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Attn Mr Michael courlandsr
pubjc Intonation Specialist

Dear Mr Courlander

The Mew York Council for Defense Lawyers respect
fully Submits this Letter to supplement our testimony before
and prior written sabnisaion to the sentencing Commission
Our earlier comments did not address Proposed Amendmente 1A
ana 18 which deal with RC.evant Conduct Cur views on
those proposals are as foLLows

In general we continue to have concerns about the
relevant conduct provision and the breadth of it applica
tion which we believe can lead to unintended results end
insufficient distinction between major and minor actors in

coaplex schemes We therefore support the proposed amend
ments which attempt to clarify and limit the soaps of
relevant conduct that sat be considered undar the
GUidtltheS

At the same tin we believe that runner clarif 1-

cation is necessary and we therefore propose that the
Commission make explicit that the relevant conduct considered

by the sentencing court must be ISaited to the reasonable

scope ot the individual defendants involvement in the
cohen



ti di-1692 1053AM STEIN ZAUDERER

NEW YORK cOuwcit ci MitNS2 AWYLLQi

l4arch2 64992
Coamisniôn

Paqe

heard on tsr pis
for the rtunity to be

vsr/J4er
Frederick etz

PH/gpa


