically 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 call 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 period, the Domestic Violence Court program processed 
all charges filed at the infraction or misdemeanor B or C level in the Salt 
Lalce City Justice Court in which the relationship between the defendant and 
victhn qualified as "cohabitant" under the Utah State Code definition. Case 
selection was based on date af original charge, gender of defendant (male) 
and victim (female), and nature of the relationship between defendant and 
victim (intimate partner cohabitating, manied, or separated). Because the 
focus of our study was men who offended against their female intimate part­
ner, we excluded cases involving violence between roonunates, blood rela­
tives, or in-laws, which clilTently 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 Utall 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 study's co-authors (LMO, AK) 
reviewed the abstracted data. 

Conviction was defmed as determination of guilt based on the defen­
dant's plea or trial outcome. Date of adjudication was defined as the date 
the case was disposed of by the judge and no longer subject to further 

-a'etlon' 'of the-cQul:i:-the' derendant js -flrsCdomes1iE'v'iolenc'e:-related-cliarge ... -,- ._, '-. _ .. '-'- ._-
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 
pdor 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 I-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 behavior, regardless of whether tile 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 reported to the court by treattnent 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 Deparnnent 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 
adjudication within Salt Lake City Police Deparnnent's jurisdiction. 

Statistical Analysis 

Case characteristics of the sElmple 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 with any preacijudicatiol1 noncompliance. These variables were 
considered as potential confounders in further multivariable logLstic models; 
to control for correlated covariates, only one confounder was included 
Multivariable logistic regression was used to estimate the odds of recidivat­
ing for those who exhibited any preadjudication noncompliance compared to 

--- ---------- -------
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the odds of recidivism in those who did not. The measures of preadjudication 
noncompliance found to be significantly associated with recjdivism were 
grouped by frequency of noncompliant events and regressed to determine 
\¥hether increased incidence of noncompliance was associated with increased 
likelihood of recidivism. Data were managed in Excel and analyzed using 

--·--·-·-·---sA§·~f.I·'·-·"---·--··-"-·· -' -- -... -... ----- .-- -- ... - .... ---.. -.--. 

Results 

Table I illustrates the distribution of case characteristics by recidi\~sm 
status. Among a total of 220 cases, the majority (82%, n = 180) did notrecidi­
vate, Those defendants that did recidivate (18%, n = 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 tnamlent noncompliance (p = ,014), more than one war­
rant issued (p = .(3), 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 I and 6 months from the date of report 
for the offense for which they were charged (78% recidivating, 84% noure­
cidivating). We did not find any significant differences in age of the defen­
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 outcome variable of recidivism. After adjnsting 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
dic.tion noncomplianc, (aOR = 4,2; 95% CI = 1.2-14.6). 

As shown in Table 3, wben each of the three separate measures of pre ad­
judication noncompliance was stratified according to number of noncom­
pliant incidents recorded, we found that tbe odds of recidivism for 
defendants who bad two or more incidents of law enforcement preadjudi­
cation noncompliance were over seven times the odds of recidivism for 
defendants who had none (95% CI = 3,0-19.7), when controlling for the 
number of hearings. pefendants who had tv.'o or more incidents of treat­
ment noncompliance and who had two or more WOlTants issued by the court 
while on probation were not more likely to recidivate as those who had 110 

incidents of treatment noncompliance or warrants issued duling that time. 
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Table 1 
Case Characteristics (N = 220) 

Recidivating 
(n = 40) 

Variable 
Age of defendant (years) 

25 nnd Under 
26<~O 

31-35 
.16-40 
41-45 
Over 45 

Months from index case to sentencing 
o 
1-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10 or more 

Months from sentencing to adjudication* 
Less th3.11 12 
12 
More than 12 

Number of review hearings* 
o 
1-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10 or Mon:~ 

Mca~ures of preadjl.ldicmion noncompliance 
Treatment noncompliance* 

,i 

9 
3 
R 
9 
6 
5 

3 
22 

9 
5 

9 
13 
18 

2 
4 

16 
15 
3 

(Reported by trearment pnJvir/e}'s fO SaIl Lake Cit)' Jusrice COlin) 
o ~ 

1 5 
2 5 
3 4 
4 or more 

Number of warrants issued* 
(RepOIted by Serlt Lake City Justice COllrt) 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 or more 

13 
12 

8 
3 
4 

22,5 
7.5 

20.0 
22.5 
15.0 
12.5 

7.5 
55.0 
22.5 
12.5 
2.5 

22.5 
32.5 
45.0 

5.0 
10.0· 

40.0 
37.5 

7.5 

62,5 
12.5 
12.5 
10.0 
2.5 

32.5 
30.0 
20.0 

7.5 
10.0 

NonrecidivaLing 
(/1:=180) 

