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1. Introduction

On behalf of the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance (MOVA) and the Victim and
Witness Assistance Board (VWAB), the ICF research team was tasked with conducting a needs
assessment of victim service providers and crime victims across the Commonwealth. MOVA, in
coordination with VWAB, supports crime victims and victim service providers in Massachusetts
through direct victim advocacy and assistance; legislative and policy initiatives; training and
outreach; and funding opportunities and grants. As part of its grant administration activities,
MOVA funds approximately 100 programs across Massachusetts that provide free counseling
and advocacy services to crime victims. One of the primary funding vehicles administered by
MOVA is the Federal Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) Victim Assistance Grant Program.!

Although this report is primarily focused on informing the upcoming FY2016 VOCA Request for
Response (RFR) process, the purpose of the needs assessment is to ensure that all MOVA
programs and services are responsive to the needs of crime victims and service providers in
Massachusetts. Therefore, this needs assessment comprised of two core components; surveys
and interviews with service providers, and focus groups and phone interviews with crime
victims. ICF conducted a statewide survey of service providers to assess the experiences and
perspectives of service providers related to the needs of and services provided to crime victims.
Following the survey of service providers, ICF conducted follow-up interviews with a small
sample of respondents from the survey to better understand the survey findings and gather
additional recommendations for improving victim services in Massachusetts. A subset of these
services providers, and a few additional providers recommended by MOVA, gathered
information on crime victims interested in participating in this project. ICF conducted focus
groups and phone interviews with the interested crime victims to add a firsthand account of
crime victims experiences with service provision in Massachusetts. This report provides an
overview of the methodology and findings from both components of data collection, and offers
recommendations for service improvement throughout the Commonwealth.

2. Methodology
2.1 Survey of Service Providers

The survey of service providers was designed to better understand the range of victim services
in Massachusetts; document gaps in service provision; assess barriers and challenges to
service delivery; identify emerging trends in victim services; and solicit recommendations on
how to improve the field’s response to victims of crime throughout the Commonwealth. The
survey was broadly targeted for all providers in Massachusetts that serve crime victims in
varying capacities (e.g., direct assistance, policy, referrals, victim assistance funding), as well as
those service providers representing both VOCA and non-VOCA funded organizations across
Massachusetts. In addition, all individuals who were familiar with their organization’s service
delivery to crime victims were encouraged to complete the survey regardless of their current
position (i.e., front line staff vs. management staff) in order to ensure a diversity of perspectives.

2.1.1 Identifying Service Providers

To develop the initial sampling frame, ICF researchers coordinated with MOVA staff to obtain a
list of all organizations and victim service programs in Massachusetts that had ever received

1 Other grant programs administered by MOVA include: American Recovery and Reinvestment (ARRA); Antiterrorism Emergency
Assistance Program; Drunk Driving Trust Fund (DDTF); Human Trafficking Trust Fund; and the SAFEPLAN Program.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 1
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VOCA funding (N=233). To capture additional service providers and ensure representation from
non-VOCA funded organizations, researchers supplemented this list by searching national
databases, including: the Office for Victims of Crime’s (OVC's) Directory of Crime Victim
Services (n=109),2 the National Sexual Violence Resource Center's (NSVRC's) Directory of
Sexual Assault Programs (n=4),2 the Office for Violence Against Women’s (OVW'’s) list of local
resources by state (n=1),% the Rape, Abuse & Incest National Network’s (RAINN’s) directory of
local crisis centers (n=16);> and the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI's) list of local field
offices by state (n=1) to identify victim service providers providing assistance in Federal cases.
In addition, the research team conducted online searches of District Attorneys’ (DAs’) Office
websites to identify local victim witness assistance programs (N=11), websites for local law
enforcement, and Guidestar, an online database of nonprofit organizations by state.

Through online research and phone calls, researchers verified and updated the program contact
information compiled for the survey sampling frame. As part of the verification process,
researchers removed duplicate entries; consolidated multiple programs and points of contact
from a single organization; corrected outdated or invalid contact information; and obtained
missing contact information. This process resulted in a final sample of 170 organizations.®

To obtain feedback from a large number of service providers, the survey was sent to providers
subscribed to MOVA's general statewide listserv (N=1,300),” as well as MOVA’s VOCA
(N=220),8 SAFEPLAN (N=90),° and the Drunk Driving Trust Fund (DDTF) (N=16)° listservs.
MOVA staff also conducted outreach to all Victim Witness Directors within each of the 11 DAS’
Offices and the Governor’s Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual Violence (GCSDV) to
encourage participation among their staff and members. In addition to utilizing MOVA'’s
networks and listservs for survey dissemination, researchers also employed snowball sampling
in order to generate a large response and reach service providers who may not appear in victim
service directories, such as providers who do not receive government funding, faith-based
providers, providers working in emerging fields of service (e.g., civil legal assistance for crime
victims), and geographically isolated providers (e.g., providers in rural communities). As a result
of these non-probability sampling methods (i.e., snowball sampling) and the potential overlap
between data sources,!! the representativeness and generalizability of the survey is limited, and
a valid response rate for this survey cannot be calculated.

2 The Directory of Crime Victim Services is an online resource designed to provide service providers and the general public with
program and contact information for organizations providing nhonemergency victim services. The directory is administered by the
OVC Resource Center (OVCRC) and includes all VOCA-funded organizations. Organizations not funded by VOCA are also
represented in the directory but must manually submit their organization’s information to the OVCRC.

3 An online directory of recognized coalitions and national organizations that: significantly address some aspect of sexual violence
and are committed to its elimination; are national in scope; and provide written permission to be included.

4 An online list of each state’s domestic violence, tribal, and sexual assault coalitions.

5 An online database of RAINN Affiliates and referral organizations.

5 Some organizations had multiple contacts; therefore, the survey was originally administered to a total of 226 recipients; however, 9
contacts were undeliverable and 2 had previously opted out, resulting in 215 recipients.

" Includes any individual interested in current information about victim rights and services.

8 At a minimum, this list includes the program contact and a fiscal representative from every VOCA-funded agency in the
Commonwealth, in addition to any VOCA-funded staff member who wishes to join the listserv.

° The program contact, Senior SAFEPLAN Advocate, and a fiscal representative from every funded host agency are required to join
the listserv. Any other SAFEPLAN staff member — including advocates, interns, and volunteers - are strongly encouraged to join;
however, only SAFEPLAN host agencies are eligible to be members.

10 This list includes the program contact and a fiscal representative from all DDTF-funded agencies, as well as any additional staff

members who wish to join the listserv.

11 Some degree of overlap between data sources (i.e., instances where service providers received the survey through multiple
sources) may exist due to the use of MOVA's listservs, to which the research team did not have direct access.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 2
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2.1.2 Instrument Development

To develop the survey instrument,'? researchers first conducted an in-depth review of existing
needs assessment survey instruments that were designed to capture similar concepts in the
field of victim services. In addition to respondent background information, the instrument
included nine construct areas:

= Service Delivery

= Funding Assistance

= Training and Technical Assistance

= Qutreach and Awareness

= Performance Monitoring and Evaluation

= Collaboration

= Challenges and Barriers to Service Delivery
= Crime Victims’ Service Delivery Needs

= Future Directions

Prior to administration, the instrument was pilot tested with MOVA staff and a survivor member
of VWAB who assessed the survey’s readability and applicability to the field of victim services.
The survey was primarily administered in electronic format using skip patterns to reduce burden
on respondents. Paper versions were also made available upon request. The research team
fielded the survey for four weeks, sending weekly reminder emails to providers through both the
MOVA listserv and ICF’s list of service providers.

2.1.3 Data Analysis

A total of 527 surveys were received from service providers across the Commonwealth. These
data were processed and invalid responses were removed from the sample due to a high
frequency of missing data (i.e., respondents opted into the survey but did not complete any
survey items) and duplicate responses (n=2), which resulted in the exclusion of 156 responses.

The remaining 369 surveys were analyzed using descriptive statistics to provide basic
information regarding the range of victim services in Massachusetts; perceived gaps in and
challenges to service provision; emerging trends in victim services; and recommendations on
how to improve the field’s response to victims of crime throughout the Commonwealth.

2.2 Service Provider Interviews

The purpose of the service provider interviews was to conduct a more in-depth exploration of
notable findings from the survey of service providers and better understand the context of
survey responses and how they relate to practice. In addition, the interviews provided an
opportunity for service providers to make recommendations regarding future directions of victim

2 See Appendix A for the survey of service providers.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 3
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services in the Commonwealth and action steps that MOVA can take to respond to the needs of
service providers and crime victims.

2.2.1 Recruitment and Outreach

As part of the survey of service providers, respondents were asked to indicate whether they
would be willing to participate in a follow-up phone interview to expand upon their experiences
and perspectives related to victim services in Massachusetts. A total of 67 respondents
indicated an interest in participating in a phone interview and provided contact information for
additional follow-up. In order to capture the perspectives of providers serving both urban and
non-urban catchment areas and obtain geographic diversity in the sample, researchers selected
two counties with the highest number of volunteers from Western and Eastern, Massachusetts,
which included Suffolk (n=15) and Hampden (n=5) Counties.®®* Researchers then conducted
phone and email outreach to all volunteer respondents from the two selected counties in order
to gauge their continued interest in participating and determine their availability during the data
collection period.

