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INTRODUCTION

The National Victim Services Survey of Adult and Juvenile
Corrections and Parole Agencies is a major component of the
“crime Victims and Corrections: Setting the Agenda for the
1990’s" training and technical assistance project funded by the
U.S. Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime. The
purpose of the survey is to examine current trends in victim
services sponsored by state correctional agencies, including:
notification services; victim/offender  programs such as
restitution and mediation; and services for correctional
personnel who are victimized on-the-job.

"Crime Victims and Corrections: Setting the Agenda for the
1990’s" is sponsored by the Naticnal Victim Center, a non-profit
organization with offices in Washington, D.C., New York and Fort
Worth, Texas. Project co-sponsors include: American
Correctional Association Victims Committee; National Organization
for Victim Assistance; the California Department of Corrections;
and the California Youth Authority.

In order to obtain a comprehensive assessment of the types and
scope of programs currently available to crime victims in
corrections agencies, the National Victim Center commissioned an
independent survey research organization, Schulman, Ronca and
Bucuvalas, Inc. (SRBI) to conduct a national telephone survey of
state adult  <corrections, Jjuvenile corrections and parole
agencies.

The Project Director of "Crime Victims and Corrections: Setting
the Agenda for the 1990’s" 1is Anne Seymour, Director of
Communications for the National Victim Center. Dr. John Boyle,
SRBI Senior Vice President, was the Project Director for the
telephone interview component of this project. And Dr. Dean
Kilpatrick, Director of the Crime Victims Research and Treatment
Center at the Medical University of South Carolina, contributed
to the initial draft of the survey instrument. Project faculty
developed and finalized the final products used.

This Report summarizes the study design, field process and
outcomes of this survey.



THE BURVEY PROCEES

In December 1999, the project co-sponsors sent a letter *to the
Directors of each state’s adult and juvenile corrections and
parole agencies. The letter highlighted the goals of the survey
and asked each Director to designate a staff member to
participate in the project. A self-addressed stamped post card
was enclosed to return to the National Victim Center.

The total sample derived from agency Directors’ responses
included:

] Representatives of adult corrections agencies in 47
states;

-] Representatives of juvenile corrections agencies in 39
states; and

| Representatives from parole boards/agencies in 41
states.

The survey of corrections and parole staff was conducted using
two versions of a survey instrument, similar in content and
length--one for the adult and juvenile corrections staff, and the
other for parole staff. The two survey instruments were
developed by the project co-sponsors and faculty. All aspects of
the telephone survey, data processing and tabulation of survey
results were conducted by SRBI. This Executive Summary was
prepared by Anne Seymour, Project Director.

The pre-test of the survey instrument was conducted by SRBI
during the week of January 28, 1991. The fifth and final draft
of the survey questionnaires was finalized on February 5, 1991 to
incorporate some minor changes from the pre-test.

The field period for conducting the survey was February 11 to
March 11, 1991. It is worth noting that nearly half of the
designated respondents held positions of Department Director or
Administrator, Chairperson, Commissioner, Division Director, or
Executive Director. Given the interview length (approximately 30
minutes) and the relatively short field period, the participation
rate was extraordinary, with an 83 percent completion rate (of
the 150 agencies).




SURVEY RESULTS
VICTIM AND WITNESS NOTIFICATION

A 1986 national study conducted by the South Carolina Department
of Corrections found that 26 adult corrections agencies provided
notification to crime victims about changes in offenders’ status,
such as release, furloughs or escapes. At that time, only five
corrections agencies employed at least one full-time person to
handle such notifications and respond to victims’ questions and
complaints.

The past five years have witnessed a substantial increase in
corrections and parole-based notification programs for wvictims
and witnesses. In 1991, 31 adult corrections agencies notify
victims of changes in offenders’ status; seven Jjuvenile
corrections agencies and 29 parole agencies provide notification
services.

