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Criminal JusticeDi vi si on of the Governoro6s Domest i
Executive Summary

On January 29, 2015, Governor Nikki Haley issued Executive Order No-(2D&8tablishing

the Domestic Violence Task Force of South Carolina. The Migsibn t hi s Task Force
comprehensively address the cultural issues surrounding domestic violence in the State of South
Carolina, including but not limited to social, economic, and geographic issues as well as

professional standards and best practraésin governmentandnegover nment or gani

The Executive Order prescribes the duties and responsibilities of the Task Force as:

The Task Force shall be divided into divisions to study and make
recommendations to improve areas affecting damemlence, including but not
limited to: 1) The criminal justice system; 2) Services for victims and offenders;
and, 3) Community awareness, education and outreach.

The Task Force shall conduct its work in phases, which shall include but not
limited ta 1) Surveying and collecting data and information from counties and
regions of the state; 2) ldentifying specific problems and creating proposed
solutions; 3) Implementing or beginning to implement, where possible, approved
proposals; and, 4) Assessingosti and longterm goals for combating and
preventing domestic violence in the future.

The Executive Order al so states that the divi
Governor at the end of each phase. The Task Force shall issueredoraho later than
December 31, 2015, after which the Task Force

This report is being submitted by the Crimina
Violence Task Force as it ends Phase 1 of this process.

This Criminal Juste Divisionhasconducted twaneetingsone on February 19 and one on

March 19. These meetings were held at the Sh
During the first meeting, the rather large group of members was organized into four working

groups. These working groups and their Chairs are: 1) Data Collection and Analysis Working

Group, Charles Bradberry, Chair; 2) Law Enforcement and Training Working Group, Leroy

Smith and Brian Bennett, @Bhairs; 3) Courts and Victim Services, Gary Reitjahair; and,

4) Prosecutord)uffie Stone, Chair. Below is a brief summary of the work conducted by these

four working groups. A more complete report by each of these working groups is contained in

this report.

Data Information and collection:
Charles Bradberry, Chair (South Carolina Department of Corrections)
1 This working group examined victimization rates by county, concluded that rates could
not be explained by socioeconomic factors and could be skewed due teoffetter
relationship reportig issues.



1 Issues with data could be result of data entry into local databases, the lack of a central
CDV court in a number of jurisdictions, and lack of reporting for CDV courts in other
jurisdictions to see what is working and what is not working.

1 Working group will determine if the SCRIBS data reported by SLED is accurate to
determine which counties have the greatest or lowest incidence of CDV.

Law Enforcement:
Leroy Smith, CaChair (Director of DPS), Brian Bennett, &ohair (Criminal Justice Training
Academy)
1 This working group determined data is extremely limited, difficult to determine what
information we do and do not know about CDV.
1 A survey monkey electronic survey has been distributed to Sheriffs, Police Chiefs, State
Law Enforcement and 911 dens regarding:
1. Policies and CDV Protocol
2. Training provided to officers about CDV prosecution
3. Crime scene response and folloyw through victim advocates
4. Current data collection and utilization practices
1 The data will be collected to develop best prastice law enforcement.

Prosecutors:
Duffie Stone, Chair (Beaufort County Solicitor)
1 The working group sees room for improvement regarding available data.
1 The working group has proposed:
1. All solicitors use an Evidence Checklist form to determine cupmdecutorial
practices
2. Solicitors track disposition of CDV cases frol/A45- 6/3/15. Prosecution
coordination commission will compile info.
3. Research cases involving ASilent Victims
patterns in these cases.

Courts and Victim Services:
Gary ReinhartCo-Chair (Magistrate Judge, Lexington Countgara Barber, Director,
SCCADVASA
1 The working group finds inconsistencies in the data and has identified the need for
further data including:
Uniform Victim NotificationForms
Uniformity of procedures regarding enforcement and use of bond in CDV cases
CDV courts and recidivism rates
Use of diversion programs (PTI) in CDV cases
Use of Family Court Orders of Protection
Batterer Intervention requirements and outcomes
Follow-up by courts to provide services to victims
i The working group has proposed:
1. Joining the prosecutors working group to address procedural questions regarding
courts
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2. Surveying and interviewing advocacy programs regarding batterer intenve
requirements andutcomes

The Criminal Justice Division hopes to hold public hearingSharleston, Columbia,
Greenville,Greenwood, AikenandRock Hll to hear testimony from different areas.

Criminal Justice Division Members:

Last Name First Name | Title Agency Email address
Adger Jerry Director SCDPPPS Jerry.Adger@ppp.sc.gov

S. C. Law Enforcement
Alphin Ryan Officers Assoc. ryan@scleoa.org
Barbef Sara Executive Director SCCADVASA executivedirector@sccadvasa.o
Bennett Brian Officer/Instructor Criminal Justice Academy bkbennett@sccja.sc.gov
Blanco Silva Kaitlin DAODAS kblancosilva@daodas.sc.gov
Boone Kenney FCSO wkboone@fcso.org
Bradberry Charles Dir., Research and Statistics | SCDC bradberry.charles@doc.sc.gov
Brooks Taineshia DAODAS tbrooks@daodas.sc.gov
Bruder Jarrod Executive Director Sherriffs' Association jbruder@sherriffsc.com
Dauway Felicia DJJ FLDAUW@scdjj.net
Demboski Jennifer B SCDC demboski.jennifer@doc.sc.gov
Erickson Shannon Representative SC House repshannonerickson@gmail.con|
Flynn Molly RCGOV flynnm@rcgov.us
Gallam Nick Captain Aiken Sheriff's Office Ngallam@aikencountysc.gov
Givens Stephanie | Director of Public Information| SCDC givens.stephanie@doc.sc.gov
Goff Oowens Program Manager DHEC gofflo@dhec.sc.gov
Gosnell Mark Major DPS magosnell@scdps.gov
Grant Paul Major SLED pgrant@sled.sc.gov
Gray Elizabeth | DomesticViolence Survivor bethluvscolorado@gmail.com
Green Terrence tgreen@lexsc.com
Gresham Megan Attorney SC Attorney General's Office | mgresham@scag.gov
Harrington Kristi Judge Circuit Court Designee kharringtonj@sccourts.org
Hudson Laura Executive Director Crime Victims' Council laurahudson@sccvc.org
Keel Mark Chief SLED dhamilton@sled.sc.gov
Magill John Director SCDMH jhm03@scdmh.org
Martin Larry Chairman SC Senate Designee doristaylor@schouse.gov
Mitchell Robert SCDPPPS robert.mitchell@ppp.sc.gov
Murray Sylvia Interim-Director SCDJJ SLMURR@scdjj.net
Nye Stephanie S. C. Court Administration shye@sccourts.org

Police Chiefs' Asscoiation
O'Donald John Chief Designee chiefod@gmail.com
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Pope Tommy Representative SC House Designee tpope@elrodpope.com
Family Member of DV
Rainey Christian Victims christan.rainey@gmail.com
Chief Magistrate for
Reinhart Gary Judge Lexington County greinhart@lexco.com
Rodgers NikKki Lexington County nrodgers@lexco.gov
Comm. on Prosecution
Ross David Executive Director Coordination dross@cpc.sc.gov
Rutledge (PhD) Everard SC Mental Health Commissio] SC DMH Eor59@bellsouth.net
Schimsa Rebecca Governor's Office rebeccaschimsa@gov.sc.gov
Smithl Leroy Director DPS LeroySmith@SCDPS.GOV
Stirling* Bryan Director SCDC stirling.bryan@doc.sc.gov
Stone Duffy Solicitor 14th Judicial Circuit stonelaw@hargray.com
Swinler Jackie SCDSS jackie.swindler@dss.sc.gov
Taylor Angela Judge Family Court Designee ataylorj@sccourts.org
Thurmond Paul Senator SC Senate pthurmond @tktylawfirm.com
Timmons William Greenville County wtimmons@greenvillecounty.org
Supreme Court of South
Toal Jean Chief Justice Carolina mpinkney@sccourts.org
Walker Dan Director of Research DAODAS dwalker@daodas.sc.gov
Wilson Alan Attorney General SC Attorney General's Office | Lgibson@SCAG.gov

1 CoChair of the Law Enforcement and Training Working Group.
2 Chair ofthe Data Collection and Analysis Working Group.

3 Co-Chair of the Courts and Victim Services Working Group.

4 Chair of the Criminal Justice Division

Meetings:

The Criminal Justice Division has held two meetings thusfaFebruary 19 and March 19.
TheDivision has divided into fouworking Groups, by profession: 1) Data Collection and
Analysis, 2) Law Enforcement and Training, 3) Prosecutors, and 4) Courts and Victim Services.

Status of Working Groups

Data Collection and Analysis Working Group
CharlesBradberry, Chair
1 Definition of Domestic Violence:
- There are many definitions of domestic violence
- An official definition has not yet been adopted by the Division
1 Findings regarding Domestic Violence Data:

- The Working Group examined victimization ratscounty, usin@g
color-coded map, and concluded that the varying rates could not be
explained by socioeconomic factors and may be the result of victim to
offender relationship reporting issues.
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- Other potential explanations for data problems may b&hé&)enteringf
incident reports into local databases, 2) The transmission of the data from
| ocal agencies to SLED, or 3) The pr
use byDPS.

- While there are CDV Courts in a number of jurisdictions, there is no
centrallocation where data is kept, so we can see how well these programs
are working.

91 Proposal to address the data issue:

- Working Group trying to determine if the SCIBRS data being reported by
SLED is accurate in order to determine which counties have thtegte
incidence of domestic violence, as well as the lowest.

Law Enforcement Working Group
Leroy Smith and Brian Bennett, €hairs
91 Data Findings:
- Data is extremely limited making it difficult to determine what we do and do
not know about domestic violence.
1 Proposal to address the data issue:
- Conduct surveys with Sheriffs, Police Chiefs, State Law Enforcement and
911 Centers regarding: 1) PoliciesdaCDV protocol, 2) Training provided
to officers about CDV prosecution, 3) Crime scene response and-igtiow
through Victim Advocates, and 4) Current data collection and utilization
practices.
- Through Survey Monkey, electronic surveys will be sent@iaw
enforcement partners on 3/20/15 and completed by 4/6/15. The information
collected will be analyzed and utili z:
enforcement.

Prosecutors Working Group
Duffie Stone, Chair
9 Data Findings:
- The Workng Group is not confident in the current data available.
1 Proposal to address the data issue:
- Request that all Solicitors implement the use of an Evidence Checklist
from 4/1/15i 6/3/15 to determine current prosecutorial practices.
- Track the dispositionf CDV cases from 4/1/166/3/15. The
Prosecution Coordination Commission will compile this information.
- Research the cases involving the | as
for commonalities or patterns in these cases.

Courts and Victim Services Working Group
Gary Reinharand Sara Barbe€o-Chairs



9 Data Findings:

- Data is grossly insufficient and inconsistent.

- Working Group Identified the need for data to further develop/research
concerning: 1) Unifornty of Victim Notification Forms, 2) Uniformity of
procedures regarding the enforcement and use of bond in CDV cases, 3)
CDV courts and recidivism rates, 4) Use of diversion programs such as PTI
in CDV cases, 5) Use of Family Court Orders of Protection, 6) Batterer
Intervention reguements and outcomes, 7) Follays by Courts to provide
services to victims.

1 Proposal to address the data issue:
- Join with Prosecutors Working Group to address procedural questions
regarding the courts.
- Implement a detailed survey and interview d¥acate programs regarding
Batterer Intervention program requirements and outcomes.

Public Hearings

Public Hearings will be scheduled in the near future. Initially, the Division proposed to host
Public Hearings in three sites areas across the state: Charleston, @aunchreenville. As of
April 8, 2015 the list of host sites was revised to incl@eenwood, AikenandRock Hill.

Publishing of Minutes and Public Notices

The Governorodos Office has agreed to all ow the
notices on the Governordés Website.

South Carolina Domestic Violence Taslkorce
Criminal Justice Division Committee Meeting



VI.

February 19, 2015
1:30 p.m.i 3:30 p.m.
SC Sheriffsd Association

AGENDA

Roles and perspectives of committee members

Goals and objectives of committee

AfGoals and objectives ontheraspotise beictime asur abl
county by county and profession by profession. What resources are available to meet
the needs of domestic violence victims?o0

Definition of data, information collection and analysis process
Charles Bradhey, Director of Research and Statistics, SCDC

Domestic Violence Court
Molly Flynn, Assistant Solicitor, BJudicial Circuit

Comments/Discussion

Next Meeting



SOUTH CAROLINA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE TASK FORCE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION COMMITTEE MEETING
February 19, 2015
1:307 3:30 p.m.
SOUTH CAROLI NA SHERI FFS6 ASSOCI ATI ON

Jerry Adger Paul Grant Leroy Smith
Sara Barber Elizabeth Gray Bryan Stirling
Ginny Barr Meghan Gresham Duffy Stone
Brian Bennett Kristi Harrington Kathleen Streett
Charles Bradberry Dylan Hightower JackieSwindler
Jarrod Bruder Laura Hudson Angela Taylor
Felicia Dauway Debbie Long Paul Thurmond
Molly Flynn Robert Mitchell Bob Tuomey
Melissa Frank Goff Owens Dan Walker
Nick Gallam Gary Reinhart Craig Wheatley
Michael George Nikki Rodgers Heather Weiz
Stephanie Givens David Ross Catherine Wyse
Mark Gosnell Rebecca Schimsa

- - - Meeting Called to Order 1:39 p.m- -

I.  Roles and perspectives of committee members

T Are there people that should be participa
South Carolina Victim Advocate Associ at e,
Victim Assistance, Public Defender s, bat't

violence program.

1 Subcommittees to be formed: Law Enforcement, chaired by Duffy Stone, to include
solicitors, law enforcement, prosecutors; Data, chaired by Charles Bradbury;
Technology; Victim Treatment and Best Practices.

II.  Goals and objectives of the comradét

1 What are goals? The most important goal ishow, statistically, fewgoeople
getting killed by domestic partners. Victim participation is one area in which

prosecutors are frustrated. No participat

respone. Anyone thatods been involved in a
is to get a conviction and teh times the victim is not there

lll.  Definition of data, information collection and analysis process
Charles Bradberry, Director of Research and SiegisECDC

1 Grass roots answer and solutions of what we do, best practices, what works all over
the state. Individuals working in areas with these issues.

10



A

T We need a baseline to begin with. Il tos al

from the lower courts especially. How many incidents; how many convictions. No

grids to connect, especially when pled down.

We deal a lot with anecdotaln f or mati on and not specifics
what are successful outcomes and what do they have that are consistent? Some people
put in treatment programs as opposed to conviction. Conviction would also be

considered successful but puttigmeone in a program would be as well. What do

those crimes have in common? Whether it be a guilty plea or agreement to treatment,
what 6s consistent for that? When we takes
treatment, what is the recidivism rates wptople that conclude those programs two
years down the | ine? We dondét know whatao
any success and what programs work best? Everyone has a part in it and would give

us a baseline to start.

Get data from other statee e what 6 s wor ki ng. Reach out
see what they are doing elsewhere.

Conversation regarding what to measure. We may have to get a start date and an end

date and get a six month study. dld. need
What are judges doing once we get the conviction? Some judges may give a fine
while others send to jail or battererodos t

prison? The fine and the conviction enoug
the conviction. We need to see what judges are sentencing and follow up.

Prosecution committee can gather evidence. Where we would need help is backing up

to figure out recidivism raté two year study to get rates. PPP could assist.

Sentencing from summyacourt is available online. Whether they were reporting

back to the court, does the court follow up, outcomes of batterers. Look at successes
and see what works and have uniformity to
work.

Treatment and evaluati, there is a lot of divergence in how the program is carried

out . Reasonable strategy take an inventor
move on from there as to what the next step is. Two years evaluation studies would

lead to complex questionA.lot of data to be collected.

Question asked is there a way to measure police reports, what happens up to the time

the abuser is convicted. Call made on 1/27, police came out, blew her off, attacker

came back and bit off her nose. We need to start hpfabitice officers accountable,

making sure they are doing what they need to be doing. CDV is not being taken

seriously when making phone calls. The criminal justice academy teaches best

practices. Victim dynamics; behavioral science, psychology, phystattion of

evidence, copies of that along with best practices that we promote. To quantify what
officers are using best practices, objectively interviewing parties. Once officers leave

the academy or are not in training ability to influence them is.gQuestion was

asked about follow up training. Four hours of CDV training needed per year. Online
recertification training is available. Difference in demographics. Some parts of the

state will train four or five times a year on top of what the acadensysoff

Each CDV is different. If we can come up with a model that everyone can train from,

make different things and more things required. Prosecutor will tell officers in
training AThis is what | need. 0 What do w

11



From a law enforcement perspective we are asking to prosecute first degree CDV
cases, how do they have the same knowledge as a trained defense attorney? Can
never get enough training. Some kind of reporting system to follow up? Find out what
happened and hote correct. Some officers need remedial training. Come up with
some type of system where theredos a fol
Over the next 90 days have somebody do a review of police reports and which ones
led to arrest so we could follow from there. Tgteblem with that is law enforcement
strips off identifiers so we could not connect. The main problem is identifying the
victim and the data on the incident data. The police reports that are submitted to
SLED, local law enforcement strips off the idestii s . That 6s a maj or
how hard that would be to not have it stripped out.

A lot of cases that are attempted murders that are related but not part of that statute.
How to track those? Robbery, domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking and even
animals need to be included. Statistics committee may want to come up with a list
that are precursors to domestic violence or go along with domestic violence. In a

broader sense i f there is a relationshi
know why we have high incidents of domestic violence in certain counties and low
incidents in others. Data subcommittee

first step is to try to explain it.

Uniform CDV checklist needed? This case is gointitd, follow the checklist.

Criminal Justice Academy has a checkilist that is available. Talked about the idea of
building an app that an officer can use at the scene. A flow chart. Are drugs present?
Are there children present? The app may be able talelpfficer on the scene.

There is a way to articulate who changed the CDV to something else, have to hold
people accountable for the change. Could see a pattern with certain officers.
Children present, that ds wh adamerntihchildrens e e
are present? Yes. Law enforcement, if children are present, call social welfare system.
That is being taught at the academy. At some point in time, not at the scene, have a
follow up that people can go in and check the family out. Aaselworker comes in

to |l et the kids know that what they see
and DSS gets a hit. Unlawful conduct towards a child, officers can charge that if there
is a child present.

How do we get to the children that wassed it? They should be listed as victims in

the report. We have two CDV investigators and they will make referral. Is there a
measure that children were seen in a certain amount of time? Is there treatment
available for children that withness CDV? Margeacies have specialized training for

the children of the victims. Explore if there is some way to get into the school
systems and do awareness campaigiot more than once or twice a yeato

reinforce the idea that any kind of violence is wrongpifi gee violence, this is what

you should do. Another subcommittee is looking at that. Have to walk a fine line with

the victims and the children because if
report. Il td6s a quest i odforyelranovd kegidlatueen t r y
was addressed this past fall, just ©pl an

class on healthy relationships? Reach out to home school association and invite
people from other committees to come in and they camiptegat they are doing,
we can present what we are doing. Maybe make it the Chairs of each committee.

12
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All 9-1-1 centers should be able to pull domestic calls. Once officer gets on scene
they make the determinati okerthdtthidis pretty
domestic violence. Some statistical data may come from that. Lexington County has
training for dispatchers every year on CDV. Evetd+9 throughout the state is

different. Look at best practices for that and make recommendations.

Departnent of Corrections keeps recidivism rates. Does PPP and people that go

through the treatment program? Department of Corrections looks at what was

convicted. Track for three years. If they return we know those numbers. People that

have committed CDV,wecdanr ack but i toés a rather small
of offenders being supervised for CDV. When closed out, it could be tracked whether
they closed out or if they go back to prison. PPP needs to look at offenders as far as
what level we put them in high, mid or low. Do we have a specific category that we

put CDV offenders on? May add if it is CDV make it the highest level. We may want

to revisit to bring attention to CDV cases. How many offenders on probation are
committing CDV acts? Follow how tielid in two years, whether it be treatment or

prison. Track what works and what doesnot
who completed battererodés programs? |t cou
When looking at recidivism if an officer makes an arrest of CDV in onatyaand

they go to another county and do it again
happened in the other county if 1tds cl os
into NCIC. Court administration, an arrest hits their website the same day it occurs.
There i s no reason why that data candt be

search this person. As a judge, someone sitting in bond court would appreciate

knowing what happened two days ago in another jurisdiction. If a county is

submitting electronicifigerprints it should hit NCIC immediately. Victims advocate

will pull criminal history for the offender at bond hearings. Best practice to submit to

court.

Technology is available to be able to allow the officer to have access tdihadpe

to reviewon the way to the scene and not have secondhand information coming from
dispatch. It would be a manpower issue. Same thing with body cameras, to have the
ability to show a jury what the officers saw at the scene. Being able to put the victim
onacamerand say Atell me what happenedo woul
goal is to have prosecutors decide what is needed to pursue the case

Do we need to look at exceptions, such as excited utterance, to the hearsay rule?

Family Court does not have prosecutairdomestic violence. The woman that comes

to Family Court does not have a representative. The men get attorneys and the women
are there by themsel ves. Maybe the solic
represent people in Family Court so the exceptiodgearsay could be addressed.

Poor outcomes right now. Women are victims of domestic violence but they are not

able to bring it up. Some counties they do have a person that represents the women

but mostly they are there unrepresented and are disadvéntalgeence used to have

someone on staff that would go to Family Court proceedings with the victim. Was

helpful but not enough money to fund.

ACTI ON | TEM: Want to get everyone to wat
with the Bar and film one. Get sortranscripts of cases that were heard and use the
transcript to portray what is really being dealt with.

13



1 ACTION ITEM: Victims need to see a videotape on how to testify. Defense
attorneys show how to testify; victims should know how to testify as well.

Domestic Violence Court
Molly Flynn, Assistant Solicitor, BJudicial Circuit

1 From arrest to prosecution: Officer arrives and someone is arrested or suspect has
fled. Investigator looks into it and see what should be prosecuted. Officer schedules
CDV court date, every Wednesday morning at 8:00 in the City of Columbia, all bench
trials.

1 On CDV day advocates are there, officers are there on standard scheduled CVD
court. On bench trial, a defendant can decide to plead guilty, request jury trial, request
public defender and request a continuance if attorney was just hired. Not guilty,
bench trial that day. Judge asks for recommendation on sentence. Sentence to
treatment more so than jail or fine. Up until bench trial date there is no time to meet
with the vctim and the witnesses. Typically only a-dfly notice requirement.

§ Drop charge? For CDV*1there is a drop charge. Upper level CDV there is a drop
charge form. Always explain to victim tha
The matter wataken out of their hands because the police were called and someone
was arrested.

T I'f victim doesndédt come on first day and t
it, in City Court they can summon any party. There is not subpoena party or bench
warrant party. Normally ask for continuance to have another chance to get in touch
with victim. Defense would make a motion to dismiss for lack of prosecution.

General Sessions case, a subpoena can be issued, meaning you have to be in court on
this day. Lawenforcement has the power to go out and arrest. City of Columbia only
has a letter in the mail telling them to come to court. On CDV day they know there is
no threat iIif they dondédt come to court.

1 A 9-1-1 tape be used in place of the victim sometimes.|lta@iobjected to. There is

a lot of criteria that has to be met.

Anywhere from 8 to 25 cases every Wednesday.

Out of 100 cases, best case is 25% dismiss, 25% conviction, 25% plea down to simple

assault, 25% sent to treatment. Ten percent ask for jaty tf they ask for a public

defender there is almost always a jury trial. Have had a decent number go to treatment

and donét complete so they come back and

and battery third as CDV 1st. Depends on the cas¢hanghrty. If a victim is not

cooperative but defendant is in jail, he may plead guilty to CBVTypically, on

city cases a lot of people are pro se. They are not given legal advice. On a week by

week basis 1tbés very different.

No ongoing data entriyeing done. All paper files. Nothing computerized.

No mechanism in place from jurisdictional issue where an offender is sentenced to

batterer intervention and is sentenced again in another county. People are being sent

to batterer intervention overandv er agai n. Commi ttee to | oc

part of sentencing so it would be the courts.

1 Ginny Barr talked about new program with young offenders and CDV. In looking at
the report we have here, the highest percentage of offenders charged/veith D

= =4

= =
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VI.

between the ages of 28l. When we have an offender coming out of prison and has

had CDV charges, they are given instruction not to contact the victim. We will violate

parole if they do. They have come to understand violating any conditionsaalcriti

The other thing if we have a case where it appears there is CDV indicators present we
will send them to battererds program. We
contact his victim. Went to battereroés pr
|l ntensive Supervision so there is a watch
and contact the victim so they can call.

When law enforcement does show up, the victim wants to leave for various reasons.

Is that something that we should address avd $hould it be addressed? Maybe

training issue for officers to let them know where to go and what services are offered.
There is a |Iimited number of shelters ava
Assi stance Networ k t o isalydmporidrgtohaset el v ouch
Victimés Assistance come to the scene and
power of control as the offender. Plain clothes, not intimidating, a greater level of
cooperation. Victim states out of 13 reports only twice dider mention resources.
Someti mes Victimdés Assistance didnodt even
communication breakdown?

Comments/Discussion:

Magi strates dono6t | i ke to enforce No Cont
court together. Tis could be a training issue.
First offense CDV youbére |l ooking at | ocal

tracked through Department of Corrections. Difficulty getting that rate from the
county jails. Charles mentioned, again, identifiers énetstripped. Local issue, they

dondt want incident reports identifiable.
How is recidivism defined? All committees should look at it and come up with
standard response. Even if convicted they
center.

There is a bill in judiciary to address some issues. Presence of minors was included.
Authorize judge to proceed if victim not present.

Committees: Everyone should get on Law Enforcement; Judicial and Prosecution

together; Victim Treatment; Data comre#t Technology looking at that in every

aspect, not its own committee. Best Practices commitieryone to look at best

practices in their area. Chairs will come back together. Data, collect data that we

have. Candét col | etedtandiwhyandidistributestaeother chiaics. b e r €

Next Meeting

1 Next meeting will be based on when Chairs come back with report. Governor Haley

wants a comprehensive reporting, county by county.
- - - Meeting adjourned 3:28 p.m:- -
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South Carolina Domesic Violence Task Force
Criminal Justice Division Committee Meeting

March 19, 2015
1:30 p.m.i 3:30 p.m.
SC Sheriffsd Associati on

AGENDA

Opening Remarks
Bryan Stirling, Criminal Justice Division Director

Scheduling of Public Hearings
Stephanie Givens, SCDC Communications Director

Report from Data Information Collection and Analysis Working Group
Charles Bradberry, Chair
1 Definitions of Domestic Violence
1 Reporting Issues Regarding Domestic Violence
1 Findings Regarding the Da

Report from Law Enforcement Working Group
Leroy Smith and Brain Bennett, &ohairs
1 Data Issues Identified
1 Proposal to Address Issues
1 Direction of Working Group

Report from Prosecutors Working Group
Duffie Stone, Chair
1 Data Issues Identified
1 Proposal to Address Issues
1 Direction of Working Group

Courts and Victim Services Working Group
Gary Reinhart, Chair

1 Data Issues Identified
1 Proposal to Address Issues
9 Direction of Working Group

Group Discussion

FutureMeetings
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South Carolina Domestic Violence Task Force
Criminal Justice Division Committee Meeting
March 19, 2015
1:30 p.m.i 3:30 p.m.

