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Abstract

The Maryland Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention commissioned the
Urban Institute to undertake a comprehensive review of the state’s Criminal Injuries
Compensation Board (CICB), whose mission is to provide financial assistance to victims and
survivors of violent crime with offender-based revenues — not tax dollars. The goal of this work
was to identify program accomplishments and areas for further development, and recommend
specific steps that should be taken to improve program policies, operations, and services to
clients. This report reviews CICB regulations, policies, and performance statistics, and compares
Maryland’s compensation program with national indicators to identify strengths and areas for
improvement. We also reviewed over 300 claim files, surveyed over 100 claimants to obtain the
clients’ perspectives, and surveyed over 100 victims of violent crime to identify barriers to filing
claims. We conclude that the Board has overcome past difficulties to a great extent and is now
providing very good services to claimants. Claimants were on the whole quite satisfied with the
claim process and outcome. However, despite high approval rates and benefit levels, many
claimants still incur out-of-pocket expenses or go without needed services because of financial
constraints. Further, many victims who would likely be eligible for compensation do not learn of
it, and so they do not apply. We recommend a number of specific steps the CICB or the state
legislature can take to expand its reach to new clients, meet claimants’ needs more fully, serve
clients more efficiently, fund program expansion, and monitor and evaluate program
developments.






Executive Summary

The Maryland Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention asked the Urban
Institute to undertake a comprehensive review of the state’s Criminal Injuries Compensation
Board (CICB), a part of the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. The goal of
our work was to identify program accomplishments and areas for further development, and
recommend specific steps that should be taken to improve program policies, operations, and
services to clients. This work was conducted in coordination with the National Center for
Victims of Crime’s review of direct victim services across the state.

The CICB provides financial assistance to victims and survivors of violent crime. There
were about 42,000 violent crimes reported to law enforcement in Maryland in 2000, and victims
suffer many different types of consequences that are financial or can be addressed with financial
resources. Using revenues generated from fees paid by federal and state criminal offenders — not
tax dollars — the CICB compensates physically injured victims and survivors for crime-related
medical/dental costs, mental health counseling, lost wages, loss of support, funeral/burial, and
crime scene clean-up expenses. In 2001, the CICB paid $3,823,787 to 662 claimants, at an
average of $5,776 each.

Claims are subject to a number of federal and state eligibility criteria, including:
cooperation with law enforcement authorities (generally reporting to police within 48 hours and
cooperating with prosecution); lack of contributory misconduct (victims’ illegal behaviors that
were causally connected to the crime); minimum threshold of losses ($100 in unreimbursable
expenses or two consecutive weeks out of work); having exhausted all other means of payment
(CICB is the payer of last resort); payment caps (a total cap of $45,000 with caps by categories
of expenses as well); and claim filing deadlines (generally within six months of the crime).

Our work analyzed how well the CICB’s policies and operational procedures serve
victims’ and survivors’ financial needs. We drew on a variety of information sources, including
reviews of CICB policies, documents, and statistics; interviews with CICB personnel and victim
advocates; comparisons of Maryland policy and performance measures with national indicators
available from a recent national evaluation by the Urban Institute; collection and analysis of
claim information from reviews of over 300 CICB case files; and surveys with a representative
sample of over 100 compensation claimants and a limited sample of over 100 violent crime
victims. We identified a number of areas in which the CICB is functioning well, and suggested a
number of steps that could be taken to further improve services to clients.

For victims, their survivors, or those who provided crime-related services to receive
compensation, the victim or survivor must learn of compensation, file a claim, and provide
verifications that eligibility criteria are met. Claims may be approved in full, partially approved,
or denied on any of a number of grounds. Denials can be reconsidered or appealed, very often
with favorable outcomes for the claimant.



The Board has clearly overcome a very difficult period in the 1990’s of funding and
staffing shortages that led to extraordinarily long claim processing times, low payments for lack
of funds, and a loss of faith in the program by many victim service providers. The last two years
have seen program growth and improvement through increased funding and staffing, and
outreach efforts to inform the community about current policies and practices. The number of
claims filed and amounts paid out have risen dramatically in recent years. The number of claims
filed rose from 1,012 in 2000 to 1,355 in 2002, and the amounts paid rose from $3.8 million in
2001 to $5.4 million in 2002. The CICB now pays nearly all claims that are filed (97 percent in
our survey sample) and pays benefits about twice the national average. Maryland’s payment cap
is higher than many other states’ caps, which average $35,000. While average case processing
time was about nine months in our survey sample of claims, the Board reports an average time of
under four months for claims filed more recently. Board staff are proactive in obtaining
verifications for many claims, which helps relieve traumatized victims of this burden. Eligibility
criteria subject to judgment calls, such as contributory misconduct, are often interpreted liberally
to “err on the victim’s side.”

However, there are other areas in which CICB requirements and practices are less liberal
than those of most other states. Eligibility requirements around police reporting and claim filing
deadlines are stricter than most other states, but exceptions are made to avoid inhibiting victims
from claiming compensation. The minimum loss requirements are rather stringent, and many
other states pay various types of expenses (such as transportation and moving expenses) not
allowed by the CICB. Comparisons with national statistics indicate that some types of victims
may be underserved, including domestic violence, sexual assault, child abuse, and drunk driving
crash victims. In addition, Maryland claimants may be less likely to receive payments for certain
types of expenses than victims in other states, such as mental health counseling and economic
support (lost wages and loss of support), although payments for medical expenses are relatively
high.

Our surveys with compensation claimants and victims who reported violent crimes to the
police (most of whom did not file for compensation) provided clients’ and potential clients’
perspectives on program policies and procedures. We found that claimants were on the whole
quite satisfied with the claim process and outcomes, especially those who received more benefits
and incurred less out-of-pocket expense. Differences between case outcomes according to our
file reviews and claimants’ understanding of the outcomes reported in the surveys suggested that
surveyed claimants were more likely to report being denied than case files indicated. Claimants
may need enhanced communications from CICB on claim outcomes.

Program requirements seem to meet victims’ financial needs in some areas, although
there are other types of expenses that victims incur but cannot be compensated for under current
regulations (such as transportation and relocation expenses). Despite the high approval rates and
benefit levels, nearly three-fourths of claimants still incurred an average of over $400 in



expenses they had to pay themselves, and 41 percent went without needed services because they
could not pay for them.

Claimants were most likely to learn of the compensation program from the police,
although other sources provided information as well. Two-thirds did not get help with the
application process, although few who claimed compensation reported needing help they did not
receive (non-claimants may have had a different experience). While findings from the victim
survey must be interpreted cautiously, only one-fourth of the victims we surveyed were familiar
with the compensation program, although nearly three-fourths had physical injuries and two-
thirds incurred an average of over $500 in out-of-pocket losses, often for the types of expenses
eligible for compensation. One-fourth of the victims went without needed services because of
financial constraints. Many victims had contact with a variety of service providers after the
crime, but none of these were particularly likely to inform them of compensation, indicating the
need for continued broad-based outreach by the Board.

We concluded that the CICB provides very good services to those who file for
compensation, but that its reach could be expanded to serve additional victims, and even fuller
and more efficient services could be provided to claimants. A number of legislative, policy, and
procedural steps can make this happen:

»  Meet claimants’ needs more fully by reducing or eliminating the lost work
component of the minimum loss requirements; raising the cap for funeral/burial
expenses from $5,000 to at least $7,500; analyzing the apparent underuse of mental
health counseling expenses to identify and address barriers; allowing additional
types of expenses such as transportation and moving expenses; and clarifying payer
of last resort requirements in regard to life insurance and charitable benefits for
fatalities, so survivors can receive more benefits from compensation.

= Serve clients more efficiently by continuing to develop innovative practices to
streamline verification procedures; reducing the requirement for three Board
Members’ approval on all claims to one Board Member’s approval; and improving
communications with clients on claim outcomes, especially those who are being
denied benefits.

=  Fund program expansion by taking steps to maximize the federal allocation
through accounting practices and increase revenues from state offenders through
more thorough subrogation.

»  Monitor and evaluate program developments to assess their effectiveness by
tracking program performance measures and periodic surveys of claimants.
Obstacles to victim surveys should be addressed so that better information can be
obtained on awareness and access barriers, in order to guide future outreach
activities.






Compensation for Crime Victims in
Maryland

The Maryland Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP) has shown a
strong interest in improving services for victims of crime. This is very important, because crime
strikes thousands of Maryland citizens every year. In 2000, nearly 42,000 violent crimes and
over 214,000 property crimes were reported to law enforcement agencies (Maryland State Police,
2001). It is likely that at least that many again occurred but were not reported, since half of all
violent crimes and about two-thirds of all property crimes go unreported (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2002). Most of the reported violent crimes occurred in Baltimore City, Prince
George’s County, and Baltimore County. The violent crimes included 438 murders; 1,608 rapes;
26,201 aggravated assaults; and 13,707 robberies. Nearly 21,000 crimes were violent and non-
violent domestic abuse crimes (Maryland State Police, 2001). Crime leaves victims with a range
of difficult issues to overcome, some of which are financial or can be addressed with financial
resources.

OUR ASSESSMENT OF THE COMPENSATION PROGRAM

As part of its focus on improving crime victim services, GOCCP awarded a Byrne grant to
the Urban Institute' in April 2002 to assess Maryland’s crime victim compensation program and
identify policy and practice improvements for the future. Victim compensation can be a very
valuable resource for victims to overcome the financial impact of crime. This project was
conducted in coordination with the National Center for Victims of Crime’s (NCVC) review of
victim services throughout the state (NCVC, 2003), also sponsored by GOCCP. The Urban
Institute collected information about Maryland’s compensation program -- the Criminal Injuries
Compensation Board (CICB) -- through a number of means:

= Interviews with the program’s Executive Director, Supervisor, and Claims
Investigators

=  Review of CICB’s 2002 Annual Report (CICB, 2002) and website materials
(www.dpscs.state.md.us/cicb)

=  Analysis of CICB annual performance statistics
(www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ove/fund/sbsmap/ovecpmd].htm)

= Review of program information provided by the National Association of Crime
Victim Compensation Boards (NACVCB, 2002)

= Review of over 300 claim files to select a sample for a telephone survey of
claimants, and to become familiar with case processing and working documents

! A non-profit, non-governmental “think tank” in Washington, D.C. that does policy analyses and program
evaluations to help improve public policies and programs.



