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FOREWORD 

In the Fall of 1978, the Courts Technical Assistance Project began a telephone 

survey of each s,tate to detennine what, if any, sentencing reform activities 

were underway and, specifically, whether any sentencing guidelines projects 

were being undertaken. Initially, state planning agenCies and/or state court 

administrative offices were contacted. Where activities were underway, additional 

calls were made to the appropriate state or local officials involved in the 

projects. As of March 1979, all 50 states and the District of Columbia have 

been contacted and, with the exception of South Carolina, information has been 

obtained from each of these jurisdictions. 

Attached is a summary of the status of sentencing reform activities, by state. 

Specific attention has been given to sentencing guidelines projects underway or 

planned. Additional informatnon on existing state provisions for appellate 

review of sentences has also been included for many of the jurisdictions. 

In all, twenty sentencing projects are currently underway. Thirteen of these 

are occurring at the state 1evel,1 with the remaining seven projects2 conducted 

in 10ca1 court systems. In ad~ition, ten jurisdictions (five state3 and' 

five loca1 4) plan to begin a project shortly. 

The focus and scope of these projects vary Significantly. Some are designed 

to analyze sentencing practices per se,5 without any mandate to develop sentenc­

ing guidelines; others, however, are specifically directed to use this analysis 

to develop guidelines. 6 In some cases, the projects are being undertaken at 

the initiative of the judiciary or the Parole Board; in other cases, they are 

responding to specific legislative mandates. 

The methodologies for the projects also vary considerably, particularly in terms 

of the extent of data used. the procedures employed for collection, and the type 

of analysis performed. 
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Most of the projects are still in a research phase. For those which are sentenc~ 

1n9 studies only, results will be submitted to the appropriate supervisory body 

which will determine what further action, if any, will be undertaken in the jur­

isdictions. Those projects which are geared to the actual development of guide­

lines, however, wi" follow up the research and testing phase with activities 

designed to secure judicial. legislative or other support required to make the 

guidelines operational. 

Of the twenty sentencing projects described, seven have achieved the operational 

stage. 7 Although periodic monitoring and evaluation of the guidelines is a 

built-in feature of each of these projects, a number of issues have been raised 

during the implenentation period, i.e. dealing with subsequent legislation 

affecting the guidelines developed, obtaining necessar,Y case information, etc. 

These issues are still to be resolved. 

Readers of the overview are encourage to report to the Courts Technical Assist­

ance Project appropriate update information on sentencing reform activities 

in the jurisdictions described~, 

--------"'-------
1) Alaska, Connecticut, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, 

North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin. 

2) Maricopa Co., Arizona; Denver, Colorado; Cook Co., Illinois; Topeka, Kansas; 
Lucas Co., Ohio; Essex Co., New Jersey (terminated because statewide guide­
lines became operational); Philadelphia, Pennsylvania . . 

3) Florida (completed a preliminary sentencing study; now plans to begin 
sentencing guidelines development project); Maryland, Georgia, Montana, 
Pennsylvania. 

4) Clayton Co., Georgia; Orleans Parish, Louisiana; Montgomery Co., Ohio; 
Hamilton Co., Ohio. C~ahoga Co •• Ohio. 

5) florida, North Dakota. Rhode Islind, Wiscon~in. 

6) Alaska; Mlricopa Co., Arizona; Denver, Colorado; Connecticut; Cook Co., Illinois; 
Topeka. kansas; Lucas Co., Ohio; Massachusetts; Michigan; Minnesota; New Jersey; 
Essex Co •• New Jersey (now terminated); Oregon; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; 
Utahi Washington. 

7) Rlrfcopa Co., Arizona. Denver. Colorado, Cook Co •• 1111no16, Lucas Co., Ohio; 
Essex Co., lew Jersey (now terminated); New Jersey; Oregon , 

BEST AVAIl~l~ 
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. 
UPDATE 
INFORMATION 

ALABAMA 

State Level 

No sentencing guidelines activity is presently 
occurring in Alabama. The state recently passed 
a new Criminal Code which retains the state's basic 
determinant sentencing structure but creates 
classifications of crimes and narrows slightly 
judicial discretion in sentencing. The Code will 
become effective in June 1979. Recently, the Office of 
the State Court Administrator expanded the range 
of sentencing information which it collects. This 
expanded data base may eventually be used to con-
duct a statewide sentencing study. 

Local Level 

None 

None unless the sentence is outside the maximum 
provisions allowed by statute. 

None 

Everett Search 
Court Specialist 
Alabama ~aw Enforcement Planning Agency 
2873 Fairlane, Drive, Executive Park 
Building F, Suite 49 
Montgomery, Alabama 36116 
(20S) 832-6832 

William Campbell 
Assistant Director 
Department of Court Management 
800 S. McDonough Street 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 
(20S) 834-7990 
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ALASKA 

State Level 

Alaska is presently developing sentencing guidelines with 
state funding. The data base for the guidelines was 
collected during the course of a $389,000 plea bargain-
ing study funded by the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. During this study, 
information on 200 variables for 3,500 cases was collected. 

local Level 

None 

Sentences of over one year are appealable on grounds of 
excessiveness. The state can also appeal to the 
Supreme Court on the grounds that the sentence is too 
lenient. The Supreme Court can only reverse the 
sentence, however; the sentence cannot be lengthened. 

None forseeable. The Judicial Council has spoken with 
Jack Kress regarding the project and feels that, with 
the existing statistical base and the expertise of 
the Judicial Council staff, no outside assistance is 
needed at this pOint. 

Mike Rubenstein 
Executive Director 
Alaska Judicial Council 
303 K Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
907/274-8611 
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ARIZONA 

State Level 

No statewide sentencing guidelines activity is being con­
ducted in Arizona. The state has an Indeterminant 
Sentencing law which has been retained even after the 
new criminal code became effective October 1, 1978. 
The new Code changes some sentence lengths and establishes 
a presumptive sentencing scheme. 

Local Level 

Sentencing Guidelines have been developed in Maricopa 
County (Phoenix) under a grant from LEAA's NILECJ. 
The guidelines have been in use for approximately 
one year. An analysis has been made of the correla-
tion between the sentences recommended by the guidelines 
and those actually given during the implementation 
p~riod. Preliminary results of this analysis indicate 
that the guidelines are being fo11owed in 85% of the 
cases where the length of sentence is at issue. If the 
correlation is found to be weak in any area, the Guidelines 
will be revised. It is anticipated, however, that the 
presumptive sentencing scheme established by the new 
criminal code will reduce the range of cases to which 
guidelines can be applied. While the in/out decision is 
still subject to guideline considerations, the terms of 
probation and/or incarceration are not. 

Only for serious abuse of discretion 

The Maricopa County Court may request assistance to 
assess the implications of the new criminal code on 
the guidelines developed. 

