PROBATION OFFICERS ADVISORY GROUP
An Advisory Group of the United States Sentencing Commission

Circuit Representatives
Sean Buckley, 1st Circuit
Jaime J. Delgado, 9th Circuit
Lori Baker-Dowd, 3rd Circuit
Richard Bohlken, 10th Circuit
Kristi O. Benfield, 4th Circuit
Joshua Luria, 11th Circuit
Gwendolyn Drews, 5th Circuit
Renee Moses-Gregory, DC Circuit
Tracy L. Gearon, 6th Circuit
Craig F. Penet, FPPOA Ex-Officio
Lori C. Baker, 7th Circuit
Carrie E. Kent, PPSO Ex-Officio

John P. Bendzunas, Chair,2nd Circuit
Jill Bushaw, Vice Chair, 8th Circuit

March 5, 2018
The Honorable William H. Pryor, Jr.
Acting Chair United States Sentencing Commission
Thurgood Marshall Building
One Columbus Circle, N.E.
Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, D.C. 20002-8002
Dear Judge Pryor,
The Probation Officers Advisory Group (POAG) met in Washington, D.C., on February 14 and 15, 2018, to
discuss and formulate recommendations to the United States Sentencing Commission regarding the
Proposed Amendments to the Sentencing Guidelines published on January 19, 2018. POAG appreciates the
opportunity to provide ongoing feedback to the Commission in support of its long-term priorities.
Synthetic Drugs Amendment
The Commission’s study of synthetic cathinones/cannabinoids and fentanyl/fentanyl analogues has
revealed how synthetic drugs have impacted public health institutions, law enforcement and the federal
judiciary. As part of its feedback effort, POAG explored the supervision challenges presented by the three
classes of substances under review. In districts where synthetic drugs have become prevalent, drug testing
is expensive and frequently ineffective. Urinalysis tests for presumptive examinations cost as much as $4
per panel (substance screened), making multi-panel tests very expensive. Additionally, because the initial
screening is based on amino acid testing and the confirmation testing requires gas chromatography-mass
spectrometry (GCMS) or liquid chromatography-mass spectrometry (LCMS), these secondary tests incur
additional costs and confirm positive only a fraction of the time. Supervision officers observe that testing
for these substances is generally unavailable, and even where they are, the results are often ineffective
because the various synthetic drugs are evolving at a pace faster or equal to the speed at which the testing
is evolving, placing detection in most cases just out of reach. Officers have to rely on their ability to
recognize aberrant behavior in probationers/releasees who are using synthetic substances and/or rely on
admissions. The problem is compounded by the fact synthetic drug users are frequently ignorant of the
actual substance they are ingesting. Purveyors of synthetic drugs are also commonly misinformed about
the chemical compositions of the substance they are selling.

Fentanyl specifically has created a substantial hazard to drug users and probation officers. Fentanyl has
caused many overdose related deaths within the probation/supervised release population. Officers
conducting home inspections must now be mindful of inadvertent exposure with fentanyl, as it could be
absorbed through the skin and cause them to experience a medical emergency. Probation officers in
various areas of the country have been issued Narcan as an emergency measure if they encounter
overdoses in the field or become exposed to fentanyl themselves. The emergence of synthetic drugs has
been a challenge to probation officers and this trend is not expected to abate.
Synthetic Cathinones
Of all the synthetic drugs, POAG has experienced cases with synthetic cathinones the least – with most of
the reporting from districts in larger metropolitan areas and in pockets of very rural areas. POAG
unanimously supports the Commission’s class-based approach to synthetic cathinones. POAG members
have observed District Courts struggle applying the three-part test in USSG §2D1.1, comment. (n.6) in
synthetic cathinone cases. The process is laborious and resource intensive, with varied equivalencies being
applied by courts. The FY 2015 data analysis revealed four different approaches utilized by District Courts
(1 gm = 200/250/380/500 gm of marijuana). The class-based approach will bring simplicity and address
disparity associated with the various equivalencies, codifying a unified approach to the system.
While POAG was unanimous in its endorsement of the class-based approach, we were unable to reach
consensus on the marijuana equivalence. After reviewing the data briefing and the scientific evidence in the
Commission’s public hearings, POAG was split between a synthetic cathinone conversion of 1 gm-to250/380 grams of marijuana.
POAG believes synthetic cathinones as a class are more harmful than powder cocaine, which has a
conversion ratio of 1 gm-to-200 gm of marijuana; but that the conversion ratio of 1 gm-to-500 gm
marijuana equivalence used for MDMA would be excessive. After being educated on the science of synthetic
cathinones through evidentiary hearings or briefs, the majority of District Courts in FY 2015 utilized a
conversion ratio of 1 gm-to-250 gm or 1 gm-to-380 gm of marijuana, and POAG recommends adoption of
one of these equivalencies.
Lastly, POAG is in favor of eliminating the specific reference to methcathinone in the Drug Equivalency
Tables and implicitly folding this substance in with the synthetic cathinone class. Additionally, POAG
supports a minimum base offense level of 12 for cases involving a drug in the synthetic cathinone class.
Synthetic Cannabinoids
POAG supports the Commission’s proposed amendment establishing a class-based approach for synthetic
cannabinoids. Based on the testimony provided to the Commission, POAG unanimously believes that the
various substances are sufficiently similar in their pharmacological effects, potential for addiction and
abuse, patterns of trafficking and abuse, and associated harms to support the adoption of the class-based
approach. POAG referred to the powder format of synthetic cannabinoids as “pure synthetic cannabinoids.”
During POAG’s discussion, the group unanimously agreed on recommending the adoption of the following
marijuana equivalency ratios as they pertain to synthetic cannabinoids:
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Synthetic Cannabinoids
Substance