51 28.3 
29 16.1 
33 18.3 
24 13.3 
21 11.6 
22 12,2 

5 2.8 
84 46.7 
67 37.2 
10 5.6 
14 7.8 

38 21.1 
94 52.2 
48 26.7 

13 7.2 
35 19.4 
98 54.5 
25 13.9 
9 5.0 

136 75.6 
.~O 16.7 
9 5.0 
2 1.1 
3 1.7 

102 56.7 
43 23.9 
16 8.9 
11 6.1 
8 4.4 

(conanued) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Law enfurcement offenses preaqjudicalion* 
(Repol1ed by Salt Lake City Police Depamnel!1) 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 or more 

Recidivating 
(II =40l 

11 % 

7 17.5 
6 15.0 
8 20.0 
5 12.5 

14 35.0 

"'Significant association with atltCO!l1e variable of recidivism atp < .05. 

Table 2 

Nonrccidivating 
(n~ISO) 

" % 

97 53.9 
39 21.7 
18 10.0 
9 5.0 

17 9.4 

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

Preudjudication 
Noncompliance = Yes 

PreadjudicaLicm 
Noncompliance = No 

Note: .OR~4.2 95%: CI ~ 0.2-14.6). 

Recidivating (II = 40) 

" % 

37 92.5 

3 7.5 

Table 3 

NOllrecitiivating (II = 180) 

N % 

127 70.6 

53 29.4 

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

Vnriablc OR 95%CI 

Treatment noncompliance 
0 1.0 Ref 

0.8 (0.3-2.31 
2. or more 2.7 (O.9-S.3) 

Number of W3lTants 

0 1.0 ReF 
1.9 (0.8-4.8) 

2 or more 2.6 (0.9-7.01 
Law enforcement offen:;;es preadjuclicution 

I) 1.0 Ref 
1 2.1 (0.7-6.6) 
2 or more 7.7 (3.0-19.7) 

------------~-------

-'., _.- - --- --- -----
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Discussion 

Our study has three main findings regarding the value of monitoring 
preadjudication noncompliance as a predictor of risk for postadjucllcation 
recidivism in domestic violence defendants. First. defendants who were 

- - _.- ~~---~-~rep~rt~d-;;;-h~ve-hadai feasl~one incident OrallY formofpreadjUcIicailon- - ~- - . - - - ---

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 repOlts 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 significant for defendants with two or more reports of 
noncompliance related to treatment and number of warrants to be more 
likely to reciclivate. 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 ofinfonnation on defendants' noncomp1iant behavior and of com­
municating this information to all agencies that have a role in maintaining 
offender accountability and increasing victim safety. 

Defendants who were reported to have had at least one incident of any 
form of preadjudication noncompliance were four times as likely to recidi­
vate as those for whom no noncompliance was reported. 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 aJ., 2005; Heckert & Gondolf, 2002; 
Hilton et aI., 2004; Kaukinen, 2004; Kingsnorth, 2006; Kyriacou et aI., 
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 evaluated by observing defendant behav­
ior dming 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 or new police reports are filed indicatitlg a defendant's involvement 
in criminal or harassing behavior. These reports can then be considered in 
determining the necessary level of defendant supervision. This method of 
evaluation requires thorough tracking of defendants' behavior, and commu­
nication between police agencies, prosecuting agencies, and the court. Such 
communication could increase victim safety by supporting an jnstitutional 
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shift away from relying on victim participation to hold perpetrators 
accoUlltable. This is impOltant because victims may not know how to notify 
the court of new offenses, may be fearful of doing so because of safeiy con­
cerns, or may be unaware of new offenses that do not directly involve them. 

Our analyses indicated that when observing noncompliance indicators 
sepmitely, having twa-or ffiOl:e -i"eports"'"ofa"iiy's"fngfi'rneasure -ornoncoin:'­
pliance could indicate an increased likelihood of l'ccidivism, while having. 
only one incident reportee! WaS not. While the majority of defendants were 
observed to have one report of treatment noncompliance, one warrant issued 
for noncompliance with court orders, or one repmi of involvement with law 
enforcement, having one indicalor 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 additional 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..;:elated noncompliance incidents observed. While 
tbere are several possible interpretations of this observation, the explanation 
most strongly supported by prior criminal justice research is that the best pre­
dictor of future criminal behavior is past criminal behavior (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 systematic 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 underestimate the actual Qccurl"ence of new criminal behav~ 
iOI", and thus we may have conservatively estimated this effect on defendant 
behavior. We were also limited in our data collection on noncompliance 
indicators and postadjudication recidivism to cases witbin one jurisdiction, 
therefore open cases in other jurisdictions were not captured. In addition. 
the parameters for types of offenses included in our law I?nforcement recidi~ 
vism measure both pre- and postadjudication 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 
included in the outcome variable that were domestic related and those 
which were not. 01' those which were violent offenses and those which were 
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nonviolent violations of the law. This could potentially yield more speciiic 
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 perpeu'ation of violence in domestic violence offend­
ers. Finally, our sample size was limited by the number of defendants seen 