Bonnie Dicus 
Department of Administration 
Superior Court of Maricopa County 
201 W. Jefferson 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
602/262-3204 

Hon. Stanley Goodfarb 
Presiding Criminal Judge 
Superior Court of Maricopa County 
Fifth Floor, East Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
602/262-3471 
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ARKANSAS 

State Level 

Arkansas'is not presently developing sentencing 
guidelines. A new criminal code, effective since 
1975, revised the classification of crimes and 
some sentence provisions. 

Local Level 

None 

None, unless sentence exceeds statutor'y levels. 

None 

Charles Coley 
Courts Specialist 
Arkansas Crime Commission 
1515 Bl dg. , Suite 700 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
(501) 371-2915 

John Stewart 
Court Planner 
Arkansas Judicial Department 
Justice Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
(SOl) 371-2295 
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CALIFORNIA 

State Level 

For all crimes committed prior to July 1, 1977, California 
applied an indeterminant sentencing scheme under which the 
principal decision of the judge was whether or not to incar­
cerate. The length of prison stay for those incarerated was 
determined by the parole board. For crimes committed after 
July 1, 1977, a determinant sentencing scheme, established 
by statute, permits the judge to make a sentencin8 decision 
based on a narrow range of sentence lengths established for 
specified crimes. The new statute vests responsibility for 
collecting and analyzing sentencing data in the State Judicial 
Council. Preliminary analysis of data collected thus far 
indicates (1) there is apparent political pressure for rais­
ing sentence lengths; (2) prison populations are increasing 
primarily because less serious felonies are sentenced to state 
prison rather than to jail and probation (judges apparently 
feel more comfortable giving prison terms because they know 
the sentence is not of indefinite length); an.d (3) some of 
the discretion which has been removed from the parole board 
has moved to the prosecutor function where plea bargaining 
is deemed an effective method for controlling sentence length. 

Local Level 

None 

The new sentencing law originally provided for appellate 
review. Although this provision was not completed in the 
final version of the draft, it is generally felt that the 
new procedural requirement for sentence determinations will 
permit considerable opportunity for sentence review. 

If interest in sentencing guidelines is sufficient an 
education seminar would be desirable. 

David Halperin 
Judicial Council of California 
601 McAlister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
(415) 557-1251 

Sheldon Messenger* 
Center for Study of Law and Soci~ty 
224 Piedmont Avenue 
Berkley, California 94720 
(415) 642-4038 

* Directing LEAA project comparing sentencing systems of California and Oregon 
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COLORADO 

State Level 

There is apparently no interest in developing statewide sentencing 
gui.de1ines at this time. It is anticipated that local development 
will continue, however, on a judicial district-by-district basis. 

Local Level 

Denver (the 2nd Judicial District of Colorado) was the first juris­
diction to implement sentencing guidelines in the United States. 
The City was one of four sites participating in the Sentencing 
Guidelines Feasibility Study undertaken by the Criminal Justice 
Research Ceo«ter (CJRC) under the sponsorship of LEAA' s NILECJ. 
Actual use of the guidelines began in accordance with the design 
established by CJRC. The Colorado Judicial Department is now 
collecting data on present sentencing decisions to permit comparison 
with the sentencing grids established for the guidelines and modi­
fication of the grids as necessary. These comparisons are made 
at six-month intervals. As of the last comparison (May 1978) 
no grid changes have been found necessary. 

Colorado Springs (the 4th Judicial District of Colorado) is now 
considering the possibility of developing sentencing guidelines 
for that district. The State Judicial Department is presently 
assessing the adequacy of existing data as a basts for develop­
ing sentencing grids. 

None 

T/A may be needed in Colorado Springs in the next few months. 
The precise nature of that assistance, however~ cannot be 
determined at this point. 

John Yurko 
Denver Probation Department 
1440 Spear Blvd. 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
303/575-3518 

John R. Scott, Chief Investigator 
Denver Probation Department 
1440 Spencer Blvd. 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
303/575-3571 

Ron. Leonard Plank 
District Court Judge 
City-County Building 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
303/575-5709 

Cabell Cropper, Planner 
Field Services Division 
Colorado Judicial Dept. 
2 East 14th Ave. 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
303/861-1111 

Hon. Sus&n G. Barnes 
District Court Judge 
City-County BuIlding 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
303/575-2517 
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DELAWARE 

State Level 

No sentencing guidelines activity is presently 
occurring in Delaware. In 1975, the Delaware 
Legislature passed a criminal code revision which 
included provisions for mandatOi~y sentencing. 
These provisions were designed to reduce sentencing 
disparity in the state. One result of the law, 
however, has been to increase the prison popula­
tion. The Delaware Criminal Justice Planning 
Commission (SPA) is currently applying for funds 
fran the National Institute of Corrections to 
study this problem. Although guidelines are not 
presently under consideration, if the proposed 
study is undertaken, their development may be a 
result of recommendations. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None 

Tom Quinn 
Program Director 
Delaware·Criminal Justice Planning Commission 
820 North French Street 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
(302) 571-3430 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

State level 

The District of Columbia has just completed a study by 
the Law Reform Commission which was submitted to 
Congress. The Commission did not specifically propose 
Sentencing Guidelines, but its proposals ar.e not in­
consistent with guidelines development. The study 
recommends the establishment of a determinant sentencing 
with 15% leeway in either direction. This leeway is 
an area in which guidelines might be desirable. 
However, the process of Congressional implementation 
of the proposals may take some time. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None at present 

Elizabeth Reveal 
Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 
Munsey Building, Suite 200 
1329 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
202/727-6537 

John Lewin 
Research Analyst 
Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 
Munsey Building, Suite 200 
1329 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
202/727-6537 
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FLORIDA 

State Level 

During the past year, the State Court Administrator's 
Office (AOC) has conducted a research study, funded by 
LEAA block grant support, to gather information on sent­
encing practices in the state. An Advisory Committee 
composed of judges, prosecutors and public defenders was 
established to work with the AOC staff on the projects. 
As a result of that study, a recommendation was made to 
the Florida Supreme Court that the state develop sentencing 
guidelines and also establish sentencing review panels 
composed of three circuit judges to review, on appeal, 
sentences outside of the guidelines. 

The AOC has applied for funds under NILECJ's Mult;­
Jurisdictional Test Design Program to conduct a sentencing 
guidelines study. Included in the proposed study are an 
analysis of a 1000 case date sample collected from the 
state's twenty judicial cirucits; examination of pre­
sentence investigation reports; a study of the effect of 
plea bargaining on the sentence decision-making process 
and an examination of the feasibil ity of develop·lng guide­
lines for misdemeanor offenses. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

TIA may be needed to assist the AOC with the design of the 
pleas bargaining study, to develop data collection pro­
ceduresfor the sentencing study and to orient judges and 
other justice system staff to the use of sentencing guide­
lines. 

