To whom it may concern:

| I'am writing as a concerned ... citizen in support of

| this written public comment: with regards to the proposed
emergency Amendment pending before this Commission" in
anticipation of a vote by November 1, 2010, and (further)
urge you to apply this Amendment (s.1789) "retroactively"

to those individual's already confined.

Sincerely,
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October 4, 2010

United States Sentencing Commission

One Columbus Circle, NE, Suite 2-500 South Lobby

Washington DC 20002-8002

Attention: Public Affairs — Proposed Emergency Amendment, Level 24 Option

To Whom It May Concern'

In light of the passing of Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, 1 Portia Hubbard is asking
the Unites States Sentencing Commission to please amend the sentencing
guidelines to reflect the new 18 tol crack-powder cocaine ratio and also include a
retroactive clause in this amendment.

Twenty four years has passed since the law mandating greatly different sentences
for crack and powder cocaine offenses took effect. We now have over twenty years of
data to analyze whether the extreme penalties of crack offenses has been effective

in the eradication of crack in our neighborhoods.

Looking at the current drug arrests involving crack in the United States, the crack
trade still thrives in our cities. The law has not had effective results from these
severe prison sentences. But the law has had unintentional consequences that are
very disturbing. The disparity in sentences between crack and powder cocaine has
locked up many, many young men, mainly African American men much longer than
those who sell similar amounts of other comparable drugs.

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 singled out crack cocaine for significantly harsher
penalties than powder cocaine. Abundant research reveals that crack cocaine is not
more dangerous than powder cocaine.

Harsh penalties have fallen on low-level crack offenders, many with no previous
felony criminal history. These penalties are for more severe than the wholesale
drug suppliers who provided the drugs. People convicted of crack cocaine offenses
receive prison sentences greater than international powder cocaine traffickers.

Due to these laws and guidelines being in place, it has drained law enforcement
resources. It costs over forty thousand dollars a year to care for an inmate. Despite
the substantial cost to tax payers and society, federal resources has been diverted
from stopping drug kingpins to chasing after low-level offenders. These small
dealers are quickly replaced with other young people.



In 2007 the Sentencing Commission submitted to Congress amendments to the
federal sentencing guidelines that lowered the sentencing ranges for crack offenses.
The new guidelines were retroactive and over 15,000 crack cocaine offenders
received a reduction in there sentence, with no adverse effects on public safety.

The 2007 amendment did reduce numerous sentences but it was not enough. Those
who were convicted of more than 4.5 kilograms of crack cocaine were not eligible for
the reduction. This clause excluded thousands of people, including my son in law
Charles Hubbard.

Mr. Hubbard is currently serving a life sentence at FCC Coleman Medium. He was
sentenced in 1993 at twenty years of age for one count of conspiracy to distribute
crack cocaine and had nineteen kilograms assigned to him, also he was a first time
felon. Mr. Hubbard has been incarcerated since 1992, with no infractions in the past
sixteen years or more.

No crime should go unpunished. But looking at the crimes committed today, a life
sentence is a harsh punishment for a non violent offense of a young first time
offender. We have to make room for those who are not only committing drug
offenses but violent crimes also on a recurrent basis. Many jails are holding more
inmates than they can deal with safely and effectively, creating environment of
danger for the staff and the inmates as well.

People sentenced within the past five to seven years have not received the harsh
sentences given to those in the late 1980’s — early 1990’s. Those who received
lengthy sentences without infractions while incarcerated deserve a second chance.
There clean record while in prison proves rehabilitation has been accomplished.

I urge you to please amend the sentencing guideline to the 18:1 crack cocaine ratio

and make it retroactive by choosing level 24 option. Our country needs a more
rational approach to sentencing people for non violent crimes.

Sincerely,
Outd Rodae st

Portia Robinson
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To: United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E. Suite 2-500
Washington, D. C. 20002-8002 Attention: Public Affairs

In Re: Comments on proposed Sentencing Amendments for the Fair Sentencing Act of
2010 S. 1789.

Dear Sentencing Commission:

I strongly suggest that concerning the changes to statutory terms of imprisonment for
crack cocaine drug quantity table that “Level 24 option” be implemented. Surely, the
base offense levels for crack cocaine need to continue to be set so that the statutory
minimum penalties correspond to base offense levels 24 and 30, using the new drug
quantities established by the Act. (Bill S. 1789). Moreover, it is legally sound for the
Sentencing Commission to follow the very same principles that were established in 2007
that set the base offense levels in line with the corresponding statutory minimums. To
not implement level 24 option would be taking steps backwards just as well as preventing
a defendant from being able to receive a statutory minimum sentence base on the

corresponding base offense level.

In short, it is only fair that the Sentencing Commission enact *“ Level 24 option”.
Especially knowing the long standing history that the Sentencing Commission started in
1995 in trying to correct the disparity between powder cocaine and crack cocaine to a 1-
to-1 ratio.

Next, the enhancements and adjustments have a list of questions 1 through 11. The
below answers follow the same order of the questions (under subtitle “issues for

comment”).

1. The commission should provide a single level of enhancement for any conduct
covered by the violence enhancement.

2. The enhancements for weapon possession in subsection (b) and violence in
subsection (b)(2) should not be applied cumulatively.

3. The term “violence” should be defined for purposes of the new violence should be
similar to 18 U.S.C. ~ 924 (e) requirements, but limited to “explicit violence” (not
potential) in which a defendant was indicted or charged and found guilty (beyond
a reasonable doubt) of specific and direct acts or conduct of violence. This
definition should trump any other provisions in the sentencing guidelines that has
a lesser requirement that define violence.



10.

11.

The new bribery enhancement should be compatible with other provisions and not
applied cumulatively.

Maintaining an establishment for the manufacture or distribution of a controlled
substance, as described in 21 U.S.C. ~ 856 should not be applied more broadly.
This new enhancement should be compatible with ~2D1.8 and the base offense

level should remain 26.

All the directives of subsections (b)(14) and (15) of ~ 2D1.1 should be
implemented in chapter three by establishing new chapter guidelines.

The characteristic in 2D1.1(b) 14 should not be assigned different level all should
have a 2 level adjustment, nor should there be any cumulative effect or upward
departure if more than one factor is present.

The new specific offense characteristic in 2D1.1(b)(14) should be compatible and
should not be applied cumulatively.

The proposed new specific offense characteristic in ~2D1.1 (b)(14) and the
proposed characteristics for bribery and maintenance of a drug establishment
should be compatible with each provision and never be allowed to apply
cumulatively. ‘

Whatever the new specific offense characteristics do not apply to then those
specific offense should not be disturbed. In every question concerning whether
the proposed new specific offense characteristic be applied cumulatively the
answer is “no” because if applied cumulatively it can amount to double counting

identical offense characteristic.

As to all the answers that suggest compatible for the new enhancements, that is
the only one is chosen to be use to enhance a defendant. Moreover, the least
amount of points (i.e. 2) should be attributed to any enhancements and
adjustments since that very conduct was considered when establishing all base

offense levels.

The other changes that the commission should make is to apply the changes to
statutory terms of imprisonment for crack cocaine retroactive to allow the
defendant who remain sentenced under and unjust ratio of 100-to-1 to receive
some relief under the new proposed drug table, “level 24 option™.

Thank you for addressing this letter.

Respectfully submitted,

D~




Blog Talk Radio: Mommieactivist and Sons

Posted September 26, 2010

The Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 Proposed Amendment and Issue

Website for radio show hosted by Karen Garrison and Lawrence Garrison

Dear Members of the U.S. Sentencing Commission:

This letter is being forwarded after the passing of $.1789 Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, and President
Obama signing it effectively into law on August 3, 2010. As this is a momentous step in gaining fairness
and equity in sentencing, there are lingering questions and concerns as to the effect of such a remedial
amendment to the 21 U.S.C. 841 Drug statute.

The most frequently asked questions amongst federal inmates and their families are: "whether the
Sentencing Commission can make the amendment to the Guideline Retroactive?” and "Whether the
Sentencing Commission can make their amendment to the Guidelines retroactive by way of their
emergency authority?” As a layman, | can only assume. However | refuse to do as much. As the
implementation of justice, fairness, and equality is at stake.

Confidently | am asking this Commission to utilize the emergency authority defegated to it by Congress to
make its amendments to the Guidelines retroactive. As you all are well aware, 80% of all Crack offenders
are African American. It would be a "miscarriage of justice” in the least to do other than correct the
discriminatory effects of a 100:1 Crack/Powder Cocaine Disparity. In the past this Commission has issued
amendments for guidelines concerning Oxycotin, marijuana, and LSD with little or no resistance. These
amendments were applied in an orderly fashion with immediate benefit for incarcerated defendants.

This is why | thought it fo be imperative that a letter be forwarded to the august commission, and
hopefully encourage you to grant relief to the body of federal Non-violent Crack Cocaine offenders. A
delay in the allowance of relief would not only be unfair, but unconscionable. As the majority of us
incarcerated can bare witness to the harsh reality of lacking medical attention, open discrimination,
overcapacity, violence, and the farce attempt of true rehabiiitation.

it is with the utmost humility that | appeal to you on behalf of those incarcerated, with sentences that were

the result of former Racially Discriminatory 100:1 Crack/Powder Cocaine ratio, to make tour changes
retroactive and thwart the existence of injustice, inequality, and bias in our criminal justice system.

