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ABSTRACT

The Victinms and Probation project is funded by the Nationa
Institute of Corrections (NIC), while the research project is part
of an ongoing rel ationshi p between the Program Resources Center of the
School of Crimnal Justice, Rutgers University (PRC) and the
Nati onal Association of Probation Executives (NAPE), with
assi stance fromthe National O ganization for VictimAssistance
(NOVA)

This paper will present the results of our study of |egislation
rel evant to the goal of increased and inproved services to crine
victinms by probation officers. |Inproved collaborative relationships
between the various agencies of the crimnal justice system- in
particul ar probation and victimadvocates - should reflect in a better
appreci ation of the workings of the systemby all involved as well as
those outside it, and may also reflect in nore clarity within it
where, for exanple, duties are clearly specified and understood. CQur
hope is that inproved services will be pronoted by all concerned
parties.

A discussion of all suggestions useful in working towards these

goals will conclude this presentation.



Victinms and Probation: Building a Collaborative Relationship

An Analysis of Legislation

Wiat is probation's |egal mandate for the provision of services
to crime victinms: is legislation conprehensive and clear; does
probation do nore than the law requires and if so what are the effects?
These are a few of the questions that arose when it becane apparent to
the Program Resources Center (PRC), and the National Association of
Probation Executives (NAPE), that probation departnents all over the
country were interacting with victims and victim servi ce agenci es
to unprecedented degrees. (Shapiro, Omwle, and Schuman, 1986)

This interaction is part of the crimnal justice response to
victims. It is an attenpt to renedy crine victims® special problens
within the system as sensitively as possible.

W have discovered that probation has both a direct and an
indirect mandate to provide services to crine victims. N applying
the |aw however, problens arise despite the available |egislation.
Legislation is not always conprehensive and clear; in fact, probation
does nore for victinms than the |law directly nandates.

The nore serious effects of probation's provision of victim
services are role confusion and the service ripple. Service ripple is
t he expansion in the scope of services to victins by probation as a
result of an initial service provision by probation. This ripple can
have both positive and negative effects. In spite of legislation
therefore, service provision by probation for victims is inadequate,

extent problens in probation are exacerbated, and victims are stil

di ssatisfied, confused and hel pl ess.



This paper will address key issues surrounding probation's
i nvol verrent in victimservices especially in terns of Legislative
content and neani ng. The conclusion will address inplications for
probation's future involvenent in victimservices in light of the

present |egislation.

Hi storical devel opnent of victimlegislation

Probation's nore active participation in victim services evol ved
in the md-1970s when victimrights becane an inportant public issue.
Before this time little legislation existed. In 1965 California
passed victim conpensation |egislation but other states followed suit
more rapidly only in the 1970s. At this time too, witers advocated
t he passage of such legislation (Shafer, 1970), and noved for the
passage of Victims Bills of Rights (Reiff, 1979).

Victimlegislation was needed to incorporate the public concern
for victins into the law. It would close the obvious gap in the | aw
whil e al so showi ng recognition of, and concern for victins.

Figure 1 shows the rapid transition in the anount of |egislation
concerning victims in a twenty-one year-tine frame. (See Figure 1)

In 1965 there was only one state with victim conpensation |egislation
and in 1980 one state had a VictimBill of Rights. By 1985 43 states
had passed victim conpensation legislation and 34 had VictimBills of
Rights. In 1985 the total nunber of states passing |laws for funding
rose sharply. This has special inplications for probation departnents

because none of these nonies reached them

Insert Figure 1 about here




The 1970s al so saw a change in sentencing practices. There was
-a-shift away from incapacitative prison terms -to super-vised probation
in the community. This change coincided with pressure fromvictim
advocates for the nore humane treatnment of victins by the crimna
justice system More and nore probation had to conmbine two roles; in
addi tion to naki ng adequate supervision of probationers it now had to
respond to victim needs. This created potential role conflict and
frustration for probation officers.

In 1979 therefore, the project for the Inproved Services to
Vi ctims Through Probation attenpted to resolve these problens. The
Arerican Probation and Parol e Association and the Bl ackstone Institute
organi zed nmeetings where the role of probation in victimservices was
exam ned, research into the extent of probation's involvenment in
victim services was conducted, and training sessions to equip probation
officers and probation adm nistrators with the necessary skills for
effective victimservice delivery were held. (The Victim 1980)

Today, service delivery to victins by probation is well
establ i shed but the extant |egislation does not reflect this

devel opnent .