=  Comparisons of CICB policies and performance with national measures from a
recent Urban Institute evaluation of victim compensation and VOCA assistance
programs across the nation (Newmark, Bonderman, Smith, and Liner, 2003)

= Interviews with advocates familiar with CICB and focus groups with victims (some
of this information was shared by NCVC from their review of victim services)

=  Analysis of case information provided by nine law enforcement agencies around
the state on violent crimes reported to them, to develop samples for a survey of
victims

= A telephone survey of over 100 compensation claimants, in order to assess the
clients’ perspectives on program policies and operations

= A survey of over 100 victims who reported violent crimes to law enforcement
agencies, in order to assess compensation access issues and barriers

=  Analysis of statistical data describing the state, each county, and the city of
Baltimore®

This report presents all research findings, conclusions and recommendations. We begin
with a detailed exposition of what crime victim compensation is, how it works in Maryland, and
how Maryland’s program compares with state programs across the nation, drawing on many of
these sources. We then present the two surveys we conducted with crime victims. We finish
with conclusions and recommendations for future developments in policy and operations to
improve compensation for victims of crime in Maryland.

THE COSTS OF CRIME

Crime costs, and we all pay a price. Our tax dollars pay for the investigation of the
crime, and for the arrest, prosecution, punishment, and treatment of the offender. These costs are
enormous, estimated at $147 billion in 1999 for all levels of government (Gifford, 2002). We
also pay in indirect ways. When we buy something at a store or mall that uses security devices
or personnel, part of the pricetag pays for those security measures. When an insurance company
pays out thousands of dollars for a crime-related claim, all policyholders may see an increase in
their premiums. We also pay for crime in less tangible but equally important ways: the anxiety
we feel when we’re in what we see as a high-risk situation, or the lost opportunity when we
forego something we’d like to do or to have because we fear it will make us a target. These costs
impact on the quality of life for us all.

No one bears a heavier burden for crime than the victim — the person who is assaulted,
the traveler who is struck by the drunk driver, or the grieving survivor of a homicide victim. The
victim is a member of society and pays the same price as other members of society, but the
victim pays so much more as well. Violent crime has been estimated to cost victims $426 billion

10



per year, including tangible and intangible costs (Miller, Cohen, and Wiersema, 1996). Crime
can cause physical injuries that result in large bills for medical, dental, and rehabilitation
services. Crime can also produce fear, anger, grief, and even shame, and many victims need
professional help with these psychological and emotional reactions. When crime kills there are
funeral and burial costs, and the loss to the family of the victim’s income. Permanent income
loss can also result when the victim is not killed but is left totally disabled; catastrophic injuries
are not uncommon from car crashes and non-lethal shootings. Victims and those close to them
may lose wages from having to miss work during the immediate, traumatic aftermath of the
crime; to receive necessary recovery services; to participate in the criminal case against the
offender; or to take steps to prevent future victimization, such as moving to a new home. Many
victims must also pay to restore, repair, or replace property taken or damaged during the crime.
Victims may have to incur numerous other types of expenses as well, depending on how the
crime affected them and what they needed to do to recover from it.

PUBLIC FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR CRIME VICTIMS

The earliest public response to victims of crime was the establishment by law of state
government programs to compensate victims and families for financial losses caused by crime.
The first American program was established in California in 1965; now all 50 states, the District
of Columbia, and three of the five territories have these programs. The federal government
stepped up to the plate when the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) was passed in 1984. VOCA
established the Crime Victims Fund (CVF), which is funded entirely by fines, fees, penalties, and
other costs imposed on federal criminal offenders — not by tax dollars. CVF funds are allocated
annually to states to help support victim compensation programs, among a number of other uses.
As of FY 2003, the federal allocation is based on 60 percent of a compensation program’s
expenditure of state funds two years previously. That is, a state that spent $1 million in state
funds in 2001 will receive a $600,000 federal allocation in 2003. This means that compensation
programs receive 37 percent of their funds from the federal resource and 63 percent from state
sources. Prior to FY 2003, the federal payout formula was 40 percent of state expenditures, so
compensation programs across the nation are seeing a significant increase in support with this
year’s federal allocation.

Federal Regulations

The CVF is administered by the Office for Victims of Crime (OVC), also created by VOCA,
in the U.S. Department of Justice. OVC issues guidelines for the use of federal compensation
funds by state programs. OVC guidelines, most recently updated in 2001, provide that:

=  Federal funds are to be used for medical/dental expenses, mental health counseling,
economic support (lost wages and loss of support), funeral/burial expenses, and
crime scene clean-up expenses.

? These data were collected from the Maryland Office of Tourism, the Maryland Department of Planning, the
Economic Research Service, the U.S. Census Bureau, and the Uniformed Crime Reporting Program of the Maryland
State Police.
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= Federal funds are to be used for expenses resulting from violent crimes with
injury,” and for certain counseling expenses incurred by victims of property crimes,
but may not be used for property expenses.

= State compensation programs must promote victim cooperation with the reasonable
requests of law enforcement authorities (as defined by the state).

= State compensation programs may not deny compensation to a victim because of
his or her familial relationship or cohabitation with the offender, except to prevent
unjust enrichment of the offender.

= Compensation must be available to victims of federal crimes, to residents of other
states who are victimized in a given state, and to state residents who are victimized
in another state, territory, or possession that does not have a compensation
program. Because of a new OVC program for victims of international terrorism,
states are no longer required to provide compensation to these victims.

= State compensation programs have the year of award plus the following three years
to obligate federal funds.

= State compensation programs may use up to five percent of the federal award for
administrative purposes.

=  State compensation programs may not use federal funds to supplant state funds
otherwise available for crime victim compensation.

MARYLAND’S CRIMINAL INJURIES COMPENSATION BOARD

Maryland’s legislature created the nation’s fourth state-sponsored victim compensation
program, called the Criminal Injuries Compensation Board (CICB), in 1968. See Appendix A
for the legislation governing the Board. The CICB is administratively housed in the executive-
branch Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS). The Department is
primarily concerned with creating safe communities by providing detention of arrestees,
incarceration of offenders, and parole and probation services for released offenders. DPSCS also
provides crime prevention and criminal information services, as well as assistance to crime
victims through the CICB, the Correction Division’s Victim Services program, and the Division
of Parole and Probation’s Office of Victim Services.

The CICB’s basic mission is to serve crime victims by assisting with their crime-related
financial expenses, as allowed by program legislation and regulations. State victims’ rights
legislation includes the right to compensation, and directs law enforcement officers to provide
victims with a brochure explaining this and other rights. The CICB has five Board Members
who are appointed by the Secretary of the DPSCS, approved by the Governor, and confirmed by
the Senate. Board Members serve five-year terms, and no more than four may be from the same
political party. The State Board of Victim Services Coordinator has responsibilities for

3 The meaning of “injury” is defined by each state; some states require physical injury as an eligibility criterion,
while others consider psychological injury to be a qualifying condition.
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monitoring, assessing, and making recommendations on compensation program procedures.
CICB staff include an Executive Director, a Supervisor, six Claims Investigators, and an
Administrative Assistant. The CICB is physically located in Baltimore.

The CICB does not rely on tax dollars. Like the federal funds, the state funds come from
offender fees assessed by Circuit and District Courts. The Board currently maintains a reserve of
approximately $3 million, in order to assure that obligations can be met and that the program has
a measure of financial stability. Because federal funds have a four-year obligation period but
state funds have no such restrictions, the federal funds are generally spent first. This is important
to prevent de-obligation and return of funds to the federal government. However, it is also
important to maximize expenditure of state funds as much as possible, since federal allocations
are based on state spending. The more state dollars that are spent, the more federal dollars will
be received, and the more fully victims will be served. Program administration is funded from
state sources, so the five percent administrative allowance for federal funds is not used.

State Regulations

Like all other compensation programs, the CICB operates under a number of state-imposed
eligibility criteria and requirements for claimants, in addition to OVC’s federal guidelines. Some
guidelines govern who can receive compensation:

*  Aninnocent victim of a crime. “Innocent” is defined as a victim who did not
cause, provoke, or participate in the crime where the injury occurred (CICB, 2002).
This is commonly known as the “contributory misconduct” criterion, and may
require difficult judgments by compensation staff. When cases are not clear-cut,
the Board’s philosophy is to err on the side of the victim, in keeping with its
mission of serving crime victims as fully as possible, even when the victim may be
less than sympathetic.*

= A victim who sustained physical injury from the crime, or psychological injury
needing mental health counseling, according to the legislation (see Appendix A).
In practice, however, the CICB has typically required physical injury for
compensation eligibility.

= A surviving spouse or child of a homicide victim, anyone who paid or assumed
responsibility for the homicide victim’s funeral expenses, and anyone who was
dependent on support provided by a homicide victim.