Kenneth Palmer, Director of Planning 
State Court Administrator's Office 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
(904) 488-8621 

Kenneth Plante, Project Director 
Sentencing Study 
State Court Administrator's Office 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
(904) 488-8621 
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GEORGIA 

State Level 

The Georgia Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) 
has applied for funds to develop sentencing guidelines 
under NILECJ's Multi-Jurisdictional Test Design Pro-
gram. A decision on that application is expected shortly. 

Local Level 

The Courts Technical Assistance Project is presently 
providing technical assistance to the Clayton County 
Superior Court, a 3-judge court in suburban Atlanta, for 
the purpose of developing and implementing a local sent­
encing guidelines program. Since existing data is not 
adequate for guidelines development, the Project's technical 
assistance services are being used at this poifit to assist 
the court in collecting data on future sentencing decisions 
and upon developing a set of 'informal guidelines for interim 
use. 

Appellate review of sentencing has existed in Georgia 
for three years. A 3-judge panel composed of trial 
court judges who are rotated every three months reviews 
all petitions for review of sentences of 5 years or more. 
The panel is empowered to lower but not raise the sent­
ence. Over the 3-year period in which this review has 
taken place, 7% of the approximately 3,000 sentences 
reviewed have been reduced. 

Technical assistance is presently being provided to the 
Clayton County Superior Court (see above). 

John Shope 
Assistant Director for Operations 
Judicial Council of Georgia 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Georgia Justice Center, Suite 500 
84 Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
(404) 656-5171 
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HAWAI I 

State Level 

Hawaii is not presently developing sentencing 
guidelines or any other sentencing reform plan. 
The state still has an indeterminant sentencing 
system which leaves the sentencing decision to 
the discretion of the judge. 

Local Level 

None 

A sentencing appeal mechanism exists in the court 
where sentencing occurred. At this appeal, sen­
tences may be reduced but not increased. 

None 

Carolyn Kiwanu 
Adult Probation Dept. 
P.O. Box 2629 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 
(808) 548-7666 
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IDAHO 

State Level 

There is presently no sentencing guidelines activity 
in the state. A constitutional amendment provides for 
mandatory minimum sentencing. Court Rules also provide 
for minimum standards in sentencing and require specific 
findings on the record in order for judgment to be with­
held and the case to be dismissed. 

Local Level 

None 

None unless sentence is outside of statutory limits. 

None 

Carl F. Bianchi 
Director 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Idaho Supreme Court 
State House 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
(208) 384-2246 
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INDIANA 

State Level 

Indiana has passed a determinant sentencing law which 
applies to crimes committed after September 1,1977. 
No sentencing study is being conducted at this time. 

Local Level 

None 

The Indiana Constitution provides for review of sentences 
by the Supreme Court. Court rules require a showing that 
the sentence is "manifestly unreasonable ll in order to 
obtain review. 

None 

Connie Dove 
Indiana Judicial Center 
Judicial Education Center 
600 Alabama Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
(3l7) 633-7001 

William A. Kerr, Professor of Law 
Director 
Indiana Judicial Center 
600 Alabama Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
(317) 633-7001 

Judge Eric Smithburn 
Notre Dame Law School 
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556 
(219) 283-6626 
(member of State Sentencing Commission and faculty member 
on sentencing at National College of State Judiciary in 
Reno and at Notre Dame Law School) 
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ILLINOIS 
State Level 

There is no sentencing guidelines activity presently being conducted 
on a state level. Illinois is one of four states which uses determinant 
sentencing. For crimes committed after February 1978, Illinois 
applies determinant sentencing provisions. One of the principal 
advocates of this determinant sentencing structure is David Fogel, 
author of We Are the Living Proof who was SPA Director when the 
sentencing changes took place •. 

Local Level 

Cook County uses sentencing guidelines which were developed as part 
of a pilot study conducted by the Criminal Justice Research Center 
(CJRC) under LEAA's NILECJ grant. Data regarding offender character­
istics (past record, past incarceration, etc.) and offense character­
istics (use of a weapon, injury to victim, etc.) is collected from 
all Cook County Criminal Cou'tt judges. The use of the guidelines 
is not mandatory ·and a written explanation for deviations is not 
required. 

DuPage County, located in suburban Chicago, is considering the develop­
ment of sentencing guidelines and a request for funds for~heir develop­
ment, has been included in a mini-block grant plan approved by LEAA. 
However, to initiate the guidelines project, the program must be 
included in the Illinois State Supreme Court plan. A decision in 
that regard will be made after DuPage County is able to consider 
the experiences reported by two DuPage County judges who are on 
temporary assignment to the Cook County Criminal Court and using 
the guidelines developed in that jurisdiction. 

No T/A needs were anticipated for Cook County where the guidelines 
appear to be function'ing well. In DuPage County, technical assist­
ance will probably be needed if the Chief Judge decides to pursue 
the project to design a data collection analYSis format and provide 
orientation to judges once the program is underway. 

Brenda Richey 
Court Specialist 
Illinois Law Enforcement Comm. 
120 S. Riverside Plaza, 10th Fl. 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
312/454-1560 

Deborah Jones 
Ass't. to the Chief Judge 
Cook County Criminal Court 
Division of Circuit Courts 
2600 S. California Avenue 
loom 404 
Chicago, I1U.nois 60608 
312/542-3382 

Hon. Richard Fitzgerald 
Chief Judge, Cook County Crim. Ct. 
Division of Circuit Courts 
2600 S. Califon'lia Avenue 
Room 404 
Chicago, Illinois 60608 
312/542-3382 

Ed Ludwig 
DuPage County Court Administrator 
DuPage County Courthouse 
Room 101 
Wheaton, Illinois 60187 
312/682-7325 
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IOWA 

State Level 

No sentencing study is presently being conducted; 
however, much interest is being generated by Judge 
Anthony Critelli who serves on the Fifth Judicail Circuit 
of Iowa and is a member of the Steering and Policy 
Committee of LEAA's NILECJ study on Sentencing and Judicial 
Discretion. Jack Kress of the Criminal Justice Research 
Center {CJRC}~ which has conducted much of the sentencing 
guidelines research to date, conducted a seminar at the 
Continuing Judicial Education meeting in June 1978. 
Response to the seminar was very favorable. Both judges 
and parole board members appear interested in developing 
guidel'ines and it appears likely that a commission will 
be created by either the Legislature or the Governor 
within the year to study sentencing. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

If a commission is created, TIA may be required to 
provide guidance in data analysis and sentencing guide­
lines development. 