2.2.2 Instrument Development
In collaboration with MOVA and VWAB, ICF created a semi-structured phone interview
protocol* that was designed to prompt respondents’ reactions to and further discussion of key
findings from the survey of service providers. The protocol included seven constructs:

= Background and Introductions

= Challenges and Barriers to Service Delivery

= Crime Victims’ Service Delivery Needs

= Underserved Victim Populations

= Training and Technical Assistance

= Collaboration

= Future Directions and Recommendations
Researchers conducted a total of 15 phone interviews with service providers from Suffolk
(n=11) and Hampden (n=4) Counties. Ten of the respondents represented organizations that
have received funding through MOVA and eight respondents currently receive VOCA funding.
Respondents represented a range of victim service organizations, such as community-based

organizations, criminal justice government agencies, legal service organizations, hospital-based
programs, and faith-based organizations.

13 Many of the Commonwealth’s most rural and geographically isolated counties are located in Western, MA, which is
comprised of Berkshire, Franklin, Hampden, and Hampshire Counties. In contrast, many of the Commonwealth’s
most populous and urban counties are located in Central and Eastern, Massachusetts, which includes cities, such
as Boston and Cambridge.

14 see Appendix B for the service provider interview protocol.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 4
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2.2.3 Data Analysis

As part of the interview introduction, ICF requested permission from all interview respondents to
audio record the interviews. The transcriptions from these recordings were then reviewed and
coded to extract key themes.

2.3 Crime Victim Data Collection

The purpose of the crime victim data collection was to better understand the needs of crime
victims in Massachusetts, document gaps in service provision, assess barriers and challenges
to receiving services, and solicit recommendations on how to improve the field’'s response to
victims of crime throughout the Commonwealth. Data was collected through focus groups and
phone interviews.

2.3.1 Recruitment and Outreach

In order to capture the perspectives of crime victims in both urban and non-urban catchment
areas and obtain geographic diversity in the sample, researchers again used Hampden and
Suffolk Counties as the target communities for victim data collection efforts.

To develop the initial sampling frame, ICF reached out to service providers in these counties
who participated in the service provider survey and other providers identified by MOVA to seek
their assistance in recruiting victims to participate in the needs assessment. In total, 25 service
providers were contacted by ICF to participate in this phase of the project. Initial contact to each
service provider was via email, with an email invitation sent one week later and then a follow-up
phone call the following week.

Of the 25 service providers contacted, 10 agreed to assist with victim recruitment.’s These
service providers were asked to contact any crime victims they believed might be interested in
participating in the focus group. In order to participate, victims were required to be at least 18
years of age, a direct victim of a crime (including immediate family members in cases of
homicide), have had experience with victim services in Massachusetts, and self-identify as
mentally prepared to participate in research related to their experiences receiving victim
services. If the participant was not able or interested in attending the focus group, the option of
a phone interview was presented. Service providers contacted potential participants, gave them
very basic information about the project, and asked if they would like ICF to contact them to
provide additional information. Eighteen individuals expressed interest in participating in the
needs assessment. Service providers provided ICF with the contact information of these
individuals.

Members of the ICF research team reached out to potential participants using their preferred
method of contact. Participants were provided with additional information regarding the nature
of the needs assessment and invited to participant in a focus group or phone interview. Contact
with victims was done via phone or email, every three to four days until potential participants
were reached or had been contacted four times. This was done to ensure that every crime
victim that had indicated an interest in participating was given ample opportunity to participant in
this phase of the project.

15 The remaining 15 service providers either did not respond to our efforts to contact them or responded saying that
they would not be able to help with victim recruitment and outreach efforts.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 5
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The main challenge in recruiting participants was in reaching out to the service providers. Of
the 25 service providers contact, 15 either did not respond or responded saying they would not
be able to help recruit. Of the 10 service providers that were able to help with participant
recruitment we received a total of 18 names. Seven of the 18 participants agreed to attend the
focus groups. The remaining 11 participants either declined to participant in the focus group, or
never responded to multiple contact attempts.

2.3.2 Instrument Development

In collaboration with MOVA and VWAB, ICF created a semi-structured interview protocol*® that
was designed to elicit opinions on the current state of victim services in Massachusetts and
recommendations for improvement. This protocol was informed by an in-depth review of existing
instruments designed to capture similar concepts in the field of victim services. The protocol
asked questions related to four main themes:

= Awareness of Services
= Access to Services

= Services Received

Future Directions and Recommendations

In total 12 victims participated in the needs assessment, 6 victims attended focus groups, which
were conducted on March 18-19, 2015, and 6 victims participated via phone interviews.

2.3.3 Data Analysis

As with the service provider interviews, ICF requested permission from all interview participants
to audio record the interviews. These audio recordings were transcribed. In order to ensure the
confidentiality of interview participants, identifiable information was removed and the recordings
were deleted following their transcription. The transcriptions from these recordings were then
reviewed, coded, and analyzed to extract key themes. All transcriptions were qualitatively coded
to provide basic information regarding the range of victim services in Massachusetts; perceived
gaps in and challenges to service provision; emerging trends in victim services; and
recommendations on how to improve the field’s response to victims of crime throughout the
Commonwealth. The results of this analysis are discussed in section 3.3 following discussion of
the service provider findings.

3. Findings
3.1 Survey of Service Providers

This section begins with an overview of survey respondents’ background, followed by a
description of service delivery to crime victims; funding sources for victim assistance programs
and activities; victim services training and technical assistance requirements and needs;
outreach and awareness activities; and interagency collaboration among victim-serving
organizations. The section then details the perceived challenges and barriers to service delivery

16 See Appendix C for the phone and focus group protocols.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 6
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faced by victim-serving organizations, the most critical barriers victims face in seeking services,
and the need for crime victim services beyond the current capacity.

3.1.1 Background of Respondents

The following section provides information on respondents’ background, including the county
where their organization is located; the catchment area served by their organization; the type of
organization where they work; their primary role in their current position; and their years of
experience in the victim services field (see Exhibits 1-6).

Exhibit 1: Location of Victim Service Providers by County (n=333)

Suffolk 27%
Middlesex
Essex
Worcester
Bristol
Plymouth
Hampden
Berkshire
Hampshire
Norfolk
Barnstable

Franklin

Dukes

Nantucket

0% 10% 20% 30%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 1 do not sum to 100% due to rounding.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 7
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Exhibit 2: Organizational Catchment Area (n=318)

Countwide 36%

Statewide:
Massachusetts

Multi-county
Multi-city
Citywide

Tribal

Other* 7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 2 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “All of New England, MA, VT, RI, CT, NH, ME,” "Campus,” “Global,”
“National Hotline Service,” “New England,” “Open to all,” “Portuguese speaking communities who live in
Massachuetts,” “Southcoast region,” “Surviving families residing outside city/state/country at times,” “University
students,” “We are a Massachusetts based organization, and our hotline is open to LGBQ/T and/or poly and SM
communities looking for support around partner abuse,” “We serve people from all over the world,” and “We work with
homeless women and children regardless of where they are from if we can accommodate them.”

Exhibit 3: Average Number of Communities Served within Catchment Area
12

9.7

10

Multi-city (n=35) Multi-county (n=49)

Note: For those respondents who indicated serving a multi-city, multi-county, or tribal (not reported due to small
sample size) catchment area, researchers coded the number of communities served within those catchment areas in
order to report the average. Due to the small sample size, please use caution when interpreting these results.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 8



Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance 2014 Needs Assessment

Exhibit 4: Organizational Affiliation (n=358)

Non-Profit 38%
Criminal Justice Government Agency
Human/Social Services
Community-Based/Grassroots

Health Services

Legal Services

Education

Faith-Based

Non-Criminal Justice Government Agency

Research

Legislation/Policymaking

Military
Other* 7%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 4 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple

options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “Advocacy,” “Affordable Housing,” “Anti-poverty organization,” “ASAP-
Area Agency on Aging Access Point,” “Coalition,” “Domestic and Sexual Violence Agency,” “It is a Tribal
government, but the DV/SA program is ran out of the HS Dept. with a foundation in the community,” “Juvenile
Justice,” “Mental health/trauma focused,” “Public/private partnership,” “Religious expertise for Jewish domestic
abuse clients and Russian speaking language,” “Social Justice,” “Substance Abuse/HIV/Youth Programs,” “Survivor-
led Social Justice organization,” “Target to deaf community,” “We provide trauma/informed med/legal exams,” and
“Women'’s Center.”

Exhibit 5: Service Providers’ Primary Role within their Organization (n=357)
Direct Service Delivery/Front Line Staff 65%
Management/Administrative Staff
Consultant/Trainer

Volunteer

Other*

T T T T T T 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 5 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.
* “Other” responses included the following: “Board Member,” Education and awareness,” and “Researcher.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 9
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Exhibit 6: Years of Experience in the Field of Victim Services (n=361)

6-10 years
(24%)

3-5 years

_— More than 10

Less than 3 years
years (52%)
(15%)

3.1.2 Service Delivery

In order to obtain detailed information regarding the types of victim populations served, service
providers were asked to estimate the percentage of their victim clients that fall within various
demographic categories, including age, gender, race/ethnicity, language, persons with a
disability, and sexual orientation. An overview of victim client demographics is provided in
Exhibit 7 below.

