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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2006, as one component of the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women’s (DOSW) ongoing efforts to create a seamless criminal justice response to domestic violence, the DOSW secured a two-year grant from the Blue Shield of California Foundation, to fund the Domestic Violence Response Cross-Training Institute (Institute). The DOSW developed the curriculum in partnership with the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), the Adult Probation Department (APD), the Office of the District Attorney (DA’s Office), the Sheriff’s Department (SD), and the Department of Emergency Management (DEM). Concurrently with the development of the Institute, the DOSW issued a report Safety for All, San Francisco Safety and Accountability Audit, based upon a city-wide assessment of the criminal justice response to domestic violence. The findings in this report and the information gathered during the Audit were used in curriculum development.  The resulting curriculum, presented in twenty sessions over two years, 2007-2008, is the subject of this evaluation.

In early 2007, the DOSW contracted with Mark Morris Associates (MMA) and Joanne M. Brown Consulting to evaluate the Institute. The evaluation contract concluded on August 31, 2008. The evaluation addresses three questions:  

· Did those City and County of San Francisco employees (“participants”) who attended the Institute acquire new information and attitudes about the dynamics of domestic violence?
· Did the information and understanding acquired in the training result in new procedures and protocols relating to domestic violence response?
· Does the Institute establish a foundation for changing the response to domestic violence victims?

Findings: In reaching these findings, evaluators were mindful that tracking institutional change in policy and procedures require a longer term view than was possible during this evaluation.
1) The Institute merits continued annual presentation to reinforce and expand the effort to improve the response to domestic violence that was at the foundation of the Institute. Regular turnover, transfers, and new employees in each department mandate that the Institute be integrated into core and in-service training. The Institute’s curriculum was designed to allow trainers to adjust and revise the curriculum without compromising the core principles of the training.  This capacity to adjust was a major strength of the curriculum and increases its broad applicability.

2) The Institute was structured to ensure that interaction with participants from other Departments would occur in each work group and that participants would not be able to isolate themselves according to their profession or affinity. Participants gained important information regarding their agencies’ roles and the importance of their own roles in domestic violence response. Their appreciation and understanding of the perspective and procedures of other criminal justice agencies and community program resources 

improved. Perhaps most importantly, participants showed increased insight into the experience of victims of domestic violence. 

3) After the Institute, there was an increased interest in the services and resources available through community based organizations and other criminal justice agencies, for victims and survivors of domestic violence. Community based organizations and criminal justice agencies (e.g., the Adult Probation Department) have seen an increased interest in cross-training about their services, procedures and protocols for working with domestic violence victims and survivors.

4) The Institute presented a thorough examination of stalking as a crime and as it related to domestic violence, and provided useful guidance about gathering evidence and the use of technology. Failure to recognize and prosecute the crime of stalking was one of the primary gaps identified by the Audit in the criminal justice system response to domestic violence.

5) Instructors were experienced professionals and knowledgeable about the wide range of contexts in which domestic violence appears. The experience and broad knowledge in domestic violence evidenced by the trainers quickly established their credibility and engaged the participants. The day-long curriculum was well designed to engage participants through a format that included small group discussions, role plays and scenarios reflecting real life experiences. 
6) In Year Two, the Institute expanded the role of co-trainers as subject matter experts presenting in specific areas (e.g., the ADAs applied the rules on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence directly to duties of each agency responding to domestic violence). The response to this presentation was uniformly very positive and reinforced the importance of understanding the special dynamics of domestic violence. 

7) The individual curriculum units can be usefully tailored for training in settings where less than one full day is available. Each of the units is sufficiently complete to be incorporated into another curriculum, e.g., as an in-service training or for public outreach.

8) Central to the planning of the Institute was a Memorandum of Understanding signed by partnering agencies through which each agency committed to send a specified number of employees to the Institute. Four hundred and thirty seven (437) employees attended, more than the total committed (410).  Three of the five partnering agencies, the Department of Emergency Management, the DA’s Office, and the Sheriffs Department, sent more than their targeted number of employees. Sixteen of the twenty sessions had representatives from all agencies. The official support for the Institute as evidenced through the participation of high level administrators from agency partners, was rated by participants and administrators as an important feature of the Institute.
9) The presence of department leadership at the Institute was a clear statement of support for the Institute and the importance of the curriculum to their individual and 

collective duties to protect the public from domestic violence. The introductory comments at the Institute sessions by Captain Ashe of SFPD and the presentations by Jim Rowland of the DA’s Office reinforced the linkage between the Institute and the San Francisco criminal justice system. The participation of high level administrators from criminal justice departments, e.g., Captain Ashe of SFPD, in welcoming participants to the Institute was rated as an important feature of the Institute by attendees. Full interagency representation is critical to the goal of strengthening linkages in the criminal justice system response and these agencies are fully supportive of the Institute and endorse its continuation.
10) A strong consensus among those who attended the Institute supports expanding the visibility of community based organizations at the Institute both to provide information about working with domestic violence victims and survivors and to reinforce the importance of personal contacts between criminal justice personnel and community organizations.

The evaluators are satisfied that the Institute represents an important advance in the governmental response to the serious problem of domestic violence. The Institute could serve as a model or template for other communities and criminal justice systems.
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I. INSTITUTE BACKGROUND AND CURRICULUM DESIGN

  In 2006, in order to assess progress made since the 2002 release of Justice and Courage: A Blueprint for San Francisco’s Response to Domestic Violence, the Justice and Courage Oversight Panel initiated an audit of the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence. The audit was conducted by multi-agency and volunteer committees assigned to review department protocols, training, resources and data collection systems. Titled Safety for All, San Francisco Safety and Accountability Audit, these findings and recommendations were released on January 19, 2007.

The Audit identified five primary gaps in the system’s response to domestic violence and linked recommendations for system reform to each of these gaps. For example, the audit found that the criminal justice system was not organized to consistently help practitioners identify key factors of safety and danger in domestic violence cases, and gaps in the system lead to failures in holding batterers accountable for their crimes. Other gaps spoke to the needs for better understanding of the crime and consequences of stalking, for more attention to the special problems of limited-English-proficient victims, and for greater awareness of the complexity of risk for victims of diverse social and cultural positions. 
These findings highlighted the necessity of improved communication within the justice system and the negative impact of incomplete information-sharing in the City’s response to domestic violence victims. The DOSW applied to the Blue Shield of California Foundation to fund a Cross-Training Institute for responders to domestic violence; the Institute would be inter-departmental and interdisciplinary and respond to the gaps identified in the Audit, specifically those relating to interagency communication and responsiveness to the victim of domestic violence. The curriculum which evolved, and is the subject of this evaluation, was developed in a partnership with a committee composed of leaders from the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), the San Francisco Adult Probation Department (APD), the San Francisco District Attorney’s Office (DA’s Office), the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SD), and the San Francisco Department of Emergency Management (DEM). The Institute’s planning committee also included domestic violence experts and representatives from various San Francisco community based non-profit organizations (Asian Pacific Islander Legal Outreach, Cooperative Restraining Order Clinic, Donaldina Cameron House, San Francisco Bar Association Volunteer Legal Services Program, and Institute on Aging) as well as the DOSW. 

II. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

In early 2007, DOSW retained Mark Morris Associates (MMA) and Joanne Brown Consulting to evaluate the Institute. The evaluation addresses three primary questions:  

· Did the participants in the Institute (employees of the City and County of San Francisco) acquire new information and attitudes about the dynamics of domestic violence?

· Did the information and understanding acquired in the training result in new procedures and protocols relating to domestic violence response?

· Does the Institute establish a foundation for changing the response to domestic violence victims?

This evaluation includes summaries and analysis of observations of Year One and Year Two Institute sessions, pre and post-Institute data, interviews and focus groups. 

B. Evaluation 
1) Observations of Institute Sessions: Two evaluation team members conducted observations of six Institute sessions, three sessions each year. Observations emphasized the following subjective measures, which correspond to seminal issues raised in both the Justice and Courage report and the Safety for All audit:
· Victim sensitivity: Did the training inform participants about what domestic violence victims may encounter while navigating the criminal justice system?
· Dynamics of domestic violence: Did the training stimulate discussions about the relationship between domestic violence and substance abuse, immigration, and other social/environmental influences? Did the training explain stalking and its relationship to domestic violence?

· Cultural diversity:  Did the training define “culture” in an operationally useful way and demonstrate how “culture” might affect the domestic violence victim’s response to the criminal justice system? Did the training demonstrate how interveners respond to domestic violence in part based on their own cultural identity (both ethnic and professional)? Did the training give examples of alternative tools and resources for interveners to use in communicating with speakers with limited English proficiency?
· Information about the role of other service providers and/or systems: Did the participants learn from other participants or trainers about the impact of their role/conduct on other agencies?  Did they gain a better appreciation of their own importance and impact on the capacity of the criminal justice system to generate a cohesive response to domestic violence? Did the participants develop contacts with participants from other justice and social services agencies? How did the participants understand the relationships of their role to other components in the system? 
2) Pre and Post Surveys: The SFPD, SD, the DEM, APD and DA’s Office assigned a total of 437 employees to attend one of twenty Institute sessions between May 3, 2007 and June 12, 2008.  Each participant was given a written pre and post-Institute survey with instructions that the pre-Institute survey was to be completed prior to the Institute and the post-test was to be completed at the conclusion of the training day. The goal of the surveys was to measure of what participants reported learning from the Institute. The answers were cross-tabulated according to the participant’s place of employment to allow more detailed analysis.  

The curriculum was structured around discrete and interrelated modules, each exploring a specific topic and giving participants an opportunity to practice or observe strategies that might address issues found in responding to domestic violence. All the modules were linked to the findings in the Audit.
3) Follow-Up Surveys: In Year One, a 3-month follow-up survey was administered to participants to assess any changes in their attitudes or performance of their duties related to their learning from the Institute, toward their role in the domestic violence response and the role of other criminal justice agencies and community based organizations. Due to the scheduling the Institute in Year Two and the project end date, a three month survey was not possible.
4) Focus Groups and Interviews: Focus groups were conducted in Year One and Year Two. In Year One, four focus groups were convened with a total of 27 participants: co-trainers, supervisors, SFPD and DEM, and DA’s Office, SD and APD. Two focus groups were convened in Year Two with a representative mix of 16 participants from all five agencies in each group.
Questions posed to participants explored the usefulness of the Institute’s curriculum and changes in participants’ attitudes. With supervisors, the evaluators also explored whether the Institute influenced departmental protocols and whether they had observed any changes in practice that might relate to the training received through the Institute. 

In addition to the above focus groups, evaluators met with members of the San Francisco Domestic Violence Consortium (DVC) at the end of Year Two.  Also in Year Two, evaluators interviewed administrators from each of the partner agencies to explore whether any departmental protocols and procedures had changed as a result of the Institute. 

III. INSTITUTE OBSERVATIONS 

Evaluation team members observed the first (May 3, 2007), fifth (June 14, 2007), tenth (August 8, 2007), thirteenth (March 26, 2008), fifteenth (April 29, 2008) and twentieth (June 12, 2008) training sessions. Evaluators sought to understand the dynamics and interactions between trainers and participants, the interaction among employees from different departments with interrelated assignments, and the delivery of the curriculum. 

A. Description of Implementation of Curriculum

The curriculum was structured around discrete but interrelated modules that included small interagency work groups, role playing, brief video presentations, and discussions of scenarios designed to target three specific learning objectives. The three learning objectives were that by the end of the training day, participants should (1) better understand their own role within the criminal justice system, (2) see the linkages between the various criminal justice departments and better understand how ALL departments are needed to successfully work a domestic violence case, and (3) know that the criminal justice system can’t do everything and community providers are here to help, and know how to contact community providers.
 Trainers introduced certain modules with brief lectures. Before the training began, each participant was given  a folder at sign-in containing copies of the power point slides,  reference material regarding community resources (including names, addresses and telephone numbers), and information sheets on specific topics, e.g., identity theft, immigration, LGBTQ relationships, and emergency protective orders.

1) Victim sensitivity: The issue of “sensitivity” to victims of domestic violence was addressed throughout the Institute. Problems associated with making police reports, background investigation, and cooperation with criminal prosecution were explored as opportunities for discussing victim sensitivity. Trainers used a series of scenarios, role plays, and videos to demonstrate the common and shared features of environments in which domestic violence occurs and is likely to be repeated. 
· “The Line Up: A panel consisting of participants from the audience – a 911 dispatcher, an SFPD field officer, an SFPD investigator and/or a prosecutor and a trainer playing the role of a battered woman, acted out a skit illustrating what a victim of domestic violence may encounter when s/he reports domestic violence. The skit illustrated two primary learning objectives: to understand how a domestic violence victim may feel as s/he attempts to navigate through the criminal justice system, and how criminal justice agencies communicate with one another. 

