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Senate	President	Pro	Tempore	

Joe	Scarna$			

“We	need	to	reduce	recidivism	to	benefit	
our	communi;es	and	help	ensure	that	
taxpayer	dollars	that	are	being	sent	to	
Harrisburg	are	being	used	produc;vely.”			

Pennsylvania	leaders	have	indicated	strong	interest	in	and	

commitment	to	jus+ce	reinvestment	(JR).	
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House	Speaker	Mike	Turzai			
“When	legislators	from	both	sides	of	the	
aisle	work	together	to	tackle	these	tough	
issues,	we	create	genuine	results.	We	
proved	that	with	a	jus;ce	reinvestment	
approach	we	took	in	2012.”	

Chief	Jus$ce	Thomas	Saylor	

“Jus;ce	reinvestment	provides	a	clear	
opportunity	to	do	a	thoughIul	analysis	of	
our	criminal	jus;ce	challenges.”	

Governor	Tom	Wolf	

“A	broken	criminal	jus;ce	system	is	a	
failure	to	deliver	on	the	promise	of	a	fair	
and	just	society,	and	we	must	all	work	
together	to	ensure	Pennsylvania	leads	the	
na;on	in	rehabilita;on	and	not	
incarcera;on.”	

		

Pennsylvania	Jus+ce	Reinvestment	Launch	Event,	
February	18,	2016	
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•  Na+onal	nonprofit,	nonpar+san	membership	associa+on	of	

state	government	officials	

	

•  Engages	members	of	all	three	branches	of	state	government		

	

•  Jus+ce	Center	provides	prac+cal,	nonpar+san	advice	informed	

by	the	best	available	evidence	

	



Next	Steps	

Jus$ce	Reinvestment	

Presenta+on	Overview	
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Key	Challenges	
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A	data-driven	approach	to	reduce	correc1ons	
spending	and	reinvest	savings	in	strategies	that	
can	decrease	recidivism	and	increase	public	safety	
	
The	Jus+ce	Reinvestment	Ini+a+ve	is	supported		

by	funding	from	the	U.S.	Department	of	Jus+ce’s		

Bureau	of	Jus$ce	Assistance	(BJA)	and	The	Pew	Charitable	

Trusts	

Council	of	State	Governments	Jus+ce	Center	



Jus+ce	reinvestment	offers	states	a	comprehensive	

step-by-step	process.		

Data	Analysis	
Data	compiled	from	across	the	criminal	
jus;ce	system	for	comprehensive	analysis		

Stakeholder	Engagement	
Complement	data	analysis	with	input	from	
stakeholder	groups	and	interested	par;es	

Develop	Policy	Op$ons		

&	Es$mate	Impacts	

Implement	New	Policies	

Target	Reinvestments	&	

Monitor	Key	Measures	

Bipar$san,	Interbranch	

Working	Group	

Present	a	policy	framework	to	reduce	correc;ons	
costs,	increase	public	safety,	and	project	the	impacts	

Iden;fy	assistance	needed	for	implementa;on	and	
deliver	technical	assistance	for	reinvestment	strategies	

Assemble	prac;;oners	and	leaders;	receive	and	
consider	informa;on,	reports,	and	policies		

Track	and	monitor	the	impact	of	enacted	policies	and	
programs,	and	adjust	implementa;on	plan	as	needed		

1	

2	

3	

4	

5	

6	
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CSG	has	worked	on	jus+ce	reinvestment	in	21	states,	with	five	

underway	in	2016	including	a	return	to	Pennsylvania.	
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2016	States	

HI	

NV	

AZ	

TX	

KS	

OK	

WI	

NC	

IN	

VT	

NH	

OH	
CT	

MI	

WV	

RI	

ID	

AL	

NE	

WA	

MA	

MT	 ND	

AR	

PA	



Pennsylvania’s	previous	JR	project	led	to	a	data-driven	policy	

framework,	which	was	then	converted	to	legisla+on.	
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2012	Policy	Framework	