Hon. Anthony Critelli 
Polk County Courthouse 
Fifth Judicial Circuit 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 
(515) 284-6327 
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KANSAS 

State Level 

There is presently no sentencing guidelines activity on 
a statewide level in Kansas. Judge Michael Barbara 
of the Third Judicial District, howeve~er, is quite 
interested in developing guidelines. In 1977, Judge 
Barbara organized a sentencing guidelines presenta­
tion by Arthur Gelman of the Criminal Justice Research 
Center and Judge Clifton Flowers of the Denver District 
Court. The meeting did not generate sufficient 
interest in sentencing guidelines and no statewide 
activity has occurred since that time. However, Judge 
Barbara remains interested in the development of state­
wide guidelines and feels that recent events may lead 
to greater interest in the guidelines. These events 
include the statewide unification of the District 
Court system, new legislation which requires judges 
to deal with variable maximum sentences, and a recent 
state Supreme Court decision rever'sing a lower court1s 
sentence of an offender despite the fact that the 
sentence was within the statute's authorization. 
Judge Barbara is, however, active in developing guide-
lines on a pilot basis in the Third Judicial District (see bela 

Local Level 

The Third Judicial District (Shawnee County) in Topeka, 
is presently developing guideline grids for use in a 
pilot program. These grids have been developed with 
the assistance of the Criminal Justice Research 
Center in Albany. 

Sente'nces are reviewable by the State Supreme Court 
if they are outside of the sentence lengths prescribed 
by statute. 

Judge Barbara has recently been asked by the State Court 
Administrator to assist in setting up a sentencing 
conference for state judges in May 1979. TIA may be 
sought for the purpose of developing a presentation 
for this conference. 

James James, Judicial Administrator 
Kansas Judicial Center 
301 W. 10th Street 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 
~13/296-2256 

Elaine Esparza 
Deputy Director-Courts 
Governor's Committee on 

Criminal Administration 
503 Kansas Avenue, Room 212 
913/296-3066 

Hon. Michael Barbara 
Third Judicial Dist. Court 

County Courthouse 
200 E. 7th Street 
Topeka, Kansas 66604 
913/295-4350 
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KENTUCKY 

State Level 

There is no current sentencing guidelines activity 
underway in Kentucky. The Judicial Planning Council, 
however, has asked the Administrative Office of the 
Courts to consider undertaking a misdemeanor and felony 
sentencing study. Although no decision has yet been 
made in this regard, one factor bearing on such a study 
is the state's current provision for jury determination 
of sentences. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None 

William E. Davis 
Director 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
403 Wapping Street 
Bush Building 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
(502) 564-7486 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

STATUS OF 
ACTIVITY 

PROVISIONS FOR 
APPELLATE 
REVIEW OF 
SENTENCING 

POSSIBLE 
T/A NEEDS 

PERSONS 
CONTACTED 

INDIVIDUALS 
WHO CAN PROVIDE 
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION 

LOUISIANA 

State Level 

There is no present sentencing guidelines activity 
unden7ay at the state level. Interest has been expressed 
on the subject, however, by both the Legislature and 
the Governor. It is anticipated that the Judicial 
Planning Commission may seek such a study if the local 
project (described below) in Orleans Parish is successful. 

Local Level 

Orleans Parish, which handles 32% of the state's judicial 
docket, has recently received a grant to develop guide­
~ines on the basis of 1,500 of the 6,000 misdemeanor 
and felony dases disposed of in 1978. It is antici­
pated that the guidelines will be tested out over a ·six­
month trial period during which five of the ten sections 
of the Orleans Parish Criminal District Court will use 
the gUidelines. The results of this effort will then 
be assessed. 

The Legislature has mandated the provision of sentence 
review and the State Supreme Court has recently over­
turned a sentence on the grounds that it was too harsh. 

None noted at this time. 

Eugene ~urret, Judicial Administrator 
Louisiana Supreme Court 
109 Supreme Court Building 
301 LoyoIe Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112 
504/568-5747 

Dr. Hugh Collins, Ass't. Judicial Administrator 
Louisiana Supreme Court - Room 109 
301 Loyola Avenoe 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112 
504/568-5747 

Rivers Trussel, Ass't. Administrator 
Judicial Administrator's Office 
Orleans Parish Criminal Di$trict Court 
2700 Tulane Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119 
504/586-4027 

Bon. Rudolph Becker, III 
Section E, Orleans Par.ish Criminal District Court 
2700 Tulane Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119 
504/586-4041 
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MAINE 

State Level 

There is no sentencing guidelines activity underway in 
Maine. A grant was awarded by LEAA's NILECJ to Pennsylvania 
State University to assess the effect of the new criminal 
code which took effect May. 1,1976. Among the provisions 
of the code were the establishment of determinant sentenc­
ing and the abolition of parole. (Maine was the first 
state to enact a determinant sentencing statute). Since 
enanctment of the statute, the state has expanded its 
sentencing data collection activities and plans to under­
take an evaluation of the sentencing provisions of the 
new Code within the next year. 

Local Level 

None 

An Appellate Division composed of 3 justices has been 
established within the Sup~eme Court with the sole 
function of r.eviewing sentences appealed. Sentences 
must exceed 1 year to qualify for review. 

None at this time 

Ms. Elizabeth Belshaw 
State Court Administrator 
Maine Supreme Judicial Court 
66 Pearl Street 
P.O. Box 4820 DTS 
Portland, Maine 04112 
(207) 77·5-1500 

Mr. Ted Trott, Executive Director 
Maine Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance Agency 
11 Parkwood Drive 
Augusta, Maine 04330 
(207) 289-3361 

Mr. Fred Hussey 
Maine Sentencing Project 
234 E. College Avenue 
State College, Pa. 16801 
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~1ARYLAND 

State Level 

A Committee of judges working in conjunction with the 
State Administrative Office of th. Courts is consider­
ing the relative merits of developing $entencing 
guidelines for the state. An application has been 
submitted to LEAA's NILECJ for the state to partici­
pate in the NILE Field Test Design Program. 

Local Level 

If the state receives the LEAA funding requested some 
technical assistance may be desired. 

Fred A. Farris, Director 
Judicial Education Services 
Administrative Office of the Court 
Court of Appeals Building 
P.O. 431 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 
(301) 269-2141 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

State Level 

The Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice (SPA) 
awarded the Superior Court funds to develop and implement 
statewide sentencing guidelines. The Superior Court has 
jurisdiction over all felonies in the state. The 
Project began in July, 1978, with guidelines implemen­
tation slated for December, 1979. To date, staff has 
been hired, survey instruments have been designed and 
tested,and statewide data collection has begun. 

Local Level 

None 

None at present. In October, 1978, the Courts Technical 
Assistance Project provided the services of Professor 
Jack Kress and Judge Leonard Plank of the Denver District 
Court to provide the State Judicial Council with an over­
view of the process of developing and using guidelines and 
the specific experiences of the Denver District Court in 
this regard. In February, 1979, a second phase of 
technical assistance was provided by Dr. Marvin Zalman and 
staff of the Michigan Felony Sentencing Project for the 
purpose of reviewing a draft of the Coding Manual develop­
ed for the project. 