Respectfully Submitted,

The Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 Proposed Amendment and Issues Campaign
Letter sign on end this week. All letters should be submitted to the USSC BY October 8, 2010
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United States Sentencing Commission q ~Hu-10 g‘ﬁ(a;a(.o{ —
One Columbus Gircle, NE. Suite 2-500 A
Washington, DC 20002-8002

Attn: Public Affairs

Subject: Public Comment for $.1789's Proposed Amendment(s).

Dear Honorabie William K. Sessions s

| am writing in regards to the meeting.held on September 1% for the
proposed amendment that reflects the sentencing reduction S.1789
provides. | am requesting the USSC to promulgate any necessary R
changes to the Drug Quantity Table in Sec 2D1.1 which will result in

the greatest sentence reduction possible. Such as establishing the

(Under Level 24 Option) for base offense levels and quantities.

| am also requesting for these guideline changes to be retroactively. e
| have a lgved one currently serving a harsh penalty under the 100:1
disparity. And for years I've been advocating for drug sentencing

reform with hopes of one day seeing him and others finally treated

fairly. Retroactivity is the much needed gesture to make S.1789 a

true “ Fair Sentence Act”.

I've been following the USSC'’s stance on this issue for some time
now. And | am very grateful for your concerns, and your service to
We The People. May God Bless.

Sincerely,

[C) ool Ahavul- M o2



United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, NE — Suite 2-500
South Lobby

Washington, DC 20002-8002

Dear Members of the U.S. Sentencing Commission:

This letter is being forwarded after the passing of 5.1789 Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, and President
Obama signing it effectively into law on August 3, 2010. As this is a momentous step in gaining fairness
and equity in sentencing, there are lingering questions and concerns as to the effect of such a remedial
amendment to the 21 U.S.C. 841 Drug statute.

The most frequently asked questions amongst federal inmates and their families are: "whether the
Sentencing Commission can make the amendment to the Guideline Retroactive?" and "Whether the
Sentencing Commission can make their amendment to the Guidelines retroactive by way of their
emergency authority?” As a layman, | can only assume. However | refuse to do as much. As the
implementation of justice, fairness, and equality is at stake.

Confidently | am asking this Commission to utilize the emergency authority delegated to it by
Congress to make its amendments to the Guidelines retroactive. As you all are well aware, 80% of all

Crack offenders are African American. It would be a "miscarriage of justice" in the least to do other than

correct the discriminatory effects of a 100:1 Crack/Powder Cocaine Disparity. In the past this
Commission has issued amendments for guidelines concerning Oxycotin, marijuana, and LSD with little
or no resistance. These amendments were applied in an orderly fashion with immediate benefit for
incarcerated defendants.

This is why | thought it to be imperative that a letter be forwarded to the august commission, and
hopefully encourage you to grant relief to the body of federal Non-violent Crack Cocaine offenders. A
delay in the allowance of relief would not only be unfair, but unconscionable. As the majority of us
incarcerated can bare witness to the harsh reality of lacking medical attention, open discrimination,
overcapacity, violence, and the farce attempt of true rehabilitation.

It is with the utmost humility that | appeal to you on behalf of those incarcerated, with sentences
that were the result of former Racially Discriminatory 100:1 Crack/Powder Cocaine ratio, to make tour
changes retroactive and thwart the existence of injustice, inequality, and bias in our criminal justice
system.
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Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

Your work through the decades acknowledging the adverse impacts and injustice of the
100-to-one cocaine disparity, and recommending retroactivity end of 2007 was noticed

and appreciated by thousands of people. We turn ta you again in order to have justice

prevail. :

While Congress addressed the injustice of disparate cocaine sentencing in part, it is my
understanding the Commission can address retroactivity. Without this important
recognition of long injustice, disrespect for the legal process will continue to erode
communities in and outside of federal prisons.

Commissioners have the opportunity to further restore citizen faith that the present
system of sentencing is not so rigid that it can't serve us properly. And recommending
retroactivity would give you the opportunity to use the discretionary powers the
Commission has today. Without consistent changes and fair adjustments the
Sentencing Commission is charged to do, more ground will be laid for another period
"ripe for reform," requiring sudden, drastic measures.

Retroactivity for crack-cocaine prisoriers would also relieve some prison overcrowding
and costs without jeopardizing public safety.

Dissent against harsh, dead-end sentencing rises as fast as budgets are cut. This letter
is to demonstrate that there is public support for retroactive sentencing relief.

The goals of the United States Sentencing Commission to reduce unwarranted
disparity, increase rationality and transparency of punishment, and make punishment
proportional cannot be accomplished without retroactive sentencing relief.

Sincerely, -

e
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United States Senteunciny Coumuissiun
One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

/ /

In RE: Public Comment for retroactivity of the new crack cocaine
sentencing guidelines.

Dear Chairman:

I would like to start by thanking you and the rest of the
commission for the work that has been done thus far to make
justice a little bit more fair for crack cocaine offenders. I
think that without retroactive application of this Law, there
isn't justice! '

As you know, there are tens of thousands of crack offenders
in the Bureau of Prisons serving unjust amounts of time.

Similarily, "we", as the family and friends of these offenders,

are feeling the strain nonetheless! It would only be the right

thing to do to make these changes retroactive!

In conclusion, I would like to thank you for your time and

etffort. It is long over due and much needed.

Respectfully,

bt Qe 1
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United States Sentence Commission

Date 7/ £2/ 2010

One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500 South Lobby

Washington, DC 20002-8002

Attn: Michael Courlander, Public Affairs Officer

Subject: Retroactivity for S.1789/Crack Guidelines

Dear Honorable William K. Sessions I

/

It is to my knowledge that S.1789 the “Fair Sentencing Act” gives the USSC
emergency authority to amend the guidelines to reflect the change in the new law. In
the near future when the USSC exercises it’s authority, I am in full support of any

and all changes being applied retroactively.

L have a loved one currently serving a harsh crack penalty and I am very grateful
for the Sentencing Commission’s stance on this matter. Relief for those serving fime
under the 100:1 disparity is long overdue. I am aware of the Commission’s history
on trying to reverse this disparity, and I share the same views of the USSC. So there
is no need for me to go into detail on why the new amended guidelines should be
retroactive.

I am appreciative and proud of your service and dedication towards restoring
fairness in our Judicial System. And I am very excited about the possibility of my
loved one coming home a little earlier than expected. I would like to take this
moment to thank each and every member of the USSC, May God Bless.

Respectfully Yours,
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TO: Oifice of Public Affairs
U.S. Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circie, N.E,
Washington, DC. 20002-8002
e-majil: pubaffairs@ussc.gov

RE: 5. 1789 Authority To Amend Crack Guidelines Retroactively
Dear Chairman:

I am sending this letter to request that any "temporary emergency amendment"
and "permanent amendment" of the crack guidelines (USSG § 2D1.1) include retroact—
ivity because of the warrant of authority in S. 1789 that retroactivity must be
provided "to achieve consistency with other guideline provisions and applicable
law", specifically this sentencing commission's. Amendment 706 and its‘retrbactivity
of the crack guidelines. )

S. 1789 specifically state in pertinent part:

The United States Sentencing Commission shall-—

(2) pursuant to the emergency authority provided under paragraph (1),
make such conforming amendments to the Federal sentencing quidelines
as the Commission determines necessary to achieve consistency with
other guideline provisions and appl@cable law,

5. 1789, Sec. 8(2) (emphasis added). Accordingly, any amendment to the crack guide-
lines provided for within S. 1789,that was signed into "law" by President Obama,
though its "emergency authority for the United States Sentencing Commission" to
amend the crack guidelines according to its statutory changes must be made retroac-
tive "to achieve consistency with other guideline provisions'" as required by the
"applicable law'" S. 1789,

Therefore, I request that any amendment to the crack guidelines be made retro-
active as warranted by the law.

Sincerely,

ﬁg%& Btloply -




September | J, 2010

DERECLL TP LOE-90021-05Y
P. 0. Box ) OO
ONOVILLG NY. 109632

To: Hon. William K. Sassion IIT
U.S. Sentencing Commission

One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, DC 20002-8002

RE: Correct Federal Offenders Illegal Sentences, By making mew law |
retroactive. )

Dear Mr. Sassion,

I am writing you to seek your help with a overlooked matter of L
national importance. As you know the Sentencing Reform Act of 1987
(Federal Guidelines), Supreme Courtlaw and research since, has ruled
that the Federal Guidelines Sentencing scheme was unconstitutional.

