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Introduction

The collection of information about the population’s experience of crime is vital, but often does not prove to be an easy task.
For this reason, the Bureau of Justice Statistics began efforts to capture information about the so-called “dark figure” of
unreported crime. This first occurred through the use of the National Crime Survey (NCS) and later was transitioned to the
NCS' successor, the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) (Lynch, 2006; Rand, 2006). Despite the presence of national
estimates, it is often important to understand the experience of crime at a local, regional, or statewide level. Subnational
estimates augment the information available through other sources, including the NCVS and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s uniform crime reporting program among others. Given that Kentucky is geographically diverse, largely rural,
and many citizens are relatively isolated, local estimates are preferable. There is also an overall desire for local applicability
by state and local law makers as they formulate legislation, plan programs, and attempt to document the results of their efforts.
Tothis end, five previous statewide victimization surveys have been undertaken within the Commonwealth of Kentucky. This
report documents the process and some of the findings from the sixth Kentucky-specific crime victimization survey, which was
administered during the spring/summer of 2017. The primary goals of the project were as follows:

e To accurately measure the criminal victimization experiences of adults residing in Kentucky.

*  To provide a source of comparison for other sources of criminal justice-related data within Kentucky.

 To distinguish the circumstances and risk factors that may influence the likelihood of criminal victimization in

Kentucky.

*  To help clarify criminal victimization experiences in those areas where national estimates do not provide a complete
picture.

The statistical information presented within this report is primarily descriptive in nature, and is provided to help readers better
understand the responses collected during this administration of the Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey (KSVS).
Descriptive statistics can be used for two main purposes, 1) to summarize the distribution of a single variable and 2) to
understand the relationship between two or more variables (Healey, 2002). Summary statistics are provided in an attempt to
reduce the thousands of responses collected into some easily understood numbers that provide us with a sense of how the
information fits into the broader picture, e.g. number of respondents who selected any given response, the percentage of
responses that fall into a particular category, the cumulative percentage of various response choices (Healey, 2002). In
situations where we are exploring the relationship between two or more variables, the statistics, known as measures of
association, provide a mechanism to understand the strength and direction of the relationship and to “disentangle and uncover
the connections between variables” (Haley, 2002, p. 8). In order to carry this out we must understand some basics about how
responses were captured and subsequently analyzed and what the resulting information tells us.

In a survey such as the KSVS, respondents are often asked whether something did or did not happen (e.g. whether or not the
individual experienced a property crime during the recall period). Common follow up questions may include information
designed to gather further details about the experience (e.g. what was taken, the location from which it was taken, etc.).
Variables of this type are measured at the nominal level, and allow the researcher to classify the information into the proper
category (Haley, 2002). Nominal variables however, do not allow for more complex mathematical operations, so we can only
really say there are more or less of a particular category in the sample, but the categories themselves cannot be thought of
as higher or lower than one another in any real sense. In other words, we can say that there are a greater number of
perpetrators that are known to the victim, but because there is no difference in a mathematical sense between offenders that
are a family member of the victim and those that are a friend, the categories cannot be ranked.

The KSVS also contains some questions and subscales designed to gauge respondent's perceptions or opinions (e.g. how
likely is it that you will experience a particular kind of crime in the coming period?). Response choices were provided as a
Likert-type scale, e.g. “very likely", “likely”, “neither likely nor unlikely”, “unlikely”, and “very unlikely.” Variables of this type are
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measured at the ordinal level, which means that “they have categories that can be arrayed along a scale from high to low, but
the exact distances between the categories or scores are undefined” (Healey, 2002, p. 13-14). In other words, the person may
select very unlikely in response to a question about whether a particular crime would occur in the future, but there is no real
way of quantifying just how different that respondent is from another who believed the experience to be unlikely.

Statistical analysis of the KSVS data also can provide a better understanding the relationships between and among variables.
Given that the bulk of the survey responses were measured at either the nominal or ordinal level, the type(s) of analyses that
can be conducted are relatively limited. In most cases, the level of measurement limited the method of analysis to the chi
square (X test for independence. This test allows us to establish whether classifying a response into a particular category
of one variable does, or does not, have an “effect on the probability that the case will fall into any particular category of the
second variable” (Healey, 2002, p.270). In other words, the chi square test for independence would allow us to answer a
question such as whether experiencing a crime during the recall period has any effect on an individual’s perception of his or
her risk for experiencing future crimes. Whenever possible, the test statistic, degrees of freedom, and resulting alpha values
have been reported in the narrative text and statistically significant relationships have been denoted in bold. The alpha value,
which is reported using the symbol p, provides a probability that the results are due to a Type | error, which means, in short,
that we have ascribed the differences between the groups as due to random chance, when they are, in fact, due to actual
differences between the groups. By convention, statistical significance is typically achieved when the p value is less than
0.05, or that in 95% of cases we will avoid a Type | error and draw the correct conclusion. As the alpha values decrease, this

means we have an increased confidence that we are drawing the correct conclusion, and that real differences exist between
the groups.

Research Methods

Sample Design and Frame

The target population for the Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey (KSVS) was all individuals 18 years or older who reside
in the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The survey was distributed to adults receiving services and overnight shelter from
organizations affiliated with the Kentucky Interagency Council on Homelessness (KICH). At the time the sampling frame was
created, there were about 2,150 beds available in the KICH operated shelters. The list of shelters to which surveys were
distributed, as well as their published capacities, has been appended to this report as Appendix A. During the planning of the
survey, data from the 2014 K-Count was accessed, and this was compared to the previous responses from previous years.
K Count data suggested that about 1,925 individuals were housed in the emergency shelters on late January day in 2014 on
which the count occurred, thus, 2,000 surveys were allocated for the KICH affiliated homeless service providers. The sampling
frame from which the remaining sample was drawn is the 2014 voter registration file prepared by the Commonwealth of
Kentucky's State Board of Elections.

Due to the rural composition of the Commonwealth, responses were expected to vary widely between counties. In order to
obtain more precise estimates of population quantities, a stratified random sample was drawn. Kentucky's 120 counties are
often classified into 15 Area Development Districts (ADDs), or units of contiguous counties. The ADDs provide a meaningful
stratification variable to help assess crime victimization in different geographic areas of the Commonwealth. A map outlining
the various Area Development Districts is available as Figure One. As of January 1, 2015, Lexington (Fayette County) and
Louisville (Jefferson County) were designated as first-class cities, which are cities possessing a mayor-alderman form of
government. Given that these are two major population centers for the state, these two counties are also of particular interest.
Thus, strata will be the 15 ADDs plus Lexington and Louisville, for a total of 17 strata. Since Lexington and Louisville are part
of the original 15 ADDs (the Bluegrass ADD and the KIPDA ADD, respectively), we adjusted the counts pertaining to those
two ADD:s to reflect that those cities were excluded.



Sample size determination for a stratified sampling plan requires a number of specific assumptions, such as knowledge of the
strata variances. The strata variances are with respect to a specific measured quantity of interest. However, the KSVS
consists of many questions, so there is not a specific quantity for which there is an estimate of strata variances. Moreover,
there are no pragmatic choices for estimates using results from the NCVS or other similar instruments. Thus, we considered
a simple random sample for each stratum for the purpose of sample size determination. If we are interested in the proportion
of people who respond yes to a dichotomous, yes/no, question on the survey, we assume this proportion (p) is 0.5 to produce
a maximum sample size. We assume a margin of error (MOE) of 5% and a 95% confidence level. Typically, one should
assume a response rate (RR) of 25%-30%, so to be conservative we assume 25%. The sample size determination formula
is then

n= Izjz,—a/z *p*+(1-p)

MOE2/RR = 1,537,

where z,_,; isthe 1 — a/2 quantile from a standard normal distribution. We proceeded to round this number up to 1,600.
Since we have 17 strata, we would need 1,600*17=27,200 surveys, which we then round up to 28,000. Combining this with
the 2,000 surveys for the homeless shelters yields a total sample size of 30,000. Note that this number is very small with
respect to the 3,364,922 individuals in our target population, thus no finite population correction factor has been used. Using

this sample size of 30,000, we can ensure that 95% confidence intervals for key population quantities of interest will have a
MOE of 5%.

Sample Selection

We proceeded to use proportional allocation for our sample selection, which means the probability of selection is
28,000/3,364,049 ~ 0.0083. The denominator has been adjusted by subtracting the 873 individuals who were 18 years or
older that were calculated in the 2014 K-Count county results. We calculated the number of Kentucky non-homeless adults
by ADD, multiplied the strata sizes by 0.0083, and then rounded the number to the next closest integer. This gave us the
sample sizes for each stratum. We note that due to rounding error, the total sample size was only 27,998. Thus, we added
one additional sample to the two strata with the smallest sample sizes, which were Gateway and Buffalo Trace.

The 2014 Kentucky voter registration file was entered into the R programming language, which has numerous suites of
functions for survey sampling. We used R to draw the stratified sample from the voter registration file with the sample sizes
for each strata derived above. This produced a file of 28,000 individuals to whom surveys would be sent. The remaining
2,000 surveys were distributed across all of the KICH operated shelters based on their reported capacity of beds. Note that
the voter registration file only contained names and addresses of individuals and no other social or demographic information.
Thus, we were not able to employ oversampling to, for example, obtain a more representative sample of minorities.

Mode and Data Collection Procedures

The KSVS was distributed to the population of registered voters via mail. Non-response follow-up among the sample of
registered voters followed the general methods outlined by Dillman (Shi, 2008), which included the following steps.

e Utilizing the United States Postal Service’s address software to identify duplicates, addresses with improper
formatting, and households with a recent Change of Address, among others. These were either corrected, if possible,
or removed from the sample.

o Day One- Mailing an initial postcard to the entire remaining sample via First Class Mail. The postcard provided a
brief introduction about the project and contact information for those with additional questions. Delivery was expected
to take 1-3 days. Individuals were removed from the sample upon request, and all returned postcards (e.g. returned
to sender, not at this address, deceased) were also removed from the sample.



Days 11-13- Mailing the survey packets, which consisted of a cover letter, contact information, a postage-paid return
envelope, and a copy of the Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey (KSVS) instrument, to the entire remaining
sample. These were sent using Bulk Rate Mail, which has an estimated distribution time of 4-5 delivery days. As
before, all returned addresses were removed from the sample, as were all those who declined participation.

Day 18- Mailing a second, reminder postcard via First Class Mail. Again, the estimated distribution time was 1-3
delivery days.

Day 28- Mailing a second survey packet containing a cover letter, contact information, a postage-paid return
envelope, and a copy of the KSVS instrument using Bulk Rate Mail. As before, these had an estimated distribution
time of 4-5 delivery days, and returned/declined responses were removed from the sample.

Day 40- Mailing a third packet, which had a larger envelope that had been printed in full color, using First Class Mail.
These had an expected distribution time of 1-5 delivery days.

Responses to the survey itself were totally anonymous, and did not include any identifying information. In order to aid in
tracking of responses, the survey envelopes were pre-coded with an alphanumerical identifier and were color coded to allow
staff to easily identify whether the participant had responded to the first, second, or third mailing attempt. When surveys were
returned, the identifier allowed members of the research team to remove this individual from the list for follow-up mailings.
Due to the actual distribution time; however, some individuals who had already participated did receive a follow-up survey(s).
The survey instrument was then separated from the envelope, thus ensuring anonymity. Since the KSVS does not include
any identifiable information respondents could not be linked to their particular survey submission. Consent documents were
provided as part of the research packet, which could be retained by the respondent and contained information about the survey
itself as well as contact information for the researcher. Participants were also provided with contact information for a mental
health professional who would provide telephone-based crisis assessment and referrals to appropriate services within their
own community when necessary. Although this option was not widely utilized, it was a valuable component of the project.

Table A. Mailing Response Rates of Registered Voters by Survey Phase

Mailing Attempt Number of Returned Number of Surveys Response % Cumulative %
Surveys Mailed
First 6013 26041 23.09% 23.09%
Second 330 22936 1.44% 24.36%
Third 1717 20492 8.38% 30.95%



Table B. Envelopes Returned by Registered Voters by Location

Location

Barren River ADD

Big Sandy ADD
Bluegrass ADD

Buffalo Trace ADD
Cumberland Valley ADD
FIVCO ADD

Gateway ADD

Green River ADD
Kentucky River ADD
KIPDA ADD

Lake Cumberland ADD
Lincoln Trail ADD
Lexington

Louisville

Northern Kentucky ADD
Pennyrile ADD
Purchase ADD

Number Returned

571
199
971
138
316
212
151
417
182
456
406
551
561
1380
852
411
421

Projected Sample

Response Rate (%)

1844 (30.96%)
991 (20.08%)

3078 (31.54%)
358 (38.54%)

1508 (20.95%)
890 (23.82%)

533 (28.33%)

1359 (30.68%)
735 (24.76%)

1391 (32.78%)
1346 (30.16%)
1705 (32.31%)
1999 (28.06%)
4822 (28.61%)
2773 (30.72%)
1380 (29.78%)
1288 (32.68%)

Actual Sample

Response Rate (%)

1644 (34.73%)
957 (20.79%)

2041 (33.01%)
324 (42.59%)

1409 (22.42%)
848 (25.00%)

500 (30.20%)

1283 (32.50%)
658 (27.65%)

1319 (34.57%)
1232 (32.95%)
1628 (33.84%)
1846 (30.39%)
4547 (30.34%)
2516 (33.86%)
1205 (34.11%)
1165 (36.13%)

Percent of total
(N=8,516)
6.70%
2.33%
11.40%
1.62%
3.71%
2.48%
1.77%
4.89%
2.13%
5.35%
4.76%
6.47%
6.58%
16.20%
10.00%
4.82%
4.94%



Instrumentation- The Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey

The Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey (KSVS) examined incidents of criminal victimization that occurred within the
Commonwealth of Kentucky during the 12 months immediately preceding the survey. This project marked the sixth time a
victimization survey has been administered within the state since the CJSAC's inception in 1984. Given that much of the
information made available through the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) has been hard to generalize to Kentucky's
population because of its rurality, demographics, and other factors, an effort of this type was especially valuable. The receipt
of State Justice Statistics Program funding through the Bureau of Justice Statistics allowed for a broadening of the instrument's
scope and permitted a sample of sufficient size to generate estimates for each ADD, a goal that had not previously been
attainable. It also introduced an exciting expansion of the methodology, allowing us to reach a very isolated, although
extremely high-risk, subpopulation, the homeless, for the first time. The survey instrument was developed in partnership with
the University of Kentucky College of Education Center for Evaluation (UK CEEC), and included items regarding the perception

of risk, property offenses, interpersonal threat characteristics, sources of violent crime, law enforcement performance, and
community resource utilization.

The Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey (KSVS) asked respondents to recall recent experiences in which they were the
victim of a crime. items were included regarding major types of criminal offenses, such as crimes against society and crimes
against persons. When possible, respondents were also asked to include additional information and characteristics about the
incident(s). Activities during the first phase of the project primarily involved adapting the instrument so that it better aligned
with the research objectives and was suitable for self-administration. The redesigned instrument consisted nearly entirely of
closed-ended questions with clearly worded answer choices, which allow for efficient responding and simplified coding
protocols. The constructs of interest are Perceptions of Risk, Property Offenses, Interpersonal Threat Characteristics,
Sources of Violent Crime, Law Enforcement Performance, and Community Resource Utilization. Each of these is
described in greater detail below, and a full report of the instrument design process is available at
https://justice.ky.gov/Pages/Reports.aspx.

Perceptions of Risk: Aside from collecting crime statistics, the developers of the KSVS intended for the instrument
to measure other constructs that may be associated with victimization. To assess crime-related anxieties, the survey contains
seven Likert-type questions arranged in a response matrix. From the information collected here, researchers and policymakers
can infer how safe or unsafe a community seems to its citizens. Unlike the NCVS, the KSVS does not include items related to
a respondent's fear of crime. Research suggests that items related to fear are an inadequate measure of crime-related

anxieties because fear tends to be more indicative of the perceived severity of the crime rather than the safety of respondents’
communities (Warr & Stafford, 1983).

Property Offenses: The survey measures property offenses using a series of questions that attempt to ascertain
the types of property crime that an individual may have experienced during the past year. The instrument makes use of a
question, adapted from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), which outlines the various kinds of items that are
likely to be stolen. Both self-report and official statistics consistently demonstrate that individuals are much more likely to
experience property crime within a given period, but reporting regarding the theft of certain kinds of items may be less likely
(Baumer & Lauritsen, 2010; Block & Block, 1984). Likewise, some items may appear to be of little monetary value, but may
have tremendous significance or could be used to hide other assets, especially among some segments of the population
(Fitzpatrick, La Gory, & Ritchey, 1993).

Interpersonal Threat Characteristics: Response matrices are utilized in which respondents can describe the
various kinds of threatening behavior experienced during the 12-month recall period. Many of these types of behavior have
been linked to interpersonal violence and other crimes like stalking (Brewster, 2000; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999). Additional
information is solicited from those that respond affirmatively to one or more threatening behaviors, which includes the likelihood
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of reporting and the type of relationship that existed between the victim and alleged perpetrator.

Law Enforcement Performance: Several questions included on the KSVS address attitudes and perceptions of

community law enforcement, including items to address any contact that the respondent had with law enforcement during the
past year.

Sources of Violent Crime: A response matrix included on the KSVS allowed respondents to concurrently describe
the type of violent criminal victimization they experienced, as well as the frequency of victimization, who was responsible, and
whether or not this experience had been reported to law enforcement.

Community Resource Utilization: The survey measures community resource utilization through a series of
questions that determine if respondents accessed medical, mental health, or police services following victimization. Given that
the survey was administered to two groups, a random sample of adults that were registered voters and individuals that received
services from providers of overnight shelter, this information was vitally important. Responses from these two groups provided

valuable information, and can also be used to inform the allotment of public safety resources and guide criminal justice policy
efforts.

The current survey instrument was developed to be capable of not only fulfilling the research objectives, but also collecting
responses related to a sensitive topic, and utilizing known best practices of survey design. In an effort to make the KSVS a
briefer survey than the existing instruments such as the NCVS, developers replaced several repetitive questions with concise
response matrixes. Ideally, this adjustment would prevent respondent fatigue and elicit more complete response data. In
addition, the KSVS collects responses from individual adults on a one-time basis, rather than from entire households in semi-
annual intervals like the NCVS, reducing the duplication, mailing costs, and response time.

Once the survey items were selected and revised, an item matrix was created for the instrument. An item matrix is a survey
construction method for identifying the logic for each item and justifying its presence in the instrument using research literature.
The item matrix was used to establish the measurement purpose and justification for every survey item, ensuring that they all
contributed adequately to the construct validity of the measure. Any items found to lack a measurement purpose or suitable
literary precedent were removed from the survey. In addition, the item matrix provided guidance for categorizing and revising
survey items to elicit superior response data. A sample of the KSVS item matrix is included in the Phase One report available
at https://justice.ky.qov/Pages/Reports.aspx.