· “The Victim’s Game of Life”:  Participants were instructed to assume the role of a sixty-eight year old woman living at home with her aging and increasingly abusive husband. Based on specific events read by the trainer, participants were required to decide whether to remain in the home with the husband or choose from a variety of alternative shelter options (e.g., the son’s home, a domestic violence shelter, a hotel). Each event contained accelerating harassment and abusive behavior by her husband. In this activity, each participant was handed an assortment of vouchers for “goodwill” and “cash” which could be used to purchase housing and services.  Vouchers were not evenly distributed “…because life is not fair” as one of the trainers explained.

2) Dynamics of domestic violence: This module included lectures, scenarios, and role plays. Topics included the overall context of violence, how domestic violence overlaps with sexual assault, the impact of battering on children, the complexity of risk, and specialized factors which should be included in a risk assessment, such as drug usage, stalking, and immigration status.
· “Earl and Ray”: Participants watched a video of two male Marines discussing their histories of abusing their spouses. During the video, the men described the context(s) in which they chose to abuse their spouses, how they used their children to intensify the intimidation, the pattern of abuse that evolved (illustrating the “Power and Control” wheel), and their motivations.

· “Don’t Come Home Ever” (2-minute video): Participants watched a video demonstrating an interaction between husband and wife. The video illustrated several examples of the husband gaining control over his wife by using physical and verbal gestures. Participants were given a “Control Log,” a tool used in many batterer intervention programs, and asked to answer specific questions after watching the brief video: e.g., describe the husband’s actions, intentions, and the impact on the victim. One person from each table reported back to the group as a whole on the participants’ conclusions.

· “The Story of Rachel” (5-minute DVD): Participants watched a short DVD that illustrated how the added pressure of working with criminal justice agencies can impact the everyday lives of victims of domestic violence. The DVD introduced Rachel, a single mom and a victim of domestic violence. The progression of the narrative illustrated how a victim can become overwhelmed by the combined responsibilities of everyday life (children, appointments, bills, friends, church, etc.) and the legal system and social services system.

· Stalking: A power point presentation on the elements of the crime of stalking illustrated the relationship between stalking and domestic violence.  The trainer presenting this module has worked with many stalking victims and spoke about the effects of stalking, the stages of stalking, psychological transference, and the criminal justice system’s response(s).  
This was followed by an open discussion. Participants shared their frustrations   in identifying stalking and developing sufficient evidence to support a criminal prosecution for stalking.  During Year One, a small group activity followed in which participants discussed stalking scenarios.  Discussion included identifying criminal acts which might occur in the course of stalking, advising victims to better protect themselves, and gathering evidence to satisfy the requirements of a criminal prosecution.  Trainers eliminated this activity in Year Two, deeming it redundant in light of the interactive nature of the lecture.
· Dyad Discussion: In Year 1, participants were instructed to pair up to discuss their most challenging cases. The initial session allowed participants to choose their partner, but later sessions in Year 1 did the pairing by “counting off.”  In Year 2, participants were paired up by trainers to that members of the same agency were not paired together. This required that participants interact with someone who was outside their immediate acquaintance.  
· Assessing Risk: Trainers lectured about the various aspects of risk that make every domestic violence case unique. Trainers discussed the social context of risk, including socio-economic factors, and family and cultural settings, which may impact the level of risk in the case.  Participants were challenged to examine every report or incident separately and not to link one to another because of the similarity in the facts, regardless of the number of previous similar reports. Most participants understood the example (the doctor who misdiagnoses based on failure to look at each patient’s symptoms individually) and acknowledged the tendency to generalize.
3) Information about the role of other services and/or systems: This module emphasized each department’s specific role in responding to domestic violence.  Much of the discussion of roles in the system was addressed in modules described above. For example, activities and group discussions, such as “The Line Up,” presented participants with an opportunity to see how interveners transmit information from the first contact (911 calls) through prosecution. The skit illustrated how the complexity of the legal system and the complexity of a victim’s life can lead to missed information, even with numerous interviews. 

In Year One, the trainers presented a summary of the most relevant domestic violence law, with emphasis on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence and the principles in the Supreme Court decisions of Crawford v. Washington, Davis v. Washington, and Hammon v. Indiana. The participants were very engaged and asked numerous questions, resulting in excellent interaction. In Year Two, this unit was presented by Assistant District Attorneys (ADAs), one of whom is the supervisor of the Domestic Violence Unit. These presenters applied the principles of these Supreme Court decisions to very practical situations which first responders encounter in domestic violence cases. Their ability to answer questions based on specific case experience gave participants valuable insight into how the performance of their duties directly impact successful prosecutions.

Inter-agency learning was also built into the training through frequent use of small work groups.  Participants were seated around tables in small work groups that mixed representatives from each department. 

Some of the participants knew or recognized each another from previous interactions during their careers. Nonetheless, they were often unfamiliar with the other departments’ protocols and procedures. Participants were generally open to expressing ideas, hearing feedback about their own department and had interest in improving how the overall system responded to domestic violence.

B. Differences between Year One and Year Two Institute curriculum

One of the Institute’s strengths was the on-going “debriefing,” assessment, and modification of the training curriculum conducted by the trainers and DOSW staff. This process of fine-tuning continued throughout Year One and Year Two. Trainers were able to use their knowledge of the curriculum to adapt the sequence of modules during different sections to improve continuity and participation. Following are noteworthy changes from Year One and Year Two.

1)  Cultural Competency and Limited English Proficiency (LEP): Cultural Competency and Limited English Proficiency (LEP): The discussion on the complexity of risk included lecture on cultural competency and the LEP population. It was modified from Year One to Year Two. The trainers and participants recognized that culture is a multi-faceted issue that increases risk for certain groups.  In the Year One observations, the topic of cultural diversity generated some discussion on the definition of “culture,” immigration and cultural competency in the module titled “San Francisco’s Diverse Population, Culture and Immigration Issues.” In addition to lecture topics, the module also included the “Do You Understand” role play and two scenarios that explored immigration barriers. The “Do You Understand” role play was developed to generate discussion on how to identify and work with LEP population. The role-play showed one “character” speaking with a heavy accent who repeatedly “agreed” with the intervener while being interviewed by an inspector. While the purpose of the skit was to have participants reflect on whether the victim truly understood what was happening or whether the victim should have had an interpreter, post-skit discussion with the larger group referred to “stereotypes” of certain groups. For example, certain ethnic groups were more prone to agree with authorities. In Year One, the relationship between immigration status and domestic violence were regularly raised by participants as significant factors in some victims’ failure to report abuse. The scenarios generated good discussion regarding U-Visas, options for victims who are illegally in the country and challenges when working with the immigrant populations. Although specific and detailed written training materials addressed the impact of immigration or legal status, the topic was not emphasized during Year Two.

In Year Two, this module was modified and was included in the “Why are some people hard to help?” module which replaced the entire Year One module of “San Francisco’s Diverse Population.” The Year Two discussion used effective examples and illustrations of the role of culture in interactions between the criminal justice system and victims of domestic violence, such as the “iceberg” analogy to reinforce the principle that culture was multilayered and complex. Trainers combined a brief presentation about research findings on “what really matters in communication” with a discussion on effective communication and the importance of avoiding assumptions regarding visual and verbal communication to invoke a discussion on alternative communication styles that can be used when working with the LEP population. The discussion stayed on topic and focus.
In both Year One and Year Two, lecture about cultural diversity and complexity urged participants to go beyond their assumptions and apply cultural competency tools to improve communication, decision making, and evidence gathering. The trainers asked participants to recognize their own habitual thoughts and stereotypes and how these impacted their perceptions. 
2) Crawford v. Washington: As noted above (page 7), in Year Two an ADA lead the discussion about the recent Supreme Court decisions on testimonial evidence. A new handout clarifying how the Crawford decision affects the work of participants was included in the materials as an “on the job” guide.
3) The “Line Up”: The skit was modified several times early in the Institute’s first year. Instead of allowing all panel members to be in room at the same time, each member was allowed in the room at different stages of the skit. Another notable change was the use of the mock CAD report. In later sessions during the first year, a trainer typed and printed out a mock CAD report in the classroom reflecting what information was asked and gathered by the 911 dispatcher during the skit that was used by other members of the panel to conduct their follow-up of the victim.  
4) Trainers and Co-trainers: Two trainers from Year One returned as trainers for Year Two.   In Year One, representatives from partnering agencies were utilized as co-trainers; they participated in group discussions and role plays, and were available to answer questions, but they seldom led discussions. In Year Two, several of the co-trainers were used as subject matter experts who led discussions in their area of expertise, e.g., an ADA co-trainer lectured about testimonial and non-testimonial evidence. 

C.  Review of Curriculum Implementation
The Institute designed and delivered a curriculum that focused on three explicit learning objectives (see below) Due to their familiarity with the curriculum and their experience in the field, the trainers were able to adjust the curriculum as needed both within and between sessions. Further, the clear linkages between modules and learning objectives allowed trainers to adjust the sequence and emphasis of the curriculum to better achieve learning objectives without sacrificing overall goals or focus.
 The Institute provided opportunities for participants to:
1) “Better understand their own role within the criminal justice system”: Lecture topics were linked to exercises which both reinforced the topic and understanding of the impact of individual roles on the overall criminal justice system response to domestic violence.
· Activities such as the “line-up” skit, engaged participants in an in depth examination of how their role and the information they collect affect later responders working on the case or with the victims. The skit accurately depicted how information is currently collected, missed and communicated as a case moves through the criminal justice department.  The participants recognized the astonishing number of times a victim told his/her story as s/he moved through the criminal justice system which can precipitate a reluctant or recanting witness and distrust in the criminal justice system. 
· The “Don’t Come Home Ever” video showed a powerful interpersonal interaction where a husband demonstrates the control that abusers can exercise over their victims. The exercise asked participants to get “inside” the head of the abuser, in the absence of evidence of physical abuse. The video brought the pathology of abuse home to the audience through the voice of the batterer.  The video generated animated discussion regarding the lack of remorse, extent of abuse and calculated strategy used by the batterer to maintain control over his spouses. Participants were engaged by the video and were willing to respond to the trainers verbally. The control log exercise used in conjunction with this video was unproductive, in part because good discussion was generated by the video. Presenters asked leading questions during both the small and large group discussions which made completing the written log unnecessary. 
· The module on assessing risk presented the complex issue of the use of generalization in responding to calls for service and the human tendency to attach loss of credibility to reports from confused, inconsistent or recanting victims. The module effectively challenged participants to look at every case separately by taking into account the social-economic factors, family, and cultural settings which may impact the level of risk in a particular case. 

· The cultural diversity and limited English proficiency section attempted to move participants beyond their assumptions about ethnic and language groups in order to better utilize cultural competency as a tool for making good decisions, improving communication and evidence gathering.  In Year Two, this section included better examples on the complex multi-faceted topics of culture including its effect on victim’s exposure to risk, willingness to report and communication.  One section that asked participants to give personal accounts of their culture did not, unfortunately, generate much discussion. However, the Institute is to be commended for addressing these complex issues in such a limited amount of time. 
The goals for the section were to help the participants feel more comfortable in working with persons from different cultures and provide stronger foundations for interaction and intervention. The trainers did present research on what really matters in communication and discussion about communication techniques; it is unclear to evaluators from the subsequent general discussion among participants if the presentation increased participants comfort level about domestic violence circumstances involving persons from different cultures.
2) “See the linkage between the various criminal justice departments and better understand how ALL departments are needed to successfully work a domestic violence case”: The Institute tackled this learning objective by providing a cross-training environment that included participants from the five criminal justice departments which are essential to successfully investigate, prosecute and provide services to a domestic violence case. 
· “The Story of Rachel” gave participants a realistic picture of how victims are often pushed and pulled between living a “normal life” and following through with the requirements of courts and referrals to social services after reporting domestic violence.  The majority of participants understood how the combination of factors can complicate decision-making, causing a victim to recant his/her story or mistrust the criminal justice system. 
· The San Francisco context for the trainer’s example of stalking and her ability to incorporate examples from her experience representing victims of domestic violence greatly enhanced the impact of the presentation. The discussion stimulated active sharing among participants regarding their challenges with identifying stalking and substantiating a case for prosecution. The evidentiary requirements of a criminal prosecution for stalking were also discussed. Participants were very interested in the trainer’s presentation regarding information about the use of new technology by stalkers to “monitor” their victims—techniques that go undocumented in many domestic violence cases.  Information was presented to help participants improve the investigation and documentation of stalking and the ability to identify and understand the crime of stalking. Folders distributed to the participants contained additional useful information about stalking.
· The module on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence produced animated discussion, numerous questions of the presenter and overall, excellent interaction. Inviting ADAs in Year Two to present the topic made the module more relevant to participants because the trainers were experienced prosecutors and were able to answer questions based on specific case experiences. Participants gained valuable insight into how to improve the gathering and preserving of non-physical evidence from victims and witnesses for possible prosecutions.
· The dyad discussion provided some one-on-one time during which participants discussed cases that had been challenging to them personally and how they handled these cases. Structured pairing of attendees compelled participation and increased the likelihood of new connections.  The activity allowed participants to talk about their frustration and challenges in handling domestic violence cases. 
· The “line-up” skit allowed participants to talk and learn about the protocols and procedures of each criminal justice agency in responding to domestic violence cases/calls. Although there was some discussion of each criminal justice agency’s role, protocol, and procedure, discussion of the Probation Department’s role was very limited and should be expanded to acknowledge the Department’s specialized DV and sex crimes programs.
3)  “Know that the criminal justice system can’t do everything and community providers are here to help and know how to contact community providers:” The Institute’s curriculum was able to integrate several modules, role-plays and scenarios that linked participants and their jobs with community providers.
· In the “Victim’s Game of Life” module, discussions following the presentation explored how participants felt each time they had to pay to access a resource, such as staying in a hotel. The activity was valuable in that it allowed participants to understand what was realistically available to victims and at what “price.” 
· Scenarios and lecture topics also made good use of participants’ knowledge of community based resources. Trainers raised questions about making referrals to appropriate community based resources and linking the discussion to specific modules. In addition, having participants from all the criminal justice agencies present during the Institute made it easy for participants to connect with one another and exchange contact information. 
· Material in the folder provided to each participant included information on various community based organizations through the City and County of San Francisco that work with victims and survivors of domestic violence.   
· The second year concluded with a brief quiz that rewarded participants who were able to name specific community resources which served victims and survivors of domestic violence.