-lriiiiedo'mestic vlolbncecourC aiirfiigouicslu'dy penocLl:cis pas'si5Ie-that ii------· -------- "", "- ---, ---
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 
tracking u'eatment and probation compliance as well as conveying this Infor~ 
mation to victims and victim service provjders. The coordination of defen­
dant tracldng activities across multiple agencies and jurisdictions often 
requires additional personnel and resources that many courts do not have 
access to (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Gover et a!., 2003), but our study shows 
that coordination is critical to maintaining current information on risk factors 
for reoffense which can assist victims 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 predictions would hold true 
over"a longer period of time. In addition, the validity of the current findings 
could be extended by collecting additional deinographics and background 
infonnation 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 predictor 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 reoilense could )deld valuable 
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 Hmited information is 
available an 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-ana1ysis of existing research on criminal justice and therapeutic 
interventions with domestic violence offenders indicates the need for fur­
ther research on interaction between dynamic factors such as Couti sanc­
tions while defendants are on probation and other independent variables 
such as defendant history in determining future recidivism (Bowen et al., 

.. "'200FCattaneo'&GooCliilan, 2005;GOnacilf,2004;"StoVer~'2003):\vliile­
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 

R~\pe/sexual assault 
1103·0 

Robbery 
1202-0 
1205-0 

~"sall!t 
1301·0 
1302-0 
1305·0 
13\2·0 
13 ]3·0 
1316·1 
1316-2 
1316-3 
1316-4 
1316-15 
1316·16 
1399.0 
1399·2 
1399-4 

Burglary 
2203·0 
2205·0 

Larceny 
2303·0 
2305·0 
2308·0 
2399.0 

Description 

Sexunll1.').')ault-Rape strong-arm 

Robbery-Business Id wcapon 
Robbery-Street Id weapon 

Assauh aggravated-Family gun 
ASS,lUlL aggravated-Family 1d weapon 
Assllu,1l nggmvated-Nonfamily Id weapon 
A.<;snu!t aggravated-Police officer Strong-arl1l 
Assault aggravated-Falnily strong-arm 
Assault-Intimid/writtelllelectronic 
Asstmlt-Intil11id/tlu-eats/physical 
Assault-Tntimidlthreats/telephonic 
Assault-Intimidation/stalking 
Assault-Threat to bomb 
Assault-Threat to burn 
Assnult-Threats free text 
Assulllt-Workplace violence/threats 
Assault-Violation of a stalking injunction 

Burglary-Force cntry nonresident 
Burglary-No force entry nonresident 

Larceny-Shoplifting 
Lmceny-From mulor vehic Ie 
Larceny-Fmm building 
Larceny-Free text 

(collfinllt?dJ 
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Appendix (continued) 

Code 

Auto theft 
2499-16 

~Frnl;d-- -'-_.-' ------.-".- .. -.-
261l4-0 

Damaged propeny 
2901.0 
2902-1 
2999-0 

Drugs 
3512-0 
3S32-0 
3S42-0 
3543-0 
3S50-0 
3562-0 
3599-1 
3S99-2 

Sex offenses 
3605-1 
3699-0 

Family offenses 
3801-0 
3802-0 
3802-1 
3806-0 
3899-0 
3899-8 
3899-9 
3899-10 
3899-11 
3899-12 

Liquor violntions 
4104-0 

Obstructing police 
4801-1 
4802-0 
4803-0 
4805-0 

Flight/escape 
4902-0 

Weapons offenses 
5203-0 

Description 

Stolen vehicle-Breach of trllst· 

Fraud-lmpcrI:On9tioll 

Damaged propcI1,Y-PrivlItc vehicle 
Damaged property-Private 
Damaged propeny-Free text 

Drug-Hemin possession 
Drug-Cocaine possession 
Drug-Synthetic narcotic possession 
Drug-Synthetic narcotic free text 
Drug-Narcotic equipment possession 
Drug-Mnrijuana possession 
Drug-Found narcotics equipment 
Drug-Found/surrendered 