Exhibit 7: Victim Client Demographics (n=240)*
51-75%

0%  1-25% \ 26-50%

76-100%

Youth under 18 years of age 15% 62% 8% 4% 11%
Adults 18-21 3% 85% 9% 1% 2%
Adults 22-29 1% 71% 27% 2% 0%
Adults 30-39 1% 67% 31% 2% 1%
Adults 40-49 2% 81% 15% 1% 1%
Adults 50-59 3% 88% 9% 1% 0%
Adults 60 and older 7% 92% 1% 0% 1%

Male 1% 73% 23% 1% 1%
Female 0% 2% 5% 26% 68%
Transgender 31% 69% 0% 0% 0%

Race/Ethnicity

American Indian or Alaska Native 52% 48% 0% 0% 1%
Asian 9% 89% 2% 0% 0%
Black or African American 1% 69% 24% 5% 2%
Hispanic or Latino 3% 62% 27% 6% 3%
g?a':lr\l/deeljawauan or Other Pacific 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%
White, non-Hispanic 0% 23% 28% 30% 19%
Two or More Races 5% 82% 8% 2% 3%

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 10
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Exhibit 7: Victim Client Demographics (n=240)*
0% 1-25% ‘ 26-50% 51-75%  76-100%

Other**

Language

Limited English Proficient

Persons with Disability

Persons with disability
Sexual Orientation
LGBT 4% 91% 4% 1% 1%
*The listed sample size represents the number of participants who completed at least one item; individual
sample sizes for each item varied from 60 to 240.
* “Other race/ethnicity” responses included the following: “Arabic,” “Brazilian,” “Cape Verdean/Portuguese,”
“Indian,” “Middle Eastern,” “Muslim,” and “Russian.”

Thirty-one percent of respondents indicated that their organization’s victim service programs
target culturally specific populations. Exhibit 8 provides greater detail on the types of culturally
specific populations served.

Exhibit 8: Types of Culturally Specific Populations Served (n=59)

Hispanic or Latino
LGBT
Brazilian or Portuguese

53%

Non-English Speakers
Persons with Disabilities
Caribbean

African American

Asian

Immigrants

Russian

Cape Verdean

Specific Religious Groups
Elderly

Rural

Victimization Type
African

Women

Other* 14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Note: Due to the small sample size, please use caution when interpreting these results.
* “Other” responses included the following: “Middle Eastern population,” “other underserved populations,”
“indigenous,” “international,” “military,” “persecuted indigenous groups,” “Native American,” and “Arabic.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 11
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Exhibit 9: Average Number of Victims Served in One Month

30%

27%

25%

20%

15%

10%

6% 6%

5% -

0% -

Served by Organization (n=250) Served by Respondent (n=256)

m0 ®1-10 =11-30 =31-50 =51-100 =101-200 =201-500 = More than 500

Exhibit 10: Types of Victim Populations Served (n=271)

Domestic Violence 89%
Sexual Assualt (including Rape)
Assault
Stalking
Child Abuse
Elder Abuse
Special Needs/Victims with Disabilities
Survivors of Homicide
Robbery
Human Trafficking
Burglary
DUI/DWI/Other Traffic-Related Crimes

Property/Economic Crime/Fraud

Missing/Exploited Children 16%
Other* 7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 10 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 12
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* “Other” responses included the following: “Adult survivors of child physical/sexual abuse,” “All crimes resulting in
state prison sentence,” “Arson, kidnapping,” “Boston Marathon Bombing Survivors,” “Child witness to violence,”
“Community violence,” “Hate crimes,” “LGBT,” “Neglect,” “Sexual harassment,” “Torture survivors,” “Variety of
crimes,” and “We consider forced joint custody with a perpetrator a form of human trafficking.”

Exhibit 11: Types of Services Provided to Crime Victims (n=271)
Information/Referrals 75%

Crisis Intervention 67%

Criminal Justice System

0,
Advocacy/Assistance 66%

Victim Compensation Claim 61%
Counseling 54%
Legal Advocacy/Assistance 53%
Shelter/Housing Assistance 43%
Education 41%
Protection/Safety Services 38%
24-Hour Hotline 36%
Mental Health Services 34%
Transportation 31%
Emergency Financial Assistance 30%
Notification 24%
Immigration Assistance 23%
Medical Assistance 23%
Post-Conviction Services 21%
Employment Assistance 15%
Substance Abuse Services 13%
Child Care 9%
Job Training 3%

Other* 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 11 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 13
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* “Other” responses included the following: “Accessible hotline for Deaf victims and some 1:1 support,” “Case
coordination,” “Community engagement/building,” “Criminal investigations,” “Disability advocacy/trafficking advocacy,”
“Domestic violence advocacy,” “Economic advocacy, incarceration services,” “Interpreter services,” “Law
enforcement,” “Legal interpreters/CART services,” “Medical and personal advocacy,” “Military justice system,”
“Services addressing substance abuse/abuse and DV combined,” “Supervised visitation services,” and “Support
group.”

Exhibit 12: Eligibility Criteria for Services (n=259)

60%
’ 56%
50%
40%
28%
0,
30% 25%
20% 20% 20%
11%
10%
4%
0% T T T T T - T 1
Type of  Service Area None Age Legal Issue  Specific Other*
Victimization Income
Criteria

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 12 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “Any victim of crime,” “Anyone who identifies as a woman is welcome to
obtain services with us,” “CORI certified,” “Criminal,” “Deaf, hard of hearing or Deaf/Blind,” “Defined by law and
regulation,” “Diagnosis/presenting problems,” “Employees of Partners Healthcare,” “Homeless due to domestic
violence,” “Homeless or in crisis,” “Massachusetts Laws/Statutes,” “Medical exams are limited to children under 18 or
18+ if disability is needed,” “Need based prioritizing,” “No income limits for elder clients,” “Report to law enforcement,”
“Sex-only women,” “VA eligibility, disability and service connected status; military sexual trauma, etc.,” and “Victim or
witness to a criminal matter pending in court, or under investigation.”

Exhibit 13: Cost of Services/Assistance (n=261)

Provided for free 97%

Provided for a set fee 4%

Provided on sliding scale of charges 4%

Provided on a sliding scale of charges

0,
with some victims eligible for free services 3%

Other* 5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 13 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 14
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* “Other” responses included the following: “Advocacy-we find them what they need,” “Billed to insurance,” “Children
need insurance to see the clinician,” “Free for VOCA funded programs, insurance/billing for CHA,” “Insurance, DCF,
or DMH,” “Insurance is utilized but if client has none, free services are available and we attempt to connect client with
Mass Health,” “Sometimes we will seek to be reimbursed,” and “We are incorporated to charge but are only just
beginning after 7 years of funding this organization ourselves, to contract for certain work.”

Exhibit 14: Methods for Providing Assistance to Victims with Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) (n=265)

Staff member(s) 73%

Use materials translated into other
languages

Use telephone language line to translate
Informal interpreter*

Paid interpreter

Language access plan**

Volunteer interpreter

Do not have LEP victims

Do not have a way to respond to LEP
victims

Other*** 8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 14 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.
*May include individuals such as family members, friends, and caregivers.
**Policies or procedures designed to provide LEP persons with meaningful access to all programs and services.
*** “Other” responses included the following: “Ability to assist depends on language need,” “American Sign Language
and CDI Interpreters,” “Collaborate with local health center for translation services,” “Collaborate with Voices Against
Violence, and use wayside for fee for service,” “Court interpreters,” “For deaf clients- video operator,” “Hospital
interpreters,” “I misunderstood LEP as limited literacy, we refer to a literacy program and assist clients with reading
and writing as necessary,” “Language App,” “SHARP program,” and “Telecommunication for Deaf victims and Sign
Language.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 15
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Exhibit 15 illustrates the high degree to which service providers’ are able to accommodate
victims with disabilities.

Exhibit 15: Accommodations for Victims with Disabilities (n=238)

100%

89%

82% 80% 79%

80%

60%

40%

20%

%

0%
Mobility Hearing Visual Cognitive Other*
Impairment Impairment Impairment Impairment

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 15 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “Accessibility is key in providing support,” “Courthouse access,” “Fully
accessible,” “Initial assessment dependent (PHQ results; affidavit; all other concerns),” “Mental health disabilities are
common among veteran population,” and “We have hired sign interpreters, gotten taxis for visual impairment.”

3.1.3 Funding Assistance

The following section presents information on respondents’ familiarity with MOVA programs and
resources, common sources of funding assistance for victim services, and strategies for
program sustainability.

Exhibit 16: Familiarity with Programs Exhibit 17: Organizations That Have Ever
and Resources Provided by MOVA Received MOVA Funding Assistance
(n=272) (n=252)

No
(27%)
Yes

(73%)

m Extremely Familiar m Moderately Familiar
= Somewhat Familiar m Slightly Familiar
= Not at all Familiar

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 16
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Exhibit 18: Types of Funding Received through MOVA (n=178)

VOCA 78%

SAFEPLAN Program

Drunk Driving Trust Fund (DDTF)

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA)

Antiterrorism Emergency Assistance
Program

Other*

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 18 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “911 funds,” “Homicide bereavement,” “Specialized ISA to handle
Marathon Bombing victims,” “State line item,” “STOP Grant,” “Training,” “VAWA Grant,” and “Victim Compensation.”

Exhibit 19: Current Funding for Victim Service Programs (n=227)
VOCA

60%
Violence Against Women Act (VAWA)
Private Foundations

Other Non-Government Grants

State Line ltem

SAFEPLAN Program

Local Grants

Sexual Assault Prevention and Survivor Services
(SAPSS)

Drunk Driving Trust Fund (DDTF)
Offender Fines/Fees

County Line Item

Antiterrorism Emergency Assistance Program
(AEAP)

Other* 29%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 19 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 17
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* “Other” responses included the following: “Collaborative approach with Deaf/HOH resources in Massachusetts,”
“Community Benefit funds,” “Corporations: Sprint, Staples, Panera,” “DCF AND DPH,” “Donated services,”
“Educational institution funds,” “Federal grants: SAMHSA, OVC, ACF,” “Funded internally at a hospital,”
“Regional/lCommunity fund raisers, Faith Communities, Private donations,” and “US Army military victims
compensation fund.”

When asked how they expect to sustain their program in the future should funding change, the
most common responses were related to reducing programs or services (38%) and obtaining
additional grant funding through public and private sources (33%).1” A selection of respondents’
comments is shown below:

Reduce Programs or Services

“[Itis] unlikely [that the] program could be sustained at [its] current level or with paid
staff. Services would be mostly unavailable and would be dependent on [the]
community's generosity.”