•  Reduce	inefficiencies	in	the	correc+ons	and	

parole	process	

•  Priori+ze	CCC/CCFs	for	higher-risk	parolees	who	

benefit	most	from	the	intensive	programs	

•  Apply	shortened	periods	of	incarcera+on	to	

technical	parole	violators	followed	by	supervision	

•  Provide	performance-driven	funding	to	help	

divert	misdemeanants	and	the	short-minimum-

sentence	prison	popula+on	

•  Expand	local	resources	to	reduce	recidivism	



Although	implementa+on	of	policies	enacted	in	2012	has	varied	in	

+ming	and	impact,	it	has	s+ll	generated	significant	savings.	
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Reducing	inefficiencies	

in	parole	

decision	making	

Address	inefficiencies	that	delay	decision-making	in	parole	by	
increasing	the	propor+on	of	parole	cases	interviewed	per	month	

Efficiencies	have		

increased	paroles	

Priori$zing	use	

of	CCC/CCF	

programs	

Redesign	CCCs	and	CCFs	as	parole	transi+on	and	viola+on	centers,	
prohibi+ng	“pre-release”	offenders	and	priori+zing	the	placement		

of	higher-risk	parolees	 Some	

improvements	

but	room	

for	more	
Applying	shorter	periods	of	

incarcera$on	for	parole	

violators	

Respond	to	major	technical	parole	viola+ons	with	shortened	
periods	of	incarcera+on	in	SCI	followed	by	supervision.	

Addressing	

low-level	

offenders	in	prison	

Require	low-level	misdemeanants	(UM	and	M3)	to	be	
sentenced	to	a	sanc+on	other	than	prison	

Impact	less	

than	expected	

Diver$ng		

the	short-min	

popula$on	

Provide	funding	to	help	coun+es	divert	misdemeanants	and	
short-minimum	sentence	popula+on	(<1	year	in	prison)	

Delay	in	

funding	has	impaired	

impact	

Through	avoided	construc+on,	facility	closures,	and	annualized	opera+ng	cost	savings,	the	DOC	

es+mates	that	the	total	averted	costs	in	the	three	years	since	JRI	2012	are	$285	million.			



With	savings	increasing	each	year,	nearly	$4	million	has	been	

reinvested	since	2012.	
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Act	122	

Crea$on	of	guidelines	

for	proba$on	and	parole	

violators	including	

intermediate	sanc$ons	

	

Increased	eligibility	for	

boot	camp,	RRRI,	and	

SIP	

	

Sentencing	low-level	

offenders	(UM	and	M3)	

to	a	sanc$on	other	than	

prison	

	

Crea$on	of	high-	

intensity	supervision	

programs	for	county	

proba$on	

	

Caps	on	length	of	stay	

for	technical	parole	

violators	

FY2012–2013	
$57,000	

FY2013–2014	
$990,719	

FY2014–2015	
$11,812,718	

Calcula$on	of	generated	savings	

Total	reinvested	

Reinvestments	
(FY2015–2016	Total)	

Vic$m	services	

$1,000,000	

	

Risk	assessment	

$400,000	

	

Policing		

$668,000	

	

Proba$on	

$404,000	

	

County	short-min	
diversion	

$326,000	

	

Local	reentry	

$62,000	

	

Parole	release	

$93,000	

FY2013–2014	
75%	

FY2014–2015	
100%	($21m	cap)	

FY2015–2016	
25%	

FY2013–2014	
$43,000	

FY2014–2015	
$990,719	

FY2015–2016	
$2,953,000	

Implementa$on	

During	implementa+on,	state	agencies	recognized	some	barriers	to	
achieving	the	full	impact	of	Acts	122	and	196	of	2012.	Important	

administra+ve	policy	adjustments	were	made	in	the	laTer	stages	of	the	

implementa+on	period	to	increase	impact	and	generate	greater	savings.	

Savings	required	for	reinvestment	
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Despite	recent	reduc+ons,	the	prison	popula+on	is	36	percent	

higher	than	in	2000.	

Pennsylvania	Prison	Popula+on,	2000–2015	

Jus+ce	reinvestment	legisla+on	passed	
2013-2015	

-3%	
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2000-2015	

+36%	

Source:	DOC	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Reports.	