Michael Hutner 
Director 
Superior Court Sentencing Guidelines Project 
New Courthouse 
11th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts 
(617) 725-8130 
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MICHIGAN 

State Level 

The Michigan Administrative Office of the Courts is 
completing a one-year study (April 1978 - March 1979) 
funded by LEAA for the purpose of establishing baseline 
data on sentencing practices and to develop guidelines 
and a suggested legal framework for guidelines imple­
mentation. Approximately 400 items of information are 
being collected for each case studied. The Project 
has relied heavily on the methods for information 
gathering used by the New Jersey Administrative Office 
of the Courts and staff of that office have provided 
technical assistance to the Michigan project. Project 
staff are presently preparing a sentencing guidelines 
model for presentation to the Project's Policy and 
Steering Committee. 

Local level 

None 

The Institute for Social Research at the University 
of Michigan assisted the project in developing sampling 
techniques. In.December 1979, the Courts Technical 
Assistance Project provided the services of Dr. Chris 
Zimmerman of Carnegie-Mellon University to assist the 
project in constructing matrices. 

Dr. Mavin Za 1man 
Director 
Michigan Felony Sentencing Project 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
320 N. Washington Square 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
517/373-0382 
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MINNESOTA 

State Level 

Minnesota has been operating under an indeterminate sentencing 
practice, witb paroling and early discharge autbority vested in 
tbe Minnesota Corrections Board, a full-time parole board. In 
1978, tbe Minnesota Legislature, after three years of active 
debate over determinate, indeterminate or fixed sentencing, 
passed a law calling for the creation of a Sentencing Guidelines 
Commission (Laws 1978, Chapter 723). Tbe Commission is com-
prised of the Chief Justice of tbe State Supreme Court, or his 
designee; two district court judges appointed by tbe Chief 
Justice; one prosecutor, one public defender, and two citizen 
members, appointed by the Governor; the Commissioner of Corrections; 
and the Chairman of the Minnesota Corrections Board. The Commission 
must submit to tbe Legislature, on or before January 1, 1980, 
sentencing guidelines which will be advisory to the trial court 
judges, and will become effective on May 1, 1980. The Minnesota 
Corrections Board (MCB) will continue to exercise all of their 
present powers and duties regarding persons convicted of offenses 
committed prior to May 1, 1980; after that time, the Board's 
general power to discharge sentences or grant parole before 
expiration, is removed. 

The Commission bas approved a tbree-component researcb design, 
wbich will consist of: 1) a dispositional study to describe 
current sentencing practices, and which will be used later in 
the monitoring and evaluation adpects of the guidelines; 2) a 
durational study which will describe current releasing practices 
via the MCB actions and sentence expirations; this study will 
also investigate recidivism rates and assess risk potential 
and 3) a simulation study which will assess impact on correctional 
resources) and minorities. Data will be collected from about 
3,000 case files from fiscal year 1978 (July 1, 1977 to June 30, 
1978) and samples will be taken from a stratified population by 
analysis of sente~cing practices involving women offenders can 
be obtained. A similar stratification will also be applied to 
other minority groups. 

Tbe Legislature appropr.iated from the general fund to the 
Sentencing Guidelines Commission, the sum of $200,000 for the 
biennium ending June 30, 1979. A budget for this same amount 
has been submitted by tbe Commission for the biennium ending 
June 30, 1981. 

Local Level 

None 

Presently no sentence review unless violation of the statute 
is shown. New legislat ion, how~ver, provides an unlimited right 
of appeal by both the prosecution and the defendant for any 
sentence issued on a showing of illegality or disparity witb 
other sentences for similar offenses. This legislation will be 
effectiv~ May 1, 1980. 
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None at this time 

Dale G. Parent 
Director of Research 
MN Sentencing Guidelines Commission 
Suite 284, Metro Square Building 
7th and Robert Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
612/296-0144 

Jan Smaby 
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission 
2308A Government Center 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487 
612/296-0144 

Rep. Donald M. Moe 
Cha irperson 
House Criminal Justice Committee 
299B State Office Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55487 
612/296-4264 

MINNESOTA 
(cont'd) 
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MISSOURI 

State Level 

Missouri is not undertaking any sentencing guidelines 
activity at this time. 

Local Level 

None 

None unless the sentence given is outside of the 
statutory authorization. 

None 

James Parkinson 
State Court Administrator 
Supreme Court Building 
Jefferson City, t·1issouri 65101 
314/751-4377 
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MONTANA 

State Level 

Hon. Gordon R. Bennett of the First Judicial District 
Court in Helena has recently requested technical assist­
ance to explore the feasibility of developing and im­
plementing sentencing guidelines in the state. The 
request was stimulated by concern on the part of both 
justice system staff and the public over the disparity 
of sentences given to offenders. The requested 
assistance will be provided by the Courts Technical 
Assistance Project during April and May. 

Local Level 

None 

Montana presently has a system for review of sentences. 
A Sentencing Review Board composed of 3 District Court 
judges appointed by the Supreme Court meets at the 
prison and every state inmate has a right to request 
a review of his sentence. The Board may raise or 
lower the sentence priginally given. 

See above 

Clyde Peterson 
Board of Crime Control 
1336 Helena Avenue 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406/449-3604 

Hon. Gordon R. Bennett 
District Judge 
First Judicial District 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406/442-6430 
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MISSISSIPPI 

State Leve 1 

Mississippi is not pursuing sentencing guidelines at 
this time. Two bills on guidelines were introduced in 
the state Legislature last session but never got out 
of committee because they had no significant support. 
The SPA Court Specialist indicated, however, that there 
may be some interest in developing guidelines in 
the future but that, at this time, several other items were 
of much higher priority. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None 

Jim Pierce 
Court Specialist 
MissiSSippi Criminal Justice Planning Division 
Office of the Governor 
723 N. President Street, Suite 400 
Jackson~ Mississippi 39202 
601/354-41111 
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NEBRASKA 

State level 

No activity is being undertaken in the area of sentencing 
guidelines. A new criminal code became effective January 
1, 1979, which includes a classification scheme for all 
crimes and expands the discretion available to the 
sentencing judge. 

Local Level 

None 

None. However, the State Bar Association has proposed 
to the Legislature that provision be made for appellate 
review of sentences. The Legislature has asked the 
Bar Association to study this issue further . 

None 

James Dunlevey 
State Court Administrator 
Nebraska Supreme Court 
Room 412, State Capitol 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 
402/477-4620 
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NEVADA 

State Level 

No state activity is presently underway; however, if 
sufficient interest is generated from local activity 
(described below), sentencing guidelines efforts may 
get underway on a statewide basis. 

