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Introduction
The Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ), under a grant from the National Institute of

Justice, is conducting an evaluation of law enforcement and prosecution subgrants awarded

under the STOP Violence Against Women bloc grant program authorized by the Violence

Against Women Act of 1994 (VAWA).  The purpose areas of grants under examination include

special law enforcement, prosecution, or joint special units; development of new training

programs and materials; establishment of stalking programs; and development of agency policies

and procedures for handling domestic violence or sexual assault complaints and cases.  In this

context, ILJ is carrying out a process evaluation of approximately ten sites that represent national

trends and innovations in law enforcement or prosecution approaches to domestic violence and

sexual assault.  ILJ intends to carry out impact evaluations of some of the more promising and

replicable projects in these ten sites.

The Yavapai County project was chosen for process evaluation based on four factors.

First, the county had an established task force that seemed particularly active in the area of

domestic violence.  Second, task force members were willing to share their insights and

experiences with an outside evaluator.  Third, the task force had successfully brought together

professionals from all facets of criminal justice and social services.  Finally, the task force

developed domestic violence/sexual assault protocols that represented a unified approach to

domestic violence in a rural county that is geographically and politically divided.  As such,

development of the protocols was a particularly demanding task that could serve as a model for

other rural counties.

This report is based on a three-day site visit that concentrated on interviews and

document review.  Follow-up interviews and inquiries were conducted by telephone.  This report

is divided into four sections:  (1) Project Environment; (2) Development of the Task Force; (3)

Task Force Achievements; and (4) Conclusions and Recommendations.

Project Environment
Yavapai County covers over 8,000 square miles and is physically larger than the state of

Massachusetts.  The county seat, Prescott, is located 94 miles northwest of Phoenix.  Yavapai

County reported an estimated population of 134,600 in 1996.  The county has experienced
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tremendous growth, with a 58 percent increase in population over the last 10 years.  The majority

of land is owned by the federal or state government—just one-fourth of the county’s land is

individually or corporately owned.

The population of Yavapai County is predominantly white (95%).  Persons of Hispanic

heritage account for 6 percent of the population.  There are five Native American Reservations in

the unincorporated areas, with a total population of about 1,000.  The income of approximately

one of every eight households (13%) is below the poverty level.

The Mingus mountain range has created a physical and political division within the

county.  For all practical purposes, the county is split into western and eastern halves referred to

as West Yavapai and Verde Valley, respectively.  West Yavapai includes the two largest cities—

Prescott with a 1995 population of 30,606 and Prescott Valley (pop. 16,120).  The eastern

portion of the county, or Verde Valley, includes smaller villages and towns such as Sedona with

a population of 8,910 and Verde Village (8,604).  Traditionally, Verde Valley residents have felt

neglected by countywide initiatives since the base of county activity remains Prescott.

Yavapai County Law Enforcement
The largest law enforcement agency, employing 168 staff, is the Yavapai County

Sheriff’s Office. County sheriff deputies have arrest authority and respond to all incidents

occurring outside municipalities.  There are seven other law enforcement agencies in the

incorporated cities. The largest municipal force is the Prescott Police Department, with a staff of

82.

Data collected as a result of this project cite the following statistics.

• In 1997, the Yavapai County Sheriff’s Office responded to 1,062 family violence
calls.  The Prescott Police Department responded to 645 such calls.

• In 1997, the Prescott Faith House 24-hour help line received an average of 100 calls
per month from women in an abusive relationship seeking help.

The Judicial System
In Arizona, misdemeanor violations are heard by the municipal court while the Superior

Court of Arizona handles felony cases and a variety of civil matters.  Yavapai County has five

superior court offices; two are located in Camp Verde and three in Prescott.  Most of the cities
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with their own law enforcement agencies also have their own municipal court and city

prosecutors.  The Superior Court handles all cases occurring in unincorporated areas.

Arizona Laws
Arizona laws define the crimes of domestic violence and sexual assault and dictate the

seriousness of each crime.  In domestic violence statutes, the State defines “domestic violence”

in terms of sexual orientation, mandates arrest if the assault involves physical injury or a

weapon, and orders counseling for first-time misdemeanor offenders.  The State has two separate

laws on sexual assault.  Essentially, the laws consider sexual assault to be a serious felony,

except when the victim and offender are married; in that case, the charge may be dropped to a

misdemeanor.  The specific laws are noted below.

Domestic Violence Legislation

State law defines “domestic violence” as an act which is a dangerous crime against

children or a specific offense (e.g., assault, unlawful imprisonment, disorderly conduct, criminal

damage ) “if the relationship between the victim and the defendant is one of marriage or former

marriage or of persons of the opposite sex residing or having resided in the same household, if

the victim and defendant or the defendant’s spouse are related to each other by consanguinity or

affinity to the second degree, if the victim and defendant have a child in common or if the victim

or the defendant is pregnant by the other party.”  Adults in same sex relationships are excluded

from the definition of domestic violence.  In consequence, homosexual victims of partner abuse

are unlikely to come to the attention of specialized domestic violence unit responses in Arizona.

Arizona statutes (ARS § 13–3601B) mandate that an arrest be made in cases that include

physical injury or a weapon.  The law orders that “on-view” suspects be held to be seen by a

judge.  If probable cause exists to believe a domestic violence crime has been committed, the

suspect must be arrested.  As of January 1, 1998:  “The judge shall order a person who is

convicted of a misdemeanor domestic violence offense to complete a domestic violence offender

treatment program that is provided by a facility approved by the department of health services or

a probation department” (ARS §13-3601.01).  This statute eliminates sentencing options and

places intervention programs at the forefront of the domestic violence debate.
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Sexual Assault Legislation

A person commits sexual assault by intentionally or knowingly engaging in sexual

intercourse or oral sexual contact with any person without consent of such person (ARS §13-

1406).  But in Arizona, the treatment of sexual assault is confounded by the relationship between

the victim and offender.  In cases of sexual assault between non-spouses, sexual assault is a class

2 felony.  The law specifies different treatment in cases of spousal assault.  In such cases, the law

defines sexual assault as “intentionally or knowingly engaging in sexual intercourse or oral

sexual contact with a spouse without consent of the spouse by the immediate or threatened use of

force against the spouse or another.”  A first offense sexual assault of a spouse is a class 6

felony.  Pursuant to section 13-702, the judge has discretion to enter judgment for conviction of a

class 1 misdemeanor with mandatory counseling.  Any subsequent sexual assault of a spouse is a

class 2 felony (ARS §13-1406.01).  This variation in law minimizes the crime of sexual assault

against a spouse.

STOP Violence Against Women Funding
In Arizona, the Governor’s Commission on Violence Against Women has been a leader

in the fight against domestic violence.  In early 1997, the Governor’s Office for Domestic

Violence Prevention was established.  This office is the main state agency for awarding and

distributing federal STOP funds.  The Governor’s Office has encouraged and supported a

number of projects that have had a direct effect on the Yavapai County project, including the

development of multi-jurisdictional criminal justice protocols in Maricopa County, law

enforcement training through Mesa Community College and Arizona POST (Peace Officers

Standards and Training Board), and systems design by the Domestic Violence Commission of

Tucson/Pima County.