South Carolina Sheriffs Association

IN ATTENDANCE:

Sara Barber Paul Grant Stephanie Nye Kathleen Streett
Ginny Barr Elizabeth Gray Goff Owens Jackie Swindler
Brian Bennett Terrence Green Tommy Pope Jennie Temple
Jarrod Bruder Kristi Harrington Gary Reinhart William Timmons
Larisa Bruner Laura Hudson David Ross Jean Toal

Ann Bullock Mark Keel Rebeca Schimsa Alan Wilson
Felicia Dauway Robert Mitchell Leroy Smith Carlie Woods
Stephanie Givens Sylvia Murray M. Stagg

Mark Gosnell Bridget Musteata Bryan Stirling

Opening Remarks
Bryan Stirling, Criminal Justice Division Director

It was de@ed to break the group down into several committees: Data Information
Collection and Analysis Working Group, chaired by Charles Bradberry; Law
Enforcement Working Group, chaired by Leroy Smith and Brian Bennett; Prosecutors
Working Group chaired by Duffi8tone; Courts and Victim Services Working Group,
chaired by Gary Reinhart.

Director Stirling will try to attend as many as possible. A lot of the information will come
out of these working groups. Some of the
The information may not be readily available, but we need to collect it.

Scheduling of Public Hearings
Stephanie Givens, SCDC Communications Director

One thing the Governor asked us to do was have public meetings. We are in the process
of scheduling our public hearings in Columbia, Greenville and Charleston. If anyone is
interested in participating we will invite everyone to be involved. If anyone &mdw

places that are large enough to hold everyone it would be helpful.

Report from Data Information Collection and Analysis Working Group
Charles Bradberry, Chair
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First meeting on March 4. Took minutes of the meeting which were sent out and
requestedeedback. Running dialogue with working group members so he keeps adding
to the minutes. Good feedback.

The main source of information regarding d
incident report data used to determine the extent of domestic violeSoatin Carolina.

This database of incident r ep-BaseadReportingc al | e
Systemo or SCIBRS. These reports are take

much of the basic information pertaining to the incident.

Violenceconsists of murder, negligent homicide, rape, forcible sodomy, sexual assault
with an object, forcible fondling, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault or
intimidation.

An incident was defined as domestic if one of four victim/offender relationstps w
present: marital (including spouses and comilamnsouses), family (involving family
relations by blood or marriage, other than spouses or coAamospouses), romantic
(boyfriend and girlfriend, both heterosexual and homosexual includibggxiendsand
ex-girlfriends) and exspouse (previously married).

Physical harm or injury to a spouse, a former spouse, persons who have a child in
common; or a male and female who are cohabitating or have formerly cohabitated.

CDV AND CDVHAN incidents are a $iset of all domestic violence incidents. In the
reports that DPS produces they use a proxy
habitation or child in common so they coll
total number of cases of n@stic violence out there.

Typical example of an incident report. Law enforcement gets a call. An officer goes to

the scene and the officer fills the form out if they consider a crime to have been

commi tted. Someti mes t hegrimehanbadn commitechaett i me s
should be filled out. Law enforcement is required to send to SLED, most send it

electronically. SLED only requires certain bits of information to be sent to them. What

they donét require i s indneorthe offander. WhattiByhe vi c
collect, which is very important, is victim to offender relationships. They have three

boxes there to capture that. You can have multiple type of relationships. They will
capture the weapon typét Yetdomdnesgetweadet
number so we know what agency itds coming
The narrative portion can be sketchy or very detailed, depending on how the officer

wants to fill it out. This is used by the Fusion Centee Fhsion Center uses the

narrative portion to get incidents across the state. If the car is described, the Fusion

Center looks to see if the automobile was used in another incident. Not very efficient.

The fact that these identifiers are not given meaosaitn 6t be | i nked to an
databases or other files out there. Unable to look at the escalation of events involving an
offender. To know whether an offender is committing a criminal domestic violence over

and over, these identifiers would alloito be seen.
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Sample incident report was dFDpl(ayedce.r i Reni
member) igndicated. Reading the narrative demonstrates a lot more is going on than

what was captured. When SLED gets the incident report it will sometimesiicked

back to Ieal law enforcement indicatingformation is missing. This indicates when

they are initially filling an incident report out, the prioritl o e s n 6t seem t o be
the relationships.

Other incomplete, inaccurate or unknoinformation involves the usd alcohol or
drugs; the samplecident report indicates the offender is a white male. Offender was
looked up i n CCH&Regairedast blazkneale.h e 0 s

The offender had one charge reduced to a different offensenanarest expunged. The
incidentisnot showing up as pending on the judic
showing up at allonthe  CCHR.

Question was asked: Why does that matter?
what 6 s g oeicougtiesaanknow what chunties have a more serious problem with
domestic violence and which counties have less. Until we get accurate statistics by

county we dondét know whatdés going on. I f vy
violenceyouwant o know whatoés going on. You see t6F
cases over and over again where |l aw enforc

mar ks on any of them so no arrests were ma
want to be able to flow the incident all the way through the judicial process. Arrest
made, plea bargain, how was it adjudicated, what type of sentence did they receive?

When we look at the data we see people that have been arrested, convicted and sentenced
forcriminaldone st i ¢ v i o F60mer gear andlthatdembed i@ @oing down. In

our database we canod6t determine relationsh
t hat we are seeing are probably a result o
know therelationship.

By the data, these are the statistics but
how the information is being recorded. 26.1% of homicides; 32.6% of sexual violence;

1.7% of robberies; 37.0% of aggravated assaults; 52.7% of simple assaultspB80.6%
intimidation and 42.6% of all the above offenses combined. We are reporting all of this
information based on incident reports of questionable validity. From those reports less
than 20% involved substance useumbér. havenot
That 6s what being reported on the incident
involve alcohol and/or drugs.

Greenwood has the highest incident of domestic violence in the state at 211.5 per 10,000.
Edgefield at 52.0 per 10,000 has beest. A county with the highest is contiguous to

the county that has the | owest and they ha
there. That doesndt make sense t'at7h2. data p
Look at the incidents aund Greenwood. Maybe Greenwood is more accurately

reporting relationships than these counties. Makes you want to dig into the data further to
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find out whatods really going on. Therebs G
and then tdher®Blat RS chuiatne a spread.

We looked at the trend at data from 2004 to 2012. Dillon County in 2010 ranked number

one in the state; in 2004 itranked40C hat sent u p a red flag ric¢
have that kind of change in that time period with@amething going on with the data.

Horry County was 7 in 2007 and 2%in 2012. Jasper County ranks™44 2012 and in

2006 it ranked #'in the state in terms of domestic violence per 10,000 population.

In our first meeting this is the type of tigis we are looking at with the data. We are
seeing strange things and are trying to fi

All of the incident reports are not being sent to SLED from local law enforcement. We
havendt seen an audi éportsteeived byShgb@ompasedtoh e i n
incident reports at the local level.

Incident reports are not accurately recording such items as relationship, alcohol/drug

invol vement. We think thatés going on to a
reportingthat information well. Domestic violence is in the forefront of law

enforcement s mind. Unl ess | aw enforcement
information and put it on the incident rep

incident reports & taken to the offices and keyed into their information system. There
could be a problem with keying. We donodot Kk

Transmission of data from local law enforcement to SLED could be a problem. Getting
an extract of that data could be a problem. Poitsgaihe way that could explain it.
DPS has been using the extracts from SLED

and there would be occasional probl ems in
anybody has an idea, send it forward. As | saidregalation requires law enforcement
to send these in but | havenét seen an aud

Identifiers on the IR is a main concern.

Not being able to look at the progression of these offenses or to link it with something

else. As an exapte of what a law enforcement officer might encounter or DSS might
encounter dealing with a report of abuse and neglect, a caseworker may go to the house

to investigate and they may see some drug
be? They seevaence of drug use in the home when they are investigating, should they
remove the child? What is the response of domestic violence reporting to a situation and
they see evidence of drug usage? We donodt
combhnation of a lot of things.

In terms of next steps, how would we know if local law enforcement is accurately
reporting relationships, drug use and other things on the incident report? We would have
to do interviews and surveys, probably anonymously, &p ¢hn talk freely about

recording these things. Agency by agency or county by county as to what they are doing
in the field. We are going to look at the raw data that was used to produce the DPS report.
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ltdéds not felt there idadawasupediotedmeaohpraoducing er ms
the report. We are just delving into the data to see where we can find explanations for
these things.

Question asked: Relationship to subject, does SLED provide a menu of choices? The
response was, yes, there are qaifew. Discussion was held about whether to suggest
adding additional codes togki up cehabiing.

Discussion also held regarding the software that local law enforcement is using. FEDs

require SLED to make a change and SLED has to pass it down téalwcahforcement.

How long it takes and the cost involved. Vendors charge a lot of money to change

software to capture what is needed. SLED proposed do away with vendors and use one
universal software package. It is unclear how far that went. It was sométiait was

thought about. It was a cumbersome process to change all the software in the local
agenci es. I f there was one vendor it woul d

There is no knowledge of the working conditions or the timeline from the law

enforcemen end as far as being able to put AOF«
capturing the data that we need to analyze later versus the guy that has to do it. SLED

gets initial and supplemental reports. There may be one thing that is responded to initially

and further into the investigation there is something else.

A comment was made regarding making the systems talk to each other. Issues have all
fallen apart due to vendor issues and making the vendor give up their information.
Software is proprietary. idector Stirling stated it sounds like a glaring issue with the
vendors and uniformity.

RMS is available in South Carolifiar the inputting of data. Information is entered into

the computer and boxes are clicked on. In a small agency the reports are going straight to
SLED and someone checks them. It is not felt that information is being keyed wrong.
Doesndt s e euidbdamajer probtem.tWhat is the officer doing when filling

this out and recording relationships? What emphasis is being placed on the officer in
identifying these relationships and coding them correctly on the incident report? How
accurateisthecole ' f ANooO i s indicated regarding t|
drugs the officer has done whatodos required
Comment was made that the only option is to go by the officer that is on the scene. We

have to tust what is given to us.

Mr. Bradberry stated if we accept that the data is correct, then we can move forward. We
believe these statistics. Law enforcement is telling us they are right. Greenwood is having

the highest incidents and Edgefield hastheelavt . What 6 s going on in
Then we go into the counties to see what is going on. There was a project called the
AiOrangebur g Pjudipl eircuit.hey had a varghigh incident of violent

crime. They got a federal grant, didod 6f public announcement and also Jean Toal sent

a retired judge down there to handle violent crime cases in Orangeburg County. The grant
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ran out and the judge changed. It was very effective for that grant period. They did deal
with the violent crime. Itvent way down that year.

There is a difference between accuracy and completeness. It may be an accurate code and

it will be accepted. There are five boxes that can be accepted, but if only one is checked
itds not ki cked bac kendsAmswhithavendoaisbeihghatkedwoe nd o r
If maintenance is up to date they will make updates. SLED has a good working

relationship with vendors that send RMS information. There will be a check to see what

cost is involved to make changes.

Director Stiring asked if there are any audits done by someone outside of the agency to
see if it was done properly. Mr. Bradberry said he made the request of SLED. It was
reported that FBI comes in every three years. They get more detailed. They grab reports,
looka the incident and the codes that they
correctly. SLED is not as detailed. SLED basically asks if officers are trained on the code
and are they submitting the code.

Report from Law Enforcement Working Group
Leroy Smith and Brian Bennett, @0hairs

Phase 1 is data collection. Minutes were disbursed to subcommittees. Agencies were
given an opportunity to come in on the data that they could provide. All agencies have
data. The concern is that data is very limiteds &lready known that you can query the
rel ati onshi p the ghidéen cdomumbn occhabiing. Ageacl information

that is gathered is specific to the needs of the agency. They may not code it the same way
or identify the relationship betwedime offender and the victim. Those are concerns that
were noted. Another vehicle was looked for to gather data. Surveys will be sent to all law
enforcement in the state; state and local government. A picture is wanted county by
county. Electronic surveysere sent out utilizing Survey Monkey looking at policy,

training, scene response and collectiofi-B centers in the state will be sent that survey

as well.

We want to use that information. We partner with the Sheriffs Association to disseminate
that.We partner with the South Carolina police chief and also push it out to state law
enforcement to get a picture of what is happening around the state with respect to law
enforcement. Based on the information received from the survey as well as information
received, information will be taken and put together and from that will come a good
vehicle as to what is happening in order to develop a best policies checklist. The only
problem is limited information regarding data.

Brian Bennett had additional comntenThe goal is to see what kind of consistency there

is. Some agencies have policies; some agencies have a checklist. Going back to the issue
of best practices, what is being used? Go back to recognition, documentation. Just the
basics of CDV. When we gebnsistency of response we get consistency of information.

Mr. Bennett stated he was excited about the electronic format to quantify and synthesize
data into useable format. Agencies were given a two week turnaround.
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Mr. Smith stated we still have anethhurdle to cover to get cooperation from the
|l eaders. We can put the information out th
best practices.

Question was asked about who fills out the surveys. Who would be the best person? It
would be leftup to the leadership of the agency. It lays out the groundwork. Has the
agency addressed those issues? Maybe that
laying out protocol.

There are data collection issslegh trying
Something is needed in order to say, AThi

Director Stirling asked if they think people will fill this out. Not likely to get 100%
participation but have a backup plan to give incentive to complete the survey.

Report from Prosecutors Working Group
Duffie Stone, Chair

David Ross was representing Duffie Stone. Passed out checklist and survey.
Subcommittee met on 3/10. Charles Bradberry was there and gave update similar to what
he did today. Talked about what kind of data we have among the prosecutors and
solicitors offce. The data that we have is not helpful. Two types to collect on the county
and municipal level: What kind of court is operational and how are the cases being
prosecuted? We want to get our folks to identify in Oconee County who is prosecuting
CDV. At the municipal level also who is prosecuting? Are law enforcement prosecuting?
There may be a magistrate or solicitords c
all of the cases or some of the cases? Who is doing it and how? City of Columbia has a
prosecutor. Same thing going down to the court, is transfer court being used for guilty
pleas or trials? Is there a specialized CDV court? What specific issues need to be
identified that law enforcement and prosecutors are running up against? Can aaubpoe
be issued for in county or out of county witnesses? What kind of things need to be
changed?

We wonot get all 200+ courts to do this bu
identify what kind of evidence they are getting on the case. What was tige eimal

what kind of evidence do they have and what was the disposition? What stands out as far

as being successful in prosecution? Only effective if they are doing it on all of their

cases, 4/1 through 6/30. Possibly get with the magistrate and halerkhef courts fill

it out. We may need to get clerk of court to fill it out because they are the only ones to see

all of them. I f you have a muni court tha
get a picture. Survey request is going to thefaheygistrate. Have to remember no one is
going to check the boxes and admit no, | d

area would give you a better picture of wh
want to identify is who is doing the prasgion? The plan now is all of this come to the
commission, sort the data and gather it in over a #hn@ath period. Feels solicitors will
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VI.

do it but getting to the courts and getting a city attorney to do it may be harder. City court

judges and magistrate don 6t respond, maybe

a

|l etter for

them a little nudge. Stirling stated Chief Justice is very interested in this issue. There is a

discussion about a website and that it will list who responded.

Courts and Victim Servas Working Group
Gary Reinhart and Sara Barber,-Chairs

Subcommittee looked into victim notification, disposition and follow up with batterer
intervention problem. Things differ throughout the counties and agencies. In a later

phase a suggestion would made of uniformity.

Suggestions were made to record what type of and amount of bonds were set. When you
talk about conditions of bond, whether it be a no contact order, requiring law enforcement
escort to return to the home, electronic monitoring, hoswou going to enforce it?

It was also suggested that we find data regarding whether the victims are being notified

of the bond hearing and the percentage that actually attend.

Disposition of casesThe data that we wanted to look for at that siagew many
specialized or domestic violence courts are being utilized. We want to know who is

president of those boards.
RecidivismratesWe woul d | i ke t hat dat a

Are diversion programs being used? Setting asidemts e nc e f
is not expunged. SLED keeps the database.

or

but donot k

batterero

Are people being allowed to go into more than one diversion program in another county?
There is no way for municipal and magistrate courts to talk back and forth. It wes stat
once an offender is accepted into pretrial intervention there is a check against the
database to see if applied before. Are offenders going to multiple divergent programs?

In Family Court the orders of protection were looked at and the data they wanted to know

is what percentage of orders are being granted in relation to those filed? Of those, were
parties represented by counsel? Director Stirling stated the reason tisat wgmrtant

is the accused would hire an attorney and

form. Protective order then is not granted.

There was a lot of discussion regarding ways to improve on the system in place that

di dndot c e hettienrof data. On theebatterer intervention program: how many
times can one defendant attend? Alternate diversions of PTI. Are they following the same
guidelines? Full 28 weeks or just portion as part of PTI? Commented in one of the
subcommittees theris an extensive survey going out as to how it is set up and what the
reporting practices are. Is there a follow up with the court to see what sentences are

24



complete? Thatds the data that we are | ook
committeeare going to bring it back.

Director Stirling stated there is a quest:
and what is not. Anyone from the victimobs
very, very extensive survey on the services offefée.can do that survey there and

bring that information back to this committee. Also the same with the batterer

intervention program. We are going to have to look at a very big picture rather than

straight offense rate.

There was a mention of a victimtifecation form. Seeing a lot of controversy when we

are out there with the victim. They assum
prosecuteo that their case is over with. T
the officekéd: QWbaygtaoer we giving them tha
victim has the right to a voice, but itds

form thatoés al ways used. At the solicitor
but it&sreti odh. 0 The point is the victim a
especially i f the offender is nearby. She
form. Mr . Bennett stated he has people cal
havet hat f or m. Itds statewide, but not the s

checked the box and it may not be prosecuted. Director Stirling suggested that may go to
best practices.

One question asked at | eaesnt melddk ghoXi.Tdh elr
in the legislation? Answer was yes.

If there is a child present does someone spend time with the children? Children are listed
as victims. I f there is an assault, itds r

There is an issue with consistency as totiwiechildren should be listed on the report.
Someti mes children are not | isted because
proceedings. The courts have said they are not going to pull a child out of school to go to
court. If you want to stop the cycley need to make sure the services are there. You

dondédt want to drag them into it but they n
be a service to go talk to the children.

How can they be a victim if child is not present? Maybe they are notia étthat time

but someone needs to ask, AHave you seen t
the incident in question but they may have seen it at other times. Consider adding a
sentence: AWere children pr eceisadded.dVouldCan t h

that be law enforcement or what committee? While they are there at the scene that
someone has the opportunity to speak to the child. There are underlying issues. When
someone actually speaks to the child there is a lot to be told. LinrcEment and

Victims committee may want to look at that. Are they a victim or does DSS need to know
that that happened? Bear in mind that failure to protect may be a consequence. If
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VILI.

children are present it may be an aggravating factor so law enforcehoeid enter the
child as victims. Could it be mandated?

Does every agency in South Carolina have a
agency is designated X amount of funds. How they utilize the funds is a different

guestion. Some use it efficiiyn Others use it as police clerk. Is this something that

needs to be looked at further? Money comes from ACT 141 that is collected from the

county. All law enforcement is supposed to have them. Some are using contracted

individuals. Some areusingdispah as a victi més advocate. S
someone doing half | aw enforcement and hal
and found money has been misused. We have found that money has been

misappropriated. No good way to enforce that. Havedastade auditor to do audits,

have given money to be done. Since in data
ask, ACan you tel!]l me about your victimds
have an audit team t hayvocatesthefe are @angt how mamy ma ny
hours. You have to list it day by day. That would be for the report. There is a transition
phase after that. Your case with a victim
victims donét knowtitmésradvgbases Same wert
are not. Be interesting to know. Is that something to be added to what is going out to law
enforcement? That would be an interesting presentation to study data that is collected.
Greenwood may haveanedced nt vi cti més advocate and t ha
high.

Discussion

Director Stirling handed out goals and ob]j
thoroughly. One of the things that is being considered is having a website. Not sure who
is gang to host it. Information will be uploaded.

Director Stirling expressed his appreciation for the time and dedication of all chairs and
subcommittees. Will touch base with chairs to set next meeting and when a public
meeting will b ean dtenipttto sahgdaile things Whieneeveeydne can be
here but at times it candét be done. Direct
their absence.

(Meeting concluded at 3:16 p.m.)
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Data Collecton and Analysis Working Group

Working Group Members:

Keisha Adams, DHEC

Tia Anderson, USC

Ginny Barr, SCDC

Sarah Crawford, Revenue and Fiscal Affairs (RFA)

Mark Crenshaw, Senior Applications ManagEne Judicial Department, Division Gfourt
Administration

Dana DeHart, Assistant Dean for Research, College of Social Work, USC

Michael George, State Alcohol Enforcement Team Liai@mpartment of Alcohol and Other
Drug Abuse ServiceDAODAS/PIRE

Stephanie Gives,Public Information DirectorSCDC

Owens GoffProgram ManageDHEC

Laura Hudson, S. C. Crime Victims Council (SCCVC)

Radha Jeyaratngrtatistician 11, SCDC

Kenneth L.Long, Jr., Statisticiarll, Office of Highway Safety and Justice Programs,
Department of Public SafetpP9

Dan Walker Director of Research, Department of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse Services
Christi Metcalfe, USC

Patsy Myers, DHEC

Alex PerezCaballero SCIBRS Program Coordinat@.ED

Amelia Shiver, DHEC

MarcharStagg, Senior Research and Evaluation Analyst, Deparwh@&mbbation, Parole, and
Pardon Services

Dana Wilkes Special Agent Assigned to SCIBRSLED

Rebecca Schimsa, Governoro6s Office

Craig WheatleyDirector of Research and Statistics, Department of Juvenile Justice
Amanda WozniakWoodruff, SCCADVASA*

*South Carolina Coalition Against Domestic Violeraoed Sexual Assault (SCCADVASA)

Chair: Charles Bradberry, Director of Research and Statistics, South Carolina Department of
Corrections

Meetings:

The Data Collection and Analysis Working Group has met tiviae March 4 and on March 26,

both of which | asted about two hours and took
Copies of the meeting agendas and minutes are contained in AppeBditveen these meeting

dates, a great deal of activity occurred among Working Group members. Meeting agendas and
minutes are attached with the minutes documenting much of the activity occurring between

meeting dates.

Summary of Discussions:

The Workirg Group began with a discussion regarding the definition of domestic violence. In
the broadest sense, domestic violence may be defined as a pattern of abusive behavior in any
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relationship that is used by one person to gain or maintain control over gnertb@n. There
are, however, other definitions of domestic violence that are being used by various groups.

For many years, the Department of Public Safe
Rule of Thumb: A Five Year Overview of DomestioMi e nce i n South Carolin
reports, and others, can be found on DPS6 web

http://www.scdps.gov/ohsjp/stats/DomesticViolence/index CDVinSC.html

FortheRule@f Thumb reports, DPS analyzed data from
(SLED) South Carolina InciderBased Reporting System (SCIBRS). Incident reports are

completed by law enforcement officers when a crime is reported to them. (Approximately 260

law enforcement agencies report into this system.) These incident reports record the relationship
between the victim and the offender and are the only statewide crime reports that record the
relationship between the victim and the offender. (An exanfme ecident report is contained

in Appendix Il.)

The definition of domestic violence that 1is u
domestic violence consists of murder, negligent homicide, rape, forcible sodomy, sexual assault

with an object, fecible fondling, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault or intimidation

where the victim was or had been married to the offender, where the victim was related by blood

or marriage to the offender or where the victim was or had been romanticallyedweith the

offender. Specifically, these relationships are: Spouse; Parenp/@tem; Sibling/Stesibling;
Child/Stepchild; Grandparent; Grandchild;-law; Other family member; Boyfriend/Girlfriend;

Child of boyfriend/girlfriend; Homosexual relatiship; and Exspouse.Relationships that are

NOT included and are not collected on the Incident Reports are situations where the offender and
victim had a child in common, nor does it identify situations where the victim and offender were
currently cohatting or had previously cohabitated. These last two relationship types, if they

were collected would identify those incidents that would be covered by the Criminal Domestic
Violence (CDV) statutes in South Cadinglina. (A
criminal domestic violence is contained in Appendix Ill.) Because the existing incident report

forms do not capture the data elements needed to idahtdgses of CDV, as defined by
statute, the fAThe Rul e of imadedhabuéberaf @)ycasds. us es
(Note: it may actually be a fairly easy process to add these relationship codes (two digit codes)

to the existing relationship code list that SCIBRS uses. This would eliminate the need to use a
proxy to estimate the numbefincidents of CDV and CDVHAN, i.e., Criminal Domestic

Violence of a High and Aggravated Nature.)

The typical process for completing an incident report is this: A local law enforcement officer is

called to the scene of a crime. An incident report mpleted by hand at the scene. At the end

of the officerds shift, s/ he returns to the s
- all of the information ontherepotsi nt o t he agency6s management
Periodically seletive elements from these electronic records are forwarded to SLED. SLED

requires certain elements from the incident report be sent to them electronically. They do NOT
require (or accept) such elements as the identities of the victim(s), suspected (=fetiue
complainant(s), or addresses. Elements that are received by SLED are the incident type, the ORI
number, the Case Number, the victim/offender relationship codes, the premise type, the weapon
type, indications of alcohol or drug involvement, date2 of offense, date/time of arrest, and
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others. SLED provided a list of their required data elements. This list of required SCIBRS data
elements is contained in Appendix IV.

Since there are no identifiers on these reports at SLED, these recordsbmhnked to any

other databases, such as to the Computerized Criminal History Records (CCHR) database, or to
SCDC inmate data or to PPP&6s probation and pa
identifiers, it is mhtarpgos gihlalte sth@mwsondt ramctar
of the incident and follow that arrest through the entire criminal justice system, including final
disposition and on to jail/prison and community supervision. Also, it is not possible, from
SCIBRSdatat o determine if the offenderodés | evel of
victim was listed on more than one incident or that the suspect/offender was involved in multiple
incidents over a period of years. In other words, there is a greaifdedliable information that

is lost by not having identifiers in the SCIBRS database. The same applies to addresses, to a

lesser extent.

Because there are no identifiers on the SCIBRS data, it is not possible to determine from this
database howthesec i dent s were processed. We dondt kn
referred to PrdTrial Intervention (PTI); how many are being dismissed; how many are being

pled to a different charge; how many offenders receive jail or prison time; how many are

divertedtat r eat ment (Batterersd Program); how many
recidivate, etc.

DPS6 report, AThe Rule of Thumbé, 60 shows coun
2012, the most recent data available, that defy explanation and mtaygbet esul t of fAr ey
i ssues, 0 rather than actual differences among

shows a victimization rate of 211.5 incidents per 10,000 population and a rank of 1, while
Edgefield County, a county which borders Greenw@odnty, shows a rate of 52 and has a rank
of 46 (lowest in the state). Richland County has a rate of 71.2 and ranks 41. These different
rates cannot be explained by seemnomic differences among these counties. (Note: there
may be an explanationtreer than reporting problems, but we do not know what that explanation
is, and the Rule of Thumb report makes a point of stating that the author cannot explain these
differences either.) Appendix V provides two different graphical representations @itéhe d

The first graph is a colezoded map of South Carolina indicating the victimization rates per
10,000 population for each county. The second graph is a bar graph that shows the wide
disparity between Greenwood and Edgefield counties even thoughwlteseunties are

contiguous and are similar demographically and secmomically. Similarities between the

two counties are: the 2012 per capita personal income for Greenwood County was $32,398; for
Edgefield County, it was $35,098. The racial breakufov Greenwood County is 65.3%

White, 32% Black, and 2.7% Other; for Edgefield County, the racial breakdown is 61.1% White,
36.8% Black, and 2.1% Other.

The Working Group examined trends in the victimization rates, by county, from 2004 through

2012, and ound sever al things that seemed suspect.
victimization rate ranked 4%of the 46 counties in 2012. In 2004, 2005, and 2006, it rarfRed 2
al |l three years. Di |itoctd overahis timeydrisd. Graenveodr a n k e d

Countybds rate was fairly consistent during th
statistics. Appendix VI also shows 1999 victimizations rates for each county. These 1999
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statistics were cited in the Nevmb e r |, 2000 report entitled, A Gov
Vi ol ence Report. o

Also, the 2012 domestic violence data shown in the Rule of Thumb report indicates that less than
20 percent of domestic violence incidents involved drugs or alcohol (g lggbow). This
seemed implausible to the Working Group.