Local Level 

Judge Paul Goldman, Chief Judge of the 10th District 
Court in Las Vegas, is conducting a small sentencing 
study in his court with the assistance of his law clerk. 

TIA may be needed to assist the 10th District Court in 
the area of statistical analysis and possible computer 
applications. 

Valeri Stewart 
Law Clerk for Judge Paul Goldman 
10th District Court 
200 East Carson Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-4011 

Judge Paul Goldman 
Chief Judge 
10th Judicial District Court 
200 East Carson Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 386-4011 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 

State Level 

There is presently no formal sentencing guidelines 
activity underway in New Hampshire. However, a recent 
Judicial Conference addressed the issue of sentencing 
disparities. Participating judges were presented with 
various hypothetical situations and asked to issue an 
appropriate sentence. The session generated considerable 
interest among the judges although no further activity 
on the subject has been undertaken at this date. 

Local Level 

None 

A Sentence Review Commission composed of trial court 
judges is available to review the sentence of anyone 
convicted in the state. Although sentence review is 
a matter of right if the defendant chooses to pursue it, 
the sentence upon review may be either raised or lowered. 

None 

Jeffrey Leidinger 
'Director . 
JUdicial Planning Commission 
Supreme Court 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
(603) 271-2521 
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NEW JERSEY 

State Level 

The Administrative Office of the Courts has just completed a two­
year analysis of all New Jersey criminal sentences (approximately 
15,000 cases) and the guidelines have recently been implemented 
in the state's trial courts. In developing the guide1ine$, 
each case was coded according to 840 items of information relating 
to the offender, offense, victim, -judge assigned, attorney of 
record, etc. The study was intended to be crime-specific, although 
some problems have been ecnountered reSUlting from availability 
of requuired data. The project is, however, the most crime­
specific study which has been done to date. 

Several developments may occur shortly which can have potential 
impact on the project. The Legislature is expected to pass a 
Model Penal Code within the next few months. This Code will 
change some crimes and sentences and will, at least to some extent, 
have impact on the sentencing interest in the state in instituting 
determinant sentencing. Implementation of a determinant sentencing 
scheme, however, would reqUire at least one year after passage so 
that modifications which would be required for the guidelines 
could be made. Nonetheless, the guidelines would be substantially 
changed. 

Local Level 

The Essex County (Newark) Courts developed local guidelines which were 
in use from July 1976 until the state guidelines became effective in 
1978. The Essex County guidelines were developed during the feasibility 
and implementation study conducted by the Criminal Justice Research 
Center (CJRC) under LEAA's NILECJ sponshorship. These guidelines 
are presently being challenged in Whitehead v. State (159 N.J. 
Supra. 433, 388 A.2nd·280 (1978); N.J. Supreme Court Docket No .. 14912) 
which is pending before the New Jersey Supreme Court. The challenges 
are based on alleged violations of due process and equal protection 
rights and a claim that the guidelines constituted illegal local 
judicial ru1emaking. 

S:i.nce New Jersey is one of the first states to implement sentencing 
guidelines on a statewide basis, it appears that T/A needs at this 
point can probably be met by AOC staff or through consultation with 
the Criminal Justice Research Center (CJRC) with which the AOC has 
already been working. 

Wes LeBar 
Sentencing Disparit.y Research Project 
Administrative Office of the Court 
447 Belleview Avenue 
P.O. Box CN-037 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
609/984-5032 
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Jack McCarthy, Project Director 
Sentencing Disparity Research Project 
Administrative Office of the Court 
447 Belleview Avenue 
P.O. Box CN-037 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
(609) 984-5032 

j-------

NEW JERSEY 
(cont'd.) 
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NEW MEXICO 

State Level 

New Mexico prCI',ent1y has no sentencing guide1 ines act­
ivity. However, in a survey done last year by the AOe, 
about 50% of the state judges expressed an interest in 
the possibility of using guidelines after the new state 
sentencing law goes into effect on July 1,1979. This 
law will replace the present indeterminate sentencing 
system with a set of narrower sentencing ranges. However, 
since courts will be setting more definite terms, it is 
anticipated that discretion in the system will move to 
the courts and away from the parole board. Thus, judges 
will actually have more responsibility regarding senten­
cing than they had earlier and interest in sentencing 
guidelines may increase. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

If judges pursue the interest that was expressed in a 
survey conducted by one AOC last 'year, T/A may be 
desired. 

Sam Larcombe 
Judicial Planner 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Supreme tourt Building 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
(505) 827-2771 

Hon. Dan Sosa, Jr. 
Chief Justice 
New Mexico Supreme Court 
P.O. Box 848 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 
(505) 827-2125 
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NORTH CAROL INA 

State Level 

There is presently no sentencing guidelines activity 
in North Carolina. 

local Level 

None 

None 

None 

Bert M. Montague, Esq. 
Director 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Justice Building 
Raleigh, North Carolina 37602 
(919) 733-7107 
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NEW YORK 

State Level 

Two committees are presently studying the issue of 
sentencing: a State Bar Association and a special 
Governor's Committee - (the Morganthau Committee). 
Both of these committees are in the process of develop­
ing recommendations. 
Local Level 

None 

New York allows appeals of sentences on the basis of 
excessiveness. The appeals go to the Intermediate 
Appellate Court. This court may modify a sentence even 
if the original sentence was within the statutory limits. 

None at this time 

Mike McEnneny 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
270 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007 
(202) 488-6525 
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NORTH DAKOTA 

State Level 

A Sentencing Committee composed of members of the 
Judicial Council, Parole Board and the Warden of the 
State Correctional Institution has been established 
to explore the desirability of developing sentencing 
guidelines. The Committee, which is receiving staff 
support from the State Court Administrator's Office 
(AOC), has identified approximately 20 factors which 
appear relevant to the sentencing decision for felony 
cases. The AOe will begin shortly to collect this 
information on future sentencing decisions and to share 
the data collected with the state's general jurisdiction 
court judges. At this point, the purpose of the project 
is to disseminate information to the judges on current 
sentencing practices. However, the information co11ected 
will be analyzed by specific types of offenses to identify 
possible areas of disparity for which sentencing guidelines 
might be developed. 

Local Level 

None 

No provisions for appellate review exist at this time. 

None at this time. 

La rry Spea rs 
Ted Gladden 
Assistant State Court Administrators 
State Court Capitol Building 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 
(701) 224-2689 
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OHIO 

State Level 

No statewide sentencing guidelines activity is presently 
occurring in Ohio. However, the Administra'tive Office 
of the Courts has prepared a publication, Sentencing in 
Ohio, which lists factors which a judge should take 
into account when making a sentencing decision. The 
publication indicates that some guidelines were 
developed through a data collection effort sponsored 
by the Ohio Judicial Conference in 1977, and includes 
forms for determining offender and offense character­
istics and a matrix for using this information to 
determine an appropriate sentence. 

