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Considering the Initiative’s eight projects, each with a project chair and five to 15 participants, ASR has had the 
great opportunity to get to know and work with over 100 committed individuals – simply too many to name here.  
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• Lieutenants Bob Dominguez and Peter Decena (San Jose PD), and Sergeant Dave Swing 
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And finally, as this report’s authors, Susan Brutschy and Lisa Colvig-Amir, would like to acknowledge the 
efforts of our staff, who have helped craft and manage the Greenbook evaluation over the years, namely Erica 
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IIII..  PPrreeffaaccee  

WWhhaatt  tthhiiss  RReeppoorrtt  IInncclluuddeess……aanndd  WWhhaatt  IItt  DDooeess  NNoott  

Since the time of its inception, the local Greenbook project has progressed toward its aims with thoughtful 
determination, and its path has been marked by spans of great productivity as well as of those of internal 
reflection and relative quiet.  As the work got underway, the desired outcomes of the project became more 
grounded in what was actually going to be possible, vis a vis the ever-changing county, state, and federal fiscal 
and operational climates and the local capacity.   

The resulting local Greenbook story is a rich one, complete with successes, collective “ah-ha’s,” frustrations and 
lessons learned along the way.  There are numerous sources of information telling this story from the angles of 
accountability or “process” changes, including 1) Project director’s report, submitted every six months to the 
project’s federal funders;  2) ASR’s Interim Evaluation Report (December 2004); and 3) Caliber Associates’ 
Cross-site Interviews and Interim report 

The purpose of this report then is neither to cover information already covered in the above reports, nor to 
provide a summative “grade” as to how the project performed vis a vis the federal expectations, Greenbook 
recommendations, or locally-defined outcomes.  Instead, this report is structured to provide a larger examination 
of the extent to which the project’s general theory of change has appeared to hold true.  To that end, the findings 
in this report are organized around two overarching evaluation questions:  

 PART 1:    What did the Local Greenbook Project do?   A Brief Summary of Activities  

Any examination of a theory of change must begin with a description of the drivers or influences on 
that theory of change.  Therefore, in Part 1 of this report, we offer a summary of the processes 
undertaken by each of the local Greenbook project groups, as well any challenges experienced. This 
is the process evaluation portion of this report.  

 PART 2:   How is a Family’s Journey through the County’s Systems different today than it would 
have been in 2001?  The Contribution of Greenbook and Related Efforts to Improving 
the County’s Response to Family Violence 

Part 2 of this report will answer the larger “so-what” summative evaluation questions of whether 
the systems in the county have changed, whether clients are being served any differently today than 
they were five years ago, and whether there are any improvements in client outcomes in the county. 
In our evaluation of the extent to which Greenbook was able to promote its theory of change, we 
also are cautious about attributing those changes solely to Greenbook; to be sure, county-level 
change requires multiple, coordinated contributors. Therefore, other efforts in the county that may 
have helped or hindered the effectiveness of Greenbook are also described in this section.  
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IIIIII..  PPrroojjeecctt  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  
PPrroojjeecctt  BBaacckkggrroouunndd  

Over the past several years, there has been growing concern among human service providers about the co-
occurrence of domestic violence and child abuse, for a number of reasons.  First, the two forms of violence often 
co-occur; a national survey of over 6,000 American families has shown that 50% of the men who frequently 
abused their wives also abused their children.1 Abusive husbands are seven times more likely than non-abusive 
husbands to abuse their children.2    

A second reason for concern is the demonstrated impact of domestic violence on children in the home.  The 
impact is so severe that it is considered by some to be a form of child abuse.  Indeed, children who observe 
domestic violence at home frequently develop behavioral and emotional problems, such as nightmares, low self-
esteem, self-blame, withdrawal, and aggression toward family, other children, and property.3 Because of the 
impact on children, Child Protective Services can file a petition against a mother and father for “failure to 
protect” their children.  (However, local Santa Clara County legal resource persons contend that children are 
never removed from the home solely on the basis of “failure to protect,” but, as similar to what has been 
observed in the research nationwide, there is always another form of child abuse present). 

Finally, there is evidence that witnessing domestic violence can have a lasting impact on child witnesses.  Boys 
who witness their parents' domestic violence are three times more likely to grow up to abuse their own wives 
than are the children of non-violent parents. Also, the most significant difference between delinquent and non-
delinquent youth is the history of abuse or family violence among the delinquents.4  

While primary prevention of both child abuse and domestic violence is the most ideal solution, the reality is that 
at this moment there are already millions of children in families where domestic violence is present; the 
immediate challenge then becomes effective intervention to treat and break the cycle of violence in the family. 

To that end, in 1998 the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, Family Violence Department 
brought together a group of national experts to write a policy blueprint to design effective interventions between 
Child Welfare Services, domestic violence agencies, and the juvenile dependency court.  The policy 
recommendations, which were published under the title "Effective Intervention In Domestic Violence & Child 
Maltreatment Cases: Guidelines for Policy and Practice,"5 were met with much acclaim.   Because of its green 
cover, the policy manual became fondly referred to as the “Greenbook.” 

In December of 2000 and January of 2001, the U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services funded six communities under an inter-Departmental demonstration initiative: “Collaborations 

                                                 
1 Ending the Cycle of Violence- Community Responses to Children of Battered Women.   Einat Peled, Peter Jaffe, Jeffrey Edleson 
2 Ibid. 
3 Domestic Violence Project of Santa Clara County, 2002. 
4 Domestic Violence Project of Santa Clara County, 2002. 
5 For a complete description of the Greenbook project from one of the book’s authors, see http://www.growing.com/greenbook/docs/edw_intr.htm 
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to Address Domestic Violence and Child Maltreatment” to implement guidelines from Greenbook. The Initiative 
was supported by eight federal agencies, including 1) the Children’s Bureau and the Family Violence Program in 
the Administration for Children and Families, 2) National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 3) CDC, 4) 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, 5) Violence Against Women Office, 6) the Office for Victims 
of Crime, 7) National Institute of Justice, and 8) the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  As 
such, Greenbook has been cited as one of the largest collaboratively-funded efforts in the history of the United 
States. 

Santa Clara County applied for and was selected as one of six pilot sites around the country to implement 
policies from the “Greenbook.”   

SSttrruuccttuurree  ooff  tthhee  GGrreeeennbbooookk  SSaannttaa  CCllaarraa  PPrroojjeecctt    

In Santa Clara County, project management was provided by Kids In Common of Santa Clara County.  Project 
oversight was provided by a committee of the same name, (Project Oversight Committee or “POC”) comprised 
of senior representatives from the Juvenile Dependency Court, the Department of Family and Children’s 
Services (DFCS), and five non-profit domestic violence organizations (Next Door Solutions to Domestic 
Violence, Support Network for Battered Women, Community Solutions, Asian Americans for Community 
Involvement (AACI) and MAITRI).  There was also a larger Implementation Team (“IT”) comprised of about 70 
representatives from the above agencies as well as other important stakeholders, such as law enforcement.  
Finally, in each of the local demonstration sites, a local research partner was contracted to facilitate research and 
evaluation for the local pilot project, as well as to carry out cross-site evaluation activities designed by the 
national evaluation team led by Caliber Associates.  In Santa Clara County, the LRP was Applied Survey 
Research, a local social research firm.  

TThhrreeee  SSeettss  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  GGooaallss::    GGrreeeennbbooookk  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss,,  LLooccaall  OOuuttccoommeess,,  
aanndd  FFeeddeerraall  EExxppeeccttaattiioonnss  

1.  Recommendations from the “Greenbook” 

The following recommendations were identified by the local leadership of Greenbook as being particularly 
relevant to the needs of Santa Clara County.  

 Recommendation # 30:  Domestic violence programs should collaborate with other community groups 
and service providers, child protection services, and juvenile courts.  

 Recommendation # 1:  Child protection services, domestic violence agencies, juvenile courts and 
community-based services should design interventions to achieve three outcomes: to create safety, 
enhance well-being, and provide stability for children and families. 

 Recommendation # 10:  Child welfare agencies, domestic violence programs, and juvenile courts should 
develop meaningful collaborative relationships with diverse communities in an effort to develop 
effective interventions in those communities. 
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 Recommendation # 9:  Cultural competency requires agency leaders to make an ongoing commitment to 
fact-finding in order to determine whether children and families of diverse backgrounds are served 
fairly and capably by their agencies in the reporting and substantiating of child maltreatment; in the 
filing of dependency petitions and foster care placements; and in the responses of shelter providers, 
police, and the courts to domestic assaults and child maltreatment. 

 Recommendation # 67:  The juvenile court should encourage the utilization of a domestic violence 
advocate for the battered mother in all dependency cases involving allegations of domestic violence 
and encouraging the input of advocates in development of service plans. 

 Recommendation # 47:  The juvenile court should ensure that all participants in the court system are 
trained in the dynamics of domestic violence, the impact of domestic violence on adults and 
children, and the most effective and culturally responsive interventions in these cases including 
safety planning. 

 Recommendation 57 :  Where there is domestic violence in child protection cases, judges should make 
orders which: 

a. Keep the child and parent victim safe; 

b. Keep the non-abusive parent and child together whenever possible; 

c. Hold the perpetrator accountable; 

d. Identify the service needs of all family members, including all forms of assistance and help for 
the child; safety, support, and economic stability for the victim; and rehabilitation and 
accountability for the perpetrator; 

e. Create clear, detailed visitation guidelines which focus upon safe exchanges and safe 
environments for visits. 

 Recommendation # 11:  Every community must cross-train its child welfare, domestic violence and 
juvenile court system personnel and provide written materials to them in identification, assessment, 
referral, and safety interventions with families experiencing child maltreatment and adult domestic 
violence. Every community must ensure that all service providers understand their obligations under 
the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) and the protection of the Violence Against Women Act. 

 Recommendation # 12:  Agencies and courts should build staff capacity to attend more competently to 
clients from diverse communities and income levels. 

 Recommendation # 28:  Domestic violence programs, child protection services, child welfare agencies, 
and juvenile courts should collaborate to develop new joint service models for families experiencing 
domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

 Recommendation # 18: Child protection services should develop screening and assessment procedures, 
information systems, and case monitoring protocols and staff training to identify and respond to 
domestic violence and to promote family safety. 
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 Recommendation # 4: The leaders of public child protection services, community-based child welfare 
services, and domestic violence agencies should design a differential response to meet the diverse 
range of families experiencing domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

 Recommendation # 19: Agency policy must state clearly the criteria under which children can remain 
safely with non-abusing parents experiencing domestic violence, the assessment required to 
determine safety, and the safety planning, services, support, and monitoring that will be required in 
these cases. 

 Recommendation # 20: Child protection services should make every effort to develop separate service 
plans for adult victims and perpetrators-regardless of their legal status vis-à-vis the child. 

 Recommendation # 22: Child protection services should avoid strategies that blame a non-abusive 
parent for the violence committed by others. 

 Recommendation # 27:  Parenting programs should reexamine their procedures, policies, and curricula 
to ensure that safety for adult victims and information about domestic violence are integrated into 
programmable activities. 

2.  Charting the Course to a Local Theory of Change, Projects and Outcomes 

The Greenbook project in Santa Clara County got an important jumpstart on launching the Initiative because of a 
year-long planning grant from the David and Lucile Packard Foundation from May 2000 through April 2001.  
ASR was contracted during that period to provide research services, namely assisting the budding collaborative 
to determine the greatest areas for intervention and the systems’ readiness to implement changes.  At the end of 
this process, six loosely-structured project teams were born to tackle the Greenbook recommendations that were 
deemed to be most urgent.  

Shortly after the award of the federal demonstration grant in 2001, ASR was contracted again to provide the 
group with planning and evaluation services.  Between the time of August 2001 and February 2002, ASR 
worked extensively with the Greenbook Project Oversight Committee and the Implementation Team to identify 
the long-term desired outcomes of the Greenbook project.  The process, called Charting the Course, was an 
effort to tie local goals to specific changes that were needed to improve outcomes for families and children, and 
to ensure that the project groups that had gotten underway upon the award of the grant could effectively make 
those improvements.  The guiding questions used to generate outcomes were “How will the system be different 
four to five years from now?  How is a family’s experience different?  What results do we need to see for 
families?”  The general theory of change that emerged out of these several discussions can be summarized in the 
following graphic.  
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Figure 1 — Santa Clara County Greenbook Project’s General Theory of Change 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASR then facilitated a series of discussions to identify the “sore spots” or kinks in the systems that hampered 
effective intervention in cases where there were co-occurrences of domestic violence and child abuse, and the 
system’s ability to promote the kind of outcomes (above) desired for children and families.  With the system 
kinks identified, the groups were asked what system changes were needed, and then what interventions were 
needed to make those system changes.  

The result of the multi-month brainstorming process resulted in the reconfiguration of the existing Greenbook 
project workgroups into six core project groups, and one cross-project initiative. (In the fifth year, an eighth 
project was added, called the Partnership Project.)  The projects and outcomes that emerged from the planning 
process were summarized into a comprehensive logic model (see Figure 2 below), which served as the 
springboard for subsequent project planning and action plans, as well as further definition of project and 
Initiative level evaluation plans. The planning period was effectively finished in late Spring of 2002.  
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Figure 2 — Santa Clara County Greenbook Project’s Detailed Theory of Change (Logic Model) 
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3.  Federal Expectations of the Greenbook Initiative 

Approximately six months after Santa Clara County had identified its local theory of change and desired outcomes, the 
national Greenbook management team developed broad outcome areas, called the “Federal Expectations,” around which 
the national evaluation would be structured.   These expectations are quite similar to the local outcomes, and are as 
follows:  

1. Each community will develop a collaboration to plan and implement Greenbook recommendations.  The 
collaboration: 

a. Will establish and maintain a governance structure composed of, at a minimum, the three primary 
systems that will provide leadership to the project, and 

b. Will establish and maintain a collaborative process that sets local goals, recommends policies and ways 
to implement the goals, and leads to agency buy-in.  

2. Each of the primary systems (child welfare, domestic violence service providers, and the dependency courts) will 
make changes to policies and procedures to improve the safety and well-being of battered parents and their children.  
This would include at a minimum: 

a. Improving screening and assessment policies and procedures as appropriate for the three systems and 
for other community providers; 

b. In the context of information sharing, instituting policies and procedures to ensure appropriate 
confidentiality and enhance the safety of family members; 

c. Improving information sharing between different courts in the jurisdiction that deal with battered 
individuals and perpetrators; 

d. Instituting policies and procedures that result in improved safety planning for battered mothers who are 
involved with any of the three systems; 

e. Instituting policies and procedures that lead to improved advocacy for battered mothers involved with 
any of the three systems; 

f. Increasing knowledge of judges and program staff through joint training about domestic violence, child 
maltreatment, and ways to more effectively address cases where co-occurrence is an issue; and 

g. Instituting or improving policies and procedures by domestic violence service providers that clarify 
when and how staff report child maltreatment to the child protection agency. 

3. The members of the partnership will take actions to improve the ways their organizations work together to address 
particular cases involving battered women and their maltreated children to improve their safety and well-being.  
Regarding individual cases, there will be evidence of:  

a. Case screening and assessment,  

b. Multidisciplinary case planning,  
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c. Improved access to a wider range of services necessary to address domestic violence and child 
maltreatment,  

d. Safety planning, and  

e. Greater empowerment of battered women in decision-making. 

4. The child welfare agency in the local collaboration will institute policies and procedures that minimize blaming the 
non-offending parent by not using designations that inappropriately imply the mother’s failure to protect her 
children, maintain children with their non-offending parent, and create plans for the perpetrator designed to curtail 
further abuse if he/she chooses to remain involved with the children.   

5. The partnership will improve ways of holding batterers accountable. 

6. Policy and practice reform should be informed by community service providers, community members, and former 
clients of child welfare and domestic violence programs. 