Offender and Victim Substance Use
in Domestic Violence
2008 - 2012

Victim Substance
Use

Substance Use by
Both

6.8%

Offender
Substance Use

No Substance Use 80.1%

The Working Group also examined data, contained in Appendix VII, which shows, for each
county, the number and rate per 10,000 population of intimate partner protection orders issued,
county mpulation figures, crime rates, as well as the number and rates of hospitalizations and
hospital discharges for injuries inflicted by other persons. These data showed unusual
comparisons.

Conclusions:

The consensus of the Working Group was that the S3TIBRS data, as reported in the Rule of
Thumb report, should not be trusted without further examination.
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There are several points in the process whereby the data are collected and analyzed and the Rule
of Thumb publication is produced, whichcouldhavat r oduced fAerrorso in t
These points are described below:

1 The local law enforcement officer does not collect, or incorrectly collects, the necessary
data elements while at the scene of the incident and does not write that information
correctly onto the incident report.

1 The information from the initial, handwritten incident report is incorrectly entered into
the local law enforcement database.

T The | ocal | aw enforcementds software incor
system.

1 Correct information, as it is reported on the Incident Report, is stored in the local
dat abase, but the | ocal | aw enforcement 6s
incorrect data to SLED.

1 SLED produces an incorrect extract of the information for RP&e in producing its
report.

f The data is incorrectly analyzed, or corre
of Thumb report is published.

1 Training and eforcement practicemay vary significantly from county to county and this
may lead to reprting differences and/or incorrect reporting.

1 Any and all of the above.

It should be noted that, although SLED does conduct some audits ofalvaahiorcement
agenciesthey do not audit the accuracy of the incident reports on variables such at the
victim/offender relationship or on the involvement of alcohol or drugs in these incidents.

Next Steps:

In order to determine how much emphasis local law enforcement agencies place on domestic
violence incidents, a proposal was made in our Working Group te\sthiese agencies

regarding their policies and procedures as they relate to domestic violence. The Law
Enforcement Working Group came to the same conclusion and they are in the process of
completing such a survey. Our Working Group will examine theseguesults and try and
determine if that may help explain the data more completely.

Also, a request has been made to SLED to determine if the incident report narratives, which are
sent to the Fusion Center, can be linked to the SCIBRS data and thelegrito the Working

Group for their review. It may be that the narratives indicate a domestic violence incident that
was not indicated in the relationship segment of the incident report.

If it is not possible to obtain these narratives linked to thdBBRS data, then it may be necessary
to survey first responder law enforcement officers to determine how much emphasis they place
on accurately recording the relationship variable.
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APPENDIX |

MEETING AGENDAS AND MINUTES
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V1.

VILI.

South Carolina Domestic Violence Task Force
Criminal Justice Division
Data Collection and Analysis SubCommittee

March 4, 2015
1:30 p.m.i 3:30 p.m.

SC Sheriffsd Associ

Roles and perspectives of sabmmittee members

Defining Domesticd/iolence

Discussion of SCIBRS data and different rates among the counties
Data from other agencies and organizations

What data do we need to understand domestic violence?

How do we obtain the data we need to understand the problem?

Comments/DiscussidRecommendations for moving forward
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SOUTH CAROLINA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE TASK FORCE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION COMMITTEE MEETING
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS WORKING GROUP
March 4, 2015
1:307 3:30 p.m.
SOUTH CAROLI NA ASSERATONS 6
- - - Meeting Called to Order at 1:30 p.m- -

Members in Attendance:

Michael GeorgeDAODAS/PIRE Larry Long, DPS

Charles Bradberry, SCDC Dan Walker, DAODAS

Owens Goff, DHEC Ginny Barr, SCDC

Patsy Myers, DHEC Mark Crenshaw, Court Admin.

Keisha Adams, DHEC Laura Hudson, S. C. Crime Victims Council (SCCVC)
Alex-Perez Caballero, SLED Sarah Crawford, Revenue and Fiscal Affairs (RFA)

Dana Wilkes, SLED Marchar Stagg, PPP

Christi Metcalfe, USC Dana Dekhrt, USC

Bryan Stirling, SCDC Rebecca Schimsa, Governoro6s
Radha Jeyaratnam, SCDC Tia Anderson, USC

Craig Wheatley, DJJ
Amanda WozniakWoodruff, SCCADVASA*
*South Carolina Coalition Against Domestic Violeraoed Sexual Assault (SCCADVASA)

Summary of Meeting:

Members introduced themselves and described their current and previous work experiences.

The first item that was discussedwaswh at i s meant by(N@ethssti c Vio
group was asked to think about how domestic violence should inedgbut no definition was
adopted at this meeting. The issue will be discussed at a future meeting.)

There are many different definitions of domestic violence. The CDV statutes in South Carolina
(Sections 1&5-10, 1625-20, and 1625-65) define it aso cause or attempt to cause physical

harm or injury to a spouse, a former spouse, persons who have a child in common, or a male and
female who are cohabiting or formerly have cohabited.

Below is how the U. S. Department of Justice defines domestic leioce:
Definition of Domestic Violence
According to the Unit e dffi®tomMiokesce Ayainstar t me n t
Women the definition of domestic violence is a pattern of abusive behavary
relationship that is used by one partner to gain or maintain control over another intimate
partner. Many forms of abuse are included in the definition of domestic violence:

T Physical abusean include hitting, biting, slapping, battering, shoving, punching,
pulling hair, burning, cutting, pinching, etc. (any type of violent behavior inflicted
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on the victim). Physical abuse also includes denying someone medical treatment
and forcing drug/alghol use on someone.

1 Sexual abuseccurs when the abuser coerces or attempts to coerce the victim into
having sexual contact or sexual behavior without the victims consent. This often
takes the form of marital rape, attacking sexual body parts, physibahee that
is followed by forcing sex, sexually demeaning the victim, or even telling sexual
jokes at the victimbOs expense.

T Emotionalabuse nvol ves invalidating or-wodttef | at i n
and/or selfesteem. Emotional abuse often tattessform of constant criticism,
namec al | i ng, injuring the victimbés relati

interfering with the victims abilities.

1 Economic abustakes place when the abuser makes or tries to make the victim
financially reliant. Economiclausers often seek to maintain total control over
financi al resources, withhold the viecti
from going to school or work.

T Psychological abus@volves the abuser invoking fear through intimidation;
threateningtoplgyi cal |y hurt himsel f/ herself, th
family or friends, or the pets; destruction of property; injuring the pets; isolating
the victim from loved ones; and prohibiting the victim from going to school or
work.

T Threatsto hit, injure, or use a weapon are a form of psychological abuse.

T Stalkingcan include following the victim, spying, watching, harassing, showing
up at the victims home or work, sending gifts, collecting information, making
phone calls, leaving written messages,ppearing at a person's home or
workplace. These acts individually are typically legal, but any of these behaviors
done continuously results in stalking crime.

1 Cyberstalkingefers to online action or repeated emailing that inflicts substantial
emotional dstress in the recipient.

Who Can be Victims of Domestic Violence

The definition of domestic violence goes on to say that victims can include anyone,
regardless of socioeconomic background, education level, race, age, sexual orientation,
religion, or gendr. Domestic violence used to be referred to as wife abuse. However, this
term was abandoned when the definition of domestic violence changed to recognize that
wives are not the only ones who can fall victim to domestic violence. The definition of
domesticviolence now recognizes that victims can be:

Spouses
Sexual/Dating/Intimate partners
Family members

Children

Cohabitants

=A =4 =4 -4 A

Many people think that a victim of domestic violence can only obtain a protective order
against his or her spouse. This is actualtyysh. Most states allow victims of abusive
cohabitant lovers to obtain protective orders (also referred to as temporary restraining
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orders or emergency protective orders). Some states allow victims of abusive adult
relatives, roommates, or even noohabigating partners to obtain protective orders. The

laws in each state are different. As recognition for the need for protection grows in each
state, the law evolves to reflect it, so be sure to check the most updated laws in your state.
Dating Violence

Dating violence is another form of domestic violence. The Violence Against Women Act
defines dating violence according to the relationship between the abuser and victim.
Dating violence is committed by a person in a social, romantic, or intimate relationship
with the victim. The existence of such relationship is determined using the following
factors:

T The length of the relationship
T The type of relationship
1 The partners frequency of interaction

- See more atttp://family.findlaw.com/domestiwiolence/whatis-domestie
violence.html#sthash.gONgN8up.dpuf

There was a di scus s i dmwidentBased R&E®ds Systé&no (8EIBRS)Car o |
Incident reports are completed by law enforcement officers when a crime is reported to them.
(Approximately 280 law enforcement agencies report into this system.) These incident reports
record the relationshipelween the victim and the offender and, as far as anyone knows, these
reports are the only ones within the criminal justice system that, on a statewide basis, records the
relationship between the victim and the offender. The Department of Public S&#&y ({Bed
these reports to create its publication ent.i
Domestic Violence in South Carolina, 2008 01 2 . 0 This report can be

Once the law enforcement officer fills out the IncidReport, it is entered into the local law
enforcement database. Periodically (not sure how frequently) selective elements from these
electronic records are forwarded to SLED. Among the elements NOT forwarded to SLED are

the identities of the victim(sguspected offender(s), and the complainant(s). Since there are no
identifiers on these reports at SLED, these records cannot be linked to any other databases, such
as to the Computerized Criminal History Records (CCHR) database, or to SCDC inmate data or

t o

PPP6s probation and parole databases. Al

possible to determine if the level of violence is escalating over time, that the victim has more
than one incident or that the suspect or suspects were involuadtiple incidences over a
period of years.

During the meeting, SLED officials explained that law enforcement agencies voluntarily submit
these electronic incident reports to SLED and that SLED does not know if all, or what
percentage, of incidentperts are being forwarded to them. SLED has never audited local law
enforcement incident reports to determine if they are being forwarded to SLED; however, they
plan to start auditing some of these records in the near future. SLED does some audiiéing of t
electronic records it receives. If key pieces of information is missing or obviously wrong, the
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record is returned to the local agency and they are asked to correct the informaticaudmdire
it to SLED.

Because the SCIBRS data has never beenealdiid because law enforcement is not required to
submit the incident reports to SLED (submission is voluntary), the group concluded that the
strange and inexplicable county domestic violence victimization rates was probable due to
reporting issues, rath#éran actual differences among the counties. As examples, Greenwood
County shows a victimization rate of 211.5 and a rank of 1, while Edgefield County shows a rate
of 52 and has a rank of 46 (lowest in the state). Richland County has a rate of 7arikard.r
These different rates cannot be explained by secamomic differences among these counties.
(Note: there may be an explanation, other than reporting problems, but we do not know what
that explanation is, and the DPS report cannot explaithére

At the local law enforcement level, there are 20 or more companies or vendors that provide
software services to the agencies. Making a change to the system, e.g., incident reports,
uploading data, data entry screens, etc., requires these agenuay the vendors to make the
changes in the software. This could be a very costly proposition, depending on how extensive
those changes are. At one time, SLED proposed replacing all of these separate software
packages with one universal software, Buer this proposal never came to fruition.

The DPS report (Rule of Thumbé) that wuses the
South Carolina defines domestic violence as: Domestic violence consists of murder, negligent
homicide, rape, forcibleodomy, sexual assault with an object, forcible fondling, robbery,
aggravated assault, simple assault or intimidation where the victim was or had been married to
the offender, where the victim was related by blood or marriage to the offender or where the
victim was or had been romantically involved with the offender. Specifically, these relationships
are: Spouse; Parent/Stparent; Sibling/Stegibling; Child/Stegchild; Grandparent;

Grandchild; Inlaw; Other family member; Boyfriend/Girlfriend; Child bbyfriend/girlfriend;
Homosexual relationship; and Bpouse.Relationships that are NOT included and are not
collected on the Incident Reports are situations where the offender and victim had a child in
common, nor does it identify situations wherefatim and offender were currently cohabiting

or had previously cohabitated. These last two relationship types, if they were collected would
help us identify those incidents that would be covered by the CDV statutes in South Carolina.
(Note: it may actally be a fairly easy process to add these relationship codes (two digit codes)
to the existing relationship code list that SCIBRS uses. This should be explored.)

Also, the FBI reporting of domestic violence using NIBRS data includes Kidnapping/Abduction
while the DPS report does not. NIBRS is the national database of incident reports. SLED strips
off some data elements from the SCIBRS and sends that information to the Feds.

The only type of CDV cases thatelclanasei n dRMRA <
database, are those cases where the offender has been convicted of one of the CDV statutes and
sentenced to either SCDC or PPP. We also cannot determine how prosecutors handle CDV

cases. Because SCIBRS data has no identifiers, we cataonthe which domestic violence
incidences |l ed to an arrest and what that arr
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report through the criminal justice system.
PreTrial Intervention (PTI).

Admissions to SCDC of offenders convicted of CDV offenses has been declining between 2008
and 2014. In 2008, 740 offenders were admitted to SCDC with a CDV offense; by 2014, that
number had dropped to 444. Currently, there are 569 offenders incarcei@&dG@with a

CDV offense as any one of their offenses, and 292 offenders are incarcerated with CDV as their
most serious offense.

There are many programs within SCDC that address the culture of violence among offenders.
These programs have helped reduce recidivisgeés return to prison rate) to an-athe low of
25.7 percent one of the lowest recidivism rates in the country.

Having identifiers on the SCIBRS data would allow us to link to the many databases housed in
the data warehouse within the S. C. Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office, formerly the Office of
Research and Statistics of the Budget and Control Board. Thisauaeehontains administrative
files from the Department of Education, DAODAS, Mental Health, Hospitals, DJJ, SLED, PPP,
SCDC, DSS, DHHS, VOC Rehab, DHEC, and many others. Linking to these databases would
give us a much better understanding of both thenviahd the offender.

There are Domestic Violence Courts in a number of jurisdictions, e.g., Lexington, Greenville,
Richland, and Horry counties have these courts, as well as the City of Columbia. There is no
central location where data from these paogs is being kept, so we can look at the data overall

to see how well these programs are working. Similarly, we can determine how well Drug Courts
are working or how well the Veterans Courts are working. Also, there is no centralized database
onhomeless hel t ers, including womenés shelters to

It also may be useful to analyze 911 calls regarding domestic violence. What is the police

response to these calls? When is an arrest made? When is an arrest notMinaidle2ppens

between arrest and trial? How many are locked up in local jails and how many remain locked up
because they candét make bail or bail i's deni e
percentage of these orders are violated and to whatquoersee?

Centralized databases with identifiers would help us understand the issues better and allow us to
better propose solutions that are evidebased. Much work needs to be done in these areas.
ADDENDUM:

SLED:

We just wanted to clarify that 3BRS has conducted audits in the past, just not in the past few
years. The most recent audits we can find occurred in 2008. We have also already started
conducting audits as of last month. We just firmed up our auditing schedule for this cycle, and if
all goes smoothly, every reporting agency in the state will be audited by SCIBRS by the end of
February 2016.
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| also forgot to mention at the meeting that while there is no statute requiring that agencies report
their UCR data to SCIBRS, there is a regulaf6rC. Code of Regulations R.-88; attached).

It says that agencies have to send us their incident and booking reports for coding and storage in
our database (this was written back when SLED coded all the incidents in the state for the
agencies). It alsallows us to assign the coding responsibilities to contributing agencies (which

we have at this point).

(Note: | asked SLED to provide us with the results of the 2008 audits.)
Dana DeHart, USC:

i éthe group concluded that the strange and inexplicableéygdoemestic violence victimization
rates was probable due to reporting issues, rather thanddtublf er ences among t he

|l dondt know that | agree with this, as | thi
also could be responsiblerfdifferences across counties.

Michael George, DAODAS/PIRE

| agree training and enforcement practices affect enforcement agency reporting. Since all officers
received the same Academy training, | would imagine that local law enforcement practices are
different. Law enforcement officers are required to received CDV training every year (if |
remember correctly). Maybe some local agencies provide additional training. | do know that

even though the current law requires officers to report CDV, it is basaféitter discretion. A

strict policy requiring all CDV call responses to be reported by officers implemented within a

local law enforcement agency would garner higher officer reporting than an agency that relied
strictly on officer discretion.

In addition the reporting differences could exist in two areas; at the victim level and at the

officer level. Based on what | know about law enforcement practices, some agencies in the state
might not report domestic violence as stringently as others. Reportihg Ipplice could affect
reporting by the victim. Although | do not the reference citation, there have been studies that
found victim reporting could be affected by whether there was a belief by the victim that law
enforcement would assist her or him. Thesalies would used to show a move by law
enforcement to a more proactive approach to policing might temporarily increase reporting by
residents.

SLED Question:

Can you explain what happens to the supplemental incident repmgesthey transmitted to
SLED as well? If so, are they linked to the original incident report?
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SLED Response:

Yes, supplemental incident reports are included in SCIBRS data. If the supplemental has fields
that SCIBRS collects (usually victim, offender, or property data), then thedRbi8d add those

new values to the incident record. If new information is included iRS©MBRS reportable

fields (such as a narrative or witness statement) that would change the value in a separate
SCIBRS reportable field (e.g., information in the seppental narrative changes an offense code

from aggravated assault to robbery), then it is up to the coder to make those necessary changes in
those SCIBRS reportable fields. But once the update is made, a new version of the incident with
all the updated cadditional values is included in the agencies next monthly submission,

updating the incident record in the SCIBRS database.

Also from SLED:

| wanted to send you a few examples of the kinds of statistics SCIBRS collects and how we can
manipulate the datdf you, or anyone in the group, can think of any specific areas that need to

be analyzed further, please let us know and we will be happy to pull the nurgbdre.t e: | 6 v e
attached these examples to this email.)

From Michael Georgd)AODAS/PIRE
| reviewed the PowerPoint presentation. It represents our meeting and email conversations.

As | said in the meeting, my job brings me in contact with state and local law enforcement
officers across the state. Over the past couple of weeks, | have taken aoropprtalk to
officers about reporting CDV. Although it is far from scientific (small sampling and not
random), officers reported their agency allows the officer on the scene of a possible CDV to
decide whether a report is necessary. | do not feel gtaibfe saying what agencies these
officers represent for obvious reasons but | was troubled by this information.

Considering the dilemma of obtaining data about CDV, | believe it is difficult to arrive at what
we do not know. Perhaps it would be helpfutbnduct indepth interviews anonymously from a
sample of agencies to learn about their investigation methods. | do agree a survey sent to all
agencies is worthwhile but the representative completing the survey may not consider it to be
anonymous so we mganot really obtain "correct” information. Another method may be to obtain
policies and procedures from law enforcement agencies, then review the policies to determine if
officer discretion is allowed at the scene of CDV. | am willing to help review the&egwoif this

is done.
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| last worked the street as an officer in 1997 in Alabama and we were required by law to
complete a report if we were called to the scene of a possible CDV. | do not recall any officer
having such discretion to not complete a regaraddition, CDV involved more than

"intimates". It could involve family members living in the same houselolohy experience,

what may appear to be a "heated argument" between intimates later can become more. Perhaps
there has been a change in the ila#labama over the years but it would seem adopting a more
inclusive definition would go more to changing culture.

Mark Crenshaw, Court Administration:
A couple of thoughts on Page 4 babysittees (a child who is being cared for by a baby sitter)

Why woul this be included within the definitiadomesti®@ It seems rather broad and
can easily expand the domestic boundary way beyond a home/family. It could easily start

to include anyone that watches over a child (persdmhaperone on a school field trip
could be thought of as a babitter.

If it is to be included, should child be replaced by perskmns would allow for inclusion
of adults being cared for by a baby sitter.

One class of relationship that deserves consideration is that between an ex and new
. Violence against new husband bylaxsband.

It might be beneficial to begin the begin presentation with a brief summary of the mission/goals
of the Data Collection and Analysis Working Group.
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VI.

South Carolina Domestic Violence &sk Force
Criminal Justice Division
Data Collection and Analysis Working Group

March 26, 2015
1:30 p.m.7 3:30 p.m.

SC Sheriffsd Associ at. i

(More) discussion of SCIBRS data and the Rule of Thumb Report
Crime in South Carolina 2012 Report

2000Domestic Violence Task Force Report

Do we have the data we need to understand the problem?

Do we trust the data we have?

Comments/Discussion/Recommendations for moving forward
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SOUTH CAROLINA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE TASK FORCE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISIO N COMMITTEE MEETING
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS WORKING GROUP
March 26, 2015
1:307 3:30 p.m.

SOUTH CAROLI NA SHERIFFS06 ASSOCI ATI ON

- - - Meeting Called to Order at 1:30 p.m- -

In Attendance:

Michael GeorgeDAODAS/PIRE Larry Long,DPS

Charles Bradberry, SCDC Dan Walker, DAODAS

Mark Crenshaw, Court Admin. Amelia Shiver, DHEC

Keisha Adams, DHEC Stephanie Givens, SCDC

Alex-Perez Caballero, SLED Sarah Crawford, RFA

Dana Wilkes, SLED Marchar Stagg, PPP

Dana Detart, USC Rebecca Schi msa, Gove
Bryan Stirling, SCDC Craig Wheatley, DJJ

Tia Anderson, USC

Summary of Meeting:

There was more discussi on -Baded RRpoHilgdos ReSooda)t h  C
System (SCIBRS). We are trying to determine how much confidence we have in the domestic
violence victimization rates as reported in the Rule of Thumb report fronexkatéeted from the
SCIBRS database.

The DPS report (Rule of Thumbé) that wuses t
South Carolina defines domestic violence as: Domestic violence consists of murder, negligent
homicide, rape, forcible sodomyeyaial assault with an object, forcible fondling, robbery,
aggravated assault, simple assault or intimidation where the victim was or had been married to
the offender, where the victim was related by blood or marriage to the offender or where the
victim wasor had been romantically involved with the offender. Specifically, these relationships
are: Spouse; Parent/Stparent; Sibling/Stegibling; Child/Stegchild; Grandparent;

Grandchild; Inlaw; Other family member; Boyfriend/Girlfriend; Child of boyfri#girlfriend;
Homosexual relationship; and Bpouse.Relationships that are NOT included and are not
collected on the Incident Reports are situations where the offender and victim had a child in
common, nor does it identify situations where the victimh afiender were currently cohabiting

or had previously cohabitated. These last two relationship types, if they were collected would
help us identify those incidents that would be covered by the CDV statutes in South Carolina and
a fApr oxyo wohelustdimtioetRuldrod Memb report. (Note: it may actually be a
fairly easy process to add these relationship codes (two digit codes) to the existing relationship
code list that SCIBRS uses. This should be explored.)

Incident reports are completed by law enforcement officers when a crime is reported to them.
All law enforcement agencies (approximately 280 agencies) report into this system. There is
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some anecdotal evidence that a law enforcement officer may havelsmnetion as to whether

or not to fill out an incident report when they arrive at the scene of a reported crime. We do not
know if, in fact, this practice is going on and, if it is, to what extent, and under what
circumstances, this may be happenintpere seem to be two possible ways of determining this:

1) review policies and procedures of law enforcement agencies, and/or 2) conduct interviews
with local law enforcement officers to understand their practices.

Incident reports record the relaiship between the victim and the offender and, as far as anyone
knows, these reports are the only ones within the criminal justice system that, on a statewide

basis, records the relationship between the victim and the offender. The Department of Public
Safety (DPS) used these reports to create its
Year Overview of Domestic Violence in South Carolina, 20@80 1 2 . 0 This report
on DPSO6 website.

The typical process for completing an incitlegport is this: A local law enforcement officer is

called to the scene of a crime. An incident report is completed by hand at the scene. At the end
of the officerds shift, s/ he returns to- the s
- all of the information onthereportsi nt o t he agency6s management
Periodically selective elements from these electronic records are forwarded to SLED. SLED
requires certain elements from the incident report be sent to themoeieally. A list of the

They do NOT require (or accept) such elements as the identities of the victim(s), suspected
offender(s), the complainant(s), or addresses. Elements that are received by SLED are the
incident type, the ORI number, the Case Numther victim/offender relationship codes, the

premise type, the weapon type, indications of alcohol or drug involvement, date/time of offense,
date/time of arrest, and others. SLED can provide us with a list of their required data elements.

Since thee are no identifiers on these reports at SLED, these records cannot be linked to any

other databases, such as to the Computerized Criminal History Records (CCHR) database, or to
SCDC inmate data or to PPPO6s pr ottetackofn and pa
identifiers, it is not possible to construct
of the incident and follow that arrest through the entire criminal justice system, including final
disposition and on to jail/prison andramunity supervision. Also, it is not possible, from

SCI BRS data, to determine if the offenderos |
victim was listed on more than one incident or that the suspect/offender was involved in multiple
incidents over a period of years. In other words, there is a great deal of valuable information that

is lost by not having identifiers in the SCIBRS database. The same applies to addresses, to a
lesser extent.

Because there are no identifiers on the SCIBRS&,dt is not possible to determine from this
database how these incidents were processed.
referred to PrdTrial Intervention (PTI); how many are being dismissed; how many are being

pled to a different charge; howamy offenders receive jail or prison time; how many are
diverted to treatment (Batterersod6 Program); h
recidivate, etc.
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DPS®6 report, AThe Rule of Thumbé, 06 contains s
volence victimization rates that are probably o
differences among the counties. As examples, Greenwood County shows a victimization rate of
211.5 and a rank of 1, while Edgefield County, a county which bordersn@oed County,

shows a rate of 52 and has a rank of 46 (lowest in the state). Richland County has a rate of 71.2

and ranks 41. These different rates cannot be explained byesmmriomic differences among

these counties. (Note: there may be an explamatither than reporting problems, but we do

not know what that explanation is, and the DPS report makes a point of stating that the author

cannot explain it either.)

The Working Group examined the trend data of the victimization rates, by county206xm
through 2012, and found several things that s
victimization rate ranked #4of the 46 counties in 2012. In 2004, 2005, and 20086, it rariKed 2

all three years. Di |Sitoatdl overdhis tineydrisd. Greenveodr a n k e d
Countyods rate was fairly consistent during th
than 20 percent of domestic violence incidents involved drugs or alcohol. This seemed

implausible to the Group.

TheGr oup al so examined a fAiworkingod spreadsheet
county, along with county population figures,
Crime in South Carolina report. These data also showed unusual @nparWe are

continuing to add to this spreadsheet and Dr. Anderson will be adding columns for data she has
been collecting.

The consensus of the Group was that the SCIBRS data, as reported in the Rule of Thumb report,
should not be trusted withoutrther examination.

There are several points in the process whereby the data are collected and analyzed and the Rule
of Thumb publication is produced. These points are described below:

1 The local law enforcement officer does not collect, or incorredigcts, the necessary
data elements while at the scene of the incident and does not write that information
correctly onto the incident report.

1 The information from the initial, handwritten incident report is incorrectly entered into
the local law enforement database.

M The | ocal | aw enforcement s software incor
system.

1 Correct information, as it is reported on the Incident Report, is stored in the local
database, but the software transmits incorrect d&8h ED.

1 SLED produces an incorrect extract of the information for DPS to use in producing its
report.
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T The data is incorrectly analyzed, or <corre

of Thumb report is published.

1 Training and eforcement practiGemay vary significantly from county to county and this
may lead to reporting differences and/or incorrect reporting.

1 Any and all of the above.

It should be noted that, although SLED does conduct some audits of local law enforcement
agencies; however, ¢ly do not audit the accuracy of the incident reports on variables such at the
victim/offender relationship or on the involvement of alcohol or drugs in these incidents. (Note:
Alex (SLED) provided me with the list of data elements that SCIBRS requioes; @ith an

actual audit report and the NIBRS manual, which is very similar to the SCIBRS manual | sent to
you all before the March 26 meeting. These documents are in the attachment.)

There was a discussion ab@ALEA accreditation and the requireméathave certain
standards for policies and standard operating procedtirddA is the Commission on
Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencieas discussed in the meeting, accreditation is
costly and time consuming but it sets standamd$afv enforcerant agencies.