The KSVS is distinct from its predecessors in that it considers individuals that are often overlooked by crime victimization
surveys, the homeless. Previous surveys, both in Kentucky and within the nation as a whole, did not measure crimes against
those without a permanent residence in the area of reference, and this can lead to the under-reporting of crime (Sparks, 1981).
To address this issue, the KSVS was designed to include the homeless population in its sample. As homeless, transient, and
other unstably housed individuals experience a unique type(s) of victimization (Wenzel, Koegel, & Gelberg, 2000), the KSVS
incurred many modifications to better accommodate these groups, e.g. response choices were included for those with limited
possessions and housing options. The survey also includes a filtering question to help researchers distinguish the victimization
of those without permanent housing from that of homeless/unstably housed respondents.

The KSVS items were developed to measure the incidence of victimization for various types of crime during the past 12
months. Although longer than the reference period of the NCVS, the period of a year is short enough that responses will not
be severely hampered by inadequate recall, especially in the case of serious or notable crimes (Czaja, Blair, Bickart, &
Eastman, 1994). With repeated administration, researchers will be able to detect shifts in the victimization rate over time, and
to determine the effectiveness of current and future public safety efforts and policies.



The original survey items were designed to be unidimensional, requiring respondents to report only one type of victimization
at a time, and items related to victimization events were divided into different classifications. Using a combination of
dichotomous and multiple-response items, the KSVS asked respondents to recall whether they experienced property offenses,
interpersonal victimization, violent crime victimization, and sexual victimization. Unlike the NCVS, the KSVS did not ask
respondents to report attempted crimes as part of its victimization measurement. This change was made to prevent over-

reporting, as some attempted crimes are indistinct. Respondents may also lack the knowledge to accurately describe or
identify the crime (Keiter, 2004).

Pilot Testing

The revised survey was piloted among 49 respondents, and a Rasch analysis was conducted to assess the KSVS'
unidimensionality and item reliability. The results from the Rasch analysis of the pilot indicated a well-constructed instrument
that measures the intended constructs. Given that the survey was constructed to specifically maximize the collection of
information while simultaneously limiting length and expected response time, respondents should be able to complete the
survey in no more than fifteen minutes. A major goal of this project was the systematic construction of a survey instrument
that is capable of displaying strong construct validity and unidimensionality, and that was firmly grounded in the research
literature. In order to assess the strength of the instrument, Rasch analyses were applied to the pilot data, and were also used
with the entire response set.

A Rasch analysis produces a score that describes a person’s perception or experience and produces fit statistics that indicate
the extent to which the measure or item is unidimensional. Items in an instrument essentially become points on a
measurement scale, organized by a hierarchy of item difficulty. Rasch analysis also produces indicators of reliability, or “the
degree to which scores are free from measurement error” (Smith & Smith, 2004, p. 94), calculated similarly to Chronbach’s
Alpha. Rasch models provide a direct estimate of the modeled error variance for each estimate of a person’s “ability” and an
item’s difficulty-to-endorse, providing a quantification of the precision of every person measure and item difficulty which can
be “used to describe the range within which each item’s ‘true’ [difficulty-to-endorse] or person's ‘true’ “ability” falls” (Smith &
Smith, 2004, p.96). In the case of a survey such as the KSVS, “ability” refers to the amount of a latent variable a person
possesses, such as the extent to which they feel at risk for a particular kind of crime (perception of risk).

Rasch Analysis of Survey Responses

A total of 8,532 responses were collected on paper surveys that were hand-entered by employees of the Kentucky Justice
and Public Safety Cabinet. The dataset was shared with a team at the University of Kentucky College of Education Evaluation
Center (UK CEEC) who were tasked with evaluating the instrument as an overall scale. Analyses were conducted to examine
the psychometric qualities of the overall victimization scale and the proposed sub-scales: Perception of Risk, Property

Offenses, Interpersonal Threat Characteristics, Sources of Violent Crime, Law Enforcement Performance, and Community
Resource Utilization.

The team at UK CEEC conducted initial Rasch analyses using all 8,520 responses, then removed all of the “no” respondents
and selected the 3,231 respondents who experienced at least one type of victimization during the past 12 months (Wu,
Sampson, & Bradley, 2018, p.3). Given that analysis of the pilot data had suggested unidimensionality, the UK CEEC assumed
the KSVS instrument to be theoretically unidimensional, despite the multiple crimes included and variable dynamics of
experience with crime. The Rasch analysis returned values necessary to indicate the overall scale could be treated as a
unidimensional construct, yet noted only 22% of raw variance could be explained by the measure. Item-total correlations
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indicated good internal consistency for most items, except seven (Wu, Sampson, & Bradley, 2018, pg. 5). ltem separation
reliability indicated the majority of items to exhibit acceptable fit and good internal consistency, indicating the items represented
appropriate levels of overall victimization (Wu, Sampson, & Bradley, 2018, Pg. 6). The six subscales did not hold up in the
Rasch analysis as unidimensional, however, suggesting the need for further adaptation of the items and KSVS as a whole.

Statewide Results

Modeled after the approach taken by the UK CEEC's Rasch analysis, tables below report frequencies for all 8,520
respondents, while subsequent pages select data for each of Kentucky’s 15 Area Development Districts (ADD) as well as its'
two major metropolitan areas, Lexington and Louisville. Where appropriate, all validated responses were considered; for some
of the subscales, only the sample of respondents who answered affirmatively were selected for reporting.

As one of the most informative indicators for the descriptive data collected, the response frequencies reported against the
number of responses missing (by item) is repeated throughout this report for both the state as a whole and, whenever practical,
for each ADD as well as Lexington and Louisville. Further exploring the percentage of respondents within each item that fall
into specific categories (e.g. gender, race, housed, partnered) may be useful for certain items, however due to the lack of
oversampling, low response rates, and the relative rarity of criminal victimization experiences as a whole, more sophisticated
statistical analysis or reporting is often not possible. Despite the great challenges for reporting, which includes controlling for
confounding factors of the inherently, less than unidimensional construct of victimization, notes and discussion regarding the
extent to which an item should be revisited or revised are also contained in this report. Given that there were few demographics
from which to choose in the original sampling frame, it was not possible to identify the ways in which the sample differs from
Kentucky's population as a whole, nor could we ascertain any potential differences among those that chose not to respond
and those that did, thus none of the survey responses have been weighted, and no adjustments have been made for non-
response. Itis for these reasons that the data reported within this document should be considered to reflect the perceptions
and experiences of the respondents; these data are not generalizable to any other population.

In general, data can be located in this report in the same order that it was presented on the Kentucky Statewide Victimization
Survey instrument. In those analyses that include content from several items on the survey in an effort to further define the
nature of criminal victimization in Kentucky, this material is typically paired with the corresponding subject matter or subscale.
Given that respondents were asked about a broad array of crime types and provided a variety of response choices for many
items, only a portion of the possible analyses have been offered here as examples of the extent to which the data reflecting
specific crimes might be reported for any given location. As noted in Table B, although total response rates per Area
Development are reasonable, the number of respondents who reported crime on the survey overall is relatively low compared
to the total number of surveys collected.

Perception of Risk

As noted by Wu, Sampson, and Bradley (2018), the seven items presented in the first question on the KSVS perform well
together as a subscale, indicating that from these items taken together, “researchers and policymakers can infer how unsafe
the state seems to its citizens” (p.12). In order to further explore Perception of Risk among the respondent population, the
response categories for each item were recoded from “very unlikely” and “unlikely” into “Low perceived risk” and the “likely”
and “very likely” response categories into “High perceived risk.” Frequencies are presented (Table C) to reflect individual
components reported on by respondents (valid percent of the total sample, n=8500). These are complemented by the number

of missing responses, to better quantify the percentage of respondents that chose to skip a specific item within the overall
subscale that reflects Perception of Risk (Table D).
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Table C. Perception of Risk ltem Frequencies
In the next 12 months, how likely is it that someone will...

Low perceived risk High perceived risk

Overall (n = 8532) Frequency Pelycael:: Frequency Peyca:::: Missing

Threaten you? (n=8405) Unlikely 6380 88.7 1072 113 127
Likely 17 936

Break into the place you are staying? (n=8304) Unlikely 6300 89.2 1107 10.8 228
Likely 11 886

Steal your vehicle? (n=8385) Unlikely 6380 934 1448 6.6 147
Likely 3 554

Steal something from you using physical force? (n=8348) Unlikely 6338 93.0 1423 70 184
Likely 3 584

Steal something from you without using physical force? (n=8400) Unlikely 6353 815 497 18.5 132
Likely 37 1513

Attack you with a weapon? (n=8354) Unlikely 6348 93.1 1431 6.9 178
Likely 7 568

Force you into unwanted sexual intercourse? (n=8385) Unlikely 6380 96.3 1696 37 147
Likely 5 304

With less than 20% of respondents reporting high perceived risk, these data indicate that the majority of respondents perceive
themselves to be at relatively low risk of being threatened by someone, experiencing a break in at a place where they are

staying, having their vehicle or something else stolen from them, being attacked, or forced into unwanted sexual intercourse
(Table C) during the next 12 months.

Calculation of a Perception of Risk sub-scale

As evidenced in the Rasch analysis, the “Likely” category was “underutilized by respondents, meaning respondents who feel
likely to be victimized during the next 12 months tend to indicate the highest level of [perceived] risk” (Wu, Sampson, and
Bradley, 2018, p. 16). This response patter offered motivation and a solid rationale to recode remaining items with likert-type
categories into dichotomous variables throughout the survey. Also evidenced in the Rasch model, “person separation reliability
indicates how well all the items... work to gauge respondent experience along the construct... the scores are reliable enough
to make useful inferences about respondents’ level of risk perception” (Wu, Sampson, and Bradley, 2018, p. 14) when
combined into a dichotomous variable scale. A Perception of Risk sub-scale score was calculated for every respondent
(n=8440) who answered all seven of the Perceived Risk items (Table D) in order to best reflect the appropriate discrimination
index for the underlying construct of interest (i.e. perceived risk). Such a score will allow interactions among the individual risk
items to be summarized, and will help to contextualize the experience of risk with the experience of those crimes assessed or
collected by other items and proposed subscales throughout the KSVS,
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Table D. Perception of Risk sub-scale score

Low perceived risk High perceived risk
Frequency Valid Percent Frequency Valid Percent Missing
Perceived Risk sub-scale (n=8532) 6427 75.3 2013 236 92

This subscale score, which could range from “Low perceived risk” to “High perceived risk” with values between 0 and 1 being
designated as “Low perceived risk”, and those ranging from 2 to 3 as “High Perceived Risk’, was calculated to reflect a
respondents overall Perception of Risk that a crime might be committed against them during the next 12 months. Throughout
this report, the Perception of Risk sub-scale score is referenced in order to help contextualize the frequencies or subsequent
analyses; for example, the extent to which a respondent reports experiencing a Property Offense (or Sexual Assault or
Interpersonal Threat) or reporting the crime to the police could be influenced by their overall Perception of Risk (Table ).

Law Enforcement Performance

Five items were included on the KSVS in order to examine respondent's perceptions of “Law Enforcement Performance”.
These included a characterization of the amount of crime within the respondent's community and the degree to which law
enforcement is successful at protecting members of the community as well as information about any contacts an individual
had experienced with law enforcement during the recall period. Although the five items were initially proposed as a subscale,
their performance together as such was not substantiated by the Rasch analysis. This was due in part to the differing format
of the items, with some items having dichotomous response choices (yes/no) and others utilizing a Likert-type scale.

In order to further explore Perceptions of Law Enforcement among the respondent population, the response categories for the
first two Law Enforcement items were recoded into dichotomous variables; “very uncommon/unsucessful’ and
“‘uncommon/unsucessful’ were coded into ‘“uncommonfunsucessfu’ and the ‘common/sucessful’ and ‘“very
common/sucessful” response categories were recoded into “very common/successful.” Simple frequencies are reported in
Table E, complemented by the number of missing responses for each item, which better quantify the percentage of population
sampled that chose to skip a specific item. When considered individually, each item reflects the respondent's experiences
with, and opinions about law enforcement in the communities in which they live.

Table E. Law Enforcement Performance
Uncommon/ unsuccessful/

no Common/ successfull yes
Valid Valid . .

Overall (n =8532) Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Missing
“In my community, crime is " (n=8404) 5614 66.8 2790 33.2 128
Law enforcement is at protecting those in my
community. (n=8260) 1457 17.6 6803 824 272
Have you had any contact with law enforcement in your
community? 4417 55.1 3599 449 516
(n=8016)
Ouring my contacts with law enforcement in my community |
have been treated with respect. (n=4067) 352 e 37 912 4469
How would you describe the contacts that you have had with
faw enforcement in your community? (n=4116) 450 10.9 £853 894 4416

Approximately 2/3 of respondents (67%) indicated that crime is “uncommon” in their community; yet 1,457 of all respondents
indicate “law enforcement is unsuccessful at protecting those in my community” (17.6%). As the number of respondents
indicating they have had “some contact with law enforcement in [their] community” (n=3599) is more than double those who
indicate law enforcement is “unsuccessful’, the relationship between an individual’s experience as a victim and the extent to
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which crime was reported to the police (reported in later items on the KSVS), is likely to be a fruitful avenue for future

exploration.

Property Offenses

Respondents were prompted to “Please respond to the following questions by selecting the response that best describes your
experiences” involving property offenses, specifically whether anyone had: “Broken into a place they were staying,” “Broken
into your vehicle(s)?"or “Used your financial information without your permission? Follow up questions were also included
for each item to discem whether those who had experienced the crime(s) had reported them to police. (Table F).

Table F. Initial Property Offense items

During the past 12 months, has anyone...
Overall(n=8532) Frequency

a. Broken into a place where you were staying? 261
If yes, did you report this to the police? 160
b. Broken into your vehicle{s)? 480
Ifyes, did you report this to the police? 235
¢. Used your financial information (credit card number, 1122
bank account, etc.) without your permission?
If yes, did you report this to the police? 282

Yes

Valid Percent

3.0
65.0

5.7
49.3
13.3

258

No

Frequency

8205
86

7968
242
734

813

Valid Percent
96.2
35.0
94.3
50.7
86.0

74.2

Missing
66

84

76

Most Property Offense items (Table F) were combined with the additional items, captured in Table G, to create the proposed
Property Offense subscale. Because the IDthft item (“Used your financial information (credit card number, bank account, efc.)
without your permission?) indicated “negative correlation with the whole scale score” (Wu, Sampson, and Bradley, 2018, p.
5), it was omitted from the Property Offense subscale score for each respondent who reported experience with at least one

property offense.

Table G. Additional Property Offense items

During the past 12 months, were any of the following items stolen
from you?

Frequency
A carried item (purse, wallet, briefcase, suitcase, backpack, etc.) 212
A portable electronic device (laptop computer, tablet computer, cellutar 255
phone, efc.)
Sports equipment (bicycle, hunting gear, kayak, etc.) 172
Something that you wear (jewelry, clothing, shoes, etc.) 306
An item outside your home (barbeque grill, lawn equipment, lawn 485
fumniture, etc.)
An item inside your home (TV, stereo, home computer, power tools, etc.) 204
A child's belongings (the child's toys, clothes, books, efc.) 136
A vehicle (car, motorcycle, boat, ATV, etc.) 98
Something that was inside a vehicle (GPS device, package, shopping 358
bags, etc.)
Medication 235
Something else 213

Yes

No

Valid Frequency

Percent
25
3.0

20
3.6
5.7

24
1.6
1.2
4.2

28
25

8304
8261

8344
8210
8031

8312
8380
8418
8159

8281
8300

Valid
Percent
97.3
97.0

98.0
96.2
94.3

97.6
98.2
99.8
95.6

97.2
97.3

Missing

16
16

16
16
16

16
16
16
16

16
16

Of the respondents who indicated they were victim to at least one property offense and selected the “something else” response,
items most frequently reported include: Animals (cattle (n=1), dog (n=1), fish (n=2), sheep (n=1), turkey (n=1)); Antiques (n=2);
Gas (n=4); Gun (n=2); Mail (n=4); Money (n=8). Given that money was the most commonly included “other” itém, this will
likely be included as a separate response choice in future iterations of the survey.
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The thirteen Property Offense items (except IDthft as noted above) were combined to calculate a Property Offense score for
respondents who reported they experienced at least one property offense (n=719) and respondents who reported the
experience of more than one property offense (n=787). Though not established as a psychometrically sound subscale in the
Rasch model, most of the items performed well together to reflect experience with Property Offense. Similar to treatment of
the Perception of Risk items, the Property Offense items were combined to reflect a total score for any respondent who
endorsed at least one of the thirteen possible offenses, as distinct from the respondents who endorsed they had experienced
more than one of the thirteen possible offenses for the purposes of reporting (Table H).

Table H. Property Offense score

Victim of one property offense Victim of more than one property offense
Frequency Valid Percent Frequency Valid Percent Missing
Property Offense score
(n=8532) 719 84 787 9.2 14

As noted above, to better understand respondents’ perception that a particular crime might occur in the near future, i.e. “during
the next 12 months”, the Perception of Risk subscale score was considered in the context of whether a respondent had
experienced a Property Offense during the 12 month recall period preceding the completion of the survey (Table H).

Table 1. Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Low perceived High perceived Total
risk risk
Property  Not a victim of property offense Count 5737 1207 6944
Offense Expected Count 5288 1656
% within Property 82.6% 17.4%
Offense
Victim of one property offense Count 420 295 715
Expected Count 544 170
% within Property 59% 41%
Offense
Victim of multiple property Count 270 511 781
offenses Expected Count 594 186
% within Property 35% 65%
Offense
Total Count 6427 2013 8440
% within Property 76% 24%
Offense

The majority of respondents indicated that they were not a victim of property offense (Table ) within the past 12 months
(n=6944), and of these respondents, only 17% perceive themselves to be at high risk of being the victim of a crime within the
next 12 months. Of the respondents who indicated that they experienced multiple property offenses (n=781) in the past 12
months, 65% perceived themselves to be at high risk of experiencing criminal victimization in the upcoming 12 months. This
is a level of risk that was statistically significantly greater than the 41% of respondents who experienced one property offense
in the preceding 12 months and reported themselves to be at high risk of criminal victimization in the coming 12 months
(n=715) (X%2)=1022, p < .001).
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Similarly, perceptions of how commonly crime occurred in the community were considered in the context of whether an
individual had reported experience with property offense within the past 12 months. As noted above, these responses were
recoded into a dichotomous variable (very uncommon/uncommon were recoded into “Uncommon” and the common/very
common recoded into “Common”) to reflect the extent to which a respondent believes crime is familiar or commonplace in his
or her community. This is very similar to the recoding that was described for the Law Enforcement Performance items

described above. These dichotomous responses (Uncommon and Common) were assessed against the Property Offense
score (Table J).

Table J. Perceptions of Crime in Community compared to experience with Property Offense

Uncommon  Common Total
Property Not a victim of property offense Count 4948 1969 6917
Offense Expected Count 4621 2296
% within Property 71.5% © 28.5%
Offense
Victim of one property offense Count 398 3N 709
Expected Count 474 235
% within Property 56.1% 43.9%
Offense
Victim of multiple property Count 268 510 778
offenses Expected Count 520 258
% within Property 34.4% 65.6%
Offense
Total Count 5614 2790 8404
% within Property 66.8% 33.2%
Offense

Perceptions of crime in the respondent's community was considered in the context of whether respondents reported being the
victim of a property offense (or multiple offenses) within the past 12 months (Table J). The majority of respondents indicated
they were not a victim of property offense within the past 12 months (n=6917); yet of these respondents, 28% perceive that
crime is a common occurrence in their community (n=1969). Of the respondents who reported experiencing multiple property
offenses (n=778), 66% indicated they perceive crime to be highly common in their community. This is statistically significantly
greater than the 44% of respondents who report having been the victim of one property offense within the past 12 months and
perceive crime to be common within their communities (X%(2)=473, p < .001).