Marijuana Equivalency

Synthetic Smokable Cannabinoids (coated plant material)

1 gm = 24 gm

Synthetic Tetrahydrocannabinol (THC)

1 gm = 167 gm

Pure Synthetic Cannabinoids

1 gm = 334 gm

From the expert testimony provided to the Commission, POAG observed that synthetic
tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) is half as potent as synthetic cannabinoids. Additionally, POAG observed from
the testimony that a single kilogram of pure synthetic cannabinoids could be used to produce
approximately fourteen kilograms of coated plant material or synthetic smokable cannabinoids. In
configuring the suggested marijuana equivalency, POAG doubled the ratio of synthetic THC to achieve the
pure synthetic cannabinoid ratio of 1 gm-to-334 gm of marijuana. POAG then divided the ratio of 1 gm-to334 gm by 14 to achieve the synthetic smokable cannabinoid ratio of 1 gm-to-24 gm of marijuana. POAG
believes that the 1 gm-to-24 gm ratio appropriately captures the relative harm of synthetic smokable
cannabinoids. POAG unanimously believes these ratios appropriately account for the relative harms of
these substances and that the ratio difference between synthetic smokable cannabinoids and pure
synthetic cannabinoids are sufficient to reflect the harm caused by a defendant – regardless of whether the
defendant is apprehended with pure or smokable synthetic cannabinoids, or in circumstances where both
forms are involved.
POAG observed in the FY 2015 study of synthetic cannabinoids that District Courts used the 1 gm-to-167
gm equivalency in 92.4% of cases, but in those same cases, the District Courts sentenced the defendant
lower than the guideline range in 79% of cases. POAG could not ascertain how many of these cases involved
coated plant material and how many involved the pure form, or if the departures/variances were based on
other individualized factors. Based on POAG’s experience, when a District Court applies the 1 gm-to-167 gm
of marijuana equivalency in cases involving synthetic smokable cannabinoids (coated plant material), it
frequently results in a guideline range at or above the statutory maximum 20-year term. POAG has directly
observed District Judges utilize the 1 gm-to-167 gm equivalence for the coated plant material only to vary
from the guidelines, citing the conversion produced an “absurd” result. With a 79% rate of variance/
departure from the guidelines, it appears other District Judges may be drawing this same conclusion. The
Commission’s solution to the problems synthetic cannabinoids present must include two alternative ratios:
one for synthetic smokable cannabinoids (coated plant material) and one for pure synthetic cannabinoids.
Without these two alternative ratios, application issues will persist and more culpable defendants higher in
the distribution chain will unfairly benefit from a more favorable conversion ratio.
POAG supports the proposed amendment adding a definition for “synthetic cannabinoids” and
unanimously preferred “binds to and activates” because it employs simple and direct language the
guidelines have adopted in other areas. The Commission should consider including within the definition
section, a similar definition for “synthetic smokable cannabinoids.” POAG also supports the Commission’s
proposal to establish a minimum base offense level of 12 for cases involving any substance within the class
of synthetic cannabinoids.
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Synthetic Tetrahydrocannabinol
As is noted in the table, POAG unanimously supports keeping the existing synthetic THC ratio of 1 gm-to167 gm of marijuana. The group does not currently see a need for moving synthetic THC from the “Schedule
I Marihuana” section. Keeping synthetic THC together with the other substances that contain THC makes
intuitive sense and would aid in reducing the error of applying the old ratio with which the District Courts
have become familiar.
Fentanyl and Fentanyl Analogues
POAG is in favor of the proposed amendment to the “Notes to Drug Quantity Table” in USSG §2D1.1 defining
“fentanyl analogue” as “any substance (including any salt, isomer, or salt of isomer thereof), whether a
controlled substance or not, that has a chemical structure that is similar to fentanyl (N-phenyl-N-[1-(2phenylethyl)-4-piperidinyl] propanamide).” Similar to the other synthetic drugs, adopting a class-based
approach to fentanyl and fentanyl analogues is appropriate as it would simplify guideline application for
substances that involve similar chemical composition and pharmacological effects on the user. POAG also
recommends omitting “substantially” from the fentanyl analogue definition, as it is not clarifying and would
impose an additional analysis likely requiring professional testimony. The additional analysis undermines