* In practice CICB typically requires the victim to be engaged in illegal behavior that is causally connected to the
crime to deny the claim. Several examples may be enlightening. In one case, a woman who worked for an escort
service was sent to a stranger’s apartment late at night. When she knocked on the door, he met her with a knife and
stabbed her repeatedly (although not fatally). While it was quite likely that she would have engaged in the illegal act
of prostitution had the assault not occurred, her behavior until the point of the assault was perfectly legal, so the
claim was paid. In a more difficult example, a man “picked up” a 16-year-old boy, took the boy to his home, gave
him alcohol, and made sexual advances. The boy assaulted the man, and the man filed for compensation. The man
did commit illegal behavior by giving alcohol to a minor, but the boy did not assault the man because of the
drinking. Rather, the boy assaulted the man because of the sexual advances, and, since 16 is the age of consent in
Maryland, the man’s sexual advances were not illegal. The man’s claim was paid.
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A person (and his or her surviving family members) who was killed or injured
while trying to prevent a crime, while giving aid to a law enforcement officer
performing his or her official duties, or while giving aid to a firefighter being
obstructed in the performance of his or her official duties.

A victim’s immediate family members may be eligible for psychological
counseling.

Other guidelines define the types of crime eligible for compensation. In addition to
“traditional” violent crimes, the crimes of drunk driving and hit-and-run are also compensation-
eligible. Legislation effective in 2001 provided that hit-and-run claims did not need to establish
intentional infliction of injury to be eligible, and that victims need not demonstrate financial
hardship.

Requirements around the expenses eligible for compensation and payments to be made
provide that:

Compensation is the payer of last resort. That is, all other sources of payment for
crime-related expenses, including private insurance, public benefits, employment-
related benefits, civil litigation, restitution, charity, and so on, must be exhausted
for compensation to make payments. Since some of these may take years to
receive (such as civil awards or restitution orders), CICB will in practice often pay
benefits with the understanding that any funds received later for paid expenses will
be turned over to CICB (a process known as subrogation).

Minimum losses must reach $100 in non-reimbursable expenses or at least 14
consecutive days of lost work.

CICB pays for the federally-specified expenses (medical, counseling, economic
support, funeral, and crime scene clean-up). In some cases CICB may pay for
wheelchair ramps, prosthetic devices, dental work, and eyeglasses when they are
needed as a direct result of the criminal injury. Like most states, CICB does not
pay for property loss or pain and suffering.

CICB imposes an overall cap of $45,000 on each claim, with caps on categories of
expenses as well. Medical expenses are capped at $45,000; disability (lost wages)
at $25,000; total dependency (loss of support) at $25,000 and partial dependency
(loss of support) at $17,500; funeral expenses at $5,000; counseling expenses at
$5,000; and crime scene clean-up expenses at $250. Lost wages and loss of
support are calculated at two-thirds of gross wages, not to exceed $668 per week.

CICB can make emergency awards of up to $1000 to claimants facing severe
hardship and needing immediate relief to pay for food, utility bills, and rent or
relocation expenses.

CICB can make supplemental payments for bills submitted after the original claim
has been paid, provided the expenses are directly related to the original injury and
the payments caps have not been met.
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A final set of requirements focus on the victim’s response to the crime:

= Victims must report the crime to the police within 48 hours. This is to allow CICB
to verify that an eligible type of crime did in fact occur, to allow access to
information bearing on other requirements (such as indicators of contributory
misconduct that may be present in police reports), and to comply with the federal
guideline that compensation programs encourage victims to cooperate with law
enforcement. However, recognizing that victims of some crimes may find this to
be an overly burdensome requirement, exceptions can be made. CICB may accept
a statement of charges, an ex parte court order (such as a protection order in
domestic violence cases), or a sexual assault forensic exam in lieu of a police
report. The timeline of two days can also be extended.

= The claim must be filed within 180 days of the crime. Again, the Board recognizes
that this may not always be feasible, and can extend the filing deadline up to two
years for good cause. For child abuse, which is usually surrounded with secrecy,
the claim may be filed up to two years after the abuse was discovered.
The Claim Process

CICB processes claims according to the flowchart presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The Claim Process Flow ch
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Learning About Compensation

For a victim or his or her survivors to receive compensation (or have compensation paid
directly to service providers such as hospitals, counselors, or funeral homes), the claims process
must be set into motion. Since victims’ compensation is not a household name in the same way
that workers’ compensation is, the first and perhaps most difficult hurdle the victim must
overcome is to become aware of the program and how it works.

The current Executive Director, appointed in 2001, has emphasized program publicity.
Criminal justice personnel, victim advocates, healthcare providers, and others who work directly
with victims can be valuable “gatekeepers” for compensation. With a good working knowledge
of the program’s policies and operations, they can pre-screen potentially eligible claimants,
inform them about compensation, and assist them with the application process. The Executive
Director has undertaken a number of outreach activities to increase CICB’s profile and
providers’ understanding of it, including training criminal justice personnel, victim service
providers, funeral directors, faith-based organizations (including those for Spanish speakers), and
hospitals. He has also done public outreach through guest appearances in the media, such as
radio shows. This has been an important priority because funding and operational difficulties in
the past led many providers to conclude that compensation was more trouble than it was worth,
so they did not often refer victims to the program.” Some providers may still have a very
imperfect understanding of current compensation policies and procedures. °

The success of these outreach efforts, and improved program efficiency from staffing
increases and operational enhancements, is reflected in statistics on claims received in recent
years. In FY 2000 the CICB received 1,012 claims; in FY 2001, 1,131 claims; and in FY 2002,
1,355 claims were received (CICB, 2002). More detailed information on payout amounts will
be provided in a later section.

> Until the early 1990’s state funds were provided by legislative appropriations, not offender fees. When a severe
budget crisis hit the state, compensation appropriations were eliminated and funding was switched to the current
offender fee system. However, this took several years to get up to speed, and the program’s budget was decimated.
Consequently, many staff positions were lost, claims took over a year to process on average because of staffing
shortages, and many eligible claims were not paid for lack of funds. Providers virtually stopped referring victims to
compensation because it seemed a waste of time. The program has started to recover in the last several years, with
the availability of state funds from offender fees and the hiring of many new staff including the Executive Director.

® For example, the National Center for Victims of Crime (NCVC) conducted a review of victim services in
Maryland for the Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP). In NCVC’s conversations with
direct service providers, they heard some providers make statements that showed a lack of understanding of program
policies. One provider mentioned that in child abuse cases, but not domestic violence cases, there must be a
prosecution following an investigation for compensation to be awarded. In fact, claimants must cooperate with
justice agencies, but a prosecution is not required in any cases because CICB realizes that prosecutors may decline
to prosecute for many reasons that do not indicate lack of cooperation by the victim.
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The program is also becoming better known across the state. Whereas in past years three-
quarters or more of the claims came from the city of Baltimore, in 2001 and 2002 about half the
claims came from Baltimore and 17 percent came from Prince George’s County (CICB, 2002).
The remaining claims are spread fairly evenly across the remainder of the state. This pattern is
more representative of crime rates across the state.

Filing the Claim

Once a victim becomes aware of compensation, he or she must fill out an application form
to start the process. Criminal justice personnel, advocates, and others who work directly with
victims should have program materials available. In addition, CICB’s website offers summary
information about compensation and the application form and instructions. These materials
provide information on victim and crime eligibility criteria, the types of expenses paid, payment
caps, minimum loss requirements, police reporting requirements, and filing deadlines. The
application form requires basic claimant identifiers; summary information about the crime; and
information on expenses incurred and benefits requested. See Appendix B for a copy of the
website materials.

While the Board’s mission is to serve crime victims, it must also comply with program
regulations and protect public funds by guarding against ineligible or fraudulent claims.
Therefore, a number of documents must be obtained to verify the claim’s eligibility. These
include a police report (or other document such as a statement of charges) to verify that an
eligible type of crime occurred; medical records proving the injury and treatment resulted from
the crime; bills documenting expenses incurred; a death certificate and itemized funeral bills
where applicable; documentation of income (when lost wages or loss of support is claimed) such
as pay stubs, W2 forms, or tax returns; and other documentation as necessary (such as marriage
certificates, children’s birth certificates, and social security survivor benefits statements for loss
of support). These requirements may be formidable to a traumatized victim coping with a new
post-crime lifestyle, especially if the victim or survivor does not have assistance with the
process.

Help from a victim service provider or someone else who is knowledgeable about
compensation can make the difference in whether a claim is filed and how smoothly claim
processing goes. NCVC’s interviews and focus groups with victims and providers indicated that
some see the paperwork requirements as too burdensome for victims, the process as taking too
long, and the benefits as unrealistically low compared with the costs of services (e.g., funeral
costs). Many victims do not understand the program or how the process works, and do not get
useful information or do not get it at a time and in a way that they are able to take it in (given the
trauma that often follows crime victimization). Some advocates called for changes in program
requirements to serve victims more fully, such as relaxing police reporting requirements and
contributory misconduct standards.

17



Claim Verification

The nuts and bolts of claims processing involves obtaining the necessary verifications to
assess a claim’s compliance with program regulations and make a decision about payment. Once
a case has gotten a preliminary review for basic eligibility criteria and the Administrative
Assistant requests the police report, it is assigned a case number and considered a filed claim. It
is then assigned to an investigator, who assembles and evaluates the necessary verifications and
writes up a preliminary summary and recommendation report.

The application materials state that “YOU MUST PROVE YOUR CLAIM. You are
responsible for providing proof that a crime occurred and evidence of non-reimbursed medical
expenses. Failure to do so will delay processing your claim. FAILURE TO COOPERATE
WITH THE BOARD AND ITS AGENTS OR FAILURE TO KEEP THE BOARD INFORMED
OF A CHANGE OF ADDRESS WILL RESULT IN AN AUTOMATIC ORDER OF DENIAL.”

Despite this rather strong statement, CICB does take proactive steps in the verification
process. The Administrative Assistant routinely requests police reports from law enforcement
agencies when claims are first received. Claims Investigators may also take the initiative in
obtaining necessary verifications. For example, they may mail employment verification requests
to employers themselves, and follow up with a phone call when their verification requests are not
returned in a timely manner. They can also electronically query the Department of Labor’s
employment database. When police reports are not provided quickly, they can access DPSCS’s
automated criminal history database to obtain them. They also have subpoena power to obtain
police reports when necessary. Estimates of how often proactive verification procedures are
used will be provided in the next chapter.

