
TEE BI~OfTX SENTENCING PROJEC1' " 

of tho V'era Institute of Justice 

An EXDerimeni in the Use of Short-'" .. 
Form Presentence Reports 'for Adult 

MisderneanaYlts 

Joel ~. Lieberman* 
,S. Andrew Schaffer*~ 
John ~. Nartin*** 

*13. S. Hunter Coller;e tn the Bronx ; City ;Jnj,vOl'Sit~l of IJc~IT 
Yurk. (1963); J.D. St. John's Univer8ity Scheol of Law (1966) 
Director, Bronx Sentencinc Project. 

~~,v.') r, }!a:r"!"r'~ r'ol'''ft<C' (106"'), ... .,. ,-) 1"""")""'1 !J,'::l',',' -··'lJ.J'1.. • ... . to.:. ~V _\;'.;.10:..:.: \ ~.) ,JJl,}.r.). l~::~J.i/"'~J..t ... ~ 
A~;Gociate Director', Ve::.:·a Im;tli.;utc of ,TU3ticc. 

Scheol ( I90'!) 

~); l~'Pro f'('~,<::n)"', ..j)Dpartt'<\efit ,or Soc \ 0) t)5fY .."1.1";r1 .'1 nU lPt,:rr 01 Of:~T; C11a:.rr.1an 
InDtitu~e for ~ocia) Rcsearcll, Fordh3~ Univer~lty. 

" 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



-.. --:---~' .' 

: .... 

i, 

PREFACE 

" 

.Th~ material contained in this Fepo~t comes 

from tW? sources: firs~,the Reseavch Report on 

. the Bro~x sentencing Project submitted to the 

National Institute on La\'l Enforcement and Criminal 
I • 

Justipe (grant #NI-036) ~n Aqgust 1970 covering 

the project's opera~ions from July ~968 - February, 

,1969; and second,. proj ect records fpr the perio.d, 

after 'February: 1969. The 'authors, gratefully ack-

nO\'lledge the invaluable contri~ution$ of Geral~ , 

M. Shattuck, Professor of Sociology;'Fordham 

University who served as research director under 

the NationaJ Institute, grant and assisted in the 

preparation of this report . 

. . 
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t. INTRODPCTION .. 

" . In ~heory there are several alternatives open to a 

New York judge in the sentencing of a misdeneanant. He mau 
, . 

chobse anong an bnconditional'dis~harge, a conditional.dis­

·charge, pro~ation,.a fine or imprisonment. l In practice,however, 

inUC~l- or .. the, sen)t~.ncing ,flexibj)ity built into ~he statute, 

is unused .. ,j'~ost adults convicted of serious misdemeanors , 

are either released back to-the community without supervision 

or imprisoned. 

Sentences of probation and conditional discharge are 

only available if the judge first c<?nsiders ",the nature and 

ciryumstances of the crine and ... th.e history, character and 
2 

condition of the defendant'!. Since ihe Office of Probation 
. 3 . is able to investigate only·a small percentage of the. adult 

misdemeanant cases in the 'New York City Criminal Court, more 

than 80% of these persons become theoretically ineligible for 
4 

. - sentences of probation and cond'i tionaldischarge. 

I 
New York Penal taw §60.10 

2 
Ne\'[ York Penal Law §§65.00, -05.05. (Emphasis added). 

3' , 
Under New York Law ~ersons 19 years and over at the time an 
alleged crime was committed are treated as adults. 

4In prac~ice) however, judges oft~n sentence a defendant to 
a conditiorial discharge without having the requiSite information 
available for considerat~on. 

: ". 
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Without a presentence report to a~sist the judge 

sentences' ar,e imposed solely ,on the' .basis of the 0 circulTIs tances' 

of the offense of conviction and a criminal record whip}l often 
" 

bontains oniy a ~ist of prior 'arrests with no indication 

of dispositlon~. Moreover, sinc~ th~ judg~ who imposes 

sentence is rarely the one before whom a trial has been held 
~. ~a 

or.a ,plea of guilty entered, mitigating or special circum-

stanqes often dO"not affect, the sentencing decisiop. \ 

Th~ ~hoice between ~he rema1ning non-priso~ alterna-

tives and a prison term is often difficult. A fine or an 

unconditiopal discha~ge offers neither sup~rvision ,of the 

defendant in the community nor assistanc~ in 9btaintng 

sc~ooling, training or ~mployment. P~ison, while precluding 

further criminal activity for a period up to a year, has 

been of dubious rehabilitative value. Faced with the choice, 

however, most judges choose incarceration except where the 

defendant, on the basis of little il)formation, is' considered 

a Bood risk to refrain from further criminal behavior. 

In 1967 th~ President's Commission on Law Enforcement 

~and Administration of Justice pointed out th~ general absence 

of presentence reports for misdemeanants 5 and suggested that 
'\ 

see infra note 113. 

,- . / 
Ii'rhe hir.;h manpm'ler levels required to compl~te ['presentence' J' 

reports have caused some authorities to raise questions as to 
the need for the kind nnd quantity of info..!.~mation that: is 
typically ~athered and presented. These questions are raised 
particularly wj.th respl?ct to the misdemeanant system, "there 
milliollS of annes are disponed of each year and. relatively few 
pre5entence invC'Btir;ations made. It rraslc !i'ol'ce 'HeDort: 
CoPX'cctions, 19. 
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this ~ontributed to the unwillingness of judges in many cases 

to' conside; alternatives to imprisonment. 6 Lack of informa-

-3-

tion \-las als·o found to be. "a major cause for irrational sent'encing~l 3 

since in most misdemeanor cases ~the jud~e's exposure to a 

defendant is far too cursory to give an adequate impression 

~f his character and b~ckground for determination of the 

best y.or:rec~ional trea~tmel!t. for him". T Yet. even if SUfficient 

numbers .of pr.obation officers w.ere .available the Commiss:i,on 

doubted whether the ,traditional' presentence report would, be 

appropriate for all misdemeanants.. r.t suggested that the 

.' information gaps in misdemeanant sentencing be ~illed by 
. .' 

. gathering, verifying and presenting certain objective data 

"\'111ich appear to be important to sentencing: 8 

The Vera Institute of Justice's Bronx Sentencing Project 

"laS a response to the Commission's recommendation that, experi-

. mentatio~l with the uSE;' of short-form presentence' reports take 

place ~n high volu~e misdemeanor courts. Since July, 1968 the 

project has been preparing such reports in adult ar~est.cases in 
. . 

the Bronx Criminal Court where a full'presentence investiga-

tion by the Office of Probation has not been ordered. 
. . 

.. ...-..,..~l f'.;.;;..,,!"~::,~~.-.:*-' •.• ~_--;::,-r·':;." '''~'''-~-''~' ....... - ~- .~::c • .r:~'";:,..;'t''''''''''~~ __ f"Io'''"ft't"'''.....-:o:'''''''''''_'''' ,,'~ .---.. ~.-

6rd . at 78-79 

7rd . at 18 

811Particularly in many misdemeanant ~ases, "lhere correctional 
alternatives are usually limited, less j.nformation rnay suffice. 
Bail projects have developed reporting forms that can be 
completed and verified in a matter of a few hours and have proven 

reliable for decisions on releaRe pending trial, which often involve 
considerations similar to those of ultimate disposition. These 
forms cover such factors as education and emolay~ent status, 
family and si tun tion, and re si(lent.ial s tabili ty . I: rrFR: Cnrrec t iot!.~~, -'19. 

", 
" 
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The objective oT the project was to demonstrate 

that. a relatively small sta.ff could pr.odu·ce useful, 

. r~liable presentence reports within a short per~od ~fter 
• I 

conviction. T{w proj ec"t 's staff original1y o,onsis ted of 

tl,'!O persons ,·:ho cOl)ducted thirty minut,G. interviews i'Tit1.1 

conv~cted misdemeanants using a structured interview 

questionnaire and verified the information byt~lephone 

.. 

or through relative'S in cbur.t and by referring to' c,ourt. 

recorda. A one-page report was' then prepa~edwhich de­

tailed the information and contained a .s'sntence recommenda-

socia,l characteristics of the defendant.' . 

In submitting its report, the.~roject sought ~o 

inform Rentenc1ng decisions rather than to alter in any 

preoonceived manner existing sentencing patterns. It was 

expected, however, that if more information were presented 

to the court·at sentencing, the percentage ~f defendants 

sentenoed to prison would decrease. In addition, it was 

hoped that any increase 1n non-~rison'dispositions as a result 

of the proj eet' s .recommendations ,-[ould not result j:n an 

increase in the rate· of recidivism. 

The project has progressed through various stages. 

Injtially, it concentrated cn establishing the credibility of 

" 

.. 
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-' it s rep'ort as a useful tool :Ln the. sentencing process. 

As it'achieved increasing acceptance).th~ project began to 

focus more heavily on a.capacity to refer defendants'to 

apprqpriate com~unity-basecJ se,rvic,os .. Thus "'i1ile there' VTaS 

a small impact on s~ntenping patterns'during the first year, 

this impact increased sitnificantly during the se?ondand 

third' years, wi~h.the growth of~the referral syptem., 

rEhe pu.rpose of, this 'report is to d.escribe the opera-. . 

-li-

.tionsand r~sults of th~ Bron~ Sent~ncing Project in ~he Hope 

tha~ what has been learned can be, put to constructive use in 

other jurisdictions. c' 
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II. rr}m OPEHA'l'IOJ'! OF TIlE PROJECT 

A,' ESTABLIS!F~ImT 

The Bronx SentencinG ?roject was desiBne~ to,operate in 

an exist ins system of. cr·iminal justice. administration consist'ing 
t 

of many agencies, The continuous support of these a~encies 

was and i~ a. sine ~§:. non to the establishment and operation 

of the proj ect. 1'he Office of Probation played. a significant 

rQle in the design of the ,project by fu~nishin~,pr~ject planners 

with'samp;e copies of it~ own presentence reports to permit an 

'~nalysis of the relationship between 'sentencing patterns an~ 

the ~efendantts background characteristics. Discussions were 

held 1,'[i t h thel judges of the Bronx CriMinal Court in order. to 

determine the factors which they deemed relevant to sentencing, 

and therefore important for a presentence report. The Adminis-

trative Judge gave the project permission to operate in the 

Bronx Criminal Court and provided'it 0ith office space.in the 

·courthouse. T.he Chj.e·f Clerk granted it access to all relevant 

court records. The Legal Aid Society which'represents the 

ovqrwhelmins majority of defendants in the court gave the 

~ project permission to inte~view any of its clients for the purpose 

of preparing a presentence report, Th~ Department of Correction 

granted access to its facilities and institutions for intervie\'Ji.ng 

detained defendants, and, in addition, has provided the project 

\d.th valuable information for !'esearch purposes.' The Police 

Department--especially "its Bureau of qriminal Identification (BCI)-­

has continuously provided criminal record information on all 
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defendant:~or purposes o~ preparing both presentence reports 

--~nd follow-up studids of recidivism. " The ,Mayor's Criminal 

Justice Coordinating Council h~s sponsored the p~ojeqt, provi~ed 

funding and facilitated coordination with the many agencies and 
j 

persons involved· in the cr,iminal justice system~ 

In describing the project!s operation the emphasis will 

be upon current operating procedures. 
• • I 

'However, attention 

will also be giv~n to the evolution of various functions and 

procedures. where it is deemed relevant. 

B. INTAKE 

The Bronx Criminal Court is one of five seoarate county9 -, 

, . 

courts .... ,hich toge.t;her constitute the He,·; York City Criminal Oou.rt. 

The work of the court is divided into vario1,l.s. categories: adult; 
. 

arrests, youth arrests" citizen dgainst citizen summonses, muni-

cipal department summonses and traffic cases. 10 

The Criminal Court1s volume is overwhelming and rapidly 

increasing. For 1969 it reported 442,840 non-traffic felony, 

misdemeanor and summary offense arraignments, an incvease of 

Approximately 75,000 of these cases were 

arraigned in the Bronx. 
.10a 

For 1970, the number exceeded 85,000. 

On a "norma1 dayli the Bronx Crimlnal Court has at least 700 non-

traffic cases scheduled for post-arraignment action. 

9 
NC\'l York City is composed of five borow:;hts '-lhich are also counties 

of the State of New York. The Bronx is one of the~e. 
10 

As of July 1, 1970 almost all traffic cases were transferred from 
the j ul'isdict ion of the Criminal Court to a,dministrati ve agencies. 
lOa 

The breakdown of these cases is as follo .... 1S: 

Of the 33,072 

Adult arrests 
youth arrests 
Summary offenses 

33,072 
11,866 
110 Jj33 

-07"' ()?"'"';") oJ, J') 

adult arrest cases, only G,070 resulted in conviction. 
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In I'arrest" cases the court I s jurisdiction is 

complete with respect to all misdemeanors and violations 
" 

and it may conduct preli'ITlinary hear.ings and motions in 
,. ""~. 

felony case~. If a felony is ~educed to a misdemean9r 

or viol~tion it ~emains in the Criminal Court~ if not 

it is transferred to Bronx Supreme Court to await action 

by the Grand Jury. If the G,r.ar:d ~ury ref.u se s to indic t, 

the case may be dismissed or returned to the Criminal Court 

'as a misdemeanor. Whenever a, defendant is convicted of a 

misderr..eanor se?tenc inf., t1ay occur: (1) i'mmed ia tely, if the 

.defendant waives his-riGht to a two-day adjournment between 

conviction and sentence ll (lIwa j.ver case tr) '; (2) after an 

adjournment to enab-le the Office of Probation to conduct 

a cOurt ordered prescntcmce invest;ie;ation ("1&3 casel!); or' 

. 
-7-

(3) after an adjollrnment ordered solely for the purpose of 

receiving updated c~ir.linal record information ("R&S case II) • 

Durine the ybar 1970 4,111 of the 6,070 adult a~rest convictions 

fell withiD~the project's general eligibility criteria (discussed 

below in Section C) of which 2,l28 (51.8%) wer p waiver cases, 

1,028 (25.0%) were l&S cases and 955 (23.2%) were R&S cases. 

Originally, the project attdmpted to serv{ce waiv~r and R&S 

-cases in the adult arrest parts12 of the court. The advent 

11 
Ne\'l Yor!\: Code of Criminal Procedure §II72. 

12 The project made no attempt to operate in the youth parts 
of the court since the Office of Probation was receivine 
requests to conduct presentence investigationn in a large 
pcrcentauc of the cases convicted in these parts. 
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--- of the project's referral system, however, made it 

impossible to co~plete cases on the same day as conviction 

thus compelling an end to .the acceptance of waiver-cases. 

Since that time the project has atte~pted to dissuade 

, Legal Aid attorn~ys from waiving the riGht to an adjourn-

-8-

ment bet .... ieen conyictj.on and sentencine; since research has 

disclosed that project presentence reports tend to benefit 

defendants in Legal Aid c~~es. This effort has not been 

altogeth~r successful because of Lpgal Aid's enormous cas-load, 

defendants' frequent requests Uto be sentenced right away 

and get it over "'ith", and the fact that a reduction of 

the charge often can be obtained by defen~e counsel only in 

return for' the' defendant's agreement. to plead g'uil ty and 

to accept a pa~ticular prison sentence. In the latter case, 

. a waiver is often the defendant's best course of action. 

If the charge is a felony and is not reduced the defendant 

exposes himself to the possibility of an indictment and a 

longe~:pr.ison sentence if convicted of a felony. In addition 

to waiver cases the project does not handle 1&8 cases since 

they represent j~dicial requests to the Office of Probation 

to conduct a presentence investigation. 

Thus it is from the pool of R&S cases t:i'at the project 

drai'lS its \'lo-rkloacl. It should be noted that the method by 

which the project obtains its cases differs from that of the 

Office of Probation. Probation \'lol~ks on a case only v/hen the 
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court has specifically requested it do so. The project 

gratuitousl¥ conducts interviews and submits preserytence 

reports in all R~$ cases which fall within its eli6ibility 

criteria and also whenever a judB~ specifically requests 

a 1tYera Report II, irrespec ti ve 0 f e ligibilitjl criteria. 

All convicted defendants whose casea are adjourned 

prior to sentencing are fingerprinted in the courthouse 

for purposes.of identification and also to trigger the 

. provision of a criminal record by the Police Department 

for sentencing purposes. The project, therefore, negotiated 

with success for an office adj~cent to the fingerprint ror-. 

This has served to eliminate countless problems' of physically 

locating eligible defendants. The importance of the 

.project's prOXimity to a place through which all eligible 

defendants pass cannot be overemphasized. After being 

finGerprinted, all apparently eligible defendants are brought 

to the project's office by a court officer or police officer 

-9-

where a staff member determines their eligibility and conducts 

the "identification" process. 

C. ELIGIBILITY 

When the project began, the adult arrest parts of the Bronx. 

Criminal Court had two sets of docket numbers (A and B) 

divided roughly as follows: 

A Docket: Arrests for all felonies and those mis·· 
demeanors requiring fincerprinting before 
bail may be set; 

B Docket: Arrests for 'misGcmcanors not ~equiring 
finr;erprlntinG be:fore bail may be set and 
for all violation s. 
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A decis ion \'laS made to interview all "'A Docket II • 

" defendants who had been convicted of a ~isdemeanor specified 

in the, New York Penal Law (except gambling and ,prostitution) , 

,since the chances of their receiving a prison sentence was 

comparatively high. Convictions for other miademeanors such 

,as those found in the Vehicle and Traffic Law, ~lcoholic 

B~ver'D:l Con,troll Lavl, Labor Lai'l, etc., Here excluded since 

.they rarely resulted in prison sentences. 

In July, 1970 the Bronx Criminal Crout ,change4 its 

system of docketing as follows: 

A Docket : A~l felony arrests; 

B Docket: All misdemeanor and viola~ion arrests 

Thereafter the project began to handle all penal law mis­

demeanor convictions, with the continued exception of 

gambling and prostitution, regardless of the offense for 

which the defendant was arrested. This was done to avoid 

an unnecessc:-ry complication of 'the project 1 s i.ntake pro­

cedure and ts an attempt to increase the project's caseload 

fr6m a' weekly average of 19 interviews. 
13 Under New York State Law if a defendant has been 

arrested for certain drug bffenses or ~f he ~hows signs of 

being i.narcot~c addict the judge is required to order a 

medic~l etamination to determine whether he is an addict as 
ILl 

defined by the statute. If the defendant has been found to be 

13 
Ne\'! York !\1ental Hygiene La\'l (r~HL) Article 9. 

l\1HL §201 
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an addict and is convicted of a misdemeanor the judge is 

l"'equired to commit him to the custody -of ',the Narcotic 

Addiction Control Commission. for a period not to ex'ceed 

15 
36 ,months. . Since there is no discretion with respect 

to sentencing the project normally does not handle such 

16 
cases. 

The project's ~urrent criteria for accepting a 

, case may be summarized as follows: 

,. 

(1) Any Penal Law misdemeanor conviction except one 
involvin~ fanbling or prostitution in one of 
the adult arrest parts of the court; 

(2) AdJournment for Record and Sentencing (R&S); 

(3) No final determination that the defendanb is 
an addict within the meanin~ of the Mental 
Hygiene La\'1. 

