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At the request of the defense, I evaluated Mr. Subramanyam Vedam for the purpose of
determining his adjustment to prison and his potential for a successful re-entry upon
release. Mr. Vedam is serving a sentence of life without the possibility of parole. In June
1983, he was received by the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections, and since August
1983, he has been incarcerated at SCI Huntingdon, a period of 40 years.

In evaluating Mr. Vedam, I reviewed his prison records and other supplemental files
provided by the defense. Additionally, I met with him on May 22, 2023 at SCI
Huntingdon for approximately two hours. In the report below, I examine Mr. Vedam’s
prison adjustment and potential for release, as measured by his disciplinary record, work
and housing unit evaluations, participation in programming, and volunteer work. I also
review relevant social science research in the areas of prison adjustment, institutional
misconduct, and recidivism, in particular for those serving life sentences.

As a result of my investigation, I have concluded the following:

1. Mr. Vedam is 61 years of age (DOB 08/18/1961). Over the course of his four
decades of confinement, Mr. Vedam has made a highly positive adjustment and
demonstrated maturation and prosocial development. In terms of daily activities
and institutional behavior, his adjustment to confinement has been much more
favorable than other life-sentence individuals who have been incarcerated for a
substantial period of time.

2. Over the 40 years he has been incarcerated, Mr. Vedam has incurred only one
upheld misconduct, a rate of .03 per year. His rate is substantially lower than the
range of average annual misconduct rates of 1-1.88 for people in prison in
general, people serving long sentences, or people serving life without parole,
based upon published studies.

3. There are zero violent misconducts noted in Mr. Vedam’s record.

4. Mr. Vedam’s one upheld misconduct occurred on April 17, 1991 for possession of
contraband (in his case, food). He has not incurred an upheld misconduct in 32
years, or three-fourths of his incarceration. Mr. Vedam’s pattern of behavior is
noteworthy for several reasons. First, his record is almost entirely devoid of
misconduct—a rarity in the prison misconduct literature. Second, published
studies on the institutional behavior of life-sentence individuals note an
adjustment period, in which there is a greater likelihood of incurring misconducts



followed by a steady decline to a low stable rate of misconduct. Mr. Vedam was
21 years of age when he was admitted. Yet, he incurred no upheld misconducts
during this period in which other similarly situated individuals had an increased
risk of disciplinary action.

5. All published studies indicate people who have been released from a life-
sentence, including those convicted of first-degree murder, have a low likelihood
of recidivating, especially with regard to future violence.

Disciplinary History

Mr. Vedam’s disciplinary record is exceptionally short as it includes a single upheld
disciplinary violation that occurred more than 30 years ago in April 1991.! The incident
involved possession of contraband, in this case, a bag of rice. In the Pennsylvania
Department of Corrections files, Mr. Vedam noted that he was seeking additional
carbohydrates to consume in preparation for Runathon, a charity race to support Big
Brothers/Big Sisters. Mr. Vedam received a Class II misconduct, and as a sanction, was
given a reprimand and warning.

Mr. Vedam’s record and annual rate of overall institutional misconduct of .03 per year
was compared to published criminological studies examining the institutional misconduct
of incarcerated people in the United States. Five published studies were identified that
include an annual general misconduct rate. As compared (o the average annual
misconduct rates of these samples, which include incarcerated people overall, individuals
serving long-sentences (i.e., those with sentences in excess of five years), and those
serving life sentences, Mr. Vedam’s annual infraction rate of .03 per year is markedly
lower than the average rates noted in the other studies. A summary of the findings from
the individual studies appears below:

= Sorensen and Cunningham (2009) calculated an annual infraction rate of one
infraction per year in their study of 80 individuals in Arizona who were originally
sentenced to death but later had their sentences modified.?

= Examining the institutional misconduct of 9,044 people serving long-term
sentences in Florida, Cunningham and Sorensen (2006) calculated an annual
infraction rate of one infraction per year.’

» Johnson and Dobrzanska (2005) calculated an infraction rate of one per year in
their sample of 15 life-sentence individuals in Maryland and Pennsylvania.*

' A 1983 escape attempt from the Centre County jail is noted in Mr. Vedam’s institutional file. This
incident occurred before he was received by the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections. The only
information in the record is the following notation: “4-25-83 Centre CO DA discovered plans to escape
from Centre County Prison when censoring his mail.”