7. The Federal initiative will create a sustainable set of cooperative relationships among the participants to continue 
working on Greenbook issues when Federal funds cease. 
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IIVV..  MMeetthhooddoollooggyy  

EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  DDeessiiggnn  

Given that the Greenbook effort is a demonstration project, a good deal of the first and second years were spent 
“storming, forming and norming,” or getting clarification and agreement on what it meant for collaborative partners to 
move forward together to pursue common outcomes.  ASR played a significant role in helping Santa Clara County 
Greenbook with strategic planning and facilitation for the various projects and the Initiative as a whole.  The firm has 
also provided research or needs assessment support as needed to help projects clarify outcomes or strategies.   

Given the “systems” building nature of the new project, ASR instituted an evaluation approach that was primarily 
process-focused; specifically, tracking work accomplished, as well as perceptions and attitudes about the processes 
occurring within each project.  As projects came to agreement about what specific work could be accomplished within 
the outcome area “assigned” to them, ASR worked with each group to define indicators of success.  Again, such 
measures were confined to process and short-term aspects of their work.   

Beyond the work and outcomes of the individual projects, ASR also began articulating potential broad, summative 
indicators of system change, such as reduced batterer recidivism or reduced reoccurrence of abuse, realizing however 
that there may not be a change in such measures during the life of the project.  In summary, the local design implemented 
was primarily a process or formative evaluation to document how the systems were changing, supplemented by a 
small share of summative or client outcome evaluation efforts to document how the county’s systems are changing for 
families overall.  The division of effort between the two kinds of evaluation activity was approximately 80 / 20, 
respectively.    

Similar to the local evaluation, the national evaluation conducted by Caliber Associates incorporated both process and 
outcome evaluation efforts to measure the extent to which the federal expectations were met in each of the six 
demonstration sites across the country, including Santa Clara County. Local evaluators from each of the six 
demonstration sites had a large role in helping Caliber craft the national evaluation tools to ensure that they were 
sensitive to the specific kinds of changes that would be made locally.  While there are a number of tools or evaluative 
processes, the tools that corresponded to Santa Clara County’s areas of interest were the 1) random case abstraction and 
2) client interviews / focus groups.   

EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  MMeetthhooddss  

Over the course of the last five years, ASR has worked with the Greenbook’s project teams to define measurable 
outcomes and indicators.  Once defined, ASR identified data sources or created tools to measure such indicators.  As 
mentioned above, ASR also leveraged the national evaluation tools.  The matrix on the following page provides an 
overview of the methods used to measure the indicators associated with each project and the Initiative overall.   
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Figure 3 — Overview of Greenbook Evaluation Methods Used in Santa Clara County 

LLooccaall  eevvaalluuaattiioonn  ttoooollss  //  DDaattaa  ssoouurrcceess National evaluation tools/ data sources Local Greenbook 
Project 

Key Short term Outcomes/ 
Indicators Key Informant 

Interviews 
IT surveys Project Action 

Plans 
Pre/post / follow 
up interviews 

Secondary data Case Abstraction Client interviews 

Project 1 – DV 
advocate 

Increased client access to services 

Improved feeling of support 

√ √ √    √ 

Project 2 - 
Cross- trainings 

Trainee knowledge gains 

Application of knowledge on the 
job 

√ √ √ √    

Project 3 – 
Batterer 
Accountability 

Increased referral to and 
completion of batterer programs 

√ √ √  Probation?  60 day 
reports 

 

 √ 

Project 4 – MDT 
response 

Increased client access to services √ √ √  Calls to police for 
DV assistance 

 √ 

Increased screening for DV, esp at 
ER, IS and DI 

√ √ √  CWS data √ √ 

Increased client use/ completion of 
core services, including therapy 

√ √ √  VW referrals 

DV Intervention 
Collaborative 

√  

Project 5 – 
DFCS  

Increased diversion from DI to 
IS/VFM, and increased diversion of 
FR to FM 

√    CWS data   

 
Project 6 REC 57 - Increased client access to 

services 
√    DV Intervention 

Collaborative 
√  

 
RCCI Increased community awareness of 

co-occurrence   

Increased system accountability to 
needs of diverse community  

√ √ √     

Overall 
Initiative 

Climate change (increased 
responsiveness, increased desire 
and practice of cross-systems 
collaboration) 

√ √ √     
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DDaattaa  CCoolllleeccttiioonn  TToooollss,,  IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn,,  aanndd  AAnnaallyyssiiss  

As seen in the evaluation plan on the previous page, there were multiple local and national evaluation tools 
used to evaluate the local Greenbook project.  What follows is a brief description of each method. 

A.  Evaluative: 

 Observation:  In order to document activities associated with the process evaluation of the various 
projects, evaluation staff attended all monthly project meetings, took notes regarding meeting 
activities and outcomes and debriefed internally as well as with Greenbook staff to ensure 
consistency and accuracy of observations and interpretation.  

 Annual Key Informant Interviews: Each year one to two key informants from each Greenbook 
project is interviewed by phone, and asked to comment on their respective Project’s goals, 
accomplishments, and challenges for the year, as well as any new policies, practices and 
partnerships.   

 Project 2 Pre- and Post-Tests:  A pre- and post-test format was used for the first two Project 2 
cross-trainings to measure participants’ immediate knowledge gains with respect to the Child 
Welfare System.   

 Project 2 Training Follow-up Interviews: Staring in Year 3, ASR began doing follow-up 
interviews with participants to determine whether they retained what they had learned, and 
whether the new knowledge had changed the way they approach their daily work.   

 Project 2 Post Training Evaluations:  At the end of each cross-training session, participants are 
asked to complete a training evaluation form to rate the overall effectiveness of the training, as 
well as the effectiveness of each training section. 

 Case Abstraction of DFCS cases:   In order to see whether DFCS worker practices with respect to  
assessing/screening families for DV, providing families with differentiated service plans, etc., 
have changed over the course of the Greenbook Initiative, DFCS cases were randomly selected 
and analyzed at three different periods during the initiative (n=150 each time).   

 Secondary data analysis:  Statistics pertaining to batterers intervention program enrollment, victim 
witness claims, and domestic violence-related calls for assistance (involving weapons) are 
gathered every year. 

B.  Descriptive:    

 Client Interviews:  a one-time interview effort was conducted during Spring of 2002 with 25 
domestic violence victims receiving services from DFCS or domestic violence agencies.  
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Additionally, eight batterers receiving batterer intervention services were interviewed.  Key 
research questions revolved around issues of:   

• Needs:  Reported needs of victim, child, or batterer 

• Services:  Type and relevance of services provided by primary provider or ancillary supports 

• Helpfulness:  Perceived helpfulness of services, support 

• Cultural competency:  Of services, supports 

• DV effects on children:  Whether DV effects were discussed with the adult victim by agency 
staff 

• Unmet Needs:  Remaining needs at time of interview 

• Barriers:  To accessing services or completing case plan requirements 

• Improvement:  Questions probing for negative experience or desired improvement 

 Case study of the Project 4’s Family Violence Response Team in the city of San Jose 

 Batterer Intervention Committee Needs Assessment, part 1:  determining the greatest barriers 
regarding referral to and completion of batterer intervention programs, recidivism, and 
providing supervised visitation.   

 Batterer Intervention Committee Needs Assessment, part 2:  regarding batterer tracking problems 
(“System Mapping” 

The specific data or reports of any of the above data collection efforts are available from Applied Survey 
Research upon request.  
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VV..    FFiinnddiinnggss  
As discussed earlier in the Preface section, the findings in this report are organized around two overarching 
research questions:  

 PART 1:    What did the Local Greenbook Project do?   A Brief Summary of Activities  

Any examination of a theory of change must begin with a description of the drivers or 
influences on that theory of change.  Therefore, in Part 1 of this report, we offer a summary of 
the processes undertaken by each of the local Greenbook project groups, as well any challenges 
experienced. This is the process evaluation portion of this report.  

 PART 2:   How is a Family’s Journey through the County’s Systems different today than it 
would have been in 2001?  The Contribution of Greenbook and Related Efforts to 
Improving the County’s Response to Family Violence 

Part 2 of this report will answer the larger “so-what” summative evaluation questions of 
whether the systems in the county have changed, whether clients are being served any 
differently today than they were five years ago, and whether there are any improvements in 
client outcomes in the county. In our evaluation of the extent to which Greenbook was able to 
promote its theory of change, we also are cautious about attributing those changes solely to 
Greenbook; to be sure, county-level change requires multiple, coordinated contributors. 
Therefore, other efforts in the county that may have helped or hindered the effectiveness of 
Greenbook are also described in this section.  
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What did the  

local Greenbook Project  
do?   

 
 

An Overview of the Project’s Activities 
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

Advocacy for domestic violence victims is an established model used by domestic violence agencies.  DV 
advocates attempt to “meet clients where they are” in their lives, and, in a client-centered manner, may 
provide linkages to critical services (case management and referrals), psychosocial support for the client, 
and, though less common, may act on behalf of the client as she engages with other systems, in order to help 
the client get her needs met.  

Given the particularly complex nature of the child welfare system, and the need for specialized attention to 
DV in clients’ lives, local Greenbook leaders identified the need to have DV advocates in the child welfare 
system early on in the project.  Two Greenbook recommendations underscore this need: 

Recommendation # 67:  The juvenile court should encourage the utilization of a domestic violence 
advocate for the battered mother in all dependency cases involving allegations of domestic violence 
and encouraging the input of advocates in development of service plans. 

Recommendation # 28:  Domestic violence programs, child protection services, child welfare 
agencies, and juvenile courts should collaborate to develop new joint service models for families 
experiencing domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

Project 1 was formed to respond to the advocacy needs of victims in the child welfare system, including 
dependency court. 

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommee  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  11  

Every adult victim has access to a primary advocate, if they desire one, to ensure comprehensive 
support, and to bridge client with other services and advocates as needed.  The primary advocate 
stays with the client throughout the case. 

PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The Project 1 team consisted of one to two members from the following agencies or sectors: Department of 
Family and Children’s Services (1 to 2 persons), the DA’s office (1), County Counsel (1), domestic violence 
agency advocates working within DFCS (2), and Victim Witness (1).  Occasionally, other key stakeholders 
attended the meetings, such as a privately-funded family therapist, a parent’s attorney, supervisors from the 
three largest domestic violence agencies, an advocate working within DFCS, and a CASA representative.  
The project was chaired by a family therapist contracted by DFCS to provide support to victims of domestic 
violence who had active cases in the child welfare and juvenile dependency system; later, a director of one 
of the local DV agencies became co-chair of the meetings.  

 
Project 1:   Domestic Violence Advocates 
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WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Situation assessment and planning:   Much of Year 1 was spent doing preliminary work to 
determine the best way to bring advocacy services to clients with cases in child welfare and 
juvenile dependency court.  For instance, the multidisciplinary team began by making an 
inventory of existing advocacy programs in the county.  Next, to learn from other models 
promoting court advocacy around the country, three project members visited Miami-Dade 
County’s Dependency Court Intervention Program for Family Violence.  Information was also 
obtained about an advocacy program in Hartford, Connecticut. The team then formed 
subcommittees to identify specific challenges in implementing an advocacy program in Santa 
Clara County, such as legal or confidentiality issues, and training needs. 

 Creation of a Protocol for Domestic Advocates in Child Welfare (DFCS):  After the group had 
gained a sense of the advocacy needs in the county, as well as possible advocacy models, ASR 
worked with the project team to identify where in the child welfare system advocacy for 
domestic violence victims was most needed.  The three areas that emerged were at Emergency 
Response (ER,) Dependent Intake (DI), and in Juvenile Dependency Court (Continuing).  Over 
the course of the next several months, the team broke down the aspects of the ideal advocate’s 
role via a “grid” with categories such as function/role, tasks (job description), qualifications, 
salary range, training needs, and legal issues.   
 
During this time, considerable disagreement arose about what exactly the advocate position in 
court would look like, in particular, whether the advocate would act as a “silent” partner to the 
client, or would speak on behalf of the client at the request of the presiding judge, and, possibly, 
as an instrument of the court.  The DV community representatives were uncomfortable with the 
latter option, as, in the spirit of neutrality and client-driven advocacy, they felt a client’s wishes, 
privacy, and best interest could be compromised if the advocate was called to testify about her 
client in the dependency hearing.   
 
Ultimately, the group decided to “pend” further discussion about a court advocate position, and 
concentrate first on the role/functions they could agree on, namely the DI or “Core” advocate.  
The final completed grid laid the framework for Core advocate “protocol” (Appendix 1).  
Project members identified that they would need five advocates in DFCS, to be hired and 
managed by local domestic violence agencies.   

 Adoption of the “Core” advocate Protocol:  In late Spring 2003, Project 1 adopted the protocol for 
the Core advocate position.  Shortly after, the protocol was submitted to Greenbook’s Executive 
Committee for review.  In Fall 2004, the Executive Committee officially approved the Project’s 
DV Advocate protocol.   

 Attempts to Fund the Core Advocate Position:  The estimated cost of hiring the five advocates 
(salary and benefit) was about $350,000. Kids in Common staff began searching for federal 
funding to staff the advocate positions, but as of April 2004, funding had not yet been obtained. 
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Consequently, committee members agreed to postpone further meetings.  Project 1 meetings 
resumed in fall 2004 to discuss funding strategies, but ultimately was not able to secure 
funding.  

 Influence on Adoption/ Implementation of other Advocacy Models in DFCS: Interestingly, in 
Year 1, the department contracted with Next Door to co-locate two domestic violence 
advocates at DFCS to provide support to adult victims of DV coming into the child welfare 
system.  Through early Greenbook efforts (funded by the Packard Foundation), the co-location 
of the two advocates in DFCS complemented Project 1’s efforts, in that the advocates attended 
Project 1 meetings and shared what they found to be barriers as facilitators helping adult 
victims in the system.  Similarly, Project 1 may have helped affirm the importance of 
maintaining DV advocates in its system; at the close of the final 5th year, DFCS still had the two 
DV advocates contracted to provide services to DFCS clients.  
 
Parallel to the evolution of Project 1, a third model of advocacy emerged to provide clinical 
support services for DV victims in juvenile dependency court, and this person was called the 
Domestic Violence Court Specialist (DVCS). This model was initially provided by one 
therapist who was under contract with the department.  In 2004, this clinician partnered with a 
select number of other professionals to form a non-profit called the Domestic Violence 
Intervention Collaborative (DVIC), which continues today to contract with DFCS to provide 
clinical assessment and support to hundreds of victims each year. (For data from the DVCS, 
see Part 2 of this report, in the section Increased Opportunities for Healing.) Again, this 
model was not the offspring of Project 1, but it was Greenbook-inspired, noted two key 
informants.  One juvenile dependency judge remarked that the advent of DVIC was one of the 
greatest contributions of Greenbook to improving the outcomes of clients in court.   

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

Initially, the multi-sector project moved efficiently through its planning 
processes, researching the local needs and relevant advocacy models around 
the country.  However, the process of actually crafting the job description for 
local advocates surfaced deep philosophical differences between members 
from different sectors.  At the heart of tension were the following questions:  

- Is the best way to protect a child from further exposure to DV by 
protecting her mother, or by protecting the child directly? 

- Are children being removed from the home solely due to DV-related “Failure to Protect?” 

- Does DFCS re-victimize victims in other ways in their attempts to protect the child, such as 
ordering victims to attend “mandated services” such as Parenting without Violence classes? 

- Should the advocate have clinical qualifications and report to the court on her clients’ progress? 

“The team wasn’t 
working well together at 
the beginning; everyone 
was speaking a different 

language and wouldn’t 
listen to each other. “  

  — Year 2 Key Informant 
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- Should the advocate speak on behalf of the client, if needed, or be a “silent partner” for her client? 

The conversations were charged and emotional in nature, which made for 
challenging facilitation of the project due to differing philosophies on what is 
considered “good” advocacy. Remarkably, during this period of tension, key 
project members were steadfast in their attendance, which demonstrated their 
commitment to finding a tenable agreement to reach the project’s goals. The 
experience prompted Project 1 to draw upon the national project’s Technical 
Assistance resources to bring in an expert facilitator.  This facilitator helped 
the project team define the cause of the tension, as well as strategies to self-
facilitate through it, including ways to ensure equitable representation at 
meetings and a decision making process.   