Probation and victim service | eqislation

D rect nandate

The preparation of the pre-sentence investigation report (PSI) is
a function of probation required in the |egislation which has an
impact on victins. The pre-sentence report (PSlI) is prepared at the
court's request in order to help it arrive at an appropriate sentence
for a convicted offender. The PSI usually contains information

on the offender's crimnal history, personal background, and



personality. It also gives details on the offense for which
conviction was nade. The PSI is often the only neans by which the
extent of victimharmis nmade known to the court. This is done
through the inclusion of a VictimlInpact Statenent (MS) or a Victim
Statement of Opinion (VSO, in the PSI. These statenents account for
the inportance of the pre-sentence investigation to victins.

The VIS is the termnore wi despread in the legislation. Both
statenents however, are personal coments by the victim or a relative
of a deceased victim giving information on the extent of harm suffered
by the act of a convicted offender (usually physical harn), and the
effects of such harmon the victim

The VIS is provided for in 26 states. In states where it is not
required, roomfor its inclusion is given. A statute in such an
i nstance may authorize the probation officer to provide, as in
M ssi ssippi, "any such other information as the department [of
probation and parole] or judge may deem necessary." (Mss. CODE ANN.
s47-7-9 1985).

A third feature of legislation inportant to probation's direct
mandate to provide victimservices IS the collection of restitution
paynments and probation fees froma probationer, for payment to the
victim.

In all three instances noted above, although the [aw requires
a probation officer to provide these services, other officials (such
as state or county prosecutor, the Conmonwealth's Attorney or the

county court clerk) may also carry out these same functions.



The collection and paynment of nonetary restitution, nediation of
service contracts, and helping the court to nake pre-trial rel ease

deci sions affecting the diversion of an offender are other areas in

whi ch probation has a direct mandate which affects victims. (See Table

A

Insert Table A about here

| ndi rect nmandate

Bl anket provisions relevant to all crimnal justice agencies
exist. Here, probation is required to notify victims of their rights
in the system, There is, for exanple, the duty to inform victims of
what to expect fromthe crimnal justice system and what the system
expects of them the duty to present victinms with a copy of the Victim
Bill of Rights, the duty to provide information on the availability of
conpensation awards and how to apply for them and many others (See
Table B) .

Insert Table B about here

Problens with the | egislation

| n Kansas the probation officer prepares the PSI for m sdeneanor
convictions and "the probation officer or other sources”
for felony convictions (K S. A s21-4608, 1986). It is not clear why
probation does not conduct the PSI in the l|atter instance.

| n Maryl and when a judge does not order a PSI the state's



attorney may prepare a VIS which the court is enjoined to consider at
sentencing. (MD ANN. CODE Art.41 sl24(c)(2) (iii)l985). No reason is
given for requiring the state's attorney, rather than probation, to
prepare the VIS at this stage.

In New York state provision is made for a VIS, yet the statutory
| anguage provides that nothing in the provisions shall be construed to
require the victim to give information for the preparation of the PSI
(NYCPL, 390.30, 1986). This is understandable in so far as it
protects the victim"s right to privacy; the conflict arises in that
the VIS is also intended to help the court in sentencing an of fender
who has done harmto the victim. The victim"s right to privacy shoul d
be bal anced with the court's aims i n sentencing, however. Wiere a
victimcan refuse to supply information to a probation officer the
probation officer's work is inpeded and an inconplete report is..
submtted to the court. The result is that the victim does not
participate in sentencing even though the | aw has declared this to be

an inportant elenent of the sentencing decision.

In many states a probationer can be inprisoned for failure to pay
restitution fees. \Were a probation officer has supervised the
probationer's performance and ensured that some restitution has been
paid, the inprisonment without attenpts to restructure the paynent
schedul e, renders the time spent on a supervision a waste. South Dakota
has a useful provision in this respect. A restitution contingency
provision, S.D.C L. Chapter 23A-28-3, (1986) provides for a restitution
contingency plan in the event that a probationer may | ater have the
means to pay restitution. It woul d appear useful also where sone

restitution has been paid but new circunstances have inhibited



paynents. (This is in no way intended to be an argunent agai nst
puni shment for refusals to pay.)