There is a South CarolinkccreditationCoalition website
at http://www.thescpac.com/Members.html.
According to the website, there are over 40 accredited agencies in South Carolina. Greenwood

County Sherifs Office and Greenwood Police Department are members. Richland County
Sheriff's Office is not. If by chance we can break out domestic violence cateslaw

enforcement agencies in Richland County, it might help because Columbia Police Department is
amember. This might help us if it is decided to review policies pertaining to reporting domestic
violence casegNote: Larry Long (DPS) provided us withe DV victimization numbers for

each law enforcement agency in Richland Courgyalso provided us withsecond file

Beyond 20/20 with current 2012 informatioimhe Richland County row is a summary of all the
agencies so the total DV victims in Riahd Count is 2,832l have attached both of these files

for your review.) It is difficult to draw conclusions from these numbers since we do not know
the service population numbers for each agency and also because there is overlap among
agencies. Forexmp | e, the Richland County Sheriffds
the city limits of Columbia, and City of Columbia Police officers may respond to some incidents
outside the city limits, i.e., in Richland County.)

Mr. Georgefound a short article on their website that discusses the establishment of a domestic
violence response team. The information istfi://www.calea.org/caleapdate
magazine/issu5/focusingvictim-domestieviolenceresponséeam Perhaps CDV teams can

be suggested for law enforcement agencies serving a certain size populations in Sduid Ca

At the local law enforcemengVel, there are 20 or more companies or vendors that provide
software services to the agencies. Making a change to the system, e.g., incident reports,
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http://www.thescpac.com/Members.html.
http://www.calea.org/calea-update-magazine/issue-95/focusing-victim-domestic-violence-response-team
http://www.calea.org/calea-update-magazine/issue-95/focusing-victim-domestic-violence-response-team

uploading data, data entry screens, etc., requires these agencies to pay the vendors to make the
changesn the software. This could be a very costly proposition, depending on how extensive
those changes are. At one time, SLED proposed replacing all of these separate software
packages with one universal software, however this proposal never came to.fruitio

The only type of CDV cases that can be identi
database, are those cases where the offender has been convicted of one of the CDV statutes and
sentenced to either SCDC or PPP. We also cannot determirg¢dsecutors handle CDV

cases. Because SCIBRS data has no identifiers, we cannot determine which domestic violence
incidents |l ed to an arrest and what that arre
report through the criminal justice system. We n 6t know how many cases
PreTrial Intervention (PTI).

Having identifiers on the SCIBRS data would allow us to link to the many databases housed in
the data warehouse within the S. C. Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office, forme@jfiteof

Research and Statistics of the Budget and Control Board. This warehouse contains administrative
files from the Department of Education, DAODAS, Mental Health, Hospitals, DJJ, SLED, PPP,
SCDC, DSS, DHHS, VOC Rehab, DHEC, and many others. Linhkitigese databases would

give us a much better understanding of both the victim and the offender.

There are Domestic Violence Courts in a number of jurisdictions, e.g., Lexington, Greenville,
Richland, and Horry counties have these courts, as wéleasSity of Columbia. There is no

central location where data from these programs is being kept, so we cannot look at the data

overall to see how well these programs are working. Similarly, we cannot determine how well

Drug Courts are working or how wehe Veterans Courts are working. Also, there is no
centralized database on homeless shelters, in
these facilities. Centralized databases with identifiers would help us understand the issues better
and albw us to better propose solutions that are evidéased.

Dan Walker will be working with Sarah Crawford to examine hospital data that will indicate the

types of hospital encounters by county. Craig Wheatley, Larry Long, and Charles Bradberry
wilbe given access to SLEDb6ds SCIBRS ficubed so f
many different angles. (Note: Dan and Sarah produced the hospital data and that is also attached.
The password idw_d@0d@5!

It should also be noted that the 2000 @avn or 6 s Task Force on Domest.
grappling with the very same issues that this Working Group has found. Very few, if any, of the
recommendations offered in the 2000 report have been implemented. At the time of the 2000

report, South Carolinaanked f'in the country in the rate of women killed by men; today, South
Carolina ranks #'in the country.
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APPENDIX 11

EXAMPLE OF INCIDENT REPORT
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CASE NUMBER NCIC

AGENCY L.D. NEWBERRY COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE TN BT
SC0360000 INCIDENT REPORT 0 i 9| = i ] 1 { 2 |2 l2 o)
UNITS |TYPE VICTIM
INCIDENT TYPE COMPLETED |[FORCED ENTRY | PREMISE TYPE | cnreren| @ ndivisva
0 Business
o NO 20 O Financial Inst.
1. 11D - CRIMINAL SEXUAL CONDUCT WITH MINOR EYES ONo| OYEs O 2 it
et
YE N y c
2 CJYes [ONO| [CIYES [INO 88‘“&..
N
3 5 : CYEs OONO| OJYES [JNO o Poice OIf.
v [INCIDENT LOCATION (SUBDIVISION, APARTMENT AND NUMBER, STREET NAME AND NUMBER] 2IP CODE WEAPON TYPE
‘
5 A PROSPERITY SC 29127 40
DISPATCH DATE/TIME 24 HR. CLOCK LOCATION NO.
1| INCIDENT DATE 24HR.CLOCK | TO DATE 24 HR. CLOCK — Diseac 20 X S
10/13/2009 1600 10/13/2009 2100 10/17/2009 1844 1853 1934
COMPLAINANT'S NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) RELATIONSHIP TO SUBJECT RESIDENT [RACE|sex| ace [ETH| DA NE | EVENING PHONE
] "2 L] sou (803 H H
OF @ wW|im 28 N B 2]

ADDRESS ¥ 187 STATE 2IP CODE LOCATION NO.

o e e PROSPERITY sC 29127 =

VICTIMS NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) RELATIONSHIP TO SUBJECT RESIDENT |RACE| SEX| AGE |ETH| DAYTIME PHONE | EVENING PHONE

" w2 o H H
V|, JUVENILE VICTIM JSOUWW | F| 08 |N B 8
(': HEIGHT | WEIGHT | HAIR EYES | FACIAL HAIR, SCARS, TATOOS, GLASSES, CLOTHING, PHYSICAL PECULIARITIES, ETC.
T
’; ADDRESS 2 133 STATE 2IP CODE LOCATION NO.
VISIBLE INJURY (VICT. 1) [JYES EINO EXPLAIN --
': VICTIM (NO. 1) USING: ALCOHOL: [JYES RINO [JUNK ORUGS: [JYES EINO [JUNK.

[JTWO-MANVEH. [JONE-MANVEH. [JDETECTIVE/SPLASMT. [JOTHER [JALONE [JASSISTED | J-This Jurisdiction S -State O -Out of State U - Unknown
8| suseect SUBJECT NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) RACE [ SEX AGE | ETH.| DATEOF BIRTH |HEIGHT |WEIGHT| HAIR | EYES
U O RUNAWAY USSERY, JOHN THURSTON JR. w M 25 N 04/18/1984 511 | 240 |BLK| BRO
8 FACIAL HAIR. SCARS, TATOOS, GLASSES, CLOTHING, PHYSICAL PECULIARITIES, ETC.

é 0 WANTED

C | B WARRANT orrEss cITy STATE ZIP CODE LOCATION NO
T|®ARREST 1331 pARLOCK CIRCLE IRMO sC 29063

# [BIAL SUBJECT (NO. 1) USING-ALCOHOL: [JYES [JNO [RIUNK. | ARRESTED NEAR OFFENSE SCENE [JYES [RINO| DATE/TIME OF OFFENSE DATE/TIME OF ARREST
1 |0 SUMMONS lpruGs: [Jves [INO RIUNK, TYPE: TOTAL # ARRESTED 1 10/13/2009 1600 11/14/2009

M<—=—=>200> 2

REPORTING DEPUTY SPOKE WITH ‘AT THE NEWBERRY POLICE DEPARTMENT. WHILE REPORTING DEPUTY SPOKE WITH Sl
THE VICTIM WAS AT THE RESIDENCE WITH THE MOTHER. Il ADVISED THAT ON THE ABOVE LISTED DATE THAT (EEEEEER AND HIS
WIFE HAD LEFT THEIR CHILDREN WITH GEMESESSEER (JOHN USSERY JR.) AT THE ABOVE LISTED LOCATION WHILE GEESENES AND HIS WIFE
WENT OUT TO LOOK AT A VEHICLE. ON TODAY'S DATE WHILE CELEBRATING Sl G G = R 7HDAY, G
SON STATED THAT USSERY HAD TAKEN A BATH WITH THE ABOVE LISTED VICTIM. GENNEERWAS ADVISED THAT USSERY HAD TAKEN A
BATH WITH THE VICTIM AND DID NOT ALLOW THE VICTIM TO BATH HERSELF BUT INSTEAD USSERY BATHED THE VICTIM. SR THEN
ADVISED THAT USSERY TOOK THE VICTIM AND SAT THE VICTIM ON THE BED AND TOOK SOME K-Y AND BEGAN TO RUB THE VICTIM'S
PRIVATE AREA. (IR STATED THAT AT ONE POINT THE VICTIM YELLED "THAT STINGS!" AND USSERY STOPPED. S £\ SKED THE
VICTIM AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH (il THE VICTIM DID CONFIRMED THIS TOOK PLACE. WMBATHEN CONFRONTED USSERY WHO
DENIED THE ALLEGATIONS. BOTH AND USSERY WENT TO THE VICTIM AND THE VICTIM STATED THE INCIDENT HAD TAKEN
PLACE. @EENEEERSTATED THAT USSERY WAS DOWN ON HIS LUCK AND WAS ALLOWED TO STAY AT THE RESIDENCE FOR THE PAST
COUPLE OF MONTHS. QISR ADVISED THAT USSERY WAS TOLD TO LEAVE THE RESIDENCE AND DID DQ SO. WBRADVISED THAT
USSERY DOES STILL'HAVE SOME BELONGINGS AT THE RESIDENCE. il DOES WISH TO PURSUE FURTHER IF THE ALLEGATIONS

ARE TRUE UPON FURTHER INVESTIGATION. (EEEEEERALSO ADVISED THAT VICTIM HAD MADE A SIMILAR COMPLAINT AGAINST THE
MOTHER'S BOYFRIEND BEFORE BUT DENIED IT HAD HAPPENED LATER UPON BEING CONFRONTED. @illll® ADVISED THAT VICTIM DID
NOT BACK DOWN UPON BEING CONFRONTED ABOUT THIS INCIDENT. (il D!D NOT PROVIDE ANY FURTHER INFORMATION ON
USSERY. REPORTING DEPUTY DID ADVISED THE ON-CALL INVESTIGATOR J. FRAMPTON, VICTIM ADVOCATE C. JOHNSON, AND THE ON
CALL DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICE AGENT HEATHER BISHOP. VICTIM FORM WAS COMPLETED AND REPORTING DEPUTY CLEARED.

JURISOICTION OF THEFT JURISCICTION OF RECOVERY

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY < LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY
P [TYPE (GROUP) TOTAL VALUE
R |Bumed
O [Count/Forged
P |Dest/Damaged
E |Recovered
R [Seized
T [Stcien
Y |Unknown
A SUBJECT IDENTIFIED SUBJECT LOCATED BACYIVE [JADM. CLOSED [CJARRESTED UNDER 18 [JEX-CLEAR UNDER 18
0 YES Ono YES n~o UNFOUNDED [X] ARRESTED 18 AND OVER [CJEX-CLEAR 18 AND OVER
M |REASON FOR EXCEPTIONAL CLEARANCE 1. [[] OFFENDER DEATH 2. [[] NO PROSECUTION 3. [[] EXTRADITION DENIED 4. [] ViCTIM DECLINES COOPERATION 5. [J JuvensLE - NO CUSTODY
|
N REPORTING OFFICER(S) DATE NLER APPROVING OFFICER DATE LS
| |[LT. ODELL SCHUMPERT 10/18/2009 052 .
? FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION OFFICER

Kves [Jno SGT. MATT BOWERS 10/19/2009 083
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APPENDIX 1 I

CDV AND CDVHAN STATUTES
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SECTION 16-2510.fi Househol d member o defined
As used in this article, fhousehold member 0 mean
(1) a spouse;
(2) a former spouse;
(3) persons who have a child in common; or

(4) a male and female who are cohabiting or formerly have cohabited.

HISTORY: 1984 Act No484, Section 1; 1994 Act No. 519, Section 1; 2003 Act No. 92, Section 3, eff
January 1, 2004; 2005 Act No. 166, Section 1, eff January 1, 2006.

SECTION 16-25-20. Acts prohibited; penalties; criminal domestic violence conviction in another
state as prioroffense.

(A) Itis unlawful to:
(1) cause physical harm or injury to a personos

(2) offer or attempt to cause physical harm or
apparent present ability under circumstances redpireating fear of imminent peril.

(B) Except as otherwise provided in this section, a person who violates the provisions of subsection (A)
is guilty of the offense of criminal domestic violence and, upon conviction, must be punished as follows:

(1) for a first offense, the person is guilty of a misdemeanor and must be fined not less than one
thousand dollars nor more than two thousand five hundred dollars or imprisoned not more than thirty
days. The court may suspend the imposition or executioh af phrt of the fine conditioned upon the
offender completing, to the satisfaction of the court, and in accordance with the provisions of Section
16-25-20(H), a program designed to treat batterers. Notwithstanding the provisions of Seciteb$®2
22-3-545, and 228-550, an offense pursuant to the provisions of this subsection must be tried in summary
court;

(2) for a second offense, the person is guilty of a misdemeanor and must be fined not less than two
thousand five hundred dollars nor more thiam thousand dollars and imprisoned not less than a
mandatory minimum of thirty days nor more than one year. The court may suspend the imposition or
execution of all or part of the sentence, except the tHagymandatory minimum sentence, conditioned
upan the offender completing, to the satisfaction of the court, and in accordance with the provisions of
Section 1&25-20(H), a program designed to treat batterers. If a person is sentenced to a mandatory
minimum of thirty days pursuant to the provisionshi$ tsubsection, the judge may provide that the
sentence be served two days during the week or on weekends until the sentence is completed and is
eligible for early release based on credits he is able to earn during the service of his sentence, including,
but not limited to, goodime credits;

(3) for a third or subsequent offense, the person is guilty of a felony and must be imprisoned not less
than a mandatory minimum of one year but not more than five years.
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(C) For the purposes of subsections (A) éB) a conviction within the previous ten years for a
violation of subsection (A), Section B%-65, or a criminal domestic violence offense in another state
which includes similar elements to the provisions of subsection (A) or Sect®Ba% constitues a
prior offense. A conviction for a violation of a criminal domestic violence offense in another state does
not constitute a prior offense if the offense is
member 0 as def-2544®&d in Section 16

(D) A person who violates the terms and conditions of an order of protection issued in this State under
Chapter 4, Title 20, the fAProtection from Domest.
domestic or family violence issued by a court of aap#tate, tribe, or territory is guilty of a
misdemeanor and, upon conviction, must be imprisoned not more than thirty days and fined not more
than five hundred dollars.

(E) Unless the complaint is voluntarily dismissed or the charge is dropped gherdcheduled trial
date, a person charged with a violation provided in this chapter must appear before a judge for disposition
of the case.

(F) When a person is convicted of a violation of Sectioi2365 or sentenced pursuant to subsection
(©), the cort may suspend execution of all or part of the sentence, except for the mandatory minimum
sentence, and place the offender on probation, conditioned upon:

(1) the offender completing, to the satisfaction of the court, a program designed to treasbatterer

(2) fulfilment of all the obligations arising under court order pursuant to this section and Section
16-25-65; and

(3) other reasonable terms and conditions of probation as the court may determine necessary to
ensure the protection of the victim.

(G) In determining whether or not to suspend the imposition or execution of all or part of a sentence as
provided in this section, the court must consider the nature and severity of the offense, the number of
times the offender has repeated the offensg laa best interests and safety of the victim.

(H) An offender who participates in a batterer treatment program pursuant to this section, must
participate in a program offered through a government agency, nonprofit organization, or private provider
approwed by the Department of Social Services. The offender must pay a reasonable fee for participation
in the treatment program but no person may be denied treatment due to inability to pay. If the offender
suffers from a substance abuse problem, the judgeonday, or the batterer treatment program may refer,
the offender to supplemental treatment coordinated through the Department of Alcohol and Other Drug
Abuse Services with the local alcohol and drug treatment authorities pursuant to Sedt2206The
offender must pay a reasonable fee for participation in the substance abuse treatment program, but no
person may be denied treatment due to inability to pay.

HISTORY: 1984 Act No. 484, Section 1; 1994 Act No. 519, Section 1; 2003 Act No. 92, Section 3, eff
January 1, 2004; 2005 Act No. 166, Section 2, eff January 1, 2006; 2008 Act No. 255, Section 1, eff June
4, 2008.
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SECTION 16-25-65. Criminal domestic violence of a high and aggravated nature; elements;
penalty; conditional probation; statutory offense.

(A) A person who violates Section-P&-20(A) is guilty of the offense of criminal domestic violence
of a high and aggravated nature when one of the following occurs. The person commits:

(1) an assault and battery which involves the use of a deadly weapesults in serious bodily
injury to the victim; or

(2) an assault, with or without an accompanying battery, which would reasonably cause a person to
fear imminent serious bodily injury or death.

(B) A person who violates subsection (A) is guiltyadielony and, upon conviction, must be
imprisoned not less than a mandatory minimum of one year nor more than ten years. The court may
suspend the imposition or execution of all or part of the sentence, except-eaoneandatory
minimum sentence, arglace the offender on probation conditioned upon the offender completing, to the
satisfaction of the court, a program designed to treat batterers offered through a government agency,
nonprofit organization, or private provider approved by the Departme&uaaél Services. The offender
must pay a reasonable fee for participation in the treatment program, but no person may be denied
treatment due to inability to pay. If the offender suffers from a substance abuse problem, the judge may
order, or the batteréreatment program may refer, the offender to supplemental treatment coordinated
through the Department of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse Services with the local alcohol and drug

participation in the substance abuse treatment program, but no person may be denied treatment due to
inability to pay.

(C) The provisions of subsection (A) create a statutory offense of criminal domestic violence of a high
and aggravatedature and must not be construed to codify the common law crime of assault and battery
of a high and aggravated nature.

HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 516, Section 1; 2003 Act No. 92, Section 3, eff January 1, 2004; 2005 Act No.
166, Section 3, eff January 1, 2006.
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APPENDIX IV

LIST OF REQUIRED SCIBRS DATA ELEMENTS
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List of SCIRBS Data Elements

Administrative Segment
Every data element in this segment is submitted only once per incident.

1. ORI
2. Incident Number
3. Incident Date
a. Date the incident occurred
4. Report Date Indicator
a. Where the agency indicates that the date entered in Incident Date data element is actually
the date the incident was reported, not the date the incident occurred
5. Incident Hour
6. Exceptional Clearance
a. Where the agency indicates tfeason outside of law enforcement control that the
offender cannot be arrested, charged, and turned over prosecution
7. Exceptional Clearance Date
a. The date of the exceptional clearance
8. Status Indicator
a. C = Administratively Closed
b. U = Unfounded
c. A= Administratve Filler
9. Status Change Date
a. Date the Status Indicator last changed
10. Incident End Date
11. Incident End Time
12. Cargo Theft Indicator
a. Where the agency indicates whether the incident involves a Cargo Theft

Offense Segment
Unless otherwise noted, each data elenmetitis segment is repeated once per UCR Offense Code.

13. UCR Offense Code
a. Upto 5 can be reported per incident
14. Offense Attempted or Completed
15. Offender Suspected of Using
a. Repeated 3 times per offense code
b. A = Alcohol
c. D =Drugs
d. C=Computer
16. Location Type
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a.

Repated twice per offense code

17. Number of Premises Entered
18. Method of Entry

a.
b.

F = Forced Entry
N = No Force

19. Type Criminal Activity (TCA)

a.

Repeated 3 times per offense code

b. Where the agency indicates whether the offense involved, buying, selling, possessing,

manufacturing, etc.

20. Type Weapon/Force Involved

a.
b.

Repeated 3 times per offense code
Includes an Automatic Weapon Indicator
i. A= Automatic Firearm
ii. S = Semiautomatic Firearm
iii. [blank]i Not Automatic

21. Victim Suspected of Using

a. Repeated twice per offense code
b. A= Alcohol
c. D=Drugs

22. Offense Special Circumstances
23. Offense Date
24. Hate/Bias Motivation

Property Segment

Unless otherwise noted, each data element in this segment is repeated once per Type Property Loss.

25. Type Property Loss

a.

h

@ eoaoo0CT

1 = None

2 = Burned

3 = Counterfeit/Faged

4 = Destroyed/Damaged/Vandalized
5 = Recovered

6 = Seized

7 = Stolen

8 = Unknown

26. Property Description

a.
b.

Where the agency describes the type of property involved in the incident
Repeated 10 times per Type Property Loss

27. Property Value

a.
b.

Where the agenayescribes the value of the property involved in the incident
Repeated for every Property Description entered

28. Date Recovered

a.

The date each Property Description was recovered (if applicable)
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29. Number of Stolen Vehicles
a. The number of motor vehicles stolen ag pha Motor Vehicle Theft offense
30. Number of Recovered Vehicles
a. The number of motor vehicles recovered after being stolen as part of a Motor Vehicle
Theft offense
31. Suspected Drug Type
a. Where the agency describes the type of drug seized as part of a Drijdlation
offense
b. Repeated 3 times per incident
32. Estimated Drug Quantity
a. Where the agency describes the quantity of drugs seized as part of a Drug Law Violation
offense
b. Repeated once per Suspected Drug Type Entered
33. Type Drug Measurement
a. Where the agency deribes the unit of measurement used to report Estimated Drug
Quantity
b. Repeated once per Estimated Drug Quantity entered
34. Recovery ORI
a. Where the agency can indicate the ORI of the outside agency that recovered reported
property

Victim Segment
Unlessotherwise noted, each data element in this segment is repeated once per victim.

35. Victim Sequence Number
a. The identifying number assigned to each victim of the incident
b. Up to 99 victims can be submitted per incident
36. Victim Connected to UCR Offense
a. Where the gency connects each victim to the specific UCR Offense Code(s) of which
that person was a victim
b. Repeated 5 times per victim
37. Type of Victim
a. |=Individual
L = Law Enforcement Officer
B = Business
F = Financial Institution
G = Government
R = Religious Orgamation
S = Saciety/Public
O = Other
i. U= Unknown
38. Age of Victim
39. Sex of Victim

S@ "o ao0C
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40. Race of Victim
41. Ethnicity of Victim
a. H = Hispanic/Latino
b. N = Not Hispanic or Latino
c. U =Unknown
42. Resident Status of Victim
a. J = Resident of jurisdiction
b. S = Resident of state, notrisdiction
c. O = out of state resident
d. U =Unknown
43. Aggravated Assault/Homicide Circumstance
a. Where the agency enters the circumstances/causes around a Murder, Aggravated Assault,
Negligent Manslaughter, or Justifiable Homicide
44. Additional Justifiable Homicid Circumstance
a. Where the agency provides more detail on the circumstances that led to a Justifiable
Homicide
45. Type Injury
a. Repeated up to 5 times per victim
46. Offender Number to Be Related
a. The Offender Sequence Number of the offender whose Victim to OffersdiidRship
is about to be described
47. Relationship to Offender
a. Where the agency describes the victimbés rel
b. Repeated once for every Offender Number to Be Related entered
48. LEOKA Activity
a. Where the agency describes #utivity the officer was engaged in at the time of the
attack
b. Repeated once per LEOKA victim
49. LEOKA Activity
a. Where the agency describes the officerds as
b. Repeated once per LEOKA victim

Offender Segment
Unless otherwisaoted, each data element in this segment is repeated once per offender.

50. Offender Sequence Number
a. The identifying number assigned to each offender in the incident
b. Up to 99 offenders can be submitted per incident

51. Age of Offender

52. Sex of Offender

53. Race ofOffender

54. Ethnicity of Offender
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Arrestee Segment
Unless otherwise noted, each data element in this segment is repeated once per arrestee.