On March 6, 1997, the Yavapai County Domestic Violence Task Force, under the

umbrella of the local shelter, received $154,158 in STOP funds.  Funds were used for the

following purposes:

• Hiring a special domestic violence/sexual assault program coordinator
• Hiring a special prosecutor
• Training law enforcement, prosecutor, and criminal justice staff on domestic violence

protocols
• Evaluation.
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The coordinator and prosecutor were charged with the task of developing countywide

domestic violence protocols for the criminal justice system.  Protocol development would be

followed by law enforcement training.  Evaluation would provide the final component of this

project.  STOP funds supported these activities through July 31, 1998.

The goals of the project were stated in terms of outcomes.  First, the Yavapai County

Domestic Violence Task Force would become the central entity in the county for resources,

information, and networking; and it would lead in the effort to create a “zero tolerance” attitude

toward domestic violence and sexual assault.  Second, all county law enforcement, prosecution,

and judicial agencies would be unified in their response to domestic violence and sexual assault.

Third, all Yavapai County law enforcement, prosecution, and judiciary would improve the

method and quality of their response to domestic violence and sexual assault.  Fourth, law

enforcement, prosecutors, and judiciary would work more closely with victim/offender service

providers to assure a total and effective response to domestic violence and sexual assault.  Fifth,

victim/offender service providers would work together to provide meaningful and effective

services.

Development of the Task Force
The Yavapai County Domestic Violence Task Force was created in 1994 as a result of a

statewide initiative requiring counties to develop domestic violence task forces.  In July 1998,

the organization adopted the name Yavapai County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task

Force.  The transition of the task force from a small group of individuals meeting irregularly to a

multi-disciplinary countywide formal organization is described in four stages.  These stages are

marked by fluctuations in activity and coordination.

Stage 1:  Formation/Inactivity
The Yavapai County Domestic Violence Task Force was created in October 1994.  The

impetus for the creation of the task force came from the Arizona Office of the Courts, which

mandated that each county develop a domestic violence task force consisting of a multi-

disciplined membership of professionals.  The Court requested that the presiding judge of each

county select five representatives to attend a conference on community team-building around the

issue of domestic violence.  Yavapai County’s presiding judge selected a victim advocate, law
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enforcement officer, prosecutor, judge, and court representative to staff the task force.  All

representatives were from West Yavapai, a concern that arose as the task force developed.

In October, the county task forces assembled for a conference in Phoenix at which time

task force members were requested to establish a list of priorities.  Yavapai County’s five

members reached the consensus that education of the public and the courts was of the highest

priority.  Although the conference provided direction for the new task force, members were

unable to sustain the momentum.  Several members were unable to participate on a regular basis

and stable membership could not be maintained.  In addition, a key organizer was unable to plan

and attend meetings throughout this period.  Consequently, very little activity occurred and the

future of the task force was in doubt.

Stage 2:  Strategic Planning
In 1995, several events came together to motivate the task force.  First, the primary

organizer of the task force was once again able to be an active participant and leader.  Second,

the head of the local women’s shelter was brought into the task force.  Third, the governor’s

office solicited proposals from communities to receive STOP Violence Against Women grant

funds.

The renewed participation of the task force organizer and the introduction of the head of

the women’s shelter brought energy to the task force.  Yet strategic planning and the

formalization of the task force would be delayed for several reasons.  Membership and

attendance remained unstable.  In particular, law enforcement representatives failed to attend

meetings on a regular basis and local judges were discouraged from attendance after a directive

from the Arizona Supreme Court warned of possible conflicts of interest.  An overriding concern

continued to be the scarcity of resources and time.  The task force had no administrative support

outside of board members and those same members were full-time service providers with limited

free time.  At this point, the task force lacked a clear role in the community.

The Governor’s Office for Domestic Violence Prevention was largely responsible for

propelling the task force into a more active role.   Task force members participated in a training

session sponsored by the Governor’s Office and learned about the availability of STOP Violence

Against Women grant funds.   For board members, the exercise of writing the proposal for STOP
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funding in late 1996 signaled a new beginning for the task force.  The proposal required

members to focus on the problem of domestic violence in Yavapai County.  With renewed focus,

board members were able to develop strategies and solutions that suited the county needs.

In the STOP proposal, the task force cited a 1991 study sponsored by the US Department

of Justice.  The study, conducted by the Rural Justice Center, was highlighted in a publication

entitled Not My County.  The problems spelled out by the study and incorporated into Yavapai

County’s proposal were the following.

1. Most services to adult and child victims and offender programs are located in one or two
major “cities” within a rural county, often miles from most residents’ homes.

2. Public transportation is non-existent.  Many victims and offenders don’t have
transportation.

3. Rural law enforcement typically covers large geographic areas with a limited number of
officers.  Officers are sometimes miles from the scene when they are dispatched to an
incident, resulting in delays.

4. Community education campaigns including posters, brochures, classroom-based
programs, are not available in outlying areas.  Victims and offenders in more remote
areas are not even aware of services or programs available, even if they could get to
them.

5. Orders of Protection are issued only at courthouses and only during limited hours.

6. None of the rural counties surveyed had established uniform law enforcement or
prosecution protocols for handling domestic violence, sexual assault, or child
victimization cases.

7. There were no uniform investigation report forms or policies that were used by county
and city law enforcement agencies or by county and reservation.

8. Prosecution procedures were not uniform in county and city jurisdictions.  Very
distinctive “turf” problems were identified that created serious cross-jurisdictional issues
that negatively impacted victim’s safety and followthrough as well as perpetrator
accountability.

9. Children service agencies and domestic violence service agencies function routinely
along parallel tracks with no coordination, at times even being in conflict with each other.
These providers were found to be focused on protecting either a victimized child or an
abused woman rather than considering the needs of all members of the household.

The identification of problems was a major step toward the development of a proposal

geared to systematize the criminal justice response to domestic violence.  The STOP proposal

was submitted to the Governor’s Office in December 1996.  In the following months, board

members strategized on how to implement  the project provided funding was received.  In
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particular, the hiring process and qualifications for the coordinator and special prosecutor

positions described in the proposal were clarified.  Regardless of funding, task force members

were determined to turn the task force into a formal organization that would have a presence in

the county.

Stage 3:  Coordination
In March 1997, the task force received STOP funding.  With the awarding of grant funds,

the task force moved into an active stage of coordination.  Two factors made the high level of

coordination possible.  First, individuals were hired for the sole purpose of carrying out task

force goals. Second, the task force made a concerted effort to represent the entire county.

Specialized Positions

The establishment of specialized positions—a coordinator and special prosecutor—

brought credibility to the task force.  The coordinator’s primary responsibility was the

development of countywide response protocols to domestic violence crimes.  The special

prosecutor, a new slot for the County Attorney’s office, worked on the development of the

protocols with special emphasis on charging policies.  In addition, the prosecutor handled

misdemeanor and felony domestic violence crimes.