= “lt would be extremely difficult to fill the financial gap that MOVA provides without
significant notification of funding changes in advance. Due to the high amount of salaries
spent from these funds, a reduction would deeply impact staffing and thus reduce ability
to serve victims of domestic violence and sexual assault in the community.”

=  “We are already on a ‘shoe string.” Any cuts and | don't think we could survive.”

= “If we lost VOCA funding we would need to substantially reduce the volume and scope
of our free care victim services.”

“Reductions in funding would mean reductions in
= “...Specifically, in regard to [organization’s programming.”
project], without continued VOCA funding,
maintaining the project at the current level would not be possible. [Organization] does
not have the resources to make up for any loss of VOCA funding without cutting other
critical assistance that [organization] provides”.

= “Current level of services would be reduced to the revised funding level to be able to
provide basic services.”

= “lt would be impossible to continue providing the level of free services that we provide
without ongoing state and federal funding (90% of our total funding).”

= “We would not be able to fund our program without VOCA grant.”

= “l do not believe we would be able to fully sustain our program without VOCA funding
through MOVA. Victims services would be drastically reduced at best.”

=  “There would probably be no way to sustain, at least not the SAFEPLAN program.”

= “...funding cuts would be devastating and sexualized violence is not a topic many people
[or] foundations want to fund.”

17 Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 18
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= "It would be very challenging. Funding to provide sexual assault victims with free lawyers
is not a typical desire of funders. Even though we know when survivors have a lawyer it
helps stabilize and rebuild their lives following sexual violence, the funding streams are
very limited.”

= "Our group exists because of its member's contributions. MOVA provides services for
our members but it is outside our group. Also, MOVA provides funds for counseling that
our members use. If services were not offered anymore many people would suffer in our
community, really suffer.”

= “If current funding was eliminated or reduced, we would lose capacity and staff as well.
Victims would have fewer community based supports and resources.”

Grant Funding
= “[Organization] will continue its aggressive fundraising efforts to secure individual
support as well as foundation and government grants to help keep the level of
assistance as high as possible. In general, however, [organization] continues to face
considerable fundraising challenges due to the increased competition for limited donor
dollars.”
= “Larger grants, corporate grants, multiyear grants, sustainability grants.”

= “Constantly researching and writing grants as well as soliciting new donors.”

=  “We have submitted 5 grant proposals in the past year and will continue to seek funding
from a variety of federal, state, and private granting agencies.”

= “Increase fundraising [and] private foundation grants.”
= “Seek funding from donors and private foundations.”

= “We would continue to try to obtain other sources of funding, through foundations, mini
grants, town grants, community block grants.”

= “Apply for funding from other government agencies and private foundations.”
= “Continue to look for other funding with private grants, fund raising.”
= “Combination of public and private grants. Would look to legislature.”

= “We are always seeking new avenues of revenue, including amping up our annual fund
and discovering new grants to support our program.”

= “We would hope to generate increased revenue through private grants from foundations
and corporations as well as by expanding individual donor outreach.”

Other Comments

= “_..uncertain — [we are] moving in the direction of more private funding.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 19
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= “We are seeking new program models and/or for-profit collaborations to include earned
revenue or predictable, recurring streams of philanthropic revenue for our programs.
These could not sustain the programs on their own, but they are potentially an important
part of the funding mix.”

= “We would attempt to raise money from community events and individual donors.”
= “To sustain the program we would reach out to our Local City/Town, Governments, fund
raisings, media, social network, churches, schools, and other resources that will be

willing to assist our program.”

= ‘“Increased individual giving, cost reduction strategies with vendors, new government
grants, accessing victim increased victim services funds.”

=  “Would need to decrease direct service staff.”

= “Without current funding levels (VOCA, DDTF and State budget) we would be unable to
sustain our current staffing levels.”

= “Would have to do the same amount of work with less people. Quality of services would
suffer tremendously.”

= “We would continue to seek other sources of funding, but we might have to eliminate
some staffing and reduce clients served.”

= "It would require asking more of the people that currently do the work. This office must
be mindful of sustaining budgets when the economy is not favorable.”

= “We would have to rely on insurance and self-pay.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 20
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3.1.4 Training and Technical Assistance

Exhibits 20-21 show the number of hours staff are required to spend attending professional
education programs or trainings annually, as well as the percentage of those hours that is directly
related to victim services.

Exhibit 20: Annual Required Hours for Exhibit 21: Percentage of Training Hours
Staff Training (n=225) Directly Related to Victim Services (n=173)

B No Formal Requirement M1 -5 hours
m6-10 hours H11-20 hours m0% m1-25% w26-50% m51-75% m76-100%

M 21-40 hours ® 41 or more hours

The table below provides a breakdown of respondents’ participation in various MOVA TTA
activities by funding status.

Exhibit 22: Participation in MOVA TTA by Funding Status

MOVA- Non-MOVA
Training or Technical Assistance Funded Funded
(n=161) (n=58)

I\H/I?)v\(j :ot participated in TTA provided by 15% 28%
Child Witness to Violence Forum 34% 16%
Immigration Relief Available for Victims of 234 12%
Crime Forum

Massachusetts Victim Assistance Academy 37% 31%
(MVAA)

New Advocate Training, Springfield 14% 10%
Victim Rights Conference, Boston 74% 55%
Other * 11% 9%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 22 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select
multiple options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “training related to VOCA funding,” Plymouth County
Roundtable,” “MOVA and Volunteer training through SSWRC (2012),” “We are MOVA certified,” “Forums
provided by MOVA for different counties,” “Victim Compensation Training,” “Jane Doe, Inc. trainings,” “1
attend many non-MOVA mental health trainings,” “Homicide Victims Forum, Sexual Assault Forum,”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 21
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“New Advocate Training—Boston,” “SAFEPLAN trainings,” “Various conferences pertaining to victim
services,” and “Webinars.”

Respondents rated their satisfaction with TTA they received from MOVA using a 5-point scale

(1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree).
Exhibit 23 shows respondent ratings.

Exhibit 23: Respondent Satisfaction with MOVA TTA (n=180)

60%
53%
50% -
40% -
30% - 28%
o4 -
20% 16%
10% -
3% 0%
0
0% T T T T - T 1
Very Satisfied  Extremely Somewhat Not Very Not at all
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

Sixty-nine percent of respondents reported turning to resources other than MOVA for TTA. The
most common resources reported by respondents are shown in Exhibit 24 below.

Exhibit 24: Other TTA Resources (n=63)

Local Non-Government Agencies 43%
Government Agencies* 38%

National Organizations

Jane Doe Inc.

Internal Trainings

Universities or Colleges

Other**

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 24 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select
multiple options. Due to small sample size, please use caution when interpreting these results.
*Government agencies include some of the following: OVC TTAC, OVW, DCF, and DPH.

** “Other” responses included the following: "On-line webinars,” “Other allied service providers,” “Other
DV providers in the region,” and “Too many to list. Community-based trainings, webinars, professionals
to come to our agency to provide specific training, etc.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 22



Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance 2014 Needs Assessment

Exhibit 25: Training and Technical Assistance Needs (n=213)*

My organization needs additional training and technical assistance related to: A%/:tri?]%e
Organizational/Program Management 3.02
Program Development 3.22
Professional Development 3.62
Technology/Case Management Systems 3.26
Program Monitoring/Evaluation 3.45

*The listed sample size represents the number of participants who completed at least one item; individual sample
sizes for each item varied from 208 to 213.

3.1.5 Outreach and Awareness

This section provides information on providers’ outreach strategies.

Exhibit 26: Outreach Methods (n=238)

Brochures 87%

Networking/Coordination with other

0,
Organizations 85%

Public Speaking Engagements 71%
Website 71%
Trainings 67%
Social Media 53%
Newsletter 35%
Bulletin Boards 32%
Promotional Items 26%
Newspaper 23%
Radio Ads 10%
Billboards 5%
Television Ads 5%
Do not conduct outreach 2%

Other* 8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 26 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.
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* “Other” responses included the following: “Annul report, outreach events,” “Annual Walk-athon,” “Bathroom palm
cards,” “DV Awareness Campaign videos,” “Bi-monthly announcement of program events to a growing mailing list,”
“Blog,” “Direct contact with community,” “DV roundtables, Coalition meetings, mailings to schools, doctors, etc.,
networking events, health fairs, etc.,” “Events,” “Looking to expand in this area- cable programming,” “Mailings,”
“Outreach to schools and community organizations,” “Participation in community roundtables,” “Research and send
outreach to victims that can be identified,” “Tabling and local events,” and “Mothers come to us via word of mouth and
mostly recommendation.”

Service providers were also given an opportunity to discuss ways to improve their organization’s
outreach efforts and increase awareness regarding available services. The most common
responses were related to funding (31%), staff (18%), technology (14%), and collaboration and
communication (13%).18 A selection of respondents’ comments is shown below:
Funding
= “More financial support to increase and professionalize our efforts. It would be great to
do some focus groups with our target groups to know specifically what they find
helpful/useful and what method they like to receive this information.”
= “Areal website and more funding to have paid staff to do the outreach.”
= “Additional funding to support administrative costs for outreach.”

=  “[We] need additional funding for personnel to do education and outreach.”

=  “We serve a large county with three distinct hubs. We have limited staff. Time and
money would help.”

= “ltis very difficult to do effective outreach in our multimedia age without a sufficient
budget.”

= “Monies to advertise in the local county newspapers and local TV programming.”
= “Need funding for capacity to do outreach. Focus more outside of Essex County.”
=  “[We] need funds to hire people to do outreach efforts.”

= “Funding for more targeted types of brochures, business cards, staff time at community
events.”