 In ASR’s observation, the project team brought in outside assistance at just the right time, before any 
significant, potentially longer-lasting or wider-reaching tensions developed.  This timely intervention 
enabled the group to reconvene at a later time and have an effective series of discussions around funding.   

It is important to note that the debates in Project 1 did begin to impact other areas of the Greenbook project 
because many members of Project 1 were also members of other Greenbook project groups.  The local 
Greenbook leadership drew upon Technical Assistance to devise a system called “Cross System Dialogues” 
for recognizing and attending to philosophical differences around “Hot button Issues” such as perceptions 
and practice around DFCS’s use of the Failure to Protect allegation, or their requirement of “mandated 
services.”  

“ (The outside consultant) 
helped the project move 
forward.  There is now a 
more collaborative attitude 
and stronger degree of 
trust between the three 
project stakeholders 
groups (DV agencies, 
CWS, and Legal).” 
  — Year 2 Key Informant 
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

In order to bring about cross-systems change in policy and practice, local Greenbook leaders recognized that 
those systems had to be “primed” with a certain level of awareness and technical knowledge about how to 
work with families experiencing both domestic violence and child maltreatment.  Two Greenbook 
recommendations spoke specifically to the need to cross-train:  

Recommendation # 11:  Every community must cross-train its child welfare, domestic violence and 
juvenile court system personnel and provide written materials to them in identification, assessment, 
referral, and safety interventions with families experiencing child maltreatment and adult domestic 
violence. Every community must ensure that all service providers understand their obligations 
under the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) and the protection of the Violence Against Women Act 
(VAWA). 

Recommendation # 47:  The juvenile court should ensure that all participants in the court system 
are trained in the dynamics of domestic violence, the impact of domestic violence on adults and 
children, and the most effective and culturally responsive interventions in these cases, including 
safety planning. 

Recommendation # 12:  Agencies and courts should build staff capacity to attend more competently 
to clients from diverse communities and income levels. 

Project 2 was formed to respond to the cross-training needs of the local Greenbook Initiative.   

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  22  

Social workers, DV advocates, judicial officers, and law enforcement personnel will have a better 
understanding of:  

a. the dynamics of child abuse and domestic violence and the impact of witnessing on 
children, 

b. how to screen/assess for domestic violence,  

c. services available, and  

d. policies/procedures of other sectors/disciplines.   

Training curricula for the above are institutionalized into their respective systems.  (Please see 
Appendix 2 for a copy of the training flyer) 

 
Project 2:   Cross Training  
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PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The Project 2 committee included a Juvenile Dependency Commissioner, as well as representatives from 
DFCS’s staff training/development department, a DFCS supervisor with expertise in domestic violence, and 
a local DV advocacy agency. 

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Conducted Social Marketing Training or “Greenbook 101”:   In year 1, the chair of Project 2 led 
the effort to conduct a large scale training on Greenbook to lay a basecoat of knowledge about 
the project across the county.  Project 2 was able to recruit and train 120 stakeholders in a 
carefully designed, full day event that covered the history and content of the Greenbook 
recommendations, what Greenbook was trying to implement in Santa Clara County, how the 
various sectors currently work together, and the nuances of domestic violence and the co-
occurrence with child maltreatment. Some attendees got CEU units for attending the training.  
The underlying outcomes were to get buy-in from “non-Greenbook” persons and to plant seeds 
and grow projects, reported one key respondent.  Training proceedings were written up to serve 
as a training document that another county could use if they were just starting a Greenbook 
project. 

 Refined project purpose and goals:   After the initial Greenbook 101 training, there were a few 
months of discussion inside the Greenbook Initiative regarding the purpose of Project 2.  For 
instance, was it to serve as a “training bank” for other projects in the local Initiative, or was it to 
serve as a cross-training group, blanketing the key sectors that work with co-occurrence 
families with specific knowledge about co-occurrence, services available, how other sectors 
work, etc?  The local Initiative ultimately decided that the latter was its main purpose.  

 Creation of Training Package, including curricula and speakers:  With the purpose of the project 
defined, Project 2 began putting together the contents or modules of its training package, 
including basic information about domestic violence, impact of witnessing on children, 
overviews on child welfare and dependency court operations, etc.  During this time of 
development, Project 2 was asked to deliver approximately four different trainings to specific 
target groups, such as law enforcement, court staff and DFCS contractors.  The experience of 
delivering these trainings helped Project 2 further define what types of information and what 
delivery modalities were impactful for participants. 

 Delivery of 14 additional trainings through 2006:  After the team concretized the general 
curricular modules and speakers to deliver them, they went on to conduct two trainings with 
members from a variety of sectors.  The training targets were “mixed” intentionally to promote 
dialogue across sectors during breakout sessions.  The trainings were evaluated with pre and 
post tests, and showed that participants were gaining key knowledge around 1) dynamics of 
child abuse and domestic violence and 2) the policies and procedures of other sectors.   
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After these trainings, the team held a retreat to review strengths and weaknesses thus far, 
identify next steps for the trainings, and discuss strategies for institutionalization.  In terms of 
institutionalization, the team discussed formal options such as creating a stock powerpoint and 
training binder that could be implemented by various agencies’ training departments (e.g. law 
enforcement, DFCS, etc) but decided against that, as the key to the trainings’ success to date 
had been in the dynamic, engaging delivery of the material by expert presenters. Therefore, the 
team opted to have the training package be a loose outline of curricular topics related to the 
outcomes above and a list of suggested speakers (speakers’ bureau).   
 
Ultimately, Project 2 went on to conduct 12 more trainings, for a total of 18 trainings, with 
over 700 participants.  Given that the pre- and post-tests had served their primary function of 
testing immediate knowledge gains, ASR instead began doing follow-up interviews to 
determine whether staff retained what they had learned and whether the new knowledge had 
changed the way they approach their daily work.  The results revealed that some participants 
were not retaining the knowledge, but this was more due to the fact that they were not in the 
position to draw upon that kind of knowledge on a daily basis (i.e. did not have direct contact 
with clients) than any deficit in the quality of the trainings.  These findings prompted Project 2 
to be more deliberate and strategic in its efforts to target and recruit participants.  Following this 
minor adjustment, ASR next supported the project by having satisfaction surveys administered 
at the end of the training.  Relevant data are discussed in Part 2 of this report in the section 
Increased Capability of Staff. 

 Training Needs Assessment:  While Project 2 members had a good understanding of how useful 
their trainings were to participants, and what other training needs participants needed, they 
wanted to understand the training needs of various systems in the County.  In 2004, ASR was 
therefore asked to conduct a needs assessment with individuals in charge of personnel training 
in the following sectors / agencies: ACCI, Department of Families and Children Services, 
Domestic Violence Agencies, and Courts.  Respondents were asked about their current training 
practices, and their training needs with respect to the work of CPS, Juvenile Dependency Court 
System, Domestic Violence Agencies and Law Enforcement.  The scan revealed that the four 
sectors were training their staff on topics similar to those covered by Project 2 (assessment and 
screening, referrals, resources), but respondents reported that there were still knowledge needs 
amongst their staff, such as understanding how cases are handled by DFCS, what constitutes 
“failure to protect,” the factors that result in children being removed from the home, etc.  In 
short, the assessment confirmed the need for Project 2 to continue providing its 8 hour training.    

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss    

Project 2 was an efficient, effective and productive team.  To be sure, there were periods of greater 
productivity, and periods with less productivity, but the latter was usually sparked by a collective need to 
reflect on their purpose or strategies rather than by dissension or lack of participation.  
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The only noteworthy challenge was the team’s capacity to recruit and deliver.  Once it was established that 
the “magic” of the trainings was in large part due to the particular panel of presenters, the frequency with 
which trainings could be delivered became a function of the presenters’ busy calendars. Similarly, as a fairly 
small project team (5 to 7 members), they did not always have the resources to do the targeted recruitment 
they would have liked, but Kids in Common staff were able to help with these efforts tremendously.  
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

Batterer accountability was not initially addressed as local Greenbook leaders were creating the Initiative’s 
project groups in 2001.  However, the need for the Initiative to intervene in the area of batterer 
accountability became especially apparent during 2002’s Charting the Course process.  Secondly, in 2002 
the project’s federal funders created “federal expectations” that:  

Recommendation #2: Each of the primary systems (child welfare, domestic violence service 
providers, and the dependency courts) will make changes to policies and procedures to improve the 
safety and well-being of battered parents and their children, including 

c:  Improving information sharing between different courts in the jurisdiction that deal with 
battered individuals and perpetrators; 

Recommendation #5:  The partnership will improve ways of holding batterers accountable. 

To respond to these local needs and federal expectations, in 2002 Greenbook decided to address batterer 
accountability.  Rather than create a new committee to do that work, Greenbook joined forces with the 
County DV Council’s subcommittee called Batterers Intervention Committee (BIC).  

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  33  

The outcome desired for batterers has changed a number of times since the partnership with BIC began.  
Initially, in line with the original federal expectations, the outcome had been:  

Increased referral to, completion of and reduced recidivism from batterers intervention programs. 

Based on a Greenbook assessment of local needs, second and third outcomes were added:  

Each batterer will have access to mentors or other supports to help them benefit from/complete the 
program, and after the program is finished, to help reduce recidivism 

Improved data sharing and tracking mechanisms between the domestic violence criminal court, 
probation department, and batterer’s intervention programs 

Finally, in 2004 and 2005, the outcome was simplified to be more encompassing:  

Each batterer is referred to BIP or other form of treatment / accountability (restraining order, 
prosecution, supervised visitation) by DFCS, courts and/or law enforcement. 

 

 
Project 3:  Batterer Accountability 
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PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

BIC committee members consisted of representatives from the following sectors: Criminal DV Court, 
Probation, Batterers Intervention Programs, DV Agencies, Department of Corrections, Pretrial Services, 
Parole, DADS, and the Child Welfare System (DFCS).  

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Conducted needs assessment of local issues:  To help Greenbook identify the most needed areas of 
collaboration with BIC, in August 2003, ASR interviewed 11 BIC members to conduct a 
qualitative scan of issues, barriers, opportunities, and resource persons within each of the initial 
outcome areas (Increased referral to, completion of and reduced recidivism from batterers 
intervention programs, improved communication between courts, and increased access to 
supervised visitation to facilitate normalization of relationships). Two key themes emerged 
across the five areas: poor tracking of batterers as they move from one system to the next 
(e.g. between probation and batterer intervention programs) and the need for aftercare support 
for batterers after they finish their treatment programs.   

 Formed Aftercare subcommittee:  Based on the findings of the above needs assessment, BIC 
agreed to form a subcommittee to investigate how best to design and manage an aftercare 
program in Santa Clara County.   The members of the subcommittee began researching what 
other agencies (in US & Australia) do for batterers after they complete a 52-week program.  
The Aftercare Committee also designed and coordinated a self-administered survey with 
batterers in BIPs to gauge their interest and desire for support after completing a 52-week BIP.  
ASR advised on the survey and created a data entry template for KIC to process the survey 
data.  In all, 83 surveys were received.  The most frequent types of support desired were:  drop 
in group, couples counseling, and having former batterers to serve as mentors on a hotline or in 
group.  Unfortunately, the subcommittee could not find funding to support the implementation 
of any aftercare strategies, and the team stopped meeting.  

 Created a system map to identify gaps in tracking:  To better understand the nature of the gaps in 
tracking (as identified in the  needs assessment described above), ASR then carried out several 
key informant interviews to create a system map that diagramed the intended flow of 
information between the DV criminal court, probation, and BIP.  The system map was created 
by ASR with the help of committee members who volunteered to be interviewed about their 
program.  The exercise was useful in that it highlighted several key bottlenecks or lapses in the 
flow of information. For instance, BIP did not always have the contact information of the 
referring/sentencing judge and/or batterers’ probation officers.  In addition, probation officers 
did not systematically inform BIP of any restraining order violations.  (Appendix 3) 

 Incorporation of Greenbook-esque outcomes in BIC workplan:  Though Greenbook has reached 
the end of its five-year grant cycle, the BIC group continues to champion improvements in 
outcomes directly of interest to Greenbook.  The latest BIC workplan is focused on tasks to 
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promote two outcomes:  Improved data tracking (of batterers), which calls for continued 
utilization of CJIC database, and Improved communication with victims, which includes a 
review of which agencies contact their clients’ victims and the ways in which they do that 
effectively.  

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss    

It was logical and strategic for Greenbook to partner with BIC, rather than create a separate group to carry 
what would likely be duplicative work.  There was some initial nervousness regarding how to pursue 
Greenbook’s outcomes within a defined group with a defined agenda, but BIC leadership were remarkably 
accommodating and seemed to welcome the joining of forces and resources.  In later years, in fact, key 
informants from BIC would say that the collaboration helped crystallize for BIC some of its own outcomes.  
The humble and collaborative manner in which Greenbook staff approached BIC was likely a key factor in 
BIC’s receptability to the partnership, and to their buy-in later for the products of the collaboration, such as 
the system map.  

There were no real notable challenges in the three-year collaboration. As noted above, BIC responded to the 
findings from the various Greenbook research efforts with appropriate action (e.g. formation of aftercare 
committee, database enhancement), and ASR believes the group will continue to complement the aims of the 
Greenbook project. 

 

It should also be noted that shortly before the end of the Greenbook Initiative, the Administrative Office of 
the Courts California Judicial Council was awarded a grant from the National Institute of Justice to evaluate 
the effectiveness of batterer intervention systems in six counties6, Santa Clara being one of them.  What 
will make this particular study unique from others conducted in the past decade is its emphasis on all 
systems, that is, not only batterer intervention programs, but also Courts, Probation, Law Enforcement, DV 
Advocates and DA’s Office.  

                                                 
6 Los Angeles, Santa Clara, San Joaquin, Riverside, Solano, and Contra Costa. 
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

In 2001, local Greenbook leaders identified that the initial responses of systems to domestic violence victims 
and their children were fragmented or insensitive, leading to undesired trajectories, such as the victim’s 
needs not being understood or met, the level of danger or lethality going undetermined, children being 
removed from the home, and/ or the batterer later creating more violence in the home. One of the 
recommendations from the Greenbook recognizes this need for a more coordinated, joint response:  

Recommendation # 4:  The leaders of public child protection services, community-based child 
welfare services, and domestic violence agencies should design a differential response to meet the 
diverse range of families experiencing domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

Recommendation # 28:  Domestic violence programs, child protection services, child welfare 
agencies, and juvenile courts should collaborate to develop new joint service models for families 
experiencing domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

Project 4 was formed to find ways to provide more informed, sensitive, and coordinated responses to 
families who find themselves at the “doorway” of the law enforcement or child welfare system.   

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  44  

A multi-disciplinary team consisting of law enforcement, a social worker, a domestic violence 
advocate, and others, as appropriate, will provide immediate, next day, or follow-up response when 
domestic violence and child maltreatment are detected.   

Domestic Violence Response Team (DVRT) clients and their families will be provided with support, 
information, and resources to help ensure their safety, ultimately diverting victims and children 
from the child welfare system whenever possible. 7 

PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The initial Project 4 team consisted of a San Jose Police Department sergeant, a DV investigator with law 
enforcement, a probation officer, domestic violence agency advocates and/or managers, and DFCS’s DV 
specialists from South County and Central County.  Other occasional attendees included victim witness 
representatives, and Family to Family representatives.  

                                                 
7 Excerpted from South County Domestic Violence Response Team Joint Response/Assessment Protocol, December 2003. 

 
Project 4:   Differential Response to DV 
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WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Conducted needs assessment:  Like other Greenbook projects, the first year of Project 4 was spent 
assessing what specific interventions were needed to achieve the team’s outcomes.  The 
impetus for the project was the need to keep families out of the child welfare system, if at all 
possible (or to be able to divert them out as soon as possible), 
avoid unnecessary child removals from the home, avoid 
repeat law enforcement calls to the home, and assist with 
prosecution of batterers.  The thinking was that the more 
quickly a range of resources could be brought to the family, 
the more likely this diversion was to happen.  
 