Sex offense-Indecent exposure child 
Sex offense-Free text 

Family offcnsc-Neglec[ of family 
Family offensc-Cruelty to child/abuse 
Fnmily offense-Abuse adult 
Family offense-Neglect child 
Family offense-Free text 
Family offense-File of protective order 
Fmnily offense-Violation of protective order 
Family offense-Domestic criminal nmure 
Family offense-Domestic violence noncriminal 
Hlmily offense-Violation of no contact order 

Liquor-Possess illegally 

ObstTucting ]lolicc-Fai.1ure to stop for police 
Obstructing police-Criminal investigation 
Obstructing poJice-Mnki.rig false report 
Obstructing police-Disslinde witness 

Escape-Warrants all in .state 

Weapons-Explosive use 

(conrinued) 
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Appendix (continued) 

Codo 

Public peace 
5309-0 

- -s:iTj:o ._-
5399-12 
5399-23 
5399-28 

Traffic offenses 
5401-0 
5499-5 
5499-7 
5499-12 
5499-44 

Invasion of privtlcy 
5707-0 

Public ,)rder crimes 
7399-1 
7399-3 
7399-5 
7399-11 
7399-17 
7399-26 
7399-28 
7399-40 

Dc!;criptioll 

Public' pence-Harassing: communication 
--pii1:iliC-peilce=blsorderfy conouCl--'-- ._ .... _._- -.'--_. ---'---""-"_.--, .. _______ '_·e_··_· ----

Public pence-Disturbing the peace 
Public peace-Mentally ill subject 
Public: peace-Suspicious activity 

Traffic-Hit und run 
Trnflic-Moving trJflic violation 
Traffic-Reportable accident 
Trnflic-Impound/abundol\ vehicle 
Traffic-Alcohol in 01' about n vehicle 

PriVl.\cy-Trespnsf; 

Public ordcr-Ambulance sick calls 
Public order-Civil cases 
Public order-Found propert)' 
Public order-Suicide attempt 
Public order-Business license 
Public order-Public intoxication 
PubJi.c order-ComJllunity action team 
Public order-Citizen assist 
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w~g~J~~~~~if;F 
Introduction' 
Intimate partner-violence (IPV) is a serious public llealth 
problem in the United Slales, disproportionately affecting 
women. The complex: nature oflPV calls for an integrated 
approach by pracUtionel$ and researcheJ'$ in many fields. One 
response has been !he development of speclali~d domesli(: 
violence ec\lltS designed to prevent fumer IPV- related 
offenses by changing offender-behavior using therapeutic 
interventions including menial health treatment and probation 
These courts use mea5\UCS such as I11lI.ndatof)' treatment and 
regular review hearings \0 monitor defendants' compliance wLlh 
court orders while under court supervision_ 

Obiective 
Evaluate whether defendants' behavior while underlhe 
supervision ofa speciali2:w domestic violence ~oun based 
intervention is prwi~tive of further violent or harassing 
behavior_ 

Methods 

Data derived frem Salt Lake City Speciali~ed Domesuc 
Violence coundata fer misdemeanercases prcsecuted from 
lflnOOJ-I2J3\I2004 and Salt Lake City Law Enforo;;ement 
records for one year post adjudication of case. 

Case selection was based on gender of defendanl (male) and 
victim (female). nature ofrelatienship (intimate partner, 
cohabitating, married, or separated)_ 

Recidivism defined as report to law enforcement of 
defendant involvement in criminal or harassing behavior for 
one year after c.curt case was closed (posl-adjudicatIOn). 

Non-compliance defined as failureto anend treannent. 
wananlS issued. new offenses reperted to law enfor~ement 
while under coun supervision. 

IRB approved use ofdalllbases for this analysis. 

Statistical Analysis 

Means and frequencies 

Chi-square test forasrociation 

Multivariable logistic regression to estimate the odds of 
recidivating for those who exhibited any pre-adjudication 
non,cllmp Jiance compared to Ihcse who did nOl 

Odds of Post-Adjudication Recidivism by Degree 
of Pre-Adjudication NOD -Compliance (n"'220) 

Variable OR 95<y.Cl 

T n:iilmeot Non -Compliam;e 
0 1.0 .r 

0.' (0.3 -2.3) 
lorMan: 2.7 (0.9 - 8.3) 

Numbi:rofWananl:; 
0 1.0 .r 
1 1.9 (0.8 _4.8) 
2 arMOR: 2.' (0.9·1.0) 

Law EnfereclllI:clOiiCnses 
Pn:-Adjud~en 

0 1.0 .r 
1 2.1 (0.1- 6.6) 
2erMere 7.7 (3.0_19.7) 

Results 

• 220 cases involved male defendants charged with a 
misdemeanor offense and prosecuted in the DV court. 