The various agencies qualify persons as "victims" and "witnesses®
for the purposes of notification in a variety of ways. For
example, the Massachusetts Parole Board has a Criminal History
Systems Board, which certifies and handles all victims and
notifies the Parocle Beoard of victim requests for neotification. In
Illinois, the state’s statutory definition of "victim" qualifies
persons for notification from the Department of Corrections
Juvenile Division. Other methods of qualifying victims and
witnesses for notification include information or inquiries from:

Victims and witnesses;

Clerk of the district court;

Parocle commissions or boards;

Prosecutors’ or county attorneys’ offices;
Victim/witness advocates in prosecutors’ offices;
State Attorneys General offices;

Police reports; and/or

Courts.

In Kansas, state law mandates that victims of certain types of
crime be automatically enrolled in the Department of Correction’s
victim notification program.



Only a handful of states qualify persons as "victims" if there is a
no _criminal conviction in their cases:

A substantial number of agencies requires that all victims and
witnesses be notified of changes in offenders’ status. Several
notify only some victims, and only three agencies notify
witnesses to crimes:

Survey respondents were asked to identify which broad categories
of wvictims or their families are required to be notified of

changes in offenders’ status:

Of the 127 adult and juvenile corrections and parole agencies
surveyed, 21 are required by law to notify victims of changes in
offenders’ status. Nine agencies notify victims in accordance
with agency policy, while the notification programs in 37
agencies are governed by both state law and agency policy. o



Nineteen adult <correctional agencies and seven juvenile
correctional agencies require crime victims to initiate the
request to enrcll in their notification programs, and provide
agency staff with their current address. Such notification
requests are accepted in various forms by different agencies:

It is widely recognized that many persons, other than the "direct
victim," often suffer devastating consequences from crimes
committed against someone they know or love. In addition, there
are criminal Jjustice officials who have a vested interest in
knowing changes in the status of an offender in whose case they
may have been involved. Accordingly, different correctional and
parole agencies notify a variety of persons c¢f changes in an
offender’s status, including but not limited to:

Some parole agencies also notify other key criminal Jjustice
officials about an offender’s status, including judges, the state
Attorney General, and law enforcement officials in the county
where the offender is to be released.



There are sixteen different types of releases abkout which adult
and juvenile correctional agencies notify victims and/or
witnesses:

Several agencies also have initiated special procedures to ensure
that victims who have been threatened or intimidated by offenders
are notified of changes in that offender’s status. For example,
the Florida Department of Corrections Victim Assistance Program
automatically sends victims a notice 30 to 60 days prior to the
offender’s release. One week prior to release, the Victim
Assistance staff personally call the victim, then follow-up with
a certified letter.

The procedures for victim notification vary according to state
and agency:
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A wide range of correctional personnel are responsible for victim
notification in adult and Jjuvenile corrections and parole
agencies. Some staff clasifications that are involved in victim
notification include:

Victim Service Coordinator;
Classification staff;

Records COffice personnel;

Institution caseworker;

Parcle officer;

Analyst;

Wardens;

Treatment Service staff;

Director of central operations; and/or
Administrative Assistant.

Adult correctional agencies in two states--Oklahoma and South
Carolina--have personnel who devote 100% of their time to
victim/witness services. The Washington Division of Juvenile
Rehabilitation has a full-time program administrator for victim
services. And parole agencies in nine states (Florida, Kentucky,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Texas and Virginia) provide for a full-time wvictim
service coordinator.

In addition, California, Indiana and Washington have full time
victim service staff who, in addition to victim issues, also work
on department policy, legislative initiatives, public education
and correctional task forces.

In agencies which do not have a full-time victim services
coordinator, the average percentage of time a designated staff
member devotes to assisting crime victims is:




The amount of time in which wvictims are notified of changes in an
offender’s status varies from state to state, and agency to

agency:

Many crime victims and witnesses express concern about keeping
their requests for notification of their offender’s status
confidential. It is extremely important to afford victims this
simple protection to strengthen the victims’ and witnesses’
feelings of safety and security. Similarly, victims and
witnesses do not want their notification requests (which contain
their names, addresses and telephone numbers) made available to
the news media or general public.