the simplification purpose of the amendment. Deleting the references to alpha-methylfentanyl and 3methylfentanyl and their equivalencies is appropriate and consistent with our other opinions.
In keeping with the class-based approach, POAG is in favor of increasing the penalties for offenses involving
fentanyl to match the higher equivalencies currently provided for offenses involving fentanyl analogues. It
is believed that quadrupling the penalty for fentanyl (1 gm-to-2.5 kg to 1 gm-to-10 kg) is warranted to
account for the increased potential for abuse or addiction, the proliferation and ease of availability, and the
significant number of deaths associated with the opioid epidemic that has plagued many of our
communities. Indeed, many districts are reporting increases in prosecutions for distribution of fentanyl
with death resulting. Marrying the two ratios would also solve an application issue POAG previously
identified in combining fentanyl/fentanyl analogues with other substances. Furthermore, laboratory
reports on seized fentanyl do not often differentiate fentanyl from a fentanyl analogue and presentence
reports often make reference to generic fentanyl when the substance is actually a fentanyl analogue. With
both substances carrying the same equivalence, the amendment will prevent the possibility of application
error.
POAG was not in favor of the proposed specific offense characteristic at USSG §2D1.1(b)(13) for increasing
the base offense level if the fentanyl or a fentanyl analogue was misrepresented or marketed as another
substance or for a substantial threat to the public health or safety. POAG was concerned about the
potential broad application of the enhancement by unintentionally capturing “street-level” dealers rather
than manufacturers or others positioned higher in the distribution chain. Many of these “street-level”
dealers often believe they are providing their customers heroin while, unbeknownst to the dealers, the
substance is in fact fentanyl or a fentanyl analogue. If the Commission exercises its discretion to proceed
with this specific offense characteristic, POAG recommends that it be narrowly tailored and have a
knowledge requirement. Notwithstanding, POAG believes the proposed equivalency for fentanyl
adequately encapsulates the misrepresentation possibility and that any resulting harm to first responders
or the public can be addressed through departures at USSG §5K2.1 (Death), USSG §5K2.1 (Physical Injury),
or USSG §5K2.14 (Public Welfare). Additionally, POAG representatives noted that a specific offense
characteristics related to fentanyl and fentanyl analogue offenses may ultimately be off-set by variances
and departures in some Districts, but not others, and serve to cause disparity.
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Illegal Reentry Guideline Enhancements
With regard to the proposed amendments, under USSG §§2L1.2(b)(2) and (b)(3) and Application Note 2,
the overwhelming response to the amendments was positive, particularly in Southern Border Districts
where this guideline is utilized frequently. The amendment closes clear gaps in application and provides
clarity with regard to the Commission’s intent regarding the timing of revocation sentences.
Technical Amendments
POAG reviewed the proposed technical amendments and has no comment.
However, POAG did discover a potential error in the commentary of USSG §4A1.3. Specifically, Application
Note 3 in USSG §4A1.3 reads –
Downward Departures.—A downward departure from the defendant’s criminal history
category may be warranted if, for example, the defendant had two minor misdemeanor
convictions close to ten years prior to the instant offense and no other evidence of prior
criminal behavior in the intervening period. A departure below the lower limit of the
applicable guideline range for Criminal History Category I is prohibited under subsection
(b)(2)(B), due to the fact that the lower limit of the guideline range for Criminal History
Category I is set for a first offender with the lowest risk of recidivism.”
This application note discusses the prohibition of downward departures from Criminal History I but refers
to subsection (b)(2)(B). Subsection (b)(2)(B) notes the prohibition of downward departures for “ARMED
CAREER CRIMINAL AND REPEAT AND DANGEROUS SEX OFFENDERS.” POAG believes Application Note 3
should be corrected to read in part, “A departure below the lower limit of the applicable guideline range for
Criminal History Category I is prohibited under subsection (b)(2)(A),” as sub-section (b)(2)(A) refers to
prohibition of downward departures for defendants in “CRIMINAL HISTORY CATEGORY I.”
In conclusion, POAG would like to sincerely thank the United States Sentencing Commission for the
opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed amendments.
Respectfully Submitted,