- Mean age -- 32 years 

• Compared to the defendants dUll did 1W1 rel;idivate (n,,\80), 
tbe defendants that did recidivate (n""'40): 

• Spent more than standard 12 months under coun 
supervISIOn 
Had more review hearings sch=dul=d 
More than one report oftreaunenl non-compliance 
More than one warrant issued 
More than one law enforcement offense while under 
coun supervision 

Odds of Recidivism for Cases Showing 
Any Form of Pre -Adjudication 

Non-Compliance (p=220) 

Recidivating Non-Recidivating 
(n~O) (n-180) 

% • % 
Pre-Adjudication 

Non-Compliance = 37 92.5 127 70.6 
y~ 

Pre-Adjudication 
Non-Compliance = 7.5 " 29.4 

No 

OR: 4.2 95% CI: 
(1.2-14.6) 

Discussion 
We have three main rindings regarding the value of monitoring pre­
adjudication non-compliam:e as a predictor of risk for post­
adjudication recidivism in domestic Violence defendants. 

1_ Defendants with at least nne lDcideOf nfanv fnnD nf 
pre-adjudicaTjon DnooeQrnpljauC!! were four times more 
likely to reddivate than those for whom no non­
compliance was reported. 

2. Defendants with twO or more reports oflul 
enfq[femcm pre-adjudiC'l'inn UQb-complia,,'e were 
seven times more likely to recidivate than those for 
whom no nen-compliance was reported. 
Defendants with t\'IO or mere warranlSshowed a trend 
to be more likely to recidivate bUlthis was not 
sli1l15tica!ly sig;niricanl 

Conclusions 
.:- The pOlential for defendanl re-offense can be evaluated by 

oblierving defendant behavior during the course of the 
defendants' panil:ipaLion in the court system. 

.:. The infonnallon on non-c.cmpliance can be shared with 
victims and advocates to assiSiln safety planning efforts. 
for InsllInce. the eounand COurt advocates could be alerted 
when new police reports are filed indicating a defendant's 
involvemem in crimina! or harassing behavior. 

-:. The communicatiOn can increase victim safety by 
supponing an mstitullonal shift away from relying on victim 
participation \0 hold perpetrators accountable. This is 
impanant Il«:ause victims may nOI know hllw to notify the 
coun of new offenses. may be fearfu! of doing so Il«:ause of 
safeI)' concems. or maybe IITLi1warc of new offense'S thaI do 
not directly involve them. 
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Background-Utah 

In 2005, there were 65 domestic violence­
related deaths of adults ages 18 and older. 
- Of the 65 deaths, 44 were suicides and 21 were 

homicides. 

In 2005 and 2006, 60% of Utah homicides 
were domestic violence related 

• 17,7% offemale respondents to a 2004 
survey in Utah reponed having been victims 
of domestic viOlence in their lifetime 

Background 
'Only known consistent predictor of future re·offense is 
history of prior offense 

,'Vlctlm~ advocates, and courts may have limited 
information on defendants' past betiavior 

'Risk and Danger Assessments 
'Some predictive power but limited 
'One time static meaSUre 
'Require feedback from offender, victim, or both 

'Need to identify predictors of recidivism when availab!e 
information regarding offender behavior is llmited 

'Indicators of risk can be used by advocates to assist 
victims with safety plannirg 

Background- National 

Approximate.lv three women are killed by their 
boyfriend or Iiusband each day in America 

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

1.5 million women experience intimate 
part'1er violence, rape, physical assault, or 
stalking annually 

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

Background 
Criminal Justice and public health intersect with goal of preventing 
domestic violence 

Courts concentrate on offender managemenl, yet often leave 
victim safety needs out of the process 

Advocacy programs provide resources and safety planning for 
victims ' 

Safety plannIng for victims requires rigorous analysis and 
implementation of evidence based strategies' , 

Research Question 

For male domestic vio!fmce offenders prosecuted in 

the Salt Lake City Justice Court between January 1, 

2003 and December 31, 2004, Is there a correlation 

between pre.adjydicatlon non..cnmpHance 

(defendant's failure to abide by court orders) and 

pnst-adJudlcatJon recidivism (report of re-offense) 

indicated by Salt Lake City police incident reports 

within one year following adjudication (case closure)? 
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Methods 