Violent Crimes

After the Property Offense items, the KSVS asked respondents to report the extent to which various incidents of Violent Crime
occurred. These nineteen items were considered together as one “Sources of Violent Crime” subscale, substantiated by the
Rasch analysis as “a less psychometrically unidimensional instrument” which makes sense, as the nineteen items inquire
about very different violent crimes. Although these items were not substantiated as additional subscales, the items were
grouped together based on the type of violent crime for reporting purposes (e.g. Robbery, Physical Assault, Sexual Assault,
and Interpersonal Threat). Results for these item groups are reported and interpreted below Tables N and O, which report
simple frequencies for the nineteen items that make up the overall Sources of Violent Crime scale as well as follow up
questions regarding the frequency of the crime, the perpetrator, and whether or not the crime was reported to police.
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Similar to analyses for the Property Offenses items, the extent to which a respondent perceived risk that a crime might occur
during the upcoming 12 months, as well as their perceptions of crime within their community were explored in the context of
a respondent’s experience with violent crime in the preceding 12-month period. The majority of respondents indicated they
were not a victim of violent crime within the past 12 months (n=6676), and of these respondents, only 17% perceived
themselves to be at high risk of being the victim of a crime during the coming 12 months (Table K).

Table K. Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Low perceived risk  High perceived risk Total

Violent Crime Not a victim of violent crime Count 5509 1167 6676
Expected Count 5084 1591
% within Violent Crime 82.5% 17.5%

Victim of violent crime Count 458 235 693
Expected Count 528 165
% within Violent Crime 66% 34%

Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 458 609 781
Expected Count 813 254
% within Violent Crime 43% 57%

Total Count 6425 2011 8436
% within Violent Crime 76% 24%

Of the respondents who indicated that they experienced multiple violent crimes (n=781) within the past 12 months (Table K),
57% perceived themselves to be at high risk of experiencing additional victimization during the next 12-month period. Thisis
a level of risk that was statistically significantly greater than the 34% of respondents who reported having experienced one
violent crime during the past 12 months, and characterized themselves as being at high risk of future victimization (2 (2)=836,
p <.001). Similarly, perceptions of how commonly crime occurred in the community were considered in the context of whether
an individual had reported experience with violent crime within the past 12 months; responses (uncommon v. common)

reported for “In my community, crime is " were assessed in the context of responses to the Violent Crime scale
(Table L).

Table L. Perceptions of Crime in Community in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Uncommon Common Total

Violent Crime Not a victim of violent crime Count 4748 1898 6646
Expected Count 4439 2206
% within Violent Crime 71.4% 28.6%

Victim of one violent crime Count 419 273 692
Expected Count 462 229
% within Violent Crime 60.5% 39.5%

Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 444 618 1062
Expected Count 709 352
% within Violent Crime 41.8% 58.2%

Total Count 5611 2789 8400
% within Violent Crime 66.8% - 33.2%
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Perceptions of crime commonality were considered in the context of whether respondents reported being the victim of no
violent crimes, one violent crime, or multiple violent crimes within the past 12 months (Table L). The majority of respondents
indicated they were not a victim of violent crime (n=6646) within the 12-month recall period; yet of these respondents, 28%
perceive that crime is a common occurrence in their community (n=1898). Of the respondents who reported experiencing
multiple violent crimes (n=1062), 58% indicated they perceive crime to be highly common, at a level that was statistically
significantly greater than 39% of respondents who also indicated crime to be common (n=273), having indicated they
experienced at least one violent crime within the past 12 months (X2 (2)=375, p < .001).

Table M. Perceptions of Law Enforcement in the context of experience with Violent Crime
Unsuccessful Successful  Total

Violent Crime Not a victim of violent crime Count 954 5575 6529
Expected Count 1151 5377
% within Violent Crime 14.6% 85.4%

Victim of one violent crime Count 148 532 680
Expected Count 119 560
% within Violent Crime 21.8% 718.2%

Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 354 693 1047
Expected Count 185 862
% within Violent Crime 33.8% 66.2%

Total Count 1456 6800 8256
% within Violent Crime 17.6% 82.4%

Perceptions of the extent to which law enforcement is successful was considered in the context of whether respondents
reported being the victim of a violent crime (or multiple violent crimes) within the past 12 months (Table M). The majority of
respondents indicated they were not a victim of violent crime within the past 12 months (n=6529). The bulk of respondents
perceived law enforcement effort to be successful at protecting those in the community, with only 17.6% of all respondents
characterizing law enforcement efforts as unsuccessful (n=1456). Of the respondents who reported experience with one
violent crime (n=680), 78% indicated they perceived law enforcement to be successful, while 66% of respondents that had
experienced multiple violent crimes within the past 12 months indicated law enforcement to be successful (n=693). The
differences between these two groups were found to be statistically significant (X2 (2)=237, p < .001).

18



61

144

173

8L

A4

0l

0¢
vl

vL
8
eve

€2
Ll
14

o
0L
08

8l
S
Sl

0¢
Ll
9¢

uno)

awyj 8y o iy
awn ayy Jo aW0S
alwn 8y} o aUoN

awn sy o iy
3l 8y JO aW0S
awn ayj Jo sUoN

awn ay} jo |iv
g ay} Jo awWog
aLny ) o sUoN

awg auHio |iv
awi) ayj Jo awog
awi) 8y Jo SUON

awn sy} Jo |Iv
awi ay) Jo awog
LI} A} JO BUON

awn 8y o IV
aw ay) Jo awog
3w aY} JO SUON

¢oatjod o) payiodas
SIY} Sem U3Yo MOH

74

X4

al

cl

13

ve
Y4

oL
8.

€l
9l

9l
€l
6¢
€l

14
114
L6
9

15
0l

€¢

8¢
e

uno)

Jebueys y

Jaquisw Ajwe4
Jayjo juesyiubis
aouguienbae/pusu 4

labuens y

Jaquisw Ajwe4
Jayio ueoyubis
aouruienboe/pusu 4

Jabuens y

Jaquisw Ajwe4
Jayo yueayubis
aouejuienboeypusu4

Jobuens y

Jaquisw Apwe4
Jayjo ueoyubis
aouejuienboe/puau

1abueys y

Jaquiaw Ajiwe4
Jayjo Jueayiubis
aoue)uienboe/puauy

Jabuens y

Jaquiaw Ajiwe4
Jayjo juedyiubis
soue)juienboe/puau4

(Aidde jey} jre yoayo)
nok o} sitf pip oym

g€

66

0c

9t

13

1%

73
69

ore
€8l

[44
3%

oLl
6

7
ve

3%
L

Buissiy  juno)

sawn ajdynyy
awi suQ

sawn aydynpy
awg auQ

sawi) ajdniniy
auwy suQ

sawn aidniniy
awy auQ

sow ajdnIny
awn auQ

sawn aidnIn
awg aup

¢ pauaddey sup
SBY U3Yo MOH

9l 9ee8 081 ¢uodeam e Buisn nok uuey
AjjeaisAyd o) pauajeasy] ‘)

¢nof uuey

9l 866. 8IS fAireaisAyd oy pausjeaiyy 8
Juodeam e yum

9l e €8 noA payoeye AjjeaisAyd p
9 8178  8€ ¢noK payoeye Ajjedishyd
¢uodeam e Buisn

8l g0v8  of noA wouy Buiyiawos uajols 'q
¢9210j Buisn

°] e €6 noA wouj Buiyjawos uajojs e

Buissiy ON $9A  (zeeg=u) pakamng uonendod

**3U0BWWOS Sy ‘syjuow z| 1sed ay) Buung
9]e9g WY JUS|OIA JO S32IN0g °N 3|qel



174

"AIunwiwed s [enpiapul siyy uiyim uonninsold 19ans ul Buibebua siaxiom Xxas JO UCISSNISIP B PUB ‘SabEM-MO| JO UOISSNISIP B ‘Wa)SAS aJejjam B} UO JUBWWOI B :SMOj|0) S a1am Sasuodsal [eul ay ]
"Xoqpues Jiay} 0) abewep Auadoid papodal paiy) e pue ‘Jabuels e Aq padel asam A3y} jeys pajess Jayioue ‘abey peoy, Burousuadxs papodal [enpiapul suQ “poued yjuow-g| snoiaaid sy Buunp
sawo Aue Bujpuauadxe podal Jou pip [enpiaipul Sy} ybnoyyie  ‘winoip a0usjoIA ANsawog,  Se Jjasiay Jo jjaswiy paquosap juspuodsal aug (.=u) Jaybnep-dajs pue ‘(j=u) puauyfog-xe ‘(}=u)
puegsny-xa ‘(] =u) uos papnjou) sasuodsay ‘Way) pausjealy) pey oym Japuayo ay) buipsebal uoneioges Jayuny papiaold syuspuodsal ¢ *(g=u) yers [eaipswpuswyedsq Asusbiawg pue (}=u)

1800 Aunoes ‘(| =u) Jaoyyo aojjod papnjoul pajsi| sqof ‘uoiednoaoo ue payioads oym asoy) Buowy “8jos yJomBues [euonednaoo Jisy) ul siealy) paousuadxa Aay) Jey) pejusluwon syuapuodsal g
(Z1=u) ¢doyuny aquasep o} x| pjnom noK ase Buiyikue aey) S|

€l 145

oL
L
8l 09

61 oy

Buissin

uno)

SWR 3yl Jo IV
awn 9y} JO JWog
aLun ay) Jo AUON

awn ays o Iy
alwn ay) Jo alWog
3w ay} Jo aUoN

awn ayl o (I
awi) ay} Jo aWog
aw ay) o sUON

awn ay} Jo (I
awiy ay} Jo awWog
alwi ay) Jo SUON

£9d110d 0} payodai
SIY} SBM UIYO MOH

6
14
4
6

418
0l
14
114

8
€
6
14
(1]8
6

(47
0c

uno)

Jabueys y
Jaquiaw Ajwe4
Jayjo Jueoyubis

souejuienboe/pusu4

Jabueys y
Jaquiaw Ajiwe4
13yjo yueoyiubig

aouejuienboe/puau4

labuess y
Jaquisw Ajiwe4
Jay)o Jueoyubig

aoue)juienboe/puaL4

Jobuens y
Jaquaw Ajwed
Jayjo yueoyubig

aouejuienboe/pusti4

(Adde jeu; re yoayo)
¢noA o} sitpy pIp oYM

8l

LE

8l

buissiy

14
9l

0C

uno)

sawn adninpy
awp suQ

sawy adniniy
awy auQ

sawn ajdniniy
awpg auQ

sown aydynyy
awn auQ

¢pauaddey siy
SeY udYyo MOH

9l

14

9l

Buissiyy

88Y8

LIP8

6.v8

vevs

ON

LE

66

8¢

a8

SIA

suodeam e Buisn (Buiyono)
‘Buypuoy ‘Buissiy *6°9) Ayanoe
|enxas ojul noA paaiod ‘[

¢(Buyanoy

‘Bugipuoy ‘Bussy ‘6-a) Kyanoe
|enxas ojul noA pasiod I

cuodeam e Buisn 8s1noass)ul
|enxas ojul nok paasod 'y

£9sIn02J8)ul
|enxas ojul noA paaso4 6

(zegg=u) pakamng uonejndod

***9U0aLWoS sey ‘syuow Z|, 1sed ayy buung

(panunuo9) ajeag awiLY JUB|OIA JO S8IN0S N 8|qel



IC

L

114

4]

145

8¢

o

651

144

ov

8y
8

(43
v6l

96l
€2

]
92

74
65

2]
9tl

8.
18y

90}
181

901
992

Juno)

SOA
ON

awi Y} JO aWog
al ay} Jo suoN

LN ayj) Jo awWog
awn 8y} Jo SUON

aw ay) o aWog
3w au) jo aUON

awn ay} Jo awWos
alwn 8y} O sUON

awi) ay) J0 swoS
awi) ) Jo BUON

alun ay) Jo aWog
awn ay) 0 BUON

awn 8y} 0 SWOS
Wi 8y} 0 BUON

W) 8y Jo aWoS
al ay} Jo BUON
¢edtjod

ayy 0} papodal s1y) sepm

Gl

ve

98

98l

a4

]
6l
e
8¢
I8
Ge
S0l
06
861
€9
el
Wi
ve

LE
0¢
6¢
8l
€L
29
g6
8l

99
€0y
114
¥0i
901
veL
€
801
96
Sl
e
1411
04}

uno)

Jabuens y

Jaquaw Afied

(yuawing Jo Jauuioy) Jayjo Jueayiubig
aouejurenboe/puaL

labuens y

Jaquaw Ajwe4

(1uaung 10 Jawioy) 1810 Jueayubig
gouejuienboe/puaLy

Jabuens y

Jaquisw Ajiwe4

(1uaund Jo Jauwio}) Jayjo yuedyubis
aouejuienboe/puaL4

Jabuens y

Jaquisw Ajwey

(1uauno Jo awloy) 12410 Juesyiubig
aouejuienboe/pusu4

Jabuens y

Jaquisw Apwey

(yuawung Jo Jauuoy) Jayio Jueoyiubis
aoue)uienboe/puauy

Jobuens y

Jaquiaw Ajiwe4

{1uaun3 Jo Jawuio}) Jayjo Juedyiubig
aouejuienboe/pusi{

Jobuens y

Jaquisw Ajwe4

(1ua.no Jo Jauwio}) Jayjo Juedyubis
aouejuienboe/pusli4

1abuens y

Jaquaw Ajiwe4

(juaLind Jo JauLI0y) JaLYI0 Juedyubig
aoue)juienbae/pusu4

Jabuens y

Jaquisw Ajiwe4

(yuawnd Jo Jauwio}) Jayjo Juedyubis
aouejutenboe/puayy

(Aidde jey} jre ¥o8yo)

Lok 0} sty pIp OUM

9¢

8l

9l

Ll

9l

9l

L

8l

Ll

Buissig

06€8

G618

G108

6118

60€8

6528

16LL

0ev.L

€018

ON

143

61€

L0S

96

102

152

yel

801

cly

sop

(9quasap
asea|d) ¢ pauonusw jou
Kem Jayjoue uj noA bujuajeasyy 't

¢nok Bujuayeasp Ajieaishud 'y

¢sieany [equan Bunjeyy 6

¢ swiay pajuemun nok BujaeaT

¢a1am nok
saoejd awes ayj Je dn Buimoys ‘o

£'9)9 ‘aae|dyIom ‘|ooyds
‘awoy JnoA apisyno Buipueys p

(99 ‘sxa)
‘sjrew-9 ‘sieya)) uoissiuuad anok
noyyum sabessaw nok Buipuag ‘o

Juojssiuuad snok Jnoyum
auoydayey ayy uo nok Bujie) q

2nok uo BuiAds/Bumojjo e

(zeg8=u)
pakaning uogejndod

fq paujealyy |33} nok ayew auoawos pip ‘syjuow Z|} ised ayy buung
(swiay| Jeasy] [euosiadiaju)) 3jedg WL JURJOIA JO SBUNOS "Q dqel



Physical Assault ltems

Fouritems on the Sources of Violent Crime Scale were grouped together to better understand experience with Physical Assault
in general. These included items c-f on Table O, i.e. physically attacked you; physically attacked you with a weapon;
threatened to physically harm you, and threatened to physically harm you using a weapon. It should be noted that these items
have not been psychometrically validated as a subscale, but when considered together, they help convey experience with
report of Physical Assault as distinct from the other types of violent crime. The extent to which respondents reported something
they believed was a crime happened because of their gender or sexual orientation was further explored by the individual's
gender; and results point to statistically significant differences, however results should not be generalized to any population
beyond those surveyed on the KSVS, and should also be interpreted with caution for individuals that identify as something
other than male or female due to low response rates.

Table P. Perceptions of whether Physical Assault happened based on gender/gender identity and/or sexual
Did anything which you
thought was a crime happen
to you because of your sexual

Physical
Assault

Not a victim of
Physical Assault
(male)

Victim of Physical
Assault
{male)

Victim of multiple
Physical Assaults
{male)

Not a victim of
Physical Assault
(female)

Victim of Physical
Assault
(female)

Victim of multiple
Physical Assaults
(female)

Not a victim of
Physical Assault
(something else)
Victim of multiple

Physical Assaults
(something else)
Total

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
Expected Count
% within Violent Crime

Count

Count

Count
% within Violent Crime

Did anything which you

thought was a crime

happen to you because

of your gender/gender
identity?

No Yes
3256 6
3247 15
99.8% 0.2%
131 3
133 0.6
97.8% 2.2%
93 7
99.5 0.5
93% 7%
4516 46
4477 84.5
99% 1.0%
158 16
170 3.2
90.8% 9.2%
147 29
172 33
83.5% 16.5%
12 0

1 1
8314 108
98.7% 2.3%

No
3251
3242

99.7%

128
133
95.5%

96
99.4
96%

4554
4541
99.8%

169
173.2
97%

167
174
94.9%

12

8376
99.5%

orientation?

Yes
1
19.6
0.3%

6
0.8
4.5%

4
0.6
4%

20
0.2%

0.8
2.9%

0.8
5.1%

45
0.5%

Total
3262

134

100

4562

174

176

12

8422
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Of the female respondents who reported multiple physical assaults (n=176), 16.5% indicated they perceived that something
happened to them because of their gender or gender identity, at a level that was statistically significantly greater as compared
to the 9% of respondents who indicated they experienced Physical Assault one time (n=147, X%(2)=276, p < .001). In other
words, the perception that a crime occurred based on gender or gender identity is not independent of the occurrence of the
reported crime. We can say with 95% certainty for the female population of KSVS respondents that their perception something
considered to be a crime has occurred because of their specific gender/gender identity. The understanding that something
considered to be a crime occurred because of the respondent's gender is statistically significantly increased when a victim
experienced multiple occurrences of Physical Assault. Expected counts were too low (for some groups, five or less than five)
to establish statistical significance for respondents of the KSVS who experienced one or multiple occurrences of Physical
Assault. The frequencies reported in Table P reflect attribution patterns among these individuals; however, namely, that a
crime occurred, at least in part, due to that person’s sexual orientation and/or gender/gender identity.

These results should be interpreted with extreme caution, as although the minimum standard for the chi-square goodness of
fit requires at least 5 respondents. The threshold is met; however, when the experience of Physical Assault is considered for
the female population, whether the crime occurred one time or multiple times. Likewise, the belief that something occurred
because of some aspect of an individual's identity does not ensure that the perpetrator will be viewed as committing a bias-
related crime by law enforcement and/or the criminal justice system thus, more investigation is needed on this topic.

Sexual Assault ltems

A total of four items from the Sources of Violent Crime Scale were grouped together to better understand experience with
Sexual Assault in general. The items, namely g-j on Table O, include forced you into sexual intercourse, forced you into sexual
intercourse with a weapon, forced you into sexual activity, and forced you into sexual activity using a weapon, As above,
although these items do not perform as a psychometrically validated subscale, when considered together, they help convey
experience with report of Sexual Assault as distinct from the other types of violent crime. Similar to the Property Offense and
Physical Assault items, a score was calculated for individuals that endorsed (responded affirmatively) to at least one of the
four items that address Sexual Assault from within the overall Violent Crime Scale.