In many states, victim notification requests are kept in files to
which the offenders never have access. In Arkansas, California,
Florida, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, and Oklahoma, any information
in the offender’s file relevant to the victim is subject to
control, and 1is removed or deleted prior to review by the
offender or his/her counsel. Agencies in other states, including
Arizona, Indiana, Iowa, Oregon, South Carolina and Washington,
have "computer flags" indicating confidential information which
the offender cannot access. And the Michigan Parcle Board
protects all victim information with a label clearly designating
such resources as "exempt from the Freedom of Information Act."

Confidentiality protections are offered by a number of agencies:




HANDLING COMPLAINTS FROM VICTIMS AND WITNESSES

Sometimes, crime victims have complaints about the way agencies
handle matters concerning their cases. A number of correctional
agencies--including 17 in adult corrections, 13 in juvenile
corrections, and 18 ©parole departments—--have responded by
initiating formal procedures for handling victims’ complaints and
concerns. Cilearly defined agency policies and protocols for
handling victims’ complaints help eliminate further trauma to
victims who need someone to talk to, someone who can answer their
questions, someone who can help them understand how and why
decisions affecting offenders are made.

Some of victims’ major complaints, along with the number of state

correctional agencies which have received such complaints,
include:

Many corrections and parole agencies take strong, decisive
actions to hold offenders accountable when they harass,
intimidate or retaliate against crime victims.




RESTITUTION

Forty-three adult and 36 juvenile correctional agencies, and 38
parole agencies have been authorized by courts in their states to
order restitution for offenders sentenced to prison terms.

Survey respondents were asked if their agencies have an
operational system in place to facilitate the execution of
restitution orders; if their agencies colleect restitution
payments; and if their agencies disburse restitution payments.
Their replies are highlighted in the following chart:

A substantial number of agencies--18 adult, 16 juvenile and 10
parole~-has automated their restitution recording and collections

systems.

A handful of correctional agencies are granted authority to
automatically deduct a percentage of offenders’ earnings to meet
their restitution obligations, as depicted in the following
chart:
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In Iowa, the Department of Human Services is authorized to deduct
all the earnings of 3Jjuvenile offenders to fulfill their
restitution obligations. The North Carolina Department of
Correction can deduct up to 95% of offenders’ earnings. Most
state correctional agencies limit the amount of money they will
deduct from offenders’ earnings for restitution-~ranging from
five percent at the Alaska Parole Board to 50% in several states’
agencies.

Many correctional agencies (24 adult, 17 juvenile and 22 parole)
take some action when offenders fail to comply with their
restitution requirements, including but not 1limited to the
following sanctions:

Many agencies revoke parole when restitution obligations are not
fulfilled. Other agencies invoke a variety of sanctions, such
as: restricting inmate activities; counseling offenders on the
importance of restitution to victims; automatically deducting a
percentage of work earnings; and "sending a nasty letter to the
offender to ’pay up‘."

Some state correctional agencies take no action whatsoever to
make offenders comply with restitution obligations. One state’s
juvenile corrections representative said enforcement "“really
doesn’t apply because most of them are kids and they don’t pay.®
Another adult corrections staff member stated candidly that "the
money is just not there. It (enforcing restitution orders) would
take more staff time and money than we would put back into the
system."” And yet another corrections official admitted "there is
no system for enforcing restitution. It is a low priority for
the caseworker."

Crime victims and advocates believe that when offenders fail to
comply with their restitution obligations while incarcerated, a
restitution order should be a condition of parole. However, few
states’ correctional agencies (21 adult, 4 Jjuvenile and 17
parole) exercise this option as a policy.
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CRIME VICTIMS AND THE PAROLE PROCESS

The Final Report of the President’s Task Force on Victims of
Crime published in 1982 included four Xkey recommendations for
paroling authorities to involve crime victims in the parole
process, and create protections for both victims and society as a
whole. These recommendations were:

1. Parole boards should notify victims of crime and their
families in advance of parole hearings, if names and
addresses have been previously provided by these
individuals.