-11-

15 
Up to 60 months at the court's discretion if ·the defendant has 

been convicted of a felony. ~HL §208. 
16 

The process of having a defendant committed to the custody 
of the NACC is a lengthy one which involve~ many steps. Normally, 
~len a police officer arrests a defendant whom he has reason to 
believe is or may be a narcotic addict he corneletes a form 
entitled IlStatement of Possible Narcotic Addiction. II This. 
usually results in the arrai~nment judge orderin~ the defendant 
to be examined by an HACC doctor who forwards a report to the 
court. If the defendant is found not to be an addict then 
nothinp; further is done concernj.n~ the' issue of addi<Jtion. If the 
defendant is found to be an addict, he can request a he~ring on the 
issue of addiction. If he does not contest the finding of addiction 
and is thereafter convicted, he will be sentenced under the Mental 
Hygiene Law. 11he Dlstrict !\ttorney has tlw pO\'!er to \'mive any 
addiction hearin~ Wl1ich then results in the cancellation of the 
defendant's status as an "adclict. II If convicted of any crime he 
would then be sentenced under the Penal Law rathcir tha~ the Mental 
Hye;iene Law. 

,-
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rr D, IDEtJTIFICATION 

The term lIidentification" refers to the process by 

-12-

which the project records initinl information regarding cases 

\'Ihich fall, \'lithin its eligibility. criteria.' 

(1) Orientation 

When the defendant is brought to the project's 

office afte~ having been fin~erprinteQ, a"staff member explains 

the nature and- purpose' of the proj eet) obtains the, defendant's 

consent to be interviewed, and gives him a one-page description 

of the proj ect. (Appendix A'-l') 
" 

(2) Custody Status 

It is then necessary to ascertain whether the 
, . 

'dofendant has been renanded to custody or is free on bailor 

personal recoGnizance. Originally an attempt was made to 

intervie\'l al·l dofendan1:;s immediately after identj.fication. 

However, for defendants in custody this meant that the arresting 

police officer--the one \'rho norf.1ally -has custody of the defendant . 

within the court bUilding--was required to await completion of 

the intervie\'l (30-40 l:linutes) before returning the defendant 

to the court holding cells to await transp~rtntion to a 

detention institution. 

1'/ 
Several forms and documents are employed by the project in 

id.C11tifying a case" Tl1ey arc corltained l11 the J\ppci1clix. .:: 
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r·1ost defendants \I[ho are in custody (males 21 years 

. ,- and older) ,-rith cases pendinG in the Bronx Criminal' Cpurt 

are detained at the Bronx House of Detention, located less 

than a mile from the courthouse. It has proven easier t~ 

conduct interviews there than in the court holdinG cells 

-13-

immediately after conviction. In order to prevent the .transfer 

of these defendants to other detention institutions ~he project 

stamps "VERA REPORT!! on the Co:mmitment. Order. \'1hich accompanies, 
. 18 

them back to the in~titution. 

Other detained defendants (males under 21 years and 

females) comprise a very small percentage of the eligible 

case load and are intervievTed :1.n the courthouse since they 

are housed too far from the project's office and ar~ too 

feN in number to i'mrrant a visit to the institution. Through 

the cooperation of the police unit assigned'to the courthouse, 

a'house officerl9 takes custody of those defendants w~o must be 

interviewed in the project's offices. -The arresting officer is 

------------------------------------------------~ 

IBprior to implementing this procedure the interviewers often dis­
covered that one or more Dotential interviewees had been 
transferred to' another institu·t,ion due to overcroHding at the Bronx 
House. 

19IIouse officers escort defendants from the detention cells to the 
courtroom \'rhen the arresting offi,cer is not present in court. There 
are several reasons why an arrestin~ officer is not always present 
for a scheduled court aopearance: (1) he }las beeh excUsed from 
appearin!3 at the prior cQur.t appearance; (2) failure to receive 
notification to appear after missing a prior court appearance~(3) 
inability to appear because of sickness, 'incapacity or cor.~li':!tin~ 
court appearance elsewhere; and (II) unexcused absence. 
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then free to return to his tour of duty. When it is not 

possible'to interview this special category of detained 

defendants on the day ,they ,are convicted--usuall~r _ because 

it ~s too 'late in' the day--their names are liste'd on a 

-l~-· 

Recall Sheet (A~pendix A-4 ) which is signed by a court clerk 

and fqr~arded to the Department of Correction requesting 

t~eir production the following day solely for the purposes 

9f an intervievl by the project. " No formal court appearances 

.,are ,maq.?, Prior to th~ ins ti tut ion of this procedure it 

'\'las necessar'\y to make tHO court appearances in order to have 

these defendants brought back to the courthouse for an 

inte.rvi~\'l- .. one to make application to the court to 'advance 

the case to an earlier date for an intervie"l and a second 

to have the case readjourned to the original sentencinG 

'. date. 

Defendants not in custody are usually interviewed 

immediatelY,after identification. Experience has shown that 

if an appointment is made for an interview at a later date 

many defendants fail to return to the.project's office until 

their next scheduled court appearance necessitating another 
" 

adjournnent if an interview is to be conducted and a report 

submiticd. Fop those defendants who are employed, a deferred 

interview date means another missed work day--something to be 

avoided 'if at all possible. 



..... " ---
Court Paners 

All of the identifying information about the' 

defendaDt is contaiped in the court papers, which comprise 

the ~ntirc record of the proceedings. When~he defendant 

is brought to the project's office the escorting officer 

brings the court papers with him and he is g1ven a receipt 

which he returns to the.app~opriate court clerk. A staff 

-15-

m~r.1ber stamps llVERA REPOWl'lt on the front of the court papers. 

Aftcr the case has been iden~ified an~ the data coded by 

the research staff, the papers are returned to the clerk's 

office and the receipt is retrieveQ. In order to be able 

to record the necessary information about each case it is 

extremely inportant to have permission to retain court papers 

for a fevl day s . 

When the process of identification has been completed an 

.. identifY=i:-ns data"sheet (Appendix 1\-:5) and copies of the 

arraignment ~ellow sheet and complaint are placed in a 

case jacket (Appendix A-6). The case is then ready to 

be intervichred. The number of cases identified varies 

from week to week due to changes in the number of cases disposed 

of by the court. During 1970 the project identified 955 cases, 

a "leekly averair,e of 18.11. 

E. INTEHVIE\HHO 

As indicated previously the time and place of intervie"l 

is determine by the ~efendant's custody status,sex and age. A 

normal interview lasts approximately 30-110 minutes. The questionnaire 

(Appendix A7-13)is struetured'to'permit all relevant information 

to be elicited in this period of time. The interviewer explains 
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to the defendant that the purpose af·the inte~view is to 

provide the j~dGe with verified information regarding his 
" 

family tie~, residence, employment and prior criminal record. 
. 

so that his sentence will not be.based solely on the 
\ 

current offense and anine-omplete prior crimina1 record. He 

also ,tells the defendant that Lis statments Nl11 be verified 

,and that the dispositions of his prior .arrests will be obtained 

if they, are missing on his criminal record. The interviewer 

~ stresses that the project attempts to bring out the positive 

elements in the defendant's social history with a view toward 

reconunending a non-prison sentence or minimizing the lene;th 

of any prison sentence. 

Project contact with the defendant usually occurs 

after he has had a long Bnd drawn out exposure to the criminal 

justice system. Due to the great volume of cases in the 

Criminal Court there is a tendency on' the part of· many court 

related personnel to process papers rather than to deal with 

human beings and project per~onnel often find a deep sense of 

frustration among defendants toward the close of their cases. 

AccordinglYJ it is important to convey a feeling to the defendant 

that. the project seeks to help hin. The interviewers explain 

the possible sentences to him and indicate which one he is 

likely to receive provided all relevant iriterview information 

can be verified. At the completion of the inter~iciw the process 

~f verification beGins. 



· . -.­,.-
'- ~,- F. VERIFICATIml 

Th13·function is crucial since it i~ on the basis 
" 

of verified information about the defendant that sentence 

recommendations are made. Informatipn is verified in four 

\'lays: 

(1) Tele~hone - In most case~ it is possible to 

speak''li~h a ,person Vlho is familiar ,,,1 th the defendant's 

fami~y ties ~nd residence. Usually employment can also be 

veri'fied by te.lep.hone. .If the defendant's employe.r knm'ls 

that he has b~~n arrested then the purpose of the call can 

be s.\~?-ted. Hm'lever,. wl:en tpe defendant· does not "la~t his 

employer to know that he has been arrested the interviewer 

will normally state that he is calling to make ~ credit 
I 

check on the defendant .. 

(2) Friends or Relatives in Court - Friends or 

relative~ of the defendant often appear in court with him 

and usually accompany him to the project's office. They 

often verify the defendant's statement s immediately after. 

the intervie\'l. 
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(3) Mail - Sometimes employers are reluctant to disclose 

information about the defendant over the phone. In such cases, 

a form letter is sent requesting verification of employment 

information. 

" 



(4) F~eld Verification ~ When it is not possible 

to effectuate veririca~ion by the first three methods a 

field verifier visits the horne of the defendant, ~ friend 
• 

or ~elative and/or places of employment. In addition" 

before a defendant can be recommended "for a sentenceio-

volving supervised release a field ve~ified residence must 

, be established for hiili. The: field verifier must have a 

thotough knowledge of the South Bronx J an ability to gain 
I • 

acces~ 'to the homes of those he will be visiting and to . 

o~tain the requisite information; in addition he must b~ 

able to determine whether a pefson is being truthful. A 

knowledge of Spanish is extremely valuable althougH it is 

possible to qompl~te a field verification by using a bi­

lingual neighbor. Since the number of field verifications 

, is not sufn,.cient to -require a full-time staff person the 

project has had considerable difficulty in keeping this 

position f:i:]..led. Experience has =3hcnln that ex-offenders who 

are of average intelligence and are othe"rvdse apparently 

"maldnc it!: in the outside world are best qualified to do 

the job . The problem is that they must have another part-

. time job in order to earn a decent living. The project's 
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best field verifier was someone who was also employed during 

the evening as a counse.ling group leader by Volunteer Oppor-

tunities, Inc. --the community counseling pror;ram to \'lhich the 

project refers many defendants. 

" 

,f 

\ 
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G. 9.!lPHNAL RECORD CO:·1?LETION 

Mos t criminal records (Y,ello\'/ Sheets) in New York 

City list prior arrests,but only occasionally contain final 

disposition;:;. Since judp;es, rely h~avily on these records , 

in sentencing ~ defendant, the project tries to obtain·all . ' . 

missinG dispositions to prevent the automatice~uating of 

arrest with conviction. 
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In New York City tw6 Yellow Sheets ~ne usually generated 

for pcrso~s Convicted of a crime--one prior to arraignment and 

one prior to sentcncinc. The latter, referred to as an Up-

datod Yello\,1 Sheet (UY8) contains any information obtained 

from state and federal authorities since the time ~hat the 
\ 

defendant was fingerprinted prior to arrai~nmertt. The project 

has arranf;cd I'lith the Police Department I s BCI to r.eceivC'l a 

copy of the UY8 for all cases which it has identified. Inter-

viewers search the records in the Bronx Criminal Court clerkls 

office to obtain dispositions for all previous Bronx arrests. 

Dispositions for previous felony arrests which have not been 

reduced to misdemeanors &re obtained from the clerkls office 

in B~onx Supreme Court which is a short distance away. If a 

personal invcstir.:ation. is not possj.ble the information can 

usually be· obtained by telephone or by mail. Dispositions of 

non-Bronx arrests within New York City are obtained by telephone 

f~om various court personnel or from staff members of other 

proj ects opera'ted by Vera • 

. , 

. ~, 
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\\Then It is not rOf,sible to ohtain dis'positions b~r. 

tel'ephone a' \'lorb:;;b.eet is uGed, a,ccor.1pani'ed b~! ~lJoverinc lett-er 
, 

r,equestinc the information. This occurs mostly in th~ qase 

of non-Ne\'1 York City arrests,' Since the project ·is not an 

offic~al arn of the court and, is not widely kn~wn.outsidc New 

York City, there is a reluctance to disclose criminal reco.rd 

information over the phone. ~1ost \'Trittel1,request.s, 11m'rever, 

are ,honored 'within a few days. 

In NeH Yorl-: City and probably in r.1ost large cities the 

records of th~ local criminal court are the best source of 

information for obtaining dispositions of prior arrests. In 

rural areas the project has had much greater succes~ in 

communicating with the arresting agency--local police depart­

m~nt, county sheriff's office or state· police--than with the 

court, since the name of.the arrestin~ aBency always appears 

on the defendant's prior record whereas the name of the court 

does not. After the interviewer has obtained all possible 

inforr.1ation concernin~ the defendant's p-rior record, he enters 

it, on the proj ect copy of the UYS which is attached to the 

presentence report. In addition, xerox copies of each 

UYS are now eiven to'. the officer in the finBerprint room who 

" fo~wards them to BCI for completion of the latter's records. 

'. , 

. I 
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H. S·CORli!G A CASE AND CHOOSING A 
'SEWPENCr:~ HEC-O:r:E:,;DA'l'I0U 

.. 

. Usine an ,o.daptation. of the approach developed by 

Vera in the Manhattan aai~ ,Project an~·the Manhattan Summons 

Pro..j e9t, .a scoring. ,tab,le Has devised in April 1968 for 
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. pur-poses of arri,ving at a sentence recomn1endation. The table' 

assigned a-nUmerical valu~ ~o items of ~nformation about a 

defendant's employment) residence and family ties, his prior, 

criminal record and the pir?umstances of , the present offense,' 

The table was constr~cted on the basis of positive and nega-

tive factors which appeared to influence sentenCing judges 

,wost strongly when an Office of Probation presentence report 

(IIrtcS report ") had b'een sut)mitted. The ta1;lle did not purport 

to provide a sc1entific forll,ula .,for predicting recidivism; 

it only gave the sentencin8 ·jud~e some guidance as to the 

kind pf defendants other judges had placed on probation or . . 
discharged (4nconditionally or conditionally) when presentence 

informntion had been present. 

An 86 case sample of 1&8 reports was analyzed to identify 

whicl) factors wer~ signific~ntly associated with a non-prison 
20 

sentence. In general, this analysis suggested primary 

reliance on prior record, employment and family relationships . 

. . -------------------------------.------------------------
120 

No attemot was made to nredict when a fine would be levied 
and the re~ cases in which the disnoaition was a ~ine were not 
included in the 86 case samnle bec~use thare was no clear 
pattern wJlich permitted reliable cate~orization by means of a 
point scale. 
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other fac tors tes ted, suc.h as' education) psychological' or 

- medical factors, and military record, either ~ppeared not 

significant o~ the information did not appear often enough. 

to permit an assessment. A weighted scoring system was 
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then devised and the sentencing,recommcndat~ons generated by 

the' system vlere compared with tpe recommendations of the 

Office ,of Prpbation and the sentences imposed by the courts. 21 

The resu~ts were as follows: 
.J .. 

Office of 
Vera Probation Court 

Recommendation RecotrJUendation Sentence 

Unconditional 
(23.7%) Dj.scharge 29 28 (32.5%) 23 (26.7%) 

Probation 1111 (51.2%) li11 (51.2%) lj LI (51.2%) 

No HeC".ommendation 
(-Prison) ~LQ.~%) 111 (16. 3~O 19 (22.0%) 

86 (100%) 86 (100%) 86 (100%) 

Next, for each sentence category, the extent of the 

court's agreement 'with V~rals recommendations was compared 

with the court's agreemen~ with the Office of Probation 

recommendations:. 

Vera 
Office of Probation 

21 

UNCONDITIONAL DISCHARGE 

Sentenc~ Recornnended Sentence Acceptance 
He comme nde_d __ A_c_c_e.~'\'>_t-,-e_d_b-,-~-,-' _C.:...~o_u_r_t ___ R_a_t_e ___ _ 

29 
28 

20 
22 

69% 
rr 8~' p 

In allocatin~ Office of Probation recom~enrtation~ and actual 
sent ences, II concU t:!.ona1 dischar'p.:e 11 waf; treated as "'Oro bC'.tion ': 
if there \'l3.S an j.ncticat:l.on from the If,S report that a sneciflc 
cbndition reco~nizin~ the need for com~unity supervision was 
impoGcd. Othcr\·]j.G e, . t he allocation \'laS to "uncondi ti.onal 
diGchnrr;e. 1I 



. ' 

_" -r-.' 

Vera. 
Office of Probation 

Vera 
Office of ProlJat·ion 

PROBN1'10N 

Sentence Recommended Sentence 
Recommended Accented by Court. 

PR1SOl~ 

1322
. 

14 . 

33 
39 

11 
11 
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Acceptance 
Rate. 

'75% 
88% 

Finall;y) the table was collap~cd to de~erl<line the' exten't 

of court ,agreement ,with all non-Drison~recon~endations. Here" 

the rate of agreement with VePl!ls hypothetical r~c0mmendations 

equall~d the actual rate achie"e-d by the Office of Probation .. 

Vera 
Probation 

Non-Prison 
Sentence 
Recommended 

73 
. 72 

Non-Prison S~ntence 
Recommendation 
Accented by "Court 

67 
66 

Acceptance 
Rate 

91. 8% ' 
91.7% 

, " 
rllhe scoring table, when applied to a sample of cases in 

which I&S reports. had b~en submitted, agr~ed with actual 

sentencing decisions in approximately seven cases out of ten 

22 
In these cases, the defendant 1 s point scores were not sufficient 

for a non~prison recommendation. 



~nd .agreed with hon-prison sentences in approximateiy 

nine cases out of teri. The table thus represented a 

reliable guide to the s~ntence a d~fqndant would have 

been likely. to receive based. ~pon a full 1&8 report. 

The guidelines which are currently in use (Appendix A-l~-18) 

contain modific~tions based upon 2-1/2 ~ears of practical 

expe~ience in the Bronx Criminal Court ai well as on the 

resuits of JJesearch cO,ndue ted under a grant from the 

National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

• I .L..j 23 11 .on ~he project s Birst eight months of opera~ .on. ~hen 

the interviewer has completed verification of all relevant 

f~cts ~ score is computed from the recommendation guidelines. 

When the interviewer exercises discretion as autho~ized 

by the guidelines the reasons for doing so are indicated 

in the case file for future analysis of the guidelines.' If. 

the interviewer wishes to deviate from the guidelines because 

of unusual or extenuating circumstances a conference is held 

with the project director to obtain approval. 

It should be stressed that the 3uidelines were originally 

desiGned to reflect the sentence that a consqnsus of the H,e~j York 

City Crimi~al Court judges would mete out if verified social 

Jlistory and criminal record information were presented to 

them. The conditions that obtain in ~ew York Cj.ty way be 

significantly different from those in other jurisdict::l.ons so 

that identical cases miGht receive one sentence fror.l a consensus 

23 
The refJults' of the research \'l:ill be discussen. below. 
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:'of: Ue\-, Yorlc Ci~y' s Criminal 'Court J,uuges ,and a totally' 

different one. .. from a consensus' of another j uris¢.ict1.on' s 

judge~. Thus, an attenpt to appl~ the Bronx ~entencing 

Projecit's gUidelines in ano~her jurisdict;on, without. 