Similar to analyses for Property Offense and Physical Assault, the extent to which a respondent perceived him or herself to
be at risk for experiencing further crimes during the next 12 months, as well as the perceptions of crime within their community
were explored in the context of a respondent's experience with Sexual Assault. The majority of respondents indicated they
were not a victim of Sexual Assault within the past 12 months (n=8316); of these respondents, only 23% reported themselves
as being at high risk of being the victim of a crime within the coming 12 months (Table Q).

Table Q. Perception of Risk in the context of Sexual Assault

Perception of Risk
Low perceived High perceived Total
risk risk
Sexual Assault Not a victim of sexual assault Count 6388 1928 8316
Expected Count 6333 1982
% within Violent Crime 76.8% 23.2%
Victim of one sexual assault Count 16 30 46
Expected Count 35 1"
% within Violent Crime 34.8% 65.2%
Victim of multiple sexual assaults Count 21 53 74
Expected Count 56.4 176
% within Violent Crime 28.4% 71.6%
Total Count 6425 2011 8436
% within Violent Crime 76% 24%
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Of the respondents who indicated that they had experienced sexual assault multiple times (n=74) within the past 12 months
(Table Q), 71.6% perceived themselves to be at high risk for further victimization in the next 12 months, a level of risk that was
statistically significantly greater as compared to the 65% of respondents who experienced sexual assault one time (n=486) and
reported a high risk perception in the coming 12-month period (X2 (2)=138, p < .001). This result indicates that for the
respondents surveyed, the perception of risk that a crime will occur during the next 12 months that is experienced by victims
of sexual assault, while already markedly high, further increases when an individual experiences more than one sexual assauit.
This finding is not independent of the occurrence of the crime. In other words, we can say with 95% confidence that an
individual who has experienced one sexual assault within the past 12 months is more likely to report that they perceive
themselves to be at high risk of experiencing another crime within the coming 12 months than those in the population who
have not experienced a recent sexual assault. Similarly, an individual who has experienced more than one sexual assault
within the previous 12 months is more likely to report that they perceive themselves to be at high risk for criminal victimization
in the coming year than those that have experienced a single recent sexual assault.

Similarly, perceptions of how commonly crime occurred in the community were considered in the context of whether an
individual had reported having experienced sexual assault within the past 12 months. Responses (uncommon v. common)
reported for “In my community, crime is " were assessed in the context of responses to the Sexual Assault items
as can be seen in Table R. The majority of KSVS respondents indicated they were not a victim of sexual assault (n=8284)
within the past 12 months (Table R). Among the respondents that experienced sexual assault; however, a statistically
significantly greater proportion of respondents that experienced one sexual assault reported that crime is common within their
community than was found among those respondents who had experienced more than one sexual assault.  Of the
respondents who reported experiencing sexual assault one time (n=46), 69.6% indicated they perceive crime in their
community to be highly common. This level that was statistically significantly greater as compared to the 68% of respondents
experiencing more than one sexual assault in the past twelve months who also indicated crime to be common in their
community (n=48), (X% (2)=67.845, p < .001).

Table R. Perceptions of Crime in Community in the context of experience with Sexual Assault
Perception of Crime in Community

Uncommon Common Total

Sexual Assault Not a victim of sexual assault Count 5575 2709 8284
Expected Count 5533 2750
% within Sexual Assault 67% 33%

Victim of one sexual assault Count 14 32 46
Expected Count K} 15
% within Sexual Assault 30.4% 69.6%

Victim of multiple sexual assaults Count 22 48 70
Expected Count 46 23
% within Sexual Assault 3% 68%

Total Count 5611 2789 8400
% within Sexual Assault 66.8% 33.2%

As an extension of understanding an individual's perceptions of risk and crime in the community, the extent to which
respondents reported having experienced sexual assault was considered in the context of their perceptions that “Law
enforcement is (unsuccessful v. successful) at protecting those in my community.
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Table S. Perceptions of Law Enforcement in the context of experience with Sexual Assault

Perception of Law Enforcement

Unsuccessful Successful Total
Sexual Not a victim of sexual assault Count 1400 6736 8136
Assault Expected Count 1434 6701
% within Sexual Assault 17.2% 82.8%
Victim of one sexual assault Count 20 26
Expected Count 8.1 37.9
% within Sexual Assault 43.5% 56.5%
Victim of multiple sexual assaults Count 36 38
Expected Count 13.1 60.9
% within Sexual Assault 48.6% 51.4%
Total Count 1456 6800 8256
% within Sexual Assault 17.6% 82.4%

Perceptions of the extent to which law enforcement successfully protects those in the community were considered in the
context of whether respondents reported being the victim of a sexual assault within the past 12 months. As reported in Table
S, the majority of KSVS respondents indicated that they had not been a victim of sexual assault within the past 12 months
(n=8136). Among this group of respondents, just 17.2% perceive that law enforcement is unsuccessful at protecting members
of their community (n=1400). 120 respondents reported experiencing one or more sexual assault(s) during the previous 12
months. Among these, 56% of those who reported that one sexual assault occurred during the previous 12 months perceived
law enforcement to be successful. 51% of those respondents (n=38) who had experienced more than one sexual assault
during the previous 12 months indicated that they perceived law enforcement to be successful at protecting those in their
community. The difference between the two groups was found to be statistically significant, (X2 (2)=77.21, p < .001).

Table T provides further information about the frequency of police reporting among those respondents who reported
experiencing sexual assault and for which the perpetrator(s) has/have been identified in the subsequent item. As reported in
the table, the bulk of disclosed sexual assaults are not reported to the police (56.7%). Likewise, the reported information
demonstrates that individuals are most frequently assaulted by those that are known to them, (i.e. friend/acquaintance,
significant other, and/or family member). Although this information is only representative of the experiences of those who
participated in the survey, the findings are consistent with both previous iterations of Kentucky-specific victimization surveys,
see https://justice.ky.gov/Pages/Reports.aspx, as well as information collected from other sources such as the NCVS.
Possible reasons for the large amount of missing data in this item should be further explored, but may include a lack of
representativeness among the available categories. In other words, the respondent may have a difficult time appropriately
identifying the perpetrator's relationship, e.g. how to quantify a former spouse. Likewise, they may have simply chosen to skip
the question or not report the information. In cases where multiple perpetrators or multiple occurrences are disclosed, the
information may also be confounded. For example, from the information available, it is impossible to determine whether one,
some, or all perpetrators participated in a specific assault, if multiple crimes occurred in the context of a single incident, or if
the individual experienced more than one assault in the given reference period.
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Table T. Perpetrator type among reported Sexual Assaults

Sexual Assault was reported to the Police

None of the time Some of the time

Number (%) Number (%)

Perpetrator IFriend/Acquaintance Count 7(41.2%) 8 (47.1%)
Significant Other  Count 24 (68.6%) 6 (17.1%)

Family Member  Count 3 (50.0%) 2(33.3%)

Astranger Count 4 (50.0%) 3 (37.5%)

Total Count 38 (57.6%) 19 (28.8%)

Table U. Perceptions of whether Sexual Assault happened based on gender/gender identity and/or sexual

orientation
Did anything which you
thought was a crime happen
to you because of your
gender/gender identity?
No Yes
Sexual  Nota victim of Sexual Assault (male)  Count 3463 14
Assault Victim of Sexual Assault ~ Count 5 2
(male)
Victim of Sexual Assault multiple times ~ Count 12 0
(male)
Not a victim of Sexual Assault  Count 4745 72
{female)
Victim of Sexual Assault ~ Count 31 6
(female)
Victim of Sexual Assault multiple times ~ Count 45 13
{female)
Not a victim of Sexual Assault  Count 12 0
(something else)
Victim of Sexual Assault multiple times  Count 1 1
(something else)
Total  Count 8314 107

Al of the time Total
Number (%) Number
2(11.8%) 17
5(14.3%) 35
1(16.7%)
1(12.5%)
9(13.6%) 66
Did anything which you
thought was a crime

happen to you because of
your sexual orientation?

No
3458

10

4805

31

53

12

8376

Yes
19
0

45

26

Total
3477

12

4816

37

58

12

8421



The extent to which respondents reported something they believed was a crime happened because of their gender and sexual
orientation was further explored by the gender of the victim. Although the response rates are too low to determine statistically
significant differences, simple frequencies are reported in Table U.

Violent Crime using a Weapon

The experience(s) of respondents that had been involved in violent offenses were explored, and the data collected on the
items that reflected an experience of violent crime involving a weapon were grouped together. The following items, found in
Table O were included: b) stolen something from you using a weapon; d) physically attacked you with a weapon; f) threatened
to physically harm you using a weapon; h) forced you into sexual intercourse using a weapon; and j) forced you into sexual
activity (e.g. kissing, fondling, touching) using a weapon. Although these items do not perform as a psychometrically validated
subscale, when considered together, they help convey reported experience of crime with a weapon as distinct from the other
types of violent crime. Given that criminal acts in which weapons are involved tend to increase the odds that a victim will
experience an injury, and that these injuries tend to be more serious than those experienced by victims in offenses which do
not involve a weapon (Wells & Horney, 2002), this subset of violent offenses is particularly important to consider. Similar to
the Property Offense, Physical and Sexual Assault items, a score was calculated for individuals that endorsed, or responded
affirmatively, to at least one of the five items that address involvement of a weapon from the overall Violent Crime Scale.

Table V. Perception of Risk in the context of Crime involving a weapon

Perception of Risk
Low perceived High perceived Total
risk risk
Assault with a Not a victim of assault with a Count 6365 1855 8220
weapon weapon Expected Count 6260 1959
% within Violent 17.4% 22.6%
Crime
Victim of assault with a weapon Count 60 156 216
Expected Count 164.5 51.5
% within Violent 27.8% 712.2%
Crime
Total Count 6425 2011 8436
% within Violent 76% 24%
Crime

Of the respondents who indicated they had experienced assault with a weapon (n=216) within the past 12 months (Table V),
a staggering 72.2% perceived their risk of being victimized in the coming 12 months as high. When compared to those
respondents who had not experienced an assault involving a weapon (n=1855), only 22.6% perceived themselves to be at
high risk of experiencing a crime in the coming 12 months. The differences between the groups were found to be statistically
significant (X2 (2)=285.830, p < .001). In other words, the perception of risk that a crime will occur during the next 12 months
reported by those respondents that been the victim of a weapon-involved crime is significantly higher than the risk perceived
by those individuals who have not been the victim of a recent crime involving a weapon. This finding is not independent of
the occurrence of the crime. That is, we can say with 95% confidence that having experienced a crime involving a weapon
during the previous 12 months significantly increases an individual’s perception of his or her risk of experiencing a crime in
the coming 12 months.

Similarly, perceptions of how commonly crime occurred in the community were considered in the context of whether an
individual had reported experience of a weapon-involved crime during the past 12 months; responses (uncommon v. common)
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reported for “In my community, crime is " were assessed in the context of responses to Weapon-involved crime
items (Table W). The majority of KSVS respondents indicated they were not a victim of a crime involving a weapon (n=8188)
within the past 12 months (Table W).

Table W. Perceptions of Crime in Community in the context of experience with a Weapon-involved crime

Perception of Crime in

Community
Uncommon Common Total
Assault with a Not a victim of Assault with a Count 5548 2640 8188
weapon weapon Expected Count 5469 2718.6
% within Assault with a 67.8% 32.2%
weapon
Victim of Assault with a weapon Count 63 149 212
Expected Count 141.6 704
% within Assauit with a 29.7% 70.3%
weapon
Total Count 5611 2789 8400
% within Assault with a 66.8% 33.2%
weapon

Of the respondents who reported experiencing a crime in which a weapon was present (n=212), 70.3% indicated they perceive
crime in their community to be highly common, while only 32% of respondents who had not experienced a crime involving a
weapon indicated crime to be commonplace in their community (n=2640). The difference between the two groups was
statistically significant (X2 (1)=134.835, p <.001). That s, we can say with 95% confidence that the likelihood that an individual
will report crime to be common in one’s community increases significantly among those who have experienced a recent crime
involving a weapon.

Interpersonal Threat Items

A total of nine items from the Sources of Violent Crime Scale were grouped together to better understand experience with
Interpersonal Threat in general. These include: a) following/spying on you; b) calling you on the telephone without your
permission; c) sending you messages (letters, e-mails, texts, etc.) without your permission; d) standing outside your home,
school, or workplace; €) showing up at the same places you were; f) leaving you unwanted items; g) making verbal threats; h)
physically threatening you; and i) threatening you in another way not mentioned. Though these nine items do not perform as
a psychometrically validated subscale, when considered together, they help convey reported experience of Interpersonal
Threat as distinct from the other types of violent crime. Similar to the Property Offense, Physical and Sexual Assault items, a
score was calculated for individuals that responded affirmatively to at least one of the nine items that address Interpersonal
Threat from within the overall Violent Crime Scale.

Analogous to the previously discussed analyses for Property Offense, Physical and Sexual Assault items, the extent to which
a respondent perceived risk that a crime might occur during the next 12 months, as well as their perceptions of crime within
their community were explored in the context of a respondent's experience with Interpersonal Threat. The majority of
respondents indicated they were not a victim of Interpersonal Threat within the past 12 months (n=6772). 18.2% of those that
had not experienced Interpersonal Threat reported that they perceived they were at high risk of being the victim of a crime
within the next 12 months (Table X). Of the respondents who indicated that they had experienced Interpersonal Threat
(n=1594) during the past 12 months; however; 45.4% reported a high perceived risk that they will be victimized in the next 12
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months, a level of risk that was statistically significantly greater as compared to those who had not experienced recent
Interpersonal Threat (n=1232) (X2 (1)=533.974, p < .001).

Table X. Perception of Risk in the context of Interpersonal Threat

Perception of Risk
Low perceived High perceived Total
risk risk
Interpersonal Not a victim of interpersonal Count 5540 1232 6772
Threat threat Expected Count 5189 1583
% within Interpersonal 81.8% 18.2%
Threat
Victim of interpersonal threat Count 870 724 1594
Expected Count 1221 372
% within Interpersonal 54.6% 45.4%
Threat
Total Count 6410 1956 8366
% within Interpersonal 76.6% 23.4%
Threat

Similarly, perceptions of how commonly crime occurred in the community were considered in the context of whether an
individual had reported experience with Interpersonal Threat within the past 12 months; responses (uncommon v. common)

reported for “In my community, crime is " were assessed in the context of responses to the Interpersonal Threat
items (Table Y).

Table Y. Perceptions of Crime in Community in the context of experience with Interpersonal Threat
Perception of Crime in

Community
Uncommon Common Total
Interpersonal Not a victim of interpersonal Count 4790 1951 6741
threat threat Expected Count 4528 2212
% within Interpersonal 71.1% 28.9%
Threat
Victim of interpersonal threat Count 806 783 1589
Expected Count 1067.5 5215
% within Interpersonal 50.7% 49.3%
Threat
Total Count 5596 2734 8330
% within Interpersonal 67.2% 32.8%
Threat

The majority of respondents indicated they were not a victim of interpersonal threat (n=6741) within the past 12 months (Table
Y), yet of the respondents that reported experiencing Interpersonal Threat, nearly 49% perceive that crime is a common
occurrence in their community (n=783). Of the respondents who reported experiencing interpersonal threat (n=1589), 49.3%
indicated that they perceive crime in their community to be common, at a level that was statistically significantly greater as
compared to the respondents who indicated crime to be common (n=1951), despite having not been the victim of interpersonal
threat within the past 12 months (X2 (1)=241.136, p < .001).
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As an extension of understanding perceptions of crime in the community, the extent to which respondents reported having
experienced interpersonal threat during the past 12 months was considered in the context of whether “Law enforcement is
(unsuccessful v. successful) at protecting those in my community (Table Z).

Table Z. Perceptions of Law Enforcement in the context of experience with Interpersonal Threat

Perception of Law

Enforcement
Unsuccessful Successful Total
Interpersonal Not a victim of interpersonal Count 981 5644 6625
Threat threat Expected Count 1143 5481
% within interpersonal 14.8% 85.2%
threat
Victim of interpersonal threat Count 432 1129 1561
Expected Count 269.4 1291.6
% within interpersonal 21.7% 72.3%
threat
Total Count 1413 6773 8186
% within interpersonal 17.3% 82.7%
threat

The majority of respondents indicated they were not a victim of interpersonal threat within the past 12 months (n=6625), and
of these, just 14.8% perceived that law enforcement is unsuccessful in their community (n=1143). Of the respondents who
reported having experienced interpersonal threat (n=1561), 27.7% indicated they perceived law enforcement to be
unsuccessful at a level that was statistically significantly greater as compared to the 14.8% of respondents who indicated law
enforcement to be unsuccessful (n=981), despite not having been the victim of interpersonal threat within the past 12 months
(X2(1)=146.451, p < .001).

In order to better understand the reported experience of interpersonal threat, simple frequencies are reported below to reflect
the extent to which respondents reported Interpersonal Threat to the police (Table AA).

Table AA. Extent to which Interpersonal Threat influences perception of police effectiveness
Perception of Law Enforcement

Reported Interpersonal Threat to the Police Unsuccessful Successful Total

No Count 276 764 1040
Expected Count 303 736.6
% within Reported Interpersonal Threat 26.5% 73.5%

Yes Count 117 190 307
Expected Count 89.6 2174
% within Reported Interpersonal Threat 38.1% 61.9%

Total Count 393 954 1347
within Reported Interpersonal Threat 29.2% 70.8%

The majority of respondents who indicated they experienced interpersonal threat (n=1347) did not report the occurrence of
interpersonal threat to the police (n=1040); yet 73.5% of these respondents perceive that law enforcement is successful in
their community (n=764). Perceptions of the extent to which law enforcement is successful was also considered in the context
of whether respondents reported to the police being the victim of interpersonal threat within the past 12 months (Table AA).
Of the 307 respondents who reported having experienced interpersonal threat that they reported to the police, 38.1% indicated
they perceived law enforcement to be unsuccessful at a level that was statistically significantly greater as compared to the
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26.5% of respondents (n=1040) who did not experience interpersonal threat to the police during the previous 12 months and
indicated law enforcement to be unsuccessful (X2 (1)=15.362, p < .001).

Bias-related Crimes

Table AB: Bias Related Crimes
During the past 12 months, did anything which you thought was a crime happen to you because of your...