The addition of a designated coordinator added an element that would prove essential to

the development of the task force:  personal contact.  The new coordinator spent much of his

time travelling and making personal contacts with law enforcement agencies and community

groups.  The personal contact resulted in genuine participation from almost every community

and gave the task force an identity within the county.

The administrative tasks were turned over to the coordinator.  He set up meetings on a

regular basis and kept minutes.  The coordinator collected law enforcement data on domestic

violence and attended conferences and training sessions.  Furthermore, the coordinator

represented the county at legislative planning meetings held by the Arizona Coalition Against

Domestic Violence.  The designated coordinator, combined with renewed motivation from board

members, enabled the task force to realize many of its goals.

The effect of the task force using grant funds to hire a special prosecutor was to ensure

active participation from the County Attorney’s Office. The special prosecutor attended training
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sessions and domestic violence conferences and soon became a resource for the County

Attorney’s Office.  Most importantly, the special prosecutor became a conduit to the city

prosecutors and judges.  Some city prosecutors did not want to be associated with the task force.

Notwithstanding this, the special prosecutor was able to involve reluctant city prosecutors in the

creation of charging policies.  Some of the judges were also hesitant to embrace any new

approaches to domestic violence, fearing an increase in litigation.  The special prosecutor was

able to build a network and gave the task force credibility in the judicial system.

Countywide Representation

The geography of Yavapai County has always been a major challenge to the task force.

As the task force developed and the coordinator position became known, there was some outcry

from service providers in the Verde Valley.  Regular meetings were not held in the Verde Valley,

and the extended travel time required to attend meetings in Prescott essentially excluded Verde

Valley communities from participating in the task force.  In February 1997, the director of a

women’s shelter in a Verde Valley community sent the task force a written protest.  The director

considered the task force to be “unfair” since it failed to represent the entire county.  The letter

prompted the task force to consider ways in which it could include the eastern part of the county.

In May, the new coordinator began to solicit members for a separate Verde Valley task force.

Two months later, the first meeting of the Domestic Violence Task Force of the Verde Valley

convened, with fifteen attendees participating in the meeting.  Verde Valley meetings were

scheduled for the second Thursday of each month, while the West Yavapai meetings were held

the third Thursday of every month.

The task force was quick to recognize that the needs of Verde Valley differ from the

those of West Yavapai.  While the development of countywide criminal justice protocols was a

key factor in gaining input from the entire county, the task force allowed flexibility.  Verde

Valley members specified training of law enforcement as their priority, while West Yavapai

focused on prosecutor and judicial education.  Despite different priorities, the task force

consolidated its effort by agreeing to a common mission statement and goals.  The task force’s

successful outreach to Verde Valley was noted in a letter of support written by the same

individual who had earlier protested the task force.
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Step 4:  Rebuilding the Task Force Into a CCRT
The STOP grant expired on July 31, 1998.  The Yavapai task force had completed its

assignment in the allotted time.  The coordinator position was lost and the County Attorney

absorbed the special prosecutor.  In August 1998, the task force faced an identity crisis as a result

of a statewide initiative.  The Governor’s Office for Domestic Violence Prevention announced

that funds would be available for each county to hire a coordinator/advocate who would be

responsible for developing a Community Coordinated Response Team (CCRT).  While the

availability of state funding was welcomed, the Governor’s Office required that an interagency

agreement be signed between a local county government agency and the State.

The State’s new initiative raised concerns for the task force.  First, details concerning the

CCRT were not made explicit, and board members questioned how the task force would fit into

the CCRT format.  Second, the additional requirement of an interagency agreement meant that

the task force, or CCRT, would fall under the influence of a local governmental agency.  Board

members had credited much of their success to their independence and collaboration among

partners within the community.  Some felt that the balance the task force had achieved would be

threatened under this new plan.

The task force solicited local agencies to enter into an agreement with the State.  The first

choice, the County Attorney’s office, was reluctant to fulfill the State’s reporting requirements

and declined.  The Yavapai County Health Department, whose members had been active on the

Healthy Communities Task Force, were then asked to partner with the State on this project.  The

Health Department accepted the task force’s offer and promptly used the funds to continue the

salary of a part-time nursing professional to act as the coordinator.  Unfortunately, the task force

members were not consulted in the Health Department’s hiring decision and the new

coordinator’s relationship with the task force was not specified.  This action, along with the

cancellation of the August task force meetings, prompted board members to request clarification

from the Governor’s Office and strategize ways in which the new coordinator and CCRT format

would fit with the current task force organization.  The struggle with the redesign of the task

force was ongoing as of this site visit in August 1998.
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Task Force Achievements
The Yavapai County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force achievements in

regard to the STOP project include the formalization of the task force, the development of

countywide response protocols to domestic violence incidents, and law enforcement training.

Formalization of the Task Force
The formalization of the task force had not been realized before the STOP project began.

With the addition of a coordinator and grant funds, there was an urgency to turn the task force

into a formal organization.  The formalization of the task force was accomplished by defining the

structure of the organization and creating a meeting schedule.  There were five elements

instrumental in the transition to a formal organization:

1. Bylaws
2. Mission statement
3. Regularly scheduled meetings
4. System design
5. Public relations.

Bylaws

In the summer of 1997, task force members drafted bylaws that spelled out the rules of

membership and the election of directors.  The bylaws designated that a Board of Directors

would be elected every January, outlined the rules for filling vacancies on the Board, and

identified standing committees.  Ten standing committees were created:

• Victim Services
• Legislative Watch
• Law Enforcement Protocols
• Prosecution Protocols
• Judicial Protocols
• Mission and Goals
• Media and Education
• Grants and Funding
• Offender Services
• Evaluation of Programs.

In addition to the standing committees, the Board had the power to establish special ad-

hoc committees to respond to particular events or opportunities.  While the creation of the
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bylaws was a tedious assignment at best, the bylaws provided stability as people moved in and

out of the organization.

Mission Statement

Members of the task force were requested to draft a mission statement for the

organization.  A draft of the mission statement, primary values, and goals was distributed to

members in the summer of 1997.  Monthly meetings were used to discuss separate elements of

the mission and goals statements.  Task force literature and proposals identify the mission and

goals of the task force in the following terms.

Vision The communities of Yavapai County will not tolerate domestic violence/sexual assault in
any form and the initial response to these incidents will be from a strong CRIMINAL
JUSTICE and LAW ENFORCEMENT stance.

Primary
Values

• We view children in violent homes as PRIMARY victims and will respond to them
personally and individually, upholding their rights as child victims.

• Our first priority is adult and child victim safety by providing unconditional, non-
judgmental, supportive and swift responses.

• Perpetrators of violence will be held criminally and civilly accountable and shall be
prosecuted to the fullest extent of the law.

Goals • To develop a community based “uniform response” to incidents of domestic
violence/sexual assault throughout Yavapai County.