-Design 
-Retrospective cohort analysis 

-Secondary analysis of existing records 
·Salt Lake City JUstice Court 

·Salt Lake City Police Department 

Data Sources 

-Salt Lake City Justice Court Records 
-Jndex Case Date, Sentencing Date, Adjudication Date 
'Age of Defendant at Index 
-Indicators of Pre-Adjudication Non-Compliance 

'Warrants, NOtifications from Treatment Provlders 

'Salt Lake City Police Department Incident Reports 
-Age,Sex of Victim, Relationship to Victim 
-Indication of Re-Offense 

-Reports of dfsrupl1velcrimina! behavior 

·Time Calculated 
·Time from Index 10 Sentencing 
.Time from Sentencing to Adjudications 

Basic Terms 
'Domestic Violence 

'Intimate partner, currently or formerly living together 

'Non-Compliance 
'Indication of failUre to comply with court orders or 
conditions of probation (Le., #- of warrants Issued, 
# of review hearing s) 

-Recidivism 

'Report to law enforcement listing defendant as 
susp.ect or subject of aggressive, harassing or 
criminal behavior (I.e., (respassing, assault, 
threats, violation of protective order) 

-Adjudication 

-~ase closure, no longer under court jurisdiction 

Subjects 

Male defendants 

Charged with domestic Violence related offense 

Between January 1, 2003 and December 31,2004 

Victim was female intimate, partner 

Resulted in conviction 

Adjudicated by February 28. 2006 

Outcome.Measure: Recidivism 
- Salt Lake City Police reports filed within one year of 

adjudication, 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: 

• Treatment non..c;ompliance (Justice Court) 

• Other Justice Court non-compliance 
- Failure to Appear 
- Failure 10 pay fines/fees 
- Proballon violation 

• New offenses reported to Salt Lake City Police Dept. 

Analysis: 

Logistic regression used to evaluate which 
variables affect recidivism (Independent 
variable was recidivism yIn) 

Intercooled Stata version 8.2 used for 
analysis 

IRB approved study 
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RESULTS 

Characteristics (Continued) 

Vadl!blG 

Number of Review Hearings , 
,~ .. ,-, 

1001 More 

Tolal 

Number olWarranls \55\1=<1 

<101 Mole 

Total 

Variable 

Treatment Relaled 

Non.compHanoe 

V" 

" 
Telal 

Becldintin9 
( % 

" 10,0 

" <10,0 

tS '" " " 100,0 

" '" " '" 'OO ,. 
10,0 

" 100,0 

Re~dl\lf!ling 

f % 

25 62,5 

15 375 

40 1000 

Non-Beg~ivalill9 

t % 

" ,., 
" 19,4 

" 54.5 

" to, 

" '" 1000 

to, '" " '" " " " " , 
" '50 100.0 

Non_Recidlyating 
f % 

to, 

" 
'" 

'56 

'" 
1000 

Characteristics of Recidivating and Non­
Recidivating Defendants (N=220) 

~dill2li! B!!t:ldillalicII ~IlD·B!!c.ldillSllill!l 
f .. f % 

Age 01 pe'end~nl 

Undll125 '" " 26.3 

26·30 " ~ '" S1_~5 'Do " 16.3 

~(I·4Q '" " '" 41..45 , to, " '" 0..01 ~~ '" " '" TOIOI " 100.0 to, "" 

Varlablv R!!i<ldivati!:!g t:!oQ.Re~jvali!!g 

f % f % 

Months Irom In-'ello Sentence , 
" 

, 
" ,~ " 55.0 " '" .. , 22.5 " '72 ,. , 12-5 " " 100' More " " " Total " "" '" 100.0 

MonLIt& from Sentence 10 DispOSition 

LeSS than 12 '" " 21.1 

" " '25 .. '" More than 12 " '" " '" Total " 100,0 '" 100.0 

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

Pre·AdjUdlcalion Non·Com lianee 

Recidivism y" N, Total 

y" 37 3 40 

N, 127 5, 1BO 
Total 164 56 220 

OR: 5.1 95% CI: 1.5, 27.1 
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Comparison of Recidivism by Pre-Adjudication 
Non-Compliance Status: Treatment Only 

. 
Pre-AdjudIcation Treatment Relatedl 

Non-Compliance 

Recidivism y" No Total 

y" 15 25 <0 

No .. 136 15{) 

Total " 161 220 

OR: 1.9 95% Cl: 0.8, 4.0 

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

Vwinb!e OR 95%C! 