Prior to 2000, federal offenders sentences were increased drastic-
ally based on fact not submitted to the jury or provem beyond a reason-
able doubt. This practice was ruled unconstitutional (Apprendi vs New
Jersey, 530 U.S. 466). In 2005, the court ruled that a mandatory

sentencing guideline system violated the 6th Amendment(U.S. vs Booker). V~

On August 3, 2010, congress reduced the disparity between crack and
powder cocaine to 18 to 1. However, none of these corrections in the
Federal System were made retroactive. It is cruel and arbitrary to fix
these injustices for some, but not for others, especially when the laws
were driven by the recognition that the Federal guidelines Sentencing
scheme and crack law were wrong from the start (1987). _
I am humbly and respectfully asking that you mske the correction v
of law retroactive, so that I may have my illegal sentence corrected.
In the past the U.S.S.C. has made laws affecting LSD, Marijuana, and
Percocet retroactive. Each of these changes largely affected white
federal offenders. It's time to correct these federal offenders
sentences, who where sentenced illegally under the Federal Guidelines.
I thank you in advance for your time and professional consideration.

sincerely,

Egie;z,xﬂk;ll#LLf-i;i;AE?&L;QQ_J
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Mr Eric Holder Doj

950 Pennsylvania AVE NW
Washington, DC - 20530 - 0001
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‘Federal Correctional Tnstitution, Elkton
P.0. Box 10
Lisbon, Ohio. 446432

The Honorable William K. Sessions, Chairman
United States Sentencing Commission

One Columbus Circle, N.E. :

Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

Dear Chairman Sessions:

Please urge Congress to not only enc mandatory minimum sentencing,
but to do so in a way that provides relief for prisomers (and families),
whohave for the past twenty years been excessively sentenced under
the wrongful combination of manditory minimums and the '100:1 (now 18:1)
crack cocaine / powder cocaine sentencing disparity.

The U.S. Sentencing Comaission is currently studyiang the impact
of mandatory minimums at the direction of Congress, which has asked
for a report by October 28. Additiomnally the Commission has been asked
by Congress to enact amendments to recently passed $.1789 (the crack/
powder disparity bill). Having compiled. the most: comprehensive and
insightfui bodies of data available that pertain to méndatory minimums
and. the crack / powder disparity and having the ear of Congress (to
some extent), the Commission is uniquely qualified and positioned to
make known to Congress on behalf of the nation’'s minority communities
that - after over two decades of excessive and unjustifiable sentencing
of the lmpoverished, the repeal of mandatory minimums accompanied by
provisions such as; (1) amending 18:1to 1:1, (2) retroactive application
for the anticipated end of mandatory minimums ana 18:1/1:1 and (3

if necessary, amending the sentencing guidelines to reflect a change

Smsarrar .
from 18:1to1:1 to be retroactive and "permament', is long over dug.

—

Please see (the U.S5. Sentencing Commission's 1995 attempt to change

the ratio to 1:1 and its 2007 Amendment 706 and companion comments),
Virtually, if pot literally, all of the evidence gatﬁered by the
Commission demonstrates that crack cocaine sentenmcing laws: 1) were V/
ill-concieved and overblown; 2) waste money, 3) are ineffective and 4)
exude the inescapable stench of recial inequality. Yet no relief has
reached the over sentenced petty repeat offender, small time participant
or crack addict who were sentenced under yesterdays mis - perception

of the drug. The message received by minuvrities is one of ceontinued
.second c¢lass citizenship.
' Thank you for being a voice for the voiceless.

Sincerely, 2 éz?;Z:” ///’7
S i
%MMJ » %L/ZM




U,S. Sentencing Commission
Public Affairs Officer

One Columbus Circle N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

RE

To: Public Affiars Officer

Applying Retroactivity to $1789 Fair Sentencing Act

I am writing this letter to the Sentencing Commission to express

my thoughts and support of the retroactivity of $1789 Fair Sentencing

Act.

I am in full support of S1789:Fair Sentencing Act being made

retroactive,

Sincerely

s/ Rt ST
C‘D/‘ Q/&ﬁ) Yz zo'(



gwendolynjacobs@sc.rr.com

From: JACOBS CHRISTINA (13619171)
Sent Date: Thursday, September 30, 2010 4:50 PM

To: gwendolynjacobs@sc.ir.com
Subject: important

United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, NE

Suite 2-500 South Lobby

Washington, DC 20002-8002

Attention: Public Affairs
Re: Public Comment on proposed Amendment for Fair Sentencing Act of 2010

Dear Public Affairs,

We support the Sentencing Commission's proposed amendments fo the Sentencing Guidelines to implement the
statutory changes regarding crack cocaine offenses and directives drug trafficking offenses generally set forth in
the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 (Pub. L. No 111-220). We further support the retroactive application of the
proposed guideline amendments for crack cocaine offenders.

in regard to the ratio of the disparity, we understand that Congress has set the statutory ratio at 18:1 by
increasing the threshold amount of crack cocaine to 28 grams (for the 5 year mandatory minimum) and 280
grams (for the 10 year mandatory minimum). However, Congress directs the U.S. Sentencing Commission to
amend the Sentencing Guidelines to reflect the statutory changes made by the new law. Although we are aware
that the mandatory minimum must reflect the 18:1 ratio, set by Congress, we believe the Sentencing Commission
could and should reduce the ratio even lower.

Our reasoning for this is based on the Sentencing Commission 2007 report sent to Congress verifying that there
is no empirical difference between crack and powder cocaine. We actually support the total elimination of
disparity as supported by the extensive research, scientific literature and other empirical data of the 2007 report.

in the 2007 report that lowered the Crack Cocaine Sentencing Guidelines by two levels, the Sentencing
Commission quoted, "It is neither a permanent nor complete solution to those problems. The Commission view
the amendment only as a partial remedy to some of the problems associated with the 100 - to - 1 drug quantity
rafio.” The Commission, then placed that ball in Congress’ court. Now, the ball is again in the Sentencing
Commission's court.

in 2007, the Sentencing Commission made the two level reduction retroactive. Therefore, we believe the newly
proposed amendments as promulgated by the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 should also become retroactive in
accordance with legistative history. See, “Bradiey v. Richmond School Board" 418 U). S. 696, 711 (1974) (A
federal court or administrative agency must "apply the law in affect at the time it renders its decision, unless doing
50 would result in manifest injustice or there is statutory direction or legislative history to the confrary." Statutory
changes which would resultin a manifest miscarriage of justice, if not applied to cases pre-existing the change,
are also always applied retroactively.

in addition, we believe the new law is procedural and remedial in nature. Simply because it involves how a
defendant is indicted and prosecuted. l.e. the specific criminal statute he or she is being prosecuted under. In
such cases, the Rule of Lenity requires that any doubt be resolved in the defendant's favor. "United States v.
Seale” 542 F.3d 1033 (5th Cir. 2008). concludes absent a clear statement by Congress to the contrary,
substantive changes to federal statues are applied prospectively, but procedural or remedial changes are applied
retroactively. The Sentencing Commission's own words confirm that the crack amendment changes are remedial
in nature, holding the view that the two level reduction is only a partial remedy. . . to reduce the unwarranted

disparity.
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gwendolynjacobs@sc.rr.com

Thus, we believe the U. S. Sentencing Commission goal in promulgating the 2007 Crack Amendment as well as
the currently proposed amendment is to correct the long term injustices of the Crack Cocaine sentences for
decades. It is now time to rectify the sentencing disparity that has tainted and corrupted the Sentencing
Guidelines from inception.

Resolving the crack/cocaine sentencing disparity also has the support of President Obama and Attorney General
Eric Holder. A.G. Holder, at the National Association of Black Prosecutors Conference in 2009 said "Many of the
issues we are looking at, including the structure of federal sentencing, the role of mandatory minimums, the
Department's own charging and sentencing policies, the elimination of the sentencing disparities between crack
and powder cocaine and other unwarranted disparities in federal sentencing, have been the source of
controversy in our nation for many years. But controversy should not breed inaction. As prosecutors, we need to
do what is right, no matter what challenges confront us."

Again, we urge you, the Members of the U. S. Sentencing Commission, as well as Congress, to consider the
equitableness of applying this act retroactively. To make these Amendments effective November 1, 2010 forward
would be the inequitable and unjust, as well as in violation of the factors set forth in Section 3553(a), that insures
that sentencing should be applied uniformly and no greater than necessary to promote justice and equality for all.

Retroactive application will give some relief to the tens of thousands serving 10+ to 20+ years and give hope to
their children whom have been without their parents for decades. It would also give inmates an opportunity to be
re-instated sooner as productive members of society.

n desdis’
ate A zolee 4

Will you print this off, sign it and get others to sign it as well. Also, can you email a copy to
chrisholcomb77@&@yahoo.com.

I:::P;:::::el! The due date is Oct. 8th, / L M
thaiki fucsbos . (ke e D andin
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September 10, 2010

UNITED STATES SENTENCING COMMISSION
ONE COLUMBUS CIRCLE

N.E., SUITE 2-500

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002-8002

ATTENTION: PUBLIC AFFAIRS/FAIR SENTENCING ACT OF 2010
Dear Sentencing Commission,

I'm writing you in regards to the above mentioned caption. First 1
would like to take this time to thank you and the legislation in trying to
bring forth equality into our justice system. Although we have fell short in
completely eliminating the racial disparity betweenl crack and powder cocaine;
however, we have taken a step towards closing the gap and for that I am

thankful.