= “Concerned with more outreach, and not enough staff resources. Working with other
agencies like Our Deaf Survivors Center to increase knowledge of their program
especially for emergency. Need for additional funding to provide trainings to DV/Crime
resources in how to develop programs to meet the needs of our low-incidence
populations.”

Staff

= “The difficulty with outreach is time and capacity. In other words, staff are already busy
doing direct service most of the time. When we pause from that to conduct outreach, we

18 Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
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create increased need, which sends us back to the office with a busier workload. If we
had separate/additional staff to conduct outreach and scheduled it at regular intervals,
this might help reduce the problems.”

“A dedicated paid staff member to concentrate solely on outreach and education within
the community, working on prevention.”

“Increase staffing for outreach and education activities.”
“Increase staff to enable case/court coverage and improve outreach.”

“The organization would need a full time outreach worker to do more than what is
currently done.”

“More outreach staff and funding for those positions.”

Technology

“I would like to branch out into social media to connect the agency with more victims.”
“Training and technical assistance with technology and social media.”

“We do not use social media, but it should be considered.”

“Better website and marketing tools.”

“We are working to improve our website.”

“We could use a web developer to maintain and update our website and create an online
newsletter.”

“...upgrade our technology, like computers, laptops, tablets, etc.”

Collaboration and Communication

“Additional training/conference forums.”
“An annual collaborative conference would be beneficial.”

“Improve communication within all departments of the office. Communication within the
office and with community partners is always beneficial.”

“In general, the number of individuals seeking services form our program is greater than
our capacity to serve them. In regards to the adolescent population, it might be helpful to
connect with forum for providers who work specifically with adolescents. Our adolescent
services tend to be underutilized.”

“Enhanced outreach capacity to new immigrant communities through community
partnerships.”
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“Greater coordination with allied professionals. Cross-trainings between organizations
can boost referrals and understanding of available services within same geographic
area.”

“Increase connections [with] community providers and organizations.”
“Further networking with community groups and non-governmental organizations.”
“Our networking and coordinating with other organizations, including police departments,

fire departments, Independence House, Safe Plan, hospitals, House of Correction, etc.
have been very helpful in our communities on the Cape and Islands.”

Additional Recommendations

“Attend more local community gatherings.”

“l think we could always improve our language availability and translation of brochures. |
would like to see our advocates be made available for public speaking and education
programs to enrich their own professional development.”

“Speak at more community meetings of services provided, TV ads.”

“Social media, organized and consistent community presentations.”

“To provide outreach systemically to colleges and other organizations that have affected
populations.”

“Perhaps some general advertising by MOVA as a central referral base through TV,
newspapers, social media.”

“Population specific outreach.”

“Identifying the most successful strategies for specific populations i.e., outreach to teens;
outreach to Latinos; parents caring for family members with disabilities etc.”

“Additional free promotional items for table displays - seems to draw attention.”

“Access to more state databases like death certificates so that we can find a next of kin
to send the outreach [letter] to. Right now we have to locate the town where the person
died and pay to have the information sent.”

“More promotional items would be great to hand out to victims at different events that we
participate in and organize throughout the City.”

“Expand geographical catchment for funding and education.”

“To use Facebook and Twitter. We are in the process of developing billboards and
promotional items. Continue to network and build relationships with community
members. Continue to provide outreach in locations and to people who might not
otherwise know about our services.”
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3.1.6 Performance Monitoring and Evaluation

This section provides an overview of service providers’ performance monitoring and evaluation
activities (see Exhibits 27-28).

Exhibit 27: Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Activities

Organization uses a computerized case “ 76%
management system (n=237) 0
Organization uses data collected on victim services _ 68%
and outcomes to modify services (n=212) 0
Organization surveys victims about their satisfaction _ 530
with services (n=232) 0
Organization's victim service programs or activities |
have been evaluated by an external evaluator 34%
(n=191)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Respondents who indicated that their organization does not use a case management system
were asked to provide further detail on how their organization currently tracks and reports
information about victim services. The most common methods reported included other
electronic databases (e.g., Excel) (59%) and hardcopy files or records (56%).

Exhibit 28: Performance Measures Tracked Consistently by Organizations (n=218)

Number/type of victims served — 95%

Numberltype of services provided - N oo
umeerliype ot ureach A aviio M oo
activities 0

Victim outcomes — 46%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 28 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.
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3.1.7 Collaboration

Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they coordinate services with other
organizations in their catchment area using a 5-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree). Exhibit 29 shows the average
respondent ratings.

Exhibit 29: Level of Interagency Collaboration (n=223)

My organization routinely coordinates services with: A&’;ﬁ%e
Community-Based Victim Service Organization 4.00
Other Community-Based/Grassroots Organizations 4.27
Corrections 3.50
Court 4.16
Faith-Based Organizations 3.31
Juvenile Justice 3.17
Law Enforcement 4.23
Legal Service Organizations 4.09
Medical Facilities/Providers 4.10
Mental Health Facilities/Providers 4.10
Military 2.54
Probation/Parole 3.50
Prosecution 3.88
Religious Institutions 2.97
Schools 3.82
Social Service Agencies 4.31
State, Local, and/or Tribal Government Agencies 3.75
Substance Abuse Programs 3.52

*The listed sample size represents the number of respondents who completed at least one item; individual sample
sizes for each criterion ranged from 198 to 223.

Exhibit 30: Organizational Participation in Collaborative Bodies (n=221)

Note: Collaborative bodies may include committees, task forces, workgroups, or other collaborative efforts.
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Respondents rated the degree to which there is a history of interagency collaboration and
cooperation among victim-serving organizations in their catchment area using a 5-point scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree).
Exhibit 31 shows the average respondent ratings.

Exhibit 31: History of Interagency Collaboration and Cooperation (n=218)
60%

55%
50%
40%
30%
0
20% 15% 15% Lo
0
0
H B = =
0% T T T T - 1
Strongly Agree Neither Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

Service providers were also given an opportunity to provide recommendations for ways that
organizations in their catchment area can improve interagency coordination and collaboration.
The most common responses were related to communication (30%), coordinated multi-agency
response (23%), and increased awareness of organizations and services (14%).1° A selection of
respondents’ comments is shown below:

Communication
= “Hold quarterly meetings together.”
= “Commitment to continuing to allow for staff to attend collaborative program meetings.”
=  “We need organizations such as (Councils on Aging, churches, Boys and Girls Clubs,
YMCA, etc.) to attend the local roundtables. They are a great way to network, get
trainings and to get ideas for future referrals.”
= “More meetings between organizations.”

= “Bi-annual MOVA facilitated gathering of providers in regions would be helpful.”

= “Provide funding for ASL interpreting services for collaborative meetings between our
agency and general hearing agencies.”

= “Consistent roundtable meetings; clarification of roles within High Risk Teams to ensure
perpetrator accountability.”

= “Specific task force/groups related to homicide bereavement (with children and or
adolescents) would be a benefit. Perhaps a follow-up from April's conference.”

1% Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.
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= “Periodic meetings, with individuals within these organizations assigned to promote this.”
= “Keep task force and roundtable meetings on going. Get back to regular time frame.”

= “Networking sessions at statewide or regional conferences or forums. Grant funded
projects that bring partners together. Community calendar so that we can attend each
other's events.”

= “Work collaboratively with one another. To be less territorial and more cooperative and
work towards providing the best possible to services to crime victims. Share resources,
assist one another.”

= “Communicate regarding programs offered, innovative ideas for serving victims, and
encouraging dialogue.”

=  “We need to break down the traditional silos that exist between disciplines and
coordinate our communications, strategies, successes and failures to help improve our
overall response to crime victims.”

= “Participation in community roundtables.”

= “Continue to have open, meaningful conversations. Know what services are available
and share resources and information. Our organization actively participates in round
tables, triads, etc.”

= “Share information and resources (e.g., if one develops a ‘guide,’ share it with others so
they don't duplicate efforts); joint meetings and trainings with other organizations or
agencies (e.g., training on housing options for survivors could be shared); convening
groups of like-staff (e.g., advocates meet to support and share information/resources).”

= “l am not aware of a task force for victim services in my area, so increased
communication, posting to MOVA listserv would be helpful. If none exists, the VOCA
Guidelines trainings bring together many providers, so a workgroup could be added on
to that annual meeting as a way to facilitate increased collaboration.”

Multi-Agency Response

“More collaborative meetings - more coordinated response - knowing who is in our
neighborhood to connect with.”

= “Encourage communication/collaboration as described in Vision 21.”

= “To continue to collaborate, become less territorial and strive towards better coordination
of services, create a system that is victim friendly, better communication between
agencies so that victims do not have to repeat their story over and over again and get
their needs met.”

= “Continue to work together, become less territorial, put the needs of the victims first,
communicate amongst each other to assist in accessing necessary services, be
cooperative”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
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“Have time for planning more joint service efforts that create peer support.”

“A more tightly coordinated response among service providers and municipal and state
agencies operating in Cambridge is critical and we are in the process of implementing a
new city-wide position to assist in its creation.”

“Developing new memorandums of agreement for tailored coordinated services - this
would require additional staffing.”

“Work collaboratively with one another. To be less territorial and more cooperative and
work towards providing the best possible to services to crime victims. Share resources,
assist one another.”

“We need to break down the traditional silos that exist between disciplines and
coordinate our communications, strategies, successes and failures to help improve our
overall response to crime victims.”

Awareness of Organizations and Services

“Evaluate current community assets and duplication of service/efforts.”

“Make honest efforts to learn about the breadth and depth of services offered, and the
people offering those services, within agencies/organizations.”

“By learning more about what other agencies can offer and making it a point to connect
with one another frequently to keep informed about ever-changing services.”