Concomtant with restitution collection is the need for
di sbursenent. \Were probation officers have acted as nediators in the
process, a default often results in the probation officer facing the
ire of the unsatisfied victim The probation officer is not regarded
as a sinple nediator but a person in authority who shoul d have stopped
the probationer from defaulting. Probation officers are required to
report delinquents to the court clerk or to the prosecutor however,
before action to commt the offender for contenpt of court, or to
revoke probation, can be taken. It is a tine-consum ng process, yet
del ays contribute to the perception that the crimnal justice system
is slow to respond to victins' needs because they (i.e. victims) are

not of major concern in the admnistration of justice.

Fragnment ati on

Services to victims can be fragmented and del ayed where several
agencies provide the same service. W see that although the
preparation of the PSI report is primarily probation's responsibility
it is often assigned to other crimmnal justice officials (See Table A).
At the individual state level this is often practical. Wen viewed on
a national scale, however, it indicates a basic contradiction between
theory and practice.

Further, since probation is not the only agency to prepare the
PSI or VIS, the difficulties arising by virtue of probations unique
position may be underesti mated. Preparation of a VIS, for exanple
i nvol ves interview ng the victim or a deceased victim"s rel ati ves.

The probation officer has few investigatory resources but nust |ocate



the individual, set up a convenient time for an interview, then
conduct one. \Were this is not possible the only options are to
report: "victim unavailable for coment," or to make use of third
hand i nformation on the harm done.

Brian Forst and Jolene Hernon wite that judges consider the
presentence investigation the nost useful source of information about
victim harm Only 16%of victins actually testify at trial, they
say, yet "the most i nportant avenue the victimhas to the judge is both
narrow and indirect." (Forst and Hernon, 1985). If this is the case
then victimstatenments nmay have only a slight inpact at sentencing
so that the role of probation in nmaking the extent of victimharm
clear to the court is underm ned by an inadequate recognition of its

| nport ance.

The service ripple

Probation departnments which responded to the survey conducted by
t he PRC and NAPE reveal ed that they do much nore for victins than the
law actually requires. As a result of their having to address victim
needs in general, probation officers act as counselors, interpreters
and mediators. They al so arrange for the placenent of children with
relatives or friends, contact a victims relatives for help, and provide
transport and escort services to court. Involvenment in victim
services at one stage of the systemdoes lead to a nore extensive
participation in areas where no express or direct nmandate is given
(Shapiro, Owle, and Schuman, 1985)

Despite this extension of service provision by probation to
victins, there is still little supporting |egislation specifically

directed for probation.



Probation is enjoined to provide services to victims but there is
no correspondi ng provision for funding and no training. In Mntana
t he Montana Law Enforcenent Acadeny is required to "offer education
and training to | aw enforcenment officers and prosecuting attorneys and
shal | provide such education and training in its regular curriculumso
that victins may be properly assisted." (Mnt-CODE ANN s46-24-102
(1984) Strictly speaking, a probation officer is not a | aw enforcenent
officer, since: "no person while serving as a |aw enforcenent
officer may be appointed or performthe duties of a full-tine or part-
tinme probation officer."” There is no provision for special victim
training for probation officers. Wwere there is provision for
training, this is often [imted to courses within the state as in
M chi gan, New York, and other states. If no training is provided in
the state however, probation officers nust adapt as best they can

Concl usi ons and Suggesti ons

Consi st ency: If the need for a victim inpact statenent is not

al ways seen to be consistently reflected probation's role here is

of limted inpact. Further, if victimrights in the crimnal justice
system are still largely a victim advocacy issue, no crimmnal justice
agency will have ultimate responsibility in areas of particular inport.
It will be easy to pass the buck and apportion blame for failure.

el sewhere.

The relationship of victim services to the judicial process is
not clearly defined. In theory a VIS is needed to aid the judge at
sentencing, but it is not mandatory in all cases. It is clear that
al though the |law recognizes the need to appreciate victim harm it

does not make adequate provision to ensure this takes place in
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practice. It provides for ways in which it may be done but the
absence of consistency and the |ack of specificity lead to a merely
peripheral inpact by probation in this area,

Probation's role is also complex. In order to maintain
neutrality, the infrastructure and support services which probation
needs have to be provided. In tines of work overload probation
officers will necessarily be nore concerned with their regular
probation duties. Victins nust then receive delayed and often

di m ni shed servi ces.