The	2016	jus+ce	reinvestment	project	differs	from	the	2012	

effort	in	+meline,	scope,	and	data	analysis.	
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Pennsylvania	Jus$ce	Reinvestment	

2012	 2016	

Timeline	
5	months	

Launched	in	January	2012	with	policy	

op+ons	developed	by	May	2012	

10	months	
Project	launch	in	March	2016;	policy	

op+ons	targeted	for	January	2017	

Scope	
Primarily	focused	on	

Prison	and	Parole	

Comprehensive	Examina$on	
Including	arrest,	diversion,	pretrial,	sentencing,	

proba+on,	jail,	prison	and	parole	

Analysis	
State	Research	Staff	

Provided	discrete	data	sets	and	analy+cal	

support;	cross-system	analyses	limited	

CSG	Research	Staff	
Partnering	with	state	research	staff	

to	conduct	case-level	analysis;	

linking	of	data	across	systems	
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Next	Steps	

Jus$ce	Reinvestment	

Key	Challenges	



Key	challenges	as	they	appear	at	the	beginning	of	the	project	
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County	Impacts	and	Outcomes			

•  Most	sentences	are	served	locally,	on	proba+on	or	in	jail	

•  Resources	and	prac+ces	vary	and	outcomes	are	unknown	

Sentencing	Complexity	and	Varia$on	

•  Complexity	that	grows	with	legisla+ve	enactments	over	+me	

•  Advisory	guidelines	enable	varia+on	

Prison	and	Parole	Volumes	

•  Large	prison	popula+on	

•  Highest	parole	supervision	rate	in	the	country		



Sentencing	Guidelines	

Guilt	Without	Further	Penalty	
(GWFP)	

Accelerated	
Rehabilita+ve	

Disposi+on	(ARD)	

The	arrest,	pretrial,	and	sentencing	stages	provide	numerous	

pathways	to	diversion,	supervision,	and	incarcera+on	op+ons.	
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Sentencing	

Incarcera+on	

Arrest	

Pretrial	
Bail	Decision,	PSI,		

Risk	Assessment,	

Behavioral	Health	Assessments	

Diversion	
Restora+ve		

Sanc+on	(RS)	

Fine/Community	Service	

Res+tu+on	

Proba+on	

County	Intermediate	
Punishment	(CIP)	
[Restric+ve	Intermediate	

Punishment	(RIP)	+	RS]	

State	Intermediate	
Punishment	(SIP)	

[Flat	sentence	of	24	months	with	

individualized	SA	treatment	plan]	

Par+al	or	Total		
Confinement	

[County	or	State	Facility]	

Proba+on	
Without	Verdict	

(PWV)	

Disposi+on	in	
Lieu	of	Trial	



Over	80	percent	of	sentences	are	served	at	the	county	level,	

either	on	proba+on,	in	jail,	or	CIP.	
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Proba$on	

41,744	

42%	

County	Jail	

31,679	

31%	

CIP	

10,480	

10%	

Prison	

13,323	

13%	

Fine/CS	

3%	

SIP	

1%	

Felony	and	Misdemeanor	Sentences,	2014	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Commission	on	Sentencing	Annual	Report,	2014.		

Most	serious	offense	per	criminal	incident,		N	=	100,432	

Felony	

Sentences	

31,844	

Misdemeanor	

Sentences	

68,588	

Proba$on	

24%	

County	Jail	

33%	

Prison	

34%	

Proba$on	

50%	

County	Jail	

31%	

63%	of	felony	sentences	and	93%	of	misdemeanor	
sentences	are	handled	by	county	agencies	

CIP	

7%	

CIP	

12%	



30%	

25%	

15%	

7%	

21%	

County	Supervision	

36,347	
40,636	

50,756	

County	Jail*	 State	Supervision	(PBPP)	 State	Prison	

Almost	a	quarter	million	people	are	supervised	by	65	county	

adult	proba+on	departments	on	any	given	day.	
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243,767	

Criminal	Jus+ce	Popula+ons	as	of	December,	2014	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole,	County	Adult	Proba+on	and	Parole	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Report,	2014.		