“Build rapport with advocates, visit each other’s facilities to understand what they have to
offer and are capable of offering. A constant automatic replenishment of current
pamphlets of their services. More networking events.”

“Maybe exchanging statistics regarding those they serve would be helpful.”

“Increased awareness of referral process and specifics of what each agency does.”
“One issue is that some staff at every organization is unaware of other services available
outside of their own agency. Better awareness among staff of what agencies are nearby

is an important missing piece. A centralized referral system would be ideal but just better
training and possibly some more networking events would be a start.”

Additional Recommendations

“Include a wider range of providers, our DV agencies are very closely affiliated and meet
regularly.”

“Task forces should address all victim populations and not just DV or SA.”

“Willingness to participate in committees by non-traditional members i.e., mental health
agencies; family planning programs; willingness to collaborate on joint funding

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
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proposals; funding for staff from other agencies/departments to participate (i.e., in a
SART); more free local training.”

= “Be inclusive of entities that don't identify as ‘victim services’ but are working with the
same people. Homeless providers, housing agencies and authorities, state benefits
offices, mental health providers, etc.”

= “Create more opportunities to gather and network.”
=  “Formalize some collaborations, meet on some consistent basis.”

= “Tensions between victim services agencies in my area are cyclical and occur due to the
limitations of funding for this work.”

= “If there were adequate funding, victim services agencies would not have to compete so
much. And would have the time and staff capacity to coordinate services.”

= “When a new administrator takes over an agency there should be a mechanism for them
to receive training from funding sources regarding existing victim services and how/why
to collaborate with those entities without duplicating services.”

= “Cross-train especially the hospitals that never have time or desires to send nurse and
doctors to train with the locals.”

= “Cross training and structured forums to network.”

3.1.8 Challenges and Barriers to Service Delivery

Respondents rated the extent to which their organization faces barriers in providing services to
crime victims using a 5-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor
Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree). Exhibit 32 shows the average respondent ratings related
to various types of service delivery challenges.

Exhibit 32: Organizational Challenges to Service Delivery (n=203)*

The most critical barriers my organization faces in providing services to crime Average
victims include: Rating
Lack of interagency collaboration and coordination. 2.69
Lack of knowledge regarding other available services in the catchment area. 2.59
Lack (_)f g_eneral public awareness regarding programs and services offered by my 3.10
organization.

Eligibility restrictions (e.g., age, income, victimization type). 2.42
Lack of sufficient financial resources to meet demand for services. 3.92
Lack of sufficient staff to meet demand for services. 3.72
Staff retention. 2.83
Lack of training and educational opportunities for staff and volunteers. 2.70
Lack of in-house policies and procedures to guide organizational practices. 2.32
Lack of language accessible services. 3.02
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Exhibit 32: Organizational Challenges to Service Delivery (n=203)*

The most critical barriers my organization faces in providing services to crime Average
victims include: Rating
Lack of culturally accessible services. 2.94
Lack of accessible services for persons with disabilities. 2.67
Lack of transportation for victims to access services. 3.32
Lack of knowledge feggrding the needs of victims of certain crimes (e.g., military sexual 280
trauma, human trafficking). )
Lack of services designed for victims of certain crimes (e.g., identity theft, stalking). 3.06
Reaching underserved victim populations. 3.31

*The listed sample size represents the number of respondents who completed at least one item; individual sample
sizes for each criterion ranged from 191 to 203.

When asked to provide recommendations for overcoming organizational barriers to service
delivery, the most common responses were related to funding (55%), education and training
(22%), and staff size (20%), followed by transportation (16%) and service accessibility (14%).2°
A selection of respondents’ comments is shown below:

Funding

“Funding for disability/language accommodations.”

= “Funding of a statewide language line for all community organizations to utilize for a low fee
or free of charge.”

= “Funding resources. Need for increased funding to expand services to provide more staff to
provide more mental health and advocacy services to more victims.”

= “Funding to provide dedicated staff to work directly with underserved and culturally specific
populations.”

= “Ideally, we could get more financial supports for clients and have more money for staff to
meet the high demand for services (which is compounded by our covering a large rural
area).”

= “In our situation more funding for communication accessibility would greatly improve things.”

= “Increased funding; increased salaries to recognize work we are doing.”

= “It all comes down to money. More money would provide the ability to hire staff that could do
more outreach to underserved populations. More money could provide the ability to send
more staff to more trainings or hire trainers to come in-house. More money could provide
better training on computer skills such as excel, data entry and collection, social media
formats, etc.”

=  “More financial resources.”

20 Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.
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= “More resources to hire bilingual staff and provide services in general.”

= “The lack of funding to meet the needs of all victims of crime.”

= “With an increased budget and staff we would be able to overcome most of the barriers.”

=  "Government could provide more flexible funding (e.g. fund outreach and training, not just
direct services; provide funds for client assistance, not just program costs; better fund
salaries for program staff so they can earn a living wage).”

Education and Training

= “Attend more trainings and outreach into the local communities.”

= “More consistent education/training that has follow-up not just one dose.”

= “More training - gatherings for victim service providers - cross-program/service area
connection.”

= “Training and education surrounding the needs of all communities rather than just high crime
locations, i.e. military, sexual trauma etc.”

= “Training for community providers about services/victims needs and the barriers they face.”

Staff Size

“Additional culturally and linguistically competent staff.”
= “Having more staff available to work with clients so that the wait for services is not as long.”

= “In our area we need a focused person to work with LGBT communities and provide
outreach.”

= “Increased our services to underserved populations. Have specifically trained staff who work
solely to reach out to communities that are underserved.”

Transportation

“Need additional funding and community wide transportation system.”
= “See if MBTA will donate a certain number of bus and subway passes for victims of crimes.”

= “Some collaboration with FRTA to increase free transportation for people with disabilities
and low or no income would be very helpful. Many types of appointments are not covered by
prescribed transportation under MassHealth, so there is a very large service gap for people
who cannot afford or otherwise access FRTA for transportation.”

=  “We are located at a large urban teach hospital. Our clients are predominantly from the inner
city and often have to travel through violent neighborhoods to get to us. We have one
satellite office but I think we should have more.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
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Service Accessibility

= “Develop programming that specifically addresses cultural and language barriers, create,
staff and fund programs that work within the underserved communities and populations.”

= “Inter-agency language capacity that reflects the population in our coverage area.”

= “It's not about lack of knowledge about other services; it's about lack of ability to access. Our
population is transient and coping with multiple challenges. They're harder to serve and are
often denied, turned away or unable to follow through with service from other programs.”

= “More effective outreach, multi- or bi-lingual staff/internships.”

Additional Recommendations

= “In our community, infants and toddlers as well as their caregivers are a huge underserved
population that we would love to be able to work with. Expanding services to be able to work
with these children and families would help alleviate that barrier.”

= “Making a smooth transition for the victim from one agency to the next.”

= “Our organization has had some trouble with staff retention due to burn out and/or
insufficient compensation.”

Respondents rated the most critical barriers victims face in seeking services using a 5-point
scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly
Agree). Exhibit 33 shows the average respondent ratings.

Exhibit 33: Barriers Victims Face in Seeking Services (n=202)*

The most critical barriers victims face in seeking services include: A%/:tri?]gge
Lack of available services. 3.39
Lack of awareness regarding available services. 3.86
Vict_ims are aware that services are offered but do not know they are eligible for 352
assistances.

Victims do not meet income limitations or other eligibility requirements. 2.90
Jurisdiction issues prevent victims from receiving services. 2.74
Victims do not understand the process of obtaining services. 3.68
The process for obtaining services is overly burdensome for victims. 3.53
Victims have to go to many different agencies/organizations to receive services. 3.71
Service providers’ hours of operations are not accessible. 3.23
Lack of transportation for victims to access services. 3.82
Victims are unable to get basic needs met, which stops them from seeking other services. 3.96
Fear of deportation/legal status. 3.89
Fear of retaliation against self and/or family. 4.13
Lack of trust in the system. 4.30
Feelings of shame or embarrassment. 4.19
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Exhibit 33: Barriers Victims Face in Seeking Services (n=202)*

The most critical barriers victims face in seeking services include: A&/;:triz:]%e
Cultural barriers. 4.10
Language barriers. 4.03

*The listed sample size represents the number of respondents who completed at least one item; individual sample
sizes for each criterion ranged from 191 to 202.

When asked to provide recommendations for overcoming organizational barriers to service
delivery, the most common responses were related to funding (30%), cultural and language
accessibility (17%), and outreach (16%).?* A selection of respondents’ comments is shown

below:

Funding

= “Easier grants to keep language speaking people in positions.”

= “Funding for additional legal assistance programs; assistance with creating a panel of Pro
Bono attorneys to take on cases in Central Massachusetts (currently there are NONE).”

= “Funding for outreach.”

= “Funding for victim services agencies that provide comprehensive case management and
comprehensive care.”

= “Funding provided to help with transportation (to service providers or organizations).”
= “Increased social service and safety net funding.”

= “There needs to be more money for interpreters, but also training to improve cultural
awareness and the needs of Deaf, Deaf/Blind and Hard of Hearing victims.”

Cultural and Language Accessibility

“Court staff with language capacities, (DA office). Police officers need to be more sensitive
to victims needs and provide appropriate referrals.”

= “Create incentives for organizations to become more culturally competent and to ‘meet
victims where they are,’ so to speak.”

= “Police departments need more culturally competent officers.”

= “Training for cultural sensitivity.”

21 Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.
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Outreach
= “More outreach and education.”

= “Networking opportunities with agencies of all types. More time in community. More
outreach.”

= “TV ads and social media outreach, one-on-one outreach via staff and internships.”