Reasonabl e expectations: The change in sentencing practices from

the 1970s led to increased nunbers on probation, By 1982 there were
approxi mately 1,500, 000 adults and juveniles on probation. The 1982
popul ation had grown by 10.7% in 1983. As of last year, 65%of the
persons under correctional supervision were on probation. (Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 1985). Al though resources for the setting up of
victimw tness units in prosecutor's offices was made, simlar
provision for inproved victimservice delivery by probation was

overl ooked. The large probation casel oads, the absence of an
establ i shed mechanismto provide victimservices, and the possibility
for role conflict nake it essential not to overestimte the extent to
whi ch probation can successfully incorporate victim services into its

f ramewor k

Research: In that the extent to which victinms nake use of the
services provided by probation is still unknown, and the ways in which
i ncreased casel oads affect the supervision of probationers is stil
undocunented, research in these areas is need to maximize the

ef fectiveness of probation in victim services. Qher |egislation

11



which inpacts on different parts of, the crimnal justice system - such
as speedy trial acts on the courts -- may al so inpact on probation and
in some ways affect victim service delivery. Research here may also

yield useful results.

Training: Training prograns based on an evaluation of probation's
role in victim service delivery are inportant. Feelings of
frustration and conflict have been expressed by probation supervisors;
their confidence can be regained in thoughtful training sessions as
started by the project for the Inproved Services to Victins through
Probati on. Victim advocates have an inportant place here since they
can best liase with probation departnents and specify the nore
pressing concerns of victims that probation night approach. Training
semnars would also famliarize probation officers with the
technicalities limting qualification for conpensation awards.
Training could also result in the production of even nore

conprehensi ve information panphl ets by probation departnents.

New | egislation: It has been shown-that the rapidity with which

new | egislation is passed does pose serious |ogistical problens.
Proposals for new | egislation need to be appraised in the |ight of
practical needs as well as in the light of their contribution to the
under | yi ng phi |l osophies in extent legislation. Probation% provision
of services to victims of crine may then inprove in both quality and

quantity.
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¥ TABLE A -
Services Provided to Victims by Probation and Other Agencies over the Stauss -July 1986*
Service
Preparation Preparation Restitution Collection/ Other
\gency ‘1m PS1 of VIS/VSO Disbursement Investigations
>robation Alaska; Arkansas; Connecticut Connecticut; Colorado; Alabamaj Arkansas
California; Connecti- Idaho; Indiana; Indiana; Maine; Mississippi; D.C.; Massachusetts;

Prosecutors
Office

Court Clerks
Office

cut; Idaho; Kentucky;
Kansas; Louisianaj}
Maryland; Michigan;
Mississippi; Missouri;
N. Hampshire; N. Mexicoj
Nebraska; N. Jersey}
New York; Texas; Utahj
Vermont; Virginia;

W. Virginia; Wisconsin

Virginia

Missouri-preserves
PSI records;

Maryland; N. Mexico
N. Jersey; New
York; Ohio}

Rhode 1sland;

S, Carolina;
Tennessee; Texas;
Vermont; Virginia;
W. Virginia;
Wisconsin

Georgia -cvanmn
form to Probation
Officer and collects

‘on completion}

Texas to send VIS to
victim;

Idaho - notifies court

of victims requests;

1+

Nevada; N. Jersey; Oklahoma; May serve process;
Rhode Island; S. Dakota;

Arkansas - investigates and Wisconsin - documents
recommends amount nature and amount
of pecuniary loss

Maine; Virginia, New Jersey
Oregon - collects assessments

ASome states may provide these
services. This table applies
to states where the particular
agency is:actually specified.



Table B

Services Provided to Victins by Probation

Al abana _ _ o
Pre-sentence Investigation and victiminpact statenent
| nvestigation at request of court to determ ne whet her person
shoul d be charged as a yout hful offender.
ALA-CCDE Article 4 s 15-19-2 (1982)

Al aska

Pre-sentence investigation.

Col l ection of restitution and direction of disbursenent to
victim

Provision of VictimBill of Rights to victims.

ALASKA STAT. s33. 05. 040{ 1986)

ALASKA STAT. s 18.67.175(b)(1986)

Ari zona

Victiminpact statement in felony cases.