2 Sorensen, J.R., & Cunningham, M.D. (2009). Once a killer, always a killer? Prison misconduct of former
death-sentenced inmates in Arizona. The Journal of Psychiatry & Law, 37, 237-267.

i Cunningham, M.D., & Sorensen, J.R. (2006). Nothing to lose? A comparative examination of prison
misconduct rates among life-without-parole and other long-term high-security inmates. Criminal Justice
and Behavior, 33(6), 683-705.

4 Johnson, R., & Dobrzanska, A. (2005). Mature coping among life-sentence inmates: An exploratory study
of adjustment dynamics. Corrections Compendium, 30(6), 8-9, 36-38.
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* Memory (1998) calculated a rate of 1.42 infractions per individual per year in
his sample of 3,194 people incarcerated in North Carolina.’

» Sorenson and Wrinkle (1996) noted an annual rate of 1.88 in their sample of 323
Missouri individuals serving sentences of life without parole.®

* Reidy, Cunningham, and Sorensen (2001) found an annual violent infraction
rate of .038 per in their sample of 39 individuals in Indiana who had their
sentences modified from capital punishment to life.” Mr. Vedam has only one
upheld misconduct, and it did not involve violence.

When comparing the six published studies to Mr. Vedam’s disciplinary record, his
overall misconduct and violent misconduct rates are substantially lower than the samples
in the identified studies. To put it another way, given that Mr. Vedam has been
incarcerated for 40 years, it would be anticipated that he would have accrued about 40-75
upheld infractions (based on the range in the published studies’ annual infraction rates of
1-1.88 per year); however, he has only one. Moreover, he has not received a disciplinary
infraction since 1991, a period of 32 years or more than three-quarters of his
incarceration. Mr. Vedam’s record differs from the social science research in that his
institutional misconduct has been exceptionally low, both in terms of quantity and
quality. In contrast, the literature describes a decline in institutional misconduct among
long-term and life-sentence prisoners over the course of incarceration (Johnson &
Dobrzanska, 2005; Sorensen & Wrinkle, 1996;® Sorensen, Wrinkle, & Gutierrez, 1998:°
Zamble, 1992'0).

At my interview with Mr. Vedam, he spoke about the process of maturation that he has
undergone during the course of his confinement, in particular how he has acquired greater
focus and motivation to engage in prosocial activities. While the social science research
indicates that a maturation process occurs for many lifers (Irwin, 2009'!; Johnson &

3 Memory, I.M. (1998). Comparing disciplinary infraction rates: Fair sentencing and structured
sentencing inmates. North Carolina Criminal Justice Analysis Center.

6 Sorensen, J., & Wrinkle, R.D. (1996). No hope for parole: Disciplinary infractions among death-
sentenced and life-without-parole inmates. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 23(4), 542-552.

7 Reidy, T.J., Cunningham, M.D., & Sorensen, J.R. (2001). From death to life: Prison behavior of former
death row inmates in Indiana. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 28(1), 62-82.

The researchers defined violent acts “as assaultive or dangerous acts that either caused, or had the imminent
potential to cause, serious bodily injury. Our definition includes homicides and physical assaults against
correctional officers on inmates. However, incidents involving the mere tossing of urine or feces were
excluded....Assaults on inmates were included, but mutually consensual fights were included only when
they resulted in serious bodily injury” (pp. 69-70).

8 Sorensen, J., & Wrinkle, R.D. (1996). No hope for parole: Disciplinary infractions among death-
sentenced and life-without-parole inmates. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 23(4), 542-552.

o Sorensen, J., Wrinkle, R.D., & Gutierrez, A. (1998). Patterns of rule-violating behaviors and adjustment
to incarceration among murderers, The Prison Journal, 78(3), 222-231.

10 Zamble, E. (1992). Behavior and adaptation in long-term prison inmates: Descriptive longitudinal
results. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 19(4), 409-425.

" Irwin J. (2009) Lifers: Seeking redemption in prison. Routledge.
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Leigey, 2020'2), it is important to note that Mr. Vedam’s maturation occurred in the
absence of institutional misconduct. At our interview, he indicated that it has been easy
for him to avoid misconduct and that he maintains positive interactions with the prison
staff, as suggested in the institutional files.

