Meeting Victims’ Needs Post-Conviction Study Group

Recommendations for LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT in Minnesota

January 20, 2004
These are excerpts from the full list of recommendations, which is available at: http://www.clarityfacilitation.com/postconviction.  The full list of recommendation includes recommendations for many agencies, not just for law enforcement agencies.  The full report also includes more recommendations for the ideal, long-term responses to victims’ needs.  (michael@clarityfacilitation.com, 612-521-1889).

1) We recommend that local Law Enforcement always invite local victim advocates to participate in Community Notification procedures and processes.  For example, in level 3 notifications law enforcement would invite local advocate programs to the community meeting and to assist in providing victim notification to victims if the victim has requested such notification.  In level 2 notifications, law enforcement would invite local victim advocates to participate in notification procedures as well as being a resource for those agencies or individuals receiving information involving the offender on “what to do now that they have the information.”  For level 1 notification, law enforcement would invite the local victim advocate to provide the victim notification (if the victim has requested such notification), instead of having the law enforcement do the notification.   
2) Community Notification Meetings are currently managed by law enforcement, with the assistance of the DOC Community Notification Coordinator. We recommend that the coordinators use panel presentations for the question and answer portion of the community education meeting, incorporating corrections and victim services presenters.
3) We recommend that the local victim advocacy and sexual assault organizations receive information about an upcoming Community Notification meeting in advance of the press release.  This would allow the agencies to notify any victims of the offender that they have worked with of the upcoming community notification before the victims see the announcement in the media.

4) The study group recommends that each county convene a cross-agency, ad hoc committee composed of local resource people to define their own workable post conviction response to victims – one that best meets their specific community needs, resources and issues. The document, “Collaboration Protocol for Addressing Post-Conviction Victim Needs in Local Jurisdictions,” attached as Appendix E, recommends who should be involved in local discussions, topics to cover, and processes for implementation. Convener of these groups may vary from county to county and could include the Chief Judge, probation, victim advocacy or others.  In some counties, such as Dakota, cross-disciplinary criminal justice groups already exit.  In these cases, we recommend that existing cross-disciplinary groups take on the task of evaluating post-conviction victim issue themselves--or convene an ad-hoc group to do this project.  We recommend that OJP encourage the formation of county-level groups by identifying people in each county to convene such groups.
5) Any criminal justice staff person that potentially has contact with victims should have training in victim needs and sensitivity, as part of new staff orientation and through ongoing staff training.  This training would include Law Enforcement, Corrections Case Managers, Correctional Officers, Probation and Parole Officers, Attorneys, Court Administrators, and Judges.  Where possible, we recommend that training about post-conviction victim needs be done jointly as interdisciplinary trainings, with a mixture of victim services, corrections, and other agencies as participants and trainers in the same training.  We also recommend including victims themselves and victim advocates outside of the criminal justice system as part of the training team.  

6)  “Best Practices” trainings in any criminal justice field should include victim sensitivity training.