Now I ask of you as a citizen of the United States to choose the base
offense level (BOL) that has been set SO that the statutory minimum penalties
correspond to levels 24 and 30 using the new drug quantities established by the
Act (the "level 24" option).

My reason for requesting level 24 option to be chosen is for the same
stated purpose of the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, to restore fairness to

federal cocaine sentencing.

At the very least, to allow level 26 option to override a more
beneficial option will indicate that the old regime were fair and just, the
complete opposite of the reason why the sentencing Commission set the base
offense levels for crack cocaine SO that the statutory minimum penalties
correspond to levels 24 and 30, using the new drug quantities established by
the Act (the "evel 24" option).

1t will be unfair to g9 back to the old, when the Sentencing Commission
felt the new was just.

1 respectfully request that the Sentencing Commission find that level 24
option is the best option to start restoring fairness 1in federal cocaine

sentencing.

Thank you for your time and concern in addressing this urgent matter -

Sincerely,




United States Sentencing Commission

United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500

Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

Date

Attention: Public Affairs _ -
07

Issues for Comment
Re: Notice of Proposed Amendment; Request for Public Comment

Dear Commission,

f f
Hello, my name ig ;hﬂ&da{t . I am
concerned about the new FAir @ Senfan ing Act¢/ of 2010 and the ney
The first issue I would

Amendments the Commission is in debate to enact,
like to address deals with the BOL for crack cocaine, The question

submitted by the commission was:

Should the Base Offensge Levels for crack cocaine again be set so that
the statutory minimum penalties correspond to Levels 26 and 32. Using
the New Drug Quantities established by the Act ("the Level 2¢ Option")
or should the Base Offense Levels for crack cocaine continue to be set
so that the Statutory Minimum Penalties correspond to levels 24 and 30,
using the New Drug Quantities established by the Act ("The Level 24

Option'")?

BOL Quantity Under Level 24 Option

38 25.2 KG or more

36 At least 8.4 KG but less than 25.2 KG
34 At least 2.6 KG but less than 8.4 kG
32 At least 840 G but less than 2.8 KG
30 At least 280 G but less than 840 G
28 At least 196 G but less than 280 6
26 At least 112 G but less than 196 G
24 At least 28 G but less than 112 ¢

22 At least 22.4 G but less than 28 G
20 At least 16.8 G bu*r less than 22.4 G
18 At least 11.2 G but less than 16.8 G




1. In the proposed new violence enhancement in subsection (b)(2) of
§2D1.1, should the Commission provide a single level of enhancement
for any conduct covered by violence enhancement, or should the
Comission distinguish among the different categories of conduct (use
of violence; credible threat to use violence; directing others to use
violence) by assigning different levels of enhancement to each?

A. Yes

2. The proposed amendment would amend Application Note 3 to §2DI.1
to provide that the enhancements for weapon possession in subsection
(b) (1) and violence in subsection(b)(2) are to be applied cumulatively.
Should the Commission instead provide that the enhancements are not

to be applied cumulatively?

3.  The Guidelines Manual uses the term '"violence" in several
provisions, e.g. §5C1.2 (Limitation on Applicability of Statutory
Minimum Sentences in Certain Cases) (the "safety valve" provision),
without defining the term. Should the term 'violence" be defined for
purposes of the mew violence enhancement in subsectioun (b)(2)? If so,
what should the definition be? How, if at all, should such a definition
interact with the other provisions in the Manual where the term is not

defined?

A. Yes, N/A, N/A

4. The proposed new bribery enhancement in §2D1.1(b)(11) may interact
with other provisions in the Guidelines Manual, such as §3Cl.1
(Obstructing or Impeding the Administration of Justice). How should
the new bribery enhancement interact with such other provisions? in
particular, should they be applied cumulatively, or should they not

be applied cumulatively?

A. N/A, No

5. The proposed new enhancement in §2D1.1(b)(12) would apply 1f the
defendant '"maintained an establishment for the manufacture or
distribution of a controlled substance, as described in 21 U.s.C.
§856." Should the enhancement apply more broadly, e.g., 1f the
defendant "committed an offense described 1in 21 U.S5.C. §856'"7 How
should this proposed new enhancement in subsection (b)(12) imnteract
with §2D1.8 (Renting or Managing a Drug Establishment; Attempt or




Conspiracy)? In particular, should the Commission raise the alternative
base offense level 26 in §2D1.8 to [28] [30]?

A. No, N/A, No

6. As an alternative to establishing new specific offense
characteristics at subsections (b)(1l4) and (15) of §2D1.1, should the
Commission instead implement these directives in Chapter Three? In
particular, should the Commission amend §3Bl.1 and §3Bl1.2, or establish
new Chapter Three guidelines, to provide the adjustments required by

the directives?

A, No, N/A

7. For the proposed new specific offense characteristic in
§2D1.1(b)(14), should the Commission distinguish among the different
factors described by the directive (e.g., the factors set forth in
subparagraphs (A) through (E) of the proposed new §2D1.1(b)(14)) by
assigning different levels to each? For example, should the most
egregious factor be assigned an adjustment of [6] levels, and other
factors assigned adjustments of [4] or [2] levels? If more than one
factor is present, should that have a comulative efiect, warranting
a higher total adjustment for that defendant? As an alternative, should
the Commission provide an upward departure provision for cases in which

more than one factor is present?

A, N/A

8. The proposed new specific offense characteristic in §2D1.1(b) (14)
may interact with other provisions in the Guidelines Manual, such as
§2D1.2 (Drug Offenses Occurring Near Protected Locations or Involving
Underage or Pregnant Individuals; Attempt or Conspiracy), §3Bl.4 (Using
a Minor to Commit a Crime), §3Cl.1 (Obstructing or Impeding the
Administration of Justice), and §4Bl1.3 (Criminal Livelihood). How
should the new specific offense characteristic in subsection (b) (14)
interact with such other provisions? In particular, should they be
applied cumulatively, or shculd they vot bz applind cumulatively?

A. N/A

9. The proposed new specific offense characteristic in §2D1.1(b)(14)
and the proposed new specific offense characteristics in §2D1.1 for
bribery (see Part C of this proposed amendment) and maintenance of a

drug establishment (see Part D of this proposed amendment) all respond




to section 6 of the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010. How should these
provisions interact with each other? In particular, should they be
applied cumulatively, or should they not be applied cumulatively?

A. N/A

10. This part of the broposed amendment ostablishes several new
specific offense characteristics in §2D1.1. What, 1if any, changes
should the Commission make to other Chapter Two offense guidelines
involving drug trafficking to ensure consistency and proportionality?
Many such guidelines refer to §2D1.1 in determining the offense level,
but not in all cases. For example, 1f the base offense level is
determined under subsection (a)(3) or (a)(4) of §2Dl1.2 (Drug Offenses
Occurring Near Protected Locations or Involving Underage or Pregnant
Individuals; Attempt or Conspiracy), or under subsection (a)(2) of
§2D1.5 (Continuing Criminal Enterprise; Attempt or Conspiracy), or
under §2D1.11 (Unlawfully Distributing, Importing, Exporting or
Possessing a Listed Chemical; Attempt or Coumspiracy), the new specific
offense characteristics would . not - apply. Should the Commission
establish similar specific offense characteristics in §2p1.2, §2p1.5,

and §2D1.117
A. N/A, Yes

I1. What other changes, if any, should the Commission make to the
Guideline Manual under the emergency authority provided by section §

of the Act?

A. The changes that the Commission makes and amends to the Guidelines
(BOL) should be made retroactive in accordance with the Commission's
Policy Statement 1B1.10(a)(l), specifically, (the '"level 24 option')
to further establish fairness to "all persons involved in the process

and encourage equal justice."

In closing, please consider my comments when the Commission begins
to determine the path it chooses to take. Thank you for your time.

P
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Date: C/"WO

PUBLIC COMMENT
Re: Fairness in Cocaine Sentencing Act of 2010

Sirs,

Hello, my name is +7Zinq;c4L'jﬁi/Agf¥w and I am

greatly concerned about the new sentencing act which is now law. I do have

some views and comments I wish to submit for consideration as the
Commission debates and designs amendments for this newly enacted law.
I first wish.to address the issue concerning the Base Offense Levels for
crack cocaine, accompanied with othe issues that the Commission
submitted Question and Request for public comment., I would just like to
say, in advance, thank you for your time and please consider my comments

and suggestions.

Sincerely,

T Tl



United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E. Suite 2=500
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002 - Attention: Public Affairs

Date: 9-Ro -1

UNITED STATES SENTENCING COMMISSION

Re: Notice of Proposed Amendments; Request for Comment

Changes to Statutory Terms of Imprisonment for Crack Cocaine

Given the Statutory changes made by Section 2 of the Act, how should
the commission revise the Drug Quantity Table for offenses involving crack
cocaine?