The team began by gathering Children’s Shelter statistics and emergency response unit statistics 
to see how many children were being removed from their home on an emergency basis.  The 
team found that the number of children being removed from their home and taken to the 
Children’s Shelter was smaller than they had originally thought (8 children over a three month 
period).  Team members also talked with other representatives from other cities who considered 
themselves as having an immediate response, such as San Diego and Austin.  Selected members 
of the team also went to a conference in Colorado to gain knowledge regarding their response 
model.   

 Multi-disciplinary review team launched in San Jose (FVRT): After several months of fact-
finding, the team opted to launch one version of a response team out of San Jose’s Family 
Violence Center, called the Family Violence Review Team (FVRT).  By design, this team was 
not an immediate response team, because of the challenges of getting DV staff to the law 
enforcement scene quickly enough (this challenge was also experienced in a previous pilot 
project in San Jose).  Instead, the FVRT team consisted of about 5-7 individuals representing 
law enforcement, child welfare, domestic violence agencies, probation, and victim witness 
representatives who reviewed one to two of the most severe DV police reports filed each week 
and made home visits or phone calls to victims to try to bridge them with supports.  FVRT 
continued meeting weekly for about one year, refining their review and response protocol as 
they went.  During that process, an incident occurred amongst team members which pointed to 
the need for more confidentiality and safety precautions in their operating protocol.  The team 
went on hiatus pending better definition of their protocol.  At present, many of the same sectors 
are still co-located in the Family Violence Center, no doubt promoting continued collaboration, 
although the FVRT team no longer officially meets to do its weekly reviews.  

 Immediate coordinated response team launched in South County (DVRT): After much 
discussion, Project 4 also decided to pilot an immediate response team in South County, which 
includes the cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill and a sizable rural, agricultural area.  South 
County was chosen because demand would be lighter and the team could get a chance to pilot 
and work out the “kinks” in their response, before considering expansion into other parts of the 
county.  After gaining commitment from the two South County city police departments, the 

“Why should DV victims have 
to leave their homes because 

of the batterers?   
There is a place for batterers 

to go… its called JAIL.” 
- former DV victim and current 

advocate for victims 
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Sheriff’s department, the domestic violence agency in the area (Community Solutions), and the 
South County DFCS team, Project 4 drafted a coordinated immediate response protocol called 
Greenbook Multidisciplinary Response Team Committee Best Practices: Ideal Response to 
Domestic Violence Cases, for the Domestic Violence Response Team (DVRT) in Gilroy and 
Morgan Hill.  There are three levels of responses included in the protocol:  

1. If a child is present in the home where violence is occurring and appears to have suffered, 
or is at risk of suffering from physical or emotional harm, the police is asked to call both a 
DV advocate and a South County DFCS social worker to the home.   

2. If the child is not endangered or if there is no child in the home, the police will ask the 
victim if s/he wants the immediate support of a DV advocate.  If s/he does, a DV advocate 
will a) drive to the scene or b) talk to the victim by phone.   

3. On the other hand, should the victim not require immediate assistance from the advocate, 
the officer will provide the victim with a Domestic Violence Resource Card describing 
available services in the community.   

Finally, the protocol stipulates that all reports on responses to DV cases involving children must 
be faxed to DFCS. DV reports not involving children are faxed to Community Solutions.  

When the protocol was completed, and approved by all implementing parties, Greenbook staff, 
working with the DV agencies, wrote and submitted a proposal and received funding from the 
Office on Violence Against Women to fund the DV advocate (called the Law Enforcement 
Advocate) needed to launch the protocol.8   

However, by the end of Year 3, the advocate had responded at the scene for only eight calls, 
primarily due to a low volume of calls that occur during the day time, even though advocate had 
extended her hours to 8pm.  Further, there were no “joint”, on scene responses that involved 
both DFCS and the DV advocate.  Other challenges providing an on-scene immediate response 
included:   

- Advocate’s safety when responding at the scene, even when the area had been secured by 
the police prior to the advocate’s arrival 

- Victim mistrust of advocate, because she sees the advocate and law enforcement together 
and believes that the advocate is affiliated with LE, particularly if the advocate is asked to 
translate for the responding officer.  

- Turnover (twice) of Community Solutions’ law enforcement liaison advocate. 

                                                 
8 The Grants to Encourage Arrest monies were also used to create two other types of response mechanisms elsewhere in the county: a language bank into which 
clients who had just experienced violence could call for support and resource referrals, and a review mechanism in the northern part of the county, whereby the local 
police departments would fax domestic violence reports to the DV agency in that area (Support Network for Battered Women), who would then follow-up by phone 
with the victim to offer support and resource referrals.   
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According to the DVRT project’s report to its funder (February 27, 2006), between the period of 
July 1, 2005 and December 2005, 87 victims were provided support by the DVRT advocate, called 
the law enforcement liason.  
 
Greenbook decided to sunset Project 4 since the FVRT team in Central County was on hiatus, and 
DVRT could be subsumed by the County Domestic Violence subcommittee for South County.  

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

While neither of their efforts were launched to full scale or as exactly as originally planned, the commitment 
of Project 4 members in Central and South County to create multi-disciplinary responses was evident in their 
three years of trying to launch their response teams.  In their attempt to let the two subcommittees flush out 
and launch their response models, Greenbook staff may have pulled away too soon; both committees may 
have benefited from the continued logistical and facilitative support to help the two teams launch and 
troubleshoot when challenges subsequently arose.  

In South County, because of the challenges implementing the response model, and the subsequent 
modifications made to that model, the resulting model should not be called a joint response, in that there 
were no examples of an actual joint response.  Rather, the model seems to have evolved into more of a 
structured system of referral for victims and children:  if they had children, DFCS received the law 
enforcement report and followed up accordingly, sometimes making referrals to Community Solutions, and 
if they did not have children, law enforcement sent the report to Community Solutions who then provided 
follow up phone support.  Though victims were not served simultaneously by the two to three systems, 
ultimately, as a result of these referral mechanisms, they did have contact with at least two of the systems 
within a short period following the violence in their home, which still may have been a benefit to them.  

It is not known how many of the law enforcement liaison’s clients were also being served by DFCS, or the 
experience of clients receiving both domestic violence and child welfare services, or whether the model 
helped divert clients away from the child welfare system, as efforts by ASR to interview the clients served or 
to have DVRT collect basic client statistics were not successful.  Similarly, statistics were not kept by the 
FVRT team either, though they generally reviewed one case per week for about a year. 

The experience of the three systems (DV, DFCS, and LE) working together was probably the most important 
leave-behind of Project 4, in that in doing so, new relationships were established, as well as a better 
understanding of each other’s philosophies and constraints (often called “institutional empathy”).  At 
present, Community Solutions and DFCS continue to collaborate to provide trainings to law enforcement in 
the area.  Law enforcement and DFCS continue to work jointly, throughout the County, on cases involving 
children.  Finally, Law Enforcement and DFCS in South County developed a closer relationship and trust 
with Community Solutions, the benefits of which are likely to manifest in myriad ways in years to come.  
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

During the planning stages of the local Greenbook Initiative, the project’s leaders recognized that a family’s 
journey through the child welfare system became doubly complicated when domestic violence was also 
present between the parents. Secondly, given the greater likelihood that individuals who batter their partners 
will abuse their children, it is in child welfare’s interest to address the domestic violence in the family if they 
hope to reduce the incidence of re-abuse and possible re-entry into the system. There are several 
recommendations in the Greenbook that affirm the need for child welfare to address the co-occurrence of 
domestic violence and child maltreatment among their clients:  

Recommendation # 18:  Child protection services should develop screening and assessment 
procedures, information systems, and case monitoring protocols and staff training to identify and 
respond to domestic violence and to promote family safety. 

Recommendation # 4:  The leaders of public child protection services, community-based child 
welfare services, and domestic violence agencies should design a differential response to meet the 
diverse range of families experiencing domestic violence and child maltreatment. 

Recommendation # 19:   Agency policy must state clearly the criteria under which children can 
remain safely with non-abusing parents experiencing domestic violence, the assessment required to 
determine safety, and the safety planning, services, support, and monitoring that will be required in 
these cases. 

Recommendation # 20:   Child protection services should make every effort to develop separate 
service plans for adult victims and perpetrators-regardless of their legal status vis-à-vis the child. 

Recommendation # 22:   Child protection services should avoid strategies that blame a non-
abusive parent for the violence committed by others. 

Recommendation # 27:  Parenting programs should reexamine their procedures, policies, and 
curricula to ensure that safety for adult victims and information about domestic violence are 
integrated into programmable activities. 

To respond to the need for these type of enhancements in child welfare, Project 5 was formed.  

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  55  

Every social worker will screen for DV and do further assessments as needed; 

Victim, child, and batterer will participate in a dialogue with staff about their needs;  

 
Project 5:  DFCS Agency Policy and Practice  
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Clients will have a greater understanding of system services;   

Staff will create service plans that respond to the client’s needs, are 
relevant to the client’s culture, are focused on problem resolution, 
are attainable by the client, and that are coordinated, differentiated, 
and manageable for the social worker; 

Staff will follow-up on client service plans and ensure seamless 
transition to subsequent agency units or services.  

Every child, victim, and batterer will receive intervention and/or 
counseling services (e.g., Victim Witness, other subsidized or 
unsubsidized services). 

PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The Project 5 team consisted of four to six senior social workers, one of the domestic violence advocates co-
located by Next Door, a children’s attorney, and a Domestic Violence Court Specialist (as discussed in 
Project 1).  The meetings were also occasionally attended by representatives from Victim Witness and 
CalWORKS. The project was chaired by the DFCS deputy director. 

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Protocol to reduce use of victim-blaming language in court petitions:  According to social 
workers, if DV events are not described carefully, the adult DV victims can be construed by 
their reviewing judges as “negligent” in the child maltreatment case.  The most severe result of 
this would be that their children are removed from the parents’ custody while they undergo 
mandated services to regain custody.  Therefore, Project 5 developed a one-page document that 
suggested specific, “non-blaming” wording for allegations in petition in cases where DV is 
present.  (Appendix 4)   

 Improved access to resources:  A second gap addressed was the client’s access to appropriate 
resources.  To meet that need, Project 5 developed a DV service needs checklist (Appendix 5), 
and a list of recommended services to be included in client’s case plan (“Service Recs”) 
(Appendix 6) if DV is present.  The DV Service Needs Checklist is a one-page document that 
serves as a type of cover sheet to the cases, enabling workers to track how the DV came to the 
attention of DFCS, the lethality risks for children, and service referrals for the family.  (In a 
checklist format, the form is intended to remind workers of all of the available services 
available).  The form also helps promote seamless transition when cases move from one 
worker/ department to another.  
 
The Service Recs document contains suggested services for the adult victim, the batterer 
(dominant aggressor) and the child, and it requires that separate case plans be created for the 

“The first 48 hours are 
critical because it is during 
that time that victims will 

form an opinion about the 
‘system’ as a whole, or CPS 
specifically.  Social workers 

need to inform victims as to 
why their children were 

removed, and when they can 
expect to see their children.” 

 
- Key Informant, 2006 
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batterer and the victim, even if the victim and batterer deny the domestic violence or are still 
living together. Additionally, the document provides specific caveats and considerations for 
couples therapy or parent child therapy.  Relevant data are discussed in Part 2 of this report, in 
the section Increased Opportunities for Healing. 

 Development of Safety Plan Guidelines:  The guidelines, as well as the DV service needs checklist, 
recommended DV services for case plans, and petition language protocol, were saved on the 
agency’s internal drive in a “DV folder” so they would be easy for social workers to locate. 

 Trained social workers on the new policies and procedures developed:  The new procedures and 
policies were disseminated via trainings to as many social workers as possible for successful 
implementation, with the help of Cross-training committee members (Project 2).  The newly 
developed recommendations, petition language, service needs checklist, and safety plan 
guidelines were also made available to social workers by way of the agency’s internal drive. 

 Improved coordination with Victim Witness and CalWorks:  A Victim Witness (VW) 
representative began attending the Project 5 meetings, and the team developed a process to 
ensure that the representative be provided with all new cases in order to screen them for VW 
eligibility.  Eligible clients’ children could receive counseling funds up to $10,000 per child, 
and eligible non-offending adults could access up to $2,000 in housing assistance funds to help 
with relocation (e.g. deposit on a different apartment). Adult victims may also receive financial 
support for therapy and to have their locks changed.  Relevant data are discussed in Part 2 of 
this report, in the section Increased Opportunities for Healing. 

In addition, a manager from CalWORKS also began attending the meetings to begin working 
with Project 5 on ways to better identify DV cases they held in common with DFCS. In cases 
involving DV issues, the client’s CalWORKS “clock” for time limits was halted through a DV 
waiver.  Also, the client’s child welfare education classes could count as work or education 
units.  Finally, CalWORKS has funds available for clients facing DV to access therapeutic 
services.   Unfortunately, data is not available on the number of cases shared by CalWORKS 
and CPS that have DV, and for which DV waivers were granted.  

 Refinement of Departmental DV Assessment:  The court-ordered DV assessment containing 
multiple self-report questionnaires and a clinical interview was perceived to be too long to 
implement (about 6 hours), and all assessments were carried out by one DFCS DV Social Work 
Specialist (assessor).  The department did not have a systematic screening practice for DV upon 
intake and the knowledge base of many Social Workers, on the dynamics of intimate partner 
violence, was limited. The assessor was backlogged with too many DV assessments to complete 
in a timely manner.  National Technical Assistance visited Santa Clara County, reviewed the 
assessment process and the procedures for administration, and provided a written summary of 
recommendations for simplification.  Fifteen DFCS Social Workers were trained, with a 
minimum of 40 hours, to complete the DV assessments as originally created but modified. In 
addition DFCS Social Workers continued to build into their practice the assessment of intimate 
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partner violence and the overlap of child maltreatment. Their practice has been supported with 
agency training and Project 2 training on the dynamics of intimate partner violence and child 
maltreatment as well as the use of Project 5 specific DV petition language and DV services 
recommendations.  As a result of these changes the number of court-ordered DV assessments 
dropped.  Although there is no longer one specific DV Social Work Specialist, there is a core 
group of six well-trained Social Workers who are completing the assessments that are ordered 
by the court.. 

 Influence of Team Decision Making protocol for cases with domestic violence: An aspect of the 
Annie E. Casey Family to Family Initiative, of which Santa Clara County was a participant, 
Team Decision Making is a mechanism to ensure multiple perspectives are accounted for when 
a family’s child welfare case plan is getting created.  Project 5 members, Greenbook staff and 
the Domestic Violence Consortium were instrumental is creating a protocol for conducting 
TDM’s in a safe and sensitive manner with families who may be experiencing domestic 
violence.  For instance, “mom” and “dad” are not in the same room during the TDM discussion, 
but are interviewed separately, and the victim is provided with an advocate during the 
discussion.  (Please see Appendix 7 for a copy of the TDM protocol)   

 Influence on Joint Response model between Law Enforcement and DFCS:  With the assessing 
risk to children and to prevent removal from the home if possible, Joint Response is a 
collaborative response model between law enforcement and social workers.  Prior to the advent 
of Joint Response in 2004, DFCS staff were not always involved in law enforcement’s decision 
to remove children from the home.   
 
Per the protocol, designated social workers are available 24 hours a day, seven days a week to 
respond to the scene within about 30 minutes and help the officer assess risk to the child.  If the 
child needs to be removed from the home, he or she is placed with a relative whenever possible 
rather than being taken to the Children’s Shelter.  The Joint Response model also influenced the 
length of time children are separated from their parents/caretakers, in that children whose safety 
is not at risk are returned home within four days or less to minimize the trauma faced by 
families (please see page 58).  As of June 2006, the protocol has been successfully implemented 
in the city of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Campbell, Milpitas, and Mountain View.  
Project 5 and Greenbook staff were involved in helping shape the environment and 
relationships which enabled the Joint Response protocol to be developed. The resulting protocol 
directly responds to Greenbook recommendations #4 and 19, above.  Data on the reduction of 
children removed from the home are discussed in Part 2 of this report, in the section 
Improved Initial Response to Children and Families. 