Case processing time, an important measure of program effectiveness and an important
factor for victims, has improved dramatically in recent years. Several years ago cases took an
average of over a year to process. Average case processing is now 110 days, with a goal of 90
days by the end of FY 2003 (CICB, 2002).

CICB implemented a new automated case tracking system in December 2002. This system
should increase efficiency and speed case processing, but its initial implementation required a
learning curve. Consequently case processing time may be somewhat slower for cases active
during this period, and investigators’ caseloads have risen from about 65 cases in 2002 to about
100 cases in early 2003.

Some victim advocates have observed areas for improvement in claim processing efficiency.
One advocate noted that it would be helpful for CICB to process the components of a claim
separately, rather than making a decision on the entire claim at one time, so that some payments
can be made more quickly. For example, if a claim involves both medical bills and lost wages, it
would be very helpful to victims if they could receive their lost wage benefit (assuming all
requirements for that portion of the claim are met) without having to wait for hospital bills to
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come in to verify the medical benefit. It would also be helpful, this advocate noted, if
investigators provided updates on the claims process to service providers with outstanding bills,
so they would know the status. Another advocate felt that investigators could be more proactive
in the verification process, taking more responsibility for requesting and following up on
verifications.

Claim Decision-Making

Once the verification process is complete, the investigator drafts the decision using a
standard format that has two major sections, Findings of Fact and Conclusions and
Recommendations. The Findings of Fact summarizes the type, date, and location of the crime;
victim demographics; the claim filing date; and the type and amount of expenses. The
Conclusions and Recommendations specifies whether and how much should be paid. The
decision document is based on a Report of Investigation template, which includes information on
these factors and on the claimant’s attorney; the offender; a checklist for verifying compliance
with the various eligibility criteria and requirements; and a worksheet for verifying lost earnings
or loss of support claims.

The Supervisor reviews the decision documents and attaches them to the case files for
review and approval by the Board Members.” Once three Board Members have signed off, a
copy of the decision, called the tentative letter, is mailed to the claimant along with an
explanation of the appeals option. Claimants have 15 days to request a reconsideration, or else
the letter is forwarded to the DPSCS Secretary to countersign. This becomes the final letter that
is mailed to the claimant to notify him or her of the decision and the amount of the award, if any.
When the final letter is sent to the claimant, CICB also sends a check request (when payment is
to be made) to the State Comptroller’s Office in Annapolis. The Comptroller’s Office issues
checks directly to claimants or service providers.

Claimants who are not satisfied with the decision have three layers of appeal. They begin by
requesting a reconsideration of the tentative decision by the Board Members within 15 days of
receiving the tentative letter. The Executive Director reviews these requests and forwards any
new information presented by claimants to the Board Members. The next step for claimants
dissatisfied with the outcome of the reconsideration is to request a hearing on the tentative
decision before the Board Members. The third layer of appeal is made to the Circuit Court
within 30 days of the final CICB decision. Obviously, appeals are less frequent at each
successive stage. In our survey sample of 104 claimants, eight had requested a reconsideration.
The Board reports annual averages of six requests for hearings and three appeals to Circuit
Court.

The Board began mailing brief claimant surveys with the decision letters in July 2002.
These surveys solicit client feedback on the compensation process and outcomes. However, the

7 Prior to a procedural change implemented in late 2001/early 2002, Board Members were responsible for writing up
the decision document.
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number of returned surveys is currently insufficient to allow for any meaningful interpretation of
the information.

HOW DOES MARYLAND’S PROGRAM COMPARE WITH OTHER STATES’
PROGRAMS?

The Urban Institute recently completed an extensive evaluation of state compensation
programs across the nation (Newmark, Bonderman, Smith, and Liner, 2003). The approach used
in this study helped frame the issues and methods for our analysis of Maryland’s program. Some
of the findings can be compared with information on the CICB to see where the CICB stands on
key policy and performance indicators, in comparison with the nation as a whole. We also
obtained information from the National Association of Crime Victim Compensation Board’s
(NACVCB) 2002 Program Directory.

Table 1 presents a summary of the CICB’s major policies along with a summary of other
states’ and territories’ policies. This information shows that Maryland’s program is similar to
many other state programs in management policies. Most states rely on offender fees for state
revenues, and about half do not use the federal administrative allowance.

The CICB’s eligibility criteria and other requirements are sometimes more liberal than other
states’ requirements, but at other times they are more restrictive. The CICB is more liberal than
many other states on both construction of contributory misconduct and payment caps.

Many states will deny a claim for contributory misconduct when the victim was engaged in
illegal activity such as prostitution, drug-related activity, gang-related activity, or illegal
possession of guns — even if the victim’s illegal behavior was not causally connected to the
crime, but was just occurring in conjunction with the crime. CICB practices indicate a liberal
interpretation of this requirement, in which victims’ illegal behavior must be causally connected
to the crime to justify denying the claim (see an earlier footnote giving case examples).

The CICB’s payment cap is also relatively generous, at $45,000 overall. Across the nation
the average cap is $35,000; this ranges a good deal, from $5,000 to $180,000. Two states have
no overall cap, although they may impose caps on some categories of expenses. Only 14 states
have overall caps higher than Maryland’s $45,000.

The Board’s practice that crimes must have physical injury is restrictive compared with
other states. Some other states will pay for crimes with psychological but not physical injuries,
or for crimes with physical injuries not severe enough to require medical treatment (but with
other types of expenses).

The CICB’s police reporting timeline and claim filing deadline are much stricter than those

of other states. Nearly every other state allows more time for these procedures — 43 allow more
time for police reporting, and 45 allow more time for filing the claim. The most common police
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reporting timeline in other states is 72 hours (although five to seven days or more is fairly
common), and the most common claim filing deadline is one year. However, CICB, like other
states programs, does allow exceptions for both requirements.

The Board’s policies on payment thresholds and types are less generous than many other
states’ policies. Only 11 other states impose minimum losses; only three of these require two
weeks’ lost wages. Losses for unreimbursable expenses in these other states range from $25 to
$200, but Maryland’s $100 is the most common amount among the 12 states (including
Maryland) that have minimum loss requirements.

The CICB pays few expenses other than those specified in federal guidelines; these are
medical devices or medically-necessary modifications and may be considered to fall under the
federal category of medical expenses. In contrast, many other states pay various other types of
expenses. These include the claimants’ expenses for travel to receive necessary services or
participate in the criminal case (75 percent of other states); attorneys’ fees for compensation-
related services (66 percent); replacement services, such as someone to do housekeeping or child
care the victim can no longer do (51 percent); relocation costs when the victim needs to move to
avoid being victimized again or intimidated (42 percent); some property losses, usually security
measures, replacement of items seized as evidence, or replacement of stolen cash benefits (11
percent); and pain and suffering (6 percent).

The Board seems in step with other states’ programs on payer of last resort requirements,

which all states require although some may make exceptions in some cases. The CICB is among
the majority of states that offer emergency awards issued quickly to meet pressing needs.
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Table 1. Compensation Policies

Program Policy

Maryland’s CICB Policy

| Other States’ Policies

Program Management Policies

Source of state funds

Offender fees

70% of other states also use only
offender fees; the others use a mix of
offender fees and appropriations, or
only appropriations

Use of federal administrative
allowance

None

About half the states make extensive
use of the allowance, while the other
half do not use it8

Claim Eligibility Criteria and Other Requirements

Injury

Must have physical injury; sexual
assault and child abuse are always
considered to have physical injury

Some states define injury as
psychological, or allow crimes with
physical injuries not needing medical
treatment

Payer of last resort

Yes

All states impose this requirement, but
some waive it when insurance claims
are invasive violation of confidentiality

Police reporting

Within 48 hours; waivers are allowed

43 states allow more than 48 hours, 8
states allow 48 hours, 1 state allows
less, and 2 states have no set timeline.
The most common is 72 hours,
maximum is 1 year with extensions for
various circumstances.

Claim filing deadline

Within 180 days; waivers are allowed

45 states allow more than 180 days, 6
states allow 180 days, 1 state allows
less for notice of intent to file, and 2
states have no set deadline. The most
common is 1 years, maximum is 3
years with extensions for various
circumstances.

Contributory misconduct

Victim’s illegal behavior must be
causally connected to the crime

States vary on causal connection,
depending on the type of illegal
behavior (drugs, prostitution, illegal
guns, gang activity)®

Minimum losses

$100 unreimburseable expenses or 14
consecutive days out of work

11 other states have minimum losses,
usually $100. Minimums range from
$25 to $200. Only 3 other states
specify minimum time out of work,
always 2 weeks.

Types of expenses paid

Beyond the federally specified
expenses, CICB may pay for
wheelchair ramps, prosthetic devices,
dental work, and eyeglasses when
needed as a direct result of the crime

40 states pay travel expenses
35 pay attorneys’ fees

27 pay replacement services
22 pay relocation costs

6 pay some property losses
3 pay pain and suffering

Payment caps

$45,000 overall plus categorical caps

Average overall cap is $35,000,
ranging from $5,000 to $180,000. 2
states have no overall cap. 14 states
have caps higher than $45,000

Emergency awards

$1,000 for emergency needs for food,
rent, utility bills

41 other states also make emergency
awards

Sources: Newmark et al., 2003 and NACVCB, 2002.

¥ According to Urban’s 1999 national survey of all state compensation administrators; this may have changed in

more recent years.

? According to Urban’s 1999 national survey of all state compensation administrators; this may have changed in

more recent years.
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We also have data on various performance measures for CICB, which can be compared with
national indicators; see Figures 2 and 3. These comparisons suggest ways in which the CICB is
functioning particularly well, and ways in which it might be expanded.