Population Surveyed Yes No Missing
(n=8532)

a. Race/Ethnicity 88 8429 15

b. Religion 37 8480 15

¢. National Origin 15 8502 15

d. Gender/Gender Identity 109 8409 14

e. Disability Status 83 8434 15

f. Sexual Orientation 45 8472 15

9. Other (Please describe below) 82 8434 16

Responses included: career/job (n=14), age (n=13), political views (n=7), evicted (n=1), financial
status (n=1), homeless (n=1), housing discrimination (n=1), outcast (n=1), significant other (n=1),
son experienced transgender discrimination/threats (n=1), weight (n=1)

Table AB provides information about bias-related crimes, which can be understood as the number of individuals who attribute
their criminal victimization experience(s), at least in part, to one or more aspects of their identity. Given that the official FBI

Hate Crime statistics for Kentucky during 2017 denoted 378 incidents, these numbers suggest that reports are often not made
to law enforcement when a crime of this type occurs.
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Community Resource Utilization

Table AC: Community Resource Utilization by Type of Crime and Housing Status

During the past 12 months, did you because you were the victim of a crime?
Property Crime Physical Assault Sexual Assault Interpersonal Threat
Victim Victim Victim Victim
{n=1506) (n=1019) (n=120) {n=1594)
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
g (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
©
£ Received Medical
S Treatment 34 1277 392 37 10 51 30 1422
3
§ Lost Time from Work 83 1228 65 364 19 42 63 1390
[}
c
£ Received services
2 from a mental health 65 1246 61 367 21 40 77 1374
s professional
z Talked to someone
S close to you about 89 84 213 217 40 31 299 1154
2 the crime
% Received assistance
o from a victim service 23 1288 24 404 50 1 18 1433
provider
=3 Received Medical
§ Treatment 48 125 53 105 25 32 36 101
o
§ Lost Time from Work 44 129 47 111 24 kx| 30 107
©
§ & Received services
5 7 from a mental health 67 106 74 84 40 17 51 86
£< professional
= Talked to someone
< close to you about 317 95 98 60 41 16 4l 66
2 the crime
8  Received assistance
2 from a victim service 72 101 90 68 39 18 61 76
provider
Received Medical 82 1402 445 142 35 83 66 1523

Treatment  (54%) (93.1%) (43.7%) (13.9%) (29.2%) (69.2%) (4.1%)  (95.5%)

& : 121 1357 12 475 43 75 93 1497
@ LostTimefomWork g0 (00.1%) (11.0%) (46.6%) (358%) (625%)  (5.8%)  (93.9%)
1]
=
0 . .
5 jeceNedseVOS g 12 135 450 61 5 128 1480
g . (88%) (89.8%) (13.2%) (44.3%)  (50.8%) (47.5%)  (8.0%)  (91.6%)
d% professional
= T;g‘::tg’ e ST 311 277 81 47 370 1220
Vth ooime  (ZT0%)  (119%)  (305%) (27.2%)  (675%) (39.2%) (232%)  (76.5%)
Received assistance
g 95 1389 114 472 89 29 79 1509
f'°’“a"'°"’“pf§\’,‘i’é‘;"; (63%) (92.2%)  (11.2%) (463%)  (74.2%) (24.2%)  (5.0%)  (94.7%)

As we can see from Table AC above, victims of crime may utilize a variety of community resources as they process and heal
from the trauma of their victimization. This can include accessing formal services tailored to the needs of victims (e.g.
specialized victim service providers such as domestic violence and/or sexual assault services), seeking medical care, and/ or
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obtaining the assistance of a mental health professional, or speaking with members of more informal social networks such as
friends and/or family. As we might anticipate, a greater proportion of individuals who experience assault offenses report having
accessed medical treatment because of their victimization. Given that the question did not specify whether medical treatment
included undergoing a sexual assault forensic exam, it is not possible to determine whether respondents who experienced a
sexual assault accessed a forensic exam or some other kind(s) of medical care (e.g. STI prophylaxis, injury treatment). From
this information, we can also infer the importance of training for professionals from a variety of occupations on topics including
how to appropriately respond to and advocate for the needs of victims, the use of trauma-informed, victim-centered principles,
and evidence-based treatment modalities.

f

Demographics

In order to better understand the characteristics of those that responded to the survey, several demographic questions were
included. The responses are included in Tables AD-AN. Respondents were provided with the following prompt:

“This final section will help us to understand a little more about Kentucky residents. Please select the response that you feel best
describes you.”

Table AD: Housing Status
Overall (n=8532) Yes No Missing
Do you have a permanent residence? 8043 412 77

Note that the number of individuals without a permanent residence is greater than the number of surveys returned by those in
overnight shelters. Individuals who are homeless may not always access traditional services such as shelters or temporary
housing, particularly in those areas of the state where these resources are not readily accessed or in which space is limited.
Given that the definition of homelessness under the McKinney-Vento Act (2012) includes not only those residing in publicly or
privately operated shelters or temporary living arrangements, but also individuals living in places not ordinarily used as sleeping
accommodations for humans, those staying in hotels/motels that lack the resources to obtain permanent housing, and persons

living with others (e.g. doubling up), when they do not have the resources or support networks to obtain or remain in housing
(National Alliance to End Homelessness, 2012).

Table AE: Gender of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Male Female Something else Missing
With which gender do you identify? 397 4917 14 104
(41.0%) (57.6%) (0.2%) (1.2%)

Table AE captures the gender of survey respondents, while Table AF provides an age range for respondents.

Table AF: Age of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing
In what year were you born? 249 2133 5620 530
(2.9%) (25.0%) (65.9%) (6.2%)

Although the original survey response was collected as a year of birth, these values were recoded into the following categories:
individuals ages 18-24, individuals ages 25-49, and those age 50 or older. This allowed a comparison to other sources of
existing data including the National Crime Victimization Survey.
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Table AG: Race of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) White Black or Asian American Native Two or Missing
African Indian or Hawaiian or  More Races
American Alaska other Pacific Reported
Native Islander
With which race(s) do 7704 392 61 28 4 166 177
you identify? (Select all {90.3%) (4.6%) (0.7%) (0.3%) (<0.1%) (1.9%) (2.1%)
that apply)

Table AG provides information about the race of respondents. 166 individuals selected two or more races, and among these,
responses were as follows: White, Black/African-American, and Asian (n=6); White, Black/African-American, and American
Indian/Alaska Native (n=13); White and Black/African-American (n=48); White, Asian, and American Indian/Alaska Native
(n=2); White and Asian (n=6); White, American Indian/Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander (n=1); White
and American Indian/Alaska Native (n=78); White and Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander (n=5); Black and American-
Indian/Alaska Native (n=7). Given the relatively small number of respondents that reported their race as anything other than
White, the responses were recoded into White (n=7704) and Non-White (n=651) when necessary. Table AH provides the
aggregated responses regarding respondent’s ethnicity.

Table AH: Ethnicity of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Yes No Missing
Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 105 8116 3N
(1.2%) (95.1%) (3.6%)

Table Al provides information about the marital status of survey respondents. As we can see, the majority of respondents
(62.1%) reported themselves to be in a married relationship.

Table Al: Marital Status of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Single/Never Married Divorced Separated Widowed Missing
Married
As of today, what is your marital status? 1075 5298 1051 171 817 120
(12.6%) (62.1%) (12.3%) (2.0%) (9.6%) (1.4%)

Table AJ: Educational Attainment of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Less than High school Some Bachelor's Graduate or Missing
high diploma or postsecondary degree professional
school GED degree
(confounded)
As of today, what is the 583 2475 2625 1372 1460 17
highest degree or level (6.8%) (29.0%) (30.8%) (16.1%) (17.1%) (0.2%)
of schooling you have
completed? (recoded
categories for
reporting)

In order to better understand the respondents’ education levels, reported in Table AJ above, the item response categories
were regrouped into “Less than high school” for anyone that reported “no formal schooling”, “Kindergarten to 8t grade”, “some
high school, no diploma yet" as a group distinct from respondents that reported they earned a “High School diploma or GED”;
similarly, respondents that eamed a “Bachelor's degree” were grouped as distinct from respondents that indicated they had
eamed a “Vocational or trade certificate” or “some college classes, no degree yet’ and from respondents that eamed a
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“Graduate degree,” although “Graduate degree” was ninth on the list of response options, the data coded as “‘Missing” and
labeled “9“ resulted in a confounded category that was not corrected within the brief reporting window.

Table AK: Employment Status of Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Employed Not employed A student Missing
As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 3887 4363 152 130
categories for reporting) {45.6%) (51.1%) (1.8%) (1.5%)

As above, the information regarding the respondent's employment status, which is captured in Table AK above, was originally
collected using the following categories: employed, self-employed, unemployed and currently looking for work, retired,
currently serving in the military, unable to work, a student, or unemployed and not currently looking for work. To facilitate
analysis, this information was recoded into three categories. The first, employed, consisted of those respondents that reported
that they were employed, currently serving in the military, or self-employed. The second category, not employed, was
comprised of those respondents that reported themselves as being unemployed and currently looking for work, retired, unable

to work, or unemployed and not currently looking for work. The final category contains those that reported themselves as “a
student.”

Table AL: Frequency of Alcohol Use among Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Never Afew times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink 3604 2046 1133 1282 327 140

an alcoholic beverage? (42.2%) (24.0%) (13.3%) (15.0%) . (3.8%) (1.6%)

Table AL details the frequency of alcohol use reported by survey respondents, while Table AM provides information about the
use of illicit drugs among respondents during the survey recall period.

Table AM: Drug Use among Respondents

Overall (n=8532) Reported use of Reﬁorted use of Not Missing
a single illicit multiple illicit applicable
substance substances
During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs have 284 75 6989 1184
you used? (Please mark all that apply) (3.3%) (0.9%) (81.9%) (13.9%)

(recoded categories for reporting)

As above, this information was originally collected using the following categories: Marijuana (n=261), Cocaine/Crack Cocaine
(n=8), Crystal Meth/Speed (n=8), Heroin (n=6), MDMA/Ecstasy (n=1), and not applicable (n=6989). Initial positive responses
were recoded as above into those respondents who reported use of a single illicit substance and those who reported use of
more than one illicit substance. Table AN includes information about the household income of survey respondents.

Table AN: Household Income

Overall (n=8532) $0-$19,999 20,000- $40,000- $60,000- $80,000- $100,000 or Missing
$39,999 $59,999 $79,999 $99,999 more

What do you think your total 1427 1737 1340 1028 731 1415 854

household income will be this (16.7%) (20.4%) {(15.7%) (12.0%) (8.6%) (16.6%) {10.0%)

year (this includes any
earnings, annuities, interest
from investments, state or
federal assistance, etc.)?
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Conclusions

There are three main takeaways from the Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey, which are relevant to policymakers,
citizens, and criminal justice professionals within the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The first of these highlights the importance
of considering the experiences of members of populations that are traditionally missed, including those that are marginalized,
underserved, or unserved (e.g. those without stable housing, individuals who do not identify as male or female). A
consideration of these experiences and perspectives is critical during the instrument design process and administration of the
survey, as well during the analysis of the resulting data. Gaining the perspective of those that are not traditionally included
will allow us to craft policies that benefit all Kentucky citizens, and to better understand the potential impact(s) these factors
may have on an individual's future risk for criminal victimization. Secondly, the KSVS highlights the complex relationship
between an individual's experiences with crime, his or her perception of future risk, and/or their opinions regarding law
enforcement performance. Given that the KSVS only included items related to recent criminal victimization, it was impossible
to determine the lens through which many respondents may have conceptualized future levels of risk. In the future, it may be
beneficial to include an item or items that gather information about experiences that occurred outside of the recall period (e.g.
to what degree have they experienced criminal victimization during their lifetime), as well as other factors that may help to
color an individual's perception (e.g. a recent high-profile case). The final conclusion that can be drawn from an examination
of the KSVS data is that a great number of victims of crime may choose not to involve law enforcement and/or access
community service providers, despite having been victim to severe and/or frequent criminal victimization. A great deal of effort
and research has already been dedicated to understanding the reasons why an individual may choose not to report a crime
or access supportive services. Like many other locations, Kentucky continues to work towards improvements in both law
enforcement response and access to services within an individual's own community. Despite these efforts; however, the
KSVS demonstrates that additional work still needs to be carried out.

Limitations

The primary limitations of the survey are those that are common to surveys in general, particularly those that deal with sensitive
topics. These include the reliability of the collected information, which can be understood as the degree to which an individual
item or instrument performs consistently, as well as the validity of the measure, or how accurately the item or instrument
measures the thing it purports to be studying. During the initial phase of the project, the survey design process included
mapping the survey's items within a matrix that established the precedent of each within the scholarly research, thus the
content validity of the KSVS is relatively well supported. The KSVS also underwent a pilot test and psychometric analyses to
further support the validity of the included items. The KSVS does; however, suffer from the same limitations and threats to
validity as all self-report instruments, particularly those that ask respondents to recall experiences over a protracted period.
As stated in Cantor and Lynch (2000), individual respondents may exaggerate or may minimize, misremember, or simply be
mistaken about their experience. For example, a person may report experiencing a property crime when the item they believe
to have been taken may have simply been lost or discarded. Likewise, the respondent may state that something occurred
during the recall period that actually occurred outside of the 12-month window. Individuals also may simply be untruthful, may,
for a variety of reasons, choose to omit or fail to disclose an incident, or may not have conceptualized their experience as a
crime or him or herself as a victim (Cantor & Lynch, 2000). Despite these potential threats to validity, self-report data has
proven to be an incredibly important and fruitful avenue of exploration that supplements the information available from other,
more official sources (Cantor & Lynch, 2000).

Given that the original list of registered voters from which the sample was selected did not include demographic information
such as race/ethnicity, it was not possible to compare the ways in which the sample differs from the actual population of all
adults within the Commonwealth of Kentucky. For this reason, oversampling among those that are likely to be
underrepresented (e.g. minorities) did not occur, and as a consequence, meaningful conclusions about the effect of race
and/or ethnicity on criminal victimization could not be drawn. Likewise, registered voters in Kentucky are more likely to be
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female, see https://elect.ky.qov/Resources/Pages/Reqgistration-Statistics.aspx. Thus, the sample may better reflect the
experiences of older, female Kentuckians rather than those of the entire adult population.

In this case, responses were reported as received, without weighting or correction for non-response, and generalizations were
made for the Area Development District or the state as a whole only when possible. In future iterations of the survey, an
alternative sampling frame will be accessed which includes demographic and other information that will allow for oversampling
among those less likely to be included. Likewise, some strategies to assess non-response bias will be undertaken. Aithough
the KSVS provided access to a heretofore unreached population, the homeless, the survey is subject to coverage error in
other ways, the most prominent of which is the systematic underrepresentation of certain groups that may be unlikely to be
included in the population of registered voters (e.g. those with criminal convictions, persons born outside of the United States,
highly mobile individuals) (Knack & White, 2000). Future versions of the survey will need to consider methods that will allow
better access to all adults residing in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.

A third major limitation of the KSVS, and victimization surveys in general, is the relative infrequency of criminal victimization,
particularly within the relatively brief 12-month recall period utilized in this survey. The experience of any crime is a
comparatively rare event, so a sample such as this one is statistically relatively unlikely to include a great deal of victims.
Likewise, the experience of criminal victimization is traumatic for victims, and the physiological and neurobiological effects of
experiencing trauma may make it difficult for a victim to recall and report specific details of the incident (Wilson, Lonway, &
Archembault, 2016). Individuals who have experienced recent criminal victimization may choose not to revisit a traumatic
experience, thus may choose not to participate. Similarly, certain kinds of crimes, such as intimate partner violence, often
occur repeatedly over time, so it becomes difficult to assess the temporality and particular details of each incident (Wilson &
Olson, 1996).

Other limitations include issues with the Kentucky Statewide Victimization instrument, particularly the item response options
and/or coding. For example, there was a lack of mutual exclusivity among the employment status item response choices.
Responses were recoded for analysis purposes, but in future surveys the question will be reworked to ensure that there is no
overlap among the response categories. Likewise, it is also suggested that the marital status item be revisited since the
choices focused solely on those in formal, married relationships. Although the response choices included on the KSVS are
commonly used in surveys, it makes it impossible to discern any information about those who are in unmarried cohabiting
relationships. Finally, the miscoding of the education status variable is a limitation of the current study. As noted earlier, the
item response for “Graduate or Professional Degree” was the ninth option, and consequently was coded as a “9” during the
data transcription. When the data was being inputted, the code “9,” rather than “99,"was mistakenly used to denote missing
data elements for this question, and it has not yet been possible to recode this confounded information. As such, it is
impossible, at this point at least, to examine the relationships between graduate education and the other variables of interest.

Further Adaptation of the Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey Instrument

Although a great deal of effort was put into the redesign of the KSVS for this project, a full-scale implementation of this type
has demonstrated some further issues that should be addressed during future administrations of the survey. These include a
re-examination of the question order and response choices, particularly in the sources of violent crime matrix. For each Violent
Crime listed, respondents were asked to indicate whether the crime happened once or multiple times, who committed the
crime, and how often the crime was reported to the police. This line of questioning poses several challenges with reporting.
For example, when a respondent is prompted to “select all that apply” it is impossible to isolate whether a specific perpetrator
was involved in a given incident, whether a particular crime involved one or more perpetrators, or the extent to which a crime
reported as having occurred “multiple times” by any specific perpetrator was “reported to the police” every time or one time,
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as the response selections are not directly linked to or dependent upon response choice. Similarly, it is impossible to discern
whether respondents who report being the victim of multiple violent crimes have been a victim of separate criminal incidents
occurring at different points during the previous 12 months, or whether they were victim to a single, more complex event that
involved multiple types of victimization (e.g. a rape during which a victim also experienced threats and physical assault). In
future iterations of the survey, these issues will be addressed. It is suggested that focus groups be held in which the instrument
is further scrutinized and possible alternatives that would provide more complete information about the specific attributes of a
particular criminal incident. Possible topics of inquiry would include the representativeness of item responses relative to the
actual experience of victimization as well as alternatives and suggested tweaks to the KSVS instrument.