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

In its first two years, Project 5 was very productive; nearly all of its products were created during that time.  
Part of this may have been due to the fact that the team was fairly homogeneous, comprised primarily of 
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DFCS “insiders” (staff, attorney, contracted therapist) who spoke a common language and knew how to 
work together.  It may also have been due to the initial enthusiasm and energy of having been granted the 
Greenbook grant.  In its third year (2004), having completed most of its workplan, Project 5 began assessing 
“what next?”  The group debated three key directions:  

• increased screening for DV (which would require an agency-wide tool),  

• better access to services (which would require a better system of monitoring referrals and 
completion of services), or  

• improved parent understanding and buy-in into the child welfare process (which would require 
more and better parent orientations).  

During this same time, the department began facing other significant external demands, such as budget cuts 
(layoffs), participation in Family to Family, Child Welfare Redesign/ System Improvement Plans (SIP), and 
the design and launch of Joint Response.  All of these converged to tax the resources of Project 5.  As such, 
the remaining few years of the grant were spent discussing and ensuring ways in which to infuse Greenbook 
principles in to other agency mandates and initiatives, rather than creating new products.   
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

Like Project 3 — Batterer Accountability — Project 6 was not one of the original Santa Clara County 
Greenbook Projects in 2001.  Yet, several recommendations in the Greenbook articulate the role that 
dependency courts can play in enhancing the safety and wellbeing of families with co-occurrence of child 
maltreatment and domestic violence:  

Recommendation # 67:  The juvenile court should encourage the utilization of a domestic violence 
advocate for the battered mother in all dependency cases involving allegations of domestic violence 
and encouraging the input of advocates in development of service plans. 

Recommendation # 47:  The juvenile court should ensure that all participants in the court system 
are trained in the dynamics of domestic violence, the impact of domestic violence on adults and 
children, and the most effective and culturally responsive interventions in these cases including 
safety planning. 

Recommendation 57 :  Where there is domestic violence in child protection cases, judges should 
make orders which: 

a. Keep the child and parent victim safe; 

b. Keep the non-abusive parent and child together whenever possible; 

c. Hold the perpetrator accountable; 

d. Identify the service needs of all family members, including all forms of assistance and help 
for the child; safety, support, and economic stability for the victim; and rehabilitation and 
accountability for the perpetrator; 

e. Create clear, detailed visitation guidelines which focus upon safe exchanges and safe 
environments for visits. 

Upon completion of the Charting the Course logic modeling process in 2002, the need for attention to court 
operations emerged as a common area of concern across project stakeholders, thus resulting in Greenbook’s 
sixth project being formed. 

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  ooff  PPrroojjeecctt  66  

There will be a better coordinated system between juvenile, family, civil, probate, and criminal 
courts (e.g. no conflicting orders) 

 
Project 6:   Integrated Courts 
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DV dependency court will consistently provide supervised visitation to facilitate normalized 
relationships 

Courts, social workers, and other service providers ensure batterers are safely reintegrated 
according to family’s circumstances, culture, etc 

In 2005, other Greenbook outcomes were identified by a leading dependency court judge, and these include:  

Ensuring that all dependency cases are screened for domestic violence 

Ensuring domestic violence advocates are available for all victims of abuse in dependency court 

Ensuring support groups are available for all victims of abuse in dependency court 

Ensuring all children who have experienced violence are able to participate in counseling  

PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

As Greenbook encountered when it decided to address batterer accountability, there was already an existing 
group tasked to work on improving the operations of courts with respect to how they serve families 
experiencing domestic violence, and this group was the County Domestic Violence Council’s Courts 
subcommittee. This group consists of numerous judicial officers, attorneys, probation, social services, pre-
trial services, domestic violence advocates, victim-witness service providers, therapists and other interested 
parties. Therefore, Greenbook staff did not form a new committee but instead tried to identify ways to 
collaborate with the Courts subcommittee.   

A formal collaboration process was never established between Greenbook and the Courts subcommittee, and 
thus, a combined work plan to address the Greenbook outcomes desired of the courts could not be created.  
Instead, Greenbook values and ideas were infused into the court subcommittee’s work via a leading juvenile 
dependency court judge, who sat on both the subcommittee as well as Greenbook’s Project Oversight 
Committee.   

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

Given the above nature of the Greenbook-Court subcommittee staff, the activities carried out by the Courts 
subcommittee were not observed or evaluated by ASR or Kids in Common staff. However, according to two 
juvenile dependency judges, the activities and changes in juvenile court and other courts have been 
substantial over the last five years. These include:  

 Training of court personnel:  Superior Court reportedly sponsors court-wide trainings on domestic 
violence every other year.  Project 2 has also trained court personnel. As a result, judicial 
officers, attorneys for children and parents, and social workers have all received extensive 
training in the dynamics of the co-occurrence of domestic violence and child maltreatment.  
California Judicial Council has supported the judiciary by holding annual conferences 
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addressing domestic violence issues that judges face.  All of these activities help address 
recommendation #47 above.  

 Application for Unified Courts grant:  Members of the Courts subcommittee and Greenbook staff 
applied for a grant to coordinate calendaring and ensure consistency of orders from court to 
court.  Unfortunately, the grant was not awarded.   

 Improved coordination of cases which occur in multiple courts: The Presiding Judge of the Santa 
Clara County Superior Court has been piloting a unified family court model.  Many cases heard 
in this department include domestic violence issues. Local Superior Court rules permit 
communication between the courts when the same family appears in different court 
proceedings.  This rule has been widely copied throughout California.  It has resulted in 
improved communications between courts, particularly between the domestic violence and 
domestic relations courts where there are the highest number of cross-over cases. 

 Implementation of cross-court calendaring database:  When the Unified Courts grant was not 
awarded, Greenbook staff and a Juvenile Dependency Court judge determined which of the 
proposed strategies could be implemented without funding.  One such strategy was a unified 
court management database (UCM), an ACCESS-based platform from which each court could 
view specific aspects of clients’ cases.  With the help of a graduate student, the database was 
built and successfully implemented. This database also helps improve coordination of shared 
cases across courts.  

 Improved safety in and around the courthouse: Deputy Sheriffs patrol the waiting rooms, separate 
entrances are available in special situations, and attorneys and staff have been trained to be 
vigilant for situations where domestic violence might have an influence on court proceedings. 
Juvenile Court staff and the Sherriff’s Department ensure that DV victims can leave the 
courthouse safely without fear of reprisal from their batterers.  

 Increased number of restraining orders issued:  State statute permits — and the courts regularly 
issue  — restraining orders, which prevent violent parents from having contact with the other 
parent or children before going to court.  Santa Clara County sponsored the legislation granting 
these powers to juvenile courts.  The Santa Clara County Pre-Trial Services Department has 
also established a protocol with the Superior Court whereby background information on all 
defendants/respondents in restraining order cases is provided to the judge who is about to hear a 
case involving a request for a restraining order. Juvenile court prepares restraining orders and 
serves them while the restrained party is still in the courthouse. 

 Feedback from the Domestic Violence advocacy community:  In the Spring of 2004, the county’s 
domestic violence advocates communicated their safety concerns and recommendations to the 
DV Council’s Subcommittee for Coordinated Courts, most of which were directed specifically 
at the juvenile dependency court. DV agencies also provided feedback to Family Court about 
ways in which their operations jeopardized the safety of victims, and offered recommendations.    
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 Domestic Violence support in the Courts:  Clinical domestic violence support was initially 
provided by one therapist, under contract with the DFCS.  In 2004, this clinician partnered with 
a select number of other professionals to form a non-profit called the Domestic Violence 
Intervention Collaborative, which continues today to contract with DFCS to provide clinical 
assessment and support to hundreds of victims each year in dependency court. Currently, there 
are two Domestic Vioelence Court Specialists (DVCSs) in the court almost every day.  These 
DVCSs are permitted to attend all hearings in which domestic violence has been identified, and 
they regularly consult with victims and perpetrators, separately, about the services that are 
available to them. At monthly meetings within dependency court, a DVCS reports on domestic 
violence issues that impact court operations. For data from the DVIC, see Part 2 of this report, 
in the section Increased Opportunities for Healing. 

 Other accomplishments by Santa Clara County Superior Court include:  

- Individual judges throughout the court have developed their own unique programs and 
projects relating to domestic violence.  They include 1) the nation’s first Juvenile and 
Family Violence Court, 2) a program for services to victims of criminal domestic violence 
and their children, and 3) the development of a curriculum for high school students which 
addresses domestic violence issues. 

- Judicial officers have been trained in the dangers surrounding supervised visitation and 
review each proposed visitation order to ensure there will be no danger to the adult victim 
or the children.  For example, the victim should never supervise visitation and the exchange 
must be done in a manner that ensures safety for the victim.  

- In the Juvenile Dependency Drug Treatment Court, a Domestic Violence Court Specialist is 
a member of the drug court team.  As a result of the high level of expertise within the team 
and the excellent relationship between drug court clients and the team, the team has 
discovered that about 70% of the drug court cases have domestic violence. The team is thus 
able to assist victims with safety plans, as well as their drug treatment plan.  This strategy 
addresses the demonstrated link of substance abuse with domestic violence and child 
maltreatment. 9 

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

When asked what influence Greenbook has had, if any, on court operations, a key informant in 2006 
summarized the changes aptly by saying “a paradigm shift has occurred…it’s no longer us (courts) versus 
them (victims).”  The informant reported there is now a  “real desire” to find out what happened in the 
family surrounding the domestic violence incident, instead of simply “blaming” (the victim).   

                                                 
9 The random sample case abstraction conducted by ASR in 2004 found that the co-occurrence families were significantly more likely to have substance abuse issues 
than non-co-occurrence families (families which only had child maltreatment):   75% of ‘co-occurrence” parents (either the mother, father or both) also had a 
substance abuse issue, as compared to 65% of families without co-occurrence. 
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We do not yet have a full understanding of how the above changes have improved clients’ experiences in 
Dependency and other courts.  Since it captures client level information, the unified court management 
database (UCM) could be expanded beyond its current calendaring function to capture key client data 
regarding their use of an advocate, referral to and completion of batterer intervention programs, and referral 
to key DVCS services for victims.  
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

In the initial planning year of the local Greenbook Project, cultural competency was identified as a top 
priority.  Santa Clara County reportedly is the most linguistically diverse area in the country, reflecting the 
sheer number of ethnic groups present in the valley.  Local Greenbook planners were concerned that the 
systems were not equipped to adequately understand or serve these various cultural groups. Also of concern 
was the overrepresentation of some ethnic groups in the child welfare system, namely Latinos and African 
Americans.  Three recommendations from the Greenbook spoke to the county’s need for culturally 
competent responses to families experiencing child maltreatment and domestic violence.  

Recommendation # 9:  Cultural competency requires agency leaders to make an ongoing 
commitment to fact-finding in order to determine whether children and families of diverse 
backgrounds are served fairly and capably by their agencies in the reporting and substantiating of 
child maltreatment; in the filing of dependency petitions and foster care placements; and in the 
responses of shelter providers, police, and the courts to domestic assaults and child maltreatment. 

Recommendation # 10:  Child welfare agencies, domestic violence programs, and juvenile courts 
should develop meaningful collaborative relationships with diverse communities in an effort to 
develop effective interventions in those communities. 

Recommendation # 12:  Agencies and courts should build staff capacity to attend more competently 
to clients from diverse communities and income levels. 

To respond to the cultural competency needs of the county’s systems, a project was formed in Year 1 called 
Cultural Competency.  In Year 2, the other local Greenbook projects expressed that cultural competency was 
an issue for them as well, so the project was renamed and reconceived of as the Respect for Culture and 
Community Initiative, with an intention to inform the other local Greenbook projects.  

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommeess  

Increased “System accountability” to community:  Community members provide input to RCCI 
team in order to shape system changes; System will be responsive to feedback; System's response to 
family violence and co-occurrence is culturally competent and relevant 

Increased “community accountability” to itself:   Community residents know how to respond to help 
family violence victims; Increase the community’s collective power to work for social change 

 

 
Project 7:   Respect for Culture and Community Initiative (RCCI) 
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PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

Participants in RCCI included a representative from the Mayor’s office, directors and managers within 
DFCS, staff from community-based organizations, some of whom contract with DFCS, and representatives 
from the DV advocacy community.  

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Conducted outreach and assessment with community to understand needs and solicit input: 
RCCI’s first discussions were about how to operationalize the definition of cultural competency 
into the work of the other six projects but soon evolved into a discussion of the 
overrepresentation of certain ethnic groups in the child welfare system, and questions as to 
whether the child welfare system has worker-or institution-level biases. The group also 
considered whether the impacted ethnic communities (primarily Latino and African American) 
knew about their over-representation in the system, the extent to which they see that as a 
problem in their communities, and if they know how to effectively seek help for victims and 
children either before they enter the system (primary prevention) or how to get help after they 
have entered the system (intervention and secondary prevention).  In short, what emerged from 
the several months of discussions was a desire to make a) the system more culturally sensitive 
and accountable to these communities, while b) working with the community to make it 
more accountable to itself, by being empowered to work for social change and meet the needs 
of its members.  

To assess how to make inroads toward the outcomes of improved community and system 
accountability, RCCI embarked on an extensive community engagement/outreach process.  The 
team identified over 40 front-line community “Gatekeepers” who work directly with people that 
are actually using the DV systems/services, and began a series of community forums.  In all, 
eight strategy sessions were held between January 2003 and December 2004, with attendance 
ranging from 40 to 80 community leaders.  Topics and group work ranged from identifying 
issues and creating strategy plans (Figure 4 below) to learning more about DFCS, Family to 
Family and other programs in the county via presentations.  

Figure 4 — RCCI workgroup strategies, September 03 

Strategy #1 – Develop a list of 
recommendations for much needed resources 
before and after families enter the system. 

Objective – Conduct surveys and/or focus group(s) with 
community members to determine gaps in services and 
information and resource needs of people in the community. 

Strategy #2 – Increase services, education, and 
outreach with an emphasis on 
bilingual/bicultural services. 

Objective – Conduct a community outreach forum within a 
particular cultural community. 
 

Strategy #3 – Identify ways to increase 
accountability in the community and develop 
resources for teens and older victims, including 
domestic violence curriculum in the schools. 

Objective – Cultivate community small businesses as 
distribution sites for educational materials regarding 
domestic violence and child abuse. 
  

Strategy #4 – Raise awareness in the 
community on the overlap of domestic violence 
and child abuse. 

Objective – Develop and conduct a community survey and 
distribute posters/educational materials in a particular 
community. 
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 Created resources for community:  In response to the needs voiced during the strategy sessions, 
RCCI created over 200 “toolkits” for participants, each one including basic facts on DV, 
statistics, penal codes, and a service providers directory. 

 Produced “white paper” to share what was learned:  In December 2004, RCCI produced a “white 
paper” of what they learned with the community, and shared the findings with some of the 
Greenbook projects (BIC, Court Subcommittee, POC, and Project 2) and other Greenbook sites 
around the country.  RCCI also created a 20-minute DVD about the project and what it had 
accomplished.  They also received media coverage by Telemundo, and a periodical (El 
Observador). 

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

In the first year of Greenbook, the cultural competency group completed good work to create a shared 
definition of cultural competency. Picking up where that team left off – and picking up the new name 
“RCCI” – the team began to open the channels of communication between the community and the systems 
that serve them.  In ASR’s view, RCCI has demonstrated tremendous energy and reach to access the 
community as it has, and to learn more about them.  This work has had a direct influence on the RCCI’s 
outcome of helping the community become empowered to create social change and be accountable to itself, 
which includes their ability to recognize the forms of family violence and to intervene in locally appropriate 
ways in their community.  

In order to influence RCCI’s second outcome of system accountability, the next necessary step is to turn the 
“mirror around” as it were and create a process whereby the systems that serve the overrepresented 
communities can learn from what RCCI has found, in order to make systemic improvements.  
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RRaattiioonnaallee  ffoorr  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The Partnership Project was formed the last year of the Greenbook project as a mechanism for staff 
workers from child welfare and domestic violence agencies to discover and address their differences in 
perception and practice when serving co-occurrence families in the child welfare system.  The need for 
this kind of dialogue is recognized in two of the Greenbook recommendations:  

Recommendation # 30:  Domestic violence programs should collaborate with other community 
groups and service providers, child protection services, and juvenile courts. 