2. Parole boards should allow victims of crime, their
families, or their representatives to attend parole
hearings and make known the effect of the offender’s
crime on then.

3. Parole boards should take whatever steps are necessary
to ensure that parolees charged * th a crime while on
parole are immediately returned to custody and kept
there until the case is adjudicated.

4. Parole boards should not apply the exclusionary rule to
parole revocation hearings.

12



The past decade has witnessed some very important improvements in

victims’ rights in the parole process in many states. The
majority of states now allow crime victims to attend and testify
at parole* hearings. In addition, many other persons with

interest in a particular offender’s disposition may also attend
and testify at parole hearings, as noted in the following chart:

In ten states, parole hearings are open to the general public.
Offenders in West Virginia can request that no one be present at
parole hearings except the Parole Board, corrections officers and
themselves. And in New Jersey, only the Parole Board members and
inmate are allowed at hearings.

Furthermore, nine states allow anyone to testify (either orally
or in writing) before their paroling authority.

*All references to parole in this section of the survey
refer to adult parole only.
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Ten state parole agencies have a staff member specifically
designated to accompany victims, witnesses and their families at
any hearings related to the cffender’s release.

The nationally reccgnized victim services program in the South
Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
provides all the information noted above to victims prior to
parole hearings.

Face~to~face confrontation between the victim and the offender or
his/her family if often very distressing to victims. Thirty
states have taken procedures to limit or control such face-to-
face confrontations. Some of these measures include:

|| Conducting separate hearings for offenders and victims.
[} Allowing victim testimony without offender present.
[} "Teleconferencing® parole hearings with victims present

at parole board offices, while the offender remains in
the institution.

In Idaho, psychological esunseling is available to any victims
who need support frem a trained social worker.

Seventeen states have institutions with waiting areas for victims
who attend parole hearings that are separate by sight and sound
from offenders, their families and their legal representatives.
Parole agencies in five states have plans to modify existing
structures to provide separate waiting areas for victims. And in
California, the Department of Corrections has plans to create
separate waiting areas for victims in the architectural designs
for new institutions.
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. When parole agencies were asked if offenders or their attorneys
are ever given access to the victim’s impact statement or oral
testimony, they responded as follows:

And in 15 states, offenders are allowed to respond to victims’
testimony or impact statements.

A number of states take crime victims’ needs into consideration
when scheduling parole hearings. Some of the different ways that
programs try to accommodate problems victims sometimes have
attending parole hearings include:

The survey found that 36 parole agencies inform victims about the
outcome of parcle board hearings and related decisions. In 10
states, victims are notified at the hearing itself; in 33 states,
victims are informed of parole board decisions by letter; and in
19 states, victims are contacted by telephone.

15



PAROLE VIOLATIONS

Only six state parcle agencies routinely notify victims of parole
violation hearings. However, in 22 states, victims are allowed
to have input prior to or during parole violation hearings.
Twenty states allow victims to submit written impact statements;
17 states allow victims to testify at violation hearings; and 12
states now allow victims to submit videotaped impact statements
to be played at the hearing.

Fourteen states generally attempt to notify victims of the
originating offense for which the offender was on parole of
subsequent parole violations. And in 23 states, victims of the
new offense, which resulted in the parole violation, are notified
of the fact that the crime was, indeed, a violation of the
offender’s condition of parole.

Survey respondents were asked to identify the percentage of
parole hearing offender files containing victim notification
requests, and also the percentage of parole hearings with victims
in attendance. It is estimated that approximately 24.9 percent
of parole hearing files include victim notification requests.
Respondents also estimated that an average of eight percent of
parole hearings are attended by victims of crime or their
representatives.