,prior research .into sentencing patterns there, might have 

unsatisfactory results. 

r .• ~UPVSm!\Ic£D BELSA~.E - A nEI:l KDTD OF DISPOSITIon , 

-25-

Depe~~ing upon how the, de(endant scores after applyi~g 

,the recommendation guidelines one of three categories of· 

reco~mendation is made: unsupervised release; superv~sed 

release; for information only. This.section deals only with 

those c~ses which score for a supervised r~lease. A complete 

discussion of all sentence 'recomcendations is contained in 

the sec tion en!~i tIed If Pinal Sentencing. If 

The original sentencine guidelines conte~plated two 

types of supervised non-prison dispositions~'specific con-

. ditional dif;charge to a treatment pI'ogram and probation. SueD 

sentencing alternatives were expected to prov~de sup~rvisory 

and ~ubstantive services to defendants as conditions of ,a 

non-pris~n sentence. Several rroblems ~merGed. First, cases 

placed on probation on the project's recommendation were 

c 



generally more difficult than those,placed on probatio~ 

.in conj unc tion \'/1 th an I&S report (e specj.all:y 'in te,rms of 

" - prior r?cor,d) and the Office of ProbaU.on reported' ~ 

general lack of success with ,them. Second, evaluation of , 
the specific conditional discharge cases was rather difficult 

bec~use of the relati~ely small numbers rQferrcd to anyone 

agency and the agenci,es t. erratic performances in. prov.iding 

1 promised reports. Third, the sanction 0.( re-sentencing, 
'" 

'the.oret-ically available against defendants violating the 

terms of their1release, was rarely invoked where the de-

fendant had not comJ1}it,ted an additional crime. 

During th~ second half of 1969 several chan3es were 

made in an attempt to overcome some of these difficulties. 

Instead of probation, the project began to recommend referral 

of cases qualifying for a supervised rele.ase to Volunteer 

Opportuni tie s, Inc., (Val) for part icipa tion in :tt s community 

counseling p~ogram, and to other community-based service 

providing agencies. Thereafter a narcotics coordinator was 

hired to"facilitate placement of addicted offenders in both 

residential and non-residential treatment programs. Simul-

taneous~y, an important procedural changr "laS made. Instead 
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of recommending a sentence of specific conditional discharge for 

referl'al cases, the project began requesting that such cases 

be adjourned for periods ranging from one t6 six mqnths during 

whic}] time the defendant would participate in the program of the 

" 

.. 
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referral:a6enc~ihus an offertder would have to face the 

'prospect of ,eventual senten~in~ i~ ~n open case on a date . , 

certain rather than the mere possibility of resentencing in 

'a, closed one fqr ,a violation of the conditions p,f t!1e 

referral. 

During late 1969 and early 1~70 the inadequacies of 

various community-based organizations le~ the project to 

~on~entrate primarily on referrals to VOl~ whose p~ogram and 

management were found markedly superior. In addition, it 

was felt that to evaluate the projectl~ referral process, a 

~ignificant num~~r of offenders had to be placed in a single 

~rogram--and one receptive to the idea of detailed analysis 

arid able to provide the necessary data on ari offender's 

pa~ticipation. The VOl program includes group counseling, 

individual counseling, housing, health, employment and 

training referrals, t~tor~ng, and r~creational programs. 

Group counseling is led by trained para-professionals who 

tliemsel ves had been involved for many years in the sUDcnl ture 

of crime, drugs, ~nd pove~ty and are able to serve as role 

models for the offenders. 

When a defendant scores for a supervised release, the 
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VOl program is explained to him and he is offered the opportunity 

to participate subject to the results of the verirication process, 

the consent of tho court and counsel, and. the approval of VOl. 
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I 

If he is out on bailor personal recognizance pending 

- -'-ser~~cnce" he may immediately enter thep,rogram on a two-way 

trial basis as a "temporaryll enrollee. On the ~entenc:ing 
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date, qualified offenders are recommended for an adjoUrnment 

'of sentencinc;.. Th~se vlh? have been satisfactory Ittemporary" 

enrollees are recommended for· an adjournment of several months 

\'1:'111e,' those \'lho were in d,etemtion between the dates of con-

.viction and sent~ncing are recommende~ for a one month adjournL 
I 

ment. At the end of the prescrib~d period 9~ supervised 

release, participants are recommended for either favorab1a 

termi~ation of their supervised release status, further partici-

pat ion in the prpgram, referral to a different agency, or 

unfavorable termination of their' supervised release' status. 

As anticipated, the stabilization of referral procedures 

seems to have had a significant impact on sentencing patterns 

in 'cases serviced by theproject~ If an interim adjournment 

for the purppses of supervised l'elease is constl'ued as a 

non-prison disposition, the overall rate of' non-prison sentences 

durinG the ten month period of March to December, 1970 was 57 

percent (333 of 580) as compared \'lith ~4 percent during the 

proje~tls first eieht months (June 1968 t6 February 1969). 

Among the 333 non-prison case's 125 '.'lere placed in tbe VOl progra}TI. 

When the project began makinc referrals to VOl it took 

few precautio~s to insure that ~he defendant actuall~ arrived 

at VOI' s offices--located one block from the courthouse. It 
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."' Vias subsequently discovered that r:mny defendants had' never 

apP9ared at VOl. Therefore, a system was instituted in which a 

represontative of VOX appears at the p~oject's offices to 

meet and escort every defendant who ~as been referred to 

, VOl. The importance of th5.s simple tasl: cannot be over-

emphasized. First, the risJ~.of the defendant not arrivinG 

at VOl is elDninated. Secondly, the fact,that someone appears 

to escort the defendant to VOl gives him the feeling that a 

genuine c;ffort is beine :7\ade to help hin. Continuous ohvsic~l , . . 
contact with the defendant from tha courthouse risht up to his 

orientation a~ VOl serves to increase his interest in the 

.prograr:l and .his subsequent participation ,therein. 

HOi'leVer', not all defendants vlho qualif~' for supervised' 

release can be referred to VOl. Some do not reiide within the 

geographical boundaries ~rescribed by VOl; for others the project 

is' unable to effectuate a positive field verification of their 

Tesidence (~ prerequisite for furmal admission to VOl); some 

are too heavily addicted· to drugs to be able to participate in 

a non-residential community counselinB program; others are 

Simply not interested. 

The projectts narcotics coordinator assists defendants 

~fuo are seekin~ to treat and cure drug problems. He is in close 

contact with various addiction treatment facilities and can 

normally have someone admitted 'to an appropriate program on the 

same day OJ} "lithin 211. hours. He is an ex-·offender· vlith a 

" 
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thorough understandinG of the problems of addiction, having 

previously used drur;s for several yea'rs." His function is to 

determine the extent of a defendant's drug problem'and to 

sel~ct and recommend an appropriate method of treatment. No 
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,defendant is ever referred to a program unless its requirements 

have bee~' explained to him and he has ,agreed to comply with 

them., The narcotics coordinator maintains contact with the 

defendant and, any program tb which he is referred during the 

period of his adjournment and prepares or obtains progress 

,reports for submission to the court on the next adjourned date. 

In addition, he provides one-to-one counseling for defendants 

awaiting admission or not referred to a formal treatment 

program. 

Although a defendant may qualify for a supervised 

release, the project is not always able to effectuate an 

appropriate referral~ In such a case the project's report 

indicates an ~nability to make a specific sentence recommenda-

tion and usually recommends that the court 6rdaran I&S report 

to explore the possibility of placing the defendant on probation. 

If the defendant is being held in c'ustody because of a IIhold Jl 

. . 
from some supervising agency (e.g., Department of Parole, Office 

of Probation, Narcotic Addiction Control Commission), the project 

usually reco~nends a sentence of specific conditional discharge 

back'to the agency in question so that supervision, of the 



defendant can resume.2~ 

J. HONlTORll1G 'rEE PR.OGRESS OF REyrERRALS 
" 

Any proeram which attempts to divert convicted 
~ 

m1sdemeanants into a program of interim sup~rvised release 

with a view. toward eventual non-pr~son sentences for satis­

factory participa~ion must keep the court informed of a 

pa~ticipan~'s proGress. Thui, a qourt repQrt is prepared, 

by VOl for each defendant describing his pavticipation in 
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itQ community cquns,eline; proeram and cO!ltaining a recommenda-

tion for favorable termination of the defendant's supervised 

release statu~, unfavo~able termination or continuation in 
25 

the program. When ~he defendant.is to be favorably terminated 

the original project interviewer prepares a Supplementary 

Presentence Report 26 , usually containing a sentence recommenda-

tion of conditional discharge, to which tl1e VOl Court Report 

is attached. When the defendant is to be unfavorably terminated, 

the interviewer, after conferring with a VOL representative, 

prepares a Supplementary Report containing a reco~mendation for 

2!j 
Thi~ type of specific conditional discharge should be distinguished 

from the one mentioned earlier. Here the supervising agency has 
the power to unj.laterally j.ssue arrest warrants for those persons 
who do riot cQmply with its requirements. When a warrant is lodGed 
wit}) the Department of Correction it results in a hold which precludes 
the defendant from being released until the warrant is vacated or 
executed. 

25A sample VOl court report is contained in Appendix A-20. 

26 A sample Supplementary HepOl~t· is contained in Appendix A-21. 
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a differcht referral or a statement that no further non-. 
--- prison rcco~mendation can be made. When the defendant 

is to be continued in thl£) program, the vor Court Report 

requesting a further adjournment is submitted by itself. 

,hThen defendants are referred to other service-providi,,18 

agencie~ the agenctes,normally submit a progress report at 

each ,scheduled .court appearance vlhich contains ?-' r~commcnda-

t~on for, termination -or contill,uation in ,the proe;ram. Hhen. 

a defendant, has made, sufficient progress in any pr'ogram 

, involving supervised release and a favorable report is 
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submitt?d, the judge will-almost invariably grant a non­

"prison sentence--usually a conditional dischare;8. Conversely, 

if a defendant'does not progress" sufficiently he may receive 

a harsher sentence than he originally would have received. 

Based on a.tacit understanding between the project and the 

court these "ground rules ll are explained to the defendant 

prior to" effectuating a referral and usually by the judge 

~gain at the first sentencing appearance if"the case 

is to be adjourned aBd the defendant released on his own -

recognizance. Without such ground rules it would be 

virtually i~pcis&ible to gain any kind of-credibility with the 

defendants or to be able to effectively supervise and help them" 

since a prison sentence after compliance with the supervising 

"agency's requirements would he tinalogous to a prison sentence 

after successful completion of a period of probation. 
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In one case the project recommended an adjournment 

and release on personal recognizance to ~mable, the de-

fendant t,o enter q narcotics trpatment proGraM (a form of 

sunervised release). This recommendation was followed. 
" . 

Several months later the defendant appeared for sentencing 

and the 3uDplernentary Report indicated that he had made . - , 

signj,ficant progress b~, refrq.inin[,; ,from, the use of drugs 

and recommended a sentence ~f cQn~itional discharge. Ack-

.l1m'fledging the defendant t s progress but based. upon his 

criminal record prior to the period of adjournment, the 

judge (who "laS not the sa'1le one \'1ho had granted the ad-

journment) sentenced the defendant to six months in jail. 

When the situation was discovered~ t~e project director 

immediately approached the judee in chambers and convinced 

him that a prison sentence after the defendant had complied 

with the conditions of his release would be both inequitable 

to the defendant and damagins to the project. An'application 

fer resentencing was granted and v~en the defendant was 
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returned to court l1e was resent~nced to a conditional discharge 

with apologies. 

As of )~arch 12, 1971 of ~ G VOT participant s who "lOre 

r~turned to court \'lith reco~P1endations for favorable termj.nation' 

from the pro[ram" )1 11 Here recoP1rJemled for and recej,ved non-prison 

sentences of conditional or unconditional discha~Ge. An I&3 
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report \'laS ordered for the renwj.ninr.; hro participants who 

ultiDately received centences of conditional discharge 

and fine. .' 
If ~ defendant 1 s perf\ormance has been unsatisfactory 

and an unfavorab.1e report is submitted, the judge will, in 

~os~ instances, mete out a prison sentence. Since those 

who are referred f?r.supervi~i9n know that they will probably 

recei~e a prison sentence if ~n unfavorable report is sub-

·-34-

mitted to court, they are perhaps more inclined toward meaning-

ful participation in the program. 

Many defendants for whom an unfavorable report is to 

be submitted do not voluntarily appear in court on their 

next scheduled date and a bench warrant is issued for their 

arr~st. It then becomes the responsibility of the Police 

Department's warrant sq~ad to locate, arrest and return these 

defendants to court. However, because of the large number of 

bench warrants issued by the Criminal Court each year and 

the small number of officers aSSigned to execute them, many of 

these defendants are only returned to court if they are subse­

quently arrested for another crime.
27 

21When the nroiect began recommenn1n~ adjournments for cases ttloucht 
t.o quali fy for v supervised release" an arranc:eJ:1ent .V:A.f: made vrith the 
warrant SQuad (oolice officers aSDi~ned to execute bench warrants). 
It \'laS ar,reod that II [~1)ec:Lal at tont ion" \'1Ould be fdven to ~ench . 
warrants issued in cases \'lhere the project had recornrlendo(l an .adJ ourn­
ment. However, the warrant squad has been unabl~ to fulfill t~0 
a~recment--botll because of its larRe caseload and an inability to 
16cate many of the defendants. 
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Earlier the ,pl'oject had been recommendine; adjournments 

of tip to six months for ,defendants whe w~re initially thought 
" to be suitable for supervised release. It was discovered 

(especially at VOr) that the drop-out ra~e was quite high. 

In an effort to feduce the,rate, the length of the adjourn­

ment Vias shortened so that the defendant \'Tou~d be ,required 

to report bacle". to court soone·r ,and more· often; this has 

p.pparently had a. faborable effect upon participation' t.he~eby . .­

'lessening the ,drop-out rate '. 

Originally the project attempted to refer to VOL all 

d{:!fendants who qualified for a supervi.sed relase, '-lho \'lere 

not hard-core addicts 28 and who had no im~ediment to their 

being released such. as a warrant from another court. However, 

it was discovered that the objective criteria used in arriv-

, . 'inc;' Fl.t, a sentence recommendation \'lere not !3ufficient for 

selecting defendants for a specific referral program. Thus, 

a second int~rview was instituted during wh~ch the defendant 

is confronted by a staff member of vor in order to further 

explore (on a more subjective level) his motivqtion and 

potential for favorable participation. This procedure is 

extremely important in evaluatinG defehdants who are in custody 

at the time of interview since they probably \'lill not be released 

28 
"11C:l.l~d-cor'e addie t If was defined by VOL as SOlTleone \'Tho was 

usin~ dru~s on a regular basis and would therefore not be 
able to function in a group therapy situation. 
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at sentencinr.: unless the project makes a recommendatj.on for 

supervised rclape. On tpe other 110.11(1) in cases of defendants 

not in custody o.t the tiMe of interview a recommenijation fo~ 
. 

supervised release will only require an adjournment of 
, , 

sentence, not a change in the defendantrs custody status. 

The use of a shorter adjournment and the secqnd 

intervie\'! i<lere both .inst:j.tuted in -Septcmbel?, 1970. Prior thereto 

the,percentage of cases terminated from the VOl proeram \<lith an 

unfavC?rable r.eport was 5~% (62 of 10,7); since September, the 

, percentage has dropped to '15% (~7 of 104). 

Considerable attention has been devoted to the 6ategory 

of supervised release recommendations since for the most part 

they did not exist prjor to the inception of. the project. 

However, many defendants do not receive a recrnnmendation for 

'supervised release and are usually sentenced at the first 

appearance after conviction. For those defendants ,·,ho score 

hiehest on the guidelines ~recommendation for a sentence 
29 

involvinr.; unsupervised release'is ma.de. 

When a der~ndant docs not qualify for any non-prison 

sentence recom~endation, the presentence report is submitted 

"For InforlYlo. tion Only 11 (I~IO) ,<Ii thout any sentence recommendation. 

FlO, however, bas come to be regarded by most judges as tantamount 

to a recommendation for prison. 30 

29 
Unconditional DischarBe, Conditional DischarBc or Fine. 

30 
At the n~(-)Gont tlrnc nrlr-.on ::;cntoncoG are motcd out to all"wct 

90l~ of tl1e c1efcnuants \':l1osc r"cpopts arc subndtt'cd IIFor Informa ... 
t:ton Only." 

.. '. ." 
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In ~0rtain cases a defendant would qualify for a 

nqn-prison sentence recoM~cndation if it were possible to 

verj,.fy his social history inforrnatj,on but because 9f 

c ircU!11stD.l1Ces be'lond it s control the oroj e c t i f1 .,~,mable to '.', ... - . 

complct9 v~rification and, therefore) unable to make a 

non-prison recommendation. This type of case is to be 
I 

differentiated from an FlO case--where whethcr or not there 

has beo:.,.n verification of ,all informat:ton about a ·defendant 

he does not,qualify for a 'non-prison recommendation. 

A demonstration Droject, in addition to implementing 
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and testing an idea, must be prepare,d to measure and analyze 

its perforrnaqce. Furthermore, a project wbich makes sentence 

reCOl~1T!lOndations based upon objective {actors must maintain a 

constant sensitivity to chan~e--in the type of defendant 

serviced, in judicial practices; and in policies on the part 

of arrestinG'officers, prosecutors, defense attorlleys, the 

Office of Probation and other administrative bodies affecting 

the disposition of caSBS. The necessary sensitivity can be 

achieved uy a .car:efuJ. recording procedure and tIle aid of a 

small amount of computer tir.e r r:I~he proj ec t 's research staff 

consists of a part-t:ui1C research direc'cor and t\'lO part-t:i.me 

research C).snis tants) all of ":ho!n arc cloc tor-al stUdents in 

Sociolo~y) and a research consultant who is a Ph.D. and 

Professor of Sociolo~y. 
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rrhe project's reserlrch staff records pertinent 

infor1flation from the c1$fendnnt' s court papers' in t,"lO 

staccs by l~oans of a nU!~cricnl codin!; systcm which' is 

Ge~rcd to ~.fort~Qn computer proGram. The fir~t stage 

occurE imm~dlj.ately after ide!':.tificatj.on, I].I11e ite:1w 

recorded at this tinc include r.;enoral information about 

t~e defendant 31 , his criMinal identification nU~bers32, any 

social history info1"l:1a tioD available' fron the Office of , 

PI'obati.~n "RO;{1i reports 33 , .inform'ltion concerninG the court' 

proccedings 311 , and available information concernihg the 

defendant's prior criminal record. 35 

31 
Namos, aliases, ac1d~esses, sex, ethnicity, etc. 

32These id2ntification nu~ber8 are assisnec1 to ~he defendant 
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by the r~e\'! 101"'[':: City Police Denart';'icmt t s r':ur-eau of Criri1inal 
Identification (BCl"), the J'!ev! Yo-::'k State lc1ef1tifj,ca.'cion and 
Intcll:L.f;ence Syzter:l U;YSIIS) and the ?edej:nl Ilureau of lnvost:i­
ga tion Oi'in). rrhey are il:lportant for purnoses of eXHrnini 11[; 
recidivism at a later date. 
33Prior to arrai~nment the Office of Probation interviews most 
defendants for n~rDoses of exnlorin~ the possibility of 
reconIr.enclin,r: Dr-otrial release ,';r:Lthout bail. An Ilnon tl (Release o~ 
~ecoITnizanc~)'renort containinr information about the defen~a~t s 

. soci~l histoT'Y is then Drcnareci fop use by tIle .j udr:e in dGcJ.Chng 
tho aDprop~ia~e conditions of pretrial release . 
.., II . 
.) Charge(s) at arraiGnment, the off.ense(s) of conviction, \'lhcther 
the defendant pleaded fuilty or went to tri~l, whether 11e used 
a ))riva.tc ( a Lc(;al !\j d attc.r!1ey, the cOncUti01l3 of' his pretrial 
release, tbJ cpntent of narcotj.cs report:.;, p~.,ychiatrj.c reports) 
etc. 
3r' 
~Three cloments of prior record are coded at this sta~e: the tine 

span from first and last prior arrests to the prescnt conviction, 
the number of arrests, and the types of crj,me. Crime types are 
coded accordin~ to a typolo~y closely matchin~ tho" Police Dcpartment's 
typolOBY of criMes whic]l is usod by its statistical unit to compile 
mOllthly arrest statistics. Data relevant to the dispositions o£ 
prior cases are recorded at a subsequent time. 
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'rho court papers arc then returned to the proper court, file 

,and the receipt which had been;put in the file in place of 
, 

the papers is·retri~ved. In this \'/aY both the court and the 
" 

project knovi the 10l!!ation of a defendant's court Dapers at 

• . all times. The research staff usually tak~ no more thaT) a day 

to record the information from the previous day's court papers 

and to roturn the~ to the court files. 