IV. DATA ANALYSIS

The following findings describe participants’ pre and post-training attitudes and knowledge about their own role and the roles of other criminal justice agencies and community based organizations in responding to domestic violence. Participants’ pre and post Institute knowledge about specific topics relating to domestic violence is discussed in this section. These findings are a distillation of the participants’ responses to pre and post-Institute surveys from both Year One and Year Two. To provide a more rigorous analysis, the analysis was restricted to surveys for which both the pre and post-Institute surveys had been completed. Table references in the evaluation narrative are to Appendix B: Selected Survey Results.  (Appendix C: Selected Survey Results Year One and Year Two compares outcomes for Year One and Year Two. The tables are provided for reference only and are not discussed in the following narrative.)
With the help of the Institute training team and staff from the DOSW, surveys were distributed at each of the twenty training sessions. All completed surveys were placed in sealed envelopes and deposited in a box at the training site, then delivered to the evaluators. The response rate was high: 356 of the 437 participants (81%) returned both a pre and post Institute survey.

A. Who attended?

Table 2 shows that a plurality of participants, in both years, came from SFPD, followed by employees from the APD, DEM, SD and DA’s Office.  “Other” agencies included 1% of the respondents. (The “other” category includes respondents who did not specify their occupation as well several participants from related organizations). Participants had been employed in their current position an average of 7 years and averaged 12 years with their department.  The majority of participants were front-line staff; 25% were supervisors.

Sixty-two percent of participants were between the ages of 30 and 50. A slight majority (53%) of participants were male. There was some correlation between agency employment and the gender of participants.
 Male participants were most likely to come from SD (81%), SFPD (67%), and APD (55%) whereas female participants were more likely to come from DEM (81%) and the DA’s Office (59%). 

Participants had attended an average of one training on domestic violence within the last year and an average of two trainings on domestic violence in the previous five years. 

B. How well did the Institute present topics related to domestic violence which were of interest to the participants?

On the pre-Institute survey, participants were asked to identify topics related to domestic violence about which they were interested in receiving information. On the post-Institute survey, they were asked to indicate what information they received from the Institute. As shown in Table 4, a significant majority of the participants reported that they received information on the topics of greatest interest to them.  

For example, participants reported considerable interest in learning about the availability of community resources (58%), developing contacts with people outside their own department (58%), and information about domestic violence (54%).  After the Institute, participants reported that they had learned about the availability of community resources for themselves and domestic violence victims (81%), had developed contacts outside their own department (85%), and had learned more about domestic violence (85%).

Participants reported that the most information they gained from attending the Institute was about their own role in the response to domestic violence. Across all professions, participants reported that they had received information on the topics of stalking, immigration, strangulation and risk assessments. 

C.  What were participants’ attitudes before and after the Institute regarding their individual roles and the roles of their department, other agencies, and community resources?

Victims’ willingness to engage with the criminal justice system and services is often directly impacted by their interaction with first responders.
1) Perception of Individual’s Role (Table 5):  One of the central learning objectives of the Institute was to reinforce the importance of each responder’s role, the unique responsibilities of each responder’s department, and the interdependence of effective responses to domestic violence situations.

· Regarding participants’ perceptions of their individual roles in San Francisco’s domestic violence response system, some attitudes changed. Participants were very likely both before (86%) and after (89%) the Institute to view their occupational role as important in the criminal justice system’s response. In addition, pre-Institute survey data showed that 48% of participants felt their role filled a gap in the domestic response system. After the Institute, this rose to 77%. 

2) Participants’ Attitudes Regarding Other Criminal Justice Departments and Agencies (Table 6): Evaluators asked participants to assess whether how well they performed their duties impacted the performance of other criminal justice agencies and the relationships among agencies.
· In pre-Institute survey response, a little over 75% of participants “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that how they perform their duties directly influenced other professionals. This percentage rose by an additional 11% after the training.
· Understanding of how other agencies’ protocols impacted their own protocol increased through the course of the cross-training. For example, prior to the Institute, 76% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that other justice agencies’ departmental protocols were complementary to their own departmental protocols. After the cross-training, the agreement level rose to 87% of respondents.
3) Attitudes Regarding Community Resources and Services: Attitudinal measures were designed to examine how participants viewed working with community based organizations on domestic violence calls/cases. The Safety for All Audit report recommended the enhancement of communication between criminal justice agencies and community based organizations. The difference between pre and post Institute surveys indicated that participants were able to identify additional resources in the community which they might use in their work. 

· Participants were asked whether they had at least three contacts for community resources. As Table 7 shows, pre-Institute survey data shows that 53% of participants reported at least three contacts but that percentage increased to 84% after the Institute.
· The proportion of participants who believed that the long-term impact on domestic violence victims could be reduced by using outside resources, such as community organizations, increased from 77% (pre) to 90% (post). Overall, by the conclusion of the Institute, 90% of participants agreed that outside resources and agencies were useful in responding to domestic violence calls/cases.  

· Although participants largely were in agreement that the community partners were helpful in providing training about domestic violence, the percentage agreeing increased 82% (pre) to 93% in post-Institute responses (Table 8). 

D. Response to substantive questions  

The key findings about participants’ substantive knowledge of four specific topics
 showed improvement (Table 9): 

· Participants showed the greatest gains in understanding the Crawford decision, with two-thirds having a better understanding of which types of statements are testimonial and non-testimonial, an increase from 26% before to 66% after the Institute.  This finding shows important progress attributable to the Institute curriculum in overcoming an area of weakness in the criminal justice system response identified in the Audit—gathering of testimonial evidence. 
· Prior to the Institute, almost all of the participants (99%) possessed broad knowledge about the reasons a victim might stay in an abusive relationship.
  Evaluators observed no change in this knowledge area between pre and post Institute responses.
· The proportion of participants who knew the most common signs of strangulation increased from 48% to 67%.
 This demonstrates greater understanding among participants about how to better question victims and gather evidence related to the use of force through strangulation or attempted strangulation.
· At the start of training, 77% of the participants reported that they knew how to advise victims of stalking about the dynamics of stalking and its criminal elements.
  After the Institute, an additional 19% of the participants reported that learning the appropriate advice and techniques to offer to stalking victims.  

Respondents were also asked four “fill in the answer” questions which probed the participants’ knowledge of specific subtopics related to stalking, batterers and risk assessment tools (Table 10). The increase in knowledge was small likely due to participants’ prior experience.

· Seventy percent (70%) of participants entered the training with knowledge regarding behavior(s) a batterer may exhibit that would indicate a high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
 After the Institute training, 92% of respondents knew the correct answer. 
· The proportion of participants who could describe a risk factor that recent immigrants experience in a domestic violence relationship (that differs from non-immigrant victims) increased from 97% to 100%.

· There was a modest increase in participants’ knowledge regarding the effects of stalking on victims between the pre-Institute survey (75%) and the post-Institute survey (80%).
  
In summary, the data suggests that although participants already had high levels of knowledge of many of these topics, they did acquire additional relevant information about stalking, batterer behaviors, and domestic violence risk assessment.
E. What learning was most valuable to participants (Table 11)?
The developers of the Institute had aimed to create a forum where participants from San Francisco’s criminal justice system could gather to learn from one another regarding their roles and how those roles interrelate and link. Of the total participants in the Institute, two hundred forty nine (249) wrote down what they thought was the most important piece of information they had learned from the Institute.  The data shows that a plurality of participants felt that the most valuable information they received from the Institute’s curriculum was a better understanding of their own role in the criminal justice system response to domestic violence and how that role connects with others. 

F. How do attitudes compare among agencies?

Evaluators conducted further analysis of participants’ attitudes, broken out by agency affiliation. This was an effort to see if the Institute had any recognizable different impact on participants from the various justice agencies. As Table 2 illustrates with the exception of SFPD, the sample size of participants from each agency, was small, however, so the findings about these agencies are tentative.

1) Participants’ Attitudes: One of the learning objectives of the Institute was that participants appreciate that their work was part of a larger effort to reduce the incidence of domestic violence and better provide services to victims of domestic violence. Participants were asked to rate how they felt about several statements before and after the Institute, including: their perceived roles in domestic violence responses, their attitudes toward other agencies involved in domestic violence cases, and their attitudes toward local community based organizations (See Table 12).   

· Participants were asked whether their role fills in gaps within the domestic violence response system. Participants from all agencies showed increased agreement on this topic at the end of the training. The largest shift towards agreement was among the participants from the SD, DEM, and SFPD.  

· On the pre-Institute survey, the percent of participants with community resource contacts varied considerably by agencies.  On the post-Institute survey, the percent reporting having such contacts increased substantially among representatives from all agencies.  

2) Participants’ Attitudes Regarding other Justice Agencies and Community Programs (Table 13 and Table 14): As noted in the earlier discussion of participant attitudes, several attitudinal measures were included in the pre and post Institute. 

· With exception of participants from SD (48%), at least 72% of participants believed that how they perform their duties directly influences other professionals who work with domestic violence calls/cases.  Over the course of the Institute, these perceptions became stronger in most departmental groups, with the greatest gains among participants from DEM (an additional 23% concurred).. 

· Except for participants from the DA’s Office (67%), fewer than half of the all the participants viewed their protocols and other departments’ protocols as complementary prior to attending the Institute. After the Institute, this opinion changed. The largest shifts toward agreement that protocols were complementary were evident among participants from DEM (an additional 42% agreed); substantial increases also appeared among SFPD, SD, and APD participants.  
· A large proportion of participants agreed that cross-training which included staff from other agencies gave them a chance to learn about how other agencies could be helpful in their job both on the pre and post-Institute surveys.
· A key feature of the Institute was the mixing of participants from different agencies in small work groups.  Overall, participants regarded such groups as a good idea in both the pre and post-Institute surveys.  All participants recorded increases in support for the practice from the pre to the post-Institute surveys.
· Large percentages of participants entered the training agreement that the long-term impact on domestic violence victims can be reduced through using outside or community resources. Agreement generally rose to even higher levels after the training.
· There was much agreement at the outset that domestic violence training provided by community partners was helpful to criminal justice agencies. Prior to the Institute, most participants believed that including co-trainers from different departments and community agencies would be beneficial. After the Institute, no less than 94% of each agency’s participants agreed that domestic violence training conducted by community partners was helpful to criminal justice participants. 
· At least three-fourth of participants across departments reported that including co-trainers from different departments and organizations made training more relevant to them in the pre-Institute survey. In the post-Institute survey results, participants continued to support the idea with participants from all departments reporting an increase.

· The evaluation team also asked participants if they had information that helped them to link domestic violence calls/cases to the appropriate service personnel. On the pre-Institute survey, the percentage varied considerably by agency. Sheriff’s Department participants reported having the fewest connections (32%) while participants from the DA’s Office (74%) reported having the highest number. This circumstance changed substantially over the course of the Institute. After the Institute, 80 to 90 percent of all agency participants reported having enough information to make appropriate referrals. 
G.  Responses to substantive questions by agency (Tables 15 and 16).

The following are key findings on responses to multiple choice questions testing their substantive knowledge on four specific topics, according to agency.
· There was an increase in all participants’ understanding about how to collect and preserve testimonial evidence after the training. On the pre-Institute survey, other than participants from the DA’s Office (73%), no more than 23% of participants from the other four agencies reported the correct response. On the post-Institute survey, at least half of the participants from each agency knew the correct answer.  