*	2014	jail	average	in-house	daily	popula+on	

74,017	

County	proba$on	

61,931	

County	post-release	supervision	

following	a	jail	incarcera+on	

36,629	

Supervision	through	a	

diversion	(Accelerated	

Rehabilita+ve	Disposi+on	or	

Proba+on	Without	a	Verdict)	or	

on	bail	supervision	

16,498	

Supervision	through	a	County	

Intermediate	Punishment	(CIP)	

program	

50,715	

Inac+ve	or	Absconders	

County	supervision	and	jail	
combined	comprise	75%	of	
the	state	criminal	jus+ce	

popula+on	



30%	

25%	

15%	

7%	

21%	

County	Supervision	

County	supervision	growth	is	driven	by	inac+ve/absconder	

and	county	parole	increases.	
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2014	
243,767	

County	

Proba$on	

County	Parole	

Diversion	(ARD	

or	PWV)	or	Bail	

Supervision	

CIP	

Inac$ve	or	

Absconders	

79,366	
74,017	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

49,188	
61,931	

35,671	 36,629	

32,678	

50,715	

16,580	 16,498	

2010–2014	

Trend	

-7%	

+26%	

+3%	

0%	

+55%	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole,	County	Adult	Proba+on	and	Parole	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Reports,	2010-2014.,	

215,493	

243,767	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

County	supervision		of	
all	types	is	up	13%	in	

the	last	5	years	



Supervision	prac+ces	that	are	demonstrated	to	reduce	

recidivism	depend	on	manageable	caseloads.	
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2014	

State	

Proba$on/	

Parole	

County	

Proba$on/	

Parole	

Number	of	Agents	 498	 1,724	

Ac+ve	Cases	
(All	supervision	types	and	levels)	

33,082	 187,707	

Average	Ac+ve	Caseload	per	Agent	 66	 109	

There	is	no	accepted,	universal	caseload	size	standard,	however	supervision	can	reduce	

recidivism	rates	when	the	dosage	of	+me	and	aTen+on	is	matched	with	the	risk	and	need	level	

of	the	client.		An	example	of	poten+al	caseload	levels	stra+fied	by	risk:	

Low:	120–200	cases								Moderate:	50–60	cases								High:	20–30	cases	

Source:	APPA	hTps://www.appa-net.org/eweb/docs/APPA/stances/ip_CS.pdf,	hTps://www.appa-net.org/eweb/docs/APPA/stances/ip_CSPP.pdf.	
PBPP	County	Adult	Proba+on	and	Parole	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Report,	2014.		PBPP	Monthly	Program	Report,	December	2014.		

Legisla+ve	Budget	and	Finance	CommiTee,	Funding	of	County	Adult	Proba+on	Services,	February	2015	

County	caseloads	are	
generally	comprised	of	

less	serious	offenders	

and	could	be	higher	than	

state	caseloads.	S+ll,	

these	county	caseloads	
appear	to	be	high.			



State	Grant-in-Aid	funding	has	declined,	and	coun+es	bear	

most	of	the	cost	of	local	supervision.	
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Source:	Legisla+ve	Budget	and	Finance	CommiTee,	Funding	of	County	Adult	Proba+on	Services,	February	2015.		

“State	Grant-in-Aid	funding	has	declined	
markedly	in	the	last	10	years,	both	in	real	dollars	

and	as	a	percentage	of	eligible	salaries.”	 “As	state	GIA	funds	have	fallen,	the	amount	
coun;es	contribute	to	their	proba;on	and	parole	
offices	has	increased.	On	average,	county	funds	
comprised	58	percent	of	total	funding	for	county	
proba;on	and	parole	offices	in	FY2013–14.	In	

FY1998–99,	county	funds	comprised,	on	average,	
only	45	percent	of	total	funds.”	

Addi1onal	Notes	
Grant-in-Aid	funds	have	remained	at	
$16,150,000	from	FY2011–12	through	FY2014–
15.	This	is	a	reduc;on	when	viewed	as	a	
percentage	of	overall	funding.	In	FY2013–14,	the	
GIA	provided	only	8	percent	of	total	proba;on	
and	parole	funding.	This	is	in	contrast	to	our	
2000	report,	in	which	we	reported	that	GIA	was	
20.4	percent	of	overall	funding.	

The	GIA	program	is	intended	to	financially	
assist	coun;es	to	provide	improved	
proba;on	and	parole	supervision	and	
programs	for	adult	offenders.	The	Board	is	
responsible	for	establishing	standards	for	
county	adult	proba;on	and	parole	services	
under	this	program.	In	FY2014–15,	the	GIA	
program	was	funded	at	$16.15	million.	