The second stage of coding, oc~urs after sentencing~ . 

At this staee d~ta elicited from the def6ndant during the 

presentence interview are recorded in three secti9ns, relating 

t,o the. three parts of the sentencinG recommendation guidelin0s. 

A fourth section, Circums tance:; of Preser~t Offense " was' used 

by the project until the first substantial body of data had 

been recorded and analyzed. That ana~ysis sU~Gested revisions 

in this section, so that its use as part of the sentencing 

guidelines is currently suspended pending revision by the 

research staff. Also recorded at this Doint are the dis-

positions of cases appearing on the defendant's prior record 

and in.f'orrrnt'ion concerning the sentence. The first aim of the 

researc)) has been to evaluate the effectiveness of the project 

in terms of three criteria or hypotheses: (Y) ~mong cases 

serviccid by th? project, the actual sentences imposed by 

the juc'l.r.;os correlate closely vl:i th the project's recommendations; 

(2) the pre8cncc of the project's presentence report reGults tn 

a rate of prison se~tences ~iliich is significantly Jower than the 

rate for comparable cases in whlch no presentence 1"Cpopt j.s 
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prepar~d; and (3) the use of the project's presentence 

reports has not resulted in undue added risk If recidi~i3m. 

The second aim of the research is to 'examine each item 

contained in the sentencing euidelines in order to determin~ 

~ . its value til'influencing sentencing patterrys and in 

estimating the defendant' s lil~elihood of being rearrested. 

F1na~ly, the research is aimed at evaluuting" the project's 

referral procedures conce~ning cases }landled by the narcotics 

coordinator and those referred to Volunteer Opportunities, Inc. 

,Sentencing patterns, recidivism rates, ,and chan~es in the 

family ties, employment and narcot:!.cs, use of referred cases . ' 
are all monitored to determine changes occurinG during and 

arter the referral process. In the'case of VOl, part of the 

~esearch has been undertaken by the referral agency itself, 

under its self-evaluation budget line. 

~he work of the research staff has also benefitted 

the project.in its dealin~s with related aeencies. The 

Office of Probation is occasionally asked by the court to 

prepare a traditional lonG-form presentence report after the 

project has submitted its report. On a limited basis the 

research star:' 1s able to compa.re the ,contents and reco!Tlmenda--

t10n5 of both types of reports, and the rates of agreeDent 

between each aGency and the court. 

In certain cases Legal Aid attorneys are undecided 

whether thei~ best legal stratG~y is to enter into a plea bargain 
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and ha vethe defendant sentenced irnmedla tely ("VIai vel" ' 

cuses") or to have the cuse adjourned so that'a presentence 

report can be prepared. The research staff was able to 

51'101'1. these attorneys \'lhich t'/PCS of cases v[ould most benefit, 
\' ~ 

from a presentenco report, and also pointed Gut to them a 

substantial body of waiver cases which had gone to prison 

but which, upon examination, were found to have been eligible 

.for non-prison sentence' rec<;>mmendations apcording to the 

project's guidelines. 

M. J\DiUlJIsrrRATIOH AIm STAFF 

The staff of the project has grown since its inception 

from four to cleven, four of whom are part-time. To the . 

extent that various ±aff functions have not beeh discussed 

previously they are as fpllows: 

In addition to general supervision, the director 

coordina-;:;es the operational in-court procedurea "'lith those 

of the research stuff. He deals with the cent11al office 

of the Vera Institute of Justice and the SentenCing Committee 

of the Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Council and is 

responsible for coordinating the project's activities with 

those of Volunteer Opportunities, Inc., and other agencies 

to whlch referrals are made. He also bas the maj oi" responsilJility 

for the project's relationships with all agencies which function 

in or in connection with the court. 
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Due to the nature of his work, the administrative 

aSq,istant is the pr,oject t s grass-root.s, 'p'Ublic relations 
" , 

person. He ac t s as liaiqon on a day .... ,to.-day ba'sis 'I'li th court 

and 6ther agency personnel and is the person throu8h whom 

defendants and o~hers usually have their initial contact 

with the project. Eo is xespo~sible for. the id~ntification 

of all, cases, the maintenance of all records regarding the, 

pr.ogrt'ss of a case through the proj ect, and the allocati-on 

.. . of cases a,mong ,the intervieVlers., Ho pr,esonts all reports 

to court a~d )~lere necessary makes formal court appoarances. 

The job of administrative assistant requires abov~ avorac;e 

intelligence, attention to detail aod the ability to work 

under time pressure. ~he project has found that a college 

graduate is best for tl1is position. 

The 1101e of intorvio\'ler, of whom thore are curr~ntly . 
three, has been defined for the most part in the section on 

intervioldng', rrhey often maintain contact \'.[ith their 

defondants after final sontencing, having provided some of 

them with moral support or ancillary tangible assistance in 

the form of advice or referrals to various agencies even in 

cases where a formal referral is not r~commended as part of 

the sentence. 111he .lob of intervicv!er requires an ability to 

relate to people--especially those who are :in trouble and for 

the most part; impoverished. It also req,uires the' abllj.ty to 



strike a balance bct\'lccm concern for t11e defendanL and 

objectivity since it.is -obviously impos&ible to recommend 

non-prison sentences or provj.de other assi.stanc18 ior all 

defendant s intervie\vecl. Persons wi tll a coll~ ge eeluca tion . 

and some prior experience in'a human service profession , 

have proven to be best for the job. One of the intervicHers 

served in the Peace Corps and two ~ame to the project from 

the New York City pepartment of Soci~l Services. 

The job of n~rcotics coordinator is- filled by an 

ex·~addict l.'lho has spent considerable tine in prison and is 

therefore able to identify closely with the people he attempts to 

help. Experience has shown that defendants are ~ore 

inclined to be honest about the details of their drug 

problem with this type of person than' with a trained social 

worl~er OJ' even a project intcrvic\'!er. 
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III. 'l'JIEO!~Y, EXPi~EIE~~CE ~ MID POLICY I:1PLICArrrONS 

A. A New Tyee of Presentence Report 

(:L)' ·Hl1at r s different about it? 

. . 
" 

The presentence renorts submitted to the court by the . .. . , . 

proj~ct differ substantially from traditional reports submitted 

BY'nost probation agenCies. 36 . ~n place ,of arel~tively long 

narrative 'report containin3 a psychological-psychiatric orienta-

tion, the· Vera report i·s limited to a brief compilation of 

~ehavioral variables such as family ties, residence, employment, 

and criminal record. The information is verified whenever 

possible and unverified information' is clearly labeled as such. 

Hearsay and speculation are almost en~irely omitted. The 

report Eoes on to make a spec:i.fic sentence recommendation based 

on an objective weightinC of the behavioral variables delineated 

in the project's sentence recommendation guidelines. While the 

point scale used to wei~h .such factors was .originally more 

intuitive than statistical, it was revised in August 1970 to 

reflect the results. of research into the correlations which 

36 
Il'his was intentional. x'ather than accidental. In discussinr:; 

the cOlitent of traditional presentence reports, the President's 
Commis3ion stated: IIPresentence reports in many cases have corne 
to include a ~reat aeal of material of doubtful relevance to 
d:b,poni tion 1n r::ost caser.;. 'I'he terrail101or.;y and apnroach of reports 
varY widely with the training and outlook of the persons preparing 
them. 11'he orientation of n~any probntion ofn.cers is often reflected 
in, for exanolc, attempts to nrovide in all presentence reports 
comprcllcnaivc analyses of offc~ders, includin~ extensive der.;criptlons 
of the:Ll' childhood experiences. In many cases this 1I:i.n.c1 of i!!J:u.:: ......... -
t:i.on is of napp:inal relevance to the kinch. of cor1~ectional 7.r::!:1.i;~~ni: 
actually available 01" called for. Not only i:1 Tll'ct)a.Y'ntion tin:o.·­
con;;ul7ij.nr, but its :L!1clu~~ion :.lay contuf..>G decision-T'lal:inr. I! rraGl: Force 
HepoY't. :_ CCll.'Y'O(! 1;1 (In f!,. 19. 
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tho individual factors had had wjth respect to sentencing, 

patterns and .subseque~t recidivism.' Alt110urh it ~annot fairly 

be claimed that the present manner'in which the proje~t derives 

its selltence recommendations has elininated all arbitrariness 

by tl)C investieatinE;. a'Goncy, it has elimina~ed, almost all sub- -

jectivity by investigators and more'imDortantly, has perhaps made 

more visible the cause and effect of the sentencing recommenda-

tion process. 
(2) HOI-l has the court reacted to, it? 

In eeneral there has boen a high degree'of correspondenc~ 

between the sentence recommendat~ons contained in the project's 

reports and the court's actual sentences. 37 The coqrt meted out 

a non-prison sentence in 83% of the cases in which such a 

sentence was recom~ended.38 Prison sentences were meted out 

in 87% of the cases in ~1ich thR project was unable 
.l..,.):o to recommend 

a non-prison se~tepce.39 The overall rate of agreement between 

recommendation and sentence was 86 percent. 

3'1 
In July of 1970 the nroject submitted to the National Institute 

for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice a research report covering 
the cases serviced by the project from July 15, 1968 to February 28, 
1969, its firDt eipht Donths of operation. Ensuinq discussions 
concerning the oroject's impact a~e based upon the ~esultsof this 
resew.rch. '.P11e conclm.d.ons drm'l11 fr'om these cases may not necessaril~l 
reflect the current impact of' tho nro<i ect . They \'lere the first· cases 
serviced by 'the proj cct, before it had become established in the cou.rt 
and before it had fullv develooed a referral canabilitv. Later 
cases, which would mor~ accurately have reflected thes;~develoDment~ 
could not be analyzed becau!';.e of the len~th of til:1e necessary' 
for cases to pro~ress through the entire sentencing process, serve 
prison sentences ,\ and f',o throu!!.h the six r:1onth~ time. at risk chosen 
for anaJ.ys:Ls of recidivj sm. . '. '. 
38 Non.:;,;p:d,son sentence recommendations made by the oroj ect ciuriHb ... v .... 

first eiGht months \IIore: unconditional discharr,e, conditior:9.J. di3-
ch4 l"r;.e, fine, probation and specific cOllc1iti'onal discharr;e. The 
recommendation of an adJournment and Darole for puroo'ses of. effect­
untin~ a Dupervised release had not yet been instituted. 

391113 explained prcviOlwly when the project Has unable to recommend 
a non·-D1'5[wn Gentcncc tho rCDort \'!<tf; f)ubmittccl "rOl~ Information OnJy." 
rJ.'heso ca~(2S are rcfcrrC'd to [w PIO canes or as ")11':i.11011 recor:'mell<1ation" 
cases. 
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Before analyzin~ these data in greater"detail a few 

cautionary words are in order. The o~iGinal purpose of the 

proj cct':;3 presentence rl:port \';as to provide the' court i'lith 

more inform~tion .~bout the ~efendant's social history. rather 

than to substantially alter existing sentencing patterns. 

Indeed, the len[~thy process used to formulate the original 

recommendation guidelines inalu~ed carefu~ consultation 

with the judges of th~ Bronx Criminal·Court to ascertain 

the sign~ficance which they ascribed .to various factors in 

reaching a sente'ncinq; decision. In addition", old presentence 

r~ports of the Office of Probation were examined t~ help 

isolate and weigh fac~ors which seemed to be associated with 

the court's actual sentence. Thus it \'JaS hardly surprising 

to fi·nc1 a hi[';h correlation bet\':ecn recommendations hased 

on factors so identified and actual sentence. 

The preceding discussion assumes that there has in 

fact been a type of causative relationship between the project's 

recommendations and actual sentences, but dO\'mDla~ls its 

. significance because the manner in which the recommendations. 

were derived see~s,' at least in part> to have compelled such 

a result. It is also possible to argue, however, that the 

similarities between recorm:1enc1ation and sentence have been 

produced by an altosether different process--na~lely, that the 

Pl'oj eet 1 s recommendation provided the court with ,a peg to hand 

its hat on. SllOUld the peg brenk and the defendant v,l1o has been 

'J 

'.J 

I 



· ~ .. , . .,. ....... -'" 
set free commit a serious nm'l crim~, the pro,; ect it is 

argued> would have to bear or at least share the bla~e. 

rrhe pro,j ect has not undertaken any research ",,'111ch \'rpuld 

oonfirm or deny such a hynothes1s. 

Returninnnow to ·the data on rates of agreement 

between recommendation and sentence one finds a lesser (but 

still Felatively h13h) rate of agreement between specific 

types of non-pri~on recommendation and actual ~entence. 

Wher~ the project recommended either a eeneral conditional 

discharge, or an unconditional dischflr~e--in actual practice 

virtually identical types of unsupervise~ release~O--such dis-

phar~es were granted 69 percent of the time. In an additional 

~3 percent of such cases l however, the court merely'imposed a 

fine thus raising the total of those receiving an unsuQervise~ 

:['clease to 82 percent. 

Vlhore probation VTaS recommended the court granted it 

'in 116 percent of the cases (10 of 22) \'1i th an add i tional 18 

percent (11 cases) receivin~ sentcnces of unsuDervised release. 

The, remaining 36 percent (8 cases) received prison sentences. 

The apparent cause of this much disaBreement between recommenda-

tion:and scnt~nce was the recent criminal re60rd of the offenders. 

110----------------------
1\ General conclitional discharr:e is Granted on the condition J 

that tIle offender not co~mit an additional crime ~or one year. 
If the cundi tion is vj.ola ted tllC theoretical sanction is ~e­
scntcmc:lnr;. Hoi'lcvcP) this l"'arely if cver occurs and thus 'a 
r;(~nGral condj. tj onal dis charr.:e become s the functional equivalcnt 
of an unconclt tional dincharge. 
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Among thos'e [~ranted sentences of '.:):;:-;obatlon, only 11 of the 

10 had been arrested within the previous year, 'while among; 
. 

those sent to prison, 7 of the 8 had.had an earlier arrest 

within the previous year. Section B below will discuss 

in greater detail' the ~1electivity of the normal process by 

which dGfendants in the Bronx Crimin~l Court are considered 

for probation and how this .would effect cases in which the 

project, had \ made probation recor.1mcmdation? 

Did spocific variables have a particularly strong effect 

'on the ra~e of agreement between recommendation and sentence? 

This question was answered separately for two categories of 

~ariables. The first catezory consisted of those background 

characteristics of the defendant \,lhio11 had already been 

lncluded in the wei€h'l;ine; process \I/hich produced his sentcnc:i:n~ 

recommendation. 41 Here an attempt was made to learn '-lhether 

a particular factor was prooerly weighted. The second cateGory 

consisted of 'variables related to the court process rather than 
112 .. 

to trle defendant in an attempt to find influences on sentoncin[; 

other than those in the social history of the defendant. 

, In the first category it was found that the court attached 

a £reater significance to a defendant1s emRloyment status than did 

III 
l~arital status, occupational status and prior briminal record. 

112 . 
'l'ype of counsel after arl~air01mGnt) time elapsin9: 'bet"leen 

conviction and sentencc, custody status of the defendant at the 
time of sentcncinr:, defendant's adrlissiQn of narcotics UfjC ciur:i.Hb 
a court ordered medical examination, and results of said med:tc'3.1 
e)~wn:i.na tion. . 



the oric:inftl sentencing Buidelincs; 'rhus \'111ilo the court 

agroed with non-Drison recommendations 83 percent of the , ' . 
time, the r~te of agreement rose to 86 percent when the 

. defendant,was fully employed and fell to 76 percent when 

he was unemplo~led:. Similarly" vlhi 1.0 tho court ar:rf3od on 

"prison l"ccommendatiom" 87 'CH':r'c0nt of the time, the rate " \ . 
fell to 82 percent when the defendant was fully employed 

and rose to 92 percent when he was Unemployed, These findings 

sur;~estecl that the )'JCir;hting assigned t-o full employment bo 

.increased both to reflect its undervalued influence in 

sentencing outcome and simultaneously to import tb employment 

a greater relative weight vis a vis unemployment status. Such 

a chan~e was incoroorated into the recommendation guidelines 
. 

in Scpte~ber, 1970. 

~ second background variable which appeared to be 

related to sentencinG patterns and re~iaivism was the recency 
, 

of the defendant's last prior arrest. Where the last prior 

arrest had occurred within the previous six months, the oourt 
" ,I agr~od with prison recommendations 94 percent of the time but 

ar;rc(~d '-lith nOTl-pl"ison l'Gcommcnc1ations only 1~6 percent of the 
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tjme. In adtU~ion, offender::; in th;Ls catec;or~T recidivated at a 

rate of 53% as compared with the overall rate of recidi~ism of 

'31% for all proj cct sCl."'viced defendant::;. Both factors 'suggested 

that the iteli1 be incol'po):'ated into the [~uidelines" This also 

was dona in September, 1970. 

.j 
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Tur,l'dng to those variables related to the court 

process itself one finds two factor~ whi~h seem to have h~d 

a disturbingly lar~e effect on the correlation between 

recommendation and sentence. These were the 'tyee of counsel , 
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and the detention: status uf the offen~er on the day of sentencing, 

Wllile one finds the court a~r~einf with non-prison recommendations 
\ 

at th~ same rate for both private counsel and Le~al Aid Socjoty 

cases (a point discussed in greater detail below in Section C), 

in cases wherlc. a non-prison r.ecOl~mendati9n ,1'la:;> Hithhe1d the 

~ourt imposed a ':)ri50n sentenc,e 911 Dercent of' the time \'fheFE: 
4 \ 

the offender 1'JaS represented by Legal Aid, but only 511 percent 

of the time \'ihere. the offender had pri.vate counsel. This \'las 

not an across-tho-board difference for all private counsel and 

. Lef~al Aid cases> but on1~r those ill t:lhich tllo ofi'end0r Vias' 

unable to qualify for a non-prison recommendation. Thus, 

diff(;l'lenCes in the soc:ial background s of the defendants in the 

two categories of legal representation would seem to have been 

at least partly controlled for. 