Custody Level

Over the course of his incarceration, Mr. Vedam’s custody level has been periodically re-
evaluated. In all 25 reclassification reports available, his custody level was calculated at
Level Two; however, because of his life sentence, Mr. Vedam’s custody level was
overridden to Level Three. An exception was given to allow Mr. Vedam to remain at
“Custody Level 2 supervision for housing purposes only at Huntingdon as requested by
Case Manager Chamberlain...based on this inmate's long-term satisfactory institutional
adjustment.” This Custody Level 2 exception for housing was first given to Mr. Vedam in
December 1997. Mr. Vedam has resided in the prison’s Honors Block for the majority of
his incarceration.

At this most recent evaluation in June 2022, the Level Two custody placement was based
on the following measures: ‘

» Institutional Violence: no weapon/injury more than 10 years or none
» Disciplinary Reports: none during the last 18 months

* Most Severe Report in 18 months: none

= Age: 60 years

» Escape History: escape over 5 years

* Program Compliance: partial compliance

» Work Performance: idle status

= Housing Performance: average

The low custody level, based on the calculated Level Two and the staff approval of a
departure from the Level Three override, is further evidence of Mr. Vedam’s favorable
record and low risk level based upon staff determinations and Department of Corrections’
measures.

Work and Housing Evaluations

A review of Mr. Vedam’s work and housing evaluations are another perspective from
which his adjustment can be considered, and again, suggest a positive acclimation,
maturation, and sustained pattern of pro-social behavior.

Work

For 38 years of Mr. Vedam’s incarceration, he was employed in the Education
Department, notably as a clerk for the education counselor and as a teacher/tutor of
educational and vocational programming, including GED, EST.,, print, and business
computer courses. As a tutor, he has provided direct service by compiling more than
1,200 hours instructing individuals and has trained approximately 75 incarcerated
individuals as tutors.

B Johnson, R. & Leigey, M.E. (2020). The life-course of juvenile lifers: Understanding maturation and
development as Miller and its progeny guide juvenile life sentence release decisions. Journal of Criminal
Justice and Law, 3(2), 29-46.



On the 24 annual work evaluations reviewed, Mr. Vedam received the highest rating of
“above average” in a supermajority of them—17 reports—and a rating of “average” in
the remaining seven (see Table One). The June 1999 evaluation was the last time Mr.
Vedam received a rating of less than “above average” for his work performance, a period
of time of almost 25 years. He has never received a work evaluation with a rating of “less
than average.”

In his evaluations, Mr. Vedam received the following favorable feedback on his work
performance:

“Excellent worker” and “Excellent worker assists other inmates very effectively.” (2006)
“Accurate, responsible, and dependable.” (1993)

Mr. Vedam has received commendations from prison officials, at the institutional and
commissioner levels, and community members for his work. His favorable performance
was cited in approximately 30 documents in the reviewed institutional files. At our
interview, Mr. Vedam relayed that he enjoyed his time in the Education Department and

found it personally rewarding to make a positive impact on others.

Table One: Work and Housing Performance Evaluations for Subramanyam Vedam

Date Work Rating | Housing Rating
June 2022 | idle status average

June 2021 | above average | average

June 2020 | above average | above average
June 2019 | above average | above average
June 2018 | above average | above average
June 2016 | above average | average

June 2015 | above average | average

June 2014 | above average | above average
June 2013 | above average | above average
June 2009 | above average | above average
June 2007 | above average | average

June 2006 | above average | above average
June 2005 | above average | above average
June 2004 | above average | above average
June 2003 | above average | above average
June 2003 | above average | average

June 2002 | above average | average

June 2001 | above average | above average
June 1999 | average average

June 1998 | average average

June 1997 | average average

June 1996 | average average

June 1995 | average average

June 1994 | average average

June 1994 | average average




Housing

As noted above, for most of Mr. Vedam’s incarceration, he has lived in the Honors Block
at SCI Huntingdon. His housing performance has also been regarded in positive terms as
“average” or “above average” (Table One). Of the 25 annual housing evaluations
reviewed, Mr. Vedam received the highest rating of “above average” in 11 of the reports
and a rating of “average” in the remaining 14. He has never received a housing evaluation
with a rating of “less than average.”

Specific housing report information was available for the years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002,
and 2006. As compared to others in the same housing unit, his behavior was rated as
“better” by both the morning and afternoon shift officers in 2000, 2001, and 2006. In
2002, Mr. Vedam’s behavior was regarded as “better” than others by the morning
housing officer, and in 1999 and 2002, as “the same” by the afternoon housing officer.