55. Arrestee Sequence Number
a. The identifying number assigned to each arrestee of the incident
b. Up to 99 arrestee can be sulied per incident
56. Arrestee Transaction Number
a. This should be the same as the Incident Number
57. Arrest Date
58. Type of Arrest
a. O =0n View Arrest
b. S = Summoned/Cited (includes Uniform Traffic Tickets)
c. T =Taken into Custody
59. Multiple Arrestee Segments Indicator
a. An administrative element that indicates whether the arrest of this arrestee clears other
cases under different Incident Numbers
60. UCR Arrest Code
a. Where the agency indicates the offense for which the arrestee was apprehended
b. Repeated up to 3 times per arreste
61. Arrestee Armed With
a. Where the agency describes the conventional weapon the arrestee had in his possession at
the time of arrest
b. Includes an Automatic Weapon Indicator
c. Repeated up to twice per arrestee
62. Age of Arrestee
63. Sex of Arrestee
64. Race of Arrestee
65. Ethricity of Arrestee
66. Resident Status of Arrestee
67. Disposition of Arrestee Under 18
a. Where the agency indicates how the juvenile arrestee was handled
b. H = Handled within department and released to parents with a warning
c. R = Referred to other authoritigacluding, jail, court, other police agency, DJJ, welfare

agency, etc.
68. Drug Arresti Type Criminal Activity
a Where the agency describes the activity inyv
charge

b. Repeated once per arrestee with a Drug Law Violatimnaof the UCR Arrest Codes
69. Drug Arresti Suspected Drug Type
a. Where the agency describes the suspected dr
serious drug charge
b. Repeated once per Drug Arre§tCA
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APPENDIX V

MAP AND BAR CHART OF DOMESTIC VIOLEN CE
VICTIMIZATION RATES BY COUNTY
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Domestic Violence Victimization Rates, By County, 2012

DVV Rate Per 10k

[ |520-833
[ 1834-1195
I 1196-1533
B 15342115

Source: Regort from the South Caralina Department of Pulic Safety, OMce of Highway Safety and Justics Programs,
Siatistical Analysis Center, Sepiember 2012. SCIBRS data obtalned from SLED; population estimates obtained from

The Office of Revenue and Fiscal ATalrs.
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2012 DV Victimization Rate

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220

Greenwood |; .
0 e e S —— — L0720 2115
Marlboro I_________ 104
Deulinton | E——————————— 15
L | ——————————————————————

Chester I_______

B ————————————— ———
Aroroon | ———————————————————————————

G ——————————————————————
Colleton I______

e e —_——————————————

o

Fairfield I______

Orangebur | ——

o —————_—————
e ———————————————

York I_____
Samber | ———
e ———————————————

Dorchester I_____

Horry I_____
L I —————————————— s
e e I —————— 10,3
Beaufort I_____ 103.8
T | ————— 10 &
exmaton | —_—— 101 ¢

fon (EEE——————— 101
Chesterfield | 101.5
Georgetown

e e —

Hampton | — il

Greenville | —— 935

Newberr

Aike: T —— ;’1231

Charleston 88

Allendale | ———— 7.1

Abbeville | 83.3

Cherokee |; 78.9
Oconee | 75.7
Richland | 712
McCormick | 68.4
Saluda |; 67.4
Jasper | 66.2
Spartanburg | 65.9

Edgefield | — s>

168.2
153.3
153
147.1
143.8
138.7
137
131.9
131.8
131.6
124.3
119.5
117.1
114.2
112.9
111.9
110.9

Source: Department of Public Safety report entitled, "The Rule of Thumb: X&aveverview of Domestic Violence in

South Carolina," which is locatet http://www.scdps.gov/ohsjp/stats/DomesticViolence/index_CDVinSC.html



APPENDIX VI

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE VICTIMIZATION RATE
TRENDS
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2012 bV 2012 DV | 2011 DV| 2011 DV| 2010 DV| 2010 DV| 2009 DV| 2009 DV | 2008 DV| 2008 DV | 2007 DV| 2007 DV| 2006 DV | 2006 DV | 2005 DV | 2005 DV| 2004 DV| 2004 DV| 1999 DV| 1999 D'

COUNTY | Victimization | Victimization| Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim Victim | Victim
Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Abbeville 83.3 38 66.0 44 73 41 82.9 38 88.2 38 88.4 38 80.4 43 89.6 44 28.5 46 | 161.1 15
Aiken 91.3 33 89.6 34 92.8 33 95.8 33 97.2 34 97.2 36 100.2 32 120.1 35 90.6 37 | 105.2 34
Allendale 87.1 37 101.2 28 114 20 98.1 31 98.6 32 127.2 23 128.6 20 151 21 142.5 19 | 1044 35
Anderson 147.1 8 149.7 9 142.9 13 136.3 14 125.7 21 130.4 21 123.6 24 168.9 17 142.1 20 | 162.6 14
Bamberg 114.2 18 106.4 23 139.6 14 151.3 12 120.9 22 114.5 27 92.7 35 104.3 41 90.5 38 84 43
Barnwell 197.2 2 177.1 6 167.6 6 167.9 11 177.5 6 154.2 12 141.5 17 174 15 125.8 23 | 143.6 22
Beaufort 103.8 24 101.6 27 114.9 19 119.9 21 119.6 23 133.7 20 151.9 12 197.7 9 166.1 11 | 149.2 19
Berkley 97.7 29 114.0 20 109.2 23 121.2 20 103.9 27 113.7 28 124 22 145.9 25 125.7 24 | 137.7 26
Calhoun 105.3 23 132.1 14 93.8 31 117 23 134.4 18 145.1 15 114.3 27 140 29 110.2 28 | 131.7 27
Charleston 88 35 96.6 30 100.1 26 103.5 27 101.2 30 112.7 29 109 29 140.1 28 108.7 29 | 1427 24
Cherokee 78.9 39 76.5 41 67.7 42 79.1 42 103.7 28 128.5 22 138.4 18 181.3 13 156.7 14 | 143.1 23
Chester 153.3 6 178.9 5 166.4 8 200.2 1 195 2 167.3 9 165.7 9 159.6 20 170.3 7 179.4 8
Chesterfield 101.5 27 102.2 26 106.9 25 117.8 22 87.9 39 101.7 33 83.8 39 125.8 32 99.1 33 127 28
Clarendon 143.8 9 132.5 13 128.8 16 131.6 16 140.3 16 137.7 18 146 15 150.1 22 114.2 27 | 1194 30
Colleton 138.7 10 185.7 2 181.7 2 182.4 6 200.2 1 209.4 1 204.7 3 242.8 5 206.7 5 | 240.6 3
Darlington 183.6 4 179.8 4 158.8 11 177.4 7 169 8 178.1 5 200.6 4 250.5 4 167.2 9 126.5 29
Dillon 153 7 162.5 8 183.6 1 195.1 2 153.1 12 159.1 10 103 30 124.8 34 85.7 40 | 178.1 9
Dorchester 111.9 20 107.1 21 126.7 17 122.4 18 126 20 124.9 26 123.9 23 149.2 24 119.7 26 | 147.8 20
Edgefield 52 46 68.6 42 60.1 44 70.3 44 81 43 73 43 87.1 38 132.4 31 104.5 30 163 12
Fairfield 131.8 13 132.8 12 167.1 7 171.4 8 163.4 10 158.5 11 183.8 7 231 6 166.8 10 | 262.8 2
Florence 102.5 25 117.5 19 110.7 21 121.6 19 145.2 13 168.2 8 165.6 10 188.4 11 152.6 16 | 150.6 18
Georgetown 100.4 28 127.4 16 133.2 15 130 17 144.7 14 140.4 16 118.8 26 149.7 23 131 22 163 13
Greenville 93.5 31 94.7 31 89.3 36 92.6 35 89.4 37 87.5 39 88.3 37 116.3 37 91.9 36 93.7 40
Greenwood 2115 1 195.7 1 179.1 3 184.6 5} 180 5} 199.3 3 220.8 1 290.1 1 223.3 4 | 275.8 1
Hampton 96 30 105.2 24 110.6 22 74.7 43 134.8 17 125.2 25 126.7 21 145.8 26 161.5 13 111 32
Horry 110.9 21 129.8 15 151.5 12 135.6 15 163.1 11 170.8 7 169.6 8 178.7 14 153.6 15 | 211.6 5}
Jasper 66.2 44 86.9 39 92.2 35 136.5 13 168.8 9 178.5 4 2154 2 280.3 2 233.8 2 183.1 7
Kershaw 112.9 19 106.6 22 92.5 34 106.6 26 90.2 36 71.4 45 56.1 46 64.7 46 61.8 45 97 38
Lancaster 110.1 22 94.5 32 95.5 28 113.5 24 109.7 25 126.9 24 129.1 19 166.6 18 125.3 25 | 155.9 16
Laurens 168.2 5 184.7 3 174.5 4 170.5 9 174.7 7 137.2 19 151.4 13 202.1 8 168.3 8 171.1 11
Lee 119.5 16 92.7 33 107.8 24 94.3 34 113.6 24 105.9 32 111.9 28 142 27 145.5 17 | 147.8 21
Lexington 101.6 26 100.9 29 95.2 29 101.9 28 98.8 31 112.3 30 101 31 119.1 36 103.5 31 | 1111 31
McCormick 68.4 42 53.8 46 54.7 45 48.3 46 61.4 45 72.5 44 64.4 44 82 45 72.3 44 | 106.3 33
Marion 131.9 12 148.0 10 169.8 5 187.9 3 182 4 200.4 2 198.3 5 230.2 7 241.9 1 142 25
Marlboro 194 3 164.9 7 163.4 9 168.2 10 140.4 15 138.4 17 186.9 6 266.4 3 229.9 3 | 215.9 4
Newberry 92.1 32 87.0 38 99.2 27 98.5 30 101.5 29 112.2 31 121.7 25 166.4 19 135.7 21 92.2 41
Oconee 75.7 40 87.6 37 80.4 40 82.6 39 69.9 44 83.9 41 82 41 103.4 42 81 42 89.9 42
Orangeburg 131.6 14 144.2 11 160.8 10 186.3 4 185.9 3 174.3 6 149.1 14 194.8 10 176.7 6 | 207.3 6
Pickens 88.1 34 88.0 35 87.3 38 83.7 37 84.3 41 100.9 34 82.6 40 113.4 38 85.3 41 94.4 39
Richland 71.2 41 86.3 40 88.9 37 98 32 87.5 40 87.4 40 80.5 42 107 39 98.8 34 101 36
Saluda 67.4 43 66.9 43 47.2 46 58.1 45 58 46 62.6 46 61.5 45 105.5 40 78.7 43 97.1 37
Spartanburg 65.9 45 62.1 45 66 43 88.1 36 90.6 35 96.3 37 92.2 36 97.7 43 102.5 32 172 10
Sumter 124.3 15 104.8 25 94.7 30 101.1 29 107.1 26 153.9 13 145.5 16 170.3 16 144.8 18 77.2 44
Union 137 11 124.5 17 93.4 32 79.7 41 97.6 33 100 35 93 34 125 33 98.7 35 60.2 45
Williamsburg 87.4 36 87.7 36 85 39 79.8 40 82.1 42 80.3 42 93.4 33 133.7 30 87.6 39 45.1 46
York 117.1 17 123.7 18 122.5 18 110.2 25 132.9 19 145.4 14 156.2 11 184.1 12 165.1 12 | 154.8 17

Source: Department of Public Safegpors entitled, "The Rule of Thumb: A Five Year Overview of Domestic \fiskein South Carolina," which scated
at: http://www.scdps.gov/ohsjp/stats/DomesticViolence/index_CDVinSC.html
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Total # of| Total Crimg 2012 # Intimate 2012 Patient 2012 Total . 2012
2012 bV 2012 bV Reported| Rate (per . Total#of bV Intimate 2012 PQ Partner PQ Intimate |Counts (Homicidq Discharges/ Visit: 2012 Patien Discharges/ | 2012 Patien _. 2012
o ...~ (2012 County _ . 2012 Crimg Incident 2012 P4 Reg. |2012 PQ - e Counts Ratq, ,. . Discharges
COUNTY | Victimization| Victimization . Crimes I 10,000) pe Partner R N Rate per |Partner PQ  and Injuries (Homicide and Visits Rate pe| Counts Ratg .
Population . . | Rate Rank Reports In - Minor | Foreign| Other ) L i Per 10,000 Visits Rate|
Rate Rank County in| county in County in 2014 Protection Order 10,000 Rank |Inflicted by Other| Injuries Inflicted population 10,000 Rank Rank
2012 2012 Orders Population Persons) by Other Persons| Population
Abbeville 83.3 38 25,101 814 8.1 39 183 13 0 0 0 5.2 30 97 106 38.6 42.2 31 31
Aiken 91.3 33 162,812 | 7,117 71.2 8 1,267 122 0 1 0 7.5 26 366 384 225 23.6 44 44
Allendale 87.1 37 9,988 378 3.8 45 78 5 0 0 0 5.0 31 86 99 86.1 99.1 1 1
Anderson 147.1 8 189,355 | 10,774 107.4 5 2,389 319 0 0 0 16.8 5 609 675 32.2 35.6 34 34
Bamberg 114.2 18 15,763 794 7.9 40 163 12 0 0 0 7.6 24 75 80 47.6 50.8 22 23
Barnwell 197.2 2 22,212 1,325 13.3 32 399 17 0 0 0 7.7 22 92 97 41.4 43.7 27 30
Beaufort 103.8 24 168,049 5,960 59.6 12 1,475 21 1 1 20 1.2 45 395 422 23.5 25.1 43 42
Berkley 97.7 29 189,781 6,381 63.8 11 1,590 187 0 1 0 9.9 18 571 629 30.1 33.1 36 37
Calhoun 105.3 23 14,910 608 6.1 42 137 7 0 0 0 4.7 34 44 51 29.5 34.2 38 35
Charleston 88 35 365,162 | 14,594 145.9 4 2,831 392 0 2 0 10.7 14 1,568 1,730 42.9 47.4 25 24
Cherokee 78.9 39 55,662 1,190 11.9 35 412 40 0 0 0 7.2 27 287 311 51.6 55.9 16 18
Chester 153.3 6 32,546 | 1,511 15.1 31 440 7 0 0 0 2.2 42 198 212 60.8 65.1 6 9
Chesterfield 101.5 27 46,103 1,886 18.9 28 431 19 0 0 0 4.1 35 161 191 34.9 41.4 32 32
Clarendon 143.8 9 34,357 | 1,529 15.3 30 449 33 0 0 1 9.6 19 169 190 49.2 55.3 19 19
Colleton 138.7 10 38,153 2,055 20.6 26 470 70 0 0 1 18.3 3 237 264 62.1 69.2 5 6
Darlington 183.6 4 68,139 4,371 43.7 17 1,104 34 1 0 7 5.0 31 373 410 54.7 60.2 12 13
Dillon 153 7 31,446 2,270 22.7 24 429 54 1 2 1 17.2 4 250 282 79.5 89.7 2 2
Dorchester 111.9 20 142,496 4,105 41.1 18 1,431 195 0 6 0 13.7 7 438 478 30.7 33.5 35 36
Edgefield 52 46 26,347 568 5.7 43 123 6 0 0 0 2.3 41 63 66 23.9 25.1 42 42
Fairfield 131.8 13 23,363 1,042 10.4 36 285 25 0 0 0 10.7 14 140 168 59.9 71.9 7 4
Florence 102.5 25 137,948 6,743 67.4 10 1,242 181 8 0 12 13.1 9 822 928 59.6 67.3 9 8
Georgetown| 100.4 28 60,189 2,650 26.5 22 540 53 0 1 4 8.8 20 243 264 40.4 43.9 29 29
Greenville 93.5 31 467,605 | 19,530 195.3 2 3,738 286 0 0 1 6.1 29 1,317 1,424 28.2 30.5 39 40
Greenwood 211.5 1 69,756 4,491 44.9 16 1,310 111 0 0 0 15.9 6 318 360 45.6 51.6 23 22
Hampton 96 30 20,726 685 6.9 41 184 5 0 0 0 2.4 40 129 142 62.2 68.5 4 7
Horry 110.9 21 282,285 | 16,081 160.8 3 2,820 191 0 4 1 6.8 28 1,214 1,335 43.0 47.3 24 25
Jasper 66.2 44 25,833 888 8.9 38 160 28 0 0 2 10.8 13 140 157 54.2 60.8 14 12
Kershaw 112.9 19 62,343 2,480 24.8 23 613 65 0 0 2 10.4 16 321 372 51.5 59.7 17 15
Lancaster 110.1 22 79,089 | 3,552 35.5 19 730 16 0 0 0 2.0 43 326 358 41.2 45.3 28 27
Laurens 168.2 5 66,223 2,890 28.9 20 969 74 0 0 0 11.2 12 282 311 42.6 47.0 26 26
Lee 119.5 16 18,654 966 9.7 37 204 19 0 0 0 10.2 17 101 110 54.1 59.0 15 16
Lexington 101.6 26 270,406 8,869 88.7 7 2,491 207 1 1 2 7.7 22 921 1,043 34.1 38.6 33 33
Marion 131.9 12 32,457 2,229 22.3 25 375 12 0 0 9 3.7 36 185 202 57.0 62.2 10 11
Marlboro 194 3 28,145 1,904 19.0 27 516 14 0 0 0 5.0 33 181 204 64.3 72.5 3 3
McCormick 68.4 42 9,943 216 2.2 46 60 1 0 0 1 1.0 46 24 26 24.1 26.1 41 41
Newberry 92.1 32 37,576 1,237 12.4 33 306 46 0 0 0 12.2 10 187 214 49.8 57.0 18 17
Oconee 75.7 40 74,627 2,666 26.7 21 479 57 0 0 0 7.6 24 221 245 29.6 32.8 37 38
Orangeburg 131.6 14 91,476 4,943 49.4 15 1,052 78 0 0 0 8.5 21 498 549 54.4 60.0 13 14
Pickens 88.1 34 119,670 | 5,155 51.6 14 913 41 0 0 0 3.4 37 329 379 275 31.7 40 39
Richland 71.2 41 393,830 | 23,003 230.0 1 2,575 451 2 1 4 11.5 11 1,894 2,124 48.1 53.9 21 20
Saluda 67.4 43 19,893 499 5.0 44 112 4 0 0 0 2.0 43 40 45 20.1 22.6 46 46
Spartanburg 65.9 45 288,745 | 10,665 106.7 6 1,726 383 0 0 0 13.3 8 1,154 1,284 40.0 44.5 30 28
Sumter 124.3 15 108,052 5,499 55.0 13 1,219 238 0 0 1 22.0 2 524 575 48.5 53.2 20 21
Union 137 11 28,252 1,236 12.4 34 348 73 0 0 0 25.8 1 158 178 55.9 63.0 11 10
Williamsburg 87.4 36 33,620 1,539 15.4 29 271 10 0 0 0 3.0 39 201 233 59.8 69.3 8 5
York 117.1 17 234,635 7,070 70.7 9 2,369 80 0 0 0 3.4 37 504 536 215 22.8 45 45
Total 2,759,185 | 129,004 25,999 2,372 13 15 48 9.4 18,453 20,443 60.4 66.9
Sources:
1. Department of Public Safety report entitled, AfiThe Rule of Thumb: A Five Year

2.
3.
4

Office of Revenue and Fiscal Affair
SLED Crime in South Carolina Publication
The Judicial Department, Division of Court Administration
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2012 bV . Intimate 2012 Patient 2012
COUNTY ZIScl)sucl:z;[iL:)r:y Victimization 2;;,{26 Cégr:f Partner PO | Counts Rate| Discharges/
Rank Rank Rank Visits Rate
Abbeville 25,101 38 39 30 31 31
Aiken 162,812 33 8 26 44 44
Allendale 9,988 37 45 31 1 1
Anderson 189,355 8 5 5 34 34
Bamberg 15,763 18 40 24 22 23
Barnwell 22,212 2 32 22 27 30
Beaufort 168,049 24 12 45 43 42
Berkley 189,781 29 11 18 36 37
Calhoun 14,910 23 42 34 38 35
Charleston 365,162 35 4 14 25 24
Cherokee 55,662 39 35 27 16 18
Chester 32,546 6 31 42 6 9
Chesterfield 46,103 27 28 35 32 32
Clarendon 34,357 9 30 19 19 19
Colleton 38,153 10 26 3 5 6
Darlington 68,139 4 17 31 12 13
Dillon 31,446 7 24 4 2 2
Dorchester 142,496 20 18 7 35 36
Edgefield 26,347 46 43 41 42 42
Fairfield 23,363 13 36 14 7 4
Florence 137,948 25 10 9 9 8
Georgetown 60,189 28 22 20 29 29
Greenville 467,605 31 2 29 39 40
Greenwood 69,756 1 16 6 23 22
Hampton 20,726 30 41 40 4 7
Horry 282,285 21 3 28 24 25
Jasper 25,833 44 38 13 14 12
Kershaw 62,343 19 23 16 17 15
Lancaster 79,089 22 19 43 28 27
Laurens 66,223 5 20 12 26 26
Lee 18,654 16 37 17 15 16
Lexington 270,406 26 7 22 33 33
Marion 32,457 12 25 36 10 11
Marlboro 28,145 3 27 33 3 3
McCormick 9,943 42 46 46 41 41
Newberry 37,576 32 33 10 18 17
Oconee 74,627 40 21 24 37 38
Orangeburg 91,476 14 15 21 13 14
Pickens 119,670 34 14 37 40 39
Richland 393,830 41 1 11 21 20
Saluda 19,893 43 44 43 46 46
Spartanburg 288,745 45 6 8 30 28
Sumter 108,052 15 13 2 20 21
Union 28,252 11 34 1 11 10
Williamsburg 33,620 36 29 39 8 5
York 234,635 17 9 37 45 45
Total 2,759,185
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South Carolina Domestic Violence Task Force
Courts & Victim Services Working Group

Operations and Logistics:

T

= =4 4 A

Courts and Victim Services

Chair Honorable Gary ReinharMagistrate Lexington County
Co-Chair Sara BarberExecutive Director SCCADVASA
Participating MembersSee Attachment A

Meetings

(0]

(0]
(0]
(0]

March 12, 20151:30-3:30- 2 hours
April 2, 2015 1:30-3:30- 2 hours
Agendas See Attachment B
Meeting NotesSee Attachment C

Overview of the Data Collection Process:

1 Goals and Objectives

(0]

(0]

To identify roles, responsibilities and involvements in CDV cases of participating
members and the aaigizations they represent. The areas of interest identified are
Courts, Victim Notification and Victim Services, and Batterer Intervention
Programs (BIP)

To determine recidivism rates and how they relate to the areas listed above

To determine what problesrexist and what concepts work related to the areas
listed above

To look at the data currently available and assess its validity and reliability

i Data Collection

(0]

The working group did not send out an independent survey to collect data.
Information thatwevi sh t o coll ect was added to
(Attachment D, Section Il and 1V) as there is considerable overlap and
interdependence between prosecution and courts. The group also intends to
review the extensive surveys sent out by the Victim@fidnder Services
subcommittee and utilize the data collected as it relates to this group.

t h

A The Prosecutoro6s Survey is a prospec

statewide, collecting data on case processing and outcomes from April 1 to

June 1, 2015

I Additional data needed is not available because it is not and has not been collected.

o

The group looked at the issue of offender recidivism, but reliable data on these
rates is not available. The group concluded that the first step in beginning to
collectthisdata s how to define Arecidivismo
filed, or other) and to then determine how to measure it and track it statewide
through a uniform reporting system.
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0 The group looked into Batterer Intervention Programs (BIP) and how¢latg
to our group. The group was able to determine through discussions that there are
several different programs being used statewide and that there is little uniform,
reliable data being collected. Specific questions relating to court referrals and
monitoring of defendants referred to batterer intervention programs was added to
the Prosecutords Survey (Attachment D,
BIP availability and practices is being collected by the Victim and Offender
Services survey of tise programs.

o0 The group looked into Judicial Proceedings on bond hearings and CDV
proceedings. Data was either unavailable or was incomplete. Questions to

determine this information were added o
D, Section Il1).

9 Dataavailable at this time

o Number of petitions for Orders of Protection in Family Court for calendar year
2014

A See Attachment E from SC Court Administration

1 Nature of Action: 410 Intimate Partner Violenc®,773 petitions
were filed

1 Nature of Action: 420 Miari Only 13 petitions were filed and in
only 3 counties (Richland, Lexington, Florence)

o0 Nature of Action: 499 Othdr 24 petitions were filed

o Nature of Action: 490 Reg. Foreign Ordet3 petitions
were filed

A The group was unable to determine how manyaneg granted and how
many are being dismissed. Family Court is not on a unified Case
Management System, making it impossible to obtain disposition
information.

o Number of Centralized CDV Courts

A There are currently 38 of 46 Counties which have an Quidéye Chief
Justice establishing a Centralized Criminal Domestic Violence Court
(Attachment F)

1 Additional counties and municipalities may have a court that
functions as a centralized CDV Court, but there is no available data
tracking these. This questitias been included on the
Prosecutorés Survey (Attachment D

o0 CDV Trial Court Dispositions for Calendar year 2014 (Attachment G)

A This data was provided by South Carolina Court Administration and
includes disposition data. It does not include pending cases and does not
reflect the total number of cases filed.

1 The disposition data includes all Circuit Courts, Magistrate Courts,
andtwenty-five percent of the municipal courts.
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Case Management System (CMS)

1 Analysis of Data (statewide totals):

A The

0 267 Criminal Domestic Violencel®™ Offense

A Circuit: Guilty- 638 Not Guilty- 302
A Magistrate: Guilty 2,058 Not Guilty 4,066
A Municipal: Guilty- 650 Not Guilty 1,113
A Total: Guilty- 3,346 Not Guilty: 5,481
2672 Criminal Domestic Violence2™ Offense
A Circuit: Guilty- 662 Not Guilty 653
A Magistrate: Guilty1 Not Guilty 12
A Municipal: Guilty- 3 Not Guilty 2
A Total: Guilty- 666 Not Guilty 667
3055 Criminal Domestic Violence3™ or subsequent
A Circuit: Guilty- 98 Not Guilty 237
A Magistrate: Guilty 0 Not Guilty- 3
A Municipal: Guilty- 0 Not Guilty- 0
A Total: Guilty- 98 Not Guilty 240

2988 Criminal Domestic Violence of a High and
Aggravated Nature

A Circuit: Guilty- 152 Not Guilty 805

A Magistrate: Guilty2 Not Guilty 9

A Municipal: Guilty- 0 Not Guilty: 6

A Total: Guilty- 154 Not Guilty 820
3056 Violation of Order of Protection

A Circuit: Guilty- 9 Not Guilty 17

A Magistrate: Guilty 123 Not Guilty 113

A Municipal: Guilty- 32 Not Guilty 19

A Total: Guilty- 164 Not Guilty 149

Prosecutorés Survey asks

0 The municipal data only includes those courts using the

AOrigin

charge is reduced); this will prale more detailed information on case
processing for the 60 day period under review.
A This data shows only the final disposition for the charges listed above. It
does not show the original charge and if it was reduced to a lesser charge,
for example, Assdtiand Battery.

o Victim Service Providers (VSPs)

A Thi s

data was provided by the

(Attachment H)

A There are currently 1328 VSPs registered with the Office of Victim
Services Education and Certification (OVSEC).

Of fi ce
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1 108%* Paidemployees; these can be employees of criminal justice
system agencies or employees with community victim advocacy
agencies and are required to complete yearly training

1 241- Volunteers; they may be volunteers with an agency or
organization or may work withictims in community victim
advocacy agencies. Volunteers are not required to complete yearly
training.
A There are 1636 VSPs registered with OVSEC that are considered
Notifiers/Support Staffthese are not victim advocates; they may notify
victims of coutt proceedings or change of status with prisoners

Conclusion

1 This working group came to the conclusion that a large problem with tracking case
processing, outcomes and recidivism is that data has not been collected. It appears that
the data that has been collected may not be accessible and/or reliable.

1 Surveys hag been distributed in conjunction with other subcommittees or workgroups of
the Task Force; once the responses are received, reliability and validity of the data
collected will need to be assessed.

9 This working group also determined that uniformgyacking at this point, creating
further issues with the accuracy of the data that is available. When organizations are
using different programs, different forms, and different vendors, it is nearly impossible to
obtain reliable information. If standhzed forms are implemented along with uniform
programs/databases, information collection would be simpler and more reliable. Training
on the accurate use and input of data would be an essential part of this process.
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Attachment A

Courts and Victim Services Working Group Members
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PHONE

NAME TITLE AGENCY EMAIL ADDRESS NUMBER
Hon. Gary Magistrate for 803785
Reinhart (chair) | Judge Lexington County greinhart@lexco.com | 8504
Sara Barbe(co- executivedirector@sccyq 803-312
chair) Executive Director SCCADVASA dvasa.org 1334
Chief Justice Jeal Supreme Court of 803734
Toal Chief Justice South Carolina mpinkney@sccourts.or{ 1584
Hon. Kristi kharringtonj@sccourts.| 843719
Harrington Judge Circuit Court org 4480
Hon. Angela
Taylor Judge Family Court ataylorj@sccourts.org
Charles Director of Research & bradberry.charles@dod 803-896-
Bradberry Statistics DOC sc.gov 3918
Administrative 803-896-
Taineshia Brooks| Coordinator SCDAODAS tbrooks@daodas.sc.go] 5555
Victim Services
Manager & Statewide 803-896-
Felicia Dauway | Arbitration Coordinator | DJJ fldauw@scdjj.net 9544
803-896
PaulGrant Major SLED parant@sled.sc.gov 5355
AssistantAttorney SC Attorney 803734
Megan Gresham | General General's mgresham@scag.gov | 4141
Director of Community
Deb Haney Advocacy Sistercare dhaney@sistercare.cor
Crime Victims' 803413
Laura Hudson Executive Director Council laurahudson@sccvc.or{ 5040
SC Court 803734
Tonnya Kohn Staff Attorney Administration tkohn@sccourts.org 1800
bmusteata@duncanpd.| 864978
Bridget Musteata| LEVA Duncan PD rq 4821
Legal Counsel t&€hief | Supreme Court of 803734
Stephanie Nye Toal South Carolina shye@sccourts.org 1584
Michelle Lexington County msingleton@lcsd.sc.go| 803785
Singleton LEVA Sheriff's Dept. \ 2459
jackie.swindler@dss.sc| 803898
Jackie Swindler | Chief DSS gov 1390
AssistantAttorney SC Attorney
Heather Weiss | General General's hweiss@scag.gov
Lex. County 803785
Carlie Woods Court Administrator Magistrate cwoods@lexco.com 2548
843665
Catherine Wyse | Solicitor 12th Circuit cwyse@florenceco.org| 3091
Office of Governor rebeccaschimsa@gov.y 803429
Rebecca Schimsg Deputy Legal Counsel | Haley .gov 4561
stirling.bryan@doc.sc.q 803-312
Bryan Stirling Director DOC ov 2466
Division Director 803-896-
Ginny Barr YOPRS DOC barr.ginny@doc.sc.gov| 1777
Deputy Director for givens.stephanie@doc| 803960
Stephanie Giveng Communications DOC c.gov 7088
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Attachment B

Courts and Victim Services Working Group Agendas
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South Carolina Domestic Violence Task Force
Courts and Victim Services SubCommittee

March 12, 2015
1:30-3:30 p.m.
County of Lexington Administration Building

AGENDA

. Discussion of causative factors that contribute to the problem of domestic violence
a. Precursors to Domestic Violence

. Discussion of solutions to the problems of domestic violence
a. How to reduce recidivism

b. Follow up on Sentencing

c. Enforcement of bondonditions

d. Cross jurisdictional enforcement of restraining orders

. Batterer Intervention Programs
a. Uniformity of treatment programs
b. Requirements to be a DSS approved program

. Goals of the Courts/Judicial System
a. Centralized CDV Courts throughout the state

. Victim Services

a. Order of protection hearing assistance
b. How to get victims to come to court

. Additional Comments and Discussion
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South Carolina Domestic Violence Task Force
Courts and Victim Services SubCommittee

April 2, 2015
1:30-3:30
County of Lexington Administration Building
AGENDA
. The data we wish to collect has been added

a. Data to be collected Aprilune (90 days)

b. Survey also distributed to Batterer Intervention Providiéus data may be
relevant to our group

. Victim Services

a. OVSEC data review

b. Review of SOVA informationAssessment Audit/Crime Victim Funds

c. Forms currently being used

d. Victim Subcommittee has distributed a survibys data may be relevant to our
group

. Courts

a. Discussion/Review of CDV data (2014 calendar year) sent by Tonnya Kohn
b. Order of Protectiondata and manual sent by Tonnya Kohn

. Additional discussions and comments
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Attachment C

Courts and Victim Services Working Group Meeting Notes

81



SC Domestic Violence Task ForceCourts & Victim Services Working Group
March 12, 2015 Meeting Notes

Attendees

9 Honorable Gary Reinhart (Chair), Sara Barber-(@wir), Chief Justice Jean Toal,
Honorable Angela Taylor, Ginny Barr, Charles BradbeFgineshia Brooks, Stephanie
Givens, Megan Gresham, Tonnya Kohn, Rebecca Schimsa, Bryan Stirling, Carlie Woods,
Catherine Wyse

During our meeting, the Courts and Victim Services Working Group identified the areas within
our preview and their respectivees| responsibilities and involvements in CDV Cases. We
identified three main groups:

1. Victim Notification
2. Courts

3. Batterer Intervention Programs (BIP)

Victim Notification

The Courts responsibilities as related to victims is outlined in the VRiinof Rights as found
in 16-3-1535

The Sub Committee (SC) did note an area that could be improved upon (Uniform Victim
Information and Notification Form). To be addressed in phase two.