As shown in Figure 2, Maryland’s federal allocation of nearly $1.6 million for 2002 is about
2.5 times higher than the median'? allocation of $630,000 for all states in 2002. This seems quite
large for a state of moderate size. Although Maryland is about mid-range in population size (its
rank is 19th), it has a high crime rate (4th in the nation). This may explain why its federal
allocation is higher than one might expect given its population size: it spends a relatively large
amount of state dollars on victim compensation because its crime rate is so high.

Figure 2 shows that Maryland’s payouts are higher than national medians and are growing
rapidly. With the federal payout formula increasing by 50 percent for FY 2003 allocations, and
with the large increase in overall payouts by the CICB in the last two years (expenditures
increased by 42 percent from 2001 to 2002), the immediate future should bring increasing
revenues. This would put the Board in a good position to plan service expansion, so that more
victims can be served more fully with the additional resources likely to become available.

Compared to other states, Maryland’s CICB pays relatively few claims (two-thirds of the
national median) but awards much higher amounts for approved claims, on average (over twice
the national average payment per claim). See Figure 2. This suggests that victims of crimes may
be served more completely in Maryland than is usual, but the program reaches a smaller
proportion of victims. For example, relatively few claims for domestic violence crimes are paid
— one percent in Maryland compared with an 18 percent average across the nation.

' The median is the midpoint, or the point at which half the scores are higher and half are lower. We report
medians when means (statistical averages) are skewed by a few very high or very low scores.
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Figure 2. Compensation Program Funding and Payment Measures: CICB vs. National Indicators
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Looking at the breakout of payment amounts by type of crime, as shown in Figure 3, it is
clear that the Board places a strong emphasis on assault victims. These figures include both
domestic and non-domestic assaults, but it is likely that they are mostly non-domestic assault,
since the percentage of domestic violence claims paid is relatively quite low.

Victims of sexual assault, child abuse, drunk driving crashes, and robbery receive smaller
proportions of payments in Maryland, compared with other states. This may be due in part to
other sources of payment for expenses resulting from some of these crimes. For example, the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene pays most expenses related to sexual assault for the
first 90 days. Expenses from drunk driving crashes are often paid by private insurance or by the
Maryland Automobile Insurance Fund, when drivers are uninsured. State’s Attorney’s Offices
have funds for paying property losses, which may be the major type of loss suffered by robbery
victims.

The statistics on payment amounts by types of expenses in Figure 3 show that medical
expenses are paid at an unusually high rate, probably in part because of the requirement that
compensable claims involve physical injury. There is less emphasis than typical for other states
on mental health benefits; perhaps the physical injury requirement eliminates claims for crimes
that produced primarily psychological trauma requiring counseling but not medical treatment.
Another possible explanation is that counseling is also available free of charge to some victims,
or at very reduced rates, through victim service organizations or community mental health
centers. Thus at least some victims may not need compensation to access counseling services.
Maryland also pays somewhat less in economic support than is typical for states in general.
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Figure 3. Compensation Payments by Type of Crime and Type of Expense: CICB vs. National Indicators
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PLANS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

The CICB’s Executive Director shared information on recent, ongoing, and planned future
developments in program legislation, policies, and operations, in interviews during the Spring of
2003. Some developments are designed to expand services, while others are intended to improve
operational efficiency.

Developments to Expand Services

A bill has recently been signed into law that allows an additional $25,000 in economic
support for catastrophic injury cases, for a potential of $50,000 altogether, effective October 1,
2003. This bill also allows the program to reimburse parents who lose wages to care for injured
children.

Another way to expand economic support is to clarify payer of last resort requirements to
exempt life insurance and charitable benefits, at least up to a certain threshold. For example, if
the first $25,000 in benefits was exempt, the survivors of a homicide victim with a $25,000 life
insurance policy could still receive $25,000 from CICB (the cap for lost support from a fatality).
The survivors of a homicide victim with a $40,000 policy could receive $10,000 in
compensation, and so on. The Board is currently exploring options for expansion in this
direction.

The CICB has been working with domestic violence victim advocates to identify ways in
which the program could better serve these victims’ needs. The Board has historically
interpreted the law enforcement reporting requirement rather strictly, requiring police reporting
as well as cooperation with prosecution. More recently, the Board has begun to relax
requirements for cooperation with prosecution by domestic violence victims, recognizing that
many of these victims find it difficult to cooperate with prosecution for a large number of
reasons. The Board is also exploring paying lost wage benefits to domestic violence victims
when their victimization prevented them from working but they had a work history.

Another area in which the Board is exploring service expansion is the use of emergency
awards. Currently up to $1,000 can be granted on an emergency (quick turnaround) basis as an
advance against an expected award for a particular type of expense. For example, if it is
expected that a claimant will receive a lost wage award once claim processing is complete, but
he or she has an urgent need for funds to buy food or pay rent, up to $1,000 can be awarded on
an emergency basis and later deducted from the final lost wage award. The Board is now
considering ways to expand the use of emergency awards by allowing them to be used for
whatever expenses are most pressing to the claimant (including expenses not currently eligible
for compensation, such as transportation and relocation expenses), and not deducting these funds
from the eventual total award.

While CICB legislation specifies that victims must sustain physical injuries or psychological
injuries necessitating mental health counseling to be eligible for compensation, the Board has in
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practice typically required physical injury. The Board is currently considering relaxing the
physical injury requirement, so that victims who were not physically injured but were placed in
reasonable fear of death or serious harm may be eligible for counseling expenses and lost wage
benefits.

Developments to Improve Operations

Recent innovations in automation should enhance the claims process and outcomes. An
automated case-based tracking system was implemented in December 2002 that should make the
process more efficient by eliminating the need for manual calculations by staff. The next step
with this system is to have standard case processing documents automatically generated, saving
additional staff time.

DPSCS’s Parole and Probation Division is planning to implement a new computer system
that will make it possible for CICB to access information on restitution, improving subrogation
collections. Currently, CICB receives about $1,000 to $1,500 per month in subrogated
restitution, but some restitution orders may be missed because of the limited way in which the
current automated linkage between CICB and Parole and Probation is structured. The computer
system rollout is currently on hold indefinitely until the legislature provides the necessary
funding.

A Felony Exclusion Rule

A few states have a felony exclusion rule, which prohibits compensation payments to
individuals with a felony conviction in their past (not necessarily related to the crime for which
compensation is requested). Maryland does not now have such a rule but it has been mentioned
as a possible future development. This would serve as an additional eligibility criteria and may
disqualify some claimants from eligibility. Felony exclusion rules are a rather controversial
issue.
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Clients’ Experiences with
Compensation

Policies and statistics are very informative, but they do not tell the whole story. The primary
purpose of compensation is to serve claimants’ financial needs as fully and efficiently as
possible. No one knows better than claimants how well the program works for them and what
improvements in policies and operations could serve them better. We conducted a survey of
recent compensation claimants to find out directly from program clients their perspectives on the
compensation program.

We surveyed 104'" recent claimants by telephone in the summer of 2002 to learn:
=  When, how, and what they learned about compensation

=  Their crime-related expenses and how well eligibility criteria matched their
financial needs

=  How smooth or troubled the process of applying for compensation was for them
= Their perspectives on the outcomes of their claims

=  Their satisfaction with the compensation experience

We selected the sample of claimants by randomly choosing 328 cases from a list of 650
claims whose decisions were rendered between July 2001 and May 2002. For those claims, we
reviewed CICB case files in detail to collect information on the claimants, crimes, claims, and
outcomes. The goal of our sampling was to get a diverse, representative group of all types of
claimants, all types of crimes, all types of expenses, and denials as well as approvals. We only
sampled claims that had been decided so that claimants could provide reactions to the outcome
of the process. We sampled recently-decided claims so that claimants’ memories would be fresh
and their contact information would be more likely to still be valid.

We completed telephone surveys with 104 of these claimants, which represents about 15
percent of claims decided in that timeframe. The survey took about 15 minutes on average, and
participants were paid $25 for their time. Several interviews were conducted in Spanish, by a
Spanish-speaking interviewer using translated materials. The Urban Institute’s federally-
certified Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects approved all research
forms and procedures. Voluntary informed consent procedures were used and the confidentiality
of all case file review and survey information is strictly protected. Please see Appendix C for
further information on sampling and survey methods.

Analyses of possible selection biases at the sampling and survey administration stages
indicate that our survey sample was a representative cross-section of recent claimants in general.

" The obtained sample size slightly exceeded our target sample size of 100 claimants.
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Therefore, these results should provide an accurate picture of claimants’ experiences and
perspectives. The rest of this chapter presents our findings from analyses of CICB case file
review data and survey data on claim characteristics; how claimants learn of compensation; how
well compensation matches claimants’ financial needs; the claims process; outcomes of the
compensation claim; and claimants’ satisfaction with the compensation experience.

CHARACTERISTICS OF CLAIMS

We collected an extensive amount of information from our reviews of CICB case files. This
information is useful for understanding characteristics of the claimants, the victims, the crimes,
and the claims process and outcomes. Tables 2 to 5 present summary information on the 104
cases in which the claimants participated in our survey. Since statistical analyses indicated that
these cases are no different from the other cases we reviewed but did not survey (see Appendix
(), only surveyed case data are presented.

Claimant and Victim Demographics

Table 2 presents statistics on claimants’ and victims’ personal characteristics. The Board
serves claimants of a wide age range who are about equally split between the sexes. African-
Americans are disproportionately represented on claimant rolls, since African-Americans are 29
percent of the state’s population but 55 percent of claimants. This makes sense since African-
Americans are more likely to be victims of crime (Rennison, 2001). Most claimants have lower
income levels, which is also unsurprising.'* Claimants filed for crimes in which they were the
victims in about two-thirds of the cases; otherwise claimants were most often the victims’
parents (as when the victim was underage or deceased).