With regard to housing, Mr. Vedam received the following positive remarks:
“No problems/good inmate.” (1994)
“Very good inmate...quiet.” (1993)

“Reports from the housing officers describe him as polite and respectful. He appears to
relate well to both other inmates and to the officers and is described as one of the better
men housed in his current block.” (1983)

His positive/satisfactory performance in housing was mentioned in about 30 documents
in the reviewed institutional files.

Programming and Volunteerism

Mt. Vedam’s participation in programming is also consistent with a pattern of personal
development, maturation, and accomplishment. In terms of education, Mr. Vedam earned
an Associate’s degree in Business Administration (St. Francis College; 1991; GPA:
3.96); a Bachelor of Science degree in Finance (Regents College; 2000; graduating with
magna cum laude honors); and most recently, a Master of Business Administration
(Adams State University; 2021; GPA: 4.0). He is the first incarcerated individual in SCI:
Huntingdon’s history to receive a graduate degree.

Mt. Vedam also completed an apprenticeship in printing, which required 10,000 training
hours to achieved Journeyperson’s printer status. He has participated in numerous
educational and vocational programs (e.g., business law, word processing, accounting,
and database management) and therapeutic programs focused on stress and anger
management and substance abuse.

Not only has Mr. Vedam helped others in the community in their educational and
vocational devclopment as a tutor and teacher’s aide, but he has also served in a variety
of volunteer activities at SCI: Huntingdon. He helped to establish the Literacy Council,
designed to improve the literacy skills of incarcerated people at the prison, and served in
a variety of its leadership roles. In a collaboration with Pennsylvania State University, he
co-led a $20,000 grant from the National Institute of Corrections to create similar prison
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literacy programs nationwide. Additionally, Mr. Vedam has served in leadership and
committee roles for the Prison Library Committee and the Lifer’s Association and with
two organizations focus on supporting youth: Big Brothers/Big Sisters and Community
First Step Organization.

At our interview, Mr. Vedam indicated that he is currently learning Spanish and is a
voracious reader, both suggest continued motivation for personal growth and enrichment.

Post-Release Behavior
To provide insight into Mr. Vedam’s post-release behavior, I examined the relevant
social science literature.

Factors that are known to significantly increase the likelihood of recidivism, specifically
recent disciplinary misconducts, history of mental illnesses, and addiction (Goodley,
Pearson, & Morris, 2021'3) are not present in Mr. Vedam’ case. Conversely, the
following factors are associated with a decreased risk of recidivism and present in Mr.
Vedam’s case:

Age: There is a well-established negative relationship between age and recidivism (Bell
etal., 2013; 1 Goodley at al., 2021; Langan & Levin, 2002'%). A recent study found “a
4% decrease in the odds of re01d1V1sm for each additional year of age” (Goodley et al.,
2021, p. 12).

Mr. Vedam’s current age is 61.

Education: Another well-established negative correlation exists between education and
recidivism (Wilson et al., 2000).!¢ For example, Davis et al.’s (2013) meta-analysis found
that participation in prison education programs decreased the likelihood of recidivism by
13%.17

Mr. Vedam has successfully completed three degree programs while incarcerated:
Associate of Science in Business Administration (1991), Bachelor of Science in Finance
(2000), and a Master of Business Administration (2021).

Y Goodley, G., Pearson, D., & Morris, P. (2021). Predictors of recidivism following release from custody:
A meta-analysis. Psychology, Crime & Law, 28(7), 703-729.

" Bell, N., Bucklen, K. B., Nakamura, K., Tomkiel, J., Santore, A., Russell, L., & Orth, R. (2013).
Pennsylvania Department of Corrections Recidivism Report 2013. Pennsylvania Department of
Corrections.

15 Langan, P.A. & Levin, D.J. (2002). Recidivism of prisoners released in 1994. Bureau of Justice
Statistics.

16 Wilson, D.B., Gallager, C.A., & MacKenzie, D.L. (2000). A meta-analysis of corrections-based
education, vocation, and work programs for adult offenders. Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 37(4), 347-368.

' Davis, L.M., Bozick, R., Steele, J.L., Saunders, I., & Miles, J.N.V. (2013). Evaluating the effectiveness
of prison education: A meta-analysis of programs that provide education to incarcerated adults. RAND
Corporation.