'I'realmllll! Non-C<lmpliullCC 

0 }.O .r 
1 1.1 (0.4 ·3.0) 

2orMo!C. ,., (2.2-15.2) 

Numl>l'fofWarran15 

0 1.0 nlr 
1 2.2 (0.9-S.2) 

2orMorc. 3A (l5-1.S) 

l.aw F.llr"lCcmcnl orrcn~Cj; Pre· 
AdJlIdicnl;,," 

0 1.0 .r 
1 2. \ (0.7.{,.7) 

:?orM"rc 11..5 (J-I. 21 UJ 

Limitations 

Demographic factors and systematic factors unique 
to the city's Justice Court and Police Department may 
limit genera~zability of findings 
Used pre-collected data from courts and police 
Information on recidivism reliant solely on police 
records from one jurisdIction 
Police records may underestimate occurrence of 
criminal behavior and we did not differentiate 
between DV and non-OV police offenses as well as 
violent and non-viotent offenses 
No comparison group 

LogistiC Regression of Offender and Case 
Characteristics: Association with Recidivism 

Variable OR 95'10 Cl 

Ag. 1.0 0.9,1.0 

Number of RevIew Healings 1.1 1.0,1.2' 

NumberofWanants 1.' 1.1,1.6 

Time lrom Index 10 Sentence 0.9 118,1.0 

TIme from Senlanoe \0 Disposilion 1.0 0.9. 1.1 

Pre-Adjudication Non-Comp!iance <.2 1.2, 14.6 
Adjusted for Re~(ew Heartngs 

Discussion 

Results Indicate that male defendants who exhibit 
some form non-compliance prfor to a9judication have 
higher odds of recidivating post-adjudication than 
those who do not. 

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

Effech"ve risk reduction requires an understanding of 
the interaction between various elements impacting 
and impacted by offender behavior 

Further Research 
Current Study 

'Analysis of degree ofnoo-co'"'l>!iance (number of 
incidents recoraed) by recidivism 

-Analysis of non-compliance/recidivism by point in time 
relative to arrest, ie. tieglnning of treatment, completion 
of treatment. etc. 

-Analysis by initial charge filed versus outcome charges 

-Analysis of outcome variable by_type of offense, Ie. 
Criminal/Non-Criminal; DV/Non~DV: Alcohol Related 

-Re-examine subjects for recidivism at 18 months, 24 
months, 36 montns, etc. 
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Further Research Studies 

• Include defendant history as gathered from court records, 
law enforcement, self~report, and victim report 

• Expand ability to capture occurrence of new offenses by 

jurisdiction, and complement with defendant and victim 
nterviews (e.g., what are victim's perception of safety and 
offender re-offense?) 

• Comparison with other specialized domestIc violence courts 
to determrne whether results are consistent 

-Use results to develop new risk 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!, Objective A 

During this reporting period 278 Domestic Violence cases were filed. Attached is a 

breakdown of the caseloadin 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 questioIDlaire (also attached). The in-court clerks 

put the questiolmaires in all designated Domestic Violence cases that are set on the 

anaigmnent calendars. When a defendant pleads gnilty to a domestic violence charge, the 

Judge asks them to fill out the questionnaire, the completed questioIDlaires are then given 

to me to be entered into the system. This infoTInation is available to the public via the 

Justice Court website and can be viewed by any specified period. The statistics that I 

have entered are CUlTent for this reporting period, there are no backlogs of past 

demographic data in need ofupdatillg. 



Reporting PeIiod Julyl, 2009 - September 30, 2009 

Goal I, Obj ective 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 aftemoon and usually have about seventy cases set on each review calendar. 

Review of these cases involves evaluation of sentencing conditions and progress made by 

the defendant in meeting those conditions. Every week I go through each file to 

detennine which files are in need of a CUlTent 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 I receive the treatment update I enter it into J ems. 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 infOlmation before defendant appears for review. 



Reporting Period July 1, 2009 - September 30, 2009 

Goal II, Obj ectives 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 wbich treatment agency the case is 

assigned to. The four groups m·e; Valley Mental Health cases, Comerstone cases, Sequoia 

cases, and other/no agency yet assigned cases. These three treatment agencies are the 

most commonly used treatment providers for court-ordered treatment, mld the other/no 

agency yet assigned cases are for cases in which the defendmlt 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. TIns list is 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 wInch 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 aftemoon a 

DART meeting is scheduled, dUli.ng the DART meeting the Judge meets with the three 

treatment agency representatives to talk about the progress made by each defendmlt. The 

Judge then decides how to further proceed on each case based on the compliant or non­

compliant reports he gets from the treatment agency representatives. After the DART 

meeting I collect all the hm·d copy progress reports to enter them into Jems. 