Additional Recommendations

“Assisting victims with their basic needs so that they can focus on receiving the more
extensive services that they need to move forward with their lives.”

= “Develop programming that addresses the basic needs of victims, work more collaboratively
together so that victims receive a continuum of care, rather than one that can be disjunctive.
Provide programming within the non-English speaking and underserved areas that
addresses the fears that many victims may have. Add funds for transportation for victims to
receive services, educate the community about the various crimes and address the victim
blaming. Provide outreach and education that stresses offender accountability, and
promotes victim understanding rather than blaming. Start in the schools at a young age to
address issues of interpersonal violence, bullying, etc.”

= “Let the victims [be] aware of their rights, regardless of their legal status.”

=  “Most of these barriers in my experience involve access to a domestic violence shelter and
appropriate judicial and police and criminal justice responses.”

= “There needs to be much more training/collaboration between ‘victim withess advocates’
from DA's offices and advocates from community programs.”

3.1.9 Crime Victims’ Service Delivery Needs

Respondents rated the extent to which there is a heed for victim services beyond the current
capacity in their catchment area using a 5-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree). Exhibit 34 shows the average
respondent ratings.

Exhibit 34: Crime Victim Service Needs (n=189)*

There is a need beyond the current capacity in my catchment area for crime Average
victim services related to: Rating
Child Care 4.02
Counseling (short- and long-term) 3.87
Civil Legal Assistance (e.g., civil litigation related to criminal case, child custody,

. e 4.23
divorce, immigration, landlord/tenant).
Criminal Justice System Legal Assistance/Rights Enforcement (e.g., property return, 3.76
intimidation protection, compensation assistance). '
Criminal Justice System Advocacy/Assistance (e.g., filing a victim impact statement, 3.48
court orientation, restitution assistance). '
Crisis Intervention/Counseling 3.56
Education 3.65
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Exhibit 34: Crime Victim Service Needs (n=189)*

There is a need beyond the current capacity in my catchment area for crime Average
victim services related to: Rating

Emergency Services (e.g., financial assistance, housing, medical care). 4.22
Employment Assistance 3.93
Group Treatment/Support (e.g., self-help, peer, and social support). 3.52
Immigration Assistance (e.g., VAWA petition, T-visa, U-visa). 3.75
Information/Referrals 3.20
Job Training 3.72
Medical Assistance 3.46
Mental Health Services (e.g., therapy) 3.80
Notification (e.g., offender release from custody, court notifications) 3.22
Personal Advocacy (e.g., employer intervention, landlord intervention, public benefits 3.77
assistance). )

Post-Conviction Services (e.g., corrections orientation, offender apology, victim- 3.92
offender mediation). '

Protection Safety Services (e.g., safety planning) 3.29
Shelter/Housing Assistance (e.g., rental assistance) 4.19
Substance Abuse Services 3.75
Transportation 4.01
Victim Compensation Claim Assistance 3.13

*The listed sample size represents the number of respondents who completed at least one item; individual sample
sizes for each criterion ranged from 178 to 189.

When asked to provide information on additional services crime victims express a need for that
are currently lacking or unavailable, the most common responses were related to housing (30%)
and legal assistance (19%).22 A selection of respondents’ comments is shown below:

Housing

“Affordable housing!!! Money for basic needs while waiting to find housing/job.”

= “Affordable housing; once they get a job it's not enough to live and meet basic needs.”

= “Affordable low income housing is a major concern.”

= “Assistance with accessing the housing authority program.”

=  “HOUSING - there is never enough housing or basic needs for clients. Transportation is
another major hurdle that prevents individuals from job training, housing search, or seeking
other supportive services.”

= “Lack of shelters/housing remains one of our biggest concerns.”

=  “Moms need childcare, housing, and transportation when they are victimized.”

22 Respondents’ comments may fall into multiple categories.
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Legal Assistance

“Affordable legal assistance, trauma-informed therapists.”

“Family law attorneys for the non-offending parent for child abuse victim in home. Most legal
services will not take this case as they do not classify this as domestic abuse to be eligible
for family law services.”

“Legal assistance for the non-offending parent in minor sexual assault cases.”

“Legal counsel on custody issues, financial empowerment.”

“The need for legal assistance is great. Our clients constantly need legal consultation and

representation. We have great difficulty finding legal assistance for clients that is high quality
and affordable.”

Additional Recommendations

“Comprehensive psychological assessment upon intake. Beds for all types of victims of
human trafficking.”

“Counseling specifically related to homicide bereavement.”
“Food; Parenting classes (that are free and offered to both parents, not just mothers).”
“More opportunities to connect with peers in a therapeutic social setting.”

“Protection from harm, decent jobs, decent training, cars, income supports,
employment/training assistance resources.”
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3.1.10 Future Directions

The following section explores populations identified as currently underserved in
Massachusetts, emerging trends and priority areas in victim services, and respondent
suggestions for how to improve the provision of victim services throughout the Commonwealth
(see Exhibits 35-36).

Exhibit 35: Underserved Victim Populations (n=107)

LGBT 42%
Male

Persons with Disabilities

Sexual Assault

Domestic Violence

Rural Communities

Immigrants

Non-English Speakers

Children and Youth

Racial/Ethnic Minorities

Human Trafficking

Survivors of Homicide

Victims with Mental Health Needs
Elderly

Homeless

Adult Victims of Child Abuse
Incarcerated

Low Income

Other* 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 35 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.

* “Other” responses included the following: “cyberstalking victims,” “[victims with] cultural and language barriers,”
“faith-based victims,” “bilingual/bicultural,” “victims of a more affluent status,” “international students, graduate
students,” “young mothers,” “Those that practice religions - Orthodox Jews, Muslims,” “victims of non-fatal shootings;
workplace counseling services for co-workers of homicide; counseling services for families of vehicular homicide
victims even when charges are pending,” “Witnesses to homicides and other serious cases.”
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Respondents were asked based on their knowledge and experience to identify three emerging
trends or priority issues in the field of victim services that they would like to see addressed
through training, technical assistance, or resources for the field. The most common responses
are shown below in Exhibit 36.

Exhibit 36: Emerging Trends in Victim Services (n=124)

Legal Assistance

Human Trafficking

Housing

Training and Education
Immigration Assistance
Services for Child and Youth Victims
Financial Crimes

Crisis Management Services
Stalking

Emergency Services
Trauma-Informed Services
LGBT

Culturally Competent Services

Services for Elder Abuse Victims

Program Evaluation and Performance
Measurement

Other*

65%
f
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Note: The percentages shown in Exhibit 36 do not sum to 100 percent because respondents could select multiple
options.
*Other responses are listed below.

Many trends and priority areas identified by service providers could not be easily categorized;
therefore, a selection of other comments is provided below.

Other Trends
= Community outreach and engagement

= Sexual assault response on campuses
= Prevention
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= Effective interagency collaboration and services coordination

= Using expert witnesses for sexual assault and domestic violence cases

= Use of social media for community outreach

= Meeting the needs of transitional age youth

= Making victim services more accessible services for persons with disabilities
= Witness protection

= Teen dating violence

= The disconnect between probate and criminal court

= Assisting victims with limited English proficiency

= Employment assistance

= More accessible mental health services, especially for non-English speakers
= Domestic violence funds for relocation, emergency services, and child care.
= Cyber crimes

= Vicarious trauma of service providers

= Effective use of the High Risk Assessment Tool developed by Jackie Campbell
= Training on batterer’s intervention

= How to better support trafficked undocumented victims with disabilities

= Need for low-cost probate representation

= Data management and recordkeeping

= Affordable child care

= Victims of domestic violence in relation to probate court proceedings

= Elder abuse

= Restorative justice

= Higher pay for victim service providers to reduce turnover

Respondents were asked if they had suggestions for improving provision of services to crime
victims in their catchment area. A selection of respondents’ comments is shown below:

= “Allocate funding on a more equitable basis to the Islands so that more state funded
services could be available.”

= “Better communication and coordination of services, especially within the legal system.
More available and affordable legal services for victims. Change of emphasis on victim
participation in criminal proceedings. More funding for housing and shelter. Task forces
to explore alternatives to shelter.”

= “Continue to work with one another, address gaps in services, [and] develop innovative
programs that specifically address the pressing issues, more funding.”

= “Demand more wheelchair accessible providers with numerous linguistic capacities.”

= “Finding more ways to strengthen the career of a victim witness advocate, providing
strong educational, innovative opportunities for those professionals.”

= “Fund more options for services; there are very few service providers who can work with
Deaf victims.”
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= “| think there are many young, inexperienced, untrained staff working with victims in
complex and high risk situations, and this is dangerous. Training or experience in the
issues/crimes/victims you are working with should be a requirement for these positions.
We cannot let up on making sure people in the field understand the basics (like what is
provided at MVAA) and services return to being victim-centered. Programs providing
high quality services need adequate funding to do what they do. Advocates need more
support and opportunities to connect/network with each other as peers.”

= “Increased access to civil attorneys, support for participating in sexual assault response
teams (SARTS).”

= “Increase advocate pay so they stay in their jobs, let advocates be more flexible, and if it
is safe let them provide transportation or home visits or visits at a neutral place.”

= ‘“Increased collaboration among services is essential- the difficulty being that many
services are competing for the same funds and the same populations causing an
atmosphere of self-protection rather than collaboration.”

= “Major issue[s] about access to all services are transportation needs and dependable
child care.”

=  “Mandatory education regarding DV and sexual assault for judges and prosecutors.”

= “More services accessible through technology. Having websites, pages, and apps that
victims can use to research and connect with services.”

= “More trainings regarding working with victims who are also mentally ill (suicidal,
cognitively impaired, etc.).”

=  “Train and empower faith leaders to support victims, respond effectively and to refer to
community services and resources.”