VICTIM INPUT AT PAROLE

Thirty-six states now have laws which allow victims to give input
at parole release hearings through a written victim impact
statement, an oral statement (known as "“allocution"), or both.
Furthiermore, in 34 states, if an offender was sentenced prior to
the passage of that state’s victim impact statement law, victims
of that offender are s8till allowed to submit victim impact
statements.

The majority of states also allow audiotaped or videotaped victim
impact statements at parole hearings.
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In 28 states, the original victim impact statement that was
prepared for the sentencing hearing (as part of the criminal
proceedings) is kept on file by corrections authorities, and
reviewed as part of the parole process. Twenty-two states invite
victims to submit an updated impact statement which includes any
evidence of communication from the offender or the offender‘’s
associates since sentencing.

Sometimes <crime victims prepare victim impact statements
themselves. In other cases, their statements are prepared by
probation or parole officers during the pre-parole investigation.

In Hawaii, Kentucky and South Carolina, a staff member from the
prosecutor’s office also might prepare victim impact statements
for use at parole hearings.

STAFF VICTIMIZATION

A teacher in a Jjuvenile correctional institution is brutally

beaten by one of her students; two correctional officers are
held hostage for nine hours by inmates demanding better 1living
conditions. And a parole agent is shot while on a supervision

visit to a parolee at a halfway house.

Such scenarios are becoming more common in both institutional and
community corrections. On a daily Dbasis, correctional
professionals assume many risks just to get their jobs done. And
when such risks result in critical incidents--often violent,
usually extremely traumatizing to the victims and witnesses
involved--corrections agencies should be prepared to deal with
the aftermath.

Thirty-two adult correctional agencies now have written policies
concerning how to handle critical incidents in which personnel
become victims or witnesses. Twenty-seven juvenile correctional
agencies and 16 parole agencies also have committed their
policies to writing.
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A number of agencies are also implementing programs, policies and

guidelines to agssist not only staff members who have been victims
of or witnesses to critical incidents, but toc help the family

members of such staff as well:

There are a number of different services correctional agencies
can implement to help victims and witnesses recover when they are
involved in critical incidents. Some of these include
information and referral, mental health counseling, and criminal
justice-related programs extended to victims’ family members as

well.
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Critical incidents involving actual or threatened viclence to
correctional staff, can be treated as crimes which should be
investigated by law enforcement agencies or treated as internal
matters that should be dealt with administratively. In most
states, the disposition of such critical incidents is decided on
a case-by-case basis:

A majority of adult correctional agencies (33) have written
policies guiding decisions on whether to treat critical incidents
as administrative or criminal matters. Twenty-eight juvenile
agencies and ten parole agencies have developed such written
guidelines.

In a surprising number of states that have wvictim notification
programs, correctional personnel who are victims or witnesses to
crimes within their agencies are not eligible to be notified of
any relevant administrative or prosecutorial actions resulting
from their critical incidents:
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Many critical incidents result in agency employees incurring
expenses for things such as medical treatment, psychological
counseling, time 1lost from work, etc. In some states, such
expenses are covered by workers’ compensation, crime victim
compensation funds, or a combination of both. In other states,
no compensation is offered to victimized correctional personnel:
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VICTIM/OFFENDER PROGRAMS

Over the last ten years, many corrections professionals have
joined forces with victim advocates to implement creative, cost-
effective programs which bring crime wvictims and offenders
together. The purposes of such programs are two-~fold: first,
they give both parties an opportunity to discuss and listen to
each cther’s views about the criminal incident. Second, these
programs can help determine conditions of the offender’s
supervision, including restitution, community service and fines.

An innovative program initiated by the California Youth Authority
in 1986 helps youthful offenders understand exactly how their
criminal activities affected their victims and others touched by
their crimes. "Impact of Crime on Victims" classes have been
replicated successfully in several states.