SC did not note any data that needed to be collected in ordeflitat@athat.

Courts
This area is broken into three sub categories: Summary Court, Family Court and Circuit Court
Summary Court: Comprised of Magistrate and Municipal Courts.

Involvement areas:
1. Bond Hearings: Victim Notification, Setting of bonds, Bond @itinns and enforcement
of bond conditions.
Data SC would like to collect:
a. What are the types and amounts of bond being set?

b. What conditions are being set (i.e. no contact orders, restriction from locations,
law enforcement escorts to retrieve personkdriggngs, electronic monitoring,
etc.)

c. Are conditions being enforced? How?
d. How are Victims being notified of Bond Hearing and percentage that attend.
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2. Disposition of Case: Pleas, Bench Trial, Jury Trial, Sentencing.

Data SC would like to collect:
a. How many Centralized/Specialized CDV Courts are currently being utilized?
b. Who is present at court sessions?

c. Recidivism rate of Defendants from Centralized Courts compared to Defendants
from non Centralized Courts.

d. Are Diversion Programs being used? If what type? Is there follow up on the
completion of programs?

Family Court:
1. Orders of Protection

Data SC would like to collect:
a. What percentages of orders are being granted?
b. How many are being dismissed, why?

Phase 2 will look into additional aspectdarily courts

Circuit Court:
Involvement areas include CDV%ffense, 3 and subsequent, and CDVHAN

Batterer Intervention Programs (BIP)

The Courtés responsibilities are outlined
Amagi strate and municipal court judge may
sentence for a conviction of CDV1st, conditioned upon the offetmtapleting, to the
satisfaction of the court, a BEpproved by the Department of Social Services (DSS)

This would also need to be addressed by
indicates that the prosecutor and DSS shall approve of appeopragrams

Data SC would like to collect:

a. How many times can one defendant attend?

b. What kinds of programs are being used (PTI, unofficial diversion, DSS approved,
etc.)?

c. How many completed each program? Of those, how many reoffended?

d. Are original senteres being imposed when program is not completed?

The SC identified additional areas that may be more appropriate for other sub committees to
address, such as:

1. DSS involvement in domestic violence cases
2. Victim Services available for OP hearings
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3. Orders of Prtection being enforced across state lines
4. Prosecutorial referrals to batterer treatment programs (are they using DSS approved
programs appropriately?)
Can we get the data?
1. We do not have the data available at this time
a. We have not been collecting the datneed
b. Do we have the time to start collecting now?
2. Surveys
a. Would they be accurate?
3. Is the data that we do have accessible and reliable?

Suggestions for the next phase
1. Standardized forms
2. Uniform program to capture data
a. Database for offenders
i. Charges, b&trer programs, etc.
b. Training on accurate use and input of data

3. Implementing Centralized/Specialized CDV Courts and their procedhissvould be a
multiagency and collaborative approach
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SC Domestic Violence Task ForceCourts & Victim Services Working Group
April 2, 2015 Meeting Notes

Location
1 Lexington County Administration Buildin@212 S. Lake Drive; Lexington, SC 29072

Attendees

1 Honorable Gary Reinhart (Chair), Sara Barber-(@xair), Honorable Angela Taylor,
Deb Haney, Charles Bradberiiygnnya Kohn, Taineshia Brooks, Megan Gresham,
Catherine Wyse, Jackie Swindler, Stephanie Givens, Ginny Barr, Bridget Musteata,
Rebecca Schimsa, Stephanie Nye, Laura Hudson, Michelle Singleton, Carlie Woods

Review of Survey

9 Our survey questions have beedlald t o t he Prosecutords Suryv
April 1 and will continue until June 1.

1 The Working Group also discussed the other surveys (i.e. Law Enforcement, Victim
Services, and Batterer Intervention Program Providers) that have been samd batv
the data they receive may benefit our group.

Recidivism

1 The group discussed ways to track recidivism in the future. We determined that the first
step would be to define Arecidivismo and t
based on the defition. Would the definition be an arrest, and if so, what charges would
be included or would the definition be additional reports involving the defendant?

1 Having a unified system in place (i.e. Case Management System) for the courts to enter
informationinto would allow for a more simplified way to track this information.

Department of Social ServiceShildren affected by Domestic Violence

1 DSS is receiving a lot of reports, but are not getting them from all agencies. The group
discussed implementing @Iy that would ensure all agencies are sending these reports
regularly. Children should be listed as a victim even if they are not present during the
reported incident.

Victim Services

1 Felicia Dauway (Department of Juvenile Justice) was able to cahé&aProgram
Coordinator (Leslie Sims) from the Office
current VSP data. There are currently 1328 VSPs registered with OVSEC and 1636
VSPs registered with OVSEC as Notifiers/ Su
additional information provided to group members.

1 Felicia also provided information from the SOVA auditing department in reference to
victim assistance fines, fees and assessment fund recoupment. This information was
provided to group members.
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1 The group dicussed wanting to implement universal forms to be used across the state to
gather victim information. In future meetings, we will identify what forms need to be
uniform. This would include, but not be limited to, the victim impact statement forms,
victim information forms utilized at bond hearings, victim information forms used to
notify victims of court hearings, etc.

T Michelle Singleton, Law Enforcement Victim
Department (LCSD) presented the process LCSD hasae fbr victims of CDV. Her
presentation included the stbg-step process from the first encounter with a victim at
the scene until the final disposition of the case.

CDV Data Review (2014 Calendar Year)

1 Tonnya Kohn (SC Court Administration) reviewed with the group the information she
sent via email. This information included (1) CDV trial court dispositions, listed by CDR
code for all magistrate courts and twefitye percent of the municipal courts (§eon
CMSsS), (2) a I|ist of all centralized CDV ma
Filing for an Order of Protection Manual

Family Court Orders of Protection

1 Tonnya also provided data on the number of petitions for Orders of Protection (OOP)
filed in Family Court in calendar year 2014. Because Family Court is not on a unified
CMS system, she is unable to provide disposition information.

1 The group discussed the packets and manuals available to victims that wish to petition for
an OOP. The gup thinks that packets should be available online and also in printed
packets for those that do not have computer access. Because of the length of these
packets and the amount of detailed information needed, the group suggested
implementing a policythabtoul d make a Victimés Advocate
with completing the packets.

Best Practices

T The group discussed ways to figet the i1infor
practices would be followed throughout the state. One way is thtoaighng and
getting the information to all stakeholders (i.e. prosecutors, Judges, clerks, Law
Enforcement).

1 The group discussed the fact that the data is not currently available and that is part of the
problem. Going forward, the group believes thatihg uniformity in all aspects would
be beneficial in future data collections to determine what problems exist and what
concepts work.
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Attachment D

Prosecutordos Survey
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Domestic Violence I Offense Procedural Checklist
(Check all that apply)

County/City

Prosecuted by:
I Attorney General/Solicitor

I Trial Bench Pl ea
I Special Prosecutor/Private Attorney
I Trial Bench Pl ea
I Law Enforcement Officer
I Trial Bench Pl ea
Court:
| Transfer Court
I Trial Bench Pl ea
| Specialized CDV Court
I Trial Bench Pl ea
I Hybrid CDV Court/General Sessions
I Trial Bench Pl ea
I Magistrate/Municipal Court
I Trial Bench Pl ea
Specific Issues:
Can a subpoena be issuedifocounty witnesses: I YesT No
Can a subpoena be issued éut of county witnesses: [ Yes I No
Can a Bench Warraie issued for Defendant: I YesT No

Other:
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I. _Domestic Violence Survey

Defendant:

Charge: (cdvlst, 29 etc)

Additional charges:

County/City:

Date of Incident: Date of Arrest: Date of Disposition:

1. EvidenceChecklist (check all that apply)

| Victim Cooperation
I Beginning of prosecution
I Conclusion of prosecution
I Drop sheet or affidavit of dismissal signed®hat date:
I Did victim testify
I For | &drdeferse
| Victim statement
I Recorded? If so, please check corresponding box below:
I Written I Verbal to officer and in report

| Video | Audio

| Third Party Witness
I Statement
I Confirmed name, address
I Telephone number

Statement fronchildren
Written

| Child Witnesses Present

|

I
I DSS called

| Defendantds Statement
I Recorded? If so, please check corresponding box below:
I Audio I Visual I Written

| Physical Evidence of injuries

I Photographs
I Victim

I Notavailable T Not applicable
I Defendan{for defensive wounds)

I Notavailable T Not applicable

| Medical records
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—_

—_

—

I Not Av & iNotapplicable
I EMS reports
I Victim I Defendant

Photos of Scene
Physical evidence from scene

Nature of incident/injuries

I Victim was pregnanat time of incident
I Children present during incident

I Weapons used? What kind:
I Strangulation utilized

I Defendant interfered with victimés ability

Officer audio/video evidence

I BodyMic 1 ®mery | Dashcamon
911 Call
Defendant dés Jai l Call s

I Confession via conversatioh Letters to victim

~

| Threats to victim or others T Letters from victim

I11. Judicial proceedings (check all that apply)

Bond Hearings
I Were conditions set?
I No contact I Dondt return t b Eléctmonic Moeitoring | ocat i o
I  How was the victim notified of the bond hearing?
I Phonecall T Atscene T Inwriting T Not notified
I Victim present

Granted? What date?
Who went with victim to proceeding?
I Private Attorney 1 LEVA I Other

Order of Protection
I
I

Court proceedings
I Were bond conditions violated?
I Violations presented to court? 1 Bond revoked
I Not presented?Please explain
I How was the victim notified of court appearances?
I Phone T Malil I Atthe sceneby LEO | Did Victim appear?

—_—

Other Repercussion
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I How was victim notified?

Who is present at the court sessions?
Counselingepresentativd PTI representativd LEO
I Victim Advocate

Other? Please list

—_—
—_—

—_—

IV. Disposition (check all that apply)

| Not guilty

I Bench trial

I Jury Trial

I Directed verdict
Pretrialjudicial dismissal
Nolle prosse

—( —(

I Guilty
I Bench trial

Jury trial

Plea (as charged)

I No contest oAlford plea (as charged)

— —(

I Reduction

Sentence:
I PTI
I Ot her diversionary adjudication: Please e
I Are original sentences enforced when treat me

Please fill this sheet out to the best of your ability. Any information you provide is
incredibly helpful. Thank you for your assistance
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Attachment E

Number of Petitions for Orders of Protection in Family
Court
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South Carolina Judicial Department
Nature of Action: Intimate Partner!

351
236
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1. Defined in Section 12510 of the 1976 S.C. Code of Laws, as amendedpouse, a former spouse, persons who have a clutirimone, or a male and female who are
cohabiting or formerly cohabited.
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3/31/2015
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Date Run: 3/31/2015

South Carolina Judicial Department
Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014

Nature of Action:

Intimate Partner

Program ID - CAF???

STATEWIDE
Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Calhoun 10 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 4
Dorchester 161 11 13 14 23 13 13 12 10 14 18 13
Orangeburg 72 1 6 5 8 2 2 9 14 7 3 5 10
01 243 12 19 20 32 15 15 21 25 23 22 18 21
Aiken 98 5 5 10 9 9 16 13 6 7 8 4 6
Bamburg 10 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 0 0 0
Barnwell 14 2 0 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 0 0 0
02 122 7 7 12 12 11 20 18 8 9 8 4 6
Clarendon 31 1 1 5 4 3 4 3 4 3 0 1 2
Lee 25 2 0 4 4 2 3 2
Sumter 200 19 14 12 18 17 17 17 12 23 17 16 18
Williamsburg 29 2 3 2 1 1 4 2 4 2 5 1 2
03 285 24 18 21 24 23 27 23 24 32 24 21 24
Chesterfield 31 2 4 5 3 2 0 1 1
Darlington 30 1 3 1 3 2 5 1
Dillon 44 1 2 6 3 5 3 8 5 4 2 2
Marlboro 21 3 2 1 4 0 0 0
04 126 7 10 13 11 12 12 20 11 12 6 8 4
Kershaw 37 3 7 6 2 2 3 6 3 1 3 1 0
Richland 381 36 27 40 38 31 39 27 32 40 26 30 15
05 418 39 34 46 40 33 42 33 35 41 29 31 15

3/31/2015
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Date Run: 3/31/2015 South Carolina Judicial Department Program ID
Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014
Nature of Action: Intimate Partner
STATEWIDE
Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Chester 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fairfield 24 2 1 0 1 3 1 2 5 2 3 3 1
Lancaster 19 2 0 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
06 44 4 1 3 2 7 2 4 6 5 4 4 2
Cherokee 30 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 0
Spartanburg 275 18 28 17 39 28 25 27 21 26 18 15 13
07 305 20 32 19 42 30 27 29 24 29 21 19 13

Abbeville 28 1 2 2 1 2 0
Greenwood 77 4 5 9 8 8 7 10 5 3 8
Laurens 49 4 3 6 6 0 4 5 6 1
Newberry 36 2 3 4 2 10 0 2
08 190 13 11 15 15 19 19 17 21 18 19 9 14
Berkeley 196 19 14 21 18 26 18 15 12 19 10 9 15
Charleston 393 29 21 28 44 36 35 36 30 35 43 25 31
09 589 48 35 49 62 62 53 51 42 54 53 34 46
Anderson 247 25 16 23 9 22 23 25 13 28 28 23 12
Oconee 56 3 1 7 7 7 6 1 6 5 3 4 6
10 303] 28 17 30 16 29 29 26 19 33 31 27 18
Edgefield 16 2 1 1 2 0 3 0 2 1 2 1 1
Lexington 184 18 11 17 19 13 16 16 13 17 15 14 15
Saluda 5 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
11 205 20 12 18 22 15 20 16 15 18 18 15 16

3/31/2015

- CAR???

95



Date Run: 3/31/2015 South Carolina Judicial Department Program ID - CAF???
Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014
Nature of Action:  Intimate Partner

STATEWIDE
Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Florence 189 14 11 13 19 13 20 23 19 15 17 14 11
Marion 17 3 0 4 1 3 2 1 2 0 1 0 0

12 206 17 11 17 20 16 22 24 21 15 18 14 11
Greenville 260 14 19 16 28 15 22 17 31 21 31 26 20
Pickens 25 1 1 2 1 0 3 3 4 1 3 4 2

13 285 15 20 18 29 15 25 20 35 22 34 30 22
Allendale 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Beaufort 9 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 2 0 1
Colleton 78 4 4 7 7 5 5 11 7 10 8 7 3
Hampton 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Jasper 16 0 2 0 5 1 2 1 2 1 2 0

14 106 4 7 8 12 7 8 13 11 12 11 9 4
Georgetown 30 5 2 4 1 3 2 4 3 2 2 1 1
Horry 166 17 7 13 17 13 12 14 13 25 11 12 12

15 196 22 9 17 18 16 14 18 16 27 13 13 13
Union 35 1 3 2 1 4 8 3
York 115 13 11 8 4 4 14 12 8 17 11 10

16 150 14 14 10 5 6 16 13 12 21 19 13

Total - Intimate Partner 3,773 294 257 316 362 316 351 346 325 371 330 269 236
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South Carolina Judicial Department
Nature of Action: Minor
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Date Run: 3/31/2015

STATEWIDE

South Carolina Judicial Department
Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014

Nature of Action:

Minor

Program ID

Total

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Richland

05

Lexington

11

Florence
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South Carolina Judicial Department
Nature of Action: Other
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Date Run: 3/31/2015

STATEWIDE

South Carolina Judicial Department

Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014

Nature of Action:

Other

Program ID - CAF???

Total
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South Carolina Judicial Department
Nature of Action: Reg. Foreign Order
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Date Run: 3/31/2015 South Carolina Judicial Department Program ID
Family Court Cases Filed 1/1/2014 through 12/31/2014
Nature of Action: Reg. Foreign Order
STATEWIDE
Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Dorchester 4 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01 4 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Darlington 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Richland 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
05 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Berkeley 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Charleston 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
09 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Greenville 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Georgetown 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Horry 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Total - Reg. Foreign Order 13 2 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 0

3/31/2015

- CAF??2?
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Attachment F

Centralized Criminal Domestic ViolenceCourts
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Total Centralized CDV_Magistrate Courts: 38 of 46 Counties which have an Order of the
Chief Justice establishing a Centralized Criminal Domestic Violence Court. Other counties
may have such a court functioning as a central court buhave not obtained an Order

establishing the court.

Abbeville

21 Old Calhoun Falls Road
Law enforcement Center
Abbeville, SC 296246503

Aiken
129 Langley Dam Road
Warrenville, SC 29851

Anderson
107 South Main Street
Anderson, SQ96241618

Bamberg
2873Main Highway
Bamberg, SC 29003121

Beaufort
104 Ribaut Road
Beaufort, SC 29902453

Berkeley
223 North Live Oak Drive
Moncks Corner, SC 29463748

Charleston

Lonnie Hamilton Public Service Building
4045 Bridgeview Drive, B25

North Charleston, SC 29405188

Cherokee

County Law Enforcement Center
312 East Frederick Street
Gaffney, SC 29342411

Chester

Law Enforcement Center
2740 Dawson Drive
Chester, SC 297066122

Chesterfield
1515 East Jackson Road
Chesterfield, SC 29709106

Clarendon

Clarendon County Judicial Center

102 South Mill Street
Manning, SC 29102

Colleton
Post Office Box 1732
Walterboro, SC 29488732

Darlington
404 South Fourth Street
Hartsville, SC 29556718

Dillon

Gibson Building

200 South 5th Avenue
Dillon, SC 295363322

Edgefield
Post Office Box 664
Edgefield, SC 29820664

Fairfield
115B South Congress Street
Winnsboro, SC 29180103

Florence
180 North Irby Street (MSQV)
Florence, SC 29503456

Georgetown
333 Cleland Street
Georgetown, SC 29442

104



Greenwood

Greenwood County Courthouse
528 Monument Street, Room 100
Greenwood, SC 296485634

Hampton

Law Enforcement Center

411 Cemetery Road (Suite B)
Varnville, SC 299449000

Horry
1201 3 Avenue
Conway, SC 29526

Kershaw

Kershaw County Courthouse (Rm 202)
1121 Broad Street

Camden, SC 29028635

Lancaster
101 South Wylie Street
Lancaster, SC 297202348

Lee

Judicial Center

115 Gregg Street
Bishopville, SC 290141622

Lexington
139 E. Main Street
Lexington, SC 29072

Marion
2715 US Highway 76, Suite B
Mullins, SC 295746015

Marlboro
211 North Marlboro Street
Bennettsville, SC 29512133

McCormick
211 West Augusta Street Extension
McCormick, SC 29838549

Newberry
Post Office Box 100
Little Mountain, SC 29075

Oconee
207-A East North First Street
Seneca SC 2967B)78

Orangeburg

Law Enforcement Complex
1520 Ellis Avenue NE
Orangeburg, SC 2911%:14

Pickens
115B Commons Way
Central, SC 96304107

Richland
1400 Huger St.
Columbia, SC 29201

Saluda
108 South Rudolph Street
Saluda, SC 29138

Spartanburg

Spartanburg County Judicial Center
180 Magnolia Street

Spartanburg, SC 293a8392

Sumter
115 North Harvin Street
Sumter,SC 291504956

Williamsburg
10 Courthouse Square
Kingstree, SC 29558932

York

Moss Justice Center
16751D York Highway
York, SC 297457423
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Attachment G

Criminal Domestic Violence Trial Court Dispositions for
Calendar Year2014
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South Carolina Court Administration
CDV disposition by CDR Code-- Calendar Year 2014

2671 - Criminal Domestic Violence (CDV)

2672 - CDV 2nd offense and sub. w/in 10 yearg

Circuit Magistrate Municipal Circuit Magistrate Municipal
Not Not Not Not Not Not
County Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty |Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty
01|Abbeville 5 0 9 20 0 0 6 5 0 0 0 0
02|Aiken 7 3 123 199 0 0 16 31 0 0 0 0
03|Allendale 1 1 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
04|Anderson 25 1 43 264 77 86 16 34 0 0 0 0
05|Bamberg 0 0 8 6 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
06|Barnwell 0 2 2 14 19 32 3 4 0 0 1 0
07|Beaufort 11 47 34 177 16 61 9 10 0 0 0 0
08|Berkeley 23 12 37 132 0 0 14 7 0 0 0 0
09|Calhoun 5 0 5 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
10|Charleston 54 3 82 154 0 0 37 73 0 0 0 0
11|Cherokee 3 4 78 17 0 0 25 7 0 0 0 0
12|Chester 3 1 14 24 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 0
13|Chesterfield 1 1 21 91 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0
14|Clarendon 3 0 17 36 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0
15|Colleton 4 40 5 33 12 23 3 1 0 1 1 0
16|Darlington 4 14 87 129 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0
17|Dillon 1 0 39 19 21 10 4 1 0 0 0 0
18|Dorchester 7 0 24 139 19 76 10 7 0 0 0 0
19|Edgefield 1 0 40 32 0 0 6 1 0 1 0 0
20|Fairfield 6 0 26 12 7 9 8 2 0 0 0 0
21|Florence 17 1 78 43 0 0 21 10 0 0 0 0
22|Georgetown 6 0 20 70 35 31 5 11 0 0 1 0
23|Greenville 105 19 228 363 | 112 154 124 41 0 0 0 2
24|Greenwood 14 5 23 55 0 0 9 13 0 0 0 0
25[Hampton 3 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
26|Horry 11 2 108 631 | 171 313 26 84 0 2 0 0
27|Jasper 9 42 2 15 34 23 2 3 0 0 0 0
28|Kershaw 5 2 19 50 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
29|Lancaster 8 8 48 68 0 0 15 28 0 0 0 0
30|Laurens 16 1 45 45 0 0 14 10 0 0 0 0
31|Lee 2 0 15 40 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0
32|Lexington 67 2 154 220 1 3 43 25 1 2 0 0
33|Marion 3 0 20 17 0 0 6 8 0 0 0 0
34|Marlboro 6 1 12 13 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0
35|McCormick 0 1 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36|Newberry 1 0 21 31 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0
37|Oconee 2 2 25 23 1 0 3 11 0 0 0 0
38|0rangeburg 9 2 83 42 0 0 17 11 0 0 0 0
39|Pickens 10 4 41 43 1 3 14 11 0 0 0 0
40|Richland 49 38 47 281 45 192 34 34 0 6 0 0
41|Saluda 1 0 13 3 4 5 4 0 0 0 0 0
42|Spartanburg 83 24 232 258 5 14 100 76 0 0 0 0
43|Sumter 6 0 24 57 56 49 5 15 0 0 0 0
44|Union 8 3 9 30 0 0 5 10 0 0 0 0
45|Wiliamsburg 1 0 38 32 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0
46|York 32 9 49 127 10 27 33 27 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 638 | 302 | 2,058 | 4,066 | 650 | 1,113 662 653 1 12 3 2
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South Carolina Court Administration
CDV disposition by CDR Code-- Calendar Year 2014

3055 - CDV 3rd offense and sub. w/in 10 years

2988 - CDV of a High and Ag

ravated Nature

Circuit Magistrate Municipal Circuit Magistrate Municipal
Not Not Not Not Not Not
County Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty
01| Abbeville 2 4 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0
02| Aiken 4 12 0 0 0 0 3 23 0 0 0 0
03|Allendale 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04|Anderson 0 11 0 0 0 0 1 42 0 0 0 0
05/Bamberg 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
06|Barnwell 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
07|Beaufort 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 13 1 0 0 0
08|Berkeley 1 3 0 1 0 0 6 39 0 0 0 0
09|Calhoun 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
10|Charleston 2 18 0 0 0 0 12 69 0 0 0 0
11|Cherokee 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0
12|Chester 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 12 0 0 0 0
13|Chesterfield 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 0 1 0 0
14|Clarendon 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 0
15|Colleton 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 13 0 1 0 0
16|Darlington 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0
17|Dillon 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18|Dorchester 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 17 0 0 0 0
19|Edgefield 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0
20| Fairfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
21|Florence 4 4 0 0 0 0 5 16 0 0 0 0
22|Georgetown 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 14 0 0 0 0
23|Greenville 18 17 0 0 0 0 34 84 0 1 0 1
24|Greenwood 6 5 0 0 0 0 6 11 0 0 0 0
25|Hampton 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0
26|Horry 2 23 0 0 0 0 9 73 0 3 0 3
27|Jasper 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0
28|Kershaw 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0
29|Lancaster 0 10 0 0 0 0 1 22 0 0 0 0
30|Laurens 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 16 0 0 0 0
3ljLee 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
32|Lexington 12 10 0 0 0 0 7 54 0 0 0 0
33|Marion 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0
34|Marlboro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0
35|McCormick 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36/Newberry 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0
37|0conee 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 0 0
38|Orangeburg 2 5 0 1 0 0 4 7 0 0 0 0
39|Pickens 3 1 0 0 0 0 10 14 0 0 0 1
40|Richland 4 29 0 1 0 0 6 54 0 3 0 1
41|Saluda 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0
42|Spartanburg 8 32 0 0 0 0 7 29 1 0 0 0
43|Sumter 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 20 0 0 0 0
44|Union 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0
45| Wiliamsburg 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0
46|York 7 7 0 0 0 0 7 22 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 98 237 0 3 0 0 152 805 2 9 0 6
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South Carolina Court Administration
CDV disposition by CDR Code-- Calendar Year 2014

3056 - Violation of Court Order of Protection

Circuit Magistrate Municipal
Not Not Not
County Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty | Guilty
01|Abbeville 0 1 0 0 0 0
02|Aiken 0 0 12 9 0 0
03| Allendale 0 0 0 0 0 0
04|Anderson 0 0 11 15 2 0
05/Bamberg 0 0 1 0 0 0
06|Barnwell 0 0 0 0 0 3
07|Beaufort 0 0 3 1 0 1
08|Berkeley 0 0 2 3 0 0
09|Calhoun 0 0 0 0 0 0
10|Charleston 0 0 4 3 0 0
11{Cherokee 0 0 0 0 0 0
12|Chester 0 0 0 0 0 0
13| Chesterfield 0 2 0 2 0 0
14|Clarendon 0 2 4 0 0 0
15|Colleton 0 0 0 1 2 1
16{Darlington 0 0 1 2 0 0
17|Dillon 1 0 2 3 0 0
18|Dorchester 0 0 7 13 1 3
19|Edgefield 0 0 2 0 0 0
20|Fairfield 0 0 0 0 0 0
21|Florence 0 0 4 5 0 0
22|Georgetown 0 0 1 6 0 2
23|Greenville 1 6 7 8 5 1
24|Greenwood 0 2 3 1 0 0
25|Hampton 0 0 0 0 0 0
26|Horry 0 0 5 2 9 7
27|Jasper 0 0 0 0 0 0
28|Kershaw 0 0 1 0 0 0
29|Lancaster 0 0 1 1 0 0
30|Laurens 0 1 2 4 0 0
31|Lee 0 0 1 0 0 0
32|Lexington 0 0 7 6 0 0
33|Marion 0 0 0 1 0 0
34|Marlboro 1 0 1 0 0 0
35|McCormick 0 0 0 0 0 0
36/Newberry 0 0 0 0 0 0
37|/0conee 0 0 1 0 0 0
38|0Orangeburg 0 0 1 4 0 0
39|Pickens 2 1 1 1 0 0
40|Richland 0 0 5 6 4 0
41|Saluda 0 0 0 0 0 0
42|Spartanburg 2 2 24 12 0 0
43| Sumter 0 0 2 1 8 1
44|Union 1 0 0 0 0 0
45| Wiliamsburg 0 0 1 2 0 0
46|York 1 0 6 1 1 0
TOTAL 9 17 123 113 32 19
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Attachment H

Victim Service Providers
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From: Sims, Leslie [nailto:LSims@oepp.sc.gdv
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:07 AM

To: Felicia L. Dauway

Cc: Kunz, Veronica

Subject: Victim Service Providers

Hi Felicia,

Per our conversation, there are currently 18R8m Service FPoviders (VSPs) registered with the Office of
Victim Services Education and Certification (OVSEQhere are also 1636 VSPs who are registered with
OVSEC and are considered Notifiers/Support Stiifbtifiers/Support Staff primarily work in courts and
detention centers, and are not victim advocatBsey only notify crime victims of court dates, change of status
of prisoners, etc., so they doné6ét provide as man

Of the1328VSPs,1087are paid employees a@d1are volunteer $Ps. Paid employees are required to
complete a certain number of training hours each year because providing direct victim services is part of theil
job duties, and for volunteers, it is recommended but not requeldinteer VSPs may volunteer with an
agency/organization or it may be that they work with victims, but are not required by statute to complete the
trainingT Juvenile Arbitrators, for examplebut they wish to be able to better serve thédincould also be that
someone in victim services tahe field but wants to remain current on their certification in case they return in
the future.