• To enhance, expand, and encourage utilization of crisis services to victims.
• To promote a systems-wide attitude of “zero tolerance” toward domestic violence and

sexual assault crimes within Yavapai County.
• To increase educational and public awareness programs regarding the crimes of domestic

violence and sexual assault.
• To build a systems approach to enable more effective prevention, intervention, and

prosecution.
• To expand intervention/treatment of offenders within Yavapai County.
• To strengthen prosecution of offenders involved in domestic violence and sexual assault

crimes.

Regularly Scheduled Meetings

Prior to the STOP grant, meetings had been held in a haphazard manner.  The coordinator

brought regularity to the meeting schedule.  Two meetings would be held each month—one in

West Yavapai and the other in Verde Valley.  The regularization of meetings boosted attendance

and participation.  In late 1996, when the STOP proposal was prepared, the original mailing list

was comprised of 29 names.  In August 1998, there were 110 members on the mailing list.
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Participants became more diverse and included medical professionals, representatives from

various law enforcement agencies, and interested community members.

System Design

The task force developed a system design, modeled after the Domestic Violence System

Design of the Tucson/Pima County Domestic Violence Commission.  A system design

establishes how a community will respond to a particular issue, in this case, domestic violence.

Task force members assigned this task identified organizations that should be part of a

countywide initiative against violence.  Some of the organizations mentioned include Child-Safe,

Tri-City Area Gang Prevention Task Force, and the Healthy Communities Task Force.  The goal

of the system design was to coordinate the activities of these groups in order to provide the most

efficient use of limited community resources.

In the system design, the Yavapai County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force

plays an integral role.  The problem of fragmented and duplicated efforts would be solved by

turning the task force into a grants “clearinghouse.”  In this scenario, there would be reduced

competition, collaborative agreement on the needs of the community, and a streamlined funding

source.  The system design helped define the task force in relation to other community

organizations.

Public Relations

Another element that helped formalize the organization was public relations.  In regard to

this project, the task force developed and distributed 5,000 law enforcement at-the-scene cards

for victims of violent crime, distributed 5,000 victim information flyers in strategic  locations

around the county, and sent brochures to service providers.  As publicity increased, board

members were asked to speak with community groups and participate in ancillary groups as

advisors (e.g., child fatality teams, multidisciplinary teams).  The publicity brought new

members to the task force and helped establish the task force as a community resource.

Development of the Protocols
There are several strategies an organization might pursue in the development of

protocols.  Some may assign the task to one individual who drafts the protocols with varying
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degrees of input from the community.  Other organizations may purposely use protocol

development as a community-building exercise.  The Yavapai County task force took great effort

to include all criminal justice entities in the development of protocols.  While the inclusion of a

multitude of agencies in this process may have slowed the development of protocols and raised

new issues, its overall effect was the creation of a unified response to domestic violence that has

widespread support.

Stages

The task force outlined 12 steps that were undertaken to produce the final protocols.  For

simplicity, these steps are organized into three tasks:  (1) collection of model protocols; (2)

drafting protocols and incorporating feedback; and (3) finalization and presentation of protocols.

Collection of Model Protocols

The creation of criminal justice protocols is a daunting task made easier by the existence

of model protocols.  Yavapai County benefited from another STOP-funded project overseen by

the Governor’s Office on Domestic Violence Prevention—the development of protocols by the

Maricopa County Multi-Jurisdictional Criminal Justice Task Force.  The Maricopa County

protocols, designed for an urban area, provided an overview of Arizona laws and were an

excellent starting point for the Yavapai County task force.

In addition to the Maricopa County protocols, the task force found model protocols at a

conference sponsored by the National College of District Attorneys (NCDA).  In October 1997,

the coordinator attended NCDA’s Seventh Annual National Conference on Domestic Violence in

Los Angeles.  Conference materials included several protocols that were incorporated into the

Yavapai County project.  After reviewing the materials, board members adopted elements from

the Santa Fe and Stark County (Ohio) protocols.

Drafting Protocols and Incorporating Feedback

The actual job of drafting the protocols was assigned to individual task force members.

The protocols were divided into different subjects, and various committees worked to develop

subject-specific protocols.  For instance, the Victim Services committee drafted the Victim

Witness Services protocol while the Law Enforcement Protocol committee designed protocols
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for dispatch, law enforcement first responders, and follow-up investigations.  Board members

synthesized the subject-specific protocols to ensure consistency throughout the document.

The coordinator’s role was  crucial during this stage.  In the fall of 1997, the first draft

was sent to 12 professionals representing law enforcement, prosecution, and the judiciary.  The

response from law enforcement was particularly disappointing:  the Sedona Police Department

was the only law enforcement agency to comment on the draft protocols.  The poor response

indicated a lack of awareness of the domestic violence protocols project.

The task force drafted a second version of protocols.  This version incorporated

comments from the original draft and reference materials.  The reference materials were

developed or acquired by task force members who were assigned this particular responsibility.

By the time the second draft was distributed to key professionals within the county, the

coordinator had developed personal relationships and hand-delivered the drafts.  Also, the special

prosecutor had built a network and was able to get feedback from city prosecutor offices and

judges. The end result was countywide interest and participation in the writing of protocols.

In the spring of 1998, board members incorporated reviewer comments into a third draft.

Reviews of the second draft alerted the task force that many law enforcement officers were

unaware of the existence and operations of the County Attorney’s Victim Witness program.  The

task force responded by adding a Victim Witness section to the protocols and highlighting the

program throughout the document.  The coordinator again distributed the draft to all the criminal

justice entities in the county and requested feedback.  A wide variety of agencies—eight law

enforcement agencies, three city prosecutors, the County Attorney’s Office, Victim Witness

staff, and several judges—made contributions to this final draft.

Finalization and Presentation of Protocols

In the summer of 1998, the Yavapai County task force completed their domestic violence

protocols project.  The task force held two workshops, one in West Yavapai and the other in

Verde Valley, at which time they presented the protocols to law enforcement and criminal justice

professionals.  They distributed the final protocols to all criminal justice entities within the

county and promised to refine the protocols as needed.
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The protocols and task force literature were also distributed to community members from

outside the criminal justice realm.  Local teachers suggested the translation of several materials

into Spanish.  Task force members also learned of the availability of AT&T language translation

services, prompting board members to consider ways to better serve the entire county.

Issues

In retrospect, the stages of protocol development appear straightforward.  Yet the task

force had to struggle with a number of difficult issues before countywide protocols could be

delivered.  Over time, five issues emerged:

• Uniform Data Collection
• Responding to Feedback
• Task Force Authority
• Role of Victim Witness Staff
• Local Priorities and Resources.

Uniform Data Collection

A glaring problem throughout Yavapai County was the lack of domestic violence data.

The task force knew that domestic violence was a problem, but it had to rely on anecdotal

information to gauge the extent and had no means by which to estimate changes.  Many of the

law enforcement agencies did not report figures on domestic violence arrests or incidents and the

prosecutors did not tabulate statistics for domestic violence crimes.  The effectiveness of the new

protocols would be especially difficult to assess without uniform data.

Two events led to the formation of a data collection system.  First, the coordinator

contacted the statistical analysts at law enforcement agencies and was able to get their

commitment to provide data on a regular basis.  Second, the task force designed a data collection

form for both law enforcement and the County Attorney’s Office.  The forms defined the types

of data to be reported and increased systematization from one agency to another.  The task force

now receives data from a number of law enforcement agencies and the County Attorney’s

Office.