Probation Officers Advisory Group
March 2018
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Alternatives to Imprisonment
March 14, 2018
POAG appreciates the Commission’s continuing work to expand the use of alternatives to incarceration within the
structure of the guidelines. We believe it to be an important topic worthy of the Commission’s time and attention.
Over the past two years, we have encouraged the Commission to adopt a bifurcated Sentencing Table that
expands the availability of probation-only sentences. POAG stands by this proposal and believes this costeffective alternative is under-utilized within the present framework of the Sentencing Guidelines. In taking stock
of how the guidelines leverage alternatives to incarceration, it is important for the Commission to look at the
Sentencing Reform Act’s (SRA) historical context and how community based correctional strategies have evolved
in the federal system.
The Commission’s interest in re-examining the zoning structure and alternatives to incarceration generally comes
at the 30-year anniversary of the SRA. When the Sentencing Guidelines were enacted by Congress, there was a
clear shift to determinant sentencing and retributive philosophy. The SRA abolished parole and had Congressional
intent to reduce the number of probationary terms produced by the system. At the time of the SRA’s ratification,
crime rates were at an all-time high and a prevailing pessimism among social researchers cast doubt on the
efficacy of all rehabilitation programs. Much has changed in community corrections in the past three decades and
the cynical “nothing works” mantra has been replaced with outcome-driven evidence-based practices. United
States Probation has been among the leaders in this movement by developing actuarial tools to predict risk and as
well as supervision interventions grounded in cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT).
The United States Probation system provides national leadership in its approach to risk-based supervision – and
we seek to tailor our supervision activities commensurate with the objective risk of an offender. Our Post
Conviction Risk Assessment, version two, (PCRA 2.0) is a sophisticated instrument that seeks to identify
offenders who are not only likely to engage in general recidivism, but those likely to recidivate with a violent
offense. We evaluate and reassess an array of static and dynamic risk factors and an offender self-assessment
assists in identifying seven different criminal thinking styles. To protect the community, we focus our resources
on this high-risk population, targeting this population with clinical/evidenced based interventions and increased
contact in the field.
As a second major development in the supervision of federal offenders, officers are increasingly utilizing CBT
methodologies in their supervision activities. Staff Training Aimed at Reducing Re-Arrest (STARR) is a national
initiative in which officers are being trained in CBT principles to address cognitions, social networks and other
dynamic risk factors. We are trained that cognitions are the leading driver of criminogenic risk. Thoughts
influence behavior – if we can change thoughts, we can impact behavioral outcomes. Research underpinning this
initiative suggests that CBT based supervision practices can have the most significant impact in reducing
recidivism for high-risk offenders.

As a stakeholder group, United States Probation is most impacted by the re-zoning proposal. With policy
demands requiring supervision officers to focus their time and attention on high-risk clientele, POAG is
concerned about the expansion of sentencing alternatives as they relate to community confinement and home
detention. It will invariably result in the normalization of community confinement and home detention terms
increasing up to and possibly exceeding 12 months for low-risk offenders. We believe this expansion will conflict
with the “risk principle” which undergirds our supervision policies. Second, whether the Commission strikes the
requirement for electronic monitoring in home detention sentences, we believe this will create resource issues for
supervision officers. Removing the electronic monitoring technology does not eliminate workload issues
associated with a home detention case, but rather increases the workload related to those cases. Officers would be
required to conduct more evening/weekend fieldwork to monitor compliance, and this would result in increased
contact with low-risk offenders, a factor that has been linked to increased failure rates for low-risk cases. Lastly,
POAG believes that 12-month terms of home detention or community confinement are excessive punishments for
offenders generally sentenced in Zones B and C. Even a six-month term of home detention can produce fatigue on
an offender and the stresses associated with this restrictive intervention can produce undesirable outcomes.
The sentencing guidelines were originally established to be determinant and the SRA created a system that is rigid
in design. As the guidelines have evolved into an advisory system, the rigid nature of the guidelines has forced
many courts to find solutions outside of the guideline system. POAG hopes that the Commission adopts POAG’s
recommended solution to give the courts the flexibility to consider alternatives to incarceration for low-risk
offenders within the structure of the sentencing guidelines. United States Probation Officers provide a real-life
perspective of this issue and strongly believe that there is a need for our system of sentencing to evolve consistent
with the supervision practices of today, allowing for the most efficient use of resources when supervising both
high-risk and low-risk defendants and reducing the costs of incarceration.
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First Offenders
March 14, 2018

