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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 judges.  The full report also includes more recommendations for the ideal, long-term responses to victims’ needs.  (michael@clarityfacilitation.com, 612-521-1889).

Study Group Recommendations for Judges in Minnesota:

1) We recommend that judges NOT automatically order offenders to write apology letters as part of the sentence, but allow offenders to voluntarily write the letters.  Once an information packet for apology letters is developed, we recommend sending the packet to judges to use.
2) Judges should be encouraged not to excuse offenders committed to prison from the obligation to pay restitution during incarceration and upon release, as offenders’ ability to pay can change.

3) Let victims know that an offender is potentially Community Notification eligible at the time of sentencing and describe victim rights in that process.   There is also a recommended statute change about this topic in section 13-H.  (( See sidebar on pages seven and eight of the full report for necessary victim safety considerations)
Additional Study Group Recommendations that Relate to Judges

4) Prosecutors request (and judges grant) civil judgments at the same time restitution is ordered, so if restitution is not collected through probation or if victims wish to pursue collection on their own, the victims can docket the judgments.  We recommend that restitution still be paid and collected fully by the criminal justice system. (Note:  Many judges order restitution “to be determined by Corrections,” rather than a specific dollar amount.  For the civil judgment option to work, all restitution orders would need to be in writing for a specific amount, once that amount is determined.)
5) Prosecutors request (and judges grant) joint and several liability for restitution if there are codefendants so victims have a better chance of full recovery of their losses.

6) 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.
7) The Study Group recommends that face-to-face Victim/Offender Mediations and Dialogues continue to exist as an option for victims.  This includes: 

A) Restorative face-to-face facilitated meetings between crime victims and the juvenile and adult offenders who harmed them who are out in the community.  This includes more minor property crimes, assaults, possibly fraud cases, and more non-severe violence crimes.  Not all crimes are appropriate for typical restorative face-to-face meetings, such as most domestic violence situations (( See sidebar on pages seven and eight of the full report for necessary victim safety considerations).  These meetings involve separate preparation of the parties (preferably in person) prior to the mediated session, and need to be facilitated by trained facilitators.
B) Restorative face-to-face facilitated meetings between crime victims and the juvenile and adult offenders who harmed them who are incarcerated.  This typically involves more severe crime, such as sexual assault, attempted homicide, negligent homicide, and murder (involving family survivors).  These cases must be victim initiated and require extensive in-person separate preparation over many months.  

8) 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.  
9) “Best Practices” trainings in any criminal justice field should include victim sensitivity training.
FOR THE SUPREME COURT
10) Include articles about post-conviction victim needs on the Minnesota Court Net web site.