Responding to Feedback

The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) has dramatically changed the national

environment.  Yet many criminal justice professionals in Yavapai County and elsewhere are
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unaware of the intents of the Act.  The lack of understanding of domestic violence dynamics

created some challenges for the task force.  Basically, the task force worked hard to encourage

feedback from all sectors of the county, yet members had to determine which comments were

worthy of inclusion in the protocols.  The task force struggled to accommodate diverse views

while maintaining its mission.  Three issues required special attention:  recanting victims, order

of protection violations, and dual arrests.

Perhaps one of the most frustrating problems for professionals in the criminal justice

system is that of recanting victims.  It is more common than not for victims of domestic violence

to impede the criminal justice process by denying the occurrence or circumstances of the

incident.  Victims may enter the court system several times before they become willing

participants.  In the Yavapai County protocol project, some reviewers recommended the

prosecution of recanting victims on the grounds of judicial interference.  In a similar vein, some

recommended that victims be subpoenaed to force them to testify in court.  These

recommendations would use court resources to shift the burden of guilt onto the victim and is

counter to the goals of the task force and the objectives of VAWA.  The task force addressed this

problem by suggesting that a systematic positive response from law enforcement, prosecution,

and Victim Witness staff would lessen the likelihood that a victim would recant.  They also

addressed this issue in their training sessions.

An order of protection is a legal document that defines the rules of contact between

family members or intimate partners.  In some cases, victims permit or invite contact with the

partner, a violation of the protection of order.  The task force received recommendations that in

such cases, the victim should be charged with judicial interference.  This recommendation would

again shift blame onto the victim and violate task force goals.  Board members suggested that

such a recommendation reflects frustration with the system.  Furthermore, a law enforcement

representative indicated that the real problem lay in the lack of explanation given to both parties

regarding the order of protection.  The task force responded by assigning members to work with

judges to design a cover letter that would clarify the rules to both plaintiff and defendant.

A third controversial subject that arose was that of dual arrests, or mutual combat

situations.  Some law enforcement agencies that tended to make dual arrests were charging one

or both parties with disorderly conduct.  The task force could not support any recommendations
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that encouraged dual arrests and, in fact, stated in the protocols that dual arrests were

inappropriate in most circumstances.

Task Force Authority

Initially, the protocol project met with some resistance from criminal justice entities.  Of

primary concern was that the protocols would mandate an agency to respond in a manner it saw

unfit.  Furthermore, the task force had no official authority in the county and could not mandate

policy.  Adherence to protocols would have to be on a voluntary basis.  Consequently, the only

way to secure widespread support was to present the document as a recommendation to agencies

rather than a mandate.

The language of the document was critical.  A reviewer from a law enforcement agency

was offended that the protocols “tell law enforcement how to conduct every step of a response to

domestic violence calls right down to what a dispatcher should and should not ask.” The task

force overcame this resistance by stressing the fact that agencies were not being ordered  to

respond in a certain manner.  Criminal justice agencies were reassured when the task force

incorporated language that supported discretion.  For instance, an early draft of the document

states:

As soon as the scene is stabilized the officer WILL have a victim witness
advocate dispatched to all domestic violence/sexual assault scenes.

The final version of the protocols reads:

As soon as the scene is stabilized the officer should as often as possible,
have a Victim Witness Advocate dispatched to all domestic violence/sexual
assault scenes.

While the change in language makes the document more acceptable to agencies within

the county, it may inadvertently weaken the goal of systematizing the criminal justice response

to domestic violence.

Role of Victim Witness Staff

Despite the trend toward victim’s rights and the introduction of advocates to the criminal

justice system, many law enforcement agencies in Yavapai County are not accustomed to

working with civilian advocates. Yet the protocols promote the widespread use of advocates (or
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deputies) from the County Attorney’s Victim Witness program.  Following the second draft of

the protocols, it became clear that many law enforcement officials were unaware of the Victim

Witness program. For instance, an individual from one law enforcement agency commented:

Who is this person?   Is there going to be more than one deputy to respond to
all the calls especially in Verde Valley.  We cannot have officers tied up for
hours waiting for a “deputy” to get out of bed and come from wherever in the
middle of the night before we can take any action.

The reviewer went on to call the use of the Victim Witness Advocate a “ridiculous waste of time

and manpower.”

The strong reaction to the Victim Witness program required the task force to first educate

law enforcement agencies throughout the county on the goals and operations of the County

Attorney’s program.  The task force then addressed key concerns in the protocols, including the

qualifications of the advocates, their availability and estimated response times for various

communities, and the types of situations that warrant their presence.  While noting the

advantages of having an advocate on the scene, the task force was sensitive to the concerns

raised by officers and underscored the discretionary powers granted officers of the law.

Local Priorities and Resources

Another issue that challenged the task force was variation in priorities and resources from

one community to another. Some of the smaller agencies simply do not have the staffing or

resources to enforce all aspects of the protocols.  For example, some police departments do not

have a special investigative unit, which becomes problematic not only in investigating ‘regular’

domestic violence incidents but in investigating incidents that involve departmental personnel.

Resources will also vary by the level of crime.  City courts that try misdemeanors may not have

the resources or initiative to follow the charging policies established by the Yavapai County

Attorney’s Office.

The prioritization of domestic violence was not well-received by all segments of the

county. One Chief of Police wrote:

Domestic violence cases are one of the highest priorities of this agency.  But,
unlike agencies that handle only domestic violence issues, we must serve all
citizens and visitors to this community in dealing with all law enforcement
related issues.  We cannot forsake all other required duties to handle this
problem alone.  Unfortunately, many agencies that have the term domestic



Yavapai County Protocols  •  20

violence attached to their name and only deal with those issues do not seem
to either understand this, or do not want to.

Given local criticism and awareness of variances in priorities and resources, the task force was

faced with two options.  First, they could develop protocols that outlined the minimal response

that any criminal justice agency in the county could manage.  Second, they could choose to

develop protocols that represented an ideal criminal justice response.  The task force chose the

latter of the two, delivering a document that outlines a comprehensive response.  These basic

guidelines can be adapted as an agency sees fit.

Description of Protocols

There are two themes that dominate the response protocols.  First, children at domestic

violence scenes are considered primary victims simply because of their presence.  Second, victim

support is essential at every stage of the criminal justice system.  The protocols emphasize the

role played by Victim Witness advocates.

The protocols are divided into seven areas.  The document also includes reference

materials, such as a primary aggressor checklist, Arizona revised statutes, gun seizure

information, and a benchbook for orders of protection and injunctions against harassment in

domestic violence cases. 1   The seven protocol subject areas are highlighted below.

Subject Area Highlights

Dispatch This section encourages the dispatcher to get as much information as
possible from the victim.  The protocol specifies the types of questions the
911 operator should and should not ask of the caller.