· Most of the participants from all agencies entered the training with broad knowledge regarding why a victim may remain in an abusive relationship.  There was no significant change at exit.

· The proportion of participants who knew the most common symptoms of strangulation increased between the pre and post-Institute survey.  Gains were shown among participants from the APD (an additional 30% answered correctly), DEM (+29%), DA’s Office (+23%), SD (+17%), and SFPD (+11%). 

· Regarding the appropriate advice to give to victims of stalking, participants from all of the agency groups came into of the Institute with substantial information (70% of participants from each agency).  Both pre and post-Institute surveys showed that participants from the SD were the most informed; 89% of participants from the SD were able to correctly identify how to counsel victims on the pre-Institute survey and 100% post-Institute survey. At exit, over 90% of all agencies’ participants were able to correctly answer a question about appropriate advice for stalking victims.

· On both pre and post, two thirds of the participants were able to name two behaviors by a batterer that might indicate a high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.  After the Institute training, over 90% of participants from all agencies were able to identify high risk behaviors.
H.  Will participants encourage their colleagues to attend the Institute?
No fewer than 85% of participants across all five agencies stated that they would encourage their colleagues to attend the Institute. 

I.  What learning was most valuable to participants?

Participants from all five agencies listed “how their roles link with other criminal justice agencies’ roles” as the most important learning gained from the Institute. Knowledge of resources and services was ranked second.
V. FOLLOW UP FINDINGS: 3-MONTH SURVEY  
In Year One, the evaluation team administered a three-month follow-up survey to participants who attended the Institute. With the help of staff from DOSW, paper surveys were administered and a web link to a Survey Monkey survey was emailed to those with accessible email addresses. The 3-month follow-up survey was not linked to individual participants. Therefore the following findings relate only to how respondents regarded their knowledge and attitudes three months after the Institute. The following summarizes the three-month follow-up findings. 

Fifty-one percent (107/206) of those attending the Institute’s first year training responded to the three-month follow-up survey.  By occupation, 23% (13/57) of the police officers,
  39% (11/28) of the inspectors, 76% (28/37) of the dispatchers, 57% (17/30) of the probation officers, 87% (26/30) of the deputy sheriffs, 20% (3/15) of the assistant district attorneys and 67% (6/9) of the victim advocates
 from the District Attorney’s Office responded to the survey.  Thirty-seven respondents were supervisors and three did not indicate their occupation. 

A. Findings

Evaluators compared attitudes and responses across professions to identify any shared findings. The responses were collected using Likert-scale, open ended and multiple choice questions. The most notable findings were the following:
1) Individual Role: The evaluation team asked participants to respond to a series of questions measuring whether their participation of the Institute contributed changes to their attitude regarding their role in the criminal justice system response to domestic violence. Three month post-Institute survey results show the following: 
· At least 2/3 of respondents reported that the training encouraged them to see their role in the domestic violence response system as important or very important. 

· Across professions, at least three out of four of those responding to the survey reported that they had gained more understanding about how culture may affect an intervener’s response to domestic violence cases.

· Victim advocates (83%), dispatchers (74%), probation officers (71%), assistant district attorneys (67%), sheriffs (65%), inspectors (63%) and police officers (46%) agreed that they felt more confident in working on domestic violence cases after the Institute. 

2) Linkage Between Agencies:  Exposure to how others in the criminal justice system did their jobs helped some respondents to better understand their own role.

· At least two-thirds (66%) of police officers, probation officers, sheriffs, ADAs and victim advocates stated that information about how other agencies did their job in responding to domestic violence was the most valuable information that they received.  No less than 44% of inspectors and dispatchers reported the most important information they learned at the Institute was on interagency roles. For example, a 911 dispatcher commented, “I understand how my role and other agencies roles can help or hurt a case.” 

· Respondents (92%) agreed that their appreciation for other professionals who work with domestic violence cases has increased three months after the Institute. 

· No statistically significant difference was found in the involvement of respondents with other departments when working on domestic violence cases since the Institute.  Participants did not indicate either increased or decreased levels of interaction with other agencies in the 3-months following their Institute session.

· Respondents across professions valued the cross-training format of the Institute. Over 60% of respondents disagreed with the statement that they would have received the same information about domestic violence had the training included only people within their own department. 
3) Community based organization: From list of community based organizations that work with domestic violence victims in San Francisco, respondents reported having made few referrals to these organizations.  La Casa de Las Madres was the organization most often used. 

4) Stalking: The respondents reported great gains in knowledge about how to identify stalking and reporting evidence of stalking after the Institute.
· Over two-thirds of probation officers, inspectors, police officers and dispatchers felt they were better prepared to identify stalking cases after participating in the Institute. Assistant district attorneys reported no change in their ability to identify stalking cases after the Institute.

· The vast majority (75%) of probation officers, police officers, inspectors, and dispatchers felt that they were better prepared to report evidence of stalking after the Institute.  About half of sheriffs and victim advocates felt better prepared to report evidence of stalking. Most of the ADAs reported no change in their ability to report evident of stalking.
5) Usefulness of Information: Overall, respondents reported that the information provided by the Institute had practical application to their work in domestic violence response.

· The three ADAs responding reported that the Institute provided them with information, knowledge or experience which has been useful in the domestic violence cases they have worked on since the training. Seventy-four percent of dispatchers, 71% of probation officers, 56% of inspectors, 50% of victim advocates and 46% of police officers agreed with the statement. 
· The evaluators asked respondents to rate how often they incorporated information provide by the Institute into their daily duties regarding domestic violence. They were specifically asked whether they incorporated information on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence (e.g., the Crawford decision), identifying physical evidence of strangulation, the dynamics of stalking, and the impact of cultural barriers into their evaluation and prosecution of domestic violence cases. 
· Testimonial and non-testimonial evidence: Assistant district attorneys (100%) regularly used the information on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence three months after the Institute; half of the other respondents had used this information in their daily duties regarding domestic violence. 
· Regarding respondents incorporating information about the physical evidence of strangulation information, all the ADAs (3) and 44% of inspectors stated they have incorporated the information. 
· A larger percentage, 67% of ADA, 56% of inspectors, 53% of probation officers and 46% of police officers have used information about the dynamics of stalking since the Institute. 
· As a result of participating in training, 100% of ADA and victim advocates, 59% of probation officers, 56% of inspectors, 45% of police officers and 33% of dispatchers have incorporated the specific issues caused by cultural barriers information. 
VI. FOLLOW UP FINDINGS: FOCUS GROUPS AND ADMINISTRATORS
A. Focus Groups
To supplement the evaluation of the impact of the Institute both within the participating agencies and in the broader community, focus groups were convened. In Year One, participants were separated into four groups: (I) co-trainers, (II) supervisors, (III) SFPD and DEM and (IV) SD, APD and DA’s Office. A total of 27 participants attended.  In Year Two, the two focus groups consisted of a mixture of participants from the five agencies. 
In Year Two, evaluators also conducted a focus group with the members of the San Francisco Domestic Violence Consortium (DVC).  The DVC, established in 1982, is a network of eighteen domestic violence service agencies that provides comprehensive services to victims of domestic violence. 

1) Commonly shared observations/opinions from Year One and Year Two Focus Groups: 
· Curriculum: Focus group participants felt that the curriculum was useful, liked the variety of delivery methods and interactive activities. They appreciated that it reflected the diverse cultures of San Francisco. Some participants described the curriculum as a “refresher” course on their role in the overall domestic violence response and on the role of other agencies.

· Two role playing exercises (“Victim’s Game of Life” and “The Line Up”) were rated as “excellent” and most memorable.

· The elder abuse scenario (“Victims Game of Life”) involving the forced choice of spending funds and goodwill for housing was very powerful for many participants, and participants were moved by the real life choices which confronted the victim, e.g., “I shared it with my family and coworkers.”
· Participants stated that the video and multimedia selections were effective. Participants stated that the “Don’t Come Home Ever” and the “Earl and Ray” videos provided opportunities to examine the methods abusers use to gain control of their victims. Some participants observed that the videos did not reflect circumstances in which the male rather than the female might have been a victim of domestic violence. Some focus groups participants suggested including videos of interviews with domestic violence survivors as a good way for Institute participants to gain more personal insights on the dynamics and effects of domestic violence. 

· Explanations about stalking laws and recent Supreme Court decisions were rated as very useful.

· Inter-agency Representation: Focus group participants reported that they all learned some new information about the protocols and perspectives of other agencies regardless of how many years they had been working in their Departments.  Side bar discussions at and around the tables were rated as very valuable in sharing information and making in-person contacts that might be useful.
· The Institute provided a safe environment where participants were able to talk openly about their frustrations regarding their role, domestic violence cases, and the criminal justice system. The discussions reinforced that the “culture” of those who respond to domestic violence victims/cases requires a willingness to work together to solve tough problems.

· While some understood that the Institute emphasized the importance of seamlessness in their response to domestic violence, many recognized that the criminal justice system was compartmentalized. 

· Most participants had experienced role-plays and the use of scenarios in training, and indicated that those used in the Institute accurately demonstrated the shared frustrations by first responders, probation and prosecution, e.g., “I can’t change an outcome but I can do my part.”

· Focus group participants appreciated knowing what was expected of their departments and explaining their expectations of other departments.

· Participation by representatives of each agency, particularly the DA’s Office, at each session was identified as very beneficial, e.g., “We rarely see them at trainings.”

· Intra-agency Representation: Meeting staff within their own department expanded their knowledge of their department response to domestic violence.

· Some focus group participants discovered specialized programs within their own department, e.g., “I didn’t know that my department had this program or this responsibility.”

· Trainers: All the focus group participants felt the trainers were credible and appreciated the fact that they were from the local community. They were described as “energetic”, “knowledgeable” and dedicated to improving the City’s response to domestic violence. 

· Reference Material: Year Two focus group participants were impressed by the reference materials provided during the Institute and described the materials in the folder as a useful “added bonus,” especially the directory of community groups.
· Procedures and Protocols: Focus group participants were unaware of any new or changed procedures or protocols attributable to the Institute. Participants stated that their “policies and procedures on domestic violence are pretty strict already.” Although no changes in procedures and protocols were reported, participants stated that they had received follow-up training from community based organizations such as the Cooperative Restraining Order Clinic (CROC) and from other criminal justice agencies about their domestic violence protocols and procedures. This finding was echoed in interviews with Department administrators. 

· Individual Roles: Since attending the Institute, the participants stated that how they do their job had not changed significantly because of the specific agency protocols and procedures. However, 911 dispatchers (DEM) now have a script they must follow when taking a domestic violence call. Additionally, one participant from the Sheriffs Department stated that the training explaining what victims’ and witnesses’ statements can be admissible in court has helped her to advise victims of domestic violence.
· Limited English Proficiency persons (LEP): Several of the DVC focus group participants had been involved in the Audit. They expressed concerns regarding the small number of trained criminal justice service providers who are culturally competent to work and communicate with the LEP population, despite the findings in the Audit and related recommendations. Another concern was the relatively small number of culturally competent interpreters who are available for first responders and trained to work with victims of domestic violence. Access to such persons at the courts and criminal justice agencies for LEP persons who might want to report a crime or seek information was also identified as a critical issue.   
· Attitudes of Institute participants: Although DVC focus group participants were unable to attribute that these changes to the Institute, they agreed that there has been a shift in attitudes among first responders who work with victims of domestic violence. They stated that first responders were friendlier and more conscientious when working with domestic violence clients. In addition, the group has seen an increase in calls from first responders asking for information about their services. 

2) Recommendations: The following recommendations were made by focus group participants:
· Focus group members suggested that trainers weave the principles and rules from the Supreme Court decisions on testimonial evidence (e.g., the Crawford opinion) into as many of the scenarios as possible to reinforce that Crawford is not an impediment to domestic violence investigations or prosecutions.

· Focus group participants believed that more information regarding certain departments’ roles in domestic violence response was needed:

· Probation: Members would have liked more information about APD’s role in domestic violence cases, the special domestic violence unit that works with victims and batterers, and its probation supervision philosophy.

· Victim Advocates: Members would have liked more information regarding services offered by victim advocates in the District Attorney’s Victim Services Unit.

· To reinforce the connectedness of agencies, one focus group suggested a flow chart activity: as a group activity, participants would construct a domestic violence flow chart that follows the case from 911 call to prosecution and probation supervision. This would allow participants to explain how their department fits into the response to a domestic violence case. The trainers could annotate the flow chart in front of the class as part of the group discussion. Additionally, “true-life” stories that occurred in San Francisco would help personalize the victims, participants said, suggesting that trainers invite a domestic violence victim to present her/his experience with the San Francisco criminal justice system.
· Participants recommended inviting representatives from community organizations to participate and share information about their programs. Having a name and a face connected to that name for each program would reinforce using the resource.