= “We are struggling to maintain what we have and make sure services are responsive
and effective, while we keep up with new issues.”

= “...we need to have better communication skills with our law enforcement. In order to
support and provide the victims with safety.”

= “While collaboration is generally excellent, it would be helpful if agencies were more
knowledgeable about other services in the community.”

Respondents were asked to provide additional comments or suggestions. A selection of
respondents’ comments is shown below:

= “An agency, county wide training on all collaborating services to wrap around the victim.”
= “Being able to retain seasoned staff is difficult when working for a non-profit agency.

Why is it that those who provide direct services to victims are often the lowest paid no
matter their education, background or years of serving victims?”
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= “Every tax dollar or insurance plan dollar spent on recovery and wellness education is
returned through increased productivity and improved general wellbeing of the
community.”

= “Funding for civil attorneys is desperately needed. We receive calls from crime victims
every day in need of free attorneys to help them gain secure their basic, immediate
needs. We cannot expect people to engage in the criminal justice system when they are
overwhelmed by their housing, employment, education, and immigration status.”

= “In some count[ies] we face difficulties from ADA's to sign the U-Visa certificate for the
clients victim of crimes.”

= “lt would be a major breakthrough for our victims to have culturally and linguistically
accessible services statewide. Thank you for asking.”

= “...Homicide bereavement is completely under served. If it were not for MOVA we would
be even more isolated.”

= “More training for DCF staff in terms of domestic violence. Client's appear to do
everything ‘right’ by obtaining a 209A, calling police, only to have DCF too often tell us
that they will remove the children since they do not trust that client will not ‘take him
back’....This is a historical issue for all of us working with DCF involved moms who are
victimized, do their service plan and continue to have only one hour a week
visits....month after month....”

=  “Most of the crime victims | see also deal with poverty. This is a vicious cycle. The
homeless need to be housed (with dignity), education and job training needs to
increase.”

= “QOur victims need housing and childcare. Too many housing programs discourage
working because the smallest salary can exempt a family from qualifying for housing.
The income guidelines are ridiculous. In addition, the federal government's decision to
virtually end transitional housing programs and focus on ‘housing first’ simply does not
work for our victims. They need the more intensive case management that is inherent in
transitional programs but not in permanent housing or they will fail in those programs.
Police departments and court systems too frequently do not reflect the cultural and
linguistic needs of the areas and victims served.”

= “There has been a movement in the field to focus on in-home services-treatment
providers tend to be younger and less experienced in the field as well as more transient,
creating multiple transitions for children and families. In addition, more experienced
providers are leaving the field of mental health with lower-income families who are
victims of crime due to increased burden of documentation required by Mass Health.”

= “We believe the faith community has an important role to play in responding to victims
and survivors.”

This project is partially supported by the Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance through a 1984 Victims of Crime Act grant from the Office for Victims of
Crime, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations expressed in this report are those of
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the state of Massachusetts or the Office of Justice Programs. 44



m Massachusetts Office for Victim Assistance 2014 Needs Assessment

3.2 Service Provider Interviews

This section provides a summary of respondents’ feedback and reactions to key findings from
the survey of service providers.

3.2.1 Challenges and Barriers to Service Delivery
FUNDING ASSISTANCE

According to the survey of service providers, lack of financial and staff resources were rated as
the two greatest barriers to service delivery to crime victims. These barriers were closely linked,
with the majority of respondents reporting that additional financial assistance could most
effectively be utilized by supporting staffing. Respondents noted that additional staff are needed
just to maintain their organizations’ core services.

Many respondents indicated that due to strained budgets, staff are often forced to wear many
hats within an organization, which causes the breadth and quality of services to suffer. One
respondent broadly noted that lack of sufficient staffing directly impacts organizations’ abilities to
connect victims to services. This can be particularly problematic with regard to emergency or
crisis services, such as emergency housing or the operation of a 24-hour hotline. As one
respondent noted, “People need help when they need it and [you] can’t put [a] crisis on hold.”
Staffing support is also critical in rural regions where a handful of staff are often tasked with
serving a large catchment area that requires extensive travel to meet with and transport victims
to support services and court proceedings. In addition to funding for direct service staff, a few
respondents also indicated a need for dedicated funding to support education and outreach
positions. In many cases, direct service providers are tasked with conducting education and
outreach in addition to their normal client case load and are often not trained in this area. Some
respondents noted that more robust outreach and education will also result in the need for
additional direct service staff to meet the increased demand in services; therefore, there is a
need for staffing at both levels to be well coordinated. Relatedly, a few providers also discussed
the use of additional funds for staff training and higher compensation to increase job satisfaction
and retention.

Many providers indicated that they would use additional funding to provide basic victim support
services, such as: transportation (e.g., public transportation and relocation costs); shelter and
housing (e.g., temporary rent assistance, hotel costs); emergency financial assistance; medical
care; and child care. A few providers also discussed the need for targeted funding to support
their organization’s core programs and support services. Rather than attempting to provide
services to meet every need, which can dilute the quality of services for all crime victims, one
respondent recommended streamlining funding to support organizations’ core services, stating
that “funding should in some ways be targeted or strategically placed to help people beef up and
fill out and re-strengthen their basic missions and [support] the basic needs [of clients].” Another
provider echoed these sentiments by stating that more staff resources would help to ensure that
their programs are not “running quite so thin” and that victims receive the full benefit of their
services.
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Service providers also cited a large need to invest in education, community outreach, and trust
building within traditionally underserved communities. Providers discussed various ways to use
additional funding to support community outreach, including funding victim advocates within
community organizations; increased collaboration between victim service providers and
community organizations; and providing time and

flexibility for victim service providers to engage more “We as providers probably don’t go to as many

directly with underserved communities (e.g., attending | community events as we should. | encourage

community events, meeting with community leaders). and make my staff go to these community
events. They need access to us. They may not

TRANSPORTATION always come to my office. I need them to see that
[ will go to their neighborhood.”

As part of the survey of service providers, lack of
transportation was cited as one of the greatest barriers to effective service delivery and access
to victim services. When asked about the transportation needs that are most important for crime
victims, interview respondents most frequently discussed transportation needs related to
accessing shelter and housing assistance. Related costs included fares for public
transportation, compensation for staff time and mileage to transport victims to a shelter, and
long distance travel and moving costs for crime victims to access shelter or housing in other
states or jurisdictions far from their home. Due to the lack of shelter availability in
Massachusetts, in some cases, providers have had to purchase bus, rail, or plane tickets to
transport victims to shelters in other states. Transportation needs related to participating in the
court process were the second greatest need reported by providers. In particular, transportation
to court in order to obtain a restraining order was the most commonly cited need and often the
most critical for ensuring victim safety. Providers also discussed victims’ transportation needs
related to accessing general support services, such as attending support groups, getting to
medical appointments, or applying for public benefits.

Victims’ transportation needs also vary greatly by location and access to public transportation.
Many providers serving the Boston area reported that transportation is often not as great of a
barrier to their clients in cases where services are accessible by public transit. In many
instances, these providers reported utilizing taxi vouchers and fare cards to provide victims with
transportation assistance; however, they also indicated that funding for transportation
assistance is often not consistent or dependable and victims many times cannot pay for
transportation themselves. Providers also reported that obstacles can arise when victims need
to travel outside of regular service hours; reach services far from their home; travel to multiple
locations to obtain services; or need to travel to locations that require multiple transfers on
public transit. In contrast, transportation in rural, isolated regions of the Commonwealth is
heavily dependent on victim services staff to transport victims. Even in cases where victims are
provided with bus vouchers, providers often must transport victims to the bus station.
Furthermore, the geographic expanse of rural communities coupled with the lengthy court
process often means that providers spend an entire day transporting one victim to court and
providing advocacy during a court proceeding.

GAPS IN SERVICE DELIVERY

Findings from the survey of service providers suggest that there is a lack of services designed
for victims of certain crimes (e.g., stalking, assault). When asked what types of victim
populations are lacking adequate services, responses varied; however, many interview
respondents discussed the lack of services designed to address community violence and
respond to the needs of withesses to violence. Providers noted that both victims and withesses
to community violence experience trauma that is currently being served by a fragmented
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network of providers. Respondents discussed the need for service providers to be working
directly with the communities most impacted by violence to connect individuals with services
and supports. Due to high levels of mistrust in the system, respondents noted that community
outreach and education are important for reaching this population. One respondent also
recommended connecting victims with job training, education, and job opportunities so that they
are in a better position to leave violent communities.

Another population that providers indicated frequently lack services is victims of human
trafficking. Because of the unique needs of this population, service providers reported that they
are often not equipped to provide the adequate type and level of services. Providers also
discussed a lack of awareness, training, and capacity to serve child victims and witnesses to
violence; victims of identity theft and financial crimes; victims of elder abuse; robbery victims
who experience trauma related to the crime incident; and victims of forced marriage and honor
violence, which often encompasses many other crimes, such as kidnapping and sexual assault.
In response to this question, one service provider discussed the importance of recognizing the
multidimensional nature of victimization and the importance of serving the person rather than
the crime, stating, “...to base everything by the name of a crime or a definition of a crime can
sometimes miss some of the nuances and the experiences that people are really dealing with.”

Service providers also had an opportunity to provide recommendations for ways that MOVA can
help strengthen and increase the availability of services for these identified populations. Their
recommendations largely centered on the provision and coordination of training opportunities,
both in-person and web-based, to educate providers on the needs of and appropriate services
designed for various victim populations. Relatedly, providers expressed the need for more
opportunities to connect with other providers, learn about their services, and share best
practices. Providers also recommended that MOVA serve as an expert resource by sharing the
latest research on effective victim service strategies and providing tools that providers can use