\'Jl1a t then e)~plains this enormous dlffcl"once? One 

speculative argument, but one which has a basic plausibility to 

those familiar with the Bronx CriMinal Court, is that private 

counsel are able to enr:arr,e in tactics not readily useable by 

strategically adjourninG cases away from certain dates to othcrs$ 
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counne 1 can j.nDure tho. t sentone :i,ng occurs be fore a fa vorab J.e 

. !13 j uclr;c. r,J.1hc &clj ournr1cnt is often obtc.dned by non··a!1pearance 

of the 18.\'1~er 0::.-' his claim of havin2; a con,flictinr.; q.ppe,!-ranc~ 

in anotber c·ourt. Lecal Aid, on the other hand, ass ie:ns a 

spocific Im'.'ycr to a s1)ecific _courtroor:l to handle all cases 

tll':lJ;"'ein. In addition, Legal Aiel lawyers have extremely heavy 

'cascloaels and arc thus under SUbstantial pressure to dispose of I 

cases\ Whatever the reason for the di~ference, i~ is apparent 

that one who ts able to hire private counsel is substantially 

more likely than-one who is riot to avoid a orison sentence 

in preCisely those cases in which such a sentence objectively 

seems most probable. 

The second sign1flcant court variable \'las. ,'rh,ether the 

offender was in custody or not on the day of sentencing. 

Recommondat.i,o:ls for non-prison sentences \'.,rerc acceptec'!. by 

the court in 90 percent of the non-custody cases but in 

only 68 percent of tbe custody cases. Sirrdlarly, "pr ison 

rocor:nrnnda tions \I 1':8::"'-:: followed in 95 percent of 

the custody cases, but only 60 percent of the' non--custody cases. 

Once a~ain the separation into recommendation categories should 

huve, contl~olled in tbo ap:grc[a'ce for diff\erences. in social _ 

))istory sUGrcstinf that detention status had a Btron~ independent 
llli 

influence on -sentencing. 
• .' .~" 't," '+ ",.; ~ ;;. " ~:." .. ...~ ".' • ~ 

~t3rl'hc recent inst:i.t;ution in the -Rr',on>: Cr:i..min8.l Court of several all-
. PUl'PO!)C l'H1 T'l s :Ln Hh1cb the f,an:c ,j udr.e·, n s rd r; trmt district at to:rney sand 

Le~al Aid nttorn8Ys are a6si~ned to h~ndJe the case froM start to 
finish }las somewhat curtailed the practjuc of jud~c ahopning. 
1111 . 
. St'v()ral :JuclGe~ have caJ1(li.c1J.~l ~t;ated :In priva.t(~ d:i.Bcus~dons t'tj;)t 

all thin£';, bedn; cOllal, the;v f:lnd :i.t much more diff:icult to 1n­
CarC01'ntc: n dci'end::!l1t Nbo if; free on bailor nCl'sonal rcc(),,,:n:i 7.?ncc 
than 011(~ \'Iho if; ,.:I.n Ctl~Jtoc1~1 at 'the til:1C 1)0 apnc;nl's for sentcllc:LnC. 

, 
" 
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(3) Eas judicial reliance on thiG t~!De of 
presentence report posed a dan5er to the 
community? 

As seen in. the r>recedin~ dtscu[;sion, the cou,rt granted 

a non-prison disposition jn 83 nercent of the cases in which it 

~ad be~n recp~mended by the project; To what extent was this 

"'re1:i\,3.nce" r;1isplaced? Hare s-pecifica11y, did those re1easees 

pose a greater danger to the cor.mlU,nity than othel~ defendants 

in the Bronx Criminal Court to whom non-pr~son sentences were 

granted in the absence of any presentence renort? Research 

results indicate that project-recommended releasaes nosed no 

undue ad~li t io~al risk of recidi visrn. ~rheir I'B-arre st 'ra.te 

during a subsequent nix month time-at-,risl/l.5 was 18 percent 

(19 of lOS} c'onipared \,;1 th a similar rate of 16 percent (15 of 

95) for those offenders receivi~g non-prison sentences but for 

-"1horn no presentence repot'ts had been prepared. r:!,lhe result is 

hardly surprising since project cases and no-report cases 
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were basical~y comparable and were, tn this sub-sample, receiving 

non-prison sentences at identical rates of 37 percent. 

Another important but more speculative statistic concerns 

. the hypothetical reci~ivism rate-if judges had followed all of 

74 :; 

For research purooses recj.divism "Tas defined as at leant one 
rearrest for a finf.er~"'ri~tab1e cri;.!c (felolW or serions P.1:Lsdcl~eanor) 
during a six ~onths timc~at-risk. If the offender ~cnt to prison 
fop the pre sent offense) t his period be'can to run l;lhen he "las 
released; if not) jot beF":an to run as soon as sentence ' .. :as pronounced. 
Data on reconvictions w~s unavailable hecause of thQ tiMe la~ between 
rearrest and conViction, and a further la~ between convictio~ and 

. the rcportinG thereof in official records. Similar limitations also 
p~ccluded usinG a lon~cr time-nt-risk. 



1~6 the project's non-prison recommendations. Had this in 

fact occurred the rate ·of release would have risen from 37 

to 115 percent \'I'11ile at the sarne tim~ t~e recidivism. rate • I 

would have remained unchanged at. 18 oerce,nt (2 11 of 131) . 

. · ·Thus not only does the nroject mechanism seem not to have 

re.sultecl in an undue added risk of recidivism but even 

greater reliance could have been placed upon it to release J. 

additional offenders without an lncrease in the danger to ~ 

socie ty. Turni.ng to cases in \·;hich a non-prison recommel}.c1a­

tion could not be made, the ~ecidivis~ rate was ~l percent 

(64 of 158). Where judges granted non-prison dispositions 

I 

in spite of the· al)scnce of such a recommendation, the recidivism :> • 

ratelwas 37' per~cnt. 

Given the existence of a presentence report which can 

be prepared quickly and inexpensively, whic}~ is generally 

accepted by .the judiciary to \'lhich it is submitted) a.nd v;rhich _ 

has not led to any widespread grantinE of inappropriate sentences~ 

I i'lha t should be done "Ii t 11 it? It Vlould seem a bit premature to 

JiG 
.By posinf this que~tion hYDothetically, asswnptions have 

been introduced which ,"aka the conclusions consirterably less 
l'eliable than if they arose fron direct exaninntion of what 
did in fact happen. In particular, for the nurposen of the 
))ypotljl.:~t:Lcal it \'JaR assumed that m"ison had no effect on. 
off(m(lers who \'lere s(;nt there c1esnj.te a recommendation by the 
project to the contrRry. Only under this assumption is it 
posr;j,bJ.c to comDarc the pecidivj.sm rates of those \','ho did not 
80 to prison with those who did. 
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say tha~ tbis short-forM presentence report should sweep 

aside traditional, long-form reports with a psycho-psychiatric 
. 

orientation. For one thing, the Ve~a report has ,only been 

tested on persons convicted of misdcme2l1ors, althoush many 

bf them were originally charged with felonies and had the 

charges reduced by the process of plea barrraininG. For 

another, it was used on a population which differs sub-

stantially ·from the population in the same court receiving 

a traditional reoort (see Section B below). The logical 

conclusion would seem to be that the short-form report be 

tested, in many jurisdictions, in controlled experiments 

with traditional probation reports to determine whether in 
. , 

fact a fe\'/ easily verifiable beh'avioraJ. variables can be 

used to make sentencing determinations previously thou~ht 

to require much more exhaustive and elaborate inquiries 

into the offender's backfround. And in those cases in 1-.'hich they 

are deemed to be insufficient>s~ort-form reports can serve as in­

dicators of the need for more detailed backeround information on the 

defendant. Indeed, project-serviced cases which qualify 

for a supervised release, but in'i'll:ich there is an inability 

to make a specific sentence recommendation, have'resulted 

in a sUbstantial nu~bcr of Office of Probation invGstieations 

being ordered N11ere the judGe did not originally see fit t,o 

order such a report. 



B. The Effect of an Outside A~ency on 
The Sontoncj~~ Proce3s 

To what extent has the proj~ct produced changes 

in the sentencinr.; process in the Bronx Criminal Court? rro 

what extent are these changes a product of Vera's outside, 

independcint, non-official status? 

The nost obvious effect of the project has been the 

enlareement of the cl~ss of-defendant"receiving presentenqe 

reports. More significant than any increase in absolute 

numbers has been the chanGe in the social characte~istics of 

defendants naking up this class. Prior to the advent of the 

project, the only misdemeanants receiving presentence reports 

were for the most part those whom" the court wished to consider 

for sentences of probation. In such:- v~,it$es tbe court asked 
, '. !:;:\t~' 

the Office of Probation t~ prepare a; I&S report. From all 
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appea~ances) the judges ordered 1&3 reports only when they felt 

that an offender was especially worthy of len~0ncy. As can be 

seen from the followin~ table, 1&3 cases were twice as likely 

as project or no report case3 to ha~e no prior arrests or 

no prier convictions. More than half of the I&S cases had no 

prior arrest record, and 80 percent of them had no prior con-

victions. I&S cases were also mUch more likely to have been 

represented by private lawyers than either project or no-r~port 

ca8cs" 115 percent of thelil bad retained their ai-m counsel, while 
. . 

the other two ~roups had retained counsel rates of only 20 and 

2J( pel'cent respect:Lvely. Fe\'ler H~S cases remained in jail bet\\]ct::ll 
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conviction and sentence. More than 60 percent of them were 

not 'in custody on the day of their sentenc.e, \'11111e lU and 39 

percent. of the other caseR Here free on hail or personal 

recognizance on their date of sentencing. And pro,i ec t or 1110'* 

report cases Here twice as likely as I&S cases to have had a 

prior arrest within the previous six months. 

·COl-:iPARISOfr OF SELECr.I'ED VAEI.ABLES FOR THREE GROUPS' OF OFFENDERS 

V/I.RInBLE 

ALL ARHEST IN PRTOR RECORD: 
•• I 

Percent of ,arrests 
1-2 arrests 
3-11 arres ts 
5 or more arrests 

!\LL CONVICTIONS In PRIOR RECORD: 

Percent no conviction~ 
1-2' convictions 
3- ll convict j.ons 
5 or more convictions 

TYPE OF COUnSEL OTliER THAN AT 
ARB/\, IG Hr.-lENT: 

Percent Legal Aid 
Private attorney 
No' data 

CUSTODY srl'/\.TUS on DAY Olil SEllTENcnm: 

Percent i.n custody 
Not in custody 

Tn~E SINCE LAST PRIOR ARREST: 

Less than G months 
6 Months to 1 Year 

PRO,<n;Crl' 
CASES 

. 211 
.27 
.2 LI 
.25 

• ll2 
.33 
.12 
.13 

.65 

.20 

.16 

.'57 

.113 

.23 

.?7 

H<S 
CASES 

• ') 3 
.53 
.311 
.07 
.07 

.80 

.16 

.03 

, 
• llO 
,115 
.15 

.37 

.63 

.10 

.19 

NO REPOnT 
CJI.SES 

.. 
. 26 

.23 

.21 

.29 

,110 
.31 
.1ll 
.16 

.19 

.32 
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PROJECrr 
CJ\SES 

HeS 
CJ\SES 

NO REPORT 
CASES 

rrnm SInCE LAS1J' PRIOR 
AHREST (cont'd) 

2 to 5 Yea.rs 
More than 5 Years 
No prior arrests 
No da.ta 

.16 

.08 

.2 LI 

.02 

.11 

.07 

.53 

.15 

.07 

.26 

.02 

The fact that the pr6ject serviced a substantially different 

orfend~r population with its presentence reports than did the 

Office of Probation was the result of a o~actical accommodation 

rather than an intentional design. As explained above jud~es 

did not order the preparation of Vera reports. Instead, they 

permitted the project to intervene and investigate cases which 

they had ncit already ordered the "Office of Probation to 

investi~ate. Thus the project necessarily had to operate on 

tIle residual caseloaa le~t over after eaSier, probation-bound, 

1&8 caGes had been skimned off. Two consequences followed 

from thin arranGement. First, although a Vera report had 

been ruled to be a legally sufficient basis UDon which to order 

a sentcnce of pl""obation, the proj ect' s recommendations for 

probation were followed much less frequently than its other 

non-prison recom~endations (sec Section A(2))above. Second) 

when the jud~e did in fact follow project reco~Mendations for 

probation, the Office of Probation reported a higher rir~t-year 

failure rate witll such cases th~n with its normal workload. 

As a result, after the project's first year it ceas~d recommending 
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sentences .of probation and be~an to develop com\~unity-~ased . , 

supervisory serviCes for those defendants qual;fyinc for non-

prison recomrnerclations but thou~ht to require some .megci~re Of 

supervision. The development of this community referral 

process has been discussed in grcatex~ deta:i,l above. 

In addition to servicine a new clientele, the Bronx 

Sentencing Project seems to· have brouchi a new type of worker 

into the court process--one who is relatively young, non-civil 

service, college educated, and perhaps most significant, not 

expecting to spend tl~e remainder of his 1'1or1-:ing ca·reer in his 

present capacity nor one necessa~ily akin to it. There are 

some indications that this has led to a siBnificant·defendant 

orientation as reflected in unpaid o~ertirne attempts ~o verify 

favorable information, exhaustive atte~pts to find drug treat-

ment programs for addicted defendants, and other expressions 

of an identification with the offender clientele. 

The reaction of the court to the presence of the outside 

agency is hard to measure. PreViously, it was stated that one) 

explanation for the high correlation between the project's 

recommendations and the court 1 s actual sentences miBht have been 

the feeline; on the part of the court that the outside ae~ency 

would h~veto assume resDonsibility for the consequence of . -
the court's follO\·!inr.: its "advice. 11 Hhile the same relationship 

of "adviser" to "decider" exists \'lith respect to the Office of 

Probation and the oo~rt, the Office of Probation's'recom~endations 

.' 

" 



• 

~, . 

-60-. . 

are specif.ically solicited and have been for Jnany years. 

The agency ~s an arm of the court and is financed under 

the court1s ovotall budget. Under such circumstanc~s it 

:1.3 unlikely that, the: court would see the Office of Pro-

bation as an intermeddler in the sentencing decision process. 

Except in cases of inaccurate or inco~9lete investigation 

being presented to it, the court would most likely see itself 

as solely responsible for the sentencing decision. 

In a less speculative vein, two interesting court 

~eactions to the project have been observed. The first finds 

the court l:Lterally implorinr-; the project to provide it vlith 

a non-prison alternative for a particular offender. The 

second finds the court severely castigatins an offender \'Tho 
. 

has not suc.ceeded in a comnlunity-based referral vdth the 

incantation Heven Vera couldn't do anythin£:= with you." Both 

reflect an erroneous ~mpression by the court that ~he 6utside 

agency has unlimited direct and indirect resources for straighten-

ing out.a wayward individual. 

C. The Availability of Presentence ReDorts to 
1)cfcns·eCow1sel-~1.nd :Lts-Effects on Sentencinp: 
Patterns 

In New York State presentence reports arc not made 

available to defel1se counsel. The argument most frequently 

advanced in SUPl)01"t of such a rule is that sources of info1"ma-

tion must be kept confidential or else they will ~v~ntually 
. . 

dry up. In opposition to the rule it is ar~ued that presentence 
-~' 
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report s otten inc l'ude lila terial prej uclicial to the defendant 

which is subje~tive, incorrect, unsubstantiated, irrelevant 

or impossible to evaluate and that defense counsel ~ught 

. to be permitted to controvert or expose such material. 

To a significant extent, the project's short-form 

presentence report makes much of the debate on this point moot. 

Since the information content of the report is limited to 

verified information with respect to a few behavioral variables, 

the problem of Qverinclusiveness is eliminated. The SUbstantial 

'elimination of hearsay reduces concern over witness credibility 

judgments made by the investigator and his ability to evhluate 

~tatements with respect to the offenders' attitudes or other 

'data. And finally, the short-form roportreduces the phonomenon 

of an im/e~;t:ic:ator tald_nr, other social agone,ies' data a11d' 

Telying on it as gospel. 

From its inception in July 1968 the Bronx Sentencing 

Project has 60nsistently provided defense counsel with a copy of 

its report to the court. In over 2,000 cases there 'has never 

been an objection raised against this practice. 

The Vera r:eport seems to ha,ve had dx'amatically opposite 

effects in cas~s represented by the Legal Aid SOCiety as compared 

with those represented by private counsel. 

Actual Sentence 

Pr'ison 
Non-prison 

Vera Heoort ----'--
Ler;a1 Aid 

No. % 

.65 
·35 

, . 
PX'ivate !\ttol"ney 
No. % 
18 
ljl 

59 

.31 
• i)q 
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No Presentence Rccort 

Ler~a.l Jli'd 
r~o.' %'-

Privntc Attorney 
rr--

I·To '. . I' 

Prison 
Non-prison 

.77 

.23 
12 
118 
Go 

.20 

.80 

A.s, c?-n be seen from the preceding table ~ 'Legal Aid cases 

\'1i th Vera repo},'t f.) reC(?j. vc!r.l Drison sentences at .a rate 12 percentage 

points lower than those without reDorts .. Private attorney 

cases with Vera reports received prison sentences at a rate 

11 pcrcenta~e points higher than those without reports. Under 

one view these can.be dismissed as offsetting effects. Under 

anot]le~ view, ho~ever, they can be viewed as compli~entary with 

a combined :Lmpctct of siGl1if:i.cantly l"educing .the ",ide discrep-

ancies in case outcome based on differences in counsel. In 

no ):leport cases LeGal Aid suffered a rate of prison dispositions 

57 percentage points htGher than.did prive attorneys. In Vera 

case s the r;ap Has nar3:'0\'1eo to a 31j percent~aGe point ··diffcn"'ence . 