A. The commission should revise the Drug Quantity Table to reflect the
Drug Quantitites shown under the level 24 option. Under this optiom, it
would reflect a change in the harsh sentences that have been handed out
for crack cocaine offenses. The level 24 option also reflects an 827
reduction the Act attempted to do to reduce the disparity between powder
cocaine and crack cocaine sentencing. The level 26 option fails at closing
the gap on sentences for crack cocaine in reflecting an 827 reduced ratio.
It still utilizes harsh sentences because the drug amounts between the
BOL are so wide that defendants will receive gsimilar sentences as before
the Fairness in Sentencing Act of 2010. Whereas option 24 will honestly
reduce sentences and bring about some fairness. The Commission should also
make this change retroactive.

Guideline Questions for Comment

1. The proposed new violence enhancement in Subsection (b)(2) of 2D1.1,
should the Commission provide a single level of enhancement for any
conduct covered by the violence enhancement, or should the Commission
distinguish among the different categories of conduct by assigning
different levels of enhancement to each?

A. The Commission should provide a 2 to 6 level enhancement and
distinguish each type of conduct categorically (use of violence - 4 levels
increase, directing others to use violence - 6 level increase, credible
threat to use violence - 2 level increase).

2. The proposed amendment would amend application note 3 to §2D1.1 to
provide that the enhancements for weapons possession in subsection (b) (1)
and violence in subsection (b)(2) are to be applied cumulatively. Should
the Commission instead provide that the enhancements are not to be applied
cumulatively?



A. Yes! So a defendant can understand speclfic adjustments for specific
acts, A defendant should have a full understanding for receiving any
particular increase for conduct.

Specific result in to clear understanding and limits question.

Especially if other enhancements for other conduct could be considered.

3. The Guidelines Manual uses the term "violence" in several provisions,
e.g. §5C1.2 (limitation on applicability of statutory minimum sentences
in certain cases)(the "safety valve" provision), without defining the
term. Should the term ‘'violence" be defined for purposes of the new
violence enhancement in subsection (b)(2)? If so, what should the
definition be?

A. Yes! If a defendant that uses acts of '"violence" by force, tele-
communication, by letter, in writing, or verbally, to kill, threaten to
kill, maim, kidnap, in any manner to induce physical "violence" to a person
or damage property or instill fear or iIntimidation through any scope of
"violence" considered under law as "violence'" or to use any type of object
that could potentially cause harm to another, during the commission of
the offense or to obstruct the prosecution of that offense pending in a
court of law, by aiding and abetting, increase by 2 levels, if no actual
physical harm or damage transpired. If harm was induced physically or
damage occurred, increase by 6 levels.

Further, make a list of any such acts of 'violence" that are
classified as "violent," such as rape, assault, arson, discharging a
firearm which inflicts bodily harm, extreme acts on petrson[s] or property
and list acts which express the threat without the actual execution
(illustrate a 1list similar to the 4A1.2(c)(2) diagram for charges
counted).

4. How should the new bribery enhancement interact with such other
provisions? Should they be applied cumulatively?

A, No!
5. Should the commission raise the alternative Base Offense Level 26
in §2D1.87

A. Yes! By two levels.

6. Should the Commission amend §3Bl1.1 and §3Bl.2, or establish new
Chapter Three guidelines to provide the adjustments required by the
Directives?



A. The Commission should establish new Chapter Three Guidelines.

7. Should the Commission distinguish among the different factors
described by the directives (e.g. the factors set forth in subparagraphs
(A) through (E) of the proposed new §2D1.1(b)(14) by assigning different
levels for each?

A. Yes! The Commission should provide an upward departure provision for
cases in which more than one factor is present,

8. The proposed new specific offense characteristics in §2D1.1(b)(14)?

A. They should be applied cumulatively.

9. How should these provisions interact with each other? (The proposed
new specific offense characteristic in Section §2D1.1(b)(l4) and the
proposed new specific offense characteristics in §2D1.1 for bribery and
maintenance of a drug establishment). In particular, should they be
applied cumulatively, or should they not be applied cumulatively?

A. No! The Commission should provide an upward adjustment provision for
each characteristic for each factor presented per case. (In the same type
of format as 4A1.2(c)(2) for types of crimes to be counted for points)
Increase by 1 level for attempt to bribe, Increase by 2 levels for a
bribe, increase by 3 levels for maintaining an establishment for drugs.
Increase by 4 levels for organizer. Increase by 4 levels for leader.
Increase by 2 levels for supervisor and under (3)(B) increase 2 levels
(1) (I) (1) (II) Increase 2 levels (i)(III), increase by 1 level (3)(B)(ii)
increase (IL)(II)(III)(IV) by 4 levels and (V) By 1 level.

Changes to consider

10. What, if any, changes should the Commission make to other Chapter
Two offense Guidelines involving Drug Trafficking to ensure comsistency
and proportionality?

A. The Commission should make changes to identify defendants on a case
by case basis, even if the drug offense is a conspiracy. Have each
defendant culpable to the enhancements listed in §2D1.1, these should be
only applied separately and not jointly unless aiding & abetting is
established between particular defendants. This will ensure that each
defendant 1is dealt with based upon the actions of each individual's
knowledge and willful intent to engage in behavior that will result in
the adjusment for an enhancement under §2Dl.1




11. What other changes, 1f any, should the Commission make to the
Guidelines Manual under the emergency authority provided by section 8 of

the Act?

A. Make Amendment 709 retroactive because the Commission sought this
amendment due to a conflict between circuits on applying criminal history
points to misdemeanor or petty offenses where state courts selected non-
imprisonment sentences in lieu of fines or cost of court. Some defendants
received points for these types of offenses in some circuits, amd some
defendants didn't recelve points in other circuits. It would give all
defendants whose cases were met with this conflict equal treatment or
would rectify defendants who received the points which the Commission
determined should not apply. It would also bring conformity for all who
are gsentenced with these types of offenses. Also, all defendant's criminal
history calculations will reflect the sentencing manual.

Secondly, the Commission should make the retroactive application to
Amendment 709 and dinstruct that in determining whether, and to what
extent, a reduction or recalculation under 18 U.S.C. §3582(c)(2) this
policy statemnt is warranted. The Court shall determine what Criminal
History Category would have been applicable to the defendant if the
amendment[s] to the Guidelines listed in section (¢) had been in effect
at the time the defendant was sentenced. Furthermore, any new amendments
to changes to BOL should be made retroactive.

Thirdly, the Commission should consider adding the following
enhancements or consider them to be added to §2D1.1(b)(2), under, "1f the
Commission feels 1t appropriate to: :create a 'violence Section," the
following:

If a defendant used forcible entry, as a means to commit robbery ofd

Person or persons whom maintain or distribute any type of 1llegal
substances covered in §2D1.1 for the purpose of distribution or continue
a criminal livelihood by distribution of substances in same or similar
to the instant offense by intimidation, kidnapping, dishcarging a firearm
and/or injuring one or more persons, by hand or weapon, of any type, ad
caused property damage or physical, minor or serious, ad the act involved
any person[s] over the age of 64 or under the age of 18 at a residence
as an occupant and are innocent of any distribution of narcotics. Increase
defendant's BOL by 6 levels.

Also, the Commission should add to this same section:

If a defendant during the course of instant offense by trespass, or
on public property or private, private business or government, with or
without the knowlege of the owner or lease, distributed any 1llegal
substances covered 1in §2Dl.1 (such as, if a defendant distributes drugs
of any type on property known or unknown to the defendant, with or without
knowledge to the owner or lease, and not legally obtained by him or her
by lease/ ownership) in using public private/business and government
establishments to facilitate a drug sale or purchase. Increase BOL by
2 levels,



The Commission should further submit to section (b)(1l) that:

If a defendant committed the instant offense in the vicinity or

residence of any person over the age of 64 or under the age of 18
(basically, if a defendant maintains a dwelling or distribution of any
substances listed in this section where persons are over the age of 64
or under the age of 18 frequent or are residents) and use that residence
to facilitate and commit the sale or purchase of narcotics in the home
in which the person over the age of 64 or under the age of 18 lives, or
is kept. Increase BOL by 4 levels.

Sincerely,

of __ G limston *5.—;/-%4___

(city)

S (e

(state)



September 23, 2010

ATTENTION: Public Affairs

United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle NE, Suite 2-500
Washington, DC 20002-8002

Dear Commissioners:

I'm writing in response to your request for comments on the new crack/cocaine,
18-1 Fair Sentencing Act.

| note that you have not addressed the 4B1.1 Career Offenders, and without the
sentencing commission amending those guidelines, 4B1.1 will remain “unfair”.

For example, if an individual is found to have 8 grams of crack and is in
possession of a weapon(924c) that individual is charge with 841(A)(1),
841(B)(1)(C) which is 0-20 years plus 924(C), 60 months consecutive.

But as a career offender, the individual is at Level 37, Category 6 (V1) with a
guideline range of 360-life, rather than about 6 years...... This needs to be fixed!
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United States Sentencing Commission

One Columbus Circle, NE. Suite 2-500 L pE
Washington, DC 20002-8002 e LV
Attn: Public Affairs Y f

Subject: Public comment for S.1789's proposed temporary amendment.

o

(SN

Dear Honorable Witliam K. Sessions lII,

sentence reduction S.1789 provides. | am requesting the USSC to promulgate any necessary changes to the Drug Quantity Table in
Sec. 2D1.1 which will result in the greatest sentence reduction possible. Such as establishing the (Under Level 24 Option) for base
offense levels and quantities.