· Focus groups identified judges, Child Protective Services and public defenders as important additions to future sessions.  
· All focus groups recommended continuing the Institute as annual training with follow-up training for participants each year.
· While the inter-agency representation at the Institute was highly regarded by focus group participants, they recommended that assignments of staff by departments zero in on those who have the most contact with domestic violence cases/victims. Although police officers working night shifts participated in the Institute, focus groups stressed the importance of including officers from residential districts where they are likely to receive a high volume of calls relating to domestic violence.

B. Interviews with Administrators

Administrators from SFPD, APD, DEM, and the DA’s office were interviewed in Year Two. Administrators from the Sheriff’s Department participated in the Year Two focus group and their observations and recommendations are included in the focus group summary. The main focus of these interviews was to discuss any departmental protocol or procedural changes had changed as a result of the Institute. 
1) Commonly shared observations/opinions:
· Cross-training: The administrators interviewed unanimously agreed that that the most valuable features of the Institute were (1) the networking that occurred during the Institute and (2) expanding their understanding of the different roles in domestic violence response.  An ADA administrator summarized the impact of the Institute on his job and on other ADAs and staff assigned to domestic violence, “Networking makes my job easier …barriers drop and we can save time and money…We are more aware of the other pieces of the pie and we often tend to focus on our own slice. We better understand the constraints on other departments."  All the administrators observed that their employees benefited from the candid informal discussions about the challenges that other departments face, especially SFPD. This broader perspective has continued since the Institute. The value of interdisciplinary training was linked directly to improving the ability of criminal justice agencies to work together. “Because we get a real feeling about what is frustrating for others, we can work together better.”
Administrators reported feedback from their staff about the uniqueness of the cross-training format, For example, probation officers characterized inter-agency training  as a valuable and different approach from  the training on domestic violence which they had previously received which  had been entirely intra-department training.  The Institute’s emphasis on the impact on the victim of multiple interviews was particularly important for probation officers who frequently had to re-interview the victim in the preparation of a pre-sentence investigation report. “The training is compact but showed how the whole system worked and how all the agencies may interact with a single victim. The exercise in which the victim was interviewed by multiple agencies where we could see everyone else's role showed how we reinforce the trauma for the victim….  It made me more sensitive to not re-violating the victim.” The Institute’s presentation of different modules on better appreciating the perspective of the victim  was considered especially  valuable to the DEM administrator  because it  helped  her staff  provide better “customer service” to callers reporting domestic violence. 
· Departmental Protocols and Procedural Changes: All administrators stated that their departments have strict protocols and procedures on domestic violence. One SFPD administrator stated that the Institute “wasn’t so much policy driven but knowledge driven.”  At the time of the interviews, there had been no modifications directly attributable to the Institute in agencies’ written protocols or procedures according to the administrators. However, SFPD, ADA and DA administrators reported that they have seen improvements over the past year in criminal justice system response to domestic violence, specifically, in terms of the improved quality of police reports and connections with community organizations. 

· Curriculum: The structure of the curriculum that blended different types of activities requiring participants to interact with the delivery of specific information was very effective for staff from all partnering agencies. The time allocated to each unit or exercise kept the participants’ attention and allowed sufficient time to debrief after each exercise.  Quarterly meetings among administrators from each department to discuss changes in policy and protocols were recommended as important to maintaining the foundation for improved communication and understanding established through the Institute.
· Community Based Organizations and Other Criminal Justice Departments: Administrators from SFPD and ADA reported an increased interest in the resources and services offered through community based organizations.  In addition, administrators reported an increase in the frequency of interagency training, e.g., within the previous six weeks, the probation offices presented information about the APD Domestic Violence Unit to the SFPD Domestic Violence Unit.
2) Recommendation:
Administrators agreed turnover from retirements and new hires, along with assignment rotations, required that the Institute be provided annually in order to affect the culture within the criminal justice system. Administrators also recommended follow-up sessions for participants and an expanded or specialized Institute curriculum which would include participants from the broader criminal justice system and the provider community.
VII. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Findings
1) The Institute training merits presentation annually, to reinforce and expand the effort to improve the response to domestic violence that was at the foundation of the Institute. Regular turnover, transfers, and new employees in each department mandate that the Institute be integrated into core and in-service training. The Institute’s curriculum was designed to allow trainers to adjust and revise the curriculum without compromising the core principles of the training.  This capacity to adjust was a major strength of the curriculum and increases its broad applicability.

2) The Institute was structured to ensure that interaction with participants from other Departments would occur in each work group and that participants would not be able to isolate themselves according to their profession or affinity. Participants gained important information regarding their agencies’ roles and the importance of their own roles in domestic violence response. Their appreciation and understanding of the perspective and procedures of other criminal justice agencies and community program resources improved. Perhaps most importantly, participants showed increased insight into the experience of victims of domestic violence. 

3) After the Institute, there was an increased interest in the services and resources available through community based organizations and other criminal justice agencies, for victims and survivors of domestic violence. Community based organizations and criminal justice agencies (e.g., the Adult Probation Department) have seen an increased interest in cross-training about their services, procedures, and protocols for working with domestic violence victims and survivors.
4) The Institute presented a thorough examination of stalking as a crime and as it related to domestic violence and provided useful guidance about gathering evidence and the use of technology. Failure to recognize and prosecute the crime of stalking was one of the primary gaps identified by the Audit in the criminal justice system response to domestic violence.

5) Instructors were experienced professionals who were knowledgeable about the wide range of contexts in which domestic violence appears. The experience and broad knowledge in domestic violence evidenced by the trainers quickly established their credibility and engaged the participants. The day-long curriculum was well designed to engage participants through a diversified format that included small group discussions, role plays and scenarios reflecting real life experiences. 
6) In Year Two, the Institute expanded the role of co-trainers as subject matter experts presenting in specific areas (e.g. the ADAs applied the rules on testimonial and non-testimonial evidence directly to duties of each agency responding to domestic violence). The response to this presentation was uniformly very positive and reinforced the importance of understanding the special dynamics of domestic violence. 
7) The individual curriculum units can be usefully tailored for training in settings where less than one full day is available. Each of the units is sufficiently complete to be incorporated into another curriculum, e.g., as an in-service training or for public outreach.

8) Central to the planning of the Institute was a Memorandum of Understanding signed by partnering agencies through which each agency committed to send a specified number of employees to the Institute. Four hundred and thirty seven (437) employees attended, more than the total committed (410).  Three of the five partnering agencies, the Department of Emergency Management, the DA’s Office, and the Sheriffs Department, sent more than their targeted number of employees. Sixteen of the twenty sessions had representatives from all agencies. The official support for the Institute, as evidenced through the participation of high level administrators from agency partners, was rated by participants and administrators as an important feature of the Institute.
9) The presence of department leadership at the Institute was a clear statement of support for the Institute and the importance of the curriculum to their individual and collective duties to protect the public from domestic violence. The introductory comments at the Institute sessions by Captain Ashe of SFPD and the presentations by Jim Rowland of the DA’s Office reinforced the linkage between the Institute and the San Francisco criminal justice system. The participation of high level administrators from criminal justice departments; e.g., Captain Ashe of SFPD, in welcoming participants to the Institute, was rated as an important feature of the Institute. Full interagency representation is critical to the goal of strengthening linkages in the criminal justice system response and these agencies are fully supportive of the Institute and endorse its continuation.
10) A strong consensus among those who attended the Institute supports expanding the visibility of community based organizations at the Institute both to provide information about working with domestic violence victims and survivors and to reinforce the importance of personal contacts between criminal justice personnel and community organization.

The evaluators are satisfied that the Institute represents an important advance in the governmental response to the serious problem of domestic violence. The Institute could serve as a model or template for other communities and criminal justice systems.

B. Recommendations

1) Expanded and/or Follow-up Trainings:  In order to continue the City and County of San Francisco’s commitment to making domestic violence response as a priority, it is recommended that the Institute be continued and expanded.  Follow-up sessions of the Institute are also recommended. In the expanded or follow-up sessions of the Institute, the evaluation team recommends including Department of Human Services, including Child Protective Services, staff from San Francisco’s court system (judges, bailiffs and administrators), and staff from community based organizations which work with domestic violence victims should be invited to the table. This is echoed in the Justice and Courage report and data from Year One and Year Two.  A training involving these agencies, incorporating some of the modules from the Institute and the findings from the evaluation should be considered. A broad based training including the courts and CPS would be an important step to acknowledging the impact of domestic violence on children and the critical role of the courts, not just in adjudication but also in deterrence of domestic violence. Regarding the courts specifically, the presence of judges and court personnel allows questions to be asked directly about court policy and procedure and eliminates the tendency to “pass the buck” to the court for perpetuating the cycle of domestic violence. 

2) Based on our findings, it is recommended that using subject matters expert(s) be used as co-trainers to present discrete modules where specialized knowledge is required (e.g., legal or medical) or where a particular case has received public attention and a discussion from a person directly involved would enrich the module. However, new trainers or co-trainers should be trained on the Institute’s philosophy, goals and curriculum to ensure consistent message.
3) Although the module on cultural competency and persons with limited English proficiency was revisited and improved in Year Two, the evaluation team believes the module could benefit from a fresh look. The use of the “glacier model” to illustrate that we all belong to different culture(s) and that culture has many layers was a good foundation.  It is our recommendation that the module focus on providing concrete tools (examples) based on what seems to work best in responding to the needs of the diverse population living in San Francisco.  Sharing experiences of those inside and outside the criminal justice system attempting to improve communication with persons of different cultures is one strategy for keeping participants’ attention. The evaluation team recognizes that San Francisco public employees have likely been exposed to “diversity” training in many different forms and that it is challenging to present such complex material in a very limited time period and not oversimplify or generalize about people or cultures; however, the Institute is an opportunity to do more than heighten sensibilities.
VIII. CONCLUSIONS

The Domestic Violence Response Cross-Training Institute was a success. In terms of both curriculum design and the response by participants, the Institute succeeded remarkably in engaging participants from different law enforcement agencies with each other and with trainers from outside the criminal justice system. It demonstrated the value of cross-training and the value of a forum that convenes representatives from multiple criminal justice agencies to meet each other, work on common problems, and share experiences. Participants from all agencies reported that as a result of the Institute they were better informed about the broad dynamics of domestic violence, developed additional contacts with others in the criminal justice domestic violence response system, and were more informed about key factors in documentation of domestic violence. The evaluators are satisfied that the Institute represents a very important advance in the governmental response to the serious problem of domestic violence and is a valuable model for other communities committed to a meaningful response to domestic violence.
1) Did those City and County employees (“participants”) who attended the Institute acquire new information and attitudes about the dynamics of domestic violence?

The Institute successfully created a constructive and well structured forum for employees from core criminal justice agencies to make new connections, examine and discuss roles, departmental protocols and procedures, and share resources, experiences and frustrations.

During the Institute, substantial attention was given to increasing the ability of the participants and the agencies they represented to improve the safety of victims of domestic violence. Surveys and discussions confirm that the vast majority of participants received new information about how other agencies operated, about the impact of the requirements of the criminal justice system on victims, and about the pathology of abuse and how abuse undermines the psychological stability of the victim. Demonstrating how all these factors interact and impact the effective investigation and prosecution of domestic violence was a recurring theme. Participants often commented about incidents in which improved information-sharing between agencies would benefit their work on a domestic violence case.

The consensus among the 437 participants expressed verbally and in survey responses, was that having the training facilitated by knowledgeable professionals from outside the criminal justice system added an important dimension to their understanding of both the impact of domestic violence on victims and their specific role as responders. Survey responses reinforced the value of increased sharing of information among and about criminal justice agencies and between such agencies and community based organizations. For example, 911 dispatchers reported that not only had they received useful information about system-wide protocols but also, that they left the Institute with greater appreciation for the centrality of their role and for the importance of the quality of their interaction with callers.  

In addition, observations suggest that the cross-training context encouraged or allowed participants to move away from finger-pointing or blaming other agencies for perceived failures of the criminal justice system.

2) Did the information and understanding acquired through the Institute result in new procedures and/or protocols relating to domestic violence response?

Although no modifications directly attributable to the Institute in agencies’ written protocols or procedures were identified during the evaluation period, there have been changes among participants’ practices and attitudes which reflect what they learned at the Institute.

The inability of the criminal justice system as a whole to recognize, charge, and effectively prosecute stalking was identified as a gap in the Audit Report.  Through discussion and case examples, the Institute afforded the participants the opportunity to discuss their frustration with stalking cases, both in terms of the investigation and prosecution of such cases. Frustrations with “making a case” for the crime of stalking, the escalating nature of the crime, and the time-consuming nature of evidence collection were discussed openly by many participants. 

The pre and post-Institute surveys showed definite gains in knowledge about working with stalking victims Focus groups in Year Two stressed the value of the stalking training and agreed that this crime had been receiving more attention within their agencies in the past two years. 