DDeessiirreedd  OOuuttccoommee  

Providers/ sectors will have increased understanding of how each other’s systems respond to 
specific cases, and where threats to safety or wellbeing occur, or support could otherwise be 
enhanced  

Providers respond by making tactical policy or practice changes that affect the day to day practices 
of those serving clients 

PPaarrttiicciippaannttss  iinn  tthhee  PPrroojjeecctt  

The Partnership Project consisted of 20 to 25 participants, representing the county’s domestic violence 
agencies and DFCS, parents’ attorneys and County Counsel, mutual health and probation. 

WWhhaatt  AAccttuuaallllyy  OOccccuurrrreedd??      

 Review and discussion of sample child welfare cases:  A consultant working with the project’s 
National Technical Assistance group suggested the innovative format within which staff could 
realize and discuss their differing philosophies.  Each meeting, a designated participant would 
be asked to bring a sample child welfare case for review by the group.  The cases brought 
before the group were actual cases, but with all of the identifying information deleted from 
them, only the “bringer” of the case know the family’s identity. In each meeting, a case would 
be presented, after which participants would discuss how the system responded and how the 
case might be approached differently. 

EEvvaalluuaattoorr’’ss  OObbsseerrvvaattiioonnss  

Key informants interviewed in Year 5 reported that the meetings and format were thought provoking. 
Indeed, in ASR’s observation, the “bottom up” format of discovery is an ideal way to identify the real “rubs” 
in daily operating procedures between the systems.   

 
Project 8:   Partnership Project 
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This project is helping to improve the relationships between domestic violence advocates and social workers 
through case discussion and mutual education. Additionally, the Partnership Project will be sponsoring a 
“networking” event in Spring 2007 where an even larger group of advocates and social workers will have an 
opportunity “to put a face with the name,” discuss issues of common concern and simply get to know each 
other in a less formal setting. 

If the group continues to meet, it might be helpful for the group to begin creating “baskets” for this input so 
that the feedback can be organized and brought to higher levels in the agency, and, hopefully, lead to 
agency-wide policy change.  
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Year 1:  May 2001- April 2002 

During the first year of implementation, the projects within the Greenbook Initiative spent much of their 
time taking stock and planning for the specific intervention desired.  In doing so, Year 1 mainly consisted of 
several months of fact-finding for a number of the projects, particularly Project 1 (DV advocates) and 
Project 4 (multi-disciplinary response).  Member of these projects traveled to states with best practice 
models to gain knowledge regarding court advocacy or immediate response.   

As Project 1 and Project 4 spent time gathering information of best practices, Project 2 (Cross-training) 
faced difficulties defining its primary outcomes and activities.  There were conflicting ideas regarding the 
role of this project not only among committee members but also among members of the other projects.  
Ultimately, members of Project 2 agreed upon focusing its efforts on a large Greenbook “101” type of 
training.  They also developed training procedures to serve as a training document that another county could 
use if they were just starting a Greenbook project.       

Project 5 was quick to identify gaps within their agency’s procedures and protocols for families dealing with 
child maltreatment and domestic violence, and forged ahead in addressing those gaps.  They 1) revised the 
“blaming” language used in court petitions, 2) developed a DV service needs checklist and a list of 
recommended services to be included in a client’s case plan, 3) developed safety plan guidelines, and 4) 
renewed a contract with a local domestic violence agency to provide two DV advocates that would help 
divert families from dependency court where possible. 10  

Year 2:  May 2002 - April 2003   

Following the completion of the logic model, ASR worked with the various projects to solidify activities to 
meet the outcomes set forth by each of the projects in Year 2.  Additionally, after having gathered 
information on best practices and overcoming mistrust and miscommunication in the first year of the 
Initiative, Year 2 was filled with the development of several processes and products as follows: 

• Project 1 implemented a formalized process for decision-making with the assistance of an 
outside consultant.   

• Project 2 defined training targets and operationalized the broad training outcomes into specific 
learning objects for each audience.  In this process, speakers were identified, and a loose 
curriculum or training framework was solidified.   

• To address batterer accountability, Greenbook staff approached the Batterers Intervention 
Committee of the DV Council and secured their interest in working with Greenbook on this 
issue, resulting in the development of Project 3.        

                                                 
10  This contract was developed during Greenbook’s planning year prior to Federal funding, which was made possible through Packard Foundation support. 

 
Summary of Local Project Activities 



Applied Survey Research — 2006 52 

• Project 4 developed a protocol for immediate response in South County (Gilroy, Morgan Hill).   

• With the help of members from Project 2, Project 5 trained social workers on the new policies 
and products that had been developed in Year 1.  Committee members also refined the domestic 
violence assessment tool with the help of National Technical Assistance.  Project 5 also 
included the participation of representatives from Victim Witness and CalWORKS in Year 2.      

• To respond to the Initiative’s desire to improve coordination across courts, Greenbook 
management (Kids in Common) decided to partner with the County DV Council’s courts 
subcommittee, instead of forming a separate project.  

• RCCI identified its outcomes as a) making the system more culturally sensitive and accountable 
to the community, while working with b) the community to make it more able to “take care of 
its own,” or be more “accountable.”  With the help of National Technical Assistance, the group 
decided to launch a community outreach process to learn from leaders of targeted communities 
about their perceptions of DV and child maltreatment, and what resources the community 
needed so that systems could be more helpful and accountable to victims and children.   

Year 3:   May 2003 – April 2004 

As work plans for the various projects were already established by May 2003, members of the various 
projects worked on finalizing products, refining existing products, or creating new products to further meet 
their project goals, as evidenced by the following:    

• Project 1 adopted the protocol for the advocate position. 

• Project 2 continued to implement various trainings for different target audiences. 

• Project 3 identified poor tracking of batterers and the need for aftercare support for batterer as 
their main areas of interest.  A subcommittee called Aftercare was also formed and began 
researching after care models and the interests of batterers currently in treatment.  

• Project 4 drafted an ideal response document, which provides appropriate responses to domestic 
violence-related incidents.  Project 4 was also awarded a VAWA grant that enabled the group to 
hire a DV advocate to launch DVRT (immediate response) in South County.   

• Project 5 continued to train social workers on products (policies, documents) developed in Year 
1, specifically, petition and recommendation language and safety plan guidelines. 

• Project 6:  Domestic violence advocates drafted a letter to the DV Council’s Subcommittee for 
Coordinated Courts to communicate safety concerns for victims as they appear in court and 
provided recommendations to address those concerns. 

• RCCI launched several of their community leader strategy meetings. 



Applied Survey Research — 2006 53 

By the end of Year 3, many of the projects had successfully accomplished most of the activities on their 
workplan.  To determine what needed to be accomplished in the remaining two years, a retreat was planned 
for Fall 04.  To help plan for that retreat, a survey was conducted with POC members, and the common 
theme that emerged was the need for the project to attend to the differing philosophies between DV agencies 
and child welfare/courts, in order to strengthen the relationship between them.  

Year 4:   May 2004 – April 2005 

A summary of Greenbook’s work in Year 4 is as follows: 

• Project 1:  The advocate protocol was reviewed by the executive committee.  The series of 
discussions surfaced some important issues that ultimately took more than a year to come to 
agreement (and sparked the first Hot Button Issue/cross systems dialogue, described below), 
and those were whether advocates should have a clinical background and be able to speak on 
behalf of their clients with child welfare and the courts.  The domestic violence advocacy 
community was concerned about advocates speaking on behalf of clients because they have a 
general concern about how families’ violence-related information is dealt with in child welfare, 
namely, whether it leads to increased allegations of failure to protect for the non-offending 
parent, and/or whether such information was used to mandate non-offending parents to 
undifferentiated services as a condition of their case plan.  Ultimately, the protocol was 
approved by POC, with the specification that the advocate was to be a ‘silent’ partner and not 
speak with the system on behalf of her client(s).  Meanwhile, the advocate providing clinical 
support services in dependency court continued to formalize her model of advocacy in the 
courts by forming a non-profit called Domestic Violence Intervention Collaborative.   

• Project 2:  ASR conducted follow up interviews with trainees and determined that some were 
not retaining knowledge or applying it on their jobs. This led to a more deliberate recruiting 
strategy in order to train people who were in the position to use what they learned in their jobs.   

• Project 3:  ASR interviewed key BIC representatives to create a system map, diagramming the 
intended flow of information between the DV criminal court, probation, and BIP.   

• Project 4:  To aid in evaluation, DVRT, Greenbook staff and ASR discuss specific outcomes.  
However, due to low call volume (only 8 advocate responses to the field),  the team struggled 
with how to evaluate progress.  The team decided to conduct phone interviews with the few 
clients served to see how the intervention worked for them.   ASR drafted a protocol and asked 
DVRT to recruit respondents.   

• Project 5: attempted to find a new area of focus:  Screening? Access to services? Better parent 
understanding of system?   Due to severe resource constraints and external demands on their 
time, Project 5 did not end up taking on a new focus area, but instead worked on infusing 
Greenbook principles into other initiatives and mandates, such as TDMs, joint response and 
Child Welfare Redesign. 
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• Project 6:  Greenbook staff and ASR met with Judge Edwards to discuss what the project 
would be working on in the remaining time, and how its work might be assessed.   The judge 
proposed that the Court subcommittee could focus its attention on Greenbook Recommendation 
#57.  ASR in turn offered to do an assessment of judges’ current practices with respect to Rec 
#57, so that the subcommittee could learn where best to intervene.  

• RCCI completed their community forums in December 2004 and finalized a white paper of 
what they had learned in the process.  

• The Retreat was held in Fall 2004, during which Greenbook stakeholders (project leaders, 
chairs, participants) brainstormed top remaining issues and needs, and sticking points making it 
difficult to get the work done.  National Technical Assistance’s consultant helped the group 
devise a strategy to deal with hot button issues, via what she called a “cross systems dialogue,” 
during which differences of opinion could be discussed in a constructive manner.  

• In February 2005, the Partnership Project was launched as a forum for multidisciplinary case 
reviews to identify philosophical, policy or practice differences amongst systems/ sectors that 
serve co-occurrence families.  

Year 5:   May 2005 – April 2006 

The focus of the last year of the grant was on attending to philosophical differences between sectors, and on 
planning for sustainability beyond the grant.  Activities included:  

• The first cross systems dialogue was held, focused on “Failure to Protect.”  The meeting, 
facilitated by National TA’s consultant, involved having each sector prepare and share position 
papers on the Failure to Protect issue.  

• Project 1: Met again to discuss funding, but could not find any, and decided to sunset.  

• Project 2:  Continued to conduct trainings, using hypothetical case to draw out and discuss 
philosophical differences between trainees.  

• Project 3:  Made enhancements to their CJIS database in order to better track batterers. A 
former Greenbook staff takes over as chair of BIC. 

• Project 4:  It ultimately was not possible to interview clients who had a “joint response”, or 
even a “coordinated” response in South County, because there simply weren’t any documented:  
no joint “on scene” DFCS/CS responses occurred, and though DFCS or Community Solutions 
may have separately worked with victims, Community Solutions was not tracking which of the 
clients served by its law enforcement liason were also reportedly working with DFCS.  Thus, 
though those clients likely existed, it was not possible to learn a) if and b) how the coordination 
was helpful to them, or whether it helped divert further involvement in the child welfare system. 
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• Greenbook staff and ASR held several sessions with POC members to identify the top areas of 
Greenbook to sustain, based on a set of agreed upon criteria. In order, these were: RCCI, 
Project 2, Project 5, Partnership Project, followed by POC and Cross-systems dialogue (tied).  

• Greenbook staff and project stakeholders conducted a Safety Audit to determine remaining gaps 
in safety for victims and their children across a variety of systems, including DFCS, Probation, 
Batterers Intervention Programs, Dependency and Family Court, Domestic Violence Agencies, 
Law Enforcement and the District Attorney’s office.  A report of findings is forthcoming.  
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PART 2 : 

 
What difference has     
Greenbook made? 

 
 

How is a Family’s journey through 
the County’s systems different 

today than it would have been in 
2001? 

 
 

The Contribution of Greenbook and Related Efforts to 
Improving the County’s Response to Family Violence  
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  TThhee  rreeppoorrtteedd  lleevveell  ooff  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aabboouutt  tthhee  ccoo--ooccccuurrrreennccee  ooff  ddoommeessttiicc  
vviioolleennccee  aanndd  cchhiilldd  mmaallttrreeaattmmeenntt  hhaass  iinnccrreeaasseedd  aammoonnggsstt  ssyysstteemm  lleeaaddeerrss  
aassssoocciiaatteedd  wwiitthh  GGrreeeennbbooookk..  

Since the beginning of the project in 2000, Greenbook stakeholders have acknowledged the need for 
increased knowledge and sensitivity regarding the co-occurrence of domestic violence and child 
maltreatment across the system (s), understanding that the care with which the system responds to 
each family coming in has a strong influence in shaping their subsequent trajectory in the system. 

Knowledge changes across a system are hard to gauge.  The easiest method, and that being of self-
report, can often return results that are not as desired;  because “you don’t know what you don’t 
know,” people often rate themselves initially as being knowledgeable, only to discover later as they 
are exposed to the information that they aren’t as knowledgeable as they thought, and in fact, may 
still have a lot to learn.  Despite these caveats, Greenbook stakeholders in Santa Clara County report 
that they were more knowledgeable about co-occurrence in 2003 than they were in 2000 (Figure 5). 

Figure 5 — Implementation Team attendees’ reported level of knowledge about  
co-occurrence, 2000 and 2003 
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Source: Implementation Team Survey, Applied Survey Research, 2000(n=72)  and 2003 (n=39).    

Influences: 

 Greenbook Implementation Team meetings:  Held once a year, these were large, all day 
meetings attended by 60 to 100 stakeholders.  The format allowed for information to be shared 
in a variety of ways, including expert presentations as well as participant breakout sessions. 

 Greenbook’s Project Oversight Committee meetings and projects:  The discussions that 
occurred within POC and project meetings were examples of “learning by doing,” and the 
complexity of the dialogue was greater and more organic than that which could be presented in 
a formal training.  

 
Improved Capability of Staff 
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  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  cchhiillddrreenn  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  bbee  sseerrvveedd  bbyy  
sseennssiittiizzeedd,,  rreessoouurrcceeffuull  ssttaaffff..      

The knowledge needs noted by Greenbook leaders have also been noted by clients. About one-third 
of respondents in ASR’s 2003 study of child welfare and DV agency clients suggested 
improvements about the person(s) offering services, whether it was BIP facilitators, CPS social 
workers, or shelter staff.  Typically these suggestions were for staff to be better listeners, not blame, 
and to more competently provide services (be knowledgeable about what they were doing).  

As part of Greenbook, at least 700 staff representing law enforcement, courts, social workers, and 
CBOs have been cross-trained on the dynamics of domestic violence, the co-occurrence of domestic 
violence and child maltreatment, the impact on children, how to screen and assess for domestic 
violence, resources and referrals in the county, and how other systems and agencies work. These 
individuals were trained using a locally developed curriculum, delivered in an 8-hour session.  

Pre and post tests were conducted to pilot test the curriculum, and those indicated that the 
percentage of correct responses increased for all items related to knowledge of domestic violence 
and policies/procedures of other sectors.  The pre/post tests were phased out once the curriculum 
was finalized, but a general post training satisfaction survey remained in place until the end of the 
project.  The figure below presents the percentage of training participants who felt the 8-hour 
training was helpful or very helpful. 

Figure 6 — Percentage of participants who felt cross-training was helpful / very helpful 
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   Source:  ASR –  Post training surveys.  2003 (n=29), 2004 (n=45), 2005 (n=32), 2006 (n=31) 

Influences: 

 Greenbook’s Project 2 Trainings:  Over the course of the project, 18 trainings were 
conducted, each including 25 to 80 targeted stakeholders, for a total of over 700 individuals. 
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  CChhiillddrreenn  wwhhoo  mmaayy  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  eexxppoosseedd  ttoo  vviioolleennccee  aarree  nnooww  lleessss  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  
bbee  rreemmoovveedd  ffrroomm  tthheeiirr  hhoommeess  aanndd  ppllaacceedd  iinn  aa  sshheelltteerr..      