I am writing in regards to the meeting held on mmtﬁm_:mm_. 1st for the proposed temporary emergency amendment that reftects the /\

)\.
| am also requesting for these guideline changes to be applied retroactively. | have a loved one currently serving a harsh penalty
under the 100:1 disparity. And for years I've been fighting for drug sentencing reform with hopes of seeing him and others finally
treated fairly. Retroactivity of the temporary amendment(s) is the much needed gesture to make S.1789 a true "Fair Sentencing
Act”

f've been following the USSC's stance on this issue for some time now. And | am very grateful for your concerns, and your service to
We The Peopte. May God bless.

Sincerely,
. szQE&.{?@
Address: 11743 5 ,

(Bheagie ) LD w0t 28
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September 27, 2010

Attention: Public Affairs

United States Sentencing Commission
Columbus Circle N.E. Suite 2-500
Washington, DC 20002-8002

To whom it may concern:

| am in support of the proposed emergency amendment for the fair sentencing act of 2010.
(Pub. L. NO 111-220) To decrease penalties for offenses involving cocaine base and to apply
Retroactivity.

4?\&& Lol
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September'ZS, 2010

P. 0. Box

To; Hon. William K. Sassion IIT
U.S. Sentencing Commission

One Columbus Circle, N.E,

Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, DC 20002-8002

RE: Correct Federal Offenders Illegal Sentences, By making new law ¢
retroactive. F

Dear Mr. Sassion,

I am writing you to seek your help with a overlooked matter of
national importance. As you know the Sentencing Reform Act of 1987
(Federal Guidelines), Supreme Courtlaw and research since, has ruled
that the Federal Guidelines Semtencing scheme was unconstitutional.

Prior to 2000, federal offenders sentences were increased drastic-
ally based on fact not submitted to the jury or proven beyond a reasomn-—
able doubt. This practice was ruled unconstitutional (Apprendi vs New
Jersey, 530 U.8. 466). In 2005, the court ruled that a mandatory
sentencing guideline system violated the 6th Amendment(U.S. vs Booker).
On August 3, 2010, congress reduced the disparity between crack and
powder cocaine to 18 to 1. However, none of these corrections in the
Federal System were made retroactive. It is cruel and arbitrary to fix
these injustices for some, but not for others, especially when the laws
were driven by the recognition that the Federal guidelines Sentencing
scheme and crack law were wrong from the start (1987).

I am humbly and respectfully asking that you make the correction
of law retroactive, so that I may have my illegal sentence corrected.
In the past the U.$.5.C. has made laws affecting LSD, Marijuana, and
Percocet retroactive. Each of these changes largely affected white
federal offenders. It's time to correct these federal offenders
sentences, who where sentenced illegally under the Federal Guidelines,
I thank you in advance for your time and professional consideration.

sincerely,

&I/I”’U/h.« M

CC3

Mr Eric Holder Doj

950 Pennsylvania AYE NW
Washington, DC - 20530 - 0001




United States Sentencing Commission,
One Columbus Circle, N.E., Suite 2-500, Washington, D.C. 20002-8002,
Attention: Public Affairs

William K. Sessions II1
Chair October-5-2010

Mr. William K. Sessions III I would like to urge you Sir, and U.S. Congress and the U.S.
Attorney General: To seek amendments to the Bill S.1789 to make it retroactive for
those who are in per-trial and not sentenced yet. This is a landmark legislation that has
move us away from “lock them all up.” Our President, called for “true fairness” on the
campaign trail. When he said that the disparity in crack/power cocaine punishment
“cannot be justified and should be eliminated,” He was right.

It should be eliminated, to restore the concept of equal treatment under the law, rather
than the inherent injustice which still exists.S.1789 The Commission “Emergency
Authority”, by the U.S Sentencing Commission to change or amend. The crack
guidelines within 90 days of the date S.1789 is signed into law. This should include
those who are in pre-trail and not sentenced yet? This would be fair and save taxpayers
money. This Commission has within its power not only to eliminate this unfair and
unjust law or at the very least do what congress failed to do and make it retroactive
and eliminate Mandatory Minimums. People who are in pre-trail and not yet sentenced
how can we continue the disparity, when the US Sentencing Commission has within its
power to use alternatives to incarceration: This would be more human and less costly to

the taxpayers?

We have come too far to turn around now, I am asking and pleading that everyone
from the White house to the Congress to US Sentencing Commission and U S Attorney
General,

To do what is fair and what is right Let us not add more burdens by sending more
people to prison because of mandatory minimum laws.

So the War on Drugs has once again has failed, our criminal justice is not working,
long sentences has compound the problem for offenders to receive mandatory
minimum terms in state and federal prisons.



My son Marcus A Williams was arrested on April-4-09 on a Federal Charge, Indictment
on April-9-09 on USC 21-841(A) (1) Possession with Intent to Distribute Cocaine Base
50 grams crack. U S District Court for the Eastern District Of California

On July-2-09 he was transfer to 2420 East Gibson Road, Monroe Detention Center in
Woodland Ca. where he remains in a pre-trail status, but will not benefit from the new
law, because federal law states at the time the crime was committed.

My Son should benefit from: The Fair Sentencing Act of 2010
Cocaine Sentencing Disparity Reduction

To seek amendments to the Bill 5.1789 to make it retroactive for those who are in per-
trial and not sentenced yet. Or even better eliminate it all together.

Ci here i £ Lo justi ve , in an
/e ne of ity. Tied i ingl destin

You're Constituent

A Leien Ford
Alicia Ford 3
6016 Gwendolyn Street ‘
Bakersfield Ca 93304
661-831-2397 hm
661-346-5705 cell

aikofords@aol.com

My Son lawyer Michael E Hansen, 711 Ninth Street Suite 100 Sacramento Ca 95814.
Has stated nothing will change until the law dose, Marcus was just at the wrong place
at the wrong time with the wrong person.




United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N. E.

Suite 2-500

Washington D.C. 2002-8002

Attention: Public Affairs

[ am writing to express my opinion on the proposed emergency amendment pertaining to the Sentencing
Guidelines for the United States Courts.

First, I would like to thank the Commission for considering promulgating a temporary emergency
amendment to the guidelines, policy statements, and commentary to decrease penalties for offenses
involving cocaine base (“crack” cocaine) and to account for certain aggravating and mitigating
circumstances in drug trafficking cases. [ was exceptionally ecstatic that Congress was able to accept the
fact that the laws and practices of the past was in great need of change. This change manifests some
intelligence and knowledge of cocaine and the disparity that was present with people of color, African
Americans and Hispanics. Although the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 was not 100 percent fair, doing
something about it is better than doing nothing at all. It is without a doubt that this Act should have been
one to one instead of eighteen to one as it remains with no justification to make cocaine (“crack™) to be
different. Cooked or powder, it is still cocaine. I love the analogy of it being like an egg. Whether it (egg)
is boiled, poached, scrambled or fried, it remains an egg. In essence, crack is cooked cocaine that does the
same to the body as powder (High). Snorting it or smoking it also gives the same results.

Regarding offenses covered by 2D1.1 and 2D2.1, I urge you to go forth with your proposed provisions to

make changes to the Statutory Terms of Imprisonment for Crack Cocaine that will reflect the level 24 |
option. This option makes more sense as the table, which reduces the BOL, will help with eliminating the
disparity that still exist within the Fair Sentencing Act. This option will also prevent the overcrowding or
prison facilities with non-violent first time drug offenders with no criminal history who should be given
other alternatives to excessive lengthy sentencing terms. Mostly, it will reduce cost to the government as
well as to the consumers who have to pay taxes to house these kinds of drug offenders (non-violent with no
criminal history). If this option is chosen, I highly recommend that it is made retroactive in that it may
release these inmates of this category who have been incarccrated since 1992 or earlier. Choosing the
level 26 option will have the statutory minimum penalties set with a higher BOL for Jower quantities will
impact very little change and remain similar to the old way of doing things.

Unfortunately, I have a son who fits this category. [ continue to pray for some relief for him and others like
him. He has been incarcerated for 18 years and is still facing 10-12 more years because of the past 1992
laws that were effective regarding crack cocaine.

Enhancements and Adjustments are nceded for drug trafficking offenses. I believe that the Commission
should lean towards categorizing the conduct of violence by assigning different levels of enhancement to
each. To give a single level of enhancement for any conduct covered by the violence enhancement will not
allow differentiation for those who actually used violence to those who may have made threats to usc it or
directing others to use it.

Thank you for again for allowing me to give comments on the above issues. If you desire to discuss the
above comments with me, you may reach me at 757-681-1769.
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United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle NE, Suite 2-500 ‘/Af -
Washington, DC 20002-8002

Dear Commissioners:

I'm writing in response to your request for comments on the new crack/cocaine,
18-1 Fair Sentencing Act.