There has been an increased interest in receiving training from representatives of community based organizations and other criminal justice departments. Members of Domestic Violence Consortium (DVC) observed that they have had much more contact from law enforcement officers requesting information for making referrals during the past year. Overall, DVC members reported more interest from law enforcement in their services and encouragement of victims of stalking to report the crime. 
3) Does this training establish a foundation for changing the response to domestic violence victims?

The Institute identified “learning objectives” which corresponded to the findings and conclusions of the Audit. The “learning objectives” were: (1) participants will have a better understanding of their own roles within the criminal justice system; (2) participants will see the linkages between the various criminal justice departments and better understand how all departments are needed to successfully work a domestic violence case; and, (3) participants will know that the criminal justice system can’t do everything and community providers are here to help, and know how to contact community providers. 

Survey responses and interactions during the Institute support the conclusion that the Institute met its ‘learning objectives through effectively communicated important  principles of improved domestic violence response, i.e., that solid inter-agency communication is essential to an effective response to domestic violence, that community resources  are an important supplement to law enforcement resources,  that the complexity of domestic violence requires a different and expanded view of roles, and that cultural differences of the victim and the responder impact the response to domestic violence.

The Institute reinforced the urgency that the criminal justice system continue to improve its response to domestic violence and that domestic violence must remain a priority. Community based organization and criminal justice departments have invited Institute trainers to facilitate certain activities of the curriculum into their agency trainings as well as used their resources to conduct follow-up training on domestic violence response. The movement toward expanding training resources in this area and relationship-building with community partners was exciting to justice agency administrators who view these ventures as a way to reinforce domestic violence as a priority within their departments. 

IX. APPENDIX A: YEAR ONE RECOMMENDATIONS

Curriculum: The curriculum was designed to allow trainers to adjust and revise the curriculum without compromising the core principles of the training. The training committee regularly critiqued their sessions and made changes from the first class to the last class to improve the delivery of the curriculum. Discussions focused on what approaches, exercises, scheduling, assignments seemed to generate more participation and engagement among the participants. This capacity to adjust was a major strength of the curriculum and the trainers and should be preserved.

Scenarios and Role Play: Scenarios should be reviewed again by subject matter experts for bias and relevant protocols and procedures before the next training. Some participants objected to certain scenarios on the grounds that they felt that their position or department was portrayed as “incompetent” or as a “missing link”.  Facilitators appropriately reminded participants that examples were used to generate discussion and not to criticize or single out a department.   While the various scenarios generally served their purpose of producing discussion on specific topics, subject matter experts should review the scenarios to confirm that they reflect the current criminal justice system in San Francisco and that bias is not shown through repeating fact patterns in different scenarios and role plays.

Scenarios should create discussions that generate answers that are unique to the questions. For example, many scenarios produced an answer that indicated referral to a community based organization (CBO) for domestic violence victims, but rarely were specific names of CBOs required or produced. Scenarios need to be reviewed and revised to elicit a detailed response.

Role Play: The role plays, which were effective in eliciting information and opinions from the participants, did an excellent job at capturing the audience’s attention.  Evaluators suggest that thought be given to replacing a few scenarios with short role plays that involve the participants, particularly near the end of the day.  Role-plays require more active participation than scenarios.

Trainers: Trainers were dynamic, knowledgeable, and flexible. They were self critical and committed to doing what was necessary to reach out to individual participants who seemed less engaged or to let the group spend more time on a topic where the discussion was particularly productive. This showed that trainers were sensitive to the needs of participants.

Training Facility: The room was sufficiently large to allow everyone to be seated comfortably around tables and see the screens and role plays, and small enough for everyone to hear the trainers. 

The Institute structure made effective use of small groups and the training site accommodated small group discussion. However, selection of the future training site should be attentive to the need to control noise level during scenarios and group discussions, which at times interrupted discussion at adjacent tables.     

Interagency Representation: Five partnering agencies (San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Sheriff’s Department, San Francisco Adult Probation Department, San Francisco Department of Emergency Management and San Francisco District Attorney’s Office) were committed to enrolling staff to participate in the training.  The Justice and Courage report also urged that trainings should include Department of Human Services, including Child Protective Services, staff from San Francisco’s court system (judges, bailiffs and administrators), and staff from community based organizations which work with domestic violence victims and cases.   This has the important effect of acknowledging the impact of domestic violence on children and the critical role of the courts, not just in adjudication but also in deterrence of domestic violence. Regarding the courts specifically, the presence of judges and court personnel allows questions to be asked directly about court policy and procedure and eliminates the tendency to “pass the buck” to the court for perpetuating the cycle of domestic violence.

While acknowledging the difficulty in guaranteeing participation in training, it is essential that each class be representative of the key players in response to domestic violence inside and outside the criminal justice system. The lack of participants from Child Protective Services (CPS) was repeatedly identified as a “missing link” in the training, as was the absence of judges and court clerks. Regarding judges, there was some concern that their presence may constrict candid discussion. However, their absence allowed participants to shift responsibility to the courts and left questions unanswered.

Groups: The cross-training model has a greater benefit if partnering agencies have sufficient representation at each training session to elevate discussion regarding departmental protocols and policies.  Probation and the District Attorney’s office were underrepresented at some sessions.

Materials: The folders provided to each participant containing copies of all slides, agendas, and reference materials should have been emphasized and used in the training to encourage their use after the training by the participants. The information in the folders was very useful. More information on immigration law, rights of the undocumented, and referrals should be provided. Information about the role of Child Protective Services and relevant contacts should also be included. Every folder should contain a roster of participants with as much contact information as possible.

X. APPENDIX B : SELECTED COMBINED SURVEY RESULTS

Table 1:   Attendance by Agencies per Year

	      
	Adult Probation Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	District Attorney’s Office
	Police Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	Other Agencies
	Total

	Year 1
	30
	37
	25
	84
	30
	0
	206

	Year 2
	37
	29
	22
	114
	24
	5
	231

	Total
	67
	66
	47
	198
	54
	5
	437

	MOU
	70
	50
	40
	200
	50
	N/A
	410


Table 2:   Participants’ Place of Employment 

	Department
	# of Surveys Returned

	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Total

	Police Department
	66
	99
	165

	Department of Emergency Management
	29
	24
	53

	Adult Probation Department
	26
	27
	53

	District’s Attorney’s Office
	19
	15
	34

	Sheriff’s Department
	15
	17
	32

	Other
	11
	8
	19

	Total
	166
	190
	356


*”Other” includes surveys in which the Department affiliation was left blank.

Table 3:   Participants’ Occupation 

	Occupation
	# of Surveys Returned

	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Total

	Police Officer
	66

	85
	151

	Emergency Dispatcher
	29
	24
	53

	Adult Probation Officer
	26
	27
	53

	Assistant District Attorney
	13
	4
	17

	Deputy Sheriff
	15

	8
	23

	Bailiff
	
	3
	3

	Victims Advocate
	6
	8
	14

	Sergeant
	
	4
	4

	Lieutenant
	
	5
	5

	Inspector
	
	2
	2

	Administrative Support
	
	2
	2

	Other
	11
	18
	29

	Total
	166
	190
	356


Table 4:   How well did the Institute present topics related to domestic violence that was of interest to them? (Combined)  

	Topics
	#
	%
	#
	%

	
	Desired
	Received

	Information on availability of community resources regarding domestic violence for me and domestic violence victims
	204
	58%
	289
	81%

	Get contacts with people outside of my department to better serve domestic violence victims/cases
	206
	58%
	303
	85%

	Information about the impact on domestic violence on children
	187
	53%
	121
	64%

	Information about domestic violence
	192
	54%
	301
	85%

	Information on how to interact with domestic violence victims/cases
	187
	53%
	270
	76%

	Understanding how the court works with domestic violence cases
	187
	53%
	245
	69%

	Information about how to be a of more assistance in domestic violence cases
	169
	48%
	256
	72%

	Information on how to gather information in circumstances where people involved are from different cultures or have different ethnic backgrounds
	168
	48%
	262
	74%

	Understanding of what may constitute evidence of domestic violence
	155
	44%
	
	

	Understanding of my role in domestic violence cases
	139
	39%
	253
	71%

	Information about how immigration relates to domestic violence
	
	
	245
	69%

	Information about stalking
	
	
	292
	82%

	Information about strangulation
	
	
	285
	80%

	Information about risk assessments
	
	
	241
	68%


* Table 4 illustrates what Institute participants were interested in learning before the training and what they learned during the training. The first column rank orders the topic areas by what respondents were interested in learning before the training. The “post” columns report the percentage of respondents who received the information during the training. The shaded cells indicate that the desired information or received information was not provided as a choice on the pre/post questionnaire.

Table 5:   Attitudes Regarding Individual’s Role (Combined) 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	My occupational role is important in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence.

	Before
	1%
	3%
	10%
	28%
	58%

	After
	1%
	1%
	9%
	24%
	65%

	My role fills in gaps within the domestic violence response system.

	Before
	3%
	9%
	39%
	30%
	18%

	After
	1%
	3%
	19%
	37%
	40%


Table 6:   Attitudes Regarding Other Agencies and Departments (Combined)

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Other justice agencies departmental protocols are complementary to my department’s protocol in serving domestic violence victims.

	Before
	2%
	6%
	39%
	31%
	14%

	After
	1%
	2%
	25%
	41%
	30%

	How I perform my duties directly influences other professionals within the criminal justice system who work with domestic violence calls/cases.

	Before
	2%
	5%
	18%
	37%
	39%

	After
	0%
	2%
	12%
	32%
	55%

	Trainings that mix trainees from different agencies into small groups are a good idea.

	Before
	1%
	2%
	18%
	37%
	43%

	After
	1%
	0%
	4%
	30%
	65%


Table 7:   Attitudes Regarding Community Resources (Combined)

	 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	I have at least three contacts who I can call to get answers to my questions regarding community resources and services for domestic violence cases.

	Before
	8%
	14%
	25%
	26%
	27%

	After
	1%
	3%
	11%
	29%
	55%

	The long-term impact on domestic violence victims can be reduced through using outside resources such as community organizations who work with domestic violence victims.

	Before
	2%
	2%
	19%
	36%
	41%

	After
	1%
	1%
	8%
	36%
	54%

	I have information that allows me to link domestic violence calls/cases to the right service personnel who can help victims navigate the criminal justice system.

	Before
	5%
	12%
	27%
	33%
	24%

	After
	1%
	1%
	10%
	40%
	49%


	 
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Domestic violence training provided by community partners is helpful to criminal justice providers.

	Before
	1%
	1%
	16%
	40%
	42%

	After
	1%
	1%
	6%
	36%
	57%

	Including co-trainers from different departments and organizations makes training more relevant to me.

	Before
	1%
	1%
	16%
	43%
	40%

	After
	1%
	1%
	8%
	31%
	59%


Table 8:   Attitudes Regarding Community Organizations and Community Partners (Combined)

Table 9:   “Multiple Choice” Quiz (Combined)

	Substantive Questions
	Pre % Correct
	Post % Correct
	%

Change

	Based on the Crawford ruling, what types of statements are admissible as evidence in a domestic violence trial?


	26%
	66%
	40%

	What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?


	99%
	99%
	0%

	What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?


	48%
	67%
	19%

	When faced with a victim of domestic violence stalking, I should counsel the victim to:


	77%
	96%
	19%


Table 10:   Responses “Fill In the Answer” Quiz (Combined) 

	
	Pre % Correct
	Post % Correct
	%

Change

	Name two pieces of written material that prosecutors use from early interveners
	82%

	90%
	8%

	Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
	70%
	92%
	22%

	What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?
	97%
	100%
	3%

	What are two ways stalking affect victims?
	75%
	80%
	5%


Table 11:   What Learning was Most Valuable to Participants? (Combined)

	Topic
	#
	%

	
	Desired
	Received

	Linkage and role
	88
	35%

	Information on resources and services
	34
	14%

	How to document domestic violence
	31
	12%

	Victim sensitivity
	25
	10%

	Complexity of criminal justice system
	19
	8%

	Stalking
	14
	6%

	Learning about existing gaps in the criminal justice’s response to domestic violence
	9
	4%

	Strangulation
	7
	3%

	Institute’s format
	4
	2%

	Effects of domestic violence
	4
	2%

	Immigration
	2
	1%

	All of the above
	11
	4%

	Nothing
	1
	0%

	Total
	249
	100%


Table 12:   Combined Attitudes Regarding Agency Role

	 
	Percent Agreed by Agency

	
	Pre % 
	Post %
	Change

	My role fills in gaps within the domestic violence response system.

	Police Department
	51%
	80%
	29%

	Department on Emergency Management
	49%
	79%
	30%

	Adult Probation Department
	47%
	74%
	25%

	 Sheriff Department
	32%
	66%
	34%

	District Attorney’s Office
	53%
	78%
	25%

	Other
	39%
	72%
	33%

	I have at least three contacts who I can call to get answers to my questions regarding community resources and services for domestic violence cases.