Unfortunately, the system we cur r-profit ULEYA, Sockor d o e s n
Advocate, state agencgettingaheg one and that will be eng of éhe funatidrs.i n g
can pull this information manually, but it would take me a while since there are so many records to sort
through.

Please leme know if you have any further questiort$ope you have a greday!

Leslie H. Sims

Program Coordinator

Office of Victim Services Education and Certification
Of fice of the Crime Victimsd Ombudsman
South Carolina Office of the Governor

1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, South Carolin29201
Phone803.734.0357

Direct: 803.734.0925

Fax:803.734.1428

http://ovsec.sc.gov
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OPERATIONS AND LOGISTICS

Name or Focus Area of the Working Group

Law Enforcement Suommittee

Name, Title, and Organization of CeChairs

Director Leroy Smith SC Department of Public Safety
Instructor/Officer Brian Benneft SC Criminal Justice Academy
Participating Members of the Sub-Committee:

Director Leroy Smith (SC Department of Public Safety)

Instructor/Officer Brian Bennett (S.C. Criminal Justice Academy)

Chief Mark Keel (SC Law Enforcement Division)

Sheriff Kenney Boone (Florence County Sheriff
Chief Terrencdsreen (Lexington Police Department)

Director Jerry Adger (SC Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services)

Director Sylvia Murray (SC Department of Juvenile Justice)

Major Mark Gosnell (SC Highway PatrblSC Department of Public Safety)

KathleenSt r eett (Fl orence County Sheriffds Office]
Executive Director Jarrod Bruder (South Carol
Jail Administrator Nick Gallam (Aiken County)

Jackie Swindler (SC Department of Social Services)

Major Paul Grant (SC Law Enforcement DivB)

Commissioner Rod Rutledge (SC Mental Health Commission)

Communication Coordinator Nikki Rogers (Lexington County Communications)

Assistant Solicitor Catherine Wyse {12udicial Circuit)

Ginny Barr (SC Department of Corrections)

Elizabeth Gray (Domestic Violence Survivor)

Deputy Counsel Rebecca Schimsa (Governor o6s Of
Felicia Dauway (Department of Juvenile Justice)

Marchar Stagg (SC Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services)

Number of Meetings and Length

03/05/2A5 (SC Department of Public Safety HQ,-Cbair Planning, 2 hours)
03/11/2015 (SC Criminal Justice Academy, €itmmittee Meeting, 2 hours)
03/18/2015 (SC Department of Public Safety HQ;@wmir Planning, 2 hours)
05/05/2015 (SC Criminal JusticecAdemy, SWCommittee Meeting, 2 hours)
05/07/2015 (SC Department of Public Safety;Cwair Planning, 2 hours)
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Number and Location of Public Hearings
None at this juncture.
Meeting Minutes

CDV Task Force Law Enforcement Subcommittee Meeting
Location: South Carolina Criminal Justice Academy
Date: 0311-2015@ 10:00 a.m.

Purpose

The purpose of this meeting: Data collection

Discussion and Comments

South Carolina Law Enforcement Division: South Carolina Incident Based Reporting System
(SCIBRS) does not contain personal information on offenders or vic&@$8RS can search by
relationship type; however, there is no proxy
Achil d i asCbD\Wstatate defines a household membEnere are eighteen different

software vendors that submit data to the SCIBRS systdma.SLED representative indicated

that new coding could be implemented within six months, but data validation could teke up

one year. The South Carolina Information Exchange (S@IBxgilable through SLE® is

searchable for incident reports, supplemental reports, and field interview reports; however, there

are limitations on information specific to CDV issues.

Agencies may & completing incident reports, but there was discussionpgédtaps, the

incidents are being coded incorrectly, thus skewing data that we do have. Additionally,

convictions are difficult in smaller jurisdictions if the defendant asks for a jury triahdoane is
available or willing to serve on the juryn these instances, some smaller agencies forgo

charging for domestic violence and instead chose a lesser charge (i.e., breach of peace, disorderly
conduct, assault®degree) to have the case heand gain a convictionlf a lesser offense than

CDV is charged, then there may be many CDV incidents that are being recorded.

SC Probation, Parole and Pardon: Some records will not be specific to CDV offenses,
especially if there is a plea arrangemiena lesser charge such as an assdtultas also noted
that relationship information between offender and victims was not available.

Lexington 911: CDV calls for service can note if it was a eoe two-party issue.Computer

Aided Dispatch informatin can record incident location(s), times of day, region locations within
the county (among other data), and the EMS component of the system could be matched to law
enforcement calls for service. This matching of law enforcement response and EMS response
could potentially show information as it relates to CDV injuries or severity of the incident.

Department of Juvenile Justice: CDV issues involving juveniles may be discovered or noted
during counseling or treatment programs, but it is not common forijasdn be screened upon
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intake. It was discussed that although juveniles may display or commit acts of relationship
violence, they would not be charged with CDV
me mb er 0 dThdraforej ittwbudd e rare éver that a CDV charge would be associated

with a juvenile offender.

Pre-trial Intervention: Information from these programs in many cases is restricted by law and
as such data is not available.

Batterer Intervention Programs (BTI): Comments were that there are no processes in place to
see how effective batterer interventions programs &he. issues of recidivism rates and
repeated uses of the BIP and-pral intervention programs were also brought up.

Summary

It should be nted that there are a myriad of nuances that affect our data numbers. For &xample
as mentioned earliérin a small town where a magistrate will preside over a CDV case, it is
very difficult to get six jury members to show up. Hence, the officer may chagriiject with

a lesser charge (i.e., breach of peace, disorderly conduct, a&sdetirde) to gain a conviction.

One consistent theme noted was that most reporting systems, regardless ofdageoty,
trackor havelimited dataon the nature of theelationship between abusers and victims.
Moreover, there is also limited data in other areas pertaining to CDV.

The question was asked, AWhat will subcommitt
of this Task For ce S abouldtelmibtomraite® memBeesshptovinesee : D
law enforcement officers took photos, documented whether a weapon was involved, injuries
sustained, children present, documented the relationship between abuser and victim, conducted
interviews, documented wheththere was an Order of Protection, etc., these methods, if applied

by the law enforcement officer, could indicate that there is a higher conviction rate.

Every jurisdiction (local, county, or state)
biggest problem (or greatest challenge). We need to find out what each jurisdiction is doing (i.e.,
type of incident reporting, data collection, written CDV policy, advanced training, etc.). Once we
have collected this information and have a picture of Wieentire state looks like, then we can

start developing/implementing viable solutions.

In an effort to gather more data, specifically essential information for identifying and developing
methods for addressing incidents of domestic violencettbading committee members

decided to create a survey for law enforcement agencies and 911 call centers. Surveys will be
focused and distributed through contacts with the South Carolina Police Chiefs Association,
South Carol i na Sheld cali deriessAnfesnailovas sent out@sking fax n d
suggestions on the types of questions that should be asked of law enforcement and 911 call
centers.
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We appreciate all the hard work that you are putting into thisiey@ortant matter, and we look
forward to working with you in the future to create a safer South Carolina for all.

Brian Bennett & Leroy Smith, G€hairs
CDV Task Force Law Enforcement Subcommittee

CDV Task Force Law Enforcement Subcommittee Meeting
Location: South Carolina Crimihdustice Academy
Date: 0505-2015@ 2:00 p.m.

Attendees

Director Leroy Smith (SCDPS), Brian Bennett (SCCJA), Sheriff Kenney Boone (Florence
County Sheriffdés Office), Kat hl een Streett (F
(Assistant Solicibr, 12" Circuit), Paul Grant (Major, SLED), Elizabeth Gray (CDV Survivor),

Nick Gallam (Jail Admin., Aiken County), Chief Terrence Green (Lexington Police
Department) , Rebecca Schimsa (Governor o6s Of fi
(SCDPPP), MajpMark Gosnell (SCHFSCDPS)

Introduction & Welcome

Director Leroy Smith
Presentation

Issued hard copy of the PowerPoint presentation on Law Enforcement and Call Center/911
Dispatch Survey results to subcommittee members.

*Instructor Brian Bennetpresented the findings of both surveys during a PowerPoint
presentation.

Regarding the Law Enforcement Survey, discussion was made concerning five-lsabgett
areas:

Agency Policy;
Agency Training;
On-Scene Response;
Data Collection; and
Prosecution.

abrwnE

*Regarding the Call Center/911 Dispatch Survey, discussion was made concerning the 10 survey
guestions.
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*It should be noted that these findings are preliminary. Both surveys are ongoing through May
12, 2015.
Noted Comments

It is important to note that mall agencies reporting have a primary mission of responding to
domestic violence calls, such as the South Carolina Highway Patrol and the Department of
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services. Therefore, as a result of the aforementioned reason, data
couldbe somewhat skewed (minor skew) due to agency primary responsibilities.

Agency budgets and available resources vary across the state and can affect the ability to
properly respond to domestic violence incidents. Policies do exist among most reporting
agencies, but a question that presents itself is if they are being followed. Some agency policies
do not specifically address domestic violence response, report taking, or what is done with the
data the agency collects.

Rebecca Schi msa Officeinguirechabout@e ruebenod agénsies reporting.

As of May 4, 2015, a total of 110 agencies among state, county, and municipal agencies have
completed the survey. (Thirtyof forsyi x sheri ffdos offices have con
At hi r tlusige ofitre 110 agencies.)

Director Smith reported that the time for agencies to complete the survey had been extended to
May 12, 2015, in hopes of having all foidyi x s her i ff6s offices report
agencies that have not doreeadready.

The subcommittee was informed that t he Sout h
Carolina Police Chiefds Association have been
need to complete the survey.

Sheriff Boone, FlorenceCaut y Sher i ffdéds Office, said that he
sheriffés offices that have not reported yet.

Likewise, Chief Green, Lexington Police Department, reported he has been making personal
calls as well and would continue to do so. Chiefe@reeports that he is aware that some very
small agencies may not havenail or Internet systems, and, as such, it may have been hard for
some to complete the survey, even if they wanted to. -#aiewas submitted to Sheriff Boone
and Chief Green showgrthe agencies that have completed the survey thus far.

Rebecca Schimsa of the Governordés Office ingqu
compared to lethality checklists. Brian Bennett, SCCJA, explained checklists are in existence
already and used in basic training. A lethality checklist is in developméetadded to new

basic training. CDV checklists are very comprehensive that cover all areas of law enforcement
response to CDV calls (i.e., evidence collection, interviewing, observation of injuries, victims
services, information and documentation).cémtrast, the lethality assessment checklist is a
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specialized tool to identity suspect and victim behaviors and characteristics that indicate abusers
are lethal threats to officers and the victim.

Law enforcement recertification via domestic violenmaéning was also discussed. The survey

shows that all reporting agencies use the CDV program for officer recertification training that

was produced by the South Carolina Criminal Justice Academy. Instructor Bennett informed the
subcommittee thattheusto t he Academyds training program i
Carolina Training Act. Agencies may develop their own training programs that meet the CDV
recertification requirement as long as the lesson plan is approved for Continuing Law
EnforcementEdc at i on Credits (CLEEC) hours by the Ac
Carolina Training Act gives the Law Enforcement Training Council the authority to set the

number of CDV training hours required forgertification, and that number currently is fou

hours of CDV training per year. The Training Act Section for CDV training is found i¥r2823

50(A) of the South Carolina Code of Laws
(http://www.sccja.sc.go@info/training/Training%20Act%20as%200f%2@8-15.pd}.

Assistant Solicitor Catherine Wyse,".2udicial Circuit, voiced concerns on how long CDV

calls are maintained for use by solicitors. Depending on when cases are investigated or brought

to trial, dda kept in storage may no longer be available. Agency budgets and access to

technology may have some bearing on how long call centers may be able to retain information.
Information given in the PowerPoint data summary showed that some dispatch centgrs do n

keep 911 records past A3 to 6 months, 0 and so
A0 t o 3 meemn shormgean Benpoobleématic.

Elizabeth Gray, CDV Survivor, reported that Professor Ellen Meacham (University of
Mississippiandfaner | 'y of Charl eston) wrote a thesis er

on Domestic Violence Legislation in South Car
Meacham submitted her thesis to the General Assembly. Ms. Gray also reported that Meacham
wil | provide her with a copy of the thesis to

Brian Bennett & Leroy Smith, G€hairs
CDV Task Force Law Enforcement Subcommittee
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OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION PROCESS

Summary of Goals and Objectives

The goal of the subommittee was to discover a way to comprehensively collect
information relative to domestic violence response, policy, protocol, and training from a
large number of agencies of various levels and disciplines. The objective of the sub
committee was to collect an accurate sampling of information on how law enforcement
agencies address issues of domestic violence and how 911 Call Centers deal with reports
of domestic violence.

Description of Data Collection Methodology

Two webbasedsurveys were developed in order to simplify the process of data

collection in an attempt to secure a large sample of agencies and call centers reporting. A
list of thirty topical questions related to domestic violence was created for law
enforcement ageres, and a list of ten topical questions was developed for 911 dispatch
centers. Questions focused on issue of policy, protoceicene response, training,

utilization of victim advocates, data collection, and prosecution/adjudication of domestic
violence cases. The online surveys allowed for wadeead distribution through state
agency contacts, the South Carolina Sherif
Association, and 911 Call Centers. Regular reminders of the importance of completing
the surveyits purpose, and deadlines were sent through the ahewdoned

associations.

As of the data of this report, 157 law enforcement agencies have completed the survey,
representative of all 46 of the statebs <co
muricipal, or other (campus police departments, airport police departments, etc.)

agencies and six state agencies. This is approximately 52% of the slightly more than 300
law enforcement agencies in the state. Of particular note in this report is the tramendo
response from county law enforcement agencies statewide. Of the 46 South Carolina
Sheri ffos Offices, 45 -wide polce depastrpeotrfHbreyl, an d
also responded. It should be noted that the Horry County Police Department is tlye count
law enforcement entity in Horry County which answers calls for service and deals with
enforcement issues, such as criminal domestic violence, on a daily basis. For the purposes
of this report, this kind of response from the county law enforcement ageigs to

this analysis a relatively complete picture of the criminal domestic violence dynamics for
which the sukcommittee is seeking information.

120



Credibility of Findings and Problems with Incomplete Data

Due to the nature of how the surveys weesated and how they were distributed, the
responses seem to be accurate, credible, and reliable. Each survey was prefaced with an
introductory paragraph explaining who was requesting data, the purpose it would serve,
and the crucial nature of agency papi@tion for the collection of accurate data. In
examining the data received thus far, there are clearly improvements needed in very
specific areas. One thing that must be considered, however, is that the survey required
agencies to identify themselves aetied on agency seteporting. In some studies,
anonymous reporting has been proven preferable in attempting to unveil or demonstrate
unknown issues or problems. In this survey, it was necessary for agencies to identify
themselves inordertoensurath al | Sheri ffdos Offices in S
survey. Being that the survey was also sent to state agencies, municipal agencies, and
other law enforcement entities (campus police departments, airport police departments,
etc.) it was necessargrfthese types of agencies to identify themselves as well.

The survey has not had a 100% return from known agencies, which would be rare relative
to any type of survey, but has achieved 100% response from county law enforcement
agencies in the state vahi deal with domestic violence issues on a daily basis. Also, the
overall percentages of agencies responding to both surveys was quite significant and
likely more than substantial for sufficient sampling and analysis, at least in a general
fashion. Effors were made to remind agencies of their need to complete the survey by

utilizing assistance from the SC Sheriffds
and their contacts. It has been surmised that many of the small local agencies that make
upSOut h Carolina | aw enforcement simply don:q

use it effectively. Itis not uncommon for very small agencies to have antiquated
computers, no functionatmail system, nor any agency webpage. Although the survey
guestons were very focused, detailed and yielded results, the survey itself simply cannot
cover all the minute variables that may exist within the dynamics of individual agencies
and how those agencies respond to criminal domestic violence. The survey fmtased
sampling of data across many types of law enforcement agencies in an attempt to gain a
statewide overview of information specific to policy, training, officer response, data
collection, and prosecution.

Lessons Learned and Challenges Ahead

Thesurvey showed that there are positive trends and good intentions within the law
enforcement community relative to the response to domestic violence, which are
indicative of the seriousness ascribed to these crimes and their related issues by
enforcement mtities. Nestled within those positive trends, however, is also some
concerning information which seems to suggest that ideas and intentions do not always
equate with practical applications or success. Deficient areas, inconsistencies, and/or gaps
have ben identified through the law enforcement survey. For example, agencies may
have policies to address issues of domestic violence, but response capability may be
clearly influenced by how weak or strong a given policy may be. Additionally, agencies
seem tdbe doing an excellent job in collecting and retaining criminal domestic violence
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data, but do very little with the data collected in the way of allowing it to inform law
enforcement response, protocol/checklist development and utilization, andpakeyy
strategies. These kinds of easily seen observations generate additional questions, such as
the following:
1 Are agency policies and use of available data promoting best practice
methodologies?
Are current policies being implemented/utilized effectivaiyg consistently?
Do policies relative to domestic violence response mandate certain law
enforcement practices, such as using uniform protocols or checklists, or do extant
policies allow for options and an inevitable inconsistency in the ways that the
occurrence of criminal domestic violence is addressed?
1 Are agencies availing themselves of enough training to appropriately assist them
in dealing with criminal domestic violence issues and problems?

il
il

It has been observed on many fronts that, whereas nesngiznerally lead to improved,
consistent responses; options with accompanying discretion generally lead to limited
information, limited data, and limited/inconsistent response.

It should be noted that the working group was extremely pleased by thatpgecef
responding agencies and the apparent candor with which they answered the questions
presented in the surveys.

DATA ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

Analysis

The actual survey instrument for law enforcement was designed to cover five focus areas:
Agency Policy, Agency Training, G8cene Response, Data Collection, and Prosecution.
An initial analysis of the survey findings demonstrates that, though there are some
positive practices occurring regarding each of the five focus areas, there remain
deficiencies, inconsistencies, and/or gaps in all focus areas addressed.

In order to demonstrate the issues derived from the survey clearly, this analysis will
follow the outline of the survey focus areas. In addition, a sixth section will deal with
information gleaned from 911 Call Centers. It should be noted that the Call Centers were
not required to identify themselves either generally or specifically in the survey
instrument. However, of the 34 that responded, 85.29% of the respondents irntliaated
they represent a county agency, while 44.12% indicated that they represent a municipal
agency. Obviously, some of the responding Call Centers represent both city and county
agencies.

It should be noted that Attachments 1 and 2 contain the rawrdaigbth surveys,
including additional comments that were solicited from responding agencies through
Question 30 of the Law Enforcement Survey and Question 10 of the 911 Call Center
survey.
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. Agency Policy

Of the 157 responding law enforcement agencie3, a597.5%, indicated that they had
policy and procedure manuals in place. While more than 71% of responding agencies
indicated that they have policies in place addressing response to criminal domestic
violence incidents, almost 30% do not (See Figurel@vin). Additionally, almost half

(49%) of all responding agencies do not follow checklists or protocols when responding
to domestic violence incidents (See Figure 2 below.).

Figure 1.7 Survey Question 4

Does the agency have policy that specifically addresses
response to domestic violence incidents?

= Yes
= No

Figure 2.7 Survey Question 5

Does the agency have a specific protocol checklist to follow
when responding to domestic violence incidents?

" Yes
= No

Less than 14% of responding agencies had a policy creating a domestic violence
investigation unit (See Figure 3, next page.).
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Figure 3.7 Survey Question 6
Does the agency have policy that specifically created a

domestic violence investigation unit?

" Yes
= No

Almost a fourth of the agenciessponding indicated that they do not initiate supervisory
review of domestic violence incidents to ensure they are properly reported and
documented (See Figure 4 below.), while almost 85% of responding agencies indicated
that they had no screening tools/ckiests to document acts of strangulation in domestic
violence calls (See Figure 5, next page.).

Figure 4.7 Survey Question 12

Does your department require a supervisory review of all
domestic violence incidents to ensure they are properly
reported and documented as domestic violence?

= Yes
= No
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Figure 5.7 Survey Question 19

Do officers use any specific screening tools/checklists to
document acts of strangulation in domestic violence calls?

" Yes
= No

Also in terms of agency policy, motiean 64% of responding agencies indicated that

they do not use a lethality assessment to identify potential dangers to officers and victims
(See Figure 6 below.). This may create problems, not only in the contexsoéna
investigations and responseitlalso in the aftermath and continued legal processes of
dealing with domestic violence cases.

Figure 6.7 Survey Question 18

Are officers required to complete a lethality assessment to
identify potential dangers to victims and officers?

= Yes
= No

2. Agency Training
While all but one responding agency acknowledged that they use a SC Criminal Justice
Academy video training on domestic violence for recertification purposes (See Figure 7,
next page.), only a little more than a third of responding agencies indicatéueghat
conduct their own domestic violence training (See Figure 8, next page.). Shhmasie
training on domestic violence issues rarely goes beyond what is provided by the Criminal
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Justice Academyds basic and adpedfitmed tr ai

jurisdictions may not be currently addressed in a sufficient manner statewide.

Figure 7.7 Survey Question 13

Does the agency utilize the Criminal Justice Academy's yearly
domestic violence video program for recertification training?
O.?%

" Yes
= No

Figure 8.7 Survey Question 14

Does the agency conduct its own yearly domestic violence
training (in house or other vendors)?

" Yes
= No

Also, while almost 60% of responding agenstsed that their officers actually

prosecute domestic violence fusffense cases, more than 56% stated that they do not
train officers on how to prosecute these cases (See Figure 9, next page.). Additionally,
almost a third (32.5%) indicated that offisere not trained in evidenbased

prosecutions as opposed to prosecution based solely on testimony (See Figure 10, next
page).
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Figure 9.7 Survey Question 15

Does the agency proved training for officers on how to prosecute
domestic violence cases?

" Yes
= No

Figure 10.7 Survey Question 16

Are officers trained in evidence based prosecutions as
opposed to prosecuting based solely on testimony?

" Yes
= No

Also, only 17% of responding agencies indicated that their 911 operators/call takers were
included in domestic violence training (See Figure 11, next page.).
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Figure 11.7 Survey Question 17

Are 911 operators and agency call takers included in
domestic violence training?

17.2%
Yes
No
58.0% 24.8% N/A

3. On-Scene Response
As indicated above undér Agency Policy almost half (49%) of all responding agencies
do not follow checklists or protocols when responding to domestic violence incidents
(See Figure 2 above.), and almost 85% of responding agencies indicated thatl they ha
screening tools/checklists to document acts of strangulation in domestic violence calls
(See Figure 5 above.).

Providing resources and support to victims of domestic violence can be critical to issues
relative to victim safety and victim cooperationterms of proper oscene response and,
ultimately, prosecution of cases. Based on survey responses, agency access to victim
services and utilization of victim advocates also seem varied and inconsistent as it
pertains to domestic violence response,\datim advocacy may very well be

underutilized in the state. Many agencies report that victims receive foposvare

through victim services, which is clearly a positive. However, almost 29% of responding
agencies indicated that they do not notify agenctm advocates céll domestic

violence calls, and more than 89% of the reporting agencies do not require a victim
advocate to respond &l domestic violence calls (See Figures 12 and 13, next page.).
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Figure 12.7 Survey Question 20

Do officers notify the agency's victim advocate for all
domestic violence calls?

= Yes
= No

Figure 13.- Survey Question 21
Are victim advocates required to respond to all

domestic violence calls?

= Yes
" No

Additionally, the majority of responding agencies (54.8%) indicated that victim
advocates or other dedicated individuals do not conduct interviews with children at
theincident scene (See Figure 14, next page.).
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Figure 14.7 Survey Question 22

Does the victim advocate or other dedicated
individual conduct interviews with children at a
domestic violence incident?

= Yes
= No

On the positive side, however, most agencies (almost 90%) indicated that domestic
violence victims receive followp services through victimdvocates, though it is not
certain if all victims receive access to such services (See Figure 15 below.).

Figure 15.7 Survey Question 23

Do domestic violence victims receive follow up care and
services through the department's victim advocate?

= Yes
= No

Based on the above information, it appears that most services provided by victim
advocéaes occur aftethe-fact and not during the immediate response to domestic
violence incidents. Though this is clearly beneficial to victims, many victims may decide
to decline services if the opportunity for services is offered at a time distant from the
actual incident. It should be noted that, for many reasons, very few, if any, victims reach
out and seek victim service assistance on their own.
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4. Data Collection
Although many agencies document domestic violence incidents on reports, the
information colleted may lack details that are critical to reckegping, prosecution,
and overall analysis of risks associated with individual situations. For example, while
almost 95% of responding agencies indicate that they require officers to accurately
identify the relationship between the victim and the abuser, almost 18% of the responding
agencies indicate that this information 1is
individual domestic violence report (See Figures 16 and 17 below.).

Figure 16.7 Survey Question 8

Does the agency require officers to accurately identify the
nature of the relationship between a domestic violence
victim and abuser?

= Yes
= No

Figure 17.7 Survey Question 9

Does the agency require officers to state in the body of the
report what the nature of the relationship is between the
domestic violence victim and abuser?

= Yes
= No

Additionally, only a little more than 56% of responding agencies indicated that they
require their officers to document if children reside at the locaticlowfestic violence
incidents (See Figure 18 , next page.).
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Figure 18.7 Survey Question 10

Does the agency require officers to document if children
reside at the location of a domestic violence incident?

= Yes
= No

Many agencies (almost 75%) report that they collect and retain domestic viodéateel
data, but only about 40% of those who collect gtdin data utilize the data to develop
improved enforcement and response strategies to domestic violence (See Figures 19 and

20 below.).