Law Enforcement
First Responder

The protocol highlights Arizona laws and emphasizes a positive response
to both adult and child victims. Officers are encouraged to request that a
Yavapai County Victim Advocate be dispatched to the scene.
Investigations should be conducted as if the victim will not be available to
testify.

Follow-up
Investigations

The investigations protocol contains sections on investigative tools,
excited utterances, mutual combat situations, medical treatment, taking
the suspect into custody, gun seizures, written reports, response to
criminal justice personnel involved in domestic violence or sexual assault
situations, and victim safety. The protocol specifies the types of

                                                
1 The Benchbook for Orders of Protection and Injunctions Against Harassment in Domestic Violence Cases was

prepared by the Committee on the Impact of Domestic Violence and the Courts and its Advisory Committee in
September 1996.  It was designed for all Arizona courts.
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circumstances that warrant intervention by supervisors.  It discourages
dual arrests and provides guidance in determining the primary aggressor.
Officers are requested to inform the victim and suspect that the decision to
press charges or prosecute is made by the prosecutor’s office, not the
victim or officer.

Orders of Protection The orders of protection protocol urges all criminal justice professionals
to follow the procedures outlined in the benchbook. The protocol outlines
the officer response to violations of protection order and stresses
enforcement of the order even when the plaintiff has initiated contact.
The Victim Witness advocate plays an important role in assisting the
victim with the order of protection process.  The protocol refers to the Full
Faith and Credit Provision.

Prosecution The prosecution protocol consists of the Yavapai County Attorney’s
Office domestic violence charging policies.  The protocol includes
considerations that should be established to assure that filed cases have a
reasonable likelihood of conviction and explains the conditions under
which class 1 misdemeanors can be enhanced to class 6 felonies.
Sentencing enhancements for repeat offenders, based on Arizona law, are
outlined as well as the considerations for filing charges of stalking and
interference with judicial proceedings.  The protocol contains sections on
custodial and access interference charging issues, requests for further
information and turndowns, and plea negotiations.  An outline of trial
preparation is included as a resource document.

Victim Witness
Services

The Victim Witness Services protocol introduces the County Attorney’s
Office Victim Witness program and separates the advocate’s response
into first and second levels of assistance.  The first level of assistance
refers to on-scene crisis intervention while the second level includes
support of the victim in the criminal justice process.  The document
describes the relationship between the law enforcement officer and victim
advocate.

Offender Response The offender response protocol outlines the minimal standards for court-
referred offender intervention programs.  The protocol stresses that
offender intervention programs notify the court and victims regarding
lethality concerns.

Domestic Violence Training
The countywide protocols became the basis for training.  The training was designed to

educate professionals on the dynamics and laws of domestic violence, develop a systematic and

competent response to the problem, and address areas that were perceived as weaknesses.  The

audience included law enforcement officials as well as domestic violence specialists.  This

section discusses the trainers, attendance, course schedule and content, evaluation, and impact.
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Trainers

Training was a collaborative effort between the Yavapai County Domestic Violence Task

Force, the Yavapai County Attorney’s Office (Victim Witness and Prosecution), the Treatment,

Assessment, Screening Center (TASC), the Yavapai County Sheriff’s Office, the Prescott Police

Department, Faith House, and judges.  The primary instructor was a lieutenant in the Yavapai

County Sheriff’s Office.  The multi-disciplinary approach brought a variety of perspectives to the

training session.

The primary instructor benefited from a ‘Train the Trainer’ course developed by Mesa

Community College in partnership with Arizona POST and funded through the Governor’s

Office for Domestic Violence Prevention.  The 40-hour course includes a model lesson plan,

activities, overheads, and handouts.  The material from this course was incorporated into the

Yavapai County training sessions.

Attendance

The training sessions were geared toward law enforcement and the task force sought

participation from local police officers and deputies.  Overtime was a key factor in attendance.

In a rural community with limited resources, officers have to attend training outside of their

regularly scheduled patrol.  The task force used grant funds to reimburse police departments for

overtime.  Classes were limited to 25 people, with 18 funded positions for each class.

Exhibit 1 shows attendance at the four training sessions.  A total of 51 individuals

attended training; the vast majority (76%) represented law enforcement.

Exhibit 1:  Attendance at Training Sessions

Law Enforcement Attendees

Session
Total

Attendees
Number of
Attendees

Percentage of
Total Attendees

October 1997 – Prescott 13 10 77%
December 1997 – Verde Valley 17 16 94%
July 1998 – Verde Valley 6 4 67%
July 1998 – Prescott 15 9 60%

TOTAL 51 39 76%
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The task force was somewhat disappointed with the lack of participation from a number

of law enforcement agencies.  Of the 39 law enforcement attendees, 29 (74%) were from the

Yavapai County Sheriff’s Office.  Five of the non-tribal police departments failed to send a

representative to any of the training sessions:  Prescott, Jerome, Cottonwood, Sedona, and Camp

Verde.

The comments from attendees suggest a lack of awareness and/or support within police

departments.  In particular, patrol officers noted that supervisors had failed to promote the

training sessions.

Law enforcement supervisors need to be here.  We can go to all kinds of
training; but unless my supervisor is supportive and understands what I am
doing, I’ll always have to do it the same old way.

More law enforcement officers should be here.  I don’t think the notice was
circulated.

I am very glad I was here.  I don’t think my supervisor promoted this training
well enough.

I heard about this at the last minute.  I never got an actual notice.

Schedule and Course Content

The first training session was held over three days.  The length of the course was a

problem as agencies indicated they could not spare their personnel for three full days.  In

response, the trainers compressed the lesson plan into a 16-hour course held over 2 days.  The

course included the following topics.

• Introduction and General History
• Dynamics
• Abuser Characteristics
• Cultural Awareness
• Domestic Violence Statutes
• Injunctive Action
• Tactical Response
• Investigation, Arrests and Evidence Collection,
• Sexual Assault
• Excited Utterances
• Prosecution and Curt Issues
• Domestic Violence Intervention
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The task force continues to struggle with the schedule and experiment with alternative

means that may increase participation.  The task force would like to incorporate domestic

violence training into the mandatory law enforcement training requirements.  Some have also

suggested the development of mini-training courses that would be held once per month at the

beginning of each shift.

Evaluation

Evaluation of the training sessions was conducted in two areas.  First, a pre- and post-test

measured changes in students’ knowledge of domestic violence.  Second, a rating and comment

form was used to evaluate the instructor’s performance.

Pre- and Post-Test Results

The test was a 25-item multiple choice questionnaire.  All 51 students completed the pre-

and post-tests.  Four of the questions were problematic and are not included in this discussion. 2

The largest areas of improvement were in knowledge of the law and officer response.  The items

with the highest rate of improvement are identified below.