Two reasons may account f6r these results. First, in 

LeBal A.id cases~ tIle Vera report may have provided information 

,·,]1:i.ch \'!oulcl not otheri'l:i se hn. ve been assf,mbled by the overburde'ned 

attorney. Thui the Lc~al Aid Lawyer was able to use the Vera 

.t report for purposes of advocacy. In fact, amonG project cases 

cCJ.l'ryinc; non-prison rc:coInI:1cndations, Ler;al Aid and private 

attcrneyo had virtually identical percent~gcs o~ non~prison 

dinposltions (soe Table hclow). 
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ThS explanation for the hi~her rate of prison sentences 

in pri vateattorne~l C<lses receiv.:\.np.; a. Vel'a report n1a~l be tho 

exact converse of tl1e arf~ument used to explai.n 'the 'proj ect j s 
results in Le~al Aid cases. The Vera report may be a countcr-

vai11ng f01'ce to the advocacy of retained counsel. As seen 

above, in the absence of Vera rcpqrts, private pounsel cases 

received prison sentences only 20 nercent of the time. When 

,tnv~stigated by the project, similar private counsel cases 

received (FlO,) IIp~ison ,recommendations II 'II '1 "l)Grc~nt of the t;i.mc 

'(2~ of 57, see Table·below). Thus the project may have 

tended to mal\G the court !-;;ore al'!are of the ba;cke:round of "hir;h 

~~:lf.5 kl! privately T'eprcsentec1 defendants, and ,'!hilo j udr:;es 

-,imposed prison ,sentences in onl~l 54 percent of these private 

counsel FlO cases, (consti tutl11[l; Ol1e of the lo1:1est rates of 

co~relation between recommendation and sontence), this had 

the effect of raising the overall perce~tR~e of prison dis­

positions in'private counsel cases above the 20 oercent level 

",hieh prf~vailed in the absence of a Vera report 'cov:a.rds the 

31 percent figure for all private counsel cases (both FlO and 

1,10n-pr:Lson recommendations) serviced by the proj ect . 
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II PriGon Hccorr!P,E"H1dnt ion" (1710) 

Actual Sentence Le.'!F.l.l Aid Private Attorne~r 
Fro . rr- 110'. 

----p-'.-

Prison 
Non~priGon 

Prison 
Non-i)rison 

".!--

.102 .95 13 
5 .05 11 

J.07 ~ 

Non-Prison Recommendation 

14 
59 

--(3-

.19 

.81 

',} 

.5 11 

.46 

.18 
A32 

One additional word on the project's dif(erential impact - . 
in Legal Aid and private counsel cases must be udded. The 

cl?cntele of each Group of la\'l~,ers is not the same. It is 

often argued 'chat t:hosc facto1"s ,-,hich enable. a Jr..:ln to afford 

a private lawyer aI't; the same factors \'111:i.ch make a non-;-prison 

.disposition more likely. In order to assess tho significance 

of the proj ect I s reducinr; t11c [:,ap in the percontar.;e of ca~)es 

B01nR to prison based on type of counsel, it is important . 
to estimate the extent of the background differences in the 

offenders serviced by eac~ type of counsel. The only useable measure 

available from research thus far is the differ~nce in the 

percentage of cases receiving prison recommendations--Legal Aia 

59 pcreent (107 of 180) and private counsel 1111 percent (23 of 

5'{) . f.Phus) based. on the var:l.ablcs which make ~p the proj .ect' s 

recomnenclation proce~ure, one would antiCipate a 15 percen~Ge pOint 



'I 

. .' 
.... '" ,,-_.. CI 

difference in pr1son sontences. Yjewed in this context the 

Vera'repo~~ has arnon~'other thinf~S helped si~nificantly to 
. 

narrow, but has not eliMinated}. sentencinr disparities 

based on diffcrcnC8S in counsel . 

. 
• 'I - \ 
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IV. CO;1Cf.JUSIO:'·l 

Presently misdemeanant sentencing in most hi~h volume 

metropolitaB crininal courts is nccomplised in an extremely 

.hapha zard manner. TrliB si tua tion exists bC9ausc there is a 

crucial 11eed: 

(1) for ~erified objectivc social history information 

in a 6ho~ter pres~ntence r~p00t than that of t~ad~tional 
" , 

probation departnents; and 

(2) to aoorise thc court of the availabilitv of . " "" .... 

community-based supervisory and service providing agencies 

and to effectuate referrals to such agencies in appropriate ~ases 

~,f.1he. Bronx Sen toncing Proj.oc t yras und,;rt?-ken with this 

in mind and has demonstrated many things, the most important 

(1) in addition to an increase in the number of pre-

scntcnce report s ,\,1h1ch ha va been ordered, there has l>een a 

radical shift in the social characterics of persons who have 

received these ronorts; 

(2) there has been significant asreement between the 

project's recomm~ldations and the court's sentenpes; 

(3) thc preEience of social his tQ)"~' :i.nforP.1ation and the 

ava:ilnbility.of com~un1ty-basert alternatives to prison , 

apparently results in a higher rat;e of non-prison diBl)Osit1ons 

at the first appoarance for ~entenc:i.ng; 

" 

'. 

'> 
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(11) any incre;:u1o in thc non-prison disp.o::>1tion rate 

~oes not seem to reRult in any si3nificun~ incrpase in the 

rate of recidivism; and 
" 

(5) two factors--type of counsel and custody status on 

the da~of sentencins--had a disturbinGly lar~e i~fluence on 
1" 

scntenciJ"'l:g patterns} "lith defondants rep:r>esented by the Legal 

Aid ~ociety and those in custody at th~ time 6f sentencinG 

, rcceiy~ng ~riSor sentences at ~ Much hiGher rate than those 

represented by priv2.te counsel and tllose not in custody at tbe 

time of sentencing, most other factors hejnG equal. 

'. 
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669 - 3100 
I 

..;;~ 

INFOiWiftTIC?'l FeR DE!i'E;Wt~N'rs --.... ---- -~-.... 

The VERA Institute of Justice intervic\'IS defen.dants \':ho 
" 

ha~e been convicted of a Penal Law misdemeanor. We obtain. 

information about your social historY2 attempt to verify it, 

explore the pos~ibillty of a non-prison recommendation and 

submit a prc-sentcnc~ report to the Court. In this way the 

Judg!? \·d.l1 ha.ve more inforwatiol1 about you and \·:111, tl1ere~ 

tore, be able;' to give greater consideration to your casco 

In addition if you are discharged at the time of 

sentencing, we can assist you by making refcrr~ls to any 

aeencies or organizations which are appropriate~ 

A repreicntatlve of VERA will appear at the Bronx House 

of Det~nt~on to interview you within the next few days. 

If you make bail and are .released report back to our 

of'.ficc for an interviei'I ~ 

~., ... 
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C1', '.' OF: i'~;:.\'j YOl1K 
PAnT ______ CbU:Hy 0 .. 

.. ---
RECALL S::{l:ET 

• _. ,",,I. _..... ...... _ "'"' ..... r ...... " '"'.... .. .. 4 
.. ~ .. 

: ' 

TO; COi\'mISSIO;~ER ali' CORRECTlOi-I, CITY OF HEH YORK. 
-'. 

THE COURT CLERK OF PART , CRIl11INAL COURT OF THE ----
CITY 0::.;' HE\,! YORKs COUN'ry OF , HEIillBY REQUESTS 

, --"--------------
,THAT THE FQLLOHING DEFENDANTS BE PRODUCED AT THE TINE, DATE , 

AND LOCATION' BELO~'l NOTED F'OR TNTERVIEH BY THE VERA INSTITUTE . . 

FOR f~ REPORT TO BE' SUBN~TTED, ;-.~o TH~ COURT FOR SENTENCING. 

DOCKErr II DEFENDANT ADDRESS AGE ---------- ,-, 

" -, 
!". ; 

" 

, , 
" 

" 

I, .... 

" 

THE COURT IS REQUESTING THE ABOVE DEFENDANTS BF. PRQDUCED 

A~: 9:30 A.N~ AT PAHT .... 4 ••• 

0" J.,O~AT~D AT --rocation 

ON " date .'. 

DATED ~. ~:.: 

.' . 

CHARGE, 

" 

SEAL Ol" C9URT 
C OUH'r QLERK. P ilRT ... J' ___ . 

".' 

, . 
t ;' 

i 
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;-> "\"'4 .~ "" :~ ._ ... ' 
ltd,i. ·l~U 
Part 

. PC C ), PC ~ 
From Waivers 

.. 

T~." ".. ~ .. _,;u . 

RS ( ) 
.( ) 

Status 
~----I------ -'/-----

Phor.e. 
--------------------- .. 

" 

". 
D ,', •.. : ·""'",., .... C ' . OCr.e v 1\;1.... ... '-11..'.:. S} 

---------~-~---""'" -=-0-----------;----
CO~\'~C~~O" n~~e(s\ ... __ v..L ..... J-o'c:.v J , 

P~rt(s) 

Judge(s) .. 
Or-lgi nal Of·f ens e ( s ) -----------------
Conviction Of~ense(s) 

!. ' By Plea 
" ~ 

. By 'l'rial 
.: 

Defendant's Address . Phone 

Nu~oe~ of·, Days in .Tail ... , 
" 

NARCOTICS STATuS 

.' 

. Medical Exan'i: () Ne:~ative ()P~sitivc () Orderoc but nO ... <!:'G'sults 

.( ). ADA waives hearing on Positive Finding 

.( ) Found Non-Addict by Hearing 

'CR-l Present with indication of drug use ( ); CR-l with no signs ( ) 

( ) Pr~or Drug Arres~(s)' ( ) NO'Indicat~ons o£ Drug Use 

: 

" . 

~.- .-. --- , ...... _,..-, .•. -...- ..... _ ...... _.' ......... ,,--...... _---- .. -......,--,-----------_ ... ,,.. 

" 
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REFERRAL R~CORD 

I DA1-E 
REFERRAL REF~RRAL 'NTt:":;IV ISCNTENCZ .~ .... 4 .... 

STATUS REPORT ~ 

I 
AGENCY r.Il.RD QUEST. [ PAGE 1 
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I I -, 
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Q~~l:~~: (:;: ~+~~ ;.l -=3~ 

c~ ~.'" ,,"" ... 

; .... ~-" ,: 

_____ DKT# 

_I'''' 

INTI! ----------------' -----

'( ) D' 'J' .JJ.spOG J. C lons' ( ) Family/Residence ( ) Emplo:.n:::::nt 

---1---fllnc. Court _ .... _--,. 

-... -----

( ) Updated Yellow Sheet 

VERIFICA'l'ION H]~~>ULTS 

----------

Phone 
Ji'ield Vel'. 

Date Sent 
Received ----

n 

( ) Program 

Phone 
FieldVer. 

, . ---
Date Scn~ ----Received 

Letter ------

( ) Other : _____ , 

....... 

---------------------------------------------------_. 

VERIFIED SCORE \ COMPLETION DATES 

Record Scheduled 

]?amj_ly Actual 

Employment Date Revic\'!ed 

Other ----- Approved by: 

Total 

, HEI"EHHi\L 

-------- STI\TUS INTAKE --- -- DJ\rr~~ J\GE~lCY 1 
NC - Temp/Formal Acc/Rej 

'l'emp/Fol'mA.l Acc/Re-j 

r-= __ ~ 
VOT ---

Jther: 

li'01LOH-UP REqUIRED 

L8tter , _______________________________________ ~Date Due __________________ _ 

/1.-7 
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., 
~) 

,/ 

1~ I)j~i ri'l !"Y I11iJ """.'" ~., .I'! 
~ }: ' .. .1.. }1 ----------

Herne Age _ Sex ___ _ 

Birthdate Birthplace Years in NYC -------
-Ethnicity or Nationality Religion ____ --: __ 

Present Address . Phone -----------------

CRIIUNAL RECORD 

First Arrest 
I 

____ currently on Probation) Parole, or NACC a/c _____ _ 

From To 

Agency 

Pending Cases: 

Court __ ,Charge 

Prom-Iro 

Officer ------

Arrest 
Dates 

Status 

RESIDENTIAL HISTORY 

Address 

fl.-8 

Adj~ 

\'li th \I!hom 



·' 
I,'!\ :-: T ] ; ~~~ tj'I 1-::'j 

"Al'e you sinGle?, ___ ).t'Gally married date of marriage 

Separate' .\'lidowed ,---- Div'orccd How long 

Do you currently have a common law wife/husband? Hmo[ long ____ _ 

No. of children living i\Tith defendant: H~ __ F Ages: M· F 

No. of children living else"lhere: ~1 __ _ Ii' --- Ages: fv1 F 

Do you financially support anyone? 
(' 

HHO? RELATIONSHIP HOi'! !,meB? HOH OFIJ'EN? - - - - - - -~ - HOi'! LONG? 

/ 
L--, 

Can VERA contact some or all of these references? 

I Relationship .,!;ame jAddress '. J'hOl<C rhcn home i 
---------:.---t. I =l 

, i 

1\_0 
J 

• I 



r~~·:~\ ~.·.~.:'li 

-: Currently cmploye.d? ( ) F'ull ~ ime ( ) Part Time ( ) Unemployed 

,DJI'rES 'FIRi·j AffD CONTAC'f I ADDHESS f'~~E' lAG'E' IREi:.Scf: 
LEFT 

I JOB . . " r 
, I : i 

• • i 

! f . I ~ I • 

I 
1 
I , I ! ' , 

-r- 1, ! " 

-

---~-l··1 I 
1 

'I 

J 
1 

I I ~I 

Does your employer know about present arrest? Can we mention arrest 

to employer? ,If ~nemployed, any j6b prospects? ---------
Firm Address 

------------~--

Employer or Contact Phone -----------------------
Union ~~ember Name .of Union Local No 

Contact ----------------------------------Ledger No. . ~ . -------'-- ------. 

Address Phone -----. ---------------------------------- ------------
-Are you caring for children at home? --------- Are you supporfed by your 

spouse? Do you receive assistance? Type of 

assistance: ()Helfare ()Other' 
----------------~---------------------

If on \'lelfare.>. hO\'I long.? HO\'I much, semi-monthly'f __________ __ 

Welfare Center and address ------------------------------------------
Caso\'lOl'ker and Unit Phone ------

11.-10 

--_. 



Et1PLOY;·:EWP (CO:iTD.) 

Ir other assistance, pl~ase explain and describe below. Give references. 

EDUCATION 

Currently attending school? Name 01' school ____________ _ 

A~dress Phone ---------------.. 
Counselor or Contact 

l • ----------------------~-------

Hie~est grade completed Where age left __ 
age 

Type of Diploma or ,.degree '-There received 

Any vo~ational or technical skills? 
-----------------------~-----------

HILITARY: STATUS 

Ever been a member oT Armed Services? i'lhat branch? When 
- -----

If no) \,l~Y not ? ____________ _ Present classification -------------------
______________ Discharge Status Distip.ction ____ _ 

fl1EDICAL HISTORY 

Any major diseases and/or operations in the past? ------------------------

Disease/Operation ! Hospital Hhen Recovered? ! 

I J 
1 I 

I 

. . . I 
1 

1 
-----_. -~---- -.~-- - ~----- --- -~~~-

Ever been treated for psychological problems? What kind of 

problems? Where tre?-ted? ________ _ 

Did you find this treatment hel~ful? Why or why not? 

A-II 





" 
NARCOTIC3 HISTORY 

.( .. 
'Currently Using Drugs? Ever used drugs? _____________________ . 

F prugs Used Dates -From/fI'o IvJ.ost Ever Used Least Used Cost per.' 
~'/e e l( 

HEROIN . I 

COCAINE 
- . 

--------- --~~~--~~- ---~---~ ~--------- -------

Ever stopped using drugs yourself or with a program? 

WHERE. t-- HOW .. ~l WHEN 

1,,__ ~ _n ~m __> 
- --- --~.~--~-----.---.--.-- ------

Ever participated in a Narcotics Treatment Program? __________________________ __ 

, PROGRAi\"! AND CONTACT DATES REASON LEFT & cOf~~lliNTS~ 
PARTICIPATED 

- ---------

_I 

If no prior participation, have you made any efforts to get into a 

liar'cotics Treatment Program? Hhat Effort ________ . 

Can vie reach someone to verify y~r efforts? Name&Address __ _ 

____________________________________ ~------------------------~Phone---------------

Do, any of your relatives (brother, sister, l,life, etc.) use drugs ? ___________ _ 

Are they living with you now? Do your close friends also use 
,; 

drugs? What program or type of program do you feel will be -------------
.most helpful in stopping drug use? ____________ ~------------~~--~~---

\olhy? _________ , 

A-12 

• I 
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DEFENDAIJfr I S STATE)-1EiJT ON ARREST &. COURT PROCEEDHIC"S 

"-... -~",.,, 

," 

IWEERVI£1,'lER I S REt·1ARKS ON CASE 

.. 

. CONSEnT 

I liereby consent to this interview, having knoHledge of its purpose, I also 

consent to the persons listed.above being contacted for the verification of 

my statements . 

SIGNATURE 

"A-13 , 
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+3 Lives with ~pouse 

.­

", -; 
I 

VERA I~GTI~UTE OF JUSTICE 
DRONX SE~TE~CING PROJECT 

SEN'l'Ei1CI:~G GUIDELINES 

FAMILY TIES . 
'; 

+2 Lives \'li th children) "ii th or "ii thou t another farr.ily mer..ber 

+2 Supports spouse or children, i'lith or \'Fi.thout suppo:::--·tinr; 
another family member. 

+2 Supports o~e or more f~cily members M9~untarily, 

+1 Supports a non-fa~ily person voluntarily. 

, 

+1 Has been liVing with a famil~~ember other than spouse or children. 

~l Has been living with a non-family person for the past six months. 

o None of the ab0ve. 

NOTE: !'SpC:..lse" includes a legal spouse, or an? pe!'so.n of' the 
ODDosite sex with who~ the defendant has lived in a 
c~~jugal r~lationship continuously for at least six 
months, . 
"Family ·j·''!ernber'' includes c.n;y person related to the 
defendant by blood or adoption> incluqinf- half and 
step relatives. 

EII1PLOY i'5NT 

+~ Present job three months' or more. 

+3 Present and prior jobs six months or more. 

+3 Person at home caring for children. 

+2 Present and prior jobs three months or nore . 

+2 Present job less than three months. 

+2 Attendin~ school, or receiving a pension or social security, 
,or unemployed due to a rr.edical disability. 

+2 Prior job three months or more which terminated upon arrest. 

+1 Receiving uneffiployment, or woman supported by.husb~nd. 

+1 Job Commitment 

o None of the above. 

NorrE: In order to be able·to add present and ~)rior .I obs, thel~e .. ,ust 
--- be no more than 2.. two Heck hiatus bet\·;ecn e2ch Job. 

IIPre.sent job ll r;;cans one to v:hich the defendAnt I s er.:plo:!C:::' 
·has stated he can return if he is in cus~ody durinr the 
pendency of the case. 

. . A-III, '.< 
--------· .. ·-.. -7-·-.. ·--~ .. -- -~:.~ - _.- -,..--- •. ~ .... -...... - - .... -.. - .... -~-.... • - --..... ,.----- --..---~.-.-
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r·o Pri en' ~(~ cope}.. --
+11 !{o arre5 ts ever. 

+2 ~o convictions within 8 years. .~ 

If. ~~ It.:'lst. O~:0 
:-:-':"--:1 4"';",) -"~-I ~'-
':': ... 1.. \.r .. .J...... U~.\..: .J-~.) lJ 

fcln~~ o~ ~i~ct~~a~~o~ c0nvict~o~ 0c~u~~~1 
;::;:; r.:1·-·--T;::-:::·"'~ ltc-r> .-..,'" "0; i O,·"l~~ c· .... "Y'''' \""'.1-_" .. v :1 _ ~~ __ .j, ~ ~ :. .! •• _ -I •• :'.. . .-r. ..... ..., • 

Nu~ber of Disdc~canor~ in tot~l Drior ~ccord' 
I XU::1bcr of 

At 1c8.s·t ! felonies in 
I ........ 1 ' \, "o,,~ Drlor 
I .. .. -

I 
d 4 or 4) all within 

I recoru 
:-- 1\ o· I 2 3 more 12 ·.-"re-s..::--s . 