Given the cost of duplicating and mailing surveys to such a large sample as well as the intensive nature of transcribing the
responses into a usable electronic format, it may be beneficial to consider adapting the survey into an electronic format, or at
minimum allowing respondents to submit responses electronically if they prefer to do so. Receiving the responses in an
electronic format would significantly reduce the time needed to transcribe and clean data, and may allow researchers to reach
a broader sample of the population, particularly if the instrument were formatted for other types of electronic devices such as
cell phones, tablets, etc. Likewise, the cost of the project would be vastly reduced if electronic formatting were possible.
Future versions of the survey should also be adapted based upon the information gathered during the psychometric analyses
of the data, and those scales which exhibit less unidimensionality should be examined more closely with adaptations made

as necessary. Additional investigation is also suggested to determine the ways in which non-respondents differ from those
that responded to the survey.
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Appendix A: Kentucky shelters included in sample

Shelter Name Counties Served Number of Beds Population (if known)
ACCESS Franklin 12 or 20 with mats Men
All God's Children Jessamine 32 Young Women <21 with Children
Ashlee Carter Homeless Shelter Rockcastle 3 units Families
Bethany Haven Meade, Nelson 12 Women, Children, and Families
Adair, Casey, Clinton, Cumberland, McCreary,
Bethany House Pulaski, Russell, Taylor, Wayne 21 Intimate Partner Violence
Big Sandy Family Abuse Center Fleming 20 Intimate Partner Violence
Boulware Mission Daviess 78
Barren, Butler, Edmondson, Hart, Logan, Metcalfe,
BRASS* Monroe, Simpson, Warren 28 Intimate Partner Violence
Catholic Action Center Fayette 134
Christian Homeless Shelter* Laure! 32 Men and Women
Clark County Homeless Coalition Clark
Community Outreach Shelter Monroe Men, Women, or Families
Comer Haven Crisis Center Perry 12
Cumberland Valley Domestic Violence Bell, Clay, Harlan, Jackson, Knox, Laurel,
Services Rockeastle, and Whitley 20 Intimate Partner Violence
Daniel Pitino Shelter Daviess 65
DOVES Bath, Menifee, Montgomery, Rowan 28 Intimate Partner Violence
Emergency Christian Ministries Whitley 75 Men, Women, or Families
Fairhaven Rescue Mission Kenton 23 Men
Franklin County Women's Shelter Franklin and Contiguous Counties 3
Fulton Housing Authority Fulton
Bath, Elliott, Fleming, Menifee, Montgomery, Morgan,
Gateway Homeless Coalition and Rowan 22
Gentry House Calloway 16
Good News Homes Oldham 24
Green River Ministries Shelter Taylor 5 Women, Men, and Families
Anderson, Bourbon, Boyle, Clark, Estill, Fayette,
Franklin, Garrard, Harrison, Jessamine, Lincoln,
Greenhouse 17 Madison, Mercer, Nicholas, Powell, Scott, Woodford 32 Intimate Partner Violence
Harbor House Henderson 22 Men
Henderson Settlement Bell
HOPE Center Fayette 100+ Substance Abuse Treatment
Hope's Wings Madison 16 Intimate Partner Violence
Independence House Whitley 15 Substance Abuse Treatment
Isaiah House Lincoln 16
Jefferson Street Baptist Center Jefferson 130 Men, Women, or Families
Jesus Community Center Lincoln 22 Men, Women, or Families
KCEOC Community Action Partnership Knox 17
Kentucky River Community Care Wolfe Mental lliness
Kentucky United Methodist Homes for
Children and Youth Woodford 60 Youth 12-22
Letcher County Cares Letcher 16 Intimate Partner Violence
Lighthouse Shelter Graves 15 Women and Children

42




Shelter Name Counties Served Number of Beds Population (if known)
Lighthouse Safe Haven Bell 18
LKLP Safe House Perry 15 Intimate Partner Violence
Maryjane Toney House Jefferson
Matthew's House Campbell 9 Families
Calloway, Carlisle, Fulton, Graves, Hickman,
Merryman House McCracken, Marshall 24 Intimate Partner Violence
Mission, Inc. Graves 12 Men
My Brother's Keeper Hartan 40
New Liberty Family Shelter Madison 6 units Families
OASIS Daviess 60 Intimate Partner Violence
Operation Care- Omega House Shelby 10
Paducah Cooperative Ministry McCracken 40 Women and Children
People's Self Help Housing Lewis 5 units Individuals and Families
Phoenix House Warren 31 Women and Children <12
Red Bird Mission Bell, Clay, Jackson, Leslie
River City Mission McCracken 50 beds and 4 cabins Men and Families
Rosehaven Henry, Trimble 12 Women and Children
Safe Harbor/FIVCO Boyd, Carter, Greenup, Lawrence 60 Intimate Partner Violence
Salvation Army Warren 60 Men, Women, or Families
Salvation Army Greenup, Lawrence
Salvation Army Christian 26
Salvation Army Fayette 60+
Salvation Army Madison 20 Men, Women, or Families
Salvation Army Center of Hope Jefferson 122 Men, Women, or Families
Caldwell, Christian, Crittenden, Livingston, Lyon,
Sanctuary Muhlenberg, Todd, Trigg 21 Intimate Partner Violence
Sarah's Place Elliott
Shelter for Women and Children Henderson, Union, Webster 22 Women and Children
Shelter of Hope Boyd 10
Sign of the Dove Church RAHAB and
David's House Shelters Hardin 1"
SpringHaven Hardin 25 Intimate Partner Violence
The Caring Place Marion 16 Intimate Partner Violence
The Center for Women and Families Jefferson, Bullitt, Henry, Oldham 79 Intimate Partner Violence
The Everlasting Arm Knox 16
The Healing Place for Men Jefferson 42 Men
The Healing Place for Women Jefferson 20 Women
Transitions Inc. Campbell Detox
United Ministries Boone
Welcome House Kenton Women and children
Westcare Emergency Shelter Pike 32 Men, Women, or Families
Women's Crisis Center Boone, Kenton, Pendleton 27 Intimate Partner Violence
Women's Crisis Center Campbell, Grant, Mason 26 Intimate Partner Violence

Note: * Surveys were retumned to sender (not distributed)
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Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey:
Select Analyses by Area Development District and
Other Demographics
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Selected Responses for the Barren River Area Development District

Law Enforcement Performance

Perceived Risk subscale
Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk Total

In my community, crime is Uncommon Count 337 50 387
(recoded categories for % 87.1% 12.9%
reporting) Common Count 106 66 172
% 61.6% 38.4%
Total Count 443 116 559
% 79.2% 20.8%
Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful Total
How would you describe the Negative Count 16 10 26
contacts that you have had with % 61.5% 29.5%
law enforcement in your Positive Count 33 200 233

community? (recoded

. : % 14.2% 85.8%
categories for reporting) Total Count 49 210 259
% 18.9% 81.1%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense
Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Property Not a victim of property offense Count 404 78 482
Offense % within Property 83.8% 16.2%
Offense
Victim of one property offense Count 29 18 47
" % within Property 61.7% 38.3%
Offense
Victim of multiple property offenses Count 17 21 38
% within Property 44.7% 55.3%
Offense
Total Count 450 17 567
% within Property 79.4% 20.6%
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime
Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Violent Not a victim of violent crime Count 400 67 4
Crime % within Violent Crime 85.6% 14.3%
Victim of one violent crime Count 32 19 51
% within Violent Crime 62.7% 37.3%
Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 18 31 49
% within Violent Crime 36.7% 63.3%
Total Count 450 117 567
% within Violent Crime 79.4% 20.6%

45



Selected Responses for the Barren River Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive medical treatment violentcrime  violent crime
::itr:::;e you were the victim of No Cvint 470 99 569
% 82.6% 17.4%
Yes Count 0 2 2
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 470 101 571
% 82.3% 17.7%
Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you lose time from work (late violentcrime  violent crime
or missed days) because you
i . No Count 470 93 563
f
were the victim of a crime? % 83.5% 16.5%
Yes Count 0 8 8
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 470 101 571
% 82.3% 17.7%
Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive services from a violent crime violent crime
mental health professional
because you were the victim of No Cou?t 472 ol 564
acrime? % 83.3% 16.7%
Yes Count 0 7 7
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 470 101 571
% 82.3% 17.7%
Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you talk with someone close to violent crime  violent crime
you about the crime because
e ; No Count 463 77 540
you were the victim of a crime? % 85.7% 14.3%
Yes Count 7 24 31
% 22.6% 77.4%
Total Count 470 101 571
% 82.3% 17.7%
Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive assistance from a violent crime  violent crime
victim service provider No Count 470 98 568
because you were the victim of % 82.7% 17.3%
acrime? Yes Count 0 3 3
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 470 101 571
% 82.3% 17.7%
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Selected Responses for the Barren River Area Development District

Overall (n=571) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 530 92.8% 41 7.2%

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=571) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 234 325 3 9

Overall (n=571) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 16 136 373 46

Overall (n=571) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 45 205 160 73 88

degree or level of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=571) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 258 299 8 6

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=571) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 547 16 8

Overall (n=571) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 95 476 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=571) Never A few times a A few times a Afewtimes a Daily Missing

year month week
How often do you drink an 288 125 63 67 20 8

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is
(recoded categories for
reporting)

How would you describe the
contacts that you have had with
law enforcement in your
community? (recoded
categories for reporting)

Uncommon

Common

Total

Negative
Positive

Total

Selected Responses for the Big Sandy Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Not a victim of property offense

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime

Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
10 14
88.7% 11.3%
34 40
45.9% 54.1%
144 54
12.7% 27.3%
Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
9 5
64.3% 35.7%
13 58
18.3% 81.7%
22 63
25.9% 74.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

138
80.7%

6
42.9%

0
0.0%

144
12.7%

High perceived risk

33
19.3%

8
57.1%

13
100.0%

54
27.3%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk High perceived risk

131 37

78.0% 22.0%
6 3

66.7% 33.3%
7 14

33.3% 66.7%
144 54

72.7% 27.3%

Total
124

74

198

Total
14

71

85

Total
171

14

13

198

Total
168

21

198

48



Selected Responses for the Big Sandy Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you
were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

169
86.2%
0
0.0%
169
85.8%

Not a victim of
violent crime

169
86.7%
0
0.0%
169
85.8%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

169
86.7%
0
0.0%
169
85.8%

Not a victim of

violent crime

168
88.9%
1
12.5%
169
85.8%

Victim of
violent crime

27
13.8%
1
100.0%
28
14.2%

Victim of
violent crime

26
13.3%
2
100.0%
28
14.2%

Victim of
violent crime

26
13.3%
2
100.0%
28
14.2%

Victim of
violent crime

21
1.1%
7
87.5%
28
14.2%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a
victim service provider
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of

violent crime

169
86.2%
0
0.0%
169
85.8%

Victim of
violent crime

27
13.8%
1
100.0%
28
14.2%

Total

196

197

Total

195

197

Total

195

197

Total

189

197

Total

196

197
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Selected Responses for the Big Sandy Area Development District

Overall (n=199) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 197 99.0% 2 1.0%

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=199) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 78 119 0 2

Overall (n=199) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 4 52 135 8

Overall (n=199) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 24 52 77 19 27

degree or level of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=199) - Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 80 115 2 2

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=199) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 196 3 0

Overall (n=199) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 30 169 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=199) Never A few times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing

year month week
How often do you drink an 139 31 10 17 1 1

alcoholic beverage?
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Selected Responses for the Bluegrass Area Development District (excludes Fayette County)

Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Count

Count
%
Count

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime

Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk  High Perceived Risk
518 82
86.3% 13.7%
211 151
58.3% 41.7%
729 233
75.8% 24.2%
Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
23 21
52.3% 47.7%
70 361
16.2% 83.8%
93 382
19.6% 80.4%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

654
82.2%

54
70.1%

26
27.4%

134
75.8%

High perceived risk

142
17.8%

23
29.9%

69
72.6%

234
24.2%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

628
80.1%

58
68.2%
48
49.0%

734
75.9%

High perceived risk

156
19.9%

27
31.8%
50
51.0%

233
24.1%

Total
600

362

962

Total
44

431

475

Total
796

77

95

968

Total
784

85

98

967
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Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

781
80.9%
2
50.0%
783
80.8%

Not a victim of
violent crime

780
81.2%
3
33.3%
783
80.8%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

781
81.7%
2
15.4%
783
80.8%

Victim of
violent crime

184
19.1%
2
50.0%
186
19.2%

Victim of
violent crime

180
18.8%
6
66.6%
186
19.2%

Victim of
violent crime

175
19.3%
1
84.6%
186
19.2%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

764
83.4%
19
35.8%
783
80.8%

Victim of
violent crime

152
16.6%
34
64.2%
186
19.2%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

781
81.7%
2
15.4%
783
80.8%

Victim of
violent crime

175
18.3%
1"
84.6%
186
19.2%

Selected Responses for the Bluegrass Area Development District (excludes Fayette County)

Total

965

969

Total

960

969

Total

956
13

969

Total

916
53
969

Total

956
13

969
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Seleciea Kesponses 10T tne siluegrass Area Uevelopment Uistrict (excludes Fayette County)

Overall (n=971) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 922 95.0 49 5.0
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=971) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 382 580 1 8

Overall (n=971) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 19 242 656 54

Overall (n=971) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 69 251 306 162 173

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=971) Employed Not employed A student Missing
As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 476 469 16 10
categories for reporting)

Overall (n=971) Yes No Missing
Do you have a permanent residence? 947 21 3
Overall (n=971) Any drug use Not applicable Missing
During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 157 814 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=971) Never A few times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing
; year month week

How often do you drink an 425 217 129 141 45 14

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Kesponses for the Buttalo Irace Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

; Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

High Perceived Risk

81 8
91.0% 9.0%
27 18
60.0% 40.0%
108 26
80.6% 19.4%

Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)

Unsuccessful Successful
2 2
50.0% 50.0%
10 53
15.9% 84.1%
12 55
17.9% 82.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

95
87.2%

12
60.0%

3
42.9%

110
80.9%

High perceived risk
14
12.8%

8
40.0%
57.1%

26
19.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

90
87.4%

13
81.3%
7
41.2%

110
80.9%

High perceived risk
13
12.6%

3
18.8%
10
58.8%

26
19.1%

Total
89

45

134

Total

63

67

Total
109

20

136

Total
103

16

17

136
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delectea Kesponses tor the Buttalo Trace Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

103
75.2%
1
100.0%
104
75.4%

Not a victim of
violent crime

104
76.5%
0
0.0%
104
75.4%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

103
75.7%
1
50.0%
104
75.4%

Not a victim of
violent crime

100
71.5%
4
44 4%
104
75.4%

Victim of
violent crime

34
24.8%
0
0.0%
34
24.6%

Victim of
violent crime

32
23.5%
2
100.0%
34
24.6%

Victim of
violent crime

KX]
24.3%
1
50.0%
34
24.6%

Victim of
violent crime

29
22.5%
5
55.6%
34
24.6%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

104
75.4%
0
0.0%
104
75.4%

Victim of
violent crime

34
24.6%
0
0.0%
34
24.6%

Total

137

138

Total

136

138

Total

136

138

Total

129

138

Total

138

138
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Selected Responses for the Buffalo Trace Area Development District

Overall (n=138) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 135 97.8 3 2.2

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=138) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 52 85 0 1

Overall (n=138) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 3 37 88 10

Overall (n=138) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing

or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 43 44 9 21

degree or level of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=138) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 60 76 1 1

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=138) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 136 2 0

Overall (n=138) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 21 117 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) {recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=138) Afewtimes a A fewtimes a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 31 9 1" 4 0

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the Cumberland Valley Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime

Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

115
76.7%
88

55.7%

203
65.9%

High Perceived Risk

35
23.3%
70
44.3%
105
34.1%

Law enforcement is ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for

14
70.0%
34
25.4%

48
31.2%

" reporting)
Unsuccessful

Successful

6
30.0%
100
74.6%

106
68.8%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

187
74.5%

17
43.6%

3
13.6%

207
66.4%

High perceived risk

64
12.8%

22
56.4%

19
86.4%

105
33.6%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

178
74.2%

18
72.0%
1
23.4%

207
66.4%

High perceived risk

62
25.8%

7
28.0%
36
76.6%

105
33.6%

Total
150

158

308

Total
20

134

154

Total
251

39

22

312

Total
240

25

47

312
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Selected Responses for the Cumberland Valley Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

a crime? No Cou?/t
0

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No C°Ul°1/t
(]

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of

violent crime

243
17.6%
1
33.3%
244
77.2%

Not a victim of
violent crime

244
77.5%
0
0.0%
244
77.2%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of No Cou?/t
me? b
e Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime? No Cou?/t
0

Yes Count

%

Total Count

Not a victim of
violent crime

244
78.2%
0
0.0%
244
17.2%

Not a victim of

violent crime

240
82.2%
4
16.7%
244
77.2%

Victim of
violent crime

70
22.4%
2
66.7%
72
23.8%

Victim of
violent crime

[l
22.5%
1
100.0%
72
22.8%

Victim of
violent crime

68
21.8%
4
100.0%
72
22.8%

Victim of
violent crime

52
17.8%
20
83.3%
72
22.8%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider No Count
because you were the victim of 9%
acrime? Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

244
17.2%
0
0.0%
244
17.2%

Victim of
violent crime

72
22.8%
0
0.0%
72
22.8%

Total

313

316

Total

315

316

Total

312

316

Total

292
24

316

Total

316

316
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Selected Responses for the Cumberland Valley Area Development District

Overall (n=316) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 305 96.5 1 35
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=316) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 135 176 0 5

Overall (n=316) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 9 88 202 17

Overall (n=316) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 44 109 82 36 45

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=316) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 128 182 3 3

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=316) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 299 12 5

Overall (n=316) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 53 263 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=316) Never A few times a Afewtimes a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 196 76 1" 24 5 4

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? {recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the FIVCO Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property Not a victim of property offense
Offense
Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property

Offense
Count

% within Property

Offense
Count

% within Property

Offense
Count

% within Property

Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime
Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count

% within Violent Crime

Count

% within Violent Crime

Count

% within Violent Crime

Count

% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
117 17
87.3% 12.7%
43 33
56.6% 43.4%
160 50
76.2% 23.8%
Law enforcementis ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
1" 3
78.6% 21.4%
20 66
23.3% 76.7%
31 69
31.0% 69.0%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

144
81.4%

12
57.1%

5
38.5%

161
76.3%

High perceived risk

33
18.6%

9

42.9%

61.5%

50
23.7%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

136
86.1%

8
53.3%
16
43.3%

160
76.2%

High perceived risk

22
13.9%

7
46.7%
21
56.8%

50
23.8%

Total
134

76

210

Total
14

86

100

Total
177

21

13

211

Total
158

15

37

210
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Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime? No Cou?/t
(+]

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late or
missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No COU?/t
0

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Selected Responses for the FIVCO Area Development District

Not a victim of
violent crime

159
75.7%
0
0.0%
159
75.4%

Not a victim of
violent crime

159
76.4%
0
0.0%
159
75.4%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of No Cou:}t
2 (]
SEHmEE Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

158
76.7%
1
20.0%
159
75.4%

Victim of
violent crime

51
24.3%
1
100.0%
52
24.6%

Victim of
violent crime

49
23.6%
3
100.0%
52
24.6%

Victim of
violent crime

48
23.3%
4
80.0%
52
24.6%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime? No Cou?/t
(1]

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

157
79.7%
2
14.3%
159
75.4%

Victim of
violent crime

40
20.3%
12
85.7%
52
24.6%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider No Count
because you were the victim of %
acrime? Yes Count
%

Total Count

Not a victim of
violent crime

159
75.4%
0
0.0%
159
75.4%

Victim of
violent crime

52
24.6%
0
0.0%
52
24.6%

Total

210

316

Total

208

211

Total

206

211

Total

197
14
211

Total

211

211
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QTIBLLIEU RESPUINSES 10T N8 FIVLU Area vevelopment District

Overall (n=212) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 202 95.3 10 47
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=212) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 90 119 0 3

Overall (n=212) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 5 46 144 17

Overall (n=212) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 12 66 77 25 32

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=212) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 86 119 4 3

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=212) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 208 2 2

Overall (n=212) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 45 167 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=212) Never A few times a A few times a A fewtimes a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 1M1 60 13 21 3 4

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is
(recoded categories for
reporting)

How would you describe the
contacts that you have had with
law enforcement in your
community? (recoded
categories for reporting)

Uncommon

Common

Total

Negative
Positive

Total

velected Kesponses tor the Gateway Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
72 14
83.7% 16.3%
33 30
52.4% 47.6%
105 44
70.5% 29.5%

Law enforcement is ____at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Not a victim of property offense

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Not a victim of violent crime

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful

3 0
100.0% 0.0%

14 55
20.3% 79.7%

17 55
23.6% 76.4%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

100
76.9%

2
33.3%

5
33.3%

107
70.9%

High perceived risk

30
23.1%

4
66.7%

10
66.7%

44
29.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

95
78.5%

5
62.5%
7
31.8%

107
70.9%

High perceived risk

26
21.5%

3
37.5%
15
68.2%

44
291%

Total
86

63

149

Total

69

100

Total
130

15

151

Total
121

22

151
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Selected Responses for the Gateway Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Trea_tment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

a crime? No Count
%

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No COU?/t
0

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

121
81.2%
0
0.0%
121

80.7%

Not a victim of
violent crime

121
81.2%
0
0.0%
121
80.7%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of No c°“2/t
et b
acrime Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

