
 

 
 
March 14, 2023 
 
The Honorable Carlton W. Reeves, Chair 
U.S. Sentencing Commission  
One Columbus Circle, NE  
Suite 2-500, South Lobby  
Washington, DC 20002-8002 
 
RE:  Public Comment on the U.S. Sentencing Commission’s Proposed Amendment to the 

Compassionate Release Policy Statement  
 
Dear Judge Reeves:   
 
I write to you today as the Executive Director of Law Enforcement Leaders to Reduce Crime & 
Incarceration to express our support for the Commission’s proposed updated policy statement 
governing reductions in imprisonment under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(1)(A) (“compassionate 
release”). Our national coalition includes over 200 current and former law enforcement officials 
from across the political spectrum dedicated to protecting public safety and reducing mass 
incarceration. Recognizing that incarceration often has a criminogenic effect, and with estimates 
that up to 40 percent of the U.S. prison population is incarcerated without a “compelling public 
safety reason,”1 we support sensible reforms to reduce recidivism and unnecessary incarceration 
that also enhance public safety. 
 
We strongly supported the First Step Act of 2018, which gave judges the authority to consider 
motions for compassionate release filed by incarcerated people.2 We recognized that the Bureau 
of Prisons (BOP) had not used its authority to bring motions for eligible people and that judges 
were in the best position to consider motions for early release. Since the passage of the First Step 
Act, we have watched courts use their discretion prudently. Particularly during the pandemic, 
courts used compassionate release not only to save lives but also to address excessive sentences, 
after taking a close look to determine that an individual’s release did not implicate public safety 
concerns.3 
 
The Commission now proposes to expand the grounds for compassionate release, including by 
allowing judges to consider compassionate release in instances where a person is serving a 
sentence that is inequitable in light of changes in the law. Today hundreds, maybe thousands, of 
people are “serving sentences that Congress itself views as dramatically longer than necessary or 
fair.”4 Absent intervention, some will spend decades longer in prison than they would under 
current law, perpetuating racial disparities.5 We support the proposed amendment to empower 
federal courts to remedy these injustices on a case-by-case basis.  
 
We recognize that this amendment will not make the First Step Act’s sentencing reforms 
retroactive, a change we urged Congress to adopt in the First Step Implementation Act.6 Instead, 
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the Commission’s proposal would simply permit judges in individual cases to determine whether 
an extreme disparity exists between the sentence a person received and the sentence they would 
be exposed to today – and if so, whether that extreme disparity is an extraordinary and 
compelling reason warranting consideration for a reduction in sentence. Even if the judge 
determines it does, the judge then must conduct the highly individualized analysis under 
§3553(a) to, among other things, ensure that public safety will be protected before modifying a 
sentence.7  
 
Sentencing-related decision-making in our justice system works best when judges can exercise 
discretion based on careful, individualized, fact-based assessments. This amendment would give 
judges more discretion to review excessive sentences on a case-by-case basis in a way that 
advances both justice and safety. We urge you to adopt this sensible amendment.  
 
Respectfully yours, 
 

 
 
Ronal W. Serpas, Ph.D. 
Executive Director, Law Enforcement Leaders 
To Reduce Crime & Incarceration 
Former Police Superintendent, 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
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