Since the beginning of the project, Greenbook stakeholders have been concerned about the impact 
that removal from the home has on children.  They felt that the child was already traumatized by the 
maltreatment or domestic violence in their home; to be taken away in a police car and placed at a 
shelter doubled the level of trauma and anxiety for children. If at all possible, stakeholders wanted 
to find ways to avoid removing the child from the home, or, if removal was necessary, to place the 
child in a relative’s care temporarily until a more stable, arrangement could be found.  As seen in 
Figure 7 below, data now show that the number of children removed from the home and brought to 
the Children’s Shelter has steadily decreased since 2000. 

Figure 7 — Number of Admits to Children’s Shelter, and Average Daily Population 

Source: Santa Clara County’s Children Shelter, 2006. 

In addition, children whose immediate safety is not at risk may be reunited with their 
parents/caretakers within four days or less, in an effort to avoid further trauma to the family. As 
indicated  in Figure 8, the number of children who spent more than four days away from their 
parents/caretakers decreased by 58% from 2002/2003 to 2004/2005. 

Figure 8 — Number of children removed for more than four days 

Source: California Child Welfare Services/ Case Management System site. 
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Influences: 

 Protocol on When to Contact CPS in Domestic Violence Cases: A Guide for Mandated 
Reporters (2003): Developed by Mike Clark, Lead Deputy County Counsel and domestic 
violence agency leadership, this protocol clarified the criteria under which exposure to domestic 
violence was grounds for calling CPS. Mike Clark attended several Greenbook meetings. 

 Joint Response:  Social workers join law enforcement at the scene within 30 minutes to assess 
risk to the child and to determine if removal is necessary.  Launched in 2004, the project has 
been implemented in at least six cities in the county.  Several Greenbook staff or project team 
members participated in the development of this protocol.  

 Law Enforcement’s Domestic Violence Protocol: Updated each year by the Chief’s 
Association, the protocol details how responding officers should involve CPS, and how to link 
domestic violence victims with resources.  Several Greenbook staff or project team members 
participated in the development of this protocol.  (Appendix 8) 

 Team Decision Making:  Multiple perspectives are taken into consideration when a family’s 
child welfare case plan is getting created.   

  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  rreecceeiivvee  pphhoonnee  ssuuppppoorrtt  ffrroomm  aa  DDVV  
aaddvvooccaattee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  aa  DDVV  iinncciiddeenntt,,  ooffffeerriinngg  ccrriissiiss  iinntteerrvveennttiioonn  aanndd  
rreessoouurrcceess..  

Each year in Santa Clara County, there are about 6,000 calls to law enforcement for domestic 
violence assistance; in about 1,300 of those calls for help, there is a weapon involved. The period 
following an incident of domestic violence is an isolating and scary one. The victim’s family and 
friends may not know what has just occurred, or if they do, may feel powerless or intimidated to 
intervene. The victim herself does not have to read the literature on separation violence to know that 
attempting to leave or otherwise change her circumstances will increase the level of danger she 
faces.  The traumatic impact of this period is only heightened and complicated if she has children in 
the home.  

Due to several influences (below), domestic violence victims are now more likely to receive a call 
from a DV advocate, who is sensitive to their needs, can help them assess the danger they are in, 
create with them a safety plan, and help bridge them to critical resources.  The data are as follows:  
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Figure 9 — Number of Domestic Violence Victims Assisted with Phone Support 

 In 2005/06, law enforcement from San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell and the 
Sheriff’s department referred 4,367 victims to Next Door, all of whom were 
reached at least once.  In 2003, the Next Door advocate co-located at San 
Jose’s Family Violence Center was making an average of 400 calls a 
month to DV victims who had just had a law enforcement response to their 
home. 

 Community Solutions serves approximately 400-500 victims each year, either 
through follow up calls from police reports or as walk-ins.  Between July and 
December 2005, the DVRT advocate in South County served 57 victims. 

 Between the period of July and December 2005, Support Network for Battered 
Women’s Victim Advocacy Project advocate reviewed police reports and 
followed up with 563 victims from the cities of Mountain View, Sunnyvale, 
Palo Alto and Los Altos Hills.  

Influences: 

 Law Enforcement’s Domestic Violence Protocol: Updated each year by the Chief’s 
Association, the protocol details how responding officers should involve CPS, and how to link 
domestic violence victims with resources.  Several Greenbook staff or project team members 
participated in the development of this protocol. 

 Project 4’s South County DVRT & Family Violence Center:  As described previously, both 
efforts enabled advocates to provide in person or phone support to victims.  

 Grants to Encourage Arrest:  Grant from Office of Violence Against Women, written by 
Greenbook staff and the local domestic violence agencies, awarded in September 2003.  The 
Grant funded the advocate for South County’s DVRT, and also funded a county-wide language 
bank and a dedicated advocate for the Victim Advocacy Project in North County, which 
involved the review of police reports, phone support, court accompaniment and many other 
services. 
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  FFaammiilliieess  ccoommiinngg  iinnttoo  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  bbee  ssccrreeeenneedd  ffoorr  DDVV..  

Because of the volatility and instability that domestic violence introduces into a family, the project’s Federal 
Expectations as well as Greenbook’s Recommendation # 18 acknowledged the importance of early 
identification of domestic violence when families are entering the child welfare system:  

Child protection services should develop screening and assessment procedures, information 
systems, and case monitoring protocols and staff training to identify and respond to domestic 
violence and to promote family safety. 

Though Santa Clara County’s Department of Family and Children’s Services did not require 
workers to use one screening tool, a tool that was used fairly consistently across the department was 
the California Safety Assessment.  The tool assisted workers to screen families and children on a 
number of risk factors, one of them being domestic violence.  Based on three different random 
samples of child welfare cases reviewed, the percentage of DFCS cases in which the California 
Safety Assessment was used to identify DV increased during the course of the Greenbook project.  

Figure 10 — Percent of DFCS cases screened for DV  
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Source:  ASR – Case Abstraction. N= 150 each yea.r 

 

Influences: 

 Project 5 — DFCS practice:  In 2001 and 2002, Project 5 developed several products aimed at 
improving the safety planning, case planning and service outcomes of co-occurrence families in 
the system. The agency trained its workers on the new products and procedures.  As mentioned 
above, though the agency did not mandate that one tool be used agency wide, Project 5 did 
focus a great deal of attention on the identification of and attention to domestic violence in its 
client families.  
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  FFaammiilliieess  ccoommiinngg  iinnttoo  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  hhaavvee  tthheeiirr  ccaasseess  
ddiivveerrtteedd  ttoo  vvoolluunnttaarryy  sseerrvviicceess  rraatthheerr  tthhaann  ffoorr  DDeeppeennddeennccyy  CCoouurrtt  
IInntteerrvveennttiioonn..  

The trend in child welfare services is to provide a differentiated response to families coming into the 
system.  For families, this response is important because it recognizes not only their individual risks, 
but also the assets that they can draw upon.  Indeed, ASR’s interviews with 11 CPS clients who also 
faced domestic violence found that they were not involved in determining their needs or services, 
whereas DV clients interviewed at DV agencies reported that they were involved in this process.  
Involving clients in identifying needs and planning services may help ensure that service plans are 
relevant to them, and increase the likelihood that they will follow through with those plans. For the 
system, a differentiated response is also beneficial because it allows child welfare agencies and the 
courts to conserve the most intensive resources – the dependency court pathway – for those families 
with the highest risk.  Families with less risk are served in the less intensive, more community-
based pathways of Informal Supervision or Voluntary Family Maintenance.  The more 
comprehensive, sensitive and timely the initial assessment of risk, the better able child welfare is to 
determine which of several service pathways will be most beneficial to the child and the family.   

Greenbook stakeholders, ranging from judicial officers to child welfare staff to domestic violence 
advocates, have wanted to see more thorough assessments be done of families’ risks and assets, in 
order to help more families be diverted from the dependency court system.  Over the past few years, 
families coming into the system have become more likely to be diverted for voluntary services than 
the court pathway, though the number of 300 petitions filed for court intervention has risen again 
over the last two years.  Key informants speculated that the rise in meth-exposed births may be 
linked to the increase in petitions filed. 

Figure 11 — Number of children within DFCS whose families receive voluntary services 
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Influences: 

 Family to Family’s Team Decision Making process for case planning in DFCS has helped 
ensure that a comprehensive assessment of each family’s risks, needs and strengths is done 
early, possibly resulting in more cases being deemed appropriate for less intensive pathways.  
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  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  iinn  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  hhaavvee  nnoonn--bbllaammiinngg  llaanngguuaaggee  
iinncclluuddeedd  iinn  tthheeiirr  ppeettiittiioonnss..  

The authors of the Greenbook as well as local Greenbook planners have recognized that the 
language used with and about families can create an adversarial relationship between those families 
and the child welfare system, particularly if that language is used to blame the non-abusive parent.  
One of the Greenbook recommendations (#22) suggests that Child protection services should avoid 
strategies that blame a non-abusive parent for the violence committed by others. 

One of the Juvenile Dependency judges remarked that the “paradigm” in the court room had 
changed dramatically as a result of the Greenbook, and that it was no longer a climate of “us versus 
them,” and cited an example in which County Counsel asked a social worker to change language in 
her report that referred to the parent as a “liar.”  

ASR’s case abstraction, conducted three times on random samples of child welfare cases, found that 
the use of DFCS-recommended, non-blaming language in petitions had indeed increased over the 
years since it was developed.  

Figure 12 — Percentage of DV cases within DFCS random sample that had petitions using 
the non-blaming Petition Language 
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Source:  Applied Survey Research, Case Abstraction.  2003 n= 63, 2004 n= 34. 

 

Influences: 

 Project 5 — DFCS Practice:  One of the team’s early products (2002) was a set of non-
blaming petition language to be used in cases of domestic violence.  Project 5 trained DFCS 
social workers on how to use this language in their petitions.  

 

 
Increased Opportunities for Healing 
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  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  iinn  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  hhaavvee  DDVV--aapppprroopprriiaattee  sseerrvviicceess  
iinncclluuddeedd  iinn  tthheeiirr  ppeettiittiioonnss..  

Recognizing the complexity of domestic violence in the lives of families in the child welfare 
system, DFCS felt the need to identify the specific services needed to intervene in the cycle of 
family violence.  In particular, the agency felt separate service menus were needed for the victim, 
batterer and child, differentiated to account for the co-occurrence of other factors such as mental 
health and substance abuse. Further, DFCS felt that victims and batterers should have separate case 
plans, and for safety reasons, should not attend key classes together, such as Parenting without 
Violence. The department crafted a set of service plan recommendations and trained its workers on 
how to use the recommendations in their petitions.   

As seen below, ASR’s case abstraction, conducted three times on random samples of child welfare 
cases, found that the use of recommended differentiated DV services in petitions had indeed 
increased over the years.  

Figure 13 — Percentage of DV cases within DFCS random sample that had petitions using 
the differentiated DV Services 
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Source:  Applied Survey Research, Case Abstraction.  2003 n= 63, 2004 n= 34. 

Influences: 

 Project 5 — DFCS practice:  One of Project 5’s early products (2002) was a set of domestic 
violence service recommendations for the case plans of batterers, victims and children.  Project 
5 also organized and offered training for all social workers, and put the “recs” on their internal 
drive for easy access.   
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  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  iinn  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  bbee  lliinnkkeedd  ttoo  ccrriittiiccaall  sseerrvviicceess,,    
ssuucchh  aass  SSaaffeettyy  PPllaannnniinngg,,  DDVV  SSuuppppoorrtt  GGrroouuppss,,  aanndd  PPaarreennttiinngg  WWiitthhoouutt  
VViioolleennccee  CCllaasssseess..  

Having differentiated service plans included in their families’ petitions is a good first step, but did 
the families in DFCS get referred to these critical services?  Were they the kind of services that 
were needed for the family?  In the Spring of 2003, ASR conducted interviews with 11 DV victims 
randomly selected from DFCS’ DV unit.  When asked what was the most positive thing about their 
involvement with child welfare, 6 out of 11 DV victims found the DV support groups to be the 
most positive aspect, while 3 out of 8 respondents who reported substance abuse issues said that the 
substance abuse services were the most helpful.   

As seen in Figure 14 below, the inclusion of key service recommendations in their petitions by 
Dependency Intake workers appears to have enabled Continuing Social Workers to increase 
referrals for the families served.  The data in Figure 13 below indicates that an increasing 
percentage of families received referrals for at least one critical service, thereby increasing the 
opportunities for healing within the family. 

Figure 14 — Percent of all DV victims within DFCS random sample who received at least 
one referral for services 
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Source:  ASR – Case Abstraction. Note:  2001 n= 54, 2003 n= 63, 2004 n= 34. Includes voluntary and court cases. 

 

 

Influences: 

 Project 5 – DFCS practice:  The service recommendations in families’ petitions and agency 
trainings made it easier for continuing social workers to identify – and make - the necessary 
referrals for victims.  
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  CChhiillddrreenn  iinn  DDFFCCSS  wwhhoo  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  eexxppoosseedd  ttoo  DDVV  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  
bbee  lliinnkkeedd  ttoo  ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess  ffoorr  hheeaalliinngg,,  ssuucchh  aass  ppllaayy  tthheerraappyy  aanndd  
iinnddiivviidduuaall  ccoouunnsseelliinngg..  

While all children do not have the same responses to domestic violence, the impacts of witnessing 
violence and experiencing maltreatment have been aptly demonstrated in the research, as has the 
likelihood that exposure to such trauma as a child increases the likelihood of repeating that violence 
as adults.  For these reasons, Greenbook stakeholders felt that it was paramount to ensure that 
children in the child welfare system were given the opportunity to heal, and move toward a 
normalized relationship with their parents.  

As seen in Figure 15 below, the percentage of “co-occurrence” children in three random samples of 
child welfare cases who received referrals to critical services for healing increased during the 
Greenbook Initiative.  

Figure 15 — Percent of all children of DV victims within DFCS random sample who 
received at least one referral for services 
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Source:  ASR – Case Abstraction. Note:  Note:  2001 n= 54, 2003 n= 63, 2004 n= 34. Includes voluntary and court 
cases 

 

 

Influences: 

 Project 5 – DFCS practice:  The service recommendations in families’ petitions and agency 
trainings made it easier for Continuing social workers to discern – and make - the necessary 
referrals for children. 
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  DDoommeessttiicc  VViioolleennccee  vviiccttiimmss  iinn  DDeeppeennddeennccyy  CCoouurrtt  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  
bbeenneeffiitt  ffrroomm  cclliinniiccaall  ssuuppppoorrtt..  

Critical decisions are made with the family during their dependency court dates, and the moments in 
the court room can be emotional for all family members involved.  Therefore, in addition to being 
linked to critical services while families were completing their overall child welfare case plans, 
Greenbook stakeholders from the courts felt there was a need for clinical support for victims and 
children who had cases in dependency court.  In particular, they cited the need for professional, 
clinical level support services for victims, assisting clients through the hearings, helping them 
advocate for their needs, and, if needed, providing domestic violence assessments of victims’ 
situations. 

As seen in Figure 16 below, the number of victims who received clinical support in dependency 
court has increased greatly during the Greenbook project.  In fact, there were no clinical support 
services available in the courtroom prior to the Initiative.  

Figure 16 — Number of DV victims who have received clinical support and the number of 
children in their families  
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Source:  Domestic Violence Intervention Collaborative.  Note:  About 3% of the cases are Diversion cases, Voluntary 
Family Maintenance or Informal Supervision. 