Addi;onally,	the	Crime	Vic;ms	Act	of	1998	
requires	that	adult	offenders	who	are	under	the	
supervision	of	county	adult	proba;on	offices	
pay	a	monthly	supervision	fee.	These	fees	are	
collected	by	the	county	proba;on	and	parole	
offices.	Half	the	money	is	retained	in	a	County	
Offender	Supervision	Fund	and	the	other	half	is	
sent	to	the	Commonwealth,	which	then	returns	
it	to	the	coun;es	on	a	dollar-for-dollar	basis.	
Supervision	fees	totaled	$38.2	million	in	
FY2013–14.	



County	jails	handle	about	200,000	admissions	and	releases	

per	year.	
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•  The	statewide	on-hand	jail	popula+on	is	about	
36,000,	but	there	is	tremendous	churn	with	

around	200,000	admissions	and	releases	over	
the	course	of	the	year.			

	
•  Pennsylvania’s	jail	popula+on	increased	by	

9,700	people	from	1999	to	2013,	the	second	

highest	number	increase	in	the	country	and	the	
20th	largest	percentage	change	(+36%).	

•  Pennsylvania	had	the	11th	highest	jail	
incarcera+on	rate	among	states	in	2013								

(360	per	100,000,	excludes	six	states	with	
unified	systems).	

	

•  High	cost	per	day	(range	from	$37	to	$112/day);	
average	is	$67.	

200,000	

Admissions	
200,000	

Releases	
36,000	

Source:	BJS	Census	of	Jails:	Popula+on	Changes,	1999–2013,	
2014	PA	County	Prison	Sta+s+cs	hTp://www.cor.pa.gov/Facili+es/CountyPrisons/Pages/Inspec+on-Schedule,-Sta+s+cs-And-General-Info.aspx	

Jail	
Popula+on	

26,996	

36,720	

1999	 2013	

+36%	

PA	

Average	Cost	

$67	per	day	



Key	challenges	as	they	appear	at	the	beginning	of	the	project	
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County	Impacts	and	Outcomes			

•  Most	sentences	are	served	locally,	on	proba+on	or	in	jail	

•  Resources	and	prac+ces	vary	and	outcomes	are	unknown	

Sentencing	Complexity	and	Varia$on	

•  Complexity	that	grows	with	legisla+ve	enactments	over	+me	

•  Advisory	guidelines	enable	varia+on	

Prison	and	Parole	Volumes	

•  Large	prison	popula+on	

•  Highest	parole	supervision	rate	in	the	country		



Sentencing	guidelines	have	expanded	to	include	penalty	

enhancements	and	sentencing	op+ons,	including	treatment.	
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1995:	Three	strikes	law	
enacted	

2010:	Sentencing	
Commission	charged	
with	developing	risk	

assessment	at	
sentencing	

2015:	Commonwealth	
of	Pennsylvania	v.	
Hopkins	(Mandatory	

minimums	found	

uncons$tu$onal)	

2008:	Introduc+on	of	the	
Recidivism	Risk	Reduc$on	

Ini$a$ve	(RRRI)	and	changes	

to	place-of-confinement	rules	

2004:	State	Intermediate	

Punishment	created.	
Mandatory	minimum	added	for	

drug	offenses	with	firearm	

1982:	Sentencing	
Guidelines	go	into	
effect	

1988:	Guidelines	re-promulgated.	

Mandatory	minimum	sentences	

enacted	for	many	drug	offenses	

1987:	Supreme	Court	
invalidates	all	

guidelines	due	to	

procedural	error	

1980	 1985	 1990	 1995	 2000	 2005	 2010	 2015	

1991:	County	
Intermediate	

Punishment	(CIP)	and	

Boot	Camp	established	
as	sentencing	op+ons			

1997:	Enacted	
guidelines	that	included	
funding	for	RIP	drug	

and	alcohol	treatment	

with	CIP	



Sentencing	policies	and	prac+ces	have	a	major	impact	on	the	

system	in	various	ways.	
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Policy	 Prac$ce	

Place	of	Confinement:		
Length	of	maximum	sentence	determines	

whether	the	person	completes	the	

sentence	in	jail	or	prison.	