Family Support: Positive family relationships and support serve as protective factors of
recidivism (Gendreau, Little, and Goggin, 1996;'® Petersilia, 2003 '%). Prior research
suggests that “male prisoners who maintain strong family ties during imprisonment have
higher rates of post-release success” (Hairston, 2002 as cited in Petersilia, 2003, pp. 41).

Mr. Vedam repotts a close relationship with his sister and four nieces along with his
extended family and communicates with them regularly. At our interview, Mr. Vedam
indicated that he would have a great deal of family support, both emotional and financial,
should he be released, and this support wouid include his relatives in India should he be
subject to deportation. He described how his family in country could assist him with
adjusting to his new life and provide financial support until he is able to secure
employment.

Letters of support, about one hundred in total, are further evidence of strong
familial/community ties. The major themes of the letters are that: (1) Mr. Vedam is a
highly valued and well-respected member of his family and serves as an inspiration and
as a mentor; (2) Over the course of his incarceration, he has maintained or developed
close, individualized relationships with his family and friends through regular
communication; and (3) Mr. Vedam positively impacts and provides support to his social
network, which could be expanded upon with his release. Related to release, in their
letters, numerous relatives living in the United States, Canada, India, and the United
Kingdom offered assurances that they would provide post-release assistance to Mr.
Vedam (e.g., S. Vedam letter dated 04.01.23; Z. Miller-Vedam letter dated 04.08.23; M.
Miller-Vedam letter dated 04.07.23; L.E. Miller-Vedam letter dated 04.09.23; S. Miller-
Vedam letter dated 04.09.23; A.N. Murthy letter dated 04.02.23; K. Narayanamurti letter
dated 4.16.23; C. McDowell letter dated 04.07.23; M. Krishna letter dated 04.04.23; A.
Krishna Murthy letter dated 04.09.23; M. Krishna letter dated 04.03.23; S. Keshavan
Gubha letter dated 04.02.23; B. Hendrie letter dated 03.31.23; W. Glad letter dated
04.05.23; R. Basu letter dated 04.07.23; N. Basu letter dated 04.09.23; R. Kumar letter
dated 04.09.23; and S. Mookherjee 04.11.23)

Offense of Conviction: Individuals who were convicted of a violent offense, and
homicide in particular, were less likely to recidivate upon release as compared to others
convicted of property, drug, or public-order offenses (Bell et al., 2013; Goodley et al.,
2021; Langan & Levin, 2002).

Sentence: Research studies in five states (i.e., California, Maryland, Louisiana,
Pennsylvania, and Texas) examining the post-release behavior of life-sentence
individuals have noted a low likelihood of recidivating:

* In Pennsylvania, of 99 commuted life-sentence individuals who were older than
5() at the time of release, only one (1.0%) was imprisoned for a new crime
(Pennsylvania General Assembly, 2005).2°

18 Gendreau, P., Little, T., & Goggin, C. (1996). A meta-analysis of the predictors of adult offender
recidivism: What works!* Criminology, 34(4), 575-608.

19 Petersilia, J. (2003). When prisoners come home: Parole and prisoner reentry. Oxford University Press.
20 Pennsylvania General Assembly. (2005). Report of the advisory committee on geriatric and seriously ill
inmates. Hatrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania General Assembly.
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* In a 2020 study, Daftary-Kapur and Zottoli (2020) examined the post-release
behavior of 174 individuals who had been sentenced to life without the possibility
as juveniles and who were later released to Philadelphia County. Their recidivism
has been extremely low. Only six (4%) have been re-arrested. In four of these
cases, the charges were later dropped. Two cases (1%) resulted in convictions for
new offenses, contempt and robbery in the third degree, respectively.?!

* In a recent analysis from Louisiana, among 68 juvenile lifers who had been
released after serving a minimum of 25 years, none have been re-arrested (Davis
& Van Gundy, 2021).2?