I note that you have not addressed the 4B1.1 Career Offenders, and without the
sentencing commission amending those guidelines, 4B1.1 will remain “unfair”.

For example, if an individual is found to have 8 grams of crack and is in
possession of a weapon(924c) that individual is charge with 841(A)(1),
841(B)(1)(C) which is 0-20 years plus 924(C), 60 months consecutive.

But as a career offender, the individual is at Level 37, Catégory 6 (VI) with a ‘
guideline range of 360-life, rather than about 6 years...... This needs to be fixed!
|
|
|
|

Tha"'wy;'m A fo—

Virginia’Dileo
488 Mariner Drive
Jupiter, FL 33477
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United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500

Washington, DC 20002-8002

Re: Revising the Drug Quantity Table

To Whom It May Concern:

First and foremost, I want to thank the Commission for all of its continuing and ongoing
efforts towards correcting the disparity of the 100 to 1 ratio involving drug offenses.

As the Commission requested back in 1995 for the ratio to be completely eliminated and
made 1 to 1, it is widely accepted that is the proper ratio from which sentencing should be based.
However, I must request that the base offense levels for the new crack cocaine drug quantities
established by the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010, under the emergency amendment provision, be
sct at the “level 24” opiion. This will allow the statutory minimum penaities to correspond to
levels 24 and 30.

Most importantly, please make this ecmergency amendment retroactive, so that those who
have been sentenced under the previous erroneous ratio quantity do not suffer a disparity in

sentencing that new offenders, under the new ratio, will enjoy.

Your consideration is greatly appreciated.

Respectfully requested,

_/ ziz yﬁm:‘cz

FO. w. D,

V.o. Lok [00D
Marion oL 62957

Date: /O -~ /0
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October 4, 2010

The Honorable William K. Sessions Il
United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

Dear Chief Judge Sessions:

As a concerned citizen, | urge the United States Sentencing Commission to continue the forward
progress in sentencing reform. | would like to advocate for the Commission to revise the Drug Quantity
Table using base offense levels under the Level 24 Option. Additionally | would like to urge these
changes be made retroactive.

To not use the level 24 option essentially the changes will roll back what was accomplished with the
crack amendment. This is evident since under the level 26 option the sentencing guidelines for certain
base offense levels are above the mandatory minimum sentence. Adopting anything other than the
level 24 option would clearly be a backward movement to what was done to right unjustifiably harsh
sentences for crack offenders. Offenders given mercy to sentences that were deemed as unjustifiable,
only to have the sentencing structure rolled back does not give the impression of a just system or seem
in line with what the goals of Congress were in lowering the crack ratio. This is an opportunity to further
right what has been wrong about crack sentences since implementation.

Making these changes retroactive will ensure that the thousands of individual’s, even with the
retroactive crack amendment, are still left serving harsh sentences have a chance to benefit from the
.changes. To give this benefit only going forward, so to some but not to others, based on the date they

were sentenced, is arbitrary and cruel.

I have a loved one serving what was a 24 year sentence. He is a first-time, non-violent offender and was
attending The Ohio State University before incarceration. He was incarcerated at the age of 24 and has
recently turned 40; already 16 years of his life wasted sitting in prison for a mistake. He was offered a 7
year plea, because he went to trial was instead given an unimaginable sentence, given the facts of his
case. The Judge at the time of sentencing objected to the sentence handed down, however said his
hands were tied. Without changes being made he still has years to serve before having the opportunity
to be a productive, taxpaying member of society. His incarceration has been an emotional hardship on
family members for years and his family is fully willing and capable of supporting him in his transition

home.

We were able to benefit from the sentence reduction and for that we thank all members of the
Commission for your insight and hard work; however we would ask to further grant mercy to those still

serving harsh sentences.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration. ' ;

ncerely,
\{g S
BG20) R33-0070

'? O Rex AROR,
East Liler pes( OH 42950
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JANTANA WILLTAMS
11625 S. Lafayette Ave.
Chicago, IL 60628
Phone (773) 704-7386
jantanadwilliams(@yahoo.com

October 5, 2010

Mr. Michael Courlander

United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E.

Suite 2-500

Washington, D.C. 20002-8002

Attn: Public Affairs - Retroactivity Public Comment
Re: Request for Public Comment on Amendment 706

I am writing this letter to show my concern and support by adding retroactivity to
the proposed changes to the Federal sentencing guidelines . I certainly believe the
changes are overdue and clearly needed, while we are definitely working to
correct an unjust matter it does nothing for those who were sentenced under the
unrelenting guidelines that are currently in place. I support that all of the proposed
amendments be made retroactive. [ supported the amendment 706 and the
retroactivity application that went into effect on Nov. 1st 2007. I also support that
the commission current revise the guideline manual to reflect the level 24 option
and make retroactivity applied which will be just and have consistency with the
706 amendment. There are people who should be able to benefit from the
retroactive amendments of the guidelines- people who have obtained skills under
the BOP workforce program, mothers, and fathers. [ believe the over-incarceration
in prisons in the United States should be corrected, for moral, lawful as well as
financial reasons. I am a taxpaying citizen, and resident of the state of Illinois and
believe that those who are incarcerated should and could benefit from the
proposed changes. In addition to the reasons mentioned above at the following
hearing on Oct. 8, 2010 let’s continue to correct injustice by maintaining the
public reputation of the fairness and integrity of the United States Sentencing
Commission

Sincerely,

Santana VO Wams
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Hi, my name is Danielle Watt. | currently am a professional dancer, (I have danced pretty much my
whole life) and also work a full time job. My father has been in jail since | was dancing, and has never
seen me perform. If you change the amendments to level 24 and make it retroactive, my father would
get to see me dance this season of me being a professional dancer. | will give up dancing after this
season to go back to college and wish he could be at at least one of my performances. You can make
that possible by approving level 24 and making it retroactive.

| thank you for reading my letter, and maybe one day you can even see me dancing as | will even be on
television. ©@

Lots of smiles,

Danielle Watt
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i Fublic Artairs - Ketroactivity 10rs.1/849/ Amended Urack Guldelines

From: Tilithia Johnson <tilithiaj@yahoo.com=>

To: "U.S. SENTENCING COMM" <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>
Date: Wed, Sep 1, 2010 §:52 PM

Subject: Retroactivity for$.1789/ Amended Crack Guidelines

Dear Honorable William K. Sessions,

In the near future when the USSC exercise it's emergency authority provided in
$.1789, | fully support these amended crack guidelines becoming retroactive
immediately. | have been following the USSC's stance on this issue for some time
now. And | am very grateful for your service to We The People. May God Bless.

Sincerely,

Tilithia D. Johnson

6712 Highland House Ct-B
tilithiaj@yahoo.com

Keep GOD first.




From: Unhappy Resident <tobenott@yahoo.com>

To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>
Date: Thu, Sep 16, 2010 3:20 PM
Subject: Public Comment for the Crack Law

Hi, its only fair that this bill be made retroactive. lts like saying, only men that sell drugs today get a fair
sentence guideline. in reality, it should have been made retroactive first. Some inmates have served there

sentence and some more time already!
Not to mention, its very racist! Have you seen the racial statictics to the amount of black men in prison
versus white men?

Piease help these inmates get to go home FINALLY!

Thank you!



From: "Dan Ehler" <dan.ehler.b5p1@statefarm.com>

To: <jconyers@mail.house.house.gov>
Date: Thu, Sep 16, 2010 12:15 PM
Subject: Goodtime Billl H.R. 1475

| am writing you to thank you in advance for support of this bill. With

no parole system in place this would be the best way of rewarding those
that have bettered themselves and have improved in prison. The theory of
prison is to punish for a crime and then to reintroduce back to the

public with the idea that they will not be back. My son Jason John Ehler
got addicted to drugs and then became more involved in the selling of
drugs is what he was convicted of. He took his punishment and went to
prison in 1998 and due to be released in 2017. | can tell you that

after the first 10 years for sure there is no benefit in keeping my son

or inmates like him in prison. They do not learn anything more nor are
they going to change any more than they did the first 10 years. While

in Prison he has earned his associates degree from the University of
Wisconsin and since has been working on his BS degree by correspondence
from the University of lowa. He got married to a school teacher from

our home town while in prison and has two step children. We have the
support system in place out her for him to come home. During the
sentence process Judge Bennett from lowa said that the term of his
sentence was to long but his hands were tied at that time to the
mandatory guidelines. The system is broke and needs some repair. With
the amount of drugs today and the prison being full | think an inmate
would be better off with 5 years of rehab. Rather than 10 years of just
being in prison. It is not cheap to keep someone in prison and the

longer we do the harder it is for someone to come back and be
productive. When we take 20 to 30 years away from someone who used or
sold drugs it becomes hard to come back.

| ask that you continue to support and work hard at increasing the good
time credit and continue to work on redoing our prison system. We have
more people in prison than any other country so something is off.
There has to be an incentive for anyone to do better.

Thank you.

Dan Ehler

Father of Jason

37 year volunteer firemen and EMT

32 year State Farm agent

5 year city councilmen

58 year resident of the same small town.