Victims were younger than claimants on average, with some as young as five, and were
most likely to be males. The racial distribution is very close to that for claimants, which seems
reasonable since claimants are usually related to victims. The CICB serves at least some foreign-
born victims, although this information was too often missing to allow precise estimates.

12 Although compensation is not means-tested, it is designed to serve victims who have no other sources of payment
for crime-related expenses. Other payment sources are often private or employment-related benefits such as
insurance and paid leave. Many lower-paying jobs do not offer these benefits.
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Claimants and Victims, from CICB Case File Reviews of 104
Surveyed Cases

Claimant Demographics

Age Mean = 41.5, range = 21 to 69

Sex Men: 529,  Women: 48%,

Race!3 White: 38%  African-American: 55%  Hispanic: 4%  Other: 2%
Family incomel4 Less than $15,000 per year: 34%

$15,000 - $25,000: 25%
$26,000 - $50,000: 22%
$51,000 - $100,000: 12%
More than $100,000: 4%

Relationship to victim Claimant and victim are the same person: 69%,
Claimant is victim’s parent: 229,
Other relationship: 9%

Victim Demographics

Age Mean = 24.6, range = 5 to 56 (for the 32 cases in which victim and
claimant were not the same person)

Sex Men: 72%  Women: 28% (only when victim not same person as
claimant)

Race White: 37%  African-American: 60%  Hispanic: 3% (only when
victim not same person as claimant)

Place of birth U.S.A.: 68%  Other: 6%  Unknown: 269% (for all victims)

Characteristics of the Crimes

For what kinds of crimes do victims file claims? Table 3 presents information on various
crime factors. Data from our surveyed cases indicate that assaults (both domestic and non-
domestic) form the bulk of the crimes, followed by homicides. Sexual assaults, robbery, and
traffic-related crimes are only a small percentage. About half the crimes occurred in Baltimore,
and another one-third occurred in the central and capital (near Washington, D.C.) regions. The
few remaining crimes were spread among the western, southern, and eastern shore areas.

The crimes represented in our survey occurred from August 1998 to November 2001. The
offender was arrested in about half these cases. Although the relationship between the victim
and offender was unknown for a substantial minority of the cases (17 percent), we know that
about half the crimes occurred between strangers; one-fifth involved friends or acquaintances;
and only a handful involved intimate partners or other family members.

" Not available in CICB case files; from survey.
' Not available in CICB case files; from survey.
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Table 3. Crime Characteristics, from CICB Case File Reviews of 104 Surveyed Cases

Type of crime Assault: 71%  Homicide: 21%  Sexual assault: 5%  Robbery:
2%

Drunk driving crash: 1%  Hit and run: 19  Carjacking: 2%
Attempted robbery: 5%15

Location of crime Baltimore City: 519%  Central:1¢ 159,  Capital region:17 199,
Western:18 59,  Southern:19 49,  Eastern shore:20 69,

Date of crime August 1998 to November 2001

Number of days from crime to police report Three crimes were reported the day after they occurred; one was
reported ten days later; the rest were reported on the same day

Whether offender was arrested Yes: 45%  No: 53%  Unknown: 2%

Relationship between victim and offender Strangers: 519  Friends/acquaintances: 20% Intimate

partners: 6%  Siblings: 1% Other: 5% Unknown: 17%

Claim Processing

Table 4 presents statistics on claim processing. The claims in our survey sample were filed
between July 1999 and December 2001. Claims were generally filed about two months after the
crime occurred, ranging from four days to nearly two years after the crime. Seventeen percent of
the claims (18/104) were filed more than six months after the crime, which is beyond the
standard filing deadline and shows the Board’s willingness to make exceptions.

Claimants found out about compensation from a variety of sources, with no single source
being clearly the most common. Information on referral source was not available for over one-
fourth of the cases, but for those in which we have the information, the most common sources of
information were victim service providers and the police (about one-fourth of cases each).
Service providers (those who had provided crime-related services and were due payment) and
attorneys referred about 12 to 13 percent of claimants. Prosecutors only referred six percent of
claimants; referrals from this source can’t be expected to be very high since only half the
offenders were even arrested, let alone prosecuted. It was very rare for claimants to learn of
compensation on their own from public awareness materials such as posters or brochures. No
claimants reported direct outreach from CICB.

A claim may involve multiple types of expenses. The most common type of expenses
claimed was clearly medical expenses, at 70 percent of claims.”' The next most common types
of claims were lost wages, at 29 percent of claims, and funeral/burial expenses for 21 percent of
claims. Loss of support was only claimed in two percent of the cases, perhaps because the
deceased victims were not often wage earners. Mental health counseling was only claimed by

'3 Percentages sum to more than 100 because multiple crime types were reported in some cases (e.g., assault and
robbery)

' Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard Counties

' Frederick, Montgomery, and Prince George’s Counties

'® Allegany, Garrett, and Washington Counties

19 Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary’s Counties

20 Caroline, Cecil, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne’s, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico, and Worcester Counties

2! The 32 cases in which medical expenses were not claimed included 22 homicides, five assaults, four sexual
assaults, and one witness to a crime.
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seven percent of claimants. No claimants filed for crime scene clean-up expenses or other types
of expenses.

File information on our surveyed cases indicates that CICB does a good deal of proactive
verification in many claims. Although application materials state that claimants are responsible
for proving their claims, in fact Board staff take steps to obtain verification in the majority of
cases. While they do contact claimants for verifications in about one-third of the cases, they also
request verifications from the police (mainly police reports) and providers of crime-related
services (for bills and other documents) in about two-thirds of the claims. Employers are
contacted in over one-fourth of the cases, but attorneys or victim advocates are only contacted in
about one out of ten cases. State agency records, such as Department of Labor or crime
information databases, are only rarely checked by CICB.

The claims in our survey sample took quite a long time to process, averaging 287 days — 9 14
months — with a median of 290 days. Total case processing time ranged from just over two
months to close to two years (21 months). This is calculated as claim filing date to date of the
final decision letter, and includes any time spent on reconsideration or hearings (although only
eight cases had a reconsideration and none had a hearing). It does not include the time required
for the State Comptroller’s Office to issue payment checks.

These statistics are well above the Board’s current estimate of an average case processing
time of 110 days (CICB, 2002). The difference is probably due to the fact that the claims in our
sample were filed as far back as mid-1999, which is well before the Board’s current Executive
Director was hired (in January 2001) and staffing was doubled to increase claims processing
efficiency.

Statistics on various steps in claim processing are presented to analyze what segments are
more and less time-consuming; see Figure 4. Clearly the longest phase is verification, from the
time the claim is filed until the investigator drafts the summary report and recommendations.
This phase takes about 5 /2 months. The supervisor reviews and approves draft reports pretty
quickly (median of six days), but then it takes seven weeks for all three Board Members to sign
the report. Once the Board Members have signed off, the tentative letter is mailed to the
claimant within a few days. It takes just over a month from sending out the tentative letter to
forwarding the final letter to the DPSCS Secretary for approval. This allows time for the
claimant to receive the tentative letter and have 15 days to respond if he or she is dissatisfied.
The Secretary typically signs and returns the final letter to CICB within a little over a week. It is
then forwarded to the claimant, and the Board requests that the Comptroller’s Office mail
payment. We will suggest ways to reduce the time required for verification and Board Member
approval in the conclusions and recommendations section.
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Table 4. Claim Processing Characteristics, from CICB Case File Reviews of 104 Surveyed Cases

Date claim was filed

July 1999 to December 2001

Number of days from crime date to claim filing date

Mean is 117 days, median is 67 days, range is 4 to 721 days,
179% are over 180 days

Source of referral to CICB

Police: 249,  Prosecutor: 6%  Victim services: 27%
Service provider (e.g., hospital): 13%  Attorney: 12%
Poster/brochure: 1%

Other/don’t know: 28%22

Types of expenses claimed

Medical/dental: 70% of cases  Mental health counseling: 7%
Lost wages: 299  Loss of support: 2%  Funeral/burial: 21%
Crime scene clean-up: 0%  Other: 0%23

Who CICB contacted for verifications

Claimant: 359%  Attorney/advocate: 11%
(e.g., hospital): 65%  Police: 67%
agency records: 3%24

Service provider
Employer: 28%  State

Overall claim processing time:

Mean is 287 days, median is 290 days, range is 67 to 642 days

Filing date to investigator’s report

Mean is 164 days, median is 164 days, range is 14 to 368 days

Investigator’s report to supervisor’s approval

Mean is 9 days, median is 6 days, range is O to 154 days

Supervisor’s approval to Board Members’
signatures

Mean is 60 days, median is 49 days, range is 1 to 212 days

Board Members’ signatures to tentative letter

Mean is 5 days, median is 3 days, range is O to 40 days

Tentative letter to DPSCS Secretary’s signature

Mean is 45 days, median is 33 days, range is 25 to 413 days

Secretary’s signature to final letter

Mean is 14 days, median is 9 days, range is 4 to 367 days

Figure 4. Case Processing Steps: Median Time in Days

180

Filing to investigators' report  To supervisors' approval

To Board Members'
signatures

To tenative letter To DPSCS Secretary's

signature

To final letter

22 Percentages sum to more than 100 because multiple referral sources were reported in some cases.
3 Percentages sum to more than 100 because multiple types of expenses were claimed in some cases.
 Percentages sum to more than 100 because multiple sources may be contacted for verification in some cases.
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Claim Outcomes

Table 5 presents statistics on claim outcomes for our survey sample. Nearly all claimants
receive at least some payment, and the vast majority receive payment for all expenses they
request. All of the few claimants in our survey sample who were dissatisfied with the initial
decision and requested a reconsideration received an amended final decision. After amendments,
93 percent of claimants received awards for all expenses they requested, four percent had some
of their expenses paid, and only three percent received no benefits. This is an exceptional level
of service, and indicates that it is rare for an ineligible claim to be filed, and it is rare for a case to
“slip between the cracks” for lack of verifications.