Col l ection of the probation supervision fee for deposit
in the Victim assistance Fund.

ARIZ. REV. STAT. ANN. Title 31

Chapter 362 s 3 Art.431-466 (1985)

AR Z. REV. STAT. ANN

Ar kansas

Pre-sentence investigation;

Col | ection of Clorobat|on supervision fee for deposit in Victim
assi stance fund.

ARK. STAT. ANN. s 43-2333 (197629

ARK. STAT. ANN. s 43-2808.1 (1976)

California

Medi ati on of service contract between victim and juvenile

of fender where restitution may be payed by the performance of
speci fied services.

Provision of information on the victim's rights to civil recovery
and the right to attend hearings. Notificdtion of time for

heari ngs. _ _ _ _
Provision of crine victim conpensation information
Bill of R ghts for victims specifies victim i npact statenent

or victim statenent of opinion

CAL. PENAL CODE s 729.7 (West 1982)

CAL. PENAL CODE s 1191.1, s 1191.2 (West 1982)
CAL. PENAL CODE s 1191.2 (West 1982)
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Col or ado

Col l ection of restitution.

I nvestigation for court.

COLO. REV. STAT. s16-11-2045 (1973)
COLO. REV. STAT. s16-11-209 (1973)

Connecti cut

Pre-sentence report and victim i npact statenent.
Col I ection and distribution of nonies.

CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN s54-91a (1985%

CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN. s54-108 (1985)

PA. 81-324 (1981)

Del awar e

Pre-sentence investigation.
DEL. CODE. ANN. Title 11 s4331 (1974)

D strict of Col unbia

Case investigation and reports.
D.C. CODE. ANN. s24-103 (1981)

Fl ori da

Pre-sentence investigation
FLA. STAT. ANN. s948.01, s948.03 (1985)

Ceorgi a

Victiminpact statenent.
GA. CODE. ANN. Title 17 Chapter 10
article 1 s17-10-1.1 (Mchie 1982)

Hawai i

Pre-sentence investigation and restitution
Hawai i REV- STAT. ss706-702, 706-605
(1982 Repl acenent)

| daho

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
.Coll ection of restitution:

Provision of infornation to victim.

| DAHO CODE

| DAHO CODE s 19-5302 (M chie 1986

| DAHO CODE s 19-5306 (M chie 1986

16



[1linois

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
Provi sion of victim Bill of R ghts

| ndi ana

Pre-sentence investigation and other reports.

Col | ection and disbursenent of nonies from probationers.

Assist court in making pre-trial release decisions and decisions
regarding the release of charged individuals.

IND. CODE. ANN. sll-13-1-3-(1), s35-4.1-4-10 (West 1982)

IND. CODE. ANN. sll-13-1-3(10) (West 1982)

IND. CODE. ANN., sll-13-1-3(2) (West 1982)

| owa

Pre-sentence investigation.
| OM CODE ANN. s901.2, s906.4 (West 1984)

Kansas

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
KAN. STAT. ANN. s21-4604 (1984)

Kent ucky
Pre-sentence investigation; _
Col | ection and di sbursenment of nonies _
KY. REV. STAT. ANN. s439.480, s532.050 (Baldw n 1986)
KY. REV. STAT. ANN. s439.480 (Baldw n 1986)
Loui si ana
Pre-sentence investigation and victim i mpact statement.
Post - sent ence investigations.
LA REV. STAT. ANN. Article 875 (West 1981)
LA. STAT. ANN. Article 876 (Wst 1981)
Mai ne

Col l ection and disbursement of restitution payments.
ME./ REV. STAT. ANN. Title s1326 (1985 supp)

Mar yl and

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
MD. ANN. CODE s124 (1985)
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Massachusetts

Serving of process.