I, . ~--·~-·----~!l [ 0 I -1 [-2 . -3 I _II 'J 
I 1 II -1 I -1 I -2 i -3 \-4' -~'. j 
I'·' 2 ~r mor,e !1 -3. -3 I-II' ~ .-4. -4 __ ~ 

I, At least 2, I . . ..: ..' . I 
' . both ~'Ji thin I, -4 :"4 -4 .' _II -4' . . -:4 . 

I 12, years ,. . J '.' ("' ',_ 
I . , ( . ~ . -. 

Note: If the arrest date of the last prior case occurred 
wi~hin 6 months of the conviction date of the present 

. case, deduct I point fro~ whaiever score appears in the 
~hart • 

'. 
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INS'I'hllCrr'IO~~S FO;~ APPLYI;:G r:'E2 GU:D!-:L2:!'i:::S 

... - ·,1, Uncondit::"oTIal Disc::2-Y'r.::e: Evcn~t ~~ st~~~~ in ]~3 in~-- tOne ..... ...... JJ c.:. U to. c;. v l:! \.A, •• - t • _.. _.......... ! 

... 

., 

... 

de i"~o!:d~:.~: t "l~ 1J. be ~e c;:'!7:::~~~'::cc-:~O!"' 
an u~co~6!tion~1 disc~ar~e i! he 

. scores 10 Oz:' 11 pc":!.nts. ' 

2. Conditional ~ischa~~e: E:-:cept fl..S, stC":."cecl i~ -f.!3. :Ln-;"r[.'~ .. t~e 
• 1 ..--,.--

3. FINE: 

. -_._- _. 
defendant will be ~eco~=e~dsd ~C~ 
2. discharf:e cn ccnc~tio~ t~~t he" 
not co~~it an add!tic~a~ o~~e~se 
i ,·-lt}'.tr, o"'e '"e~"'" (co~":;-l""''''c''''-1 1 _ • .l..!.. ... 1 .:.. .:' Co_ ' ........ _ v..:.. ,.,,_-_ 

discharfe) if he scores B or 9 
points. 

If the defendant has been cO~7icted 
of possession of a dan~erGus weapcn 
or instru~e~t and he scores B - 11 
points, he ~ay be rece~~endad for 
2. fine co~mensurate with his i~cc~e 
in the discretion of the interviewer.' 

4. SUDervis'ed Rel"eas e: It will be indicated that the de~e~dant 
qualifies for a supervised release ~ 
to the cO:::I;:ur.i ty i:-:' he sco:'es 1 to 

'. 

'7 points inclusive, 

(a) Custody Cases: 

If) after so sco~in~, the de~e~dant has been in~e~vie~ed' 
2.nd accepted by either 'lOr or l'JC and 2. .f=-eld 'leY'ified 
reside~ce has been established for,hi::;, then a 
recor.-,rr:enda tio~ "~'lill be rr.ade foT' a one rr.onth ac ~ curr.re:1t: 
and p2.z:'ole to the custody of Vera. 

(b) 'Non-Custody C2.ses: " 

Any. defend2.nt who so scores after an interview 2nd w50. 
in the opinion of t~e in~e~viewer, is a~pr0pri~te ~cr 
refer~:"al to VOl or NC should be z:'eferrecl c~ "ten:;-c:'2L'Y 
status as soon thereafter as possible for the e~tire 
period of his R&S adjour~~ent. If for~al status is 
thereafter reccm:::e:lded by VOl or NC, a recc:r.:-:-er:dBt::'on 
for adjburn~ent and parole will be made for a three 
month period. 

ee) ~o 0~ec4~4" ~~co--en~~~~on' ~ J ., U!-J ~ -L.. ... v ,I. .. t,j .. ~... . __ \..'" <\ lJ __ _ .... 

:) 

If a case if re~ected b~ VOl or NC, if we ~re un~ble to 
Ina~e a rn~e~~~'l 0- l"f t~e~e is ~o~o ~m~ec~4-~~~ ..... 0 ~~o . " .n. \...:J. -.. _ co.,.L .1J _ ':> ,,;..\.:.!' .J.. •• ~ ,_!'!'.c._v \,- \.1' ... __ 

rele2.se of the defendant' from custody, such as a ~endinp 

. \:-' 
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case in another county, a PQrolc violation, a prob~tion 
violation,. etc., so state and indicate that "ie Cl:;e 
therefore unable to make a specific sentence recQ~mendation. 

, At the conclusion of the renort ir the~e are no 
holds on the de£endant include the followinr state~ent: 

-II Accordinely it is ,recomnended that an I &:S 
report bB' ordcrcd tQ eXDlore the p03:::iibili ty 
of placing the defendant on probation. Ii . , 

If the defendant ,was ~eing s~pervised r~ior to 
his arrest on the ins;ant case and there is a hold 
on him because, of a \'mrrant -,'[hich has been lod£'ed by the " 
supervising agency, then a recofficendation wil be cade 
that the defendant be ~iven a conditional discharfe 

.. for the specific purp0s~ of enablin~,the supervising 
agency to"resume super'vision. 

5. /for Information Only: If the defendant scores -5 to 0 the 
report wi:l be submitted "For 
Infor-rna tion Only" 'vihich is tanta~ 
mount ta recorn~endin~ rriscn. 

'" 

~ ... < 

... ~ 1-. 

6. No Reco~~endation 

7. :rime_S~~: 
. " 

It is an indication that the de­
fendant does not auali7:';' for a 
non-prison sentence recornrrendation. 
This cate~ory should o~lv be used 
when it has been diterm!ned that 
the defendant's verified score 
is below +1 or· that even if the 
information given by the de7:'end£n~ 

"lc·~'e to be verified he still ,-10uJd 
score belo\-l +1 t 

Inabili ty to Corwlete Vertf:LcC'.tio-n: 

Whenever the defen~ant would score. 
for a non-prison sentence recc~~end­
ation if the information.~iven were 
verified, but there is an ~nability 
to comp1e-:;e verification) vihich 
results in a verified score of less 
than +1 then the repcrtwill be 
submitted as IINo Recomr.1endation -
Inablli ty t.o complete Verification. II 

This recommendation is r~re1y used and 
is reserved for cases involvin~ 
unusua~ circumstances. 

(Continued) 

'. 

A-17 
_ .... _. ~ .---.---------... -.. ----~ ----_. __ .... .... ----.---



, , .,. .... ~. ~ 

., 

tL Dis cret:ton: 

-'<"'~"""-. 

~ 

.' 
" 

' . .. 

. , 

. . 

• 

_ ..... < 

" 
" 

, , ".,-f'" 

If the defe~dant '~co~es 0 or 1 it is the inter­
viewer's discretion whether to recc~~end a 
supervised release O~ FlO. If the de~endant 
scores 7 or e it is the int~rvie~·:e~' s 
discretion whether to reco~=cnd a su;e~vised 
release or an unsupervised rcilease. 
Whenever discretion is ,exercised. the 

. interviewer should st~te' speci~icall~ on 
the front of the intc~v1cw qucsti~nclre 
the reason(s) therefor. 

Sept. '70 
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J Unconditional Discharge 
] Conditional DischarGe 
] • roll ~ ." <> .::;:> ...... \,." d _'0'_ ~ _.... _ 

] ;;'I"1!1':> - _ ...... 

\ ~ ). 
~.' 

) Su~~~v:s0d Release 
[J 3-;\.)2ourn to _____ and 

........ ~~.-w.I(. ....... -.-....--'""' ___ " - ________ _ 

[] b-No Specific~ecom~endation 
J ~o.:' :;;:~cr::-:a tioD Only 
J ~o ~eco~~endation-Inability to 

Comolete Ver!~ication 
~--------------------~ 

E!,IPLOY):I~:·IT 

rox-To '::::::n lo'v e:r Addr&ss _0 

- ---

.\ --.. 

Code. ----
Date ,19 __ 

Docket No. Part -----, 
N~mc A~e __ __ 

-Address D~vs in . 

iail Convicted of ------ ) ----
Cus tody Status Attorney 

, --

, 

Wkly °Verifi­

= -\' Position ~a~e cation 

t \: 

RSSIDENCE A~D FAMILY TIES 
~ 

Verifi-

ro~,-~o._ A~dress 'I" HUh \·Ihom catio" = 

° i 

1ari tal St,atus: Children & Ages _______ _ 

t::)zsons Regularly Supported: 

ADDITIO~AL INFOR~ATION & REMARKS 
. ~ 

"0 

o 

.'} 

... 

Inlt:l'vlc:',} !)o .. _,, _____ ~. 1\ _ °1 ; 
'f'L, '.,""" _", •. ",.,.,..~ ...... ".~ 
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:,1 578 East IGlst Strcc~, Bronx, Ucw York, 10456 (212) 665-7943 

HIWj~X ca·:;: tUNITY. COUNSLLL"lG PHOJECT 

COURT RDPORT 

DATE: 
'-' 

'ENROLLEE: DKT. if: ' 
, . 

DATE ASSIGNED TO VOI: DATE DUE IN COURT: 

CONVICTED OF: 

ADDllESS: 
,. .' . 

CASE SU;;~1ARY: 
• 1 .. 

" 

" 

~ 

COUNSELING: 
" .. ; 
, 

" , 

" 

EMPLOY1'/ENT: . 
" "' 
:. 

LIVING SITUATION: 

EVALUATION: 

.' 
" 

: 

nECOi;I~lENDATION : 

", 

By: 

COURT PART: " 

, 

" 

:: 

1\.- ?() 
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SUPPLEi 7EWfA!1Y EEl'ORT 'r 

... ~--.-

l'!r" vIas convicted of 
------------------~----~~~---=~-~~ 

__ ._ Section(s) 

of the Penal La\"! on . 19_" On 19 . ___ ... _ , -----.t._, 
his sentence was adjourned until 19 ) _N,_ . _____ '_0.,' I . ______ _ and he "laS 

ppX'oled. to .the Vera Institute of .Justice so that he could partic·inate in 

a pror.ram of counseling and s·ervj.ce referrals. r.J.1his re}1ort is submitted 

to bring.. ~~_e o~"iginal tVE~J\ REPOR'll up to date, .to describe the defendant's 

adjustment to the proe:ram to 'r1hich he VJas referred" and to recommend a 

disposition of the case to the Court. 

Chan~cs sinceori~inal VERA REPORT: . , .. .. .. . 

PARTICIPATION IN REFERRAL PROGRAN: 

/~ 

EVALUATION AND RECot:ITt'1ENDATION: 

'" 

Repoi.:.t Pr~e-pal.;ecfDY ~JM ~~B' ;)"/\­.J UJ,:,JJ L1.E .J.t..hl'!J·~J'i 
. Proj ect Director 

I 

~ 

~ 
I 

I, 
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HEti YOnK lO!i 51 
669 - 3100 

.... 'I-t· .. ' \ ~ ...... ~ 
0.) .1. ii .:. ::, ]: 

INPonr·llVrrON FOP. DEPEF:DAwrs . --------- .. 

h:".: 

.~ 
j':! 

./ 
./ 

The VERA Institute of Justice interviews defendants who 

ha~e been convicted of a Penal Law misdemeanor. We obtain 

information about your social history~ attempt to· verify it, 

explor.e. the possib:Llity of a non-prison reco;nmendation and 

submit ~ pre-sentence report to the Court. In this way the 

Judge \'1il1 have 'more inforI;'lation aboqt you' anq. \dll, there-

fore, be able to give greater consideration to your' case. , 

In addition if you are discharged at the time of 

s~ntcncing~ we can assist you by making referrals to any 

agencies or organizations which are ap~ropriate. 

A representative of VEHA \'lil1 appear at the Bron.~ House 

o~ Det~nt~on ~o interview you w~thin the next few days. 

If you make bail and are released report back to our 

office for an interview. 

reo 

.... 
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CJ ~i ;,~l i ~t\ L. C __ >l; :-'~-f OF" ·r:~rr:: 

CITY OF NE\\f YORK 

~ I U!;-.. -,' ." 
i \ ......... ' .... , .. 
~ .. ~.* .. ,:. .... ~ 

. -~:~.~ , 

PAm' COUNTY OF ____ _ 

RECALL S:IS2:T 

... • < .t 
..... 

TO: cm·~r··lISSIONER OF CORRECTION,. CIT.Y OF NE\'l YORK • 
. '. 

THE/COURT CLERK OF PAR'll , CRHlINAL COURT OF THE 

CITY OF HEH Y~RK, COUNTY OF ~ ______ ., H,EREBY REQUES'fS 

THAT THE FOLLOi'lING DEFENDANTS BE PR'ODUCED AT THE TII,:E, DATE 

'AND LOCATION· BELOH NOTED FOR INTERVIEH BY THE -VERA INSTITUTE 
.--

FOR A REPORT TO ,BE' SUBI,UTTED TO THE COURT FOR SENTENCING~ 

, ' 

DOCKET 1.1 DEFENDANT ADDRESS AGE 
. . ' 

., ' 

-' 

I" .. 
, . 

'. ... 

·tl , . 

\ 

THE COURT IS REQUESTXNG THE ABOVE DEFENDANTS BE: PRQDUCED 

I 

. ,.-- ,~ . , 

), 

CHARGE . 

.' 

" 

AT 9: 30 A.lti: AT PART; , LOCATED AT __ -::--'_-:-:-_____ _ 
. lo"cation 

ON ' date 
I .. . .. ~ '} .. 

DATED 
, . 

;--

, ' 

SEAL OF COURT 
COUH~e Q,tERK"., PART 

',' 
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Idcl1t.j.r~r'1ng Data ;311Cct 

~a::!~ 

Atto~'ncy ---, Phone 

'to •. ~ -= ~ 

.r ~.~ 
I~\ .... 

I):_\ ~~ .. ___ ) __ .......o-J 

lieU. to 
Part 

'PC ( » PC Z: 
From Haivers 

.. 

I!1t . /.l ---
RS ( ) 

( ) 

Status ------

---------

" 

,Doc~{et i\~u;nQer (s) -__ ~ __ ~ ___ N.C""' ... ~ --:---__________ ,.,.-__ """'" 

9onvictio~ Date(s) 

P~rt(s) 

Judge(s) -
------------------------------_. ----------------- ~--------

-----------------... 
Original Of,fense(s) -------
Conviction Offense(s) 

By Plea 
~ 1------------------
By Trial 

.. 

~ 

Def'endant 's Address ' Phone 
-~--

Numoer> of-, Days in Jail ... 

NARCOTICS STATuS 

-' 

----- -------

',r-ledi cal' E'xarri :. ( ) Ne;gative _ ( )Positive ~ ) Ordered but no.,_,results 

.. 

,( )' ADA waives hearing on Positive Finding 

< ) Found Non-Addict by Hearin~ 

'CR-l Present with indication of drug use ( ); CR-l with no signs ( ) 

( ,) Prior Drug Arres~(s)' ( ) 'No, Indicat;ions of Drug .Use. 

: 
" 

.-
.~ .. -..... ---.-... _-_ .. _ .... _-. 

" 

. 
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\ STATUS STATUS 
RECOMMENDATION DISPOSITION JUDGE CDR COM~r.E!\!TS I . ' : •• ~ L", .I 

0 .1 
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~,. ... , .... -, ...... '" .. . j , . I . . I . I ; ,----
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REFERRAL RECORD 
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REFERRAL REFERRAl.IINTERV. SENTENCE 

DATE STATUS REPORT Be 
AGENCY CARD QUEST. PAGE 1 
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I 

'I I I 

., . 



" ~ l.ir~:':·: :~{ 
(. 

:::~ ':T :;,'; :·;.<\1 !~Cl1' 

Olt;-,-.. tp 7 .... i"·~,: , .. ]" 1.1 :;4. 
~:.~~~~~~ 

-, 

" , 

_________________________________ ~ __ ~DKT# 
------------------ INT# -----, . NAfI1E 

.-
VERII,'ICJ\'frON 

t ) Dispositions 

,~-'-' 

--;;-:;-' !flnc. Court __ ~_I 

----

,( ) Updated Yellow Sheet 

VERIFICATION RESULTS 

-------------_. 

VERIFIED SCORE 

Record 

Family 

. Emp~ oyment-

Other 

Total 

.. 
-. REFERHAL 
.~ 

AGENCY 

NC 
~ 

. . vor 

)ther: 

FOLLml-UP_~EQUIRED 

( ) Family/Residence 

Phone 
Field Vcr. 

Date Sen~t-------
Reeeived 

$ 

( ) Program 

( ) Employment 

Phone -----Field-Ver. _ 
. Date Sen-t----

Received -----'Letter 

( ) Other: ____ _ 

" 

COMPLETION DATES 

Scheduled 

Actua.l 

""!·1 .~ 
J ... " .... .. /.!~Datc Reviev;ed 

Approved by: 

S'l'ATUS INTAKE DATE 

rremp/Formal Acc/Rej 

T9mp/Formal Acc/Rei 
I 

! 

Letter Date Due~ _____________ _ 

A-:-7 
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IDl~jrrIr,'Y II1G 1)1\ '1'l\ 

Name Age Sex ------
Bil'thdate Birthplace Years in NYC __ _ 

. Ethnicity or Nationality Religion _______ _ 

.~ 

. Present Address Phone _______ _ 

CRII/fINAL RECORD 

First Arrest _____ Currently on Probation, Parole ,or NACC a/c ____ _ 

From To 

Agency 

Pending Cases: 

-Court. Charge -,--- . 

From-To 

-( 

.< '\'" ~> 

Officer 
------:"-~ 

Arrest 
Dates 

( 

Status 

RESIDENTIAL HISTORY 

Address 

A-8 

Adj. 

"' 

,'::"":':: 

vlith Whom 



·~------.... ---,....~--...... -- _ .... 

Jf i'::< r 11 Y f£J>-''",;") 

. Are you single? __ leE;alJ.y married" date of marriage 

Separated Hidm'led Divorced HO\'/ long 

Do you currently qave' a common law "life/husband? Ho\'l long 

No. of children living with defendant: l·r ' F Ages: 11· F 

No. of children living elsewhere: H F Ages: M F 
" 

Do you financially support anyone? 

WHO? RELATIONSHIP, HO\tl f1UCH? 'HO\<[ OFTEN? HOI'! LONG? 

[ 

" 

Can VERA contact some or all of these references? 

Relationship Name Address Phone I'Then ·ho~ 

, . 

-~- ~-.--

.~ 

A-~ 



·~ 
.,../ 

J~I·~ r~ JJO 1;1; :.:: :'"1' 

~urrently employed? .() Full Time - ( ) Part 'rime ( ) Unemployed 

DATES l;;n~i'l AND COf~TACT ADDRESS 

'1 
I 
I 

TYPE 
OF 

-+ JOB 

i 
I 
I 
i • 
i' 
I 

r 
I 

.j , 
t 

j--'------~~-I- 'j f 

WAGE IREASON 
LEFT 

If! I 1 - ! I ! I 1. __ _ 'J.- .. J-- ~i-- --- 1 

___ I I 
Does your employer know about present arrest? Can Ole mention arrest 

to employer? _~ ____ . If 'unemployed, any job prospects? -------------------
Firm Address ----------------------
Emplo~ler or Contact ___ ~__ Phone ---------------------
Union Member Name of Union Local No ~~ ... 