In the few cases that initially received a partial or full denial, the reasons for the denials
were often unlikely to leave the claimants with significant bills on their hands. Ten of these 15
claims were denied because collateral sources of payment were available (remember that the
CICB is the payer of last resort) or the losses did not meet minimum loss criteria. A possible
exception to this is cases in which the requirement for two weeks’ lost wages is not met.
Missing even a few days’ wages can be a significant financial hardship for many people.

Award levels are quite high. We have seen from previous comparisons with national data
that Maryland’s award levels far exceed average award levels in other states. The average award
in these cases was nearly $9,900 and the midpoint was $4,772. As we saw in the aggregate
statewide statistics, most awards are for medical expenses and the fewest are for mental health
counseling. Seventy percent of claims with awards get medical expenses paid, and the median
payment amount for medical expenses is about $3,800. This payment amount is second only to
funeral/burial awards, which have a midpoint of about $4,200. However, only 20 percent of paid
claims receive funeral/burial awards. Between one-fourth and one-third of claims were awarded
lost wages benefits, at a median of about $3,500. Only seven of 101 claims with awards
included mental health counseling expenses, at a median value of only $440.

However, few emergency awards are made. Only two percent of claimants received part of
their award on an emergency basis. It is possible that claimants rarely requested emergency
awards, but it seems quite likely that more may have had emergency needs but not expressed
them in their claim.
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Table 5. Characteristics of Claim Outcomes from CICB Case File Reviews of 104 Surveyed Cases

Decision in tentative letter

Approval in full: 869%  Partial approval: 6%  Denial: 9%

Reasons for denials in tentative letter

For the 15 cases with partial approvals or denials:25
Lack of cooperation with law enforcement: 7% (1/15)
Collateral payment sources: 47% (7/15)

Losses below minimum thresholds: 20% (3/15)
Insufficient verifications provided: 27% (4/15)
Contributory misconduct: 7% (1/15)

Claimant satisfied vs. requested
reconsideration

Claimant was satisfied: 909  Claimant requested reconsideration: 8%

Amendment granted after reconsideration

All 8 cases in which claimant requested reconsideration were amended

Decision in final letter

Approval in full: 93%  Partial approval: 4%  Denial: 3%

Amounts of total award:

101 (97% ) claimants received an award. Awards ranged from $123 to
$45,000 (the cap). The mean award was $9,872 and the median award
was $4,772. 25% of awards were less than $1,634 and 25% were more
than $14,933.

Amount of medical/dental award

70 claimants received awards ranging from $55 to $45,000, with a mean
of $9,131 and a median of $3,812. 25% of awards were less than $1,055
and 25% were more than $11,406.

Amount of mental health counseling
award

7 claimants received awards ranging from $224 to $2,290, with a mean of
$846 and a median of $440.

Amount of lost wages award

29 claimants received awards ranging from $65 to $25,000, with a mean
of $7,972 and a median of $3,527.

Amount of loss of support award

One claimant was awarded $4,817

Amount of funeral/burial award

20 claimants received awards ranging from $504 to $30,880,26 with a
mean of $4,837 and a median of $4,237.

Amount of crime scene clean-up award

No crime scene clean-up awards were made

Amount of other award

Two claimants received awards for other types of expenses: one received
$200 and the other received $19,005

Was an emergency award made?

No emergency award: 979%  Part of award was on emergency basis: 2%

WHAT DO CLAIMANTS SAY?

Now that we have a detailed understanding of the claims included in our survey sample, we
turn to an analysis of the claimants’ perspectives on compensation policies, processes, and
outcomes. The survey, along with descriptive statistics on each of the survey items, is presented
in Appendix D. The script the telephone interviewers followed to contact claimants, explain the
study, and obtain informed consent is presented in Appendix E.

The Crime

The survey began with a few questions about the crime, in order to verify or supplement
information obtained in CICB case file reviews. As found in the claim files, about two-thirds of
claimants were also direct victims of the crime. When someone else had been victimized, the
claimant was usually the victim’s parent. Nearly three-fourths of victims had faced a weapon

= Percentages sum to more than 100 because multiple reasons for denial were reported for some cases.
26 The cap for these expenses is $5,000, but we found amounts in excess of that in some case files.
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during the crime, usually a gun. In fact, half of all crimes involved use or threats with a gun.
Very few of the crimes occurred in the workplace.

Nearly half the victims knew the offender. Offenders who were the victim’s intimate
partner were only 14 percent of those known to victims; friends or acquaintances were most
common (47 percent), and parent/child, sibling, or other family relationships were the next most
frequent type of relationship (19 percent). These findings are in line with information from
Board case files.

Learning About Compensation

Information from claimants on how they heard of the compensation program is sometimes
similar to case file information, but sometimes different. Claimants were more likely to report
learning of compensation from a prosecutor (12 percent in survey, six percent in case files), and
more likely to say they had heard of it from a personal connection such as a relative or friend (24
percent in survey, not provided in case files). Only 11 percent of survey respondents reported
being told about compensation by victim advocates, counselors, hotline workers, and the like.
However, case file reviews indicated that 27 percent of these claimants reported this referral
source. It is difficult to pinpoint the source of these discrepancies, but both information sources
suggest directions for future outreach efforts by the CICB (to be discussed in the conclusions and
recommendations chapter).

Claimants generally reported learning of compensation in a timely manner. Twelve percent
knew of it even before the crime was committed; of the rest, 79 percent heard of it within a
month of the crime, and another 16 percent heard of it between one month and six months after
the crime — for a total of 95 percent of claimants learning about compensation within six months.
This is an important milestone because of the six-month claim filing deadline. It seems that
claimants who hear of compensation do so within a sufficient period of time to file the claim. Of
course, this survey only includes claimants. Many other victims may not file for compensation
because they do not learn of it or do not learn of it in time to file a claim (this point will be
addressed in the next chapter presenting our survey of victims).

Compensation Policies and Claimants’ Needs

We asked claimants a series of questions about what expenses they had from the crime, to
assess how well program policies on types of expenses they can pay meet claimants’ financial
needs. We also asked about out-of-pocket losses, and services that they needed but did not get
because they couldn’t pay for them.

We found that many of the claimants’ most common types of expenses are payable by
compensation, but others are not. See Figure 5 for expenses incurred by ten percent or more of
claimants. Claimants were most likely to report incurring expenses for medical treatment (78
percent of claimants), and over half the claimants had lost wages. These expenses can be paid by
compensation. Over one-third of claimants had transportation expenses, which are not an
allowable expense. Thirty percent incurred expenses for mental health counseling, which is
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compensation-eligible. Nearly as many (29 percent) paid for rehabilitation services; while this
type of expense is not explicitly allowed, it may be classified under medical expenses. Another
related type of service is dental treatment, for which 18 percent of claimants incurred bills.
CICB can pay funeral/burial expenses, which were incurred by 19 percent of claimants. Finally,
a minority of claimants reported incurring other types of expenses, none of which are covered
under CICB policies: property loss or replacement (19 percent), attorney’s fees (14 percent),
security measures (13 percent), and moving/relocation expenses (ten percent). Other types of
expenses were incurred by only a handful of claimants (lost support, crime scene clean-up, and
replacement services).

Figure 5. Proportion of Claimants Incurring Different Types of Expenses
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Despite the high approval rates and the high payment amounts we found in case file reviews,
71 percent of claimants still reported incurring out-of-pocket expenses even after compensation
and all other sources of payment had been received. These expenses ranged from $100 to
$60,000, with a midpoint of $438. For half the claimants with these losses, the unpaid expenses
were medical bills. One-fourth of claimants with unmet expenses paid out-of-pocket for
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transportation expenses or lost wages. The former is not compensation-eligible, and the latter
has a rather high minimum threshold (two consecutive weeks out of work), if there are not at
least $100 in unreimbursable bills as well. Fifteen percent of claimants with net losses paid for
funeral/burial expenses, suggesting that the $5,000 categorical cap may be too low to meet some
claimants’ needs. For ten percent of claimants, their losses were for mental health counseling
expenses.

Our final measure of how well Board policies meet claimants’ needs asked about services
that claimants needed but did not get because they couldn’t pay for them. A disturbing 41
percent reported that they did not get help they needed because they couldn’t afford it. The types
of help they went without were most often medical treatment/devices (31 percent of these
claimants); mental health counseling (26 percent); rehabilitation services (14 percent); and dental
treatment/devices (ten percent).

Filing for Compensation

Only one-third of the surveyed claimants reported receiving help with the compensation
application. By far the most common provider of such help was personal resources: friends,
relatives, and the like (38 percent of claimants who were helped). This is somewhat troubling,
because these people are unlikely to be any more knowledgeable about compensation policies
and procedures than the claimants. Sixteen percent of claimants received help from CICB staff,
14 percent from an attorney they hired (note that CICB does not pay compensation-related
attorneys’ fees), and 11 percent from victim advocates and prosecutor staff.

Claimants most often received help filling out the application (62 percent of claimants who
were helped). Some received explanations of the programs (41 percent), and about one-fourth
received help in getting the application form or getting the required documentation.

Nonetheless, only seven percent of all claimants (not just those who got help) said they
needed help that they did not receive. This may suggest that application forms and procedures
are user-friendly enough that those who need help can usually get it, but most do not need help.
Of course, victims who did not file a claim may have a very different story to tell — perhaps they
did not file because they did not get the help they needed.

