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Background on Strategic Planning in Colorado
The strategic planning process began in Colorado in December 1998.  The impetus for statewide strategic planning emanated from DCJ staff’s involvement in funding meetings related to victim assistance (i.e., VOCA, VAWA and VALE {state victim assistance dollars}).  They observed “consistent issues” related to funding and service delivery from the Boards of Directors who made funding decisions, and noted that they were “all interested in planning and needs assessments,” in order to make better funding decision.  In addition a positive, but limited planning process had occurred with the VAWA Board.

By 1998 Colorado funding for victim services totaled over $25 million dollars. Programs and services had never been reviewed in a comprehensive way and funding decisions tended to be more “reactive vs. proactive” Gordon explained. “Statewide needs should be based on research information with emphasis on evaluation of services provided to victims.” Gaps in services to victims was another identified need for statewide information gathering. 

The DCJ was the lead agency for this initiative.

Goals and Objectives for Strategic Planning
The establishment of an overall goal for statewide planning was an “evolutionary process” that entailed six months of meetings, discussions with allied professional and gathering of information.  The stated goal of Colorado’s strategic planning effort is “to ensure that crime victims are receiving excellent services through effective and well-coordinated programs.”

The two project phases to achieve this goal were: 1) information gathering, research and analysis; and 2) implementation (over the past year) of the identified goals.

In addition, a comprehensive mission statement was developed and revised throughout the strategic planning process:

“To improve the lives of those affected by crime by:

• Providing increased resources to communities (through legislation, education, information and additional funding);

• Developing strategies for implementation of local priorities;

• Identifying and responding to the varied needs of crime victims throughout the state;

• Identifying and responding to local stakeholders;

• Incorporating the voice and experience of victims of crime in decisions that affect the field of victim services; and

• Supporting the prevention of crime.”

Key Players in Planning and Implementing Strategic Planning Processes
A decision was made to keep the initial planning committee small, as it could be “hard to move forward with a large, unwieldy group.”  It was critical to the process to have the Executive Directors of all of the victim coalitions at the table, along with the Chair from each of the victim funding Boards.   It was decided to “add more people to the process as we went along,” which resulted in a “good collaborative process” overall.

A small nine-member Victim Services Statewide Planning Committee was created, and included representatives from:

• Domestic violence coalition. (CCADV)

• Sexual assault coalition. (CCASA)

• Colorado Organization for Victim Assistance (COVA).

• The Chair from each of the DCJ Boards

• Victim Services 2000.

• Domestic violence funding agency. (Health and Human Services)

• Department of Criminal Justice staff (to frame the research and provide leadership for the project.)

Gordon emphasized the importance of having designated staff assigned to guide and support the strategic planning process, as it is “very time consuming.”

In addition, through a variety of strategic processes (see below), representatives of nearly all professions and volunteers who assist victims across the entire state, as well as crime victims had an opportunity to be involved in Colorado’s strategic planning process.

Strategic Processes Utilized in Strategic Planning Efforts
Recognizing the need for independent researchers to assist with Phase I of the project (information gathering and research), DCJ developed a one-page “request-for-proposal” (with the assistance from Kim English, a staff member with experience in research and in writing RFP’s) that included “a basic knowledge of victim services.”  The National Research Center in Boulder, Colorado was selected, and worked closely with DCJ and the Planning Committee to frame issues and develop a design for research and information gathering.

“We started with the end in mind,” Gordon noted, and “tried to get a picture of victim services in Colorado – including gaps, strengths, and the identified needs of victim service professionals throughout the state.

The Project conducted cross-disciplinary focus groups of 15-18 participants each in nine regions of the state (for a total of 145 service providers), and utilized local contact people (with an identified “point person”) to help with logistics.  Gordon said that “this was a good starting point,” as the local contact people “knew who should be at the table,” and stressed the importance of “having the right groups of people who worked together” on victim and justice issues.

She also observed that “responses (from focus group participants) across the state were so similar” (for example, 75 percent of participants identified “crisis response by law enforcement” as “the most important service”).  Gordon also said that focus group participants were “so grateful” to participate, and offered invaluable insights to the Project.  A summary of focus group findings was sent to all participants to “keep them in the loop.”

In 1999, a statewide written survey of victim service providers was conducted (which had never before been done in Colorado). The Planning Committee spent “a lot of time” developing the survey instrument with the research firm.  “Quality research comes at a price, Gordon said, we used the talents and resources of our committee members along with the National Research Center, however we would have preferred to have more funds available for this critical piece of the project.”