.!.edger ~o. Contact ___________________________________ __ 

Address Phone -------------
'" 
~re you caring for children at home? ------- Are you supported by your 

spouse? Do you receive assistance? Type of 

assistance: ()Vlelfare ()Other_· __________________ _ 

If on \'lclfare.,. ho\'! lang.? Hm'i much, semi-monthly? _______ ~ 

Welfare Conter and address 
-----~-----------------------------------------

CaseNorh:er and Unit Phone --------

A-IO 
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EMPLOyr:'EilT (CO;{TD.) 

If other assistanbe, please explain and describe below. Give references. 

EDUCATION 

Currently ,attending. school? Name of school 

Address Ph a ne ______ __ 

, Counselor or Contact ------------------------------
Hiehest grade Qompleted Where age left __ __ 

age 
~'ype of Diploma or degree ____ _ Where received 

Any vOyational o~ technical skills? ________________ ~. ____________________ __ 

IvIILITARY: STATUS 

Ever been a member oT Armed Services? \'lhat branch? "'hen ---
If no, i'l~Y not? _____ ~ ____________ , Present classification 

-----

Discharge Status Distinction --------

HEDICAL HISTORY 

Any major diseases and/or operations in the past? ___________________________ __ 

'" 
Disease/Operation Hospital When Recovered? . 

I i 
! 
t 

! 
-------

. .\ 
Ever been treated for psycholol~ical problems? \'lhat kind of 

problems? "lhere tre9-ted?_~ _______ _ 

Did you find this treatment hel~ful? Why or why not? 

A-ll 
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NARCOTICS HISTORY 

. "Currently Using Dr.ugs? Ever used drugs? 

. 
Drugs Used Dates --From/To I'lost Ever Used Least Used CO!Jt per . 

I 
~ Heek l 

HEROIN .' I -
I lCOCAL~E_ 

--- ---- I 
Ever stopped using: drugs' yourself or with a program? 

----------------------~---

WHERE Hm! HHEN 
-

. , 

-- \ 
~ 

, 
: 

I } 

.L I ---t 

Ever participated in a Narcotics Treatment Program? ___________________ _ 

PROGRAM AND CONTACT DATES REASON LEFT. & cor·j;fElWS" 
PARTICIPATED 

" I ' I I I 
If no prior participation, have YDU made 'any efforts to get into a 

.-Uar'cotics Treatment Program? \vhat Effort _________ _ 

. '", 

Can ''Ie reach someone to verify. your efforts? Name&Address __ _ 

Phone _________ __ 
------------------~--~----------

Do any', of your relat1ves (brother, sister, wife, etc . .) use drugs? _______ _ 

Are they living "lith you novl? Do your close friends also use 

drugs? What program or type of program do you ~eel will be 
\ 

,most helpful in stopping drug use? _____________________ ....:. 

l'1hy? __ 

1\-12 
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DEFENDANT'S STATE~ENT ON ARREST & COURT PROCEEDINGS 

.. 

. INTERVIE1'lER 1 S REHARKS . ON CASE 

CONSENT 

I hereby consent to this interview, having knowledge of its purpose, I also 

- ·consent to the persons listed.above being contacted for the verification of 

my statements. 
'. 

SIGNATURE 

... 
" 

'A-J) 
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DRCl~X SE;~'l'E;;C:[}~G PROJi~CT 

SEl~1'EjjCDJG GUIn:::~rms 

" 

.. 

.. n_ ..... _ ... ~ FAMILY TIES .. 

. ' 

# , ~ , • 

. . 

' .. 

+3 Lives with ?pouse 

+2 Lives \':i th '~h11dren, \0;1 th or \'::l. thou t C!-Dotl,,«r farr.i ly merr:ber 

+2 Supports spouSe or children, with or without suppo~tin~. 
anothe~ family member. 

+2 Support~ one or more family members voluntarily. 

+1 Sup~orts a non-family person voluntarily .. 

+1 Has been living with a family ~ember other than spouse or children. 

+1 Has bee~ living with a non-family person for the past six months. 

o None of the above. 

NOTE:_,IISpouse ll includes a.· legal spouse._ or 8.n~' perso.n of: the 
- opposite sex Ni th ~·.'how the defer.dant has 1::' ved in a 

conjur:al r'elationship continuously for at 'least ;:;ix 
months, . 
trFamily 1'lember" includes e.n~r person relc.ted to the 
defendant by blood or adoption, inclu~inf half and 
step relatives, 

EY,1PLOYJ:15Wi' . 
+4 Present job three months or more. 

+3 Present and prior jobs six months or more, 

+3 Person at home caring for children • 

+2 Present and prior jobs three months or more, 

+2 PreseDt job less ~han three months, 

+2 Attendin~ school, or receiving a pension or social security, 
.or unemployed due to a reedical disability, 

+2 Prior job three months or more which terrnin~ted upon arrest. 

+1 Rccei ving \.men:ployment,) or Homan supported by husband. 

+1 Job Corr.mitment 

o None of the above. 

NOTE: In order to be able·:to add present and Drior .lobs, thel~e T:'.ust 
- be no rrore than a· two vleek hiatus between er.·cb .I ob. . 

"Pre,sent job fl r.;cans one to which the dcfeno8nt ' s err.ploye:::­
·has stnted he can return if he is in custody durine the 
pondency of the case. " 

. . A-Ill·" -_ ... _ ... --------:----._ ....... - -~-: ."'- -'" -...... -~ ... --.,--~ .. -.. ~- ....... ---.... -;---...... --.,--",-.~-----~-- .... -~-.,....",,:--...- '\ 
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I 
t.. Prior' :\~~C()Y'rl .. 

-, 

+11 !Jo ar:::-ocsts ever. 

+2 ~o convictions within 8 years. 

,.,--. 
t i 
<I",..., 

If ~t lo~st O~0 r~~n~? O~ ~iG~0~0~~O~ conviction oc~u~~~~ 
~·.t .. L '"C~i-;!-\.:;-:~ la~; ~ '7\ ; r-~' •. 

t".; .. t ....... Ir v :[C:-:>"-:-:3 ) 
------usc t-;e ~·oJ.1.o:·:T71:: c:~2r~: 

I 

! f.r :-"TU"i}.. G , .. I )Ju:;;ocr of , .' ,," -
, ..... .., ....,..: '" c .; 1'1 ., .:.C.l.O •• .l.c:v ... n 
I .... .L. l ' I ! vO ~.2.J.. _ prlOY' I 

0' 

of rni5dc~canor~ 
c 

1 

in tot!ll DrioY' rc:cord, 

lJ or 
IT!0Y'e 

At 
l!, 
12 

le:tst 
all ~'!i thin 
,ve~:::'3 L!"'ecOr(l t1 ! 0 . !i~, --f,.----O~---l-,-:-··r---.0;..2-""--""-3- _II 

1.'1 11 I 

r , 1 I ". 2 or more !I 
,At }e~~~,?' II 
botn ,1- vOl.D 

'I _ -1 I -1 I -2 -3 I '-4 -lJ 

- 3 I -3 I ~_ll _11 ,I -lJ _I -~ 

. ! -4 !, , -4 
,'\ ., 12 Years -4 11-4, ;-4 

I' ,1 . . 
" '. I 

'J':" ~ .C' • .L.' .L. d.L. l' .~, 1 L.. • , 
~ove: ~~ vne arresv ave o~ vne asv prlor case occu:::-orea 
Wi~hin 6 months of the conviction date of the nresent 

. case) deduct 1 point from vlhatever score appea~s in t:1e\ 
~hart • 
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!i\S'j'RUC':!.'l0~~S 11'r.:~ ....... f~ I'?L'fI::G ~.':~E GU!DE~JJI!':~~S 

1. Uncondit~onal Di5ri~ar~e: E~ccnt as stated ~n #3. in~~~. the 
~ ....... :-'l;.- ... ~ ...... ~ _r..1 1 J ~ """,,.-. ,....,......_:;-~-:;;-,r.._y, aC .. L! •• G.:;.,<" \ __ ~ _ 012 _ _ c." ..... ~ .. '-.'-(. ,_":,, 
an u~co~6itio~al dt5c~2~~e i~ he 
~corcs 10 o~ 11 points. 

2 Co~~~~io,~n1 D' ~rnh~~n~. • _:.. •• \"..;._v,_ .. 1",,-_ .1 .. 0,", ...... "", .. _ "., __ Evc~nt ~~ r~~~e~ ~r-~~ ~r~-" ~he 
..... c!_.. < ... ~ '" v C~ \.I "', .L. .. .L ".J ::~!-.-= __ =:. .. \,... .... 

3. FINE: 

Gc:['enC2.nt i-ii.11 be ~eccr:::::e~-.c.ec: ~~C~ 
a d1schar~e cn cc~ditio~ th~t he 
no~' co--~'t- -~ -dG'~~~~~=' n~~~~s~ v •.. _;_ C=-.1 C... _ .... _\. ..... """ ... ..:.. '-'_.. ........... -. 

\'li thin o:-:e 
dischc.re;e) 
points. 

':e--'-' (co~r:-! ... ~ ""'r.~ 1 ~. c::::.~ ........... _ v_ ............. _ 

if he sco~es 8 or 9 

If the defe~dant has been convicted 
f '.r>' o ~ossess2on o~ c. ca~rer0US weapon 

or instru~ent a~d he sco~es 8 - 11 
points, he· may be reco~~e~ded for 
a fine co~~ensu~ate with his i~cc~e 
in the discretio~ of the interviewe~. 

, 

" . S' -: . .,..,,-{ s·-:o.'c· ~'e 1 e'- c:: e • '1, l"Ul.J_ v_ .. ~ ~ .. __ c.,-, • It will be indicat~d that the de~endant 

'. . 

, aualifies fo~ a sUDervise~ release . 
to the co~~~~ity i~ he sco~e5 1 to . 

-7 pOints inclusive. 

(a) Custody C~3es: 

(b) 

If, after so sco~ing) the defe~dant has been in~e~vie~ed­
and acce?ted by e!the~ VOl or ~c an~ a field verified 
residence has ceen est~blis~ed for Di~, then ~ 

reco~~endation-~iill be Eade for a one conth ad!:ou~r.~ent 
and pa~ole to the custody' of Ve~a, 

Non-Custody Cases: 
, 

An~ defendant who so scores afte~ a.n in'cerv:'e,·; ~r:.d 
.-

.... 1::.0 • 

in the opinion of tte inte~\T:'e\·'ie~" ~ :'s a~pro~:ri2:'ce ....... cr 
referral to VOl or NC should be referred c~-tem~c~ary 
status as soon thereafter as possible for the e~tire 
period of his R&S adjourn~ent. If for~al status is 
thereafte::-- recom:nendcd b~l VOl o~' ?W, a recc;n!!er:c.::~tion 
for adjourn~ent and parole will be made for a three 
month period, 

(c)- ~10 c:!""'e,,-l"~c -;:;>:">co""'¥"enG·-~;on • .. ' LJ!,-, v.l..·..L ;"L: .; .......... t.c·.v __ )..;. 

;) 

If a·case if rejected by VOl or NC, if we ~re ~n~ble to 
make a referral, or if there is so~e i~~edi~ent to the 
release of the defendant from custody. such ns a Dendi:r.~ 

:·i~ .: .... 

A-1G 
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,. 
case in another county, a p2~01e violatio~, a r~ob~tion 

. violation" ·etc., so',state and indica.to that \'1e tl":'e 
therefore unable to make a specific sentence reccl7'.:r.endation • 

.... ,-- -:---" 

• 
'\ 

" 

' ... 
" 

... :. 

At the conclusion of the re~o~t if the~e R~e ~o 
holds on the defendant include the follow1nrstAtesent: 

-"iA~cordin~ly it fs .reconmendc.d that an I&S 
report be ordered to cx~lore thG p03~iuility 
of placin13 th~ defel1dan.t on probation. I; 

If the detendant.was being supervised rrior to 
.his arrest on the instant case and the~e i~ a hold 
on him because of a ,-mrrant i':hich h?s been lod~ed by the 
supervising agency J then a recol'T.nenda tion \,lil be cade 
that the defendant be given a conditional discharfe 
for the specific purpose of enabling the supervising 
agency to resume supervi~ion. 

5. For Infor~ation Only: If the defendant scores -5 to 0 ,the 
report '.-:i:"l be submitted "For 
Informa tien Only II "ihich is tcmta­
mount to reco~mendinr r~is0n. 

'" 

- .. .. .. ........ -=, 

It i~ an indication that the de­
fendant does not ouali::'~' for a 
non-prison sentence recc~rre~dation. 
This catefory should onlv be used 
when it has been diter~ined that 
the defendant's verified score 
is b~low +1 or· that ,even if the 
information given by the de::'endant 
were to be veriried he still would 
score belO\'l +1. 

" 

6. No Reco~mendation --Inability to Coreolete Verification: 

7. Time Served: 

Whenever the defendant would score 
for a non-prison sentence recom~end­
ation if the inforrnation'five~ were 
verified, but there is an ~nability 

. to complete verification, which 
results in a verified score of less 
than +1 then the report will be 
submitted as "No Reconrr:1endaticn -
Inability to corr.plete Verification." 

This reco~nendation is rRrely used and 
is ~eservcd for cas~s involvinp 
unusual circumstances. 

(Continued) 
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. H. Discretion) 

~ .-

.' 

- .... ____ t-.. __ .. _ .... ~l"_~ ____ • 

. , 

-, 
\ , 

:; 

. . . 
\ .. , .. ", 

If the defendant sco~"es 0 or 1 it is the inte~:,­
viewer I s discretion v!hotter to recer.-.:7'e:1G. c_ 
supervised rcle2.se or PIO. If the de~e~d8nt 
scores 7 or H it is the interviewer's 
discretion whether to reco~~end a sU7e~vised 
release or an uns~pervised release. 

. Whenever discretion is exercised. the 
interviewer sho~ld state'speci~icallv on 
the front of the interview questicnEire 
the reason(s) therefor. 

Sept, '70 
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IjP;~~-~:" .-........ ,.-~~ ~: ... ~ h,-*l 
___ ._._'" _ ... ~ _ro.--."... ____ _ 

., 

Coc:c 

S~:~ ~rs:; c:~ ::::-: c O~,~?·:::>] 11 /\ ':' I 0:] 
Datc _________________ 

1
19 __ 

I\. 

1 UncontiLtional Discharge 
lCQndi~ional Discharge 
) rn' "- d . 1""1 ~..,!'") ,"-.;,""''''''''''\'r-'':l _ •• 1 ___ ... _ 

J 1orl'~ n~ 
Su~8~v:sed Release 

I ' 

and [f a-Aj~ ourn to 
~-----------------

[) b-Ho Specific ~ecom~end~tion 
) ;~6r Z~!:""cr::!2tion Only 
] ~o Reao~~endation-Inability to . . 

. Co::'::) lete Vcr::':'i ca tion 
~--------------------------~ 

E:·IPLOY):S:.JT 

Docket No. Part 

N~me _A6C ____ 

Address. Days in 

Convicted of Jail ___ . 

. Custody S~atus Attorney 
_J._~ ___ ~ _____ ~ • __ 

v!kly 
'ox-To SY:'!Dloycr' Address Posi t::'on 1:!2.q;e 

'Verifi­
cation 

H J :~. .. ~~ 'L ~ I. 

i .~------~. -~~---
RESIDE~!Cr.: AilJD FA!'HLY TISS . 

Verifi-
r'om .... ~o Address With Whom . catio~ , 

l. 
I 

l . l._ 
1-' - ," '1 1-

~- '" I 

.. ----:--~-

arital Status: Children & Ages 
----~------------

e~sons Regularly Support~d: ____ ~_~ ________________________________________________ ___ 

ADDITIO~AL I~FOR~ATIO~ & REM~RKS - . 
\.. 
v 

...... 4-~ 

111t{:P\fl1."~·: !I't~"H'.'_' "_v •• ,.", 

, '" 1 

"d'iI'~''' ..... -.","' ____ , .. _ .\',. ___ .,.'" """_~~I(t~._~ __ 'f' "",",' c"",' """'~~'",",'.,">\,-\'-IO""''!..",_ -.. ____ "'.."-.... :::I> .... ~.,,..., "¢'< '"" .... - '_"'~ ...... ~ ~.;5'~ 

.,,--1 J • 1 ~ ~ ... ;, ~ ; ,- ':"'J ... 
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VOL U ~~ 'f E [;. l{ 

East IGlst Street, 
o P • naT u ~ I T "1 E 
n r 0 11 x) N l. ~ v') ... -k , 1 0 4 5 G 

S) I i~i c . 
(212) 665-7943 

-., 

----------------------------------------------
BIWHX ca',~:,lUjHTY cour:iSrLVIG PHOJ[CT 

COURT REPORT 

'DATE: 

ENROLLEE: DKT. If: . 
.: 

DATE ASSIGNED TO,VOI: DATE DUE IN COURT: 

COmn:C.TED OF.: 

ADDRESS: 

.. 
" . 

cASE Sm;~'IARY: 

.. . ' 

: COVNSEL ING : 
-, 

·-i 

'EMPLOYl'1ENT: 
i .. 

. ' 
-: 

.. ~. 

. ~ 

LIVING SITUATION: 

: 

EVALUATION: 

., 
" 

HECOi:1MmmATTON: ------
.. 

, 

COURT PART: 

\ 

-, 

"'" 

By:. A-?O 
,-- ,,---\r()Llil!'f'i:.iffr-(W;Fi)ltTUfn'i·J:::~"]·[;e~---··-'~-

\ .• 

" 
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~ c ~,_, ... " ___ , 

,- ~. -, .. -
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., r:. ~ ~1. •• ,:,,, .-. ~~:. j ~ .. !. 't ; --.~~C 
"""--._._ .... L ___ ••• _~-.t .... , ........ ,~"""_ 

DATB .... ".,.;" --
INT # DKTU 

~~, --- '~ __ ~~~I.~QQV.~_~.~~~·_W~.~. __ ~ __ ~ __ 
t. SUPPLEf;ENTi\!1Y REPORT -. -

.... ~~~ 
c 

'l~r • 

section(s) ------_.------------------
01' the Penal La\<! on . 19_ On 19 _. , 

his sentence \·!as adj ourned unt i1 
\ 

r 
19 > and he "TaS 

. paroled .to the Vera Institute of Justj.ce so that he could particinate in 

a program of counseling and servic.e referrals. (.£.I11is ,report is submitted 
) 

to bring th~ original VERA REPORT up to date, to ~escribe the defendant's 

adjustment to the pro[':ram to which he "laS referred" and to recommend a 

disposition of ~he case to the Court. 

Changes since original VERA REPORT: 
~ . -

PARTICIPATION IN REFERRAL PROGRAH: 

EVALUATION AND RECm.'lJ.IjENDATION: . 
0, .. 

\-
v 

i~ei)ort Prepared by ... ~. 4 . . 

~. 