The Law
• A federal law entitled VAWA requires full faith and credit which means:

Orders/injunctions issued by other states be treated as if they were an Arizona order.
Ø Percentage of correct answers:  58% in pre-test to 96% post-test

• Violations of the Lautenberg Amendment3 should be referred to:  Local prosecuting
agencies
Ø Percentage of correct answers:  50% in pre-test to 94% post-test

• Domestic violence is a category of crimes, not a crime itself. (true)
Ø Percentage of correct answers:  63% in pre-test to 98% post-test

Officer Response
• A sexual assault victim’s ability to relate the details of the offense depends on:  What

the officer does and says.
Ø  Percentage of correct answers:  63% in pre-test to 98% post-test

• It is not necessary to determine the relationship of the parties at the beginning of the
interview in a domestic dispute. (false)
Ø Percentage of correct answers:  62% in pre-test to 94% post-test

• Which of the following are ways to overcome victim reluctance and build rapport
with the victim? All of the above
Ø Percentage of correct answers: 63% in pre-test to 95% post-test

                                                
2 The questions were attitudinal items with poorly designed response categories.
3 The Lautenberg Amendment refers to gun seizure laws in regard to domestic violence incidents.
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Instructor Performance

The instructors were evaluated in five areas:  organization, order of presentation, content,

presentation style, and visual aids.  Students were requested to assign a scale of A to E, with ‘A’

indicating excellence and ‘E’ denoting poor performance.  Exhibit 2 provides the results of the

evaluation.  There were no marks lower than a ‘C.’

Exhibit 2:  Instructor Evaluation Results, by Percentage of Respondents4

A B C
1. Was instructor well

organized? 72% 21% 7%
2. Was material presented in

logical order? 64% 36% --
3. Did material cover

performance objectives? 72% 22% 6%
4. Was material presented in an

interesting manner? 50% 43% 7%
5. Were visual aids used

effectively? 57% 22% 21%

The instructors received high grades, especially in areas of organization and course

content.  The areas that need most improvement are the use of visual aids and presentation style.

Students were also asked to identify items that were most interesting and course items that were

least effective.  Students found new legislation (9 responses), class discussion (7 responses), and

personal histories and experiences (7 responses) to be most interesting.  Course materials that

were least effective, from the students’ points of view, include existing legislation (6 responses)

and repetition of material already taught in the academy (5 responses).

Training Impact

The impact of the training is difficult to gauge outside of the course evaluation.  Statistics

that evaluate the relationship between training and performance are not available.  However,

anecdotal information suggests that there has been a change in officer response to domestic

violence in three areas:  time devoted to victims, quality of report writing, and utilization of

Victim Witness staff.

                                                
4 Source:  Final Report from the Yavapai County Task Force on Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault to the

Governor’s Office for Domestic Violence Prevention.  Actual number of respondents = 48.
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 The shelter director in West Yavapai reports that law enforcement officers are more

likely to spend time with the victim at the shelter and provide victims with personal contact

information.  Prior to the protocols and training, law enforcement officers had a tendency to

leave the victim at the shelter at the first opportunity.  Also, officers seem more familiar with the

County Attorney’s Victim Witness program.  Consequently, more law enforcement officers are

requesting advocates on-scene for domestic violence incidents.  Finally, the Yavapai County

Sheriff’s Office notes a vast improvement in the quality of reports written by officers who

attended training.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The Yavapai County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force has emerged to

become a strong formal organization that has met many of its goals while bringing communities

together.  The task force is effective as measured by a sustained membership, the attainment of

goals, and stature within the county (see Appendix for a discussion of the keys to building an

effective task force).  Three conclusions are drawn from this review of the task force and its

achievements.

1. The effectiveness of the task force is greatly improved with a coordinator,
networking, and open dialogue.

2. The lack of quality information systems and tracking devices impedes the
development of a uniform criminal justice response.

3. Compliance is a problem when the task force has no authority.

Task Force Effectiveness
Three items were crucial to the effectiveness of the Yavapai County Task Force:  (1) a

coordinator; (2) networking; and (3) open dialogue.  The addition of a coordinator to the task

force is of primary significance, as the coordinator can enhance both networking and open

dialogue.  The historical review of the task force shows that its accomplishments were minimal

prior to the arrival of the coordinator—primarily due to the fact that board members did not have

sufficient time or resources to carry out task force goals.  Board members stress that the

coordinator be an individual who can build partnerships with community groups and criminal

justice agencies.  The coordinator must have strong organizational and documentation skills.

The current statewide initiative to establish coordinators in every county has great potential,
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although actual success will be determined by local politics, task force dynamics, and the skills

of the coordinator.

In Yavapai County, a systematic response to domestic violence cannot take place without

networking.  The task force has to include members who can network with law enforcement

officers, prosecutors, advocates, and judges.  A coordinator can devote time to making personal

contacts and enhancing this network.  In addition to the coordinator, a special prosecutor may be

essential to the creation of charging policies that are accepted by prosecutors and judges

throughout the county.  The special prosecutor can also provide a conduit to the local judges.

The Yavapai County Task Force has been successful in building a network, although personnel

changes and the loss of the special prosecutor position create new challenges.  A deficiency in

the current network is the lack of participation of city prosecutors who handle most of the

misdemeanor domestic violence cases in the county.

Open dialogue is important to the identification of problems and needs in any

jurisdiction.  The Yavapai County Task Force did a commendable job soliciting feedback from

almost every corner of the county.  Accordingly, some of the feedback was counter to the goals

of the task force.  While the Yavapai County Task Force created an atmosphere that encouraged

open dialogue, the task force should consider establishing standards that will guide the

discussion in the proper direction.  For example, the task force may want to clarify and publicize

its stance on charging victims with judicial interference in the context of domestic violence.

Information Management

The quality and availability of data are challenges in nearly every criminal justice agency

in the county.  The Yavapai County Task Force should consider the implications of deficient

information management systems that are not integrated.  For instance, cases may be "lost" as

they move from law enforcement to the courts, or from one jurisdiction to another.  Of particular

concern is the lack of an automated system in the County Courts where domestic violence

statistics are tabulated by hand.  Currently, there does not seem to be a mechanism for tracking

repeat offenders.

While the deficiency of the information systems is noted, the Yavapai County Task Force

should be commended for the effort to collect systematic data.  The task force began its project
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with an absence of data.  Today the task force receives data from several law enforcement

agencies and the County Attorney’s Office.  But data collection continues to be a colossal

problem. 5  The task force has not provided any incentive to those agencies that have submitted

data to continue their reporting habits.  The task force should consider compiling the data into

graphs and charts and providing regular feedback to law enforcement agencies.  If the task force

is serious about data issues, it could charge the Evaluation of Programs committee with the

collection, analysis, and distribution of domestic violence data and furthermore, create a small

group of experts who can act as a resource to agencies interested in examining their data options

(e.g., case tracking systems).

Compliance
Perhaps the primary obstacle faced by any task force with limited or no authority is

compliance.  The Yavapai County Domestic Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force has no

authority to mandate policy.  Thus, the protocols are a recommended response that can be

adopted or not by each agency.  The two most critical agencies in domestic violence responses

are the law enforcement agencies and local prosecutors.

Law enforcement training is essential to the development of a systematic response, but

officer response is determined by intra-agency policies and rules.  Comments received from

training sessions pointed to the lack of support from some supervisors and chief administrators.