The common theme of all victim/offender programs is
accountability. When an offender is held accountable for his or
her action, the victim feels that justice is, at least partially,
served. Accountability is a key facter 1in efforts to
rehabilitate offenders.

The following <chart indicates the +type and number of
victim/cffender programs now in existence:

21



CRIME VICTIMS AND CORRECTIONS:
A PARTNERSHIP FOR PROGRESS

With 1leadership and support from the American Correctional
Association Victims Committee, many state correctional agencies
have implemented a variety of exemplary programs to educate their
personnel about crime victims’ rights, needs and services. Such
programs encourage cooperation and coordination of efforts among
corrections professionals and the victim service community.

Survey results indicate that many correctional agencies provide a
variety of training and information opportunities about victims’
rights and services to their staff. However, there are still
many agencies that lack such educational opportunities:

A substantial number of correctional agencies designates
representatives to participate in 1local, state and regional
coalitions of crime victims and service providers. In addition,
many agencies provide information, training and technical
assistance to crime victims and service providers in their
states:
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results highlighted a variety of ways corrections

Survey
‘ professionals interact with crime victims and service providers
in their states. Some examples include:

.

staff members of the Departments of Corrections in
California, Indiana, South Carolina, Washington and the
South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and
Pardon Services, and the California Youth Authority,
participate in state and national coalitions, provide
intensive training and technical assistance about their
agencies and related victim services, and coordinate
all efforts relative to crime victims and the
corrections process.

The Alaska Department of Youth Services funds some of
the programs dealing with corrections that are provided
by non-profit community groups.

The Arizona Board of Pardons and Parole teaches victims
and services providers about how it operates, statutory
requirements that guide agency activities, and how to
access services and information.

The Minnesota Department of Corrections provides: a
list of referral services for victims; training on the
dynamics of oppression and victimization; information
on sex offender supervision; profiles of sexual assault
and domestic abuse perpetrators; and victim
intervention and advocacy.

Representatives from the New Jersey State Parole Board
conduct educational seminars for victims and service
providers, attend monthly meetings with prosecutor-
based victim/witness coordinators to explain parole
procedures, and share information about New Jersey
laws, codes and procedures relevant to parole with
other states upon request.

The Victim Liaison at the Oklahoma Department of
Corrections provides workshops on victim sensitivity,
and explains the functions of her state’s Department of
Corrections and Pardon and Parole Board.

The Virginia Department of Corrections conducts
workshops on the treatment of sex offenders.

These and other exemplary programs serve to "bridge the gap"
between professionals in the fields of corrections and crime
victim services.
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THE FUTURE OF CRIME VICTI¥S8 AND THE CORRECTIONS PRCCESS

While the last decade has witnessed tremendous growth in victim
programs and services in correctional agencies, there is still
much work to be accomplished. While these survey data provide an
analysis of the scope of corrections-based victim services, they
also offer an excellent springbcard for future actions to improve
correctional systems’ response to crime victims.

The "“Crime Victims and Corrections: Setting the Agenda for the
1990’s" training and technical assistance project can provide
leadership, resource and expertise to corrections professionals
and victim service providers in ail fifty states who are
interested in and committed to protecting victims’ rights and
involving victims in adult and juvenile corrections and parocle
programs. A continuation grant project funded by the U.S.
Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime will enable the
Project staff from "Crime Victims and Corrections: Setting the
Agenda for the 1990’s" to provide targeted on-site technical
assistance and ongoing support to correctional agencies in all
fifty states, utilizing the curriculum and resources developed
for this Project and providing consultation by telephone.

The combined, concerted efforts of corrections officials,
criminal justice professionals and victim service providers will
help erase the "us and them" mentality that has been known to
hinder cooperative efforts in the past. The leadership provided
by the U.S. Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime -~
with technical expertise and resources from the National Victim
Center, National Organization for Victim Assistance, American
Correctional Association, California Department of Corrections,
and California Youth Authority =-- can pave the path to
comprehensive victim services in correctional agencies
nationwide.
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