Figure 19.- Survey Question 26

Does the agency collect and retain domestic violence
related data?

" Yes
= No
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Figure 20.7 Survey Question 27

If "yes" to the previous guestion, does the agency utilize
the data collected to create enforcement and response
strategies to reduce domestic violence incidents?

= Yes
= No

5. Prosecution
A little more than 60% of responding agencies reported that their officers prosecute their own
domestic violence misdemeanor cases (See Figure 21 below.).

Figure 21.7 Survey Question 28

Do your officers prosecute their own criminal domestic
violence first (CDV 1st) cases?

= Yes
= No

However, more than 23% of responding agencies reported that their officers are not
allowed by the summary court to prosecute a case if the victim does not appear or is not
willing to testify (See Figure 22 below.).
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Figure 22.7 Survey Question 29

If "yes" to previous question, are officers allowed by the
summary court to prosecute their criminal domestic violence
fist (CDV 1st) cases if victims fail to appear or refuse to
testify?

" Yes
= No

As indicated ir2. Agency Trainingabove, more than 56% of responding agencies stated
that their officers do not receive training on how to prosecute domestic violence cases (See
Figure 9 above.), and about 33% indicated that offiae¥siot trained in evidendmsed
prosecutions as opposed to prosecution based solely on testimony (See Figure 10 above.).

6. 911 Call Centers

Surveys were submitted to approximately seventy (70) 911 Call Centers statewide. Thirty
four (34) Call Centerqyr 48.6%, responded to the survey. Of the 34 that responded, 31, or
91.18%, were consolidated dispatch centers, answering fire, EMS, and law enforcement
calls. All responding Call Centers indicated that they used a computer aided dispatch, or
CAD systemResponding Call Centers indicated that they handled calls for service for city
and county entities, with 82.35% (28) indicating that they dispatched for county agencies,
and 94.12% (32) indicating that they dispatched for city agencies, reinforcing tttieatac

most Call Centers likely handle a combination of city and county calls for service (See
Figure 23 below.).Twelve of the responding Call Centers, or 35.29%, indicated that they
handled more than 1,000 domestic violence calls annually, while 8,58%23indicated that
they handled from 501,000 domestic violence calls annually. Thirteen agencies, or 38.24%,
indicated that they handled :8D0 domestic violence calls annually, while only one Call
Center indicated that it handled frorl00 domestic wlence calls annually (See Figure 24,
next page.).
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Figure 23.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 3

What Law Enforcement Jurisdictions do you dispatch for
(check all that apply)?

= County
= City

Figure 24.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 5

How many Domestic Violence Calls does the 911/call center
handle per calendar year?

= 0-100

= 101-500
501-1000

= >1000

Of the responding Call Centers, only terBdf or 29.41%, indicated that their call
takers/dispatchers receive annual criminal domestic violence training (See Figure 25

below.). This seems to be relatively consistent with the information received in the law
enforcement survey, which indicatedthkab out 17 % of responding a-
operators/call takers was included in domestic violence training (See Figure 11 above.).
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Figure 25.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 6

Do your call takers/dispatchers receive annual CDV
training?

= Yes
= No

Slightly more than half (18 of 34, or 52.94%)tbé responding 911 Call Centers
indicated that they used standardized questions for domestic violence calls and responses
(See Figure 26, next page.).

Figure 26.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 7

Does your call center use standardized questions for
domestic violence calls and responses?

= Yes
= No

Among the responding 911 Cé&lkenters, there was a great variety in terms of the length
of time that 911 audio records were stored and maintained, with eight responders, or
23.53%, storing the information for®dmonths, six, or 17.65%, for@months, one for
6-12 months, and 19, o0688% for one year (See Figure 27 below.).
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Figure 27.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 8

How long are 911 audio records stored and maintained?

= 0-3 months
= 3-6 months

6-12 months
= 1 year

The vast majority ofesponding Call Centers, 32 of 34, or 94.12%, indicated that they
provided copies of 911 audio transmissionstoe | ocal juri sdicti onos
violence prosecutor only if requested (See Figure 28, next page.).

Figure 28.7 911 Call Center Survey Question 9

Do you provide copies of the 911 audio transmissions to the
CDV prosecutor in you jurisdiction?
0.0%____

= On every call
= Only if requested
Never

The above information seems consistent with the picture painted antlemforcement

survey in that there appears, at the level of 911 Call Centers, to be inconsistency-and non
uniformity in the state regarding how domestic violence calls are handled, the training
being made available to call takers/dispatchers, and the wayhich responses are
generated and information is shared relative to domestic violence calls for assistance.

Data Analysis by County

The above information, based on 157 responding law enforcement agencies
(approximately 52% of the law enforcement ages statewide) and 34 Call Centers
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(approximately 46.8% of the 911 Call Centers statewide), seems to be a significant
enough sample to be representative of the state as a whole. However, in order to drill
down to the county level to see which counties imaynore advanced in dealing with the
issue of criminal domestic violence within their respective jurisdictions, it will be
necessary to look at the data in a slightly different format. It should be noted that 45 of
the stateds 46 amane toyntypdiice depdrtinegnts(Hooyf) liavec e s
responded to the law enforcement survey. This gives a strong picture of the criminal
domestic violence dynamics addressed in the survey from a countywide perspective.

This section will look at law enforcemeBtrvey Questions Nos:2 individually

followed by a brief analysis of how counties stood in relationship to these questions.
Questions 1 and 2 dealt with the name of the agency and the type of jurisdiction that the
responding agency represented, andsfae 30 allowed for any additional comments by
responding agencies. It should be noted that, for this section, the seven state agencies
responding to the survey were deleted from the analysis. This section focuses only on
municipal, county, and other (mgus police, airport police departments, etc.) agencies
responding within South Carolinads counti e

Survey Question 3

Does the agency have a written policy and procedure manual?

Of the responding counties, 42 of 46 (91.3ftlicated that all of the agencies responding
from within their jurisdictions had policies and procedures manuals in place. Of the other
four, Lexington had 93% of its agencies with policy manuals in place, Florence had 80%,
Chesterfield had 75%, and Harapthad 67%.

Survey Question 4

Does the agency have policy that specifically addresses response to domestic violence
incidents?

Of the responding counties, only 21 of 46 (45.7%) indicated that all of the agencies
responding from within their jurisdictiorigad policies that specifically address response
to domestic violence issues. Of the other 25 responding counties, four (Greenville [89%],
Horry [83%], Lexington [79%], and York [80%]) had greater than 75% of their
responding agencies with such policiepliace, twelve (Aiken, Chesterfield, Dillon,
Greenwood, Kershaw, Lancaster, Laurens, Marion, Marlboro, Newberry, Orangeburg,
and Saluda) had 50%7 % of their responding agencies with such policies in place, while
nine (Abbeville, Anderson, Barnwell, Calhgudhester, Clarendon, Florence, Sumter,

and Williamsburg) had less than 50% of their responding agencies with such policies in
place. No responding agencies in Calhoun, Chester, Clarendon, Sumter, and
Williamsburg Counties indicated that they have paoficteat specifically address

response to domestic violence issues.
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Survey Question 5

Does the agency have a specific protocol checklist to follow when responding to
domestic violence incidents?

Of the responding counties, only eight (Beaufort, Berkéldgrendon, Dorchester,
Greenwood, Lee, Marlboro, and Oconee) of 46 counties (17.4%) indicated that all of the
agencies responding from within their jurisdictions had specific protocol checklists to
follow when responding to domestic violence incidentsth@fother 38 responding

counties, 21 (Aiken, Anderson, Bamberg, Charleston, Cherokee, Chesterfield, Edgefield,
Fairfield, Georgetown, Hampton, Horry, Jasper, Kershaw, Lexington, McCormick,
Pickens, Richland, Saluda, Spartanburg, Sumter, and Union) vaekeine50% and 83%

of their responding agencies indicating that they had such protocol checklists, while 17
counties (Abbeville, Allendale, Barnwell, Calhoun, Chester, Colleton, Darlington, Dillon,
Florence, Greenville, Lancaster, Laurens, Marion, Newb@rgngeburg, Williamsburg,

and York) had less than 50% of their responding agencies indicating that they used such
protocol checklists. Seven counties (Allendale, Barnwell, Calhoun, Chester, Colleton,
Marion, and Williamsburg) had none of their respondiggrecies indicating that they

have specific protocol checklists to follow when responding to domestic violence
incidents.

Survey Question 6

Does the agency have policy that specifically created a domestic violence

investigation unit?

Of the responding coties, only two (Lee and Sumter) of 46 (4.3%) indicated that all of
the agencies responding from within their jurisdictions have policy that specifically
created a domestic violence investigation unit. Of the remaining 44 responding counties,
six counties Beaufort, Berkeley, Charleston, Marlboro, Oconee and Pickens) had 50% of
their responding agencies indicating that they had such a policy, eight (Abbeville, Aiken,
Georgetown, Greenville, Lexington, Orangeburg, Richland, and Spartanburg) had
between 11% (€&enville) and 36% (Lexington) of their responding agencies indicating
that they had such a policy, while 30 counties (65.2% of those reporting) had none of
their responding agencies indicate that they have policy that specifically created a
domestic violace investigation unit.

Survey Question 7

Does the agency policy mandate an official incident report be filed regardless of
arrest or non-arrest for domestic violence incidents?

Of the responding counties, 30 of 46 (65.2%) indicated that all of the ageasponding
from within their jurisdictions have policy that mandates an official incident report be
filed regardless of arrest or nanrest for domestic violence incidents. Of the other 16
responding counties, six counties (Chesterfield, Greenvilbangton, Newberry,
Spartanburg, and York) had 7598% of their responding agencies indicating that they
had such a policy, nine (Aiken, Anderson, Cherokee, Dillon, Kershaw, Orangeburg,
Saluda, Sumter, and Union) had between 50% and 67% of their respagdirges
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indicating that they had such a policy, while only one county, Florence at 20%, had less
than 50% of their responding agencies indicate that they have policy that mandates an
official incident report be filed regardless of arrest or-aoest fordomestic violence
incidents.

Survey Question 8

Does the agency require officers to accurately identify the nature of the relationship
between a domestic violence victim and abuser?

Of the responding counties, 42 of 46 (91.3%) indicated that all of #rec@g responding

from within their jurisdictions require officers to accurately identify the nature of the
relationship between a domestic violence victim and abuser. Of the other four responding
counties, Newberry and Abbeville had 80% of their respapdgencies indicate that

they had a similar requirement, while Orangeburg had 83%. Saluda had 50% of its
responding agencies indicate that they had a similar requirement.

Survey Question 9

Does the agency require officers to state in the body of the regavhat the nature of

the relationship is between the domestic violence victim and abuser?

Of the responding counties, 28 of 46 (60.9%) indicated that all of the agencies responding
from within their jurisdictions require officers to state in the body efdbmestic

violence report what the nature of the relationship is between a domestic violence victim
and abuser. Of the other 18 responding counties, eight (Abbeville, Greenville, Laurens,
Lexington, Newberry, Orangeburg, Spartanburg and York) had be&@8érand 93% of
their responding agencies indicate that they had a similar requirement, while ten
(Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Dorchester, Fairfield, Florence, Jasper, Marion,
Oconee, and Saluda) had 50% or less of their responding agencies indidaeythad a
similar requirement. Of the latter ten counties, two counties (Charleston and Cherokee)
had none of their responding agencies indicate that they require officers to state in the
body of the domestic violence report what the nature of theamdhip is between a
domestic violence victim and abuser.

Survey Question 10

Does the agency require officers to document if children reside at thecation of a
domestic violence incident?

Of the responding counties, only 12 (Aiken, Allendale, Bambeegkdtey, Charleston,
Chester, Colleton, Dillon, Dorchester, Hampton, Marlboro, and Williamsburg) of 46
(26.1%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within their jurisdictions
require officers to document if children reside at the locatiandmestic violence

incident. Of the other 34 responding counties, ten (Abbeville, Anderson, Chesterfield,
Darlington, Greenwood, Laurens, Lexington, Orangeburg, Spartanburg, and Union) had
between 57% and 79% of their responding agencies indicate tiidtatiex similar
requirement, while 24 had 50% or less of their responding agencies indicate that they had
a similar requirement, with six of these (Calhoun, Clarendon, Jasper, Kershaw, Lee, and
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Oconee) having none of their responding agencies indicatthéyatequire officers to
document if children reside at the location of a domestic violence incident.

Survey Question 11

Does agency policy allow domestic violence victims to completesubmit a

statement that they do not want a case prosecuted?

Of theresponding counties, only twelve (Barnwell, Beaufort, Calhoun, Chester,
Clarendon, Dorchester, Fairfield, Lancaster, Lee, McCormick, Pickens, and
Williamsburg) of 46 (26.1%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within
their jurisdictions hagbolicy to allow domestic violence victims to complete or submit a
statement that they do not want a case prosecuted. Of the other 35 responding counties,
seven (Anderson, Bamberg, Darlington, Dillon, Greenwood, Newberry, and Union) had
between 60% and 75% their responding agencies indicate that they had such a policy,
while 28 had 50% or less of their responding agencies indicate that they had a similar
policy. Seven (Cherokee, Colleton, Edgefield, Jasper, Marlboro, Sumter, and York) of the
lattermentined 28 counties had none of their responding agencies indicate that they had
policy to allow domestic violence victims to complete or submit a statement that they do
not want a case prosecuted.

Survey Question 12

Does your department require a supervisoryeview of all domestic violence

incidents to ensure they are properly reported andlocumented as domestic

violence?

Of the responding counties, 24 of 46 (52.2%) indicated that all of the agencies responding
from within their jurisdictions required a supisory review of all domestic violence

incidents to ensure they are properly reported and documented as domestic violence. Of
the other 22 responding counties, three (Abbeville, Greenville, and Lexington) had
between 75% and 93% of their responding ageno@icate that they had such a
requirement, twelve (Allendale, Barnwell, Chesterfield, Edgefield, Greenwood,

Hampton, Kershaw, McCormick, Orangeburg, Saluda, Sumter, and York) had 50%
66.67% of their responding agencies indicate that they had such enegui. Seven

counties (Charleston, Colleton, Darlington, Florence, Lancaster, Union, and
Williamsburg) had less than 50% of their responding agencies indicate that they had a
requirement for a supervisory review of all domestic violence incidents toecih&yrare
properly reported and documented as domestic violence, with three of these (Charleston,
Colleton, and Williamsburg) indicating that none of their responding agencies has such a
requirement.

Survey Question 13

Does the agency utilize the Criminee Just i ce Acdodestimyioclescey ear | vy

video program for recertification training?

Of the responding counties, 45 of 46 (97.8%) indicated that all of the agencies responding

from within their jurisdictiondydamestid i zed t
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violence video program for recertification training. The other county responding (York)
had 80% of its agencies respond that they use this available training.

Survey Question 14

Does the agency conduct its own yearly domestic violence trainifig house or other
vendors)?
Of the responding counties, only seven (Chester, Clarendon, Colleton, Dorchester,
Fairfield, Richland, and Sumter) of 46 (15.2%) indicated that all of the agencies
responding from within their jurisdictions conduct their ovearyy domestic violence
training. Of the other 39 counties responding, thirteen (Abbeville, Aiken, Allendale,
Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Edgefield, Florence, Georgetown, Marlboro,
McCormick, Oconee, and Pickens) had 50%846 of their responding agensimdicate
that such iFhouse training is conducted, while 26 counties indicated that less than 50%
of their responding agencies conducted their own yearly domestic violence training. Of
these 26, eleven counties (Barnwell, Beaufort, Calhoun, Darlingisped Kershaw,
Lancaster, Lee, Marion, Orangeburg, and Saluda) had none of their responding agencies
indicate that they conduct-imuse annual domestic violence training.

Survey Question 15

Does the agency provide training for officers on how to proseceitiomestic violence

cases?

Of the responding counties, only eight (Calhoun, Chester, Dillon, Dorchester, Edgefield,
Fairfield, Lee, and Union) of 46 (17.4%) indicated that all of the agencies responding

from within their jurisdictions provide training fafficers on how to prosecute domestic
violence cases. Of the other 38 counties responding, eighteen (Allendale, Bamberg,
Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Florence, Georgetown, Greenwood, Hampton, Kershaw,
Lexington, Marion, Marlboro, Newberry, Oconee, PiekeSaluda, and Sumter) had
50%71% of their responding agencies indicate that such training is conducted, while 20
counties indicated that less than 50% of their responding agencies conducted prosecution
training for officers relative to domestic violencases. Of this latter group of 20

counties, eleven (Barnwell, Beaufort, Clarendon, Colleton, Jasper, Lancaster, Laurens,
McCormick, Orangeburg, and Williamsburg) had none of their responding agencies
indicate that they conduct this kind of prosecutiomirg for officers.

Survey Question 16

Are officers trained in evidence based prosecutions as opposedomsecuting based
solely on testimony?
Of the responding counties, only sixteen (Anderson, Calhoun, Charleston, Cherokee,
Chester, Clarendon, ColletoDorchester, Edgefield, Fairfield, Georgetown, Kershaw,
Lee, Marlboro, Pickens and Williamsburg) of 46 (34.8%) indicated that all of the
agencies responding from within their jurisdictions provide training for officers in
evidencebased prosecutions aspmsed to prosecuting based solely on testimony. Of the
other 30 counties responding, 26 (Abbeville, Aiken, Allendale, Bamberg, Barnwell,
Berkeley, Chesterfield, Darlington, Dillon, Greenville, Greenwood, Hampton, Horry,
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Jasper, Lancaster, Lexington, Maridvewberry, Oconee, Orangeburg, Richland, Saluda,
Spartanburg, Sumter, Union and York) had 58086 of their responding agencies

indicate that such training is conducted, while four counties (Beaufort, Florence, Laurens,
and McCormick) indicated that ledsan 50% of their responding agencies conducted
evidencebased prosecution training for officers. Of this latter group of four counties, two
(Beaufort and McCormick) had none of their responding agencies indicate that they
conduct evidencbased prosecutiamaining for officers.

Survey Question 17

Are 911 operators and agency call takers included in domestiiolence training?

Of the responding counties, none of the 46 (0%) indicated that all of the agencies
responding from within their jurisdictions include 911 operators and call takers in

domestic violence training. Of the 46 counties responding, four (Calhoun, Chester,

Colleton, and Oconee) had none of their responding agencies indicate that 911 operators
and call takers were included in this type of training. This particular question generated
some interesting responses from many agencies in that they responded that iihre quest

was fAnot applicableo to what they do. It
not use these types of dispatchers, or if the agencies felt that domestic violence training

was not applicable or germane to what 911 operators/call takdrsatoy event, six

counties (Charleston, Clarendon, Darlington, Laurens, Lee, and Williamsburg) had all
their responding agencies classify this qu
(Allendale, Berkeley, Dorchester, Edgefield, Fairfield, Jasper, Meo]tPickens, and

Sumter) had 50% of their responding agencies indicate that domestic violence training

was made available for 911 operators/call takers. Thirteen counties (Aiken, Anderson,
Bamberg, Chesterfield, Florence, Georgetown, Greenville, Hoanyadster, Lexington,

Newberry, Union, and York) had less than 50% of their responding agencies indicate that
domestic violence training was made available for 911 operators/call takers. The balance

of the counties responding had some combinationofhotra ng pr ovi ded and
applicabl ed responses.

Survey Question 18

Are officers required to complete a lethality assessment to identifyotential dangers

to victims and officers?

Of the responding counties, only four (Fairfield, Hampton, Lee, and Wilkarg} of 46
(8.7%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within their jurisdictions require
officers to complete a lethality assessment to identify potential dangers to victims and
officers. Of the other 42 counties responding, sixteen (Allenddnderson, Barnwell,
Beaufort, Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Dorchester, Edgefield, Greenwood, Jasper,
Lexington, Marion, Marlboro, Pickens, and Sumter) had &80% of their responding
agencies indicate that such an assessment is required, whdarites indicated that

less than 50% of their responding agencies required such an assessment. Of this latter
group of 26 counties, eleven (Calhoun, Chester, Clarendon, Colleton, Darlington,
Florence, Kershaw, Laurens, McCormick, Oconee, and Saluda) hadhtheir
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responding agencies indicate that they require the completion of lethality assessments to
identify potential dangers to victims and officers.

Survey Question 19

Do officers use any specific screening tools/checklists to document acts of
strangulation in domestic violence calls?

Of the responding counties, none of 46 (0%) indicated that all of the agencies responding
from within their jurisdictions use any specific screening tools/checklists to document
acts of strangulation in domestic violercadls. Of the 46 counties responding, eleven
(Aiken, Allendale, Bamberg, Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Dorchester, Fairfield,
Kershaw, Marion, and Pickens) had 5@%&67% of their responding agencies indicate
that such screening tools/checklists aradusgagencies, while 35 counties indicated that
significantly less than 50% of their responding agencies used the screening
tools/checklists to document strangulation. Of this latter group of 35 counties, 29 had
none of their responding agencies indicatg they require the use of screening
tools/checklists completion to document acts of strangulation in domestic violence calls.

Survey Question 20

Do officers notify the agenvogedcsecalsP ct i m adyv
Of the responding countiesineteen (Abbeville, Allendale, Bamberg, Beaufort, Calhoun,
Chester, Chesterfield, Clarendon, Colleton, Dillon, Dorchester, Edgefield, Fairfield,

Florence, Greenwood, Hampton, Kershaw, Marlboro, and Oconee) of 46 (41.3%)

indicated that all of the agenciessponding from within their jurisdictions notify the
agencyo6s victim advocate for all domestic
responding, 21 (Aiken, Anderson, Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Darlington,

Georgetown, Greenville, Horry, Jasperntaster, Laurens, Lexington, Marion,

Newberry, Orangeburg, Saluda, Spartanburg, Sumter, Union, and York) ha8380%f

their responding agencies indicate that th
domestic violence calls, while six countiesigaded that significantly less than 50% of

their responding agencies made such notification. As a matter of fact, of this latter group

of six counties, five (Lee, McCormick, Pickens, Richland, and Williamsburg) had none

of their responding agenciesindieat t hat t hey notify the agenc
domestic violence calls.

Survey Question 21

Are victim advocates required to respond to all domestic violencsalls?
Of the responding counties, only one (Chester) of 46 (2.2%) indicated thatredl of
agencies responding from within its jurisdiction require victim advocates to respond to all
domestic violence calls. Of the other 45 counties responding, only three (Allendale
[50%], Dillon [67%] and Florence [60%)]) had as many as 50% of their resmpndi
agencies indicate that the agencyds victim
violence calls, while 42 counties indicated that significantly less than 50% of their
responding agencies had such a requirement. Of this latter group of 4i2s08hthad
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none of their responding agencies indicate that victim advocates are required to respond
to all domestic violence calls.

Survey Question 22

Does the victim advocate or other dedicated individual conduct interviews with

children at a domestic volence incident?

Of the responding counties, only eight (Bamberg, Chester, Clarendon, Colleton,
Dorchester, Fairfield, Marion, and Oconee) of 46 (17.4%) indicated that all of the
agencies responding from within their jurisdictions have victim advocataber

dedicated individual conduct interviews with children at a domestic violence incident. Of
the other 38 counties responding, eighteen (Aiken, Allendale, Anderson, Berkeley,
Charleston, Cherokee, Chesterfield, Edgefield, Greenville, Greenwood, Hampton
Kershaw, Lexington, Marlboro, Pickens, Spartanburg, Sumter, and Union) had®0%

of their responding agencies indicate that
dedicated individual conducts interviews with children at domestic violence scenes, whil
eighteen counties indicated that significantly less than 50% of their responding agencies
conducted these interviews. Of this latter group of eighteen counties, eleven (Barnwell,
Beaufort, Calhoun, Jasper, Laurens, Lee, McCormick, Richland, Saludenghiurg,

and York) had none of their responding agencies indicate that victim advocates or other
dedicated individuals conduct interviews with children at domestic violence incidents.

Survey Question 23

Do domestic violence victims receive follow up car@nd services through the
departmentdés victim advocate?

Of the responding counties, 37 of 46 (80.4%) indicated that all of the agencies responding

from within their jurisdictions state that domestic violence victims receive fallpware

and servicesthtogh t he departmentodés victim advocat e
responding, seven (Dorchester, Florence, Greenville, Laurens, Newberry, Orangeburg,

and York) had 50983% of their responding agencies indicate that domestic violence
victimsreceivesuchseri ces t hrough the agencydés victin
(Anderson and Barnwell) indicated that significantly less than 50% of their responding

agencies indicate that such follayp services are provided.

Survey Question 24

Is the victim advocate alaw enforcement agency employee @re they contract
employees through another entity?
Of the responding counties, 23 (Allendale, Bamberg, Beaufort, Berkeley, Calhoun,
Charleston, Cherokee, Chester, Clarendon, Colleton, Darlington, Hampton, Jasper,
Kershaw Lancaster, Lee, Marion, Marlboro, Oconee, Pickens, Richland, Sumter, and
Williamsburg) of 46 (50%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within their
jurisdictions have victim advocates as a law enforcement agency employee. Of the other
23 oounties responding, eighteen (Abbeville, Aiken, Anderson, Barnwell, Chesterfield,
Dillon, Dorchester, Edgefield, Fairfield, Florence, Georgetown, Greenville, Horry,
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Lexington, McCormick, Orangeburg, Saluda, and Spartanburg) haeBB08wf their
respondin@genci es indicate that their agencyos
while five counties indicated that significantly less than 50% of their responding agencies
used victim advocates who were agency employees, with two counties (Laurens and

Union) having none of their responding agencies indicating that the victim advocates

used by the agencies were agency employees.

Survey Question 25

Is the victim advocate a full time or part time employee?

Of the responding counties, 28 of 46 (60.1%) indicatatidll of the agencies responding
from within their jurisdictions have victim advocates as-fulle employees. Of the other

18 counties responding, sixteen (Aiken, Allendale, Anderson, Bamberg, Chesterfield,
Greenville, Horry, Kershaw, Lexington, MarllmgriMcCormick, Newberry, Orangeburg,
Pickens, Spartanburg, and York) had 58986 of their responding agencies indicate that
their agencyos v-timeemployeg dhiestwogdBamwelland a f ul |
Hampton) had less than 50% of their responding agsmwaith fulktime victim

advocates.

Survey Question 26

Does the agency collect and retain domestic violence related data?

Of the responding counties, 23 (Beaufort, Berkeley, Calhoun, Charleston, Cherokee,
Chester, Chesterfield, Clarendon, Colleton, DiJlDorchester, Fairfield, Greenville,
Greenwood, Laurens, Lee, Marion, Marlboro, Newberry, Oconee, Saluda ,Sumter, and
Williamsburg) of 46 (50%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within their
jurisdictions collect and retain domestic vioterelated data. Of the other 23 counties
responding, nineteen (Allendale, Anderson, Bamberg, Barnwell, Darlington, Edgefield,
Florence, Hampton, Horry, Jasper, Kershaw, Lancaster, Lexington, McCormick,
Orangeburg, Pickens, Spartanburg, Union, and Yak)30%83% of their responding
agencies indicate that they collect and retain domestic violence data. Four counties
(Abbeville, Aiken, Georgetown, and Richland) had significantly less than 50% of their
responding agencies indicating that they collect atminm domestic violence data.

Survey Question 27

| f Ayesod to the previous gquemlieitedltocreattoes t h

enforcement and response strategies to redudemestic violence incidents?

Of the responding counties, only four (@adon, Colleton, Fairfield, and Lee) of 46

(8.7%) indicated that all of the agencies responding from within their jurisdictions

indicated that they used domestic violence data collected to create enforcement and

response strategies to reduce these typdants. Of the other 42 counties responding,

only one (Newberry) had as many as 80% of its agencies using data to create strategy

development, while one (Bamberg) had 75% of its agencies using data to create strategy

development, and three (Dillon, Hampt@md Union) had 67%. Nine (Allendale,

Berkeley, Charleston, Cherokee, Dorchester, Jasper, Marlboro, Saluda, and Sumter) had
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