 

 

Influences: 

 Project 6 – Courts:  Since 2004/05, Dependency Court judges and DFCS have contracted the 
DV Intervention Collaborative to provide clinical support services in the courtroom. Prior to 
that, the primary clinician of the collaborative had independent contacts with the department to 
provide similar services to the court, beginning in 2002.   
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  AA  ggrreeaatteerr  pprrooppoorrttiioonn  ooff  DDVV  vviiccttiimmss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  cchhiillddrreenn  aarree  rreecceeiivviinngg  VViiccttiimm  
WWiittnneessss  ssuuppppoorrtt  ffoorr  hhoouussiinngg  aanndd//  oorr  ccoouunnsseelliinngg..  

Victims Against Crime is a program of the California Attorney General’s Office that, in the context 
of domestic violence, provides a one-time housing resettlement fee (estimated $2000) to victims, 
and funding for children to access therapy. Adult victims may also receive funds for therapy and to 
change locks. The “Victim Witness” funds, as they are called colloquially, are an important but 
underutilized support for victims and their children that can greatly aid in safety (victim is also to 
become independent from the batterer) and healing for children.  As such, DFCS identified the 
utilization of Victim Witness funds as a strategic means to make more resources available to their 
clients that also were dealing with domestic violence.  

As seen in Figures 17 and 18 below, the number of claims for Victim Witness funding increased 
during the Initiative in DFCS as well as across the county.    

Figure 17 — Number of adult DV victims and children in DFCS for whom Victim Witness 
claims were filed  
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Figure 18 — Number of adult DV victims and children County-wide for whom Victim 
Witness claims were filed  
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Source: Santa Clara County Victim Witness, California Attorney General’s Office. 
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Influences: 

 Project 5 — DFCS Practice:  Project 5 instituted a policy whereby all substantiated cases of 
maltreatment that also involved domestic violence were forwarded by social workers to a 
Victim Witness representative who was co-located at the agency.  This representative screened 
all cases for eligibility and processed claims for the applicants.  

  BBaatttteerreerrss  iinn  DDFFCCSS  aarree  nnooww  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  bbee  rreeffeerrrreedd  ffoorr  bbaatttteerreerr  aanndd  
AAOODD  ttrreeaattmmeenntt..  

Addressing the issues of the batterer is likely the single most important step in breaking the cycle of 
violence within a family.  DFCS recognized a need for this, and as such, included referrals to 
batterer treatment and other critical programs in their differentiated service recommendations for 
families experiencing domestic violence.   

As seen in Figure 19 below, the percentage of batterers receiving referrals to 52 week batterers 
intervention programs, Parenting Without Violence classes and 12 step meetings for substance use  
have increased during the Greenbook project.  

Figure 19 — Percent of all batterers of DV victims within DFCS random sample who 
received a referral for DV and AOD services 
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Source:  ASR – Case Abstraction. Note:  Percentage taken of all batterers who received at least one referral for 
services:  2001 n= 43, 2003 n= 40, 2004 n= 26. Includes voluntary and court cases. 

Influences: 

 Project 5 – DFCS practice:  The service recommendations in families’ petitions and agency 
trainings made it easier for Continuing social workers to make the necessary referrals for 
batterers.  
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  TThhee  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  bbaatttteerreerrss  rreeffeerrrreedd  ffoorr  5522  wweeeekk  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  pprrooggrraammss  
aaccrroossss  tthhee  CCoouunnttyy  iiss  iimmpprroovviinngg  rreellaattiivvee  ttoo  tthhee  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  vviioolleenntt  DDVV  ccaallllss..  

Beyond DFCS, Greenbook locally and nationally has had an interest in increasing the number of 
batterers referred to 52 week batterers intervention programs (BIPs).  It is helpful to look at 
enrollment and referral data for BIPS in the context of the overall prevalence of domestic violence 
in the county;  if DV is on the rise, one would hope that BIP enrollements would also rise.  The 
prevalence of domestic violence calls with weapons has actually declined markedly in the county, 
while the number of batterers enrolling in and/ or completing BIPs has only slightly declined.  In 
other words, it appears that a greater proportion of batterers are in such programs during the period 
of time the Greenbook Initiative has been active in the county.  

Figure 20 — Number of batterers referred to BIP each year, and number of batterers who 
complete BIP each year  
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Source: Santa Clara County Probation, California Attorney General’s Office.  Note: 2001 data on BIP enrollment and 
completion were not available for all BIP programs; and 2003 BIP enrollment and completion data were not available.  
The definition of ‘weapons’ changed in 2002; hence, subsequent data are not comparable to previous years.    

 

 

Influences: 

 Project 3 – Batterers Intervention Committee:  As discussed previously, the collaboration 
between BIC and Greenbook has emphasized finding ways to ensure more batterers are sent to 
and complete BIPS.  ASR’s system map, created for BIC, identified the areas in which referral 
and monitoring mechanisms between the courts, BIPS and probation were weak.  A criminal 
court judge who attended BIC was instrumental in adding fields to the county’s Criminal 
Justice Information Control (CJIC) database to allow for more seamless tracking of batterers as 
they get referred to and participate in BIPS.  
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Greenbook’s theory of change is that by better training and coordinating the systems into which co-
occurrence families enter and are served, families will receive more timely, sensitive and appropriate 
services, will experience healing and normalized relationships, and will be less likely to experience further 
violence, in that fewer batterer will recidivate, and children and their families will live in abuse-free homes.  
(Please see Figure 2 — Detailed Logic Model of the initiative’s theory of change).  Simply put, the initiative 
is a systems-change intervention effort with the ultimate aim of secondary prevention of family violence.   

All of the findings presented in Part 2 thus far have detailed the efforts of the Greenbook project and its 
partners to build the scaffolding across the systems and communities needed to reduce family violence.  The 
question therefore is:  over the period of time in which these various system change efforts have occurred, 
has there been a change in the prevalence of family violence?   

The following findings present data that begin to answer this question.  Please note that as these are county-
level data, not Greenbook-participant level data, these data are presented to assess Greenbook’s possible 
contribution to county trends, rather than claim attribution of effect.  Secondly, true prevalence of family 
violence cannot be determined, and proxies must be used instead.  Proxies are not infallible:  there may be 
forces other than the programmatic we are trying to assess that may be wielding influence on the proxy 
indicator.  Therefore, several proxy indicators are presented, and should be reviewed together – not 
individually -  for what they may be telling us about family violence in Santa Clara County.  

  TThhee  rraattee  ooff  DDVV  ccaallllss  ttoo  llaaww  eennffoorrcceemmeenntt  ffoorr  aassssiissttaannccee  hhaass  ddeeccrreeaasseedd  iinn  
SSaannttaa  CCllaarraa  CCoouunnttyy  jjuurriissddiiccttiioonnss..  

Only about half of domestic violence incidents are reported to police. The most common reasons for 
not reporting domestic violence to police are that victims view the incident as a personal or private 
matter, they fear retaliation from their abuser, and they do not believe that police will do anything 
about the incident.11 Even with this dramatic under-reporting, domestic violence calls constitute 
approximately half of all violent crime calls to police departments.12 Sometimes it is the victim or 
family member who make these calls, and other times it is neighbors or other community members 
who witness or suspect violence is occurring.   

When a community initiative is focused on outreach and early intervention to reduce tolerance for 
domestic violence, we expect to see a rise in DV calls for assistance, in that individuals become 
more willing to pick up the phone and intervene.  On the other hand, when a community initiative is 
focused on effective intervention of the responding systems, we hope to see a reduction in calls, in 
that the families that generated previous calls to law enforcement are no longer generating them, 
because the cycle of violence in their lives has been intercepted by domestic violence agencies, the 
faith community or other community supports.  Greenbook has been focused on both levels:  

                                                 
11 Lawrence A. Greenfeld et al. (1998). Violence by Intimates: Analysis of Data on Crimes by Current or Former Spouses, Boyfriends, and Girlfriends. Bureau of 
Justice Statistics Factbook. Washington DC: U.S. Department of Justice. NCJ #167237. Available from National Criminal Justice Reference Service. 
12 Michael Cassidy, Caroline G. Nicholl, & Carmen R. Ross (2001). Results of a Survey Conducted by the Metropolitan Police Department of Victims who Reported 
Violence Against Women. Available from the DC Metropolitan Police Department (202-727-5029). 
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outreach regarding DV and relevant community resources (RCCI and law enforcement protocol – 
referral cards), as well as intensive intervention for families experiencing DV (advocacy, 
counseling, education such as parenting without violence, and batterers intervention). 

The figure below presents the rate of calls requesting domestic violence assistance across several 
Santa Clara County jurisdictions.  The county is large, and as such, not all jurisdictions can be easily 
presented below.  Instead, what are shown are those areas in which there has been Greenbook or 
partner efforts over the years (e.g. San Jose, South County’s Gilroy and Sheriff’s Office, Campbell,  
Mountain View, and Palo Alto). 

Figure 21 — Rate of calls per 1000 population  
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Source: California Attorney Generals’ Office, 2006. 

 
 

The data demonstrate that similar to state-wide trends, and with the exception of Palo Alto, the rate 
of DV calls for assistance to law enforcement within key county jurisdictions are gradually 
decreasing.  The largest decreases have occurred in Gilroy and the unincorporated areas of the 
county (mostly South County), areas in which there has been a lot of Greenbook activity (law 
enforcement training, DVRT response).  The rates in Campbell and San Jose, the latter having by 
far the greatest number of calls, have also decreased steadily, corresponding to Greenbook-
supported activities such as Project 4’s Family Violence Response Team in San Jose, the bi-annual 
updates of the county’s Law Enforcement Protocol for responding to domestic violence, and the 
OVW Grant to Encourage Arrest which enables Support Network for Battered Women  to make 

Start of the Greenbook Initiative
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follow up phone calls to victims in Mountain View, Palo Alto, Sunnyvale,  and Los Altos  who’ve 
recently had a police response. Unfortunately, it must also be noted that the rate of calls for 
assistance is again on the rise in South County (Gilroy, Morgan Hill and the Sheriff’s Office).  The 
San Jose Mercury recently noted this increase as well (article on June 12, 2006).  Local experts are 
trying to understand what is driving the increase in domestic violence there.   

  TThhee  rraattee  ooff  DDVV  ccaallllss  ttoo  llaaww  eennffoorrcceemmeenntt  ffoorr  aassssiissttaannccee  hhaass  ddeeccrreeaasseedd  iinn  
SSaannttaa  CCllaarraa  CCoouunnttyy..  

As seen previously, there are downward trends in domestic violence calls in jurisdictions that have 
been targeted by Greenbook and related partners, but how has the county changed overall?  

Comparatively speaking, the County started out in 1998 with a rate of calls that was higher than 
some neighboring counties (San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties to the south) and lower than others 
(Alameda and San Mateo to the north).  At the close of 2005, Santa Clara County, despite the recent 
challenges noted in South County, ended the period with the lowest overall rate of calls compared to 
the same four neighboring counties. This is especially interesting given the fact that at least two of 
the neighboring counties had similar county-wide initiatives aimed at curbing family violence 
during the same period as Greenbook:  Alameda was awarded a Family Justice Center grant in 2004 
to create a innovative “one stop shop” for family violence intervention, and San Mateo County was 
awarded a three year grant to launch the Violence in Families Initiative Program, aimed to 
improving the response of CPS, law enforcement, courts and CBOs to family violence.   

Figure 22 — Rate of calls per 1000 population  
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Source: California Attorney Generals’ Office, 2006. 
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  TThhee  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  ccaallllss  ttoo  llooccaall  ddoommeessttiicc  vviioolleennccee  aaggeenncciieess  hhaass  iinnccrreeaasseedd..  

Experts agree that calls for domestic violence to law enforcement are an underpresentation of the 
magnitude of DV.  Victims, families and neighbors may be hesitant to call the police, for several 
reasons, such as fear of batterer reprisal, economic dependency,  legal concerns, pressure from 
family or culture to stay with the batterer, or a desire to work out problems on their own,without 
outside interference.  

The Greenbook Initiative recognized the great value that domestic violence agencies can provide as 
an alternative avenue for support for victims and their children.  The Initiative’s support for RCCI, 
co-located advocates in child welfare, and law enforcement’s DV protocol may have helped 
influence the increase in calls made to two local DV agencies over the past three years.  

Figure 23 — Number of calls to local Domestic Violence Agencies 
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  TThhee  rree--ooccccuurrrreennccee  ooff  cchhiilldd  aabbuussee  hhaass  lleevveelleedd  ooffff  iinn  SSaannttaa  CCllaarraa  CCoouunnttyy..  

As with domestic violence, Greenbook has ultimately hoped that the system improvements made 
will curb child maltreatment in the home, especially where the two forms of violence co-occur.  
This desire to prevent the re-occurrence of child abuse has driven the creation and launch of many 
of the Greenbook activities, and those of its partners, over the last several years.   

As seen in Figure 23 below, in 1998, Santa Clara County was more likely than key neighboring 
counties to have families experience a subsequent allegation of abuse within six months of their first 
substantiated allegation:  nearly 10% of cases had subsequent allegations within 6 months of the 
first.  However, at the close of the Greenbook project, the County had the lowest rate of re-
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occurrence than the same three counties, two of whom (Alameda and San Mateo), as mentioned 
above, had similar countywide family violence initiatives during the same period.  

Figure 24 — Percent of children in DFCS who experience a subsequent allegation of 
abuse, within 6 months of first substantiated allegation 
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Source: Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus, W., 
Magruder, J., Exel, M., Conley, A., Smith, J., Dunn, A., Frerer, K., & Putnam Hornstein, E., (2006). Child Welfare 
Services Reports for California. Retrieved August 2006 from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social 
Services Research website. Table:  Recurrence of Abuse/Neglect over Time: Children with a first substantiated report of 
abuse/neglect for base period (example) July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. 

 

The most relevant interventions that may have influenced the reduction in repeat cases of child 
abuse are: 

 Family to Family’s Team Decision Making mechanism for case planning when both child 
maltreatment and domestic violence are present,  

 Project 5’s differentiated case plans for co-occurrence families, with the corresponding 
increase in critical service referrals for children and their parents,  

 Dependency Court’s clinical support for clients that experienced domestic violence, and  

 Project 3/ BIC’s increased efforts to ensure that more batterers are getting referred to and 
completing their treatment programs (CJIC database).   

Start of the Greenbook Initiative
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There are, of course, other forces at work that are also helping to bring about this positive outcome, 
but Greenbook and its partners’ efforts across so many areas of the system and County have waged 
what appears to be a concerted influence. 

 

  TThhee  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  ddoommeessttiicc  vviioolleennccee--rreellaatteedd  ddeeaatthhss  hhaass  ddeeccrreeaasseedd..  

It goes without saying that death, or the prevention of, is the ultimate summative indicator of fmaily 
violence.  It is far ‘downstream’ the trajectory of violence within a family;  no one entity can 
prevent domestic violence deaths.  Many coordinated intervenors are required ‘upsteam’ if DV 
deaths are to be prevented.   

According to the Domestic Violence Council’s subcommittee for Death Reviews, the number of 
domestic violence death cases, as well as individual deaths represented by those cases, has 
decreased markedly during the life of the Greenbook project. Again, the researchers are not making 
a claim of attribution, but rather of contribution:  Greenbook identifed and maintained relationships 
with stakeholders in strategic spheres of influence throughout the county, such as the District 
Attorney’s Office, law enforcement, probation, domestic violence advocacy agencies, community 
based organizations, and so forth.  In is possible that  the confluence of all of the attention by the 
agencies on domestic violence helped bring about more effective intervention both within and 
across agencies.  

Figure 25 — Number of domestic violence death cases, and individuals represented in 
those cases 
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AAbboouutt  tthhee  RReesseeaarrcchheerr  
ASR is a nonprofit, social research firm dedicated to helping people build better communities by: creating 
meaningful data, facilitating information-based planning, and developing custom strategies.  Incorporated in 
1981, the firm has over 25 years of experience working with public and private agencies, health and human 
service organizations, cities and county offices, school districts, institutions of higher learning, and 
charitable foundations. Through community assessments, program evaluations, and related studies, ASR 
provides the information that communities need to design stronger, more effective programs and policies. 

For questions about this report, please contact: 

 
Susan Brutschy, Lisa Colvig-Amir, or Vanessa Haug, 
Applied Survey Research 
408.247.8319  
www.appliedsurveyresearch.org  
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