This impacts the implementation of protocols in two ways.  First, officers are not likely to

receive specialized training in domestic violence outside of the academy.  Second, officers are

not able to respond in a proper fashion if their response falls outside that expected by their

supervisor.  If the chief administrator and supervisors are not on board, the protocols will

languish.  The task force should make a concerted effort to gain the support of law enforcement

administrators.  Additionally, the task force may want to develop and deliver a short training

session on tactical responses designed especially for supervisors.

                                                
5 The second largest law enforcement agency in the county, the Prescott Police Department, has never reported,

claiming either computer difficulties or lack of personnel.  Jerome does not report and does not participate in
general.  Quarterly statistics are not available from Sedona.  The Yavapai County Sheriff’s Office provides
statistics but does not produce a uniform report for domestic violence.  In the Yavapai County Attorney’s
Office, data is still collected manually.  The city courts do not provide any data.
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The majority of domestic violence incidents involve misdemeanors that are tried in city

courts by city prosecutors in front of municipal judges.  Yet a significant proportion of this group

lacks special training in the area of domestic violence.  Furthermore, some local prosecutors do

not have the resources or initiative to follow the charging policies recommended in the protocols.

Politically, the task force cannot suggest that local prosecutors and judges are in need of training.

However, there are several actions the task force may consider to increase the quality of response

from prosecutors and the judiciary.  First, the task force should seek written endorsements of the

protocols from city prosecutor offices.  Second, the task force may want to contact the

Governor’s Office for Domestic Violence Prevention concerning any training sessions that they

could promote to city prosecutors and local judges.  Third, the task force may want to work with

the County Attorney’s Office to sponsor a local workshop designed for city prosecutors and/or

judges.

The Yavapai County Task Force has been attune to the political environment in which it

operates.  Simply put, compliance within the county is unlikely to occur without a State mandate

requiring each agency to submit its standard operating procedures in regard to domestic violence

incidents.  In Arizona, the Governor’s Office for Domestic Violence Prevention has played an

active role.  The task force may want to consider approaching the Governor's Office in regard to

legislation that would require each agency to submit domestic violence response protocols.
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Appendix:  Keys to Building an Effective Task Force
Naturally, task forces are affected by the dynamics of the personalities involved and the

historic relationship between member agencies and organizations.  Yavapai County Domestic

Violence/Sexual Assault Task Force board members were asked to reflect on some of the

elements that were influential in the development of the task force and to provide

recommendations to other communities with similar ambitions.  Their observations are

summarized here into three key statements.

1. Know your community.
2. Build relationships.
3. Create an environment of mutual respect.

Know Your Community
One of the first challenges in creating a new task force is to identify those individuals

within key organizations who have the potential of being agents of change.   Yavapai board

members recommend building a coalition that includes a core group of eight to ten people.  The

initiative for the coalition may come from outside the community, such as the case with Yavapai

County’s task force, or it could originate from within.  Ideally, the coalition will include

domestic violence service providers, victim advocates, judicial representatives, prosecuting

attorneys, and law enforcement officials.

The identification of players within the system should be followed by an assessment of

problems specific to the community.  The problems identified in Yavapai County are likely to be

relevant for other rural counties with relatively homogeneous populations.  Yet different types of

problems will exist in an urban multi-ethnic community.  There are likely to be divisions within

the community, whether these be a result of geographic, socioeconomic, racial, or political

fragmentation.  The Yavapai County task force struggled with an east-west division and

addressed this problem by holding meetings in both sides of the county and giving each

membership the flexibility to prioritize their local needs.  This method may work for other

counties that are divided along geographic lines.

Build Relationships
The success or failure of a task force is often determined by the personal relationships

between members.  The Yavapai County task force benefited from stability, particularly in the
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West Yavapai membership.  Board members were long-term residents and most had been with

their respective organizations at least ten years.  Personal familiarity contributed to the

development of relationships and continuing active participation in the task force.

The lack of participation is an issue for most task forces.  More importantly, the lack of

participation from certain segments of the community is a concern.  In Yavapai County, the city

of Jerome takes pride in its independence and seldom participates in any coordinated activities

with other communities.  Despite task force invitations to participate, a relationship with Jerome

representatives never developed.

Similarly, historical animosity between individuals or organizations affects participation.

The Yavapai County task force board members were disappointed that a local city prosecutor did

not participate in the task force.  The prosecutor’s reluctance to participate is an outcome of

previous misunderstandings and competing interests between the prosecutor’s office and the

local shelter.  While the task force failed to gain his support, board members were able to involve

the city prosecutor in project-specific tasks.  For example, the special prosecutor hired under the

STOP grant engaged the local city prosecutor in the development of domestic violence/sexual

assault protocols.

The task force has worked hard to build personal relationships.  There will always be

individuals and entire communities who decline to get involved.  Yet the task force continues to

publicize its activities and reach out to prospective members.  Where relationships have been

damaged, board members have been able to gain limited support by working through a third

party.  One of the keys to the effectiveness of the task force is that board members are keenly

aware of the importance of building relationships and have taken steps to repair damaged

relations and create new partnerships.

Create an Environment of Mutual Respect
Board members stressed the importance of mutual respect.  One of the difficulties in

establishing a Verde Valley membership was the high level of disrespect that had developed

between service providers, law enforcement, prosecutors, and the judiciary.  When incidents

arose, community members tended to blame entire agencies or organizations for insufficient

response.  The environment was not conducive to the development of an effective task force.
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While Verde Valley relations were strained at best, West Yavapai members had established an

environment of mutual respect.  According to one board member, “we agreed to disagree.”

Furthermore, the West Yavapai members avoided placing blame on any one agency.

The creation of mutual respect must be a conscious decision by task force members.  In

Verde Valley, the presence of a coordinator from outside the community was an integral factor in

bringing the parties to the table.  As the task force developed and participation stabilized,

members were able to consider multiple points of view.  The task force meetings resulted in open

communication and improved relations among various organizations.

The West Yavapai-based task force, which has a longer history than the Verde Valley

membership, has taken certain strategies to ensure an atmosphere of mutual respect.  When

problems do arise, those involved are asked about their perception in a non-threatening manner.

The task force believes in positive reinforcement.  Individuals who make an exceptional response

to domestic violence or sexual assault are recognized by task force members.  Sometimes the act

of recognition is quite simple, such as sending individuals a greeting card with one of the

following quotations:

Priorities:  “A hundred years from now it will not matter what my bank
account was, the sort of house I lived in, or the kind of car I drove…but the
world may be different because I was important in the life of a child.”

Teamwork:  “Teamwork is the ability to work together toward a common
vision.  The ability to direct individual accomplishment toward
organizational objectives.  It is the fuel that allows common people to attain
uncommon results.”

Very often it is these small acts of appreciation that motivate individuals to excel.  These same

acts contribute to the creation of mutual respect.

Yavapai County task force members stress that it takes time to build relationships and

develop the organization.  This review demonstrates the persistence required to build an effective

task force.   Members have to keep sight of the goals, even when it appears the task force is

floundering.  The real strength of the Yavapai task force lies in the dedication of its members and

their persistence to overcome challenges.