121
81.2%
0
0.0%
121
80.7%

Victim of
violent crime

28
18.8%
1
100.0%
29
19.3%

Victim of
violent crime

28
18.8%
1
100.0%
29
19.3%

Victim of
violent crime

28
18.8%
1
100.0%
29
19.3%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because
you were the victim of a crime? No Cou:;t
(]
Yes Count
%
Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

120
82.8%
1
16.7%
121
80.1%

Victim of
violent crime

25
17.2%
5
83.3%
30
19.9%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider No Count
because you were the victim of %
acrime? Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

121
81.2%
0
0.0%
121
80.7%

Victim of
violent crime

28
18.8%
1
100.0%
29
19.3%

Total

149

150

Total

149

150

Total

149

150

Total

145

151

Total

149

150
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Selected Responses for the Gateway Area Development District

Overall (n=151) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 145 96.0 6 40
{recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=151) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 68 78 0 5

Overall (n=151) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 2 42 92 15

Overall (n=151) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 19 45 44 25 18

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=151) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 55 90 4 2

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=151) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 145 4 2

Overall (n=151) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 26 125 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=151) Never Afewtimes a Afewtimes a A fewtimes a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 93 23 16 15 2 2

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the Green River Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime

Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
253 36
87.5% 12.5%
71 49
59.2% 40.8%
324 85
79.2% 20.8%
Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
7 6
53.8% 46.2%
19 180
9.5% 90.5%
26 186
12.3% 87.7%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

300
84.3%

14
50.0%

15
50.0%

329
79.5%

High perceived risk

56
15.7%

14
50.0%

15
50.0%

85
20.5%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

287
84.2%

16
64.0%
26
54.2%

329
79.5%

High perceived risk

54
15.8%

9
36.0%
22
45.8%

85
20.5%

Total
289

120

409

Total
13

199

212

Total
356

28

30

414

Total
341

25

48

414
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Selected Responses for the Green River Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

a crime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

344
82.9%
0
0.0%
344
82.5%

Not a victim of
violent crime

343
83.1%
1
25.0%
344
82.5%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

343
83.3%
1
20.%
344
82.5%

Not a victim of

violent crime

340
85.6%
4
20.0%
344
82.5%

Victim of
violent crime

72
17.3%
1
100.0%
73
17.5%

Victim of
violent crime

70
16.9%
3
75.0%
73
17.5%

Victim of
violent crime

69
16.7%
4
80.0%
73
17.5%

Victim of
violent crime

57
14.4%
16
80.0%
73
17.5%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

344
82.5%
0
0.0%
344
82.5%

Victim of
violent crime

73
17.5%
0
0.0%
73
17.5%

Total

416

417

Total

413

447

Total

412

417

Total

397
20

417

Total

a7

417
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Selected Responses for the Green River Area Development District

Overall (n=417) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 404 96.9 13 3.1

({recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=417) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 169 246 0 2

Overall (n=417) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 15 101 217 24

Overall (n=417) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 17 154 137 54 55

degree or leve! of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=417) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 200 203 9 5

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=417) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 406 11 0

Overall (n=417) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 75 342 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=417) Never A fewtimes a Afewtimes a A fewtimes a Daily Missing

year month week
How often do you drink an 185 1M1 50 57 12 2

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the Kentucky River Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

90
82.6%
33
46.5%
123
68.3%

Law enforcementis ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for

Unsuccessful

8
100.0%
21
30.9%

29
38.2%

reporting)

High Perceived Risk

19
17.4%
38
53.5%
57
31.7%

Successful

0
0.0%
47
69.1%

47
61.8%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

113
74.8%

9
50.0%

2
16.7%

124
68.5%

High perceived risk

38
25.2%

9
50.0%

10
83.3%

57
31.5%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

14
75.0%

5
45.5%
5
27.8%

124
68.5%

High perceived risk

38
25.0%

6
54.5%
13
72.2%

57
31.5%

Total
109

4l

180

Total

68

76

Total
151

18

12

181

Total
152

1

18

181
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Selected Responses for the Kentucky River Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive medical treatment violent crime violent crime
:iiial::?? you were the victim of No catit 153 28 181
% 84.5% 15.5%
Yes Count 0 1 1
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 153 29 182
% 84.1% 15.9%

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you lose time from work (late violent crime violent crime
or missed days) because you
g, N No Count 153 28 181
were the victim of a crime? % 84.5% 15.5%
Yes Count 0 1 1
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 153 29 182
% 84.1% 15.9%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive services from a violent crime  violent crime
mental health professional
because you were the victim of No Cou?t 153 28 181
a crime? % 84.5% 15.5%
Yes Count 0 1 1
: % 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 153 28 182
% 84.1% 15.9%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you talk with someone close to violent crime violent crime
you about the crime because
‘g ; No Count 151 20 171
you were the victim of a crime? % 88.3% 1T%
Yes Count 2 9 11
% 18.2% 81.8%
Total Count 153 29 182
% 84.1% 15.9%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive assistance from a violent crime violent crime
victim service provider because No Count 153 29 182
you were the victim of a crime? 9% 84.1% 15.9%
Yes Count 0 0 0
% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Count 153 29 182
% 84.1% 15.9%
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Selected Kesponses tor the Kentucky River Area Development District

Overall (n=182) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 177 97.3 5 27
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=182) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 85 97 0 0

Overall (n=182) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 0 31 136 15

Overall (n=182) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 37 61 44 12 28

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=182) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? {recoded 53 125 0 4

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=182) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 180 2 0

Overall (n=182) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 35 147 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded -

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=182) Never A few times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 127 29 10 9 3 4

alcoholic beverage?
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Selected Responses for the KIPDA Area Development District (excludes Jefferson County)

Law Enforcement Performance

Perceived Risk subscale
Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk Total

In my community, crime is Uncommon Count 305 46 351
(recoded categories for % 86.9% 13.1%
reporting) Common Count 54 41 95
% 56.8% 43.2%
Total Count 359 87 446
% 80.5% 19.5%
Law enforcement is ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful Total
How would you describe the Negative Count 5 4 9
contacts that you have had with % 55.6% 44.4%
law enforcement in your Positive Count 29 178 207
community? (recoded % 14.0% 86.0%
categories for reporting) Total Count 34 182 216
% 15.7% 84.3%
Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense
Perceived Risk subscale
Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Property Not a victim of property offense Count 332 60 392
Offense % within Property 84.7% 15.3%
Offense
Victim of one property offense Count 22 9 3
% within Property 71.0% 29.0%
Offense
Victim of multiple property offenses Count 10 19 29
% within Property 34.5% 65.5%
Offense
Total Count 364 88 452
% within Property 80.5% 19.5%
Offense
Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime
Perceived Risk subscale
Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Violent Not a victim of violent crime Count 320 49 369
Crime % within Violent Crime 86.7% 13.3%
Victim of one violent crime Count 28 12 40
% within Violent Crime 70.0% 30.0%
Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 16 27 43
% within Violent Crime 37.2% 62.8%
Total Count 364 88 452
% within Violent Crime 80.5% 19.5%
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delectea Kesponses Tor the KIFUA Area Uevelopment District (excludes Jefferson County)

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, Not a victim of Victim of Total
did you receive medical violent crime  violent crime
treatment because you were
i ; No Count 372 83 455
the victim of a crime? % 81.8% 18.2%
Yes Count 0 1 1
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 372 84 456
% 84.1% 15.9%
Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you lose time from work (late violentcrime  violent crime
or missed days) because you
‘i ; No Count 369 82 451
were the victim of a crime? % 81.8% 18.2%
Yes Count 3 2 5
% 60.0% 40.0%
Total Count 372 84 456
% 81.6% 18.4%
Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive services from a violent crime  violent crime
mental health professional
because you were the victim of No Cou?t 3720 82 ’ 454
acrime? % 81.9% 18.1%
Yes Count 0 2 2
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 372 84 456
% 81.6% 18.4%
Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you talk with someone close to violentcrime  violent crime
you about the crime because
‘4 . No Count 366 68 434
f ?
you were the victim of a crime % 84.3% 15.7%
Yes Count 6 16 22
% 27.3% 72.7%
Total Count 372 84 456
% 81.6% 18.4%
Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive assistance from a violent crime violent crime
victim service provider because No Count 371 83 454
you were the victim of a crime? % 81.7% 18.3%
Yes Count 1 1 0
% 50.0% 50.0%
Total Count 372 84 456
% 81.6% 18.4%
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Selected Responses for the KIPDA Area Development District (excludes Jefferson County)

Overall (n=456) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 441 96.7 15 3.3
{recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=456) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 180 211 0 5

Overall (n=456) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 15 17 303 21

Overall (n=456) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 19 130 146 81 80

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=456) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 232 210 10 4

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=456) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 441 12 3

Overall (n=456) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 68 388 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=456) Never Afewtimes a A fewtimes a A fewtimes a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 159 17 66 91 13 10

alcoholic beverage?
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Selected Responses for the Lake Cumberland Area Development District

Law Enforcement Performance

Perceived Risk subscale
Low Perceived Risk  High Perceived Risk Total

In my community, crime is Uncommon Count 192 43 235
{recoded categories for % 81.7% 18.3%
reporting) Common Count 82 79 161
% 50.9% 49.1%
Total Count 274 122 396
% 69.2% 30.8%
Law enforcement is at protecting those
in my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful Total
How would you describe the Negative Count 10 9 19
contacts that you have had with % 52.6% 47.4%
law enforcement in your Positive Count 30 147 177
catsgories fo reportng A 16.9% X
9 porting Total Count 40 156 196
% 20.4% 79.6%
Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense
Perceived Risk subscale
Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Property Not a victim of property offense Count 257 86 343
Offense % within Property 74.9% 25.1%
Offense
Victim of one property offense Count 7 13 20
% within Property 35.0% 65.0%
Offense
Victim of multiple property offenses Count 13 23 36
% within Property 36.1% 63.9%
Offense
Total Count 277 122 399
% within Property 69.4% 30.6%
Offense
Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime
Perceived Risk subscale
. Low perceived risk High perceived risk Total
Violent Not a victim of violent crime Count 245 71 316
Crime % within Violent Crime 77.5% 22.5%
Victim of one violent crime Count 17 21 38
% within Violent Crime 44.7% 55.3%
Victim of multiple violent crimes Count 15 30 45
% within Violent Crime 33.3% 66.7%
Total Count 277 122 399
% within Violent Crime 69.4% 30.6%
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Selected Responses for the Lake Cumberland Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months,
did you receive medical

treatment because you were

the victim of a crime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime?

No

Yes

Total

No
Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

320
80.2%
1
16.7%
321
79.3%

Not a victim of
violent crime

320
80.4%
1
14.3%
321
79.3%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

320
80.0%
1
20.0%
321
79.3%

Not a victim of
violent crime

312
84.1%
9
26.5%

321
79.3%

Victim of
violent crime

79
19.8%
5
83.3%
84
20.7%

Victim of
violent crime

78
19.6%
6
85.7%
84
20.7%

Victim of
violent crime

80
20.0%
4
80.0%
84
20.7%

Victim of
violent crime

59
15.9%
25
73.5%
84
20.7%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

No
Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

320
79.2%
1
100.0%
321
79.3%

Victim of
violent crime

84
20.8%
0
0.0%
84
20.7%

Total

399

405

Total

398

405

Total

400

405

Total

371
34

405

Total

404

405
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Selected Responses for the Lake Cumberland Area Development District

Overall (n=406) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 390 96.1 16 39
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=406) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 164 234 0 8

Overall (n=406) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? A3 91 267 35

Overall (n=406) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 45 158 17 38 48

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=406) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 174 215 3 14

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=406) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 387 15 4

Overall (n=406) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 74 332 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=406) Never A few times a A fewtimes a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 231 99 24 4 4 7

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

Selected Responses for Lexington, Kentucky (Fayette County)

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceived Risk subscale

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime
Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
333 48
87.4% 12.6%
89 65
57.8% 42.2%
422 113
78.9% 21.1%
Law enforcement is ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
12 9
57.1% 42.9%
45 183
19.7% 80.3%
57 192
22.9% 17.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

375
81.3%

30
69.8%

20
58.8%

425
79.0%

High perceived risk

86
18.7%

13
30.2%

14
41.2%

113
21.0%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

360
82.8%

40
76.9%
25
49.0%

425
79.0%

High perceived risk

75
17.2%

12
23.1%
26
51.0%

13
21.0%

Total
381

154

535

Total

228

249

Total
461

43

34

538

Total
435

52

51

538
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Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

Selected Responses for Lexington, Kentucky (Fayette County)

During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive medical treatment violent crime  violent crime
he victi
:ecc;.ar:z?? you were the victim of No Count m 105 549
% 80.9% 19.1%
Yes Count 0 2 2
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 444 107 551
% 80.6% 19.4%
Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you lose time from work (late violent crime violent crime
or missed days) because you
it . No Count 444 101 545
f
were the victim of a crime? % 81.5% 18.5%
Yes Count 0 6 6
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 444 107 551
% 80.6% 19.4%
Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive services from a violent crime  violent crime
mental health professional
because you were the victim of No Cou?t 4440 1010 545
a crime? % 81.5% 18.5%
Yes Count 0 6 6
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 444 107 551
% 80.6% 19.4%
Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you talk with someone close to violent crime violent crime
you about the crime because
‘g ; No Count 438 86 524
you were the victim of a crime? % 83.6% 16.4%
Yes Count 6 21 27
% 22.2% 77.8%
Total Count 444 107 551
% 80.6% 19.4%
Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did Not a victim of Victim of Total
you receive assistance from a violent crime violent crime
victim service provider No Count 444 104 548
because you were the victim of % 81.0% 19.0%
acrime? Yes Count 0 3 3
% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 444 107 551
% 80.6% 19.4%
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Selected Responses for Lexington, Kentucky (Fayette County)

Overall (n=551) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 516 93.6 35 6.4
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=551) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 238 n 1 1

Overall (n=551) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 17 109 401 24

Overall (n=551) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 40 190 195 55 71

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=551) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 235 299 1 6

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=551) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 536 15 0

Overall (n=551) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 98 453 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=551) Never Afewtimes a Afewtimes a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 216 173 52 88 19 3

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses tor the Lincoln Trail Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

327
86.3%
100
60.2%
427
78.3%

Law enforcement is

High Perceived Risk
52
13.7%
66

39.8%
118
21.7%

at protecting those

in my community. (recoded categories for

Unsuccessful

1
50.0%
41
18.7%

52
21.6%

reporting)
Successful
11

50.0%
178
81.3%

189
78.4%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

372
84.7%

33
66.0%

27
43.5%

432
78.4%

High perceived risk

67
15.3%

17
34.0%

35
56.5%

119
21.6%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

356
85.4%

38
67.9%
37
48.1%

431
78.4%

High perceived risk
61
14.6%

18
32.1%
40
51.9%

19
21.6%

Total
379

166

545

Total

219

241

Total
439

50

62

551

Total
417

56

77

550
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Selected Responses for the Lincoln Trail Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

418
76.0%
2
25.0%
420
75.3%

Not a victim of
violent crime

416
76.5%
4
28.6%
420
75.3%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

415
76.1%
5
38.5%
420
75.3%

Not a victim of
violent crime

407
78.4%
13
33.3%
420
75.3%

Victim of
violent crime

132
24.0%
6
75.0%
138
24.7%

Victim of
violent crime

128
23.5%
10
71.4%
138
24.7%

Victim of
violent crime

130
23.9%
8
61.5%
138
24.7%

Victim of
violent crime

112
21.6%
26
66.7%
138
24.7%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

420
75.5%
0
0.0%
420
75.3%

Victim of
violent crime

136
24.5%
2
100.0%
138
24.7%

Total

550

558

Total

544
14

558

Total

545
13

558

Total

519
39
558

Total

556

558
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owieLleu RESPONSES Tor tne LINCoIN Irall Area veveiopment District

Overall (n=561) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 497 88.6 64 14

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=561) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 218 336 0 7

Overall (n=561) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

in what year were you born? 168 358 23

Overall (n=561) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 18 78 143 170 152

degree or level of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=561) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 317 227 10 7

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=561) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 543 15 3

Overall (n=561) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 96 465 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=561) Never A few times a A few times a A fewtimes a Daily Missing

year month week
How often do you drink an 153 118 121 33 9

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for Louisville, Kentucky (Jefferson County)

Count
%
Count
%
Count

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent Not a victim of violent crime

Crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
812 1M1
88.0% 12.0%
205 223
47.9% 52.1%
1017 334
75.3% 24.7%

Law enforcement is at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for

reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful

38 16
70.4% 29.6%

11 448
19.9% 80.1%

149 464
24.3% 75.7%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

904
82.4%

4l
61.2%

54
35.5%

1029
75.4%

High perceived risk

193
17.6%

45
38.8%

98
64.5%

336
24.6%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

878
80.8%

"
64.5%
80
47.3%

1029
75.4%

High perceived risk

208
19.2%

39
33.5%
89
52.7%

336
24.6%

Total
923

428

1351

Total

559

613

Total
1097

116

152

1365

Total
1086

10

169

1365
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Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive medical treatment
because you were the victim of

acrime? No Count

%

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime
During the past 12 months, did

you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No Cou?/t

(]

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

1096
79.9%
0
0.0%
1096

79.4%

Not a victim of
violent crime

1087
80.3%
9
34.6%
1096
79.4%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of No Cou:}t
2 0
acrime? Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime? No Cou:}t
0

Yes Count

%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of
violent crime

1092
80.4%
4
19.0%
1096
79.4%

Not a victim of
violent crime

1066
83.1%
30
30.9%
1096
79.4%

Victim of
violent crime

275
20.1%
9
100.0%
284

20.6%

Victim of
violent crime

267
19.7%
17
65.4%
284
20.64%

Victim of
violent crime

267
19.6%
17
81.0%
284
20.6%

Victim of
violent crime

217
16.9%
67
69.1%
284
20.6%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider No Count
because you were the victim of %
acrime? Yes Count
%

Total Count

%

Not a victim of

violent crime

1095
79.6%
1
20.0%
1096
79.4%

Victim of
violent crime

280
20.4%
4
80.0%
284
20.6%

Selected Responses for Louisville, Kentucky (Jefferson County)

Total

1371

1380

Total

1354
26
1380

Total

1359
21

1380

Total

1283
97

1380

Total

1375

1380
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Overall (n=1380)

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply)

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=1380)
With which gender do you identify?

Overall (n=1380)
In what year were you born?

Overall (n=1380)

As of today, what is the highest
degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded
categories for reporting)

Overall (n=1380)

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=1380)
Do you have a permanent residence?

Overall (n=1380)

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs

Selected Kesponses tor Loulsville, Kentucky (Jefterson County)

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) {recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=1380)

How often do you drink an
alcoholic beverage?