POAG appreciates the United States Sentencing Commission’s commitment to refining the
Sentencing Guidelines using empirical data to identify areas of improvement. The Commission’s
ongoing study of recidivism, Recidivism Among Federal Offenders: A Comprehensive Overview
(March 2017), contained several pertinent findings that could be leveraged to individualize
criminal history category (CHC) designations based on offender risk. The data sample taken from
the broad category of CHC I extracted recidivism rates from three sub-categories: one criminal
history point (46.9%); zero criminal history points (30.2%); and no prior criminal justice contact
(25.7%). Of further significance was the most serious type of recidivism event for the three
categories. Offender profiles with one criminal history point most commonly recidivated with
assault while the remaining two categories recidivated with public order offenses. POAG believes
this outcome data provides an empirical justification to reexamine the guidelines’ approach in
addressing the first offender directive in 28 U.S.C. § 994(j).
During its past three meetings, POAG has engaged in lively discussions regarding how to formally
leverage this recidivism data into the sentencing guidelines. The group has been equally divided in
its support of the two First Offender options – the broad approach based upon no prior criminal
history points [Option 1] and the more restrictive approach for defendants without any prior
convictions of any kind [Option 2]. POAG has observed this division to be reflective in feedback
from probation officers nationally. After lengthy deliberation, POAG ultimately found consensus
on a proposal that would amend USSG §4A1.3 (Departures Based on Inadequacy of Criminal
History Category). We believe this proposal represents a sensible middle-ground that will allow
courts to consider a variety of factors in making a first offender determination.
The broad category that includes offenders with no criminal history points [Option 1]
encapsulates many different populations ranging from no prior contact with the criminal justice
system to individuals with sizable records occasionally containing prior felony convictions aged
out of scoring consideration. As a potential benefit to this approach, a strict CHC 0 is a clean
application – it has simplicity. However, the diversity within this population gave some members
pause in supporting relief to this entire class under the first offender directive. Quite simply, some
of these defendants are literally not first offenders. However, when discussing conditional criteria
related to prior felony convictions, recency of prior convictions, treatment of minor offenses, ease
of application immediately became a concern.

At the other end of the spectrum, the restrictive category of defendants with no prior convictions
of any kind [Option 2] encapsulates a narrow class. This categorization would promote simplicity,
but several representatives expressed concern it would exclude similarly situated defendants with
minor convictions that were essentially minor indiscretions. Furthermore, there was a significant
concern the narrow definition could exacerbate disparities rooted in race and socio-economic
class. Law enforcement activity in low-income neighborhoods is generally higher and many
defendants brought into some state and local courts often settle cases with misdemeanors quickly
because they are unable to meet the financial demands of bail. In the context of the Commission’s
recent report on Demographic Differences in Sentencing (November 2017), POAG believes the First
Offender amendment should be applied with care so as to avoid racial, socio-economic and
geographical disparity.
Lastly, the nature and duration of a defendant’s federal offense frequently entered the first
offender discussion. POAG members observed that many defendants convicted of schemes and
conspiracies often engage in criminal acts spanning multiple years. While many of these
defendants do not have prior contact with the criminal justice system, they demonstrate
significant criminal thinking patterns that strike to the heart of recidivism. Concerning examples
include fraud and drug conspiracies, certain firearm offenses and child exploitation crimes where
a lack of a criminal history positioned a defendant to commit the offense.
With all these factors in mind, POAG proposes an amendment to USSG §4A1.3(b)(2)(A) which
currently prohibits a departure below the lower limit of the applicable guideline range for CHC I.
POAG believes this solution would provide Courts with flexibility to consider all the factors
previously discussed under the current standard for downward departure in this section –
If reliable information indicates that the defendant’s criminal history category
substantially over-represents the seriousness of the defendant’s criminal history or
the likelihood that the defendant will commit other crimes, a downward departure
may be warranted. USSG §4A1.3(b)(1).
This language allows a court to put prior minor convictions into context rather than using a blunt
measure that could be considered too broad or narrow. Equally important, Courts would have the
ability to consider the nature and duration of the instant federal offense in the recidivism analysis
of the downward departure.