Reporting Period July 1, 2009 - September 30, 2009 

Goal III, Obj ectives A, B 

As the Domestic Violence court clerk I perfonn intensive case management on all cases 

with an active No Contact Order, and cases with an active high-priority service warrant. 

NCO's are issued in cases where the lisk ofhann 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 ofthe victim. I lUll reports once a month for all 

cases with active NCO's and active high-priority service warrants. I check each of these 

cases on J ems and on Statewide to make sure they have been entered correctly, so that all 

agencies using these systems are getting the correct infonnation. I 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 either comi orders, including 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 ofthe 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 questiomlaire (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 info1TIlation 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 CUlTent 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 

He81ings with Judge Baxter. I review these cases on a weekly basis. DV Review 

Hearings occur every other Monday aftemoon and usually have about seventy cases set 

on each review calendar. Review ofthese cases includes evaluation of sentencing 

conditions and progress made by the defendant in meeting those conditions, compiling a 

treatment histOlY and checking for current updates from the treatment provider, noting 

compliance or non-compli811ce with treatment, flagging import811t information in the files 

for the Judge's attention, and also noting the progress made by the defendant towards 

community service 811d 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 phone, 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 infonnation 

before defend811t appears 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 He31ing calendar, I sep31'ate the files into 

four groups. The four groups 31'e org31nzed by which treatment agency the case is 

assigned to. The four groups include; Valley Mental Health, Cornerstone, Sequoia, 311d 

other/no agency yet assigned cases, These three treatment agencies are the most 

cOll11llonly used for court-ordered treatment. The other/no agency yet assigned cases are 

for cases in which the defend:nlt is doing treatment at a private agency other th31l those 

three providers, or the case is scheduled for 311 evaluation wInch will then determine 

which agency the defend311t will be assigned to. When a case has not been assigned a 

treatment provider, the Judge will take into a count the defend31lt's salary, residency, 311d 

treatment history to ensure the defend311t will get the best treatment for his/or her 

situation. After the files have been separated I type a list of each case, including n311le, 

date of birth, case nU1llber, 311d 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 treatn1ent agencies which clients 

they will need to get progress repOlis for, and shows the Victims/Witness Coordinator 

wInch defend311ts will need to be researched for current police contact. Every other 

Wednesday afternoon a DART meeting is scheduled. DART is 311 acronym for; DV 

Assessment 311d Review Te31n. DUling the DART meeting the Judge meets with the three 

treallnent agency representatives 311d the Victims/Witness Coordinator to tallc about the 

progress made by each defend31lt. 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 J ems. 



Reporting Period October 1, 2009 - December 31, 2009 

Goal III, Obj ectives A, B 

As the domestic violence court clerk, I have continuedto perfonn intensive case 

management on a1l cases with an active No Contact Orders, 8l1d cases with an active 

high-priority service warrant. NCO's are issued in cases where the risk of harm to the 

victim is elevated 8l1d high-priority service warrants are issued when a defendmt is 

excessively non-complimt md/ or poses a particular threat to the safety of the victim. I 

receive infonnation from the Victims/Witness Coordinator as to whether my violations 

of NCO's have occurred, ifthere has been a violation, the Judge is notified immediately. 

I also run reports from J ems once a month for a1l cases with active NCO's md high­

priority service Warr811ts. I check each of these cases on J ems and on Statewide to make 

sure they have been entered correctly; this ensures that the agencies using these systems 

are getting the correct information. Dnring 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 8th 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. I 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, I appreciated the sincerity of all with whom I visited, and 
your willingness to discuss and consider other approaches. I 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. I 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 I 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. I 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 I 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. I know Walmart shares these values, because I 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 I 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 I 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 I saw in Bentonville. I 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. I 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 I listened intently to a presentation on the “state of the company” on Saturday morning, I 
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,  
 
 
 
 Søren D. Simonsen 
 Salt Lake City Council Member 
 District Seven 
 
 



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

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%                  In Kind     Cash 

 Computer Software Development            In House       Contract Services    

 New Program (City not performing function now) 

GRANT DETAILS: 

Provides funds for activities of the Office of Emergency Management 

 


	Announcements

	
DRAFT policy on Filming & Recording at Council Meetings
	Abbreviated “Rules of Decorum”

	Updated 
“Rules of Decorum”
	Transmittal- Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) G
rant Reporting Requirement 
	VAWA Grant Report, Feb. 2010


	Grant Submission Update
 Memo
	Council Member Simonsen's Letter to Walmart