Local Level 

As a result of a sentencing seminar held by the Ohio 
Judicial College in 1977, the Ohio State Bar Founda­
tion has developed guidelines and began testing them 
in Lucas County (Toledo) in 1978. These guidelines 
have been revised and will be tested in Montgomery 
County (Dayton), Hamilton County (Cincinnati), and 
Cuyahoga County (Cleveland). The guidelines developed 
include both felony and misdemeanor cases. 

None 

None 

Coit Gilbert, Director 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Ohio Supreme Court 
30 E. Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
614/466-2553 

Tom Swisher 
Director of Research 
Ohio State Bar Foundation 
33 W. 11th Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43201 
614/421-2500 
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OKLAHOM~. 

State Level 

At this time Oklahoma has no activity in sentencing 
guidelines. The Criminal Jurisprudence Committee of 
the state Senate is presently studying sentencing 
questions, but no bills have been proposed as yet. 

Local Level 

None 

Oklahoma allows sentences to be appealed to the Court 
of Criminal Appeals. This court handles all criminal 
matters on appeal and is not subject to State Supreme 
Court review. 

None 

Mary Reub 
Courts Planner 
Oklahoma Crime Commission 
3033 N. Walnut Street 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73105 
(405) 521-2821 

Mike Louder 
Corrections Planner 
Oklahoma Crime Commission 
3033 N. Walnut Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
(405) 521-2821 
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OREGON 

State Level 

In 1976, a set o·f guidelines were developed by the 
State Parole Board to deal with sentencing and parole 
decisions. The purpose of these guidelines was to 
articulate a public policy regarding sentencing and 
parole decisions which would be geared to the severity 
of the crime and the prior history of the defendant. The 
guidelines were developed to reflect this policy rather 
than any past practices or data analysis. In 1977, the 
Oregon Legislature passed a statute mandating the develop­
ment of guidelines and thereby authorizing the guidelines 
developed by the Parole Board. As a result of the 
guidelines, greater structure has been provided to both 
judicial and Parole Board decisions. The judges are now 
in the process of revising some of the guidelines based 
on their experience in using them. One of the unique 
features of this project is the cooperative relationship 
that has developed among judges and the, Parole Board. 

Local Level 

None 

Every sentence is reviewable through a postconviction 
review by the Court of Appeals. Additional review can 
be sought on constitutional grounds. 

None at this time 

Ira Blalock 
Project Director 
Sentencing Guidelines Project 
Parole Board 
2575 Center Street, N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
(503) 378-2334 
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PENNSYLVANIA 

State Level 

A bill mandating the development of Sentencing Guidelines has 
recently been passed by the Pennsylvania Legislature. The 
legislation creates a Sentencing Commission which will have the 
responsibility of developing Guidelines and submitting them 
to the Legislature for approval. 

Local Level 

A local study has been conducted in Philadelphia which is court 
funded. This project is working only with the Court of Common 
Pleas which handles felonies sentenceab1e to five years and over. 
The study is in the second stage of statistical analysis, and 
testing sf the guidelines will begin shortly. 

At the State level, both Sam McC1ea and Rep. Sirica felt that 
T/A will be needed to orient the Commission members to the Guide­
lines. At the local level, technical assistance has been pro­
vided to the Court of Common Pleas. Judge Stanley Goodfarb 
of the Maricopa County (Phoenix) Superior Court met with the 
Common Pleas Judges on October 24, 1978, to discuss his experience 
in implementing guidelines in Phoenix. An additional area in 
which T/A may be needed is refinement of the computer program 
being used for data analysis. Specific interest was expressed in 
alt~rnati'Ve programs (including FORTRAN) for computer analysis 
and development of the sentencing grids. Steve Greenstein of the 
Criminal Justice Research Center in Albany has worked with the 
Court and may provide additional assistance in this area. 

Rep. Norman Burson 
Chairman 
House Judiciary Committee 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
P.O. Box 29 
Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
717/787-5499 

Rep. Anthony Sirica 
Maine Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
717/787-2686 
(sponsor of Sentencing Bill in the Pennsylvania House) 
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Saundra Dillio 
Court Programs Analyst 
Adult Probation Department 
Research/Planning Unit 
1317 Filbert Street 
Suite 305 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Hon. Merna B. Marshall 
Chairperson 
Judges Advisory Committee 
Room 642, City Hall 

19107 

Philadelpnia, Pennsylvania 19107 

President Judge Edward J. Bradley 
Court of Common Pleas 
Room 386, City Hall 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 
215/686-2620 

Hon. David N. Savitt 
Court Administrator 
Court of Common Pleas 
Room 370, City Hall 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 
215/686-2525 

Local 

-----, ~ - -----

PENNSYLVANIA 
(cont'd.) 

Statistical analysis has been completed and guidelines are 
currently being tested. 
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RHODE ISLAND 

State Level 

The Rhode Island Governor's Justice Commission (SPA) 
recently awarded a $16,500 grant to the National Center 
for State Courts to assist the State Court Administrator's 
Office to review past sentencing practices and explore 
the feasibility of developing sentencing guidelines. The 
study is being undertaken at the request of the Chief 
Justice. The Advisory Committee which was established 
for the project is chaired by a Supreme Court Justice and 
composed of three trial court judges, one District Judge, 
one Family Court Judge, the State Court Administrator, a 
state legislator, representatives from the public defender 
and prosecutor offices and a political science professor 
from Brown University. The study will be completed by 
September 30, 1979 at which time the study results will be 
submitted to the Chief Justice. 

Local Level 

None 

Constitutionally, the Supreme Court has the inherent power 
to review sentences. In a recent Supreme Court case 
(State vs. Levitt), the Supreme Court noted that no sentence 
will be reviewed unless the record clearly shows that 
"there is no justification" for the imposition of the 
sentence and that it is "grossly disparate" from a sentence 
generally imposed for a similar offense. 

None at this point 

Bradley Crowther, Courts Specialist 
Governor's Justice Commission 
197 Taunton Avenue 
East Providence, RI 02914 
(401) 277-3382 

Susan McCalmont 
Judicial Planning Unit 
Office of the State Court Administrator 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 
(401) 277-3382 
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SOUTH DAKOTA 

State Level 

South Dakota has no sentencing guidelines activity 
at present. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None 

Mark Geddes, Esq. 
State Court Administrator 
South Dakota Supreme Court 
Pierre, S.D. 75701 
605/773-3474 
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TENNESSEE 

State Level 

Tennessee is not presently involved in sentencing 
guidelines activities. The AOC has considered the 
possibility of conducting some type of sentencing 
research but no specific activities are planned at 
thi stine. 

loca 1 Level 

None 

None 

None 

C1etus McWilliams 
Executive Secretary to the Supreme Court 
422 Supreme Court Building 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 
615/741-2687 

Linda Sweet 
Planning Division 
Office of the Executive Secretary 
Supreme Court 
422 Supreme Court Building 
Nashville, Tennessee 
615/741-2687 
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TEXAS 

State Level 

No sentencing guidelines or reform activities are 
underway or planned. 

local level 

None 

Sentences are appealable only if they are outside of 
the statutory authorization. 

