UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
V. : NO 3:99 CR 00264 (PCD)
LEONARD JONES
MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

Pending is the Mption to Re-Sentence movant, Leonard Jones based on his argument of

his age and a disparity inf his sentence from that imposed on other defendants in the case. After

review of the moving papers and reconsideration of the factors relevant to movants sentence, the

Leonard Jones stands convicted, by a jury’s verdict, of four counts; ])Racketeer Influence
| |

motion is denied.

! i
and Corrupt Organizations Act; 2) Conspiracy to violate RICO, 3) Conspiracy to Distribute more
i

than 1,000 grams of hergin and 50 grams of cocaine base; 4) Conspiracy to Comrﬁ__t Murder. The

Movant first notes that he is over 50 years of age and thus presents a dimirjnshed risk of

Guideline sentence was life imprisonment.

recidivism which in turn|warrants a lesser sentence to accomplish the purpose of rgducing, if not
eliminating, the risk that/movant will continue to violate the law after serving his sgntence. It is

true that courts have found that older people can have a lesser tendency to follow the motivation

that prompted their unlawful conduct. That is not a universal truth, however, and iis merely one
factor in the court’s decision on the appropriate sentence that would deter the repeitltion of
criminal conduct by a copvicted defendant. While defendant is of an age that grou?ps him with
others who, overall, are statistically less prone to recidivism, it does not suggest inilrpropriety in

looking at a defendant’s fecord of criminal conduct. It also does not suggest|that th > court must
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defendant has moved. Fgr all the forgoing reasons, the sentence imposed was fair ¢

ind reasonable

and not more than necessary after consideration of the guideline and to comply with the

provisions of 18 U.S.C. B553(a). Accordingly the Motion to Reconsider the|senten

but after due consideration, as discussed above, the sentence will not be reduced. |

SO ORDERED:

Dated at New Ha

ven, Connecticut this 5" day of Qctober, 2009.

_ /s/ Peter C. Dorsev: SUSD.

ce is granted
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PETER C. DORSEY -
UNITED STATES DISTRIC]

" JUDGE