Min/Max	Rule:		
Length	of	minimum	sentence	may	

be	no	longer	than	half	the	length	

of	the	maximum	sentence.	

Parole	Eligibility:		
People	become	eligible	for	parole	at	

their	minimum	sentence	date,	and	if	

released	on	parole	must	serve	un+l	

their	maximum	sentence	date.	

Sentencing	prac+ces	affect	the	volume	

going	to	supervision	or	incarcera+on	or	an	

incarcera+on	alterna+ve,	such	as	

intermediate	punishment.	

Proba$on,	

Fines,	

	or	Community		

Service	

County	Jail	or	

County	

Intermediate	

Punishment	

State	

Intermediate	

Punishment	

or	Prison	

Sentencing	guidelines	matrix	provides	

recommended	sanc$ons	based	on	severity	of	

offense	and	an	offender’s	criminal	history,	

ooen	giving	discre$on	on	sanc$oning	op$ons.	

Sentencing	policies,	such	as	place	of	

confinement	and	the	min/max	rule,	can	

have	an	impact	on	correc+ons	and	parole	

prac+ces.	



Sentencing	op+ons	are	directed	through	a	sentencing	

guidelines	grid	with	five	disposi+onal	levels.	
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LEVEL	5:		
State	Incarcera+on	

LEVEL	4:		
State	Incarcera+on	

County	Incarcera+on	

LEVEL	3:		
State	Incarcera+on	

County	Incarcera+on	
County	Intermediate	Punishment	

Restora+ve	Sanc+ons	

LEVEL	2:		
County	Incarcera+on	

County	Intermediate	Punishment	
Restora+ve	Sanc+ons	

LEVEL	1:		
Restora+ve	Sanc+ons	

Increasing	Criminal	History	

In
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n
g
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	S
e
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ty
	

Recommended	

Sentence	

5,605	sentences		6%	

8,211	sentences		8%	

21,143	sentences	
21%	

45,239	sentences	
45%	

20,119	sentences	
20%	

2014	Total	=	

100,317	incidents	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Commission	on	Sentencing	Annual	Report,	2014.		



The	majority	of	sentences	are	for	offenders	with	liTle	or	no	

criminal	history	and	for	lower-level	offenses.	
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Increasing	Criminal	History	
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0	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 RFEL	 REVOC	
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3	

2	

1	 15%	 3%	 2%	 1	 1	 2%	

2%	 1	 1	 1	 1	

12%	 3%	 3%	 2%	 2%	 4%	 1	

2%	

8%	 2%	 2%	 1%	 1%	 2%	

2%	 1	 1	 1	

2%	 1	

1	

1	

1	

5%	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	Commission	on	Sentencing	data.	

Criminal	
Incident	

Sentencing,	

2014	



Total	sentencing	volume	is	up	10	percent	in	the	past	decade.	
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91,492	

100,432	

0	

20,000	

40,000	

60,000	

80,000	

100,000	

120,000	

2005	 2006	2007	 2008	 2009	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	2014	

Total	Number	of	Criminal	Incidents,	2005–2014	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Commission	on	Sentencing	Annual	Report,	2014.		

Felony	

32%	

Misdemeanor	

68%	

Total	Incidents	by	Offense	Level	and	Disposi+on	Type,	2014	

County	Jail		31%	

Proba$on	42%	

CIP	10%	

Prison	13%	

SIP	1%	

Other	Restora$ve	3%	

Two-thirds	of	
sentenced	offenses	

are	misdemeanors	

and	the	most	

common	disposi+ons	

are	proba+on	and	
county	jail	+me.	

+10%	



Proba+on	sentences	are	largely	found	where	expected	on	the	

sentencing	grid;	CIP	shows	sentences	outside	standard.	
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Proba+on,	N=41,744	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	Commission	on	Sentencing	data.	

CIP,	N=10,480	

Bubble	sizes	only	propor;onate	within	each	sentencing	category.	 95%	of	CIP	upward	departures	were	DUIs	

Criminal	
Incident	

Sentencing,	

2014	



Sentences	to	jail	and	prison	also	show	upward	and	downward	

disposi+onal	“departures.”	
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Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	Commission	on	Sentencing	data.	