None 

larry Craddock 
Court Specialist 
Criminal Justice Division 
Office of the Governor 
411 W. 13th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
512/475-6026 
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UTAH 

State Level 

In response to Judicial Council recommendations, Utah 
has recently completed the development of sentencing 
guidelines which will become operational July 1,1979. 
The guidelines apply to capital felonies, Class B mis­
demeanors and bail decisions and will be used by the 
state's District and Circuit Courts and Board of Pardon. 
The project, which was undertaken initially through the 
state Department of Public Safety, with work performed 
by Ernest Wright, a private contractor, will be completed 
by the Division of Corrections and operated by the Depart­
ment of Adult Probation. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

None at this time 

Richard Peay 
State Court Administrator 
250 E. Broadway, Suite 240 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
(801) 533-6371 

Ernest ti~ Wright 
885 Conner Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84108 
(801) 626-6659; 582-2839 

Dr. Ri chard 01 droyd 
Program Specialist 
Utah Division of Corrections 
150 West North Temple Street, Room 375 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 
(801) 533-6541 
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VERMONT 

State Level 

Although Vermont was an original pilot site for sentenc­
ing guidleines under the Albany study, it presently does 
not have a sentencing guideline project. Some Vermont 
judges attended a conference on guidelines in Boston 
last Fall. This presentation was conducted by Jack Kress 
and was well received. Judge Lewis Springer of the Vermont 
District Court in St. Johnsberry is among the most inter­
ested judges and is leading a move" to find funding to 
develop guidelines. A proposal for a grant application 
to LEAA has been approved by the District Court judges 
and discussions are presently being conducted with the 
State Supreme Court seeking its endorsement of the idea. 

Local Level 

No Activity 

Vennont has no appell ate review of sentencing. It doe's;, 
however, have a provision for a 90 day sentence review 
in the trial court where sentencing originally occurred. 

None at this time 

Michael Krell 
State Court Administrator 
Vennont Supreme Court 
~jontpel ier, Vermont 05602 
(802) 828-3281 
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VIRGINIA 

State level 

Virginia presently has no sentencing guidelines 
activity. However, legislation is pending in the 
state legislature that would substantially alter sentenc­
ing practice in the state. A similar bill was proposed 
and defeated in the last legislative session. The present 
bill is supported by the State Attorney General, but has 
been specifically rejected by the Judicial Conference, 
an organization of which all state judges are members. 
The Conference recently studied the sentencing issue 
and issued a report calling for a continuation of the 
present sentencing system. 

local level 

None 

No appellate review of sentencing exists at this time. 
The sentencing bill as proposed in the last session 
included provisions for such review and this was one 
of the reasons the bill failed. Since Virginia has no 
intermediate appellate court at this time, it was felt 
that appellate review might overburden the state 
Supreme Court. The bill currently under consideration 
by the legislature does not include provisions for 
appellate review of sentencing. 

None 

Robert M~ Baldwin, Esq. 
Executive Secreta.ry 
Supreme Court Building 
1101 E. Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
(804) 786-6455 
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WASHINGTON 

State Level 

Washington is in the midst of developing sentencing 
guidelines under an LEAA grant to the State Court Admin­
istrator's Office. The project is being conducted under 
contract with the Criminal Justice Research Center (CJRC) 
and is being overseen by an Advisory CO>lTIllittee composed 
of five Superior Court general jurisdiction Judges and 
five District Court (limited jurisdiction) Judges. Un­
like most sentencing guidelines studif!s underway, the 
Washington project will include offenses handled by the 
limited as well as general jurisdiction courts. Grids 
for these courts have been developed in draft form. Prior 
to implementing the guidelines~ orientation sessions will 
be held for the judges. 

In addition to the sentencing guidelines study, there 
is considerable interest in the state legislature in 
sentencing reform. Several sentencing bills are presently 
being considered, one of which calls for mandatory sentencing 
of certain offenses. The State Court Administrator's 
Office hopes that a decision regarding any pending legislation 
can be deferred until completion of the sentencing guidelines 
study in February. 

Local Level 

None 

None 

TIA may be needed in the Spring of 1979. after the CJRC 
contl4act has expired. The Judicial Conference for Sup­
erior Court judges next Spring has already been scheduled 
as a judicial training program on the sentencing guide­
lines. The judges of the courts of limited jurisdiction 
will have a separate conference at that time. Both of 
these conferences may need outside assistance in orienting 
conferees to the background and utility of the sentencing 
guidelines project results. 

Sara Wassenaar, Magistrate Court Coordinator 
Administrator for the Courts 
Supreme Court 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
(206) 753-5780 
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W EST VIRGINIA 

State Level 

West Virginia is not presently involved in sentencing 
guidelines activity. 

Local Level 

None 

None unless the sentence is outside of the statutory 
authorization. 

None 

Forest Bowman 
Administrative Director 
of the Courts for West Virginia 

E-403 State Capitol 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 
304/348-0145 
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WISCONSIN 

i) tate teve1 

Considerable interest has been expressed by the Wisconsin 
Legislature in sentencing refonn. In 1978, a determinant 
sentencing bill was deferred, largely due to the request 
of the SPA and the governor that the Legislature await 
the results of a sentencing study presently being conducted. 
This study is being performed by the Center for Publ ic 
Policy under LEAA and SPA funding and is designed to 
conduct an analysis of sentencing patterns in five counties 
during the years 1974 and 1975. These counties include ' 
both the most populous and the least populous in the 
state. The study is intended to provide the Legislature 
with an understanding of the sentencing process in the 
state and the nature of discretionary judgments which are 
made at a variety of pofnts. 

Local Level 

Although, the statistical analysis which is being performed 
in Wisconsin is somewhat different than that being done 
elsewhere, the project director felt that the statistical 
and computer expertise developed in other sentencing 
projects might be quite useful to the Wisconsin study. 

Sandra Shane-Dubow 
Director, Sentencing Project 
Wisconsin Center for Public Policy 
1605 Monroe Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53111 
(608) 257-4414 

Bruce Harvey, SPA Courts Specialist 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
122 West Washington Avenue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53707 
(608) 266-7646 
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WYOMING 

State Level 

Wyoming has no sentencing guidelines activities at 
the present time. 

Local Level 

None 

Appellate review of sentencing is available only in 
capital cases or in cases where the minimums or maxi­
mums of the statute are violated. 

None 

Judge J. Reue1 Armstrong 
Court Coordinator 
Wyoming Supreme Court Building, 4th Floor 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 
(307) 777-7581 