CC: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>
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From: Saving our Sons <saveoursonsus@yahoo.com>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Fri, Oct 8, 2010 7:39 AM

Subject: Fw: Leiter Retroactivity - Freedom

Qctober 7, 2010

*
*

*

United States Sentencing Commission
Attention:* Public Affairs

Retroactivity Public Comment

One Columbus Circle, NE, Suite 2-500
South Lobby

Washington, DC* 20002-8002

Dear Chairman Hinojosa,

It gives me great pleasure to write to you today in reference to the upcoming

decision on the current consideration of retroactivity as it relates to the

newly passed Fair Sentencing Act, 5.1789.* As an African American female,
advocate, educator and mother of four, it saddens me to | think our communities

and homes can be shaken in an instant by the onslaught of the current drug war.”
What saddens me even more is the unjust sentencing of African American males who
are more susceptible to extreme measures of lengthy sentences vs. those who
receive extenuating punishments, though the crimes are similar.”

*

As an activist for justice, | absolutely do not encourage criminal behavior.”
However, | am perplexed by the behavior of our justice system that in many
instances convict African American males long before they enter the justice
system.” Our ratios and statistics will prove preconceived notions extending
from corporate America, entertainment, the prison pipeline factor, our current
education and economic system and finally our penal institutions.” These things
should not be so. Therefore as a mother, an educator, and a fellow citizen of
the United States of America, | ask for Justice on behalf of those who are not
status savvy or financially able to receive adequate representation, nor
employment prior to their conviction.* They must be given sentences that
equivocate the crime committed.* We can no longer allow our justice system to be
ran by how much money is in the budget, nor an individual’s social status
combined with their preference for the substance of one form or another.” *
Sadly enough, the 4 million dollar restitution fee imposed on at least 1 out of

the 200,000 inmates in Federal custody to repay, will never return to the
neighborhoods to revitalize nor reshape the current condition.* It is apparent
that we must revamp sentencing guidelines to equal the crime committed and
provide preventive measures in combination with resources in derogated
communities with programs, business opportunities, and adequate education for
the average African-American male.* Apparently our Justice System is due for an
Extreme MakeOQver.*

*

So “Let's Move That Bus”
Because so many are stuck under the spinning tires of injustice and our
communities are suffering in more ways than one.* | sincerely thank you in



[ Public Affairs - Fw: Letter Retroactivity - Freedom
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advance for your thoughtful consideration.

*

Best Regards,

¥

*

Kimberly Muktarian, President
Save Our Sons (8.0.8))
16:1

26:1 *Unemployment highest amongst Black Males

16:1 **School Drop out rate is highest amongst black males
16:1 **Lowest entry into College amongst black males

16:1 **More likely to enter penal institution

16:1 **More affected by Teenage Parenthood —* Live below poverty line

*

16:1 **Death rate highest amongst Black Males than any other race of males
16:1 **Least likely to be employed with a degree versus a person with no decree
with a record

*

*

----- Forwarded Message ----

From: Saving our Sons <saveoursonsus@yahoo.com>
To: Kimberly Muktarian <saveoursonsus@yahoo.com>
Sent; Thu, October 7, 2010 10:50:43 AM

Subject: Letter Retroactivity - Freedom



[ Public Affairs - Comments on Changing Crack Laws Page 1 I

From: CLEO RUSSELL <cantgetright60@yahoo.com=>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Mon, Sep 13, 2010 4:13 PM

Subject: Comments on Changing Crack Laws

Dear Chairman Session,

| hope that you will, first call to vote an adoption of the Sept.1st. meeting

minutes on the fair sentencing act of 2010. Secondly, | hope that you will vote

in favor of the quantity levels under the 24 option. When the Commission revised
the guildlines to fit the 2pt. crack reduction, it was stated that there was

still need for more change. | agree, so now that the possibility of the added
change is here. | believe, as | hope you will, that this change should come from
the starting point of the revisions of the crack guidelines now in use.(24

option quantity levels) Thank you for your time, and hopefully for your show of
understanding the fairness of this.



| Public Affairs - Hearing 10/8/10 Level 24

Page 1]

From: Elizabeth Dubickas <edubickas@yahoo.com:>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Thu, Oct 7, 2010 6:01 PM

Subject: Hearing 10/8/10 Level 24

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing in the hopes that | can be a voice for s0 many inmates who are
currently serving long sentences that need to be released. The sentencing
guidlines are outdated and just as any process requires re-evaluation, I'm
pleading with the you to approve level 24 and make it retroactive.

There are men sitting in camps, low securing prisons serving very long
sentences. They have followed the rules, worked, kept out of trouble, have
limited time with their loving and devoted families and deserve to be a part of
this. It seems we may have forgotten about them. They are good men who just
want to rejoin society and be with family. Give them a chance by approving
this.

To me, we are doing the ones that can be released to their families more damage
by leaving them in longer. They become removed emotionally and it only makes it
more challenging and difficult for them to reconnect. Please, reconsider this.

We are a strong country run by smart people and we should let what this could to

to impact the courts or the parole officers or the paperwork stop us.

I'm pleading, there are cases that can re-evaluated and trust me some of these
men will not return to prison life. They've been there to long and don't want
to rot or die there. This is worth it!!

Thank you for your consideration.
Elizabeth Dubickas

344 Sweeney St.

North Tonawanda, NY 14120




ublic Affairs - level 24 public affairs

ﬁage 10

From: Bernadette McCullough <bernadetie.mccullough@yahoo.com=>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Fri, Oct 8, 2010 9:48 AM

Subject: level 24 public affairs

| am writing this letter to voice my vote for level 24, i am a wife of a federal
inmate and he has already served 4 yr on drug charges i know murders who have
not got a sentence for mor than what my husband has gotten he has 12yrs he is
currently in a camp setting which is a very warm a good setting for his daughter
to visit him she is only 5yrs old but i think the camp setting is a place where

is aimost like home he can be home with confinment and still be able to help out
with his famiily working, taking care of his daughter and still be in the system

so please make this bill retroactive so some of our african american men can
come home and help raise our children work and take care of there family, they
do need a second chance, at least out in society they can get rehabilatation in
our community, so if this bill goes retroactive if will help a lot of our

families out.




[_Iffubﬂli'c Affairs - fair sentencing act

 Page 1.

From: Eric Waddy <1ewaddy@gmail.com>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Wed, Oct 6, 2010 10:05 AM
Subject: fair sentencing act

I am in favor of quanity under level 24 option. Also make retroactive.



| Public Affairs - ammendment

Page 1 |

From: <debradobber1@aol.com>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>
Date: Tue, Oct 5, 2010 11:06 AM
Subject: ammendment

| would like the crack cocaine Bill to go retro active. Also apply the
Quantity level 24 option.

debra | dobbs



[ Bublic Affairs - New Sentencing Guidelines

From: roger grunch <rogergrunch@gmail.com>
To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Tue, Sep 14, 2010 1:51 PM

Subject: New Sentencing Guidelines

Dear Honorable William K. Sessions lii,

| am one of many thousands of Americans that wholeheartedly support the
Commission's efforts to reduce unduly harsh sentences of non-violent,
first-time offenders with no ¢riminal history. This reform is long overdue
and | am grateful for your concern and service. | also pray that whatever
changes you make that you make them retroactive. May God bless you.

A friend of mine who was in Vietnam for 4 1/2 years as an Infantry man
retired as a Master Gunnery Sergeant after 26 years in the Marine Corps was
sentenced after going to trial in federal Court without an Attorney and was
pretty much run over by the U.S. Government. If he had had an Attorney he
would have fared significantly better and most likely would have been found
not guilty.

It is for him that | am hoping that your efforts result in his release. This

man does not belong there. Should you wish to discuss the details of this
mans plight please contact me by e-mail or through the address and phone
number below.

Thanking you in advance for your efforts

Sincerely, |

Roger J. Grunch |
3435 #2 Mckinley Road
Johnson City Tennessee. 37604

231-330-9752



| Public Affairs - Public Crack Law Comments - due by October 8th!

Page 1 |

From: Mr Mrs <why_notn08@yahoo.com:>

To: <pubaffairs@ussc.gov>

Date: Thu, Oct 7, 2010 4:18 PM

Subject: Public Crack Law Comments - due by October 8th!

What if this was the last chance to save the inmates from getting a chance to come home to their loved
ones, their families, their children?

What if there release fully depended on your retroactive decision?

Would you truly be able to sleep at night knowing many could be home (that qualify to be home) versus
sleeping in a prison?

Would you be able to look in the mirror every morning and say | could have made a simple choice and
make it retroactive but decided not too?

Would your heart feel better overwhelming the courts with appeals and having maybe few upset judges
that will get over the frustration sooner or later or have children go visit their dads in prison the next 10 to
20 years after they have already served a very lengthy sentence?

Please make the needed difference and help! You got appointed this position because you make wide
decisions not to mention fare ones too- nobody selected you to be in this high position by being unfair did
they? Nope! So please make the choice retroactive-its only fair - and please select level 24!

Please for the love of God~ pass level 24 and make it retroactive! Thanks