State	Prison,	N=13,208	

Bubble	sizes	only	propor;onate	within	each	sentencing	category.	
SIP	(N=554)	and	Other	Restora;ve	Sanc;ons	(N=2,652)	not	displayed.	

County	Jail,	N=31,679	

78%	of	Jail	
upward	

departures	

were	DUIs	

Prison	upward	departures	were	a	blend	of	offenses:		they,	
simple	assault,	burglary,	DUI,	retail	they,	drug	offenses	

Criminal	
Incident	

Sentencing,	

2014	



Despite	the	structure	provided	through	the	guidelines,	varia+on	in	

sentencing	outcomes	can	s+ll	exist	across	similar	cases.	
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44%	

40%	

8%	

6%	

2%	

Source:	Pennsylvania	Commission	on	Sentencing	Annual	Report,	2014.		

2014	Sentencing	Example:	

Misdemeanor	Simple	

Possession	Drug	Offenses	
	

Offense	Gravity	Score	=	3	

Prior	Record	Score	=	5	

N	=	1,039	

Proba$on	

County	Jail	

State	Prison	

Intermediate	Punishment	
Other	Restora+ve	Sanc+on	



Key	challenges	as	they	appear	at	the	beginning	of	the	project	
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County	Impacts	and	Outcomes			

•  Most	sentences	are	served	locally,	on	proba+on	or	in	jail	

•  Resources	and	prac+ces	vary	and	outcomes	are	unknown	

Sentencing	Complexity	and	Varia$on	

•  Complexity	that	grows	with	legisla+ve	enactments	over	+me	

•  Advisory	guidelines	enable	varia+on	

Prison	and	Parole	Volumes	

•  Large	prison	popula+on	

•  Highest	parole	supervision	rate	in	the	country		



Pennsylvania’s	incarcera+on	rate	exceeds	other	states	in	the	

region,	and	crime	rates	do	not	provide	an	explana+on.	
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2014	Incarcera$on	Rate	
(Sentenced	prisoners	(>1	year)	per	100,000	residents	in	Northeast	region	states)	

2014	Index	Crime	Rate	
(Reported	index	crimes	per	100,000	residents	in	Northeast	region	states)	

Source:	BJS,	Prisoners	in	2014;	UCR	Online	Data	Tool.	
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2014	Violent	Offense	Arrest	Rate	
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2014	Total	Arrest	Rate	
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Pennsylvania’s	2004–2014	increase	in	incarcera+on	rate	was	

the	fourth	highest	in	the	na+on.	
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Incarcera+on	Rate	Percentage	Change,	2004-2014	

Source:	BJS	Correc+ons	Sta+s+cal	Analysis	Tool,	hTp://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=nps	

P
A
	

Imprisonment	rate	of	sentenced	prisoners	per	100,000	residents	(sentences	greater	than	one	year).	
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Pennsylvania’s	incarcerated	popula+on	grew	
by	about	9,500	people	from	2004	to	2014,	
which	was	the	2nd	largest	volume	increase	

and	the	7th	largest	percentage	change	in	the	
country.	

M
E
	

N
H
	

M
A
	

V
T
	

R
I	



Correc+ons	spending	increased	55	percent	over	the	last	

decade	and	is	currently	over	$2.3	billion.	

Source:	NASBO	State	Expenditure	Reports,	2005-2015		

$1,537	 $1,575	
$1,638	

$1,834	 $1,843	 $1,832	
$1,907	

$2,098	 $2,110	

$2,241	
$2,384	

$0	

$500	

$1,000	

$1,500	

$2,000	

$2,500	

$3,000	

FY05	 FY06	 FY07	 FY08	 FY09	 FY10	 FY11	 FY12	 FY13	 FY14	 FY15	

General	Fund	Correc+ons	Expenditures	(in	millions),	FY2005–FY2015	
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26%	

55%	

The	increase	in	general	fund	
correc+onal	spending	from	

FY2005	to	FY2015	was	twice	

as	large	as	the	growth	in	

total	general	fund	

expenditures.	