Processing the Claim

Many claimants reported supplying verification materials, either with the initial claim filing
or in response to requests by CICB for more documentation. As found in the file reviews, about
one-third of the claimants reported that CICB asked them to provide verifications. The most
common type of paperwork provided by claimants was proof of expenses; two-thirds of
claimants reported providing this with the application, and 41 percent provided it in response to a
request from CICB. Claimants were also likely to provide police reports: 41 percent at initial
filing and 25 percent in follow up. About one-fourth of claimants provided proof of out-of-
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pocket payments for expenses at initial filing or in response to follow-up requests from the
Board. Ninety percent of claimants were able to provide all the verifications CICB requested.

The Claim Outcome

Our survey data on the outcome of the claim may indicate that claimants are not always
aware of or do not fully understand claim decisions made by the Board. Whereas case files
indicated that only three percent of claimants received no awards, ten percent reported in the
survey that none of their expenses were paid, and three percent did not know. Nearly half (46
percent) said that only some of their expenses were paid, whereas case file data indicated that
only four percent had partial payments. It is possible that they were thinking of all their
expenses, claimed and unclaimed, when answering this survey item, since it came immediately
after questions about out-of-pocket expenses. Payments were often made directly to service
providers, so it is also possible that claimants didn’t know for sure because they didn’t receive a
check but weren’t being billed by providers either. All claimants are sent two letters from CICB
that explain the decision, but a letter is likely to make less of an impression than a check. It is
also possible that some claimants did not receive the letters because they had moved.

Over half our survey sample (54 claimants) said that all or part of their claim had been
denied. Of these, two-thirds said they were given no reasons for the denials, when in fact two
letters explaining denial reasons are sent to claimants (perhaps some claimants did not receive
the letters). However, the few (13) who reported being given reasons also reported reasons in
line with those stated in CICB case files: most often collateral sources of payment, sometimes
insufficient verifications.

About one-fourth of all claimants said they received information on the appeals process,
nearly always in a letter or call from the compensation program. A letter is in fact the typical
vehicle for this information. Apparently the rest of the claimants did not receive, understand, or
remember the letter.

Satisfaction with the Compensation Program

A final set of questions asked claimants for their opinions on various aspects of the
compensation process and outcome. Overall, claimants seemed quite satisfied. Claimants were
particularly pleased with the following aspects of the program:

= 90 percent of those with an opinion said the application was easy to fill out

= 80 percent of those with an opinion said the application did not take a long time to
fill out

= &7 percent of those with an opinion were clear about what information they needed
to provide to CICB

= 83 percent of those with an opinion said the letters they received from the Board
were not difficult to read or understand

= 74 percent spoke with someone at CICB; of these:
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96 percent said the staff person was willing to listen to their questions or concerns
83 percent said their questions or concerns were answered by that person

75 percent of those who received a call-back from the staff said their call was
returned promptly

75 percent of those with an opinion said the decision about paying their claim was
fair and reasonable

87 percent said they would recommend the CICB to a friend who became a crime
victim
73 percent felt the application process was not more trouble than it was worth

92 percent would have reported the crime to the police even if it was not a
compensation requirement (note that non-claimants may feel differently)

87 percent of those with insurance would have filed a claim with their insurance
company even if it was not a compensation requirement (again, non-claimants may
feel differently)

Claimants were less satisfied with these aspects of program services:

52 percent of those with an opinion said the compensation program did not make a
decision about paying their claim in a reasonable amount of time

53 percent of those with an opinion said the amount of time it took to receive the
payment caused problems for them

38 percent of those with an opinion said it was hard or burdensome to assemble the
needed verifications

Of those who spoke with a CICB staff member, only 26 percent reported the staff
person asking them if they needed referrals to other services. While this is not a
core service of a compensation program, and in many cases it may have been
unnecessary to ask, providing service referral information can be helpful to some
claimants.

75 percent of claimants offered suggestions for program improvements. These
were most often:

Processing claims more quickly (26 percent of those with suggestions)
Improving client services and staff attitudes (25 percent)

Publicizing the program and explaining how it works better (23 percent)

What Makes a Satisfied Client?

We undertook more complex analyses to explore questions of particular interest. We used
ten items on client satisfaction to form a scale of overall satisfaction (with item scoring reversed
as necessary, so that higher scale scores indicate more satisfaction). Scale scores could range
from ten to 30. Scale reliability was acceptable, with a Cronbach’s alpha measure of internal
consistency at .71. The component items related to whether the application was easy to fill out;
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whether it took a long time to fill out; being clear about what information the program required;
whether the program’s letters were difficult to read or understand; whether it was hard or
burdensome to assemble the verifications; whether the program made its decision in a reasonable
amount of time; whether the decision was fair and reasonable; whether the amount of time it took
to get paid caused problems; whether they would recommend a friend to CICB; and whether the
application process was more trouble than it was worth.

Figure 6 shows that scale scores clustered toward the high end of the scale. Scores for 98
claimants®’ ranged from 13 to 30. The mean score was 24.4 and the midpoint was 25. Only 25
percent of claimants’ scale scores fell below 22. Half the scores were between 25 and 30, which
is the top quarter of the scale. These findings indicate that clients were pleased with the
compensation experience overall.

Figure 6. Claimants’ Scores on Satisfaction Scale
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We undertook multivariate analyses to identify the factors associated with greater or
lesser degrees of satisfaction. After testing a variety of demographic, crime, claim processing,
and claim outcome variables, we found that the less claimants had to pay out of their own
pockets, and the more of their expenses the CICB paid, the more satisfied they were.*®
Surprisingly, case processing time was not significantly associated with claimant satisfaction,
although it was a major source of complaints from individual survey items. Given the high rates
and levels of payments, perhaps in the long run payment overshadows delays.

7' We did not compute scale scores for claimants with more than three of the component items missing. For
claimants with up to three missing items, we used a mean-score substitution method for the missing items.

%% The multiple regression analysis model was significant at F (3, 63) = 5.01, p < .004, R*=.19.
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Awareness and Access Barriers for
Victims

The case file and survey data on compensation claims provide many insights on the
compensation process, but because they focus only on people who did file a claim, they leave a
good many questions unanswered:

= How widely known is compensation among potentially eligible victims?

=  How do they learn of compensation, when do they learn, and what do they learn
about it?

=  Who tells them of compensation, and from whom do they receive crime-related
services but not information on compensation?

=  What are the access barriers — why do victims who know about compensation
sometimes choose not to file a claim?

We undertook a second survey to address these questions. This survey was designed to
reach a broad cross-section of victims who are potentially eligible for compensation. We
sampled victims who had reported violent crimes to law enforcement agencies to satisfy
compensation eligibility criteria around crime types, injuries, and police reporting. We were able
to assess other eligibility criteria through several survey items.

We completed surveys with 104*° victims from July 2002 to February 2003. About one-
fourth of these (28 percent) were completed by phone during the summer. The rest were mailed
to victims for self-administration and return mailings, from October 2002 to February 2003. We
had Spanish translations of all materials, and mailed both English and Spanish versions to
victims whose race/ethnicity was indicated as Hispanic/Latino(a) in law enforcement records.
Several completed Spanish versions were returned to us. See Appendix F for more information
on why the change in survey methods was necessary.

We sampled violent crime victims from the records of nine law enforcement agencies in five
counties®® around the state:

= Allegany County: Frostburg State University Police Department
*  Baltimore County: Baltimore County Police Department

= Charles County: Charles County Sheriff’s Office and State Police Barrack “H” La
Plata

¥ We had planned to survey 200 victims, but encountered various obstacles in obtaining victim information from
law enforcement agencies. See Appendix E for a full discussion.

3% Our goal was to obtain cases from at least several agencies in each of eight jurisdictions (seven counties and the
city of Baltimore), but various issues prevented this. See Appendix E.
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»  Prince George’s County: Prince George’s County Police Department, Greenbelt
Police Department, Mt. Rainier Police Department, and University of Maryland —
College Park Police Department

= Wicomico County: Wicomico County Sheriff’s Office

The timeframe for sampled crimes was January to March 2002 or June to September 2002,
varying by agency. We asked law enforcement agencies to send us information on all violent
crimes against victims age 18 or over reported in that period, including victim’s name and
contact information; victim demographics; type, date, and location of crime; whether there were
physical injuries; and whether an arrest was made. Agencies provided such data as were
available.

The survey took about five to ten minutes on average, and participants were paid $20 for
their time. The Urban Institute’s federally-certified Institutional Review Board for the Protection
of Human Subjects approved all research forms and procedures. Voluntary informed consent
procedures were used and the confidentiality of all case file review and survey information is
strictly protected. Please see Appendix F for further information on sampling and survey
methods.

Analyses of possible selection biases at the sampling and survey administration stages
indicate some limitations that must be acknowledged. Our plan was to sample victims from
several law enforcement agencies in each of eight jurisdictions selected to bring diversity on
region of the state; population density; population demographics; socioeconomic indicators;
violent crime rate; and representation on claimant rolls; as well as representing a majority of the
state’s population and violent crime. We were only able to get samples from agencies in five
counties. We were able to obtain samples from major police agencies in two populous counties
with relatively high crime rates — Prince George’s County and Baltimore County. We surveyed
at least some victims from each of the five regions of the state, which brings diversity on density,
demographics, and so on. However, we were not able to get victim information from Baltimore
City, and that is a substantial deficit since it is a major population center and accounts for over
one-third of the state’s violent crime.

In addition, our obtained sample size was half what we planned because of difficulties
getting victim information from law enforcement agencies. This limited the analyses we could
perform and the interpretation of findings. However, analyses comparing survey respondents
with sampled non-respondents indicated no differences between the two groups.

In short, the survey findings should be thought of as suggestive but not conclusive, because
of sampling limitations we encountered. The rest of this chapter presents our findings from
analyses of law enforcement agency data and survey data on victim and crime characteristics;
victims’ awareness of compensation; how they learn of it; who provides this information; who
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