	Police Department
	54%
	84%
	30%

	Department on Emergency Management
	32%
	81%
	49%

	Adult Probation Department
	62%
	94%
	32%

	 Sheriff Department
	36%
	84%
	48%

	District Attorney’s Office
	65%
	88%
	23%

	Other
	78%
	72%
	-6%

	My occupational role is important in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence.

	Police Department
	90%
	93%
	3%

	Department on Emergency Management
	91%
	96%
	5%

	Adult Probation Department
	85%
	86%
	1%

	 Sheriff Department
	61%
	66%
	5%

	District Attorney’s Office
	82%
	91%
	9%

	Other
	82%
	78%
	-4%


Table 13:  Combined Attitudes Regarding Other Criminal Justice Agencies 

	 
	Percent Agreed by Agency

	
	Pre %
	Post %
	Change

	How I perform my duties directly influences other professionals within the criminal justice system who work with domestic violence calls/cases

	Police Department
	79%
	91%
	12%

	Department on Emergency Management
	73%
	96%
	23%

	Adult Probation Department
	76%
	80%
	4%

	 Sheriff Department
	48%
	63%
	15%

	District Attorney’s Office
	79%
	88%
	9%

	Other
	72%
	72%
	0%

	Other justice agencies' departmental protocols are complementary to my department's protocol in serving domestic violence victims

	Police Department
	47%
	78%
	31%

	Department on Emergency Management
	29%
	71%
	42%

	Adult Probation Department
	47%
	69%
	22%

	 Sheriff Department
	26%
	50%
	24%

	District Attorney’s Office
	67%
	72%
	5%

	Other
	56%
	39%
	-17%

	 Cross-training that includes staff from other agencies gives me a chance to learn about how other agencies can be helpful to me in my job.

	Police Department
	93%
	95%
	2%

	Department on Emergency Management
	98%
	96%
	-2%

	Adult Probation Department
	96%
	98%
	2%

	 Sheriff Department
	97%
	97%
	0%

	District Attorney’s Office
	91%
	94%
	3%

	Other
	82%
	89%
	7%

	 Trainings that mix trainees from different agencies into small groups are good ideas. 

	Police Department
	75%
	94%
	19%

	Department on Emergency Management
	83%
	98%
	15%

	Adult Probation Department
	76%
	96%
	20%

	 Sheriff Department
	97%
	100%
	3%

	District Attorney’s Office
	88%
	97%
	9%

	Other
	82%
	88%
	6%


Table 14:   Combined Attitudes Regarding Community Organizations and Community Partners 

	
	Percent Agreed By Agency

	
	Pre % 
	Post %
	Change

	The long-term impact on domestic violence victims can be reduced through using outside resources such as community organizations who work with domestic violence victims.

	Police Department
	74%
	86%
	12%

	Department on Emergency Management
	74%
	89%
	15%

	Adult Probation Department
	85%
	98%
	13%

	 Sheriff Department
	84%
	88%
	4%

	District Attorney’s Office
	82%
	94%
	12%

	Other
	72%
	89%
	17%

	Domestic violence training provided by community partners is helpful to criminal justice providers.

	Police Department
	79%
	92%
	13%

	Department on Emergency Management
	81%
	94%
	13%

	Adult Probation Department
	89%
	98%
	9%

	 Sheriff Department
	84%
	94%
	10%

	District Attorney’s Office
	85%
	97%
	12%

	Other
	78%
	83%
	5%

	Including co-trainers from different departments and organizations makes training more relevant to me.

	Police Department
	76%
	88%
	12%

	Department on Emergency Management
	81%
	96%
	15%

	Adult Probation Department
	89%
	92%
	3%

	 Sheriff Department
	91%
	91%
	0%

	District Attorney’s Office
	94%
	94%
	0%

	Other
	88%
	83%
	-5%

	I have information that allows me to link domestic violence calls/cases to the right service personnel who can help victims navigate the criminal justice system.

	Police Department
	58%
	88%
	30%

	Department on Emergency Management
	48%
	87%
	39%

	Adult Probation Department
	58%
	90%
	32%

	 Sheriff Department
	32%
	88%
	56%

	District Attorney’s Office
	74%
	91%
	17%

	Other
	72%
	89%
	17%


Table 15:   Combined “Multiple Choice” Quiz (% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office 
	Other

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Based on the Crawford ruling, what types of statements are admissible as evidence in a domestic violence trial?
	23%
	71%
	14%
	63%
	19%
	51%
	15%
	59%
	73%
	68%
	17%
	58%

	What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?
	99%
	99%
	100%
	100%
	98%
	100%
	94%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	93%

	What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?
	55%
	66%
	36%
	65%
	35%
	65%
	55%
	72%
	47%
	70%
	47%
	71%

	When faced with a victim of domestic violence stalking, I should counsel the victim to:
	72%
	95%
	83%
	100%
	70%
	95%
	89%
	100%
	81%
	90%
	92%
	100%


Table 16:   Combined “Fill In the Answer” Quiz (% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office
	Other

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Name two pieces of written material that prosecutors use from early interveners

	85%
	94%
	63%
	94%
	85%
	77%
	91%
	79%
	93%
	85%
	71%
	100%

	Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
	67%
	90%
	70%
	93%
	74%
	91%
	67%
	95%
	74%
	96%
	90%
	91%

	What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?
	96%
	100%
	94%
	100%
	100%
	98%
	96%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	What are two ways stalking affects victims?

	74%
	83%
	89%
	83%
	62%
	64%
	79%
	79%
	89%
	76%
	50%
	91%


APPENDIX C: SELECTED SURVEY RESULTS YEAR ONE AND YEAR TWO

The following tables are for reference only for the reader to compare outcomes for Year One and Year Two.

Table 17:   How Well Did The Institute Present Topics Related To Domestic Violence That Were Of Interest To Them?
	Topics
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre
	Post
	
	Pre
	Post

	
	Desired
	Received
	
	Desired
	Received

	
	#
	%
	#
	%
	
	#
	%
	#
	%

	Information on availability of community resources regarding domestic violence for me and domestic violence victims
	104
	63%
	130
	79%
	
	100
	53%
	159
	84%

	Get contacts with people outside of my department to better serve domestic violence victims/cases
	102
	62%
	136
	82%
	
	104
	43%
	167
	88%

	Information about the impact on domestic violence on children
	98
	59%
	141
	85%
	
	89
	47%
	121
	64%

	Information about domestic violence
	93
	56%
	141
	85%
	
	99
	52%
	160
	84%

	Information on how to interact with domestic violence victims/cases
	90
	55%
	127
	77%
	
	97
	51%
	143
	75%

	Understanding how the court works with domestic violence cases
	86
	52%
	105
	64%
	
	101
	53%
	140
	74%

	Information about how to be a of more assistance in domestic violence cases
	85
	52%
	113
	69%
	
	84
	44%
	143
	75%

	Information on how to gather information in circumstances where people involved are from different cultures or have different ethnic backgrounds
	77
	47%
	125
	76%
	
	91
	48%
	137
	72%

	Understanding of what may constitute evidence of domestic violence
	74
	45%
	
	
	
	81
	43%
	
	

	Understanding of my role in domestic violence cases
	62
	38%
	115
	70%
	
	77
	41%
	138
	73%

	Information about how immigration relates to domestic violence
	
	
	128
	78%
	
	
	
	117
	62%

	Information about stalking
	
	
	121
	73%
	
	
	
	171
	90%

	Information about strangulation
	
	
	118
	72%
	
	
	
	167
	88%

	Information about risk assessments
	
	
	103
	63%
	
	
	
	138
	73%


* Table 4 illustrates what Institute participants were interested in learning before the training and what they learned during the training. The first column rank orders the topic areas by what respondents were interested in learning before the training.  The shaded cells indicate that the desired information or received information was not provided as a choice on the pre/post questionnaire.

Table 18:   Attitudes Regarding Individual’s Role 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	My occupational role is important in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence.

	Before
	1%
	4%
	10%
	27%
	57%
	
	1%
	3%
	10%
	27%
	59%

	After
	1%
	2%
	9%
	25%
	63%
	
	1%
	0%
	9%
	22%
	68%

	
	My role fills in gaps within the domestic violence response system.

	Before
	4%
	9%
	35%
	33%
	19%
	
	3%
	10%
	43%
	26%
	18%

	After
	0%
	6%
	19%
	38%
	38%
	
	2%
	1%
	19%
	36%
	42%


Table 19:   Attitudes Regarding Other Agencies and Departments

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Other justice agencies departmental protocols are complementary to my department’s protocol in serving domestic violence victims. 

	Before
	2%
	4%
	31%
	29%
	15%
	
	2%
	7%
	46%
	32%
	14%

	After
	1%
	2%
	28%
	43%
	23%
	
	2%
	1%
	22%
	39%
	36%

	
	How I perform my duties directly influences other professionals within the criminal justice system who work with domestic violence calls/cases.

	Before
	1%
	4%
	15%
	38%
	42%
	
	3%
	6%
	20%
	35%
	36%

	After
	0%
	3%
	11%
	36%
	51%
	
	0%
	2%
	13%
	28%
	58%

	
	Trainings that mix trainees from different agencies into small groups are a good idea.

	Before
	1%
	3%
	13%
	39%
	44%
	
	1%
	2%
	21%
	35%
	42%

	After
	1%
	0%
	3%
	37%
	59%
	
	1%
	1%
	4%
	25%
	71%


Table 20:   Attitudes Regarding Community Resources

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	I have at least three contacts who I can call to get answers to my questions regarding community resources and services for domestic violence cases.

	Before
	5%
	15%
	18%
	28%
	34%
	
	10%
	14%
	32%
	24%
	20%

	After
	2%
	4%
	11%
	38%
	45%
	
	1%
	3%
	10%
	22%
	64%

	
	The long-term impact on domestic violence victims can be reduced through using outside resources such as community organizations who work with domestic violence victims.

	Before
	2%
	2%
	14%
	40%
	42%
	
	2%
	2%
	24%
	33%
	40%

	After
	1%
	3%
	7%
	41%
	48%
	
	1%
	1%
	10%
	31%
	58%

	
	I have information that allows me to link domestic violence calls/cases to the right service personnel who can help victims navigate the criminal justice system.

	Before
	4%
	10%
	26%
	32%
	28%
	
	5%
	13%
	29%
	34%
	20%

	After
	0%
	2%
	12%
	42%
	44%
	
	1%
	1%
	8%
	38%
	52%


Table 21:   Attitudes Regarding Community Organizations and Community Partners 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Domestic violence training provided by community partners is helpful to criminal justice providers.

	Before
	0%
	0%
	12%
	42%
	46%
	
	2%
	2%
	19%
	39%
	38%

	After
	0%
	1%
	6%
	43%
	51%
	
	1%
	1%
	5%
	31%
	63%

	
	Including co-trainers from different departments and organizations make training more relevant to me.

	Before
	0%
	1%
	15%
	42%
	43%
	
	1%
	1%
	18%
	44%
	36%

	After
	1%
	1%
	11%
	35%
	52%
	
	1%
	2%
	4%
	28%
	65%


Table 22:   Substantive Questions (Multiple Choices)

	Substantive Question
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre (% correct)
	Post (% correct)
	% Change
	
	Pre (% correct)
	Post (% correct)
	% Change

	Based on the Crawford ruling, what types of statements are admissible as evidence in a domestic violence trail?


	29%
	69%
	40%
	
	23%
	63%
	40%

	What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?

	99%
	99%
	0%
	
	99%
	100%
	1%

	What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?

	50%
	72%
	22%
	
	47%
	63%
	16%

	When faced with a victim of domestic violence, I should counsel the victim to: 

	75%
	95%
	20%
	
	78%
	97%
	19%


Table 23:   Pre and Post for “Fill In the Answer” Quiz  

	Substantive Question
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre (% correct)
	Post (% correct)
	% Change
	
	Pre (% correct)
	Post (% correct)
	% Change

	Name two pieces of written material that prosecutors use from early interveners.
	82%
	95%
	12%
	
	
	86%
	

	Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
	82%
	90%
	8%
	
	61%
	93%
	32%

	What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?
	98%
	100%
	2%
	
	97%
	99%
	2%

	What are two ways stalking affect victims?
	70%
	81%
	11%
	
	79%
	78%
	-1%


Table 24:   What Learning was Most Valuable to Participants?