One thousand copies were distributed, with 520 responses received.

The survey instrument “included a lot of information about our grant processes and how we get gather and disseminate information.”  It addressed funding processes, Victims’ Rights Amendment remedies, the role of the victim coalitions and whether or not people know about victim compensation.  Gordon noted that while the survey was lengthy, this was “not a detriment,” as “people really appreciated being asked their opinions.”

There was “stunning agreement” from survey respondents on priorities (see Appendix A), with the findings utilized to develop training programs.

The Planning Committee felt “it was important to include crime victims” in the strategic planning process, and worked with the National Research Center to design a telephone survey instrument. The stated goals of the victim survey were to:

1. Examine recent crime victims’ satisfaction with the quality of services they received from the police, county, or district attorney, and/or any agencies that provided them services; and

2. Determine what might be done to improve victim services.

Gordon explained that “we had a hard time securing victims” to participate in the survey (which required considerable staff time and effort – emphasizing again the need for designated staff for strategic planning initiatives).  From the original list of 44 possible interviewees, 33 individuals completed the interview.  A summary of victim survey findings is included in Appendix B.

A chart depicting “Action Steps for Phase One of the Strategic Planning Process” is included in Appendix C.
Over the following six months, Planning Committee members met continuously and, with help from William Woodward of DCS, clarified its mission and goals for implementation.  The Committee decided to broaden its membership, as it now “had information on who was not at the table.”  

At a meeting with approximately 60 people, four committees were created to establish priorities for victim services in Colorado:

1. State and Local Funding Boards Committee.

2. Law Enforcement, District Attorney, Courts, and Post-conviction Issues Committee.

3. Evaluation of Victim Services Committee.

4. Evaluation of Existing Funding Sources Committee.

Each Committee established goals and action steps with time lines, and tried to determine “where people want to take this” (strategic planning process).

Due to needs identified through the focus group and surveys processes, the Planning Committee realized it needed to “fund smarter, find new sources of funding for victim services, and seek creative alternatives (such as HUD money for transitional housing).”  The need to “improve the collection rates for local VALE and Victim Compensation surcharges” was also identified; there was inconsistency in judges’ ordering and collecting that needed to be addressed. Training for judges, law enforcement and district attorneys was a common theme. 

Outcomes from Strategic Planning Processes
A significant outcome is that “funding priorities changed to reflect findings” from the strategic planning process in Colorado.  Gordon explained that this is an ongoing process, with “each Committee trying to nail down specific, measurable goals.”  She recommends having “someone in a strong oversight position” to support and monitor strategic planning implementation activities (i.e., designated staff).

Evaluation of the Strategic Planning Process
An “Evaluation of Victim Services Committee” has been established.  However, “there is nothing in place to evaluate our methodology and what we are doing,” although we “informally discuss pitfalls and problems,” Gordon said.  She stressed the need for “good tools for local programs to evaluate their programs and effectiveness.”

Barriers to the Strategic Planning Process
An initial identified barrier in Phase I – “getting the right people on board” – was remedied in Phase II once the people “who were not at the table” (but needed to be) were identified.

The lack of designated staff to support Project activities, as well as the lack of enough funding, was identified as significant barriers.  As Gordon noted, “When you fund millions of dollars to programs you owe it to all those involved in the process to do this right!
The fact that the Project relied greatly on volunteer time resulted in some “significant challenges” and “a choice when it comes to the amount of time you can give.”  While noting that “this takes a lot of legwork,” Gordon also said that “it’s a good process and good to work together with other committed individuals.”

Benefits of the Strategic Planning Process
“We have clearly impacted our Funding Boards and provided them with valuable information,” Gordon said.  She quoted a local victim service provider who said, “I have 100 percent used data (from the Project) for local funding.”

The feedback from the statewide multi-jurisdictional focus groups led to the conclusion that “we need to be talking more to each other.”  There are numerous benefits of getting together and talking about issues of mutual concern.  Some “unintended dialogue” and “some touchy stuff” resulted from different agencies talking and listening to each other, with the Project discouraging “finger pointing” and encouraging participants to “keep a positive focus on our process.”

The designated needs for “tools to work with local elected officials” and “public relations and marketing of victim services” were identified as benefits.  In addition, “legislation is anticipated that will increase available funds for victim services,” with “everyone on board” in terms of agreement of identified needs.

Finally, there is “better coordination among Colorado’s funding boards” for victim services, which now meet quarterly and discuss “crossover issues” of mutual concern.
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