Col l ection and di shursenent of restitution.
MASS. ANN. LAWS

ch, s92 (Law Co-op. 1981)

M chi gan

Pre-sentence investigation,
M CH STAT. ANN. (1984)

Minnesota

Pre-sentence investigation

Victim service notifrcation

M NN. STAT. ANN. s6l | A 045
(

045 (\West 1981)
M NN. STAT. ANN. s47-7-9

(
1981)
M ssi ssi ppi

Pre-sentence investigation and any other information
M SS. CODE. ANN. s47-7-9 (1972 & 1985 Supp)

M ssouri
Pre-sentence investigation and any' specified infornmation for
the court.
MO. REV. STAT. s217.705 (1968 & 1985 Supp)

Mont ana

Notification of Crinme Victim Conpensation awards.
MONT. CODE. ANN. s53-9-104 (1984

Nebr aska

Pre-sentence investigation and victiminpact statenent.
NEB. REV. STAT. s29-2261 (1985 Supp)

Nevada
| nvestigations and reports
Col l ection and di sbursenent of nonies
NEV. REV. STAT. ANN. s213.1095 (M chie 1986
NEV. REV. STAT. ANN. s213.1096 (M chie 1986
New Hampshire
Pre-sentence investigation and victim i nmpact statement/victim

statement of opinion
N.H REV. STAT. ANN. 651.4 (1983 & Supp. 1985)
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New Jer sey

Pre-sentence investigation and victim inpact statenent.
Restitution collection and disbursenent.
N. J. STAT. ANN s2c: 46-4 (1982)

New Mexi co
Pre-sentence investigation & victim i npact statenent
Pre-rel ease investigation
N.M STAT. ANN. s31-21-19 (1978)
New Yor k
Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
Restitution or reparations collection.
N.Y. OCm Proc. Law s256, s390.30 s60.27.420.10 (Co-op 1981)
N. Y. EXEC. LAW s390. 30 (Co-op 1981)
North Carolina
Pre-sentence investigation
Col l ection and di sbursenent of nonies
N.C. GEN. STAT. s15-205 (1985).
N.C. GEN. STAT. S15A-1343 (1985)
Nort h Dakot a
| nformation not available at this tine.
Chio

Victim inpact statenent
Chio REV. CODE. ANN. S2947.051, s2907.05.1 (Anderson 1982)

Gkl ahoma
| nvestigations. Col l ection and di sbursenent of fees
Monitoring and adm nistration of restitution paynents.
22 s991a, s1166
OKLA. STAT. ANN. Title 22 ss991, 1166 (West 1986)

Oregon
Pre-sentence investigation and victiminpact statenent.
| nform victim of conpensation procedure.
OR REV. STAT. ANN. s147.365 (1984)

Pennsyl vani a

Pre-sentence investigation
PA CONS. STAT. Titlg 61 ss331.166, 331.17a (Purdon 1986)
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Rhode Island

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statement,

Restitution collection.

Notification of rights of victims.

RI. gen. laws, s12-28-3 (14)(11), 12-19-34, 12-28-3 (-1985 Supp.)
South Carolina

Victiminpact statenent. _ _ _

Post - sentence reports, supply information and hearing

notification.

s3g3

S.C.° CODE. ANN. s5, 3(c) (Law Co-op 1976 & Supp. 1985)
Sout h Dakot a

Community service restitution plans,
S.D. CODIFIED Laws s23A-28-3- (1979 & Supp. 1986)

Tennessee

Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
Tenn. CODE. ANN, s40-21 (1986)

Texas

Victim i mpact statenent and suggly of information.
TEX. CRM CODE. ANN. Art. 56.03, "s56.02 (Vernon 1986)

Ut ah
Pre-sentence investigation _ _
Moni tor paynent of fines and restitution
UTAH. CCDE. ANN. s77-18-1 (1986 Supp)

Ver nont

Pre-sentence investigation
VT. STAT. ANN. Title 28- s204 (1985)

Virginia
Pre-sentence investigation and victim i npact statenent.
Restitution plans.
VA. CODE s19.2-299.1, 19.2-305.1 (1986 Supp.)
Washi ngt on

Pre-sentence investigation
WASH. REV. CRIM PROC. CODE. ANN. Rule 7.1. (1986 Supp.)
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We s t Virginia

Pre-sentence investigation and victiminpact statenent
| nformation on the crimnal justice system
WVA CODE s61-11A-3, s62-12-7 (1985)

W sconsi n

Pre-sentence investigation and victim inpact statements.
Col I ection and di sbursenent of restitution paynents.

972.15(2m)
WS. STAT. ANN. s 973.09 (d) (West 1986 Supp.)

Wom ng

Pre-sentence investigation.
WYO. STAT. ANN. s7-13-408 (1986)
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