* In Maryland, of the more than 130 life-sentence inmates who were released after
serving at least 36 years in prison, none have reoffended (Siegel, 2016).%3

» In California, of the 860 inmates who received life-sentences for murder and
were paroled since 1995, less than one percent have returned to jail or prison for a
new offense (Weisberg, Mukamal, & Segall, 2011). None had committed a crime
in which the prescribed sentence was life imprisonment.?*

» Of the 109 life-sentence convicted of murder and released in Texas, two were
reimprisoned for new violent offenses (i.e., one for robbery and one for murder)
after they were released. Overall, less than two percent of released individuals
who had been previously convicted of murder were returned to prison for a new
violent offense (Marquart & Sorensen, 1988).%5

Overall, these studies indicate that the reimprisonment rate is exceptionally low among
individuals who are released from life sentences. In the studies cited above, the
reimprisonment rate for this group ranged from zero to two percent. In the unlikely event
that recidivism does occur among this group, it tends to be for technical violations and/or
non-violent offenses. For example, in a recent empirical study of 21 released juvenile
lifers in a non-specified state, Kokkalera and Amalfi Marques (2022) found that technical
violations were the most common reason for parole revocation. Only one individual’s
parole was revoked for a violent offense, and in this case, the prosecutor opted to dismiss
the charges due to lack of evidence.?®

*! Daftary-Kapur, T., & Zottoli, T.M. (2020). Resentencing of juvenile lifers: The Philadelphia experience.
Montclair State University.

% Davis, D., & Van Gundy, S. (2021). It s time for Louisiana to end juvenile life without parole. Louisiana
[luminator.

L Siegel, R. (2016). More than 130 Maryland lifers adjust to freedom after court ruling. Retrieved from
http://www.npr.org/2016/02/17/467118226/more-than- 1 30-maryland-lifers-adjust-to-freedom-after-court-
ruling

N Weisberg, R., Mukamal, D.A., & Segall, J.D. (2011). Life in limbo: An examination of parole release for
prisoners serving life sentences with the possibility of parole in California. Stanford Criminal Justice
Center.

%5 Marquart, I.W., & Sorensen, J.R. (1988). Institutional and postrelease behavior of Furman-commuted
inmates in Texas. Criminology, 26(4), 677-693.

%6 Kokkalera, S.S., & Amalfi Marques, B. (2022) Parole revoked: Justifying rerelease for juvenile lifers.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 49(5), 619-637.




An analysis of covariates of recidivism that approximate Mr. Vedam’s (i.e., sex, age,
prior imprisonment, offense, and time served) also suggest a low likelihood of
recidivating. Based on national data collected by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (201 1,7
1.9% of men who were above the age of 40 at the time of release [the oldest age category
available], who had not heen incarcerated previously, and who had served at least 48
months [the longest time served category available] for a homicide conviction were re-
convicted for a new offense in the three years after release. Virtually none (an estimated
0.0%) were reimprisoned for a new offense in the three-year follow-up period after
release.

Mr. Vedam’s re-entry plan reflects prosocial attitudes and goals. In our interview, he
expressed a desire to work, spend time with his family and loved ones, and continue his
personal interests of reading, yoga, and meditation.

Conclusion

Based on the records reviewed and our interview, Mr. Vedam has demonstrated long-
term stability in positive institutional behavior and adjustment. His disciplinary history is
much more favorable when compared to the samples in the identified research studies in
terms of both the number of upheld misconducts (one) and their nature (Class II
misconduct). He has not incurred an upheld disciplinary infraction in 32 years, or about
three-quarters of his incarceration. Additionally, if not for his life sentence, his custody
level would be reduced to a Level Two; due to his sentence, it was overridden to a Level
Three—except for housing. Mr. Vedam consistently received the highest ratings possible
for his work performance, and his housing evaluations are positive/satisfactory. Over the
course of his incarceration, Mr. Vedam has earned multiple educational and work
credentials, and through his work and volunteerism, has positively impacted the prison
community.

Mature adjustment to institutional life suggests a low risk of recidivism upon release.
Research consistently demonstrates that life-sentence individuals, including those who
had been convicted of murder, have an exceedingly low likelihood of recidivism. Based
on social science research studies, estimates of reimprisonment for former life-sentenced
individuals ranged from zero to two percent. When examining individuals with similar
covariates as Mr. Vedam, the rate of recidivism was similarly low at zero percent.

In light of Mr. Vedam’s exemplary institutional record, low risk of recidivism, and s(rong
social support network, I recommend that he be released and provided with the necessary
resources and support to be successful upon reentry.

Signed: Margaret E. Leigey d’é)‘G'\, %{ L I 28628
’ — '

27 Bureau of Justice Statistics (2011). Prisoner recidivism analysis. Retrieved
fromhttp://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=datool&surl=/recidivism/index.cfm
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