	Topic
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	#
	%
	
	#
	%

	Linkage and role
	54
	51%
	
	34
	24%

	Information on resources and services
	
	
	
	34
	24%

	Victim sensitivity
	16
	15%
	
	9
	6%

	How to document domestic violence
	8
	8%
	
	23
	16%

	Stalking
	9
	9%
	
	5
	4%

	Learning about existing gaps in the criminal justice’s response to domestic violence
	4
	4%
	
	5
	4%

	Complexity of criminal justice system
	3
	3%
	
	16
	11%

	Immigration
	2
	2%
	
	0
	0%

	Institute’s format
	
	
	
	4
	3%

	Strangulation
	
	
	
	7
	5%

	Affects of domestic violence
	
	
	
	4
	3%

	All of the above
	9
	9%
	
	2
	1%

	Nothing
	1
	1%
	
	0
	0%

	Total
	106
	100%
	
	143
	100%


Table 25:   Attitudes Regarding Agency Role (By Agency)

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change
	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change

	My role fills in gaps within the domestic violence response system.

	Police Department
	53%
	78%
	25%
	
	49%
	81%
	32%

	Department of Emergency Management
	55%
	75%
	20%
	
	42%
	83%
	41%

	Adult Probation Department
	54%
	71%
	17%
	
	41%
	77%
	36

	Sheriff’s Department
	33%
	67%
	34%
	
	31%
	65%
	34%

	District Attorney’s Office
	67%
	79%
	12%
	
	36%
	77%
	41%

	Other
	36%
	70%
	34%
	
	43%
	75%
	32%

	I have at least three contacts who I can call to get answers to my questions regarding community resources and services for domestic violence cases.

	Police Department
	65%
	78%
	13%
	
	47%
	88%
	41%

	Department of Emergency Management
	31%
	72%
	41%
	
	33%
	92%
	59%

	Adult Probation Department
	77%
	100%
	23%
	
	48%
	89%
	41%

	Sheriff’s Department
	40%
	93%
	53%
	
	31%
	76%
	45%

	District Attorney’s Office
	84%
	100%
	16%
	
	40%
	73%
	33%

	Other
	82%
	60%
	-22%
	
	72%
	88%
	16%

	My occupational role is important in the criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence.

	Police Department
	88%
	92%
	4%
	
	92%
	94%
	2%

	Department of Emergency Management
	93%
	93%%
	0%
	
	88%
	100%
	12%

	Adult Probation Department
	85%
	88%
	3%
	
	85%
	84%
	-1%

	Sheriff’s Department
	53%
	60%
	7%
	
	69%
	71%
	2%

	District Attorney’s Office
	90%
	95%
	5%
	
	73%
	85%
	12%

	Other
	80%
	70%
	10%
	
	86%
	88%
	2%


Table 26:   Attitudes Regarding Other Criminal Justice Agencies 
(% Agreed By Agency)

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change
	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change

	How I perform my duties directly influences other professionals within the criminal justice system who work with domestic violence calls/cases.

	Police Department
	85%
	88%
	3%
	
	75%
	93%
	18%

	Department of Emergency Management
	72%
	93%
	21%
	
	88%
	100%
	12%

	Adult Probation Department
	81%
	88%
	7%
	
	70%
	73%
	3%

	Sheriff’s Department
	60%
	67%
	7%
	
	38%
	59%
	38%

	District Attorney’s Office
	100%
	100%
	0%
	
	53%
	69%
	16%

	Other
	64%
	70%
	6%
	
	86%
	75%
	11%

	Other justice agencies’ departmental protocols are complementary to my department’s protocol in service domestic violence victims. 

	Police Department
	48%
	71%
	3%
	
	46%
	83%
	37%

	Department of Emergency Management
	21%
	61%
	40%
	
	39%
	83%
	44%

	Adult Probation Department
	42%
	72%
	30%
	
	52%
	65%
	13%

	Sheriff’s Department
	20%
	40%
	20%
	
	31%
	59%
	28%

	District Attorney’s Office
	79%
	74%
	-5%
	
	50%
	69%
	19%

	Other
	55%
	50%
	-5%
	
	57%
	100%
	19%

	Cross-training that includes staff from other agencies gives me a chance to learn about how other agencies can be helpful to me in my job.

	Police Department
	97%
	95%
	2%
	
	90%
	95%
	5%

	Department of Emergency Management
	97%
	96%
	1%
	
	100%
	96%
	4%

	Adult Probation Department
	100%
	100%
	0%
	
	92%
	96%
	2%

	Sheriff’s Department
	100%
	93%
	-7%
	
	94%
	100%
	6%

	District Attorney’s Office
	100%
	100%
	0%
	
	80%
	86%
	6%

	Other
	100%
	90%
	-1%
	
	50%
	88%
	38%

	Training that mix trainees from different agencies into small groups are a good idea. 

	Police Department
	77%
	95%
	18%
	
	73%
	94%
	21%

	Department of Emergency Management
	83%
	96%
	13%
	
	83%
	100%
	17%

	Adult Probation Department
	85%
	96%
	11%
	
	67%
	96%
	29%

	Sheriff’s Department
	100%
	100%
	0%
	
	94%
	100%
	6%

	District Attorney’s Office
	95%
	100%
	0%
	
	80%
	93%
	13%

	Other
	73%
	90%
	17%
	
	100%
	86%
	-14


Table 27:   Attitudes Regarding Community Organizations and Community Partners before and After (% Agreed By Agency)

	
	YEAR 1
	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change
	
	Pre %
	Post %
	% Change

	The long-term impact on domestic violence victims can be reduced through using outside resources such as community organizations who work with domestic violence victims.

	Police Department
	80%
	86%
	6%
	
	71%
	87%
	16%

	Department of Emergency Management
	79%
	93%
	14%
	
	67%
	83%
	16%

	Adult Probation Department
	85%
	100%
	15%
	
	85%
	96%
	11%

	Sheriff’s Department
	87%
	80%
	-7%
	
	82%
	94%
	12%

	District Attorney’s Office
	90%
	95%
	5%
	
	73%
	93%
	20%

	Other
	82%
	80%
	-2%
	
	57%
	100%
	43%

	Domestic violence training provided by community partners is helpful to criminal justice providers

	Police Department
	83%
	91%
	8%
	
	77%
	93%
	16%

	Department of Emergency Management
	90%
	89%
	-1%
	
	71%
	100%
	29%

	Adult Probation Department
	92%
	96%
	4%
	
	85%
	100%
	15%

	Sheriff’s Department
	87%
	93%
	6%
	
	82%
	94%
	12%

	District Attorney’s Office
	95%
	100%
	5%
	
	72%
	93%
	21%

	Other
	91%
	100%
	9%
	
	57%
	63%
	6%

	Including co-trainers from different departments and organizations makes training more relevant to me. 

	Police Department
	79%
	81%
	2%
	
	75%
	93%
	18%

	Department of Emergency Management
	79%
	93%
	14%
	
	83%
	100%
	17%

	Adult Probation Department
	88%
	92%
	4%
	
	89%
	92%
	3%

	Sheriff’s Department
	87%
	87%
	0%
	
	94%
	94%
	0%

	District Attorney’s Office
	100%
	95%
	-5%
	
	87%
	93%
	6%

	Other
	100%
	90%
	-10%
	
	67%
	75%
	8%

	I have information that allows me to link domestic violence calls/cases to the right service personnel who can help victims navigate the criminal justice system.

	Police Department
	62%
	84%
	22%
	
	55%
	90%
	35%

	Department of Emergency Management
	46%
	82%
	36%
	
	50%
	92%
	42%

	Adult Probation Department
	69%
	88%
	19%
	
	48%
	92%
	44%

	Sheriff’s Department
	27%
	80%
	53%
	
	38%
	94%
	56%

	District Attorney’s Office
	84%
	100%
	16%
	
	60%
	79%
	19%

	Other
	64%
	80%
	16%
	
	86%
	100%
	14%


Table 28:   Year One Substantive Question “Multiple Choice” 
(% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office 
	Other

	
	YEAR 1

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Based on the Crawford ruling, what types of statements are admissible as evidence in a domestic violence trial?
	25%
	70%
	5%
	58%
	30%
	71%
	27%
	73%
	88%
	92%
	0%
	50%

	What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	96%
	100%
	93%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	88%

	What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?
	51%
	67%
	48%
	73%
	48%
	74%
	60%
	92%
	47%
	67%
	50%
	75%

	When faced with a victim of domestic violence stalking, I should counsel the victim to:
	66%
	91%
	76%
	100%
	75%
	95%
	100%
	100%
	79%
	93%
	90%
	100%


Table 29:   Year Two Substantive Question “Multiple Choice” 
(% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office 
	Other

	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Based on the Crawford ruling, what types of statements are admissible as evidence in a domestic violence trial?
	23%
	73%
	25%
	70%
	9%
	38%
	7%
	50%
	54%
	48%
	50%
	67%

	What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?
	99%
	99%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	94%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?
	58%
	65%
	24%
	57%
	24%
	58%
	50%
	56%
	46%
	73%
	40%
	63%

	When faced with a victim of domestic violence stalking, I should counsel the victim to:
	76%
	97%
	91%
	100%
	65%
	96%
	81%
	100%
	85%
	86%
	100%
	100%


Table 30:   Year One: Pre and Post for “Fill In the Answer” Quiz 
(% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office
	Other

	
	YEAR 1

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Name two pieces of written material that prosecutors use from early interveners
	23%
	73%
	25%
	70%
	9%
	38%
	7%
	50%
	54%
	47%
	50%
	67%

	Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
	78%
	88%
	90%
	86%
	84%
	93%
	75%
	89%
	87%
	100%
	88%
	98%

	What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?
	96%
	100%
	95%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	What are two ways stalking affects victims?
	68%
	86%
	84%
	86%
	44%
	60%
	90%
	82%
	86%
	82%
	56%
	88%


Table 31:   Year Two: Pre and Post for “Fill In the Answer” Quiz 
(% Correct By Agency)

	Substantive Question
	Police Department
	Department of Emergency Management
	Adult Probation Department
	Sheriff’s Department
	District Attorney’s Office
	Other

	
	YEAR 2

	
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post
	Pre
	Post

	Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.
	78%
	88%
	90%
	86%
	84%
	93%
	75%
	89%
	87%
	100%
	88%
	98%

	What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?
	96%
	100%
	95%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	What are two ways stalking affects victims?
	68%
	86%
	84%
	86%
	44%
	60%
	90%
	82%
	86%
	82%
	56%
	88%





“The process left me feeling lost and unaccepted.” (Victim Advocate)











“… no DV case is as simple as it may appear. There are usually many very complex issues with the victim that may cause victim to stay or return to an abusive relationship.” (Probation Officer)








“The ‘control thing’ is alive and well!! As a police ‘1st responder’ we have limited time to address all family needs.” (Police Officer)





“I learned to appreciate the complexities of the issue on DV…” (Sheriff)














“It afforded me a better understanding of the process that a victim of DV has to go through…” (Emergency Dispatcher)








“I learned to recognize signs of increased risk and cultural differences.”(Probation Officer)





“In SF we have lots of services and agencies regarding DV. However, we are not too coordinated. Hopefully this kind of training will facilitate that process.”  (Anonymous)








“I had been to a “cross-training” before but I sat with others from my department. The representation from other departments at my table provided me with valuable information and perspectives. Thank you!” (Probation Officer)








“Presenters were excellent and thorough.” (Emergency Dispatcher)











“I learned, through the victim’s game of life, the impact domestic violence has on victims.” (Police Officer)











“Stalking is a bigger issue than I thought. Some of the calls I responded to could have possibly involved stalking but I had never thought of asking questions directed towards stalking).” (Police Officer)
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� Learning objectives from the “Domestic Violence Response Cross-Training Institute, Spring 2008” curriculum folder.


� = 50.894, P=0.00





� “Correct” answers were identified by Department on the Status of Women staff.


� The question asked was: “What are some reasons why victims may stay in an abusive relationship?” The correct answer was: Children, wants relationship to work AND believes the violence will stop.


� The question asked was: “What is one of the most common symptoms of strangulation?” The correct answer was: Difficulty swallowing.


� The question asked was: “When faced with a victim of domestic violence, I should counsel the victim to:” The correct answer was: Call a community agency for help getting a restraining order. 


� “Correct” answers were identified by Department on the Status of Women staff.


� The question asked was: “Name two behaviors a batterer may exhibit that would indicate high level of dangerousness in a domestic violence situation.”


� The question asked was: “What is one risk factor that a recent immigrant experiences in a domestic violence relationship that differs from non-immigrant victim’s experience?”


� The question asked was: “What are two ways stalking affect victims?”


� Includes lieutenants and sergeants 


� Includes an office manager 





� Attendance data by agencies was provided by the Department on the Status of Women.


� Year One total for “police officer” included Lieutenant, sergeant and inspectors


� Year One total for  “deputy sheriff” included bailiffs


� “Pre” information about the item regarding written material was only available for Year One.


� “Pre” information about the item about written materials was only available for Year One.


� =14.00, P= 0.016


� Correct answer: Non-testimonial statements given to police, 911 operators or emergency personnel primarily to assist an ongoing emergency.


� Correct answer: Children, wants relationship to work AND believes the violence will stop.


� Correct answer: Difficulty swallowing.


� Correct answer: Call a community agency for help getting a restraining order. 
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