White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent
1174 85.1 206 14.9
Male Female Something else Missing
559 805 6 10
Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing
41 303 958 78
Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor’s Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree
44 307 427 287 315
Employed Not employed A student Missing
664 667 29 20
Yes No Missing
1338 33 9
Any drug use Not applicable Missing
226 1154 0
Never A fewtimes a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week
389 309 295 287 80 20
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

delectea Kesponses Tor the Northern Kentucky Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense
Victim of one property offense
Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

586
87.1%
93

56.7%
679
81.1%

Law enforcementis ____at protecting those in

High Perceived Risk

my community. (recoded categories for

Unsuccessful

20
50.0%
50
13.1%

70
16.6%

reporting)

Successful

20
50.0%
332
86.9%

352
83.4%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

632
87.1%

35
54.7%

23
39.0%

690
81.3%

High perceived risk

94
12.9%

29
45.3%

36
61.0%

159
18.7%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

603
85.3%

47
70.1%
40
54.1%

690
81.4%

High perceived risk

104
14.7%

20
29.9%
34
46.0%

158
18.6%

Total
673

164

837

Total
40

382

422

Total
726

64

59

849

Total
707

67

74

848
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Selected Responses for the Northern Kentucky Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive medical treatment

because you were the victim of

acrime? No

Yes

Total

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

706
83.3%
0
0.0%
706

83.0%

Not a victim of
violent crime

703
83.4%
3
37.5%
706
83.0%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional
because you were the victim of

acrime?
Yes

Total

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

704
84.1%
2
15.4%
706
83.1%

Not a victim of
violent crime

697
86.6%
9
19.6%
706
83.0%

Victim of
violent crime

142 -
16.7%
3
100.0%
142

17.0%

Victim of
violent crime

140
16.6%
5
62.5%
145
17.0%

Victim of
violent crime

133
15.9%
1"
84.6%
144
16.9%

Victim of
violent crime

108
13.4%
37
80.4%
145
17.0%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive assistance from a

victim service provider because No
you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

706
83.2%
0
0.0%
706
83.1%

Victim of
violent crime

143
16.8%
1
100.0%
144
16.9%

Total

848

848

Total

843

851

Total

837
13
850

Total

805
46
851

Total

849

850

88



Selected Responses for the Northern Kentucky Area Development District

Overall (n=852) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 817 95.9 35 41
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=852) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 367 477 0 8

Overall (n=852) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 25 209 569 49

Overall (n=852) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 30 219 247 187 169

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=852) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 448 374 20 10

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=852) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 824 21 7

Overall (n=852) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 128 724 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=852) Never A few times a A fewtimes a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 236 244 159 150 46 17

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the Pennyrile Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk

233
90.3%
97

65.5%
330
81.3%

High Perceived Risk

Law enforcement is at protecting those in

my community. (recoded categories for

Unsuccessful

9
60.0%
24
13.8%

33
17.5%

reporting)

Successful

6
40.0%
150
86.2%
156
82.5%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

207
85.1%

25
62.5%

10
52.6%

332
81.4%

High perceived risk

52
14.9%

15
37.5%

9
47.4%

76
18.6%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

285
84.3%

22
73.3%
25
62.5%

332
81.4%

High perceived risk

53
15.7%

8
26.7%
15
37.5%

76
18.6%

Total
258

148

406

Total
15

174

189

Total
349

40

19

408

Total
338

30

40

408
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Selected Responses for the Pennyrile Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive medical treatment

because you were the victim of

acrime? No

Yes

Total

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

KLY
83.8%
0
0.0%
341

83.2%

Not a victim of
violent crime

339
83.5%
2
50.0%
341
83.2%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional
because you were the victim of

acrime? Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

339
83.7%
2
40.0%
341
83.2%

Victim of
violent crime

66
16.2%
3
100.0%
69

16.8%

Victim of
violent crime

67
16.5%
2
50.0%
69
16.8%

Victim of
violent crime

66
16.3%
3
60.0%
69
16.8%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

331
85.3%
10
45.5%
341
83.2%

Victim of
violent crime

57
14.7%
12
54.5%
69
16.8%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive assistance from a

victim service provider because No
you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

341
83.2%
0
0.0%
341
83.2%

Victim of
violent crime

69
16.8%
0
0.0%
69
16.8%

Total

407

410

Total

406

410

Total

405

410

Total

388
22

410

Total

410

410
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Selected Responses for the Pennyrile Area Development District

Overall (n=411) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 377 91.7 34 8.3
(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=411) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 176 229 0 6

Overall (n=411) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 14 85 282 30

Overall (n=411) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 26 161 132 47 45

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=411) Employed Not employed A student Missing
As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 160 241 4 6
categories for reporting)

Overall (n=411) Yes No Missing
Do you have a permanent residence? 398 10 3
Overall (n=411) Any drug use Not applicable Missing
During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 69 342 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded
categories for reporting)

Overall (n=411) Never A few times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing
year month week
How often do you drink an 215 94 43 41 14 4

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
(recoded categories for

reporting) Common
Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Selected Responses for the Purchase Area Development District

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
276 28
90.8% 9.2%
76 33
69.7% 30.3%
352 61
85.2% 14.8%
Law enforcement is ____ at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for
reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful
12 8
60.0% 40.0%
16 155
9.4% 90.6%
28 163
14.7% 85.3%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

330
90.2%

19
54.3%

6
37.5%

355
85.1%

High perceived risk

36
9.8%

16
45.7%

10
62.5%

62
14.9%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

314
80.0%

24
80.0%
17
44.7%

355
85.1%

High perceived risk

35
10.0%

6
20.0%
21
56.3%

62
14.9%

Total
304

109

413

Total
20

17

191

Total
366

35

16

447

Total
349

30

38

417
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Selected Responses for the Purchase Area Development District

Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive medical treatment

because you were the victim of

acrime? No

Yes

Total

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you

were the victim of a crime? No

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

348
83.1%
1
50.0%
349

82.9%

Not a victim of
violent crime

349
83.1%
0
0.0%
349
82.9%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive services from a
mental health professional
because you were the victim of
acrime?

No
Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

349
83.1%
0
0.0%
349
82.9%

Victim of
violent crime

[l
16.9%
1
50.0%
72

17.1%

Victim of
violent crime

Il
16.9%
1
100.0%
72
17.1%

Victim of
violent crime

71
16.9%
1
100.0%
72
17.1%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to
you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime? No

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

347
85.5%
2
13.3%
349
82.9%

Victim of
violent crime

59
14.5%
13
86.7%
72
17.1%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive assistance from a

victim service provider because No
you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

349
83.3%
0
0.0%
349
82.9%

Victim of
violent crime

70
16.7%
2
100.0%
72
17.1%

Total

419

421

Total

420

421

Total

420

421

Total

406
15
41

Total

419

421
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Selected Responses for the Purchase Area Development District

Overall (n=421) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 391 929 30 71
{recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=421) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 183 234 2 2

Overall (n=421) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 20 94 286 21

Overall (n=421) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 25 125 137 67 67

degree or level of schooling you
have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=421) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 172 237 10 2

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=421) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 409 7 5

Overall (n=421) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 86 335 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=421) Never A few times a Afewtimes a Afewtimes a Daily Missing
year month week

How often do you drink an 177 115 46 67 13 3

alcoholic beverage?
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Law Enforcement Performance

In my community, crime is Uncommon
{recoded categories for

reporting) Common

Total

How would you describe the Negative

contacts that you have had with

law enforcement in your Positive

community? (recoded

categories for reporting) Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Property Offense

Property
Offense

Not a victim of property offense

Victim of one property offense

Victim of multiple property offenses

Total

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Count

% within Property
Offense

Perceptions of Risk in the context of experience with Violent Crime

Violent
Crime

Not a victim of violent crime

Victim of one violent crime

Victim of multiple violent crimes

Total

Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime
Count
% within Violent Crime

Count
% within Violent Crime

Selected Responses from Shelter Respondents

Perceived Risk subscale

Low Perceived Risk High Perceived Risk
79 31
71.8% 28.2%
74 129
36.5% 63.5%
153 160
48.9% 51.1%

Law enforcementis ____at protecting those in
my community. (recoded categories for

reporting)
Unsuccessful Successful

63 28
69.2% 30.8%

32 106
23.2% 76.8%

95 134
41.5% 58.5%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

102
69.9%

23
51.1%

31
24.2%

156
48.9%

High perceived risk

44
30.1%

22
48.9%

97
75.8%

163
51.1%

Perceived Risk subscale

Low perceived risk

- 88
71.5%

10
40.0%
58
33.9%

156
48.9%

High perceived risk

35
28.5%

15
60.0%
113
66.1%

163
51.1%

Total
110

203

313

Total
91

138

229

Total
146

45

128

319

Total
123

25

17

319
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Receipt of Medical Treatment by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive medical treatment

because you were the victim of

acrime?

Lost Time from Work by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you lose time from work (late
or missed days) because you
were the victim of a crime?

No

Yes

Total

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Selected Responses from Shelter Respondents

Not a victim of
violent crime

120
46.9%
2
3.1%
122

38.0%

Not a victim of
violent crime

119
46.1%
3
4.8%
122
38.0%

Receipt of Mental Health Services by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did

you receive services from a
mental health professional

because you were the victim of

acrime?

No
Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

120
51.9%
2
2.22%
122
38.0%

Victim of
violent crime

136
53.1%
63
96.9%
199

62.0%

Victim of
violent crime

139
53.9%
60
95.2%
199
62.0%

Victim of
violent crime

11
48.1%
88
97.8%
199
62.0%

Talk with Someone Close to You about the Crime by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you talk with someone close to

you about the crime because

you were the victim of a crime?

Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

119
56.1%
3
2.8%
122
38.0%

Victim of
violent crime

93
43.9%
106
97.2%
199
62.0%

Receipt of assistance from Victim Service Provider by Experience with Violent Crime

During the past 12 months, did
you receive assistance from a

victim service provider

because you were the victim of

acrime?

No
Yes

Total

Count
%
Count
%
Count
%

Not a victim of
violent crime

19
56.1%
3
2.8%
122
38.0%

Victim of
violent crime

93
43.9%
106
97.2%
199
62.0%

Total

256
65

321

Total

258
63
321

Total

231
90
321

Total

212
109
321

Total

212
109

321
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Selected Responses from Shelter Respondents

Overall (n=321) White Valid Percent Non-White Valid Percent

With what race(s) do you identify? (Select all that apply) 261 81.3 60 18.7

(recoded categories for reporting)

Overall (n=321) Male Female Something else Missing

With which gender do you identify? 119 191 1 10

Overall (n=321) Ages 18-24 Ages 25-49 Ages 50+ Missing

In what year were you born? 19 182 90 30

Overall (n=321) Less than high  High-school diploma Some Bachelor's Missing
school or GED postsecondary Degree

As of today, what is the highest 48 108 109 25 31

degree or level of schooling you

have completed? (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=321) Employed Not employed A student Missing

As of today, what is your employment status? (recoded 89 21 8 13

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=321) Yes No Missing

Do you have a permanent residence? 101 209 1

Overall (n=321) Any drug use Not applicable Missing

During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs 146 175 0

have you used? (Please mark all that apply) (recoded

categories for reporting)

Overall (n=321) Never A few times a A few times a A few times a Daily Missing

year month week
How often do you drink an 179 64 19 33 10 16

alcoholic beverage?
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Kentucky Statewide Victimization Survey

We are conducting a survey about crime victimization in Kentucky. Your responses are important and will help us gain a better understanding of what is happening
within the Commonwealth. For each of the following sections, please read the instructions carefully before responding, and then select the choice(s) that describe
your feelings or experiences.

For the following questions and statements, please select the response that best describes your feelings.

1. In the next 12 months, how likely is it that someone will...

Very unlikely Untikely Likely Very likely
a. Threaten you? 0

b. Break into the place you are staying?

0
c. Steal your vehicle? ]
d. Steat something from you using physical 0
force?

€. Steal something from you without using
physical force?
f. Attack you with a weapon? n

a

g. Force you into unwanted sexual 0
intercourse?

2. In my community, crime is .
[T very uncommon 7 uncommon common 1 very commen

3. Law enforcement is at protecting those in my community.
I very unsuccessful 1 unsuccessful successful [1 very successful

4. Have you had any contact with law enforcement in your community?
[T No (please skip to question 7} I Yes

5. During my contacts with law enforcement in my community | have been treated with respect.
1 No I Yes

6. How would you describe the contacts that you have had with law enforcement in your community?
[l very negative 1 negative 1 positive | very positive

Please respond to the following questions by selecting the response that best describes your experiences.

7. During the past 12 months, has anyone...
Yes No N/A
a. Broken into a place where you were staying?
If yes, did you report this to the police?
b. Broken into your vehicle(s)?
If yes, did you report this to the police?

c. Used your financial information (credit card number, bank account, etc.)
without your permission?
If yes, did you report this to the police?

O oo oo
0O 000 oo

O 000 oo

8. During the past 12 months, were any of the following items stolen from you?

Yes No

A carried item (purse, wallet, briefcase, suitcase, backpack, etc.)

A portable electronic device (laptop computer, tablet computer, cellular phone, efc.)
Sports equipment (bicycle, hunting gear, kayak, etc.)

Something that you wear (jewelry, clothing, shoes, etc.)

An item outside your home (barbeque grill, lawn equipment, lawn furniture, etc.)
An item inside your home (TV, stereo, home computer, power tools, etc.)

A child's belongings (the child's toys, clothes, books, etc.)

A vehicle (car, motorcycle, boat, ATV, etc.)

Something that was inside a vehicle (GPS device, package, shopping bags, etc.)
Medication

Something else

Hooooouuoon
Jo0oooooooo



9. During the past 12 months, has someone....

How often has this Who did this to you? How often was this reported to
Yes | No happened? (check all that apply) police?
a. Stolen something from you using force? 1 One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
2 bl 0 Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
b. Stolen something from you using a One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
weapon? Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
c. Physically attacked you? 1 One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
5 2 0 Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
d. Physically attacked you with a weapon? One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
: Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member All of the time
A stranger
e. Threatened to physically harm you? O One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
0 0 | 0 Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
f. Threatened to physically harm you using a One time Friend/acquaintance No of the time
weapon? Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member All of the time
A stranger
g. Forced you into sexual intercourse? M One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
0 O | O Muliple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member All of the time
A stranger
h. Forced you into sexual intercourse using a One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
weapon? 1 Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member All of the time
A stranger
i. Forced you into sexual activity (e.g. kissing, J One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
fondling, touching)? a 0O o Muliple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
j- Forced you into sexual activity (e.g. kissing, One time Friend/acquaintance None of the time
fondling, touching) using a weapon? : Multiple times Significant other Some of the time
Family member Al of the time
A stranger
Is there anything else you would like to
describe further? If so, please discuss it in
the space provided here.

Please read the following questions carefully. Check the box for “Yes” if you experienced the event described, or select “No” if you did not. If you select “Yes” for

any of the items, then please answer the questions in the columns to the right by selecting the answer that best describes the event. If you check “No” please skip
to the next question. (Next page)



For the following questions, check the box for “Yes” if you experienced the event, or select “No” if you did not. If you select “Yes” for any of the items, then

answer the questions in the columns to the right. If you check “No” please skip to the next question. For the following questions, please select the answer choice
that best describes your experiences.

10. During the past 12 months, did someone make you feel threatened by...

Yes No Who did this to you? Was this reported to the
{check all that apply) police?

a. Following/spying on you? 0 0 Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) 1 Yes 1 No
Family member
A stranger
b. Calling you on the telephone without your permission? O ; Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) | Yes 1 No
Family member

- A stranger
c. Sending you messages without your permission (letters, e-mails, O | Friend/acquaintance
texts, etc.)? Significant other (former or current) 1 Yes 1 No
Family member
A stranger
d. Standing outside your home, school, workplace, etc.? : Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) 1 Yes | No
Family member
A stranger
e. Showing up at the same places you were? 0 Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) 1 Yes 0 No
Family member
A stranger
f. Leaving you unwanted items? 0 Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) 1 Yes No
Family member
A stranger
g. Making verbal threats? 0 0 Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) 0 Yes 1 No
Family member
A stranger
h. Physically threatening you? l n Friend/acquaintance
Significant other (former or current) Il Yes 0 No
Family member
A stranger
i. Threatening you in another way not mentioned? (please 8] Friend/acquaintance
describe) Significant other {former or current) O Yes 1 No
Family member
A stranger

11. During the past 12 months, did anything which you thought was a crime happen to you because of your...
Yes
a. Race/Ethnicity
b. Religion
c. National Origin
d. Gender/Gender Identity
e. Disability Status
f. Sexual Orientation
g. Other (Please describe below)

Doo0ooo0ogF

12. During the past 12 months, did you do any of the following because you were the victim of a crime?

Yes No

(1 [ Received medical treatment

Lost time from work (were late or missed days)

Received services from a mental health professional (like a counselor or a psychiatrist)
Talked to someone close to you about the crime

Received assistance from a victim service provider (ike a shelter or an advocacy group)

0odd
Juaa




This final section will help us to understand a little more about Kentucky residents. Please select the response that you feel best describes you.

13. Do you have a permanent residence?

1 Yes 7 No

14. With which gender do you identify?

1 Male [l Female | Something else

15. In what year were you born?

16. With which race(s) do you identify? (Please mark all that apply)

1 White [T Asian American Indian or Alaska Native
Black or African American 1 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

17. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
1 Yes 1 No
18. As of today, what is your marital status?

Single/Never Married Married 1 Divorced
Separated [l Widowed

19. As of today, what is the highest degree or level of schooling you have completed?

No formal schooling [ Kindergarten to 8th grade Some high school, no diploma yet
High school diplomaor GED (1 Vocational or trade certificate Some college classes, no degree yet
Associate's degree [  Bachelors degree Graduate or professional degree

20. As of today, you are:
Employed [ Self-employed I Unemployed and currently looking for work
Refired 1 Currently serving in the military Unable to work
A student 0 Unemployed and not currently looking for work

21. How often do you drink an alcoholic beverage?

[T Never 1 Afewtimes a year | Afew times a month
[l Afewtimes a week (1 Daily

22. During the past 12 months, which of the following drugs have you used? (Please mark all that apply)
[ Marjuana 1 Crystal Meth/Speed 1 Ecstasy/MDMA
1 Cocaine/Crack Cocaine [0 Heroin | Not applicable

23. What do you think your total household income will be this year (this includes any eamings, annuities, interest from investments, state or federal assistance, etc.)?

$0-$19,999

$20,000-$39,999
$40,000-$59,999
$60,000-$79,999
$80,000-$99,999
$100,000 or more

o o o o |

This completes the survey. Thank you again for your participation!

Your responses will help us to understand the experiences and opinions of Kentucky residents. If you have any comments, questions, or concerns about the
questionnaire please feel free to contact the survey administrator, Marjorie Stanek, at 502-564-8295. '

Final results will be available on the Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis webpage at http://justice.ky.gov/Pages/KentuckySAC.aspx.

Although we have tried to minimize this, some questions may make you upset or feel uncomfortable. If some questions do upset you, we can tell you about some
people who may be able to help you with these feelings. To get more information, please call 859-312-6569.




This project was supported by Grant Numbers 2014-MU-CX-K035, 2015-BJ-CX-K025, and 2016-BJ-CX-K05,
awarded by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, conclusions,
and recommendations expressed in this publication are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect

the views of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, or the Kentucky Justice and Public
Safety Cabinet.