Total	

General	Fund	

Spending	

Correc$onal	

General	Fund	

Spending	



832	

8%	
3%	 3%	

A	large	por+on	of	new	prison	commitments	con+nue	to	have		

short	minimum	sentences.	
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2,696	
26%	

1	year	or	less	

3,299	
32%	

Over	1	to	2	years	

2,916	
28%	

Over	2	to	5	years	 Over	

5-10		

yrs	

Over	

10-20		

yrs	

Over	

20	yrs	

to	Life	

New	Commitments	to	Prison	by	Minimum	Sentence	Length	in	Years,	2014			(N=	10,321)	

Source:	DOC	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Reports,	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	DOC	data.	

	

2,401	
2,696	

0	

1,000	

2,000	

3,000	

2006	 2007	 2008	 2009	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	 2015	

Short	min	new	court	commitment	
volume	has	increased	12%	

Prisoners	with	a	minimum	sentence	
of	one	year	or	less	who	were	

released	from	prison	in	2014	had	an	

average	length	of	stay	of	15	months.	

Note	that	DOC	defines	Short	Mins	as	those	with	less	than	
a	year	remaining	on	their	minimum	sentence	at	intake,	
aier	taking	;me	served	into	account.	This	expands	the	
number	slightly.	



Nearly	half	of	new	court	commitments	to	prison	are	for	

property	or	drug	offenses.		
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Other	felonies	primarily	include	firearms	offenses.	
Other	misdemeanors	primarily	include	DUI.		
Violent	misdemeanors	primarily	include	simple	assault	and	involuntary	manslaughter.	

Other	Misd	11%	

Felony	

78%	

Misdemeanor	

22%	

Total	Violent		32%	

2014	New	Commitments	to	Prison,	N	=	10,321	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	DOC	data.		

Drug	Misd		1%	

Violent	Misd		4%	

Property	Misd		6%	

Other	Felony		10%	

Drug	Felony		24%	

Property	Felony		17%	

Violent	Felony		27%	

Total	Property		23%	

Total	Drug		25%	

Total	Other		21%	



Pennsylvania’s	recent	decline	in	the	prison	popula+on	has	

been	limited	to	drug	offenders.	
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27,015	 27,123	 27,358	 27,748	 27,752	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

Violent	

6,721	 7,044	 7,080	 7,264	 7,119	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

Property	

10,759	 10,632	
9,941	 9,658	

8,810	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

Drug	

6,826	 6,839	 6,805	 6,842	 7,075	

2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

Other	

Increased	by	3%	 Increased	by	6%	

Decreased	by	18%	 Increased	by	4%	

Pennsylvania	DOC	Prison	Popula+on	by	Offense	Type,	2010–2014	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	DOC	data.		
“Other”	includes	firearms,	DUI,	and	other	nonviolent	sex	offenses.	Parole	violators	are	included	with	the	original	offense.	



Pennsylvania	has	the	highest	parole	supervision	rate	in	the	

country.	
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Source:	Office	of	Jus+ce	Programs,	Bureau	of	Jus+ce	Sta+s+cs,	Proba;on	and	Parole	in	the	United	States,		2014.		

Parole	Popula+on	per	100,000	Residents,	2014	

U.S.	Total	

Parole	Rate	

303	



22,593	

41,226	

44,410	
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State	supervision	popula+on	has	increased	and	is	projected	

to	con+nue	growing.	

State	Supervision	Popula+on,	FY2000–FY2015,	Parole	Popula+on	Projec+on,	FY2016–FY2020	

Source:	PA	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole,	Monthly	Sta+s+cs	Reports.		Criminal	Jus+ce	Popula+on	Projec+ons	CommiTee,	Pennsylvania	Criminal	Jus+ce	Popula+on	Projec+ons,	FY2015/16	to	
FY2019/20.	
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Projected	Growth	+8%	Historical	Growth	+82%	

Note	that	only	roughly	
80%	of	state	supervised	

cases	are	state	sentence	

paroles;	the	remainder	

are	county	special	

proba+on/parole	or	
interstate	compact	

proba+on/parole	cases.	
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13,546	

14,811	
16,025	 16,932	
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2,291	 1,968	
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15,000	

20,000	

25,000	
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Prison	Releases	by	Type,	2010–2014	

18,417	
19,364	

20,439	

22,063	

*		Other	includes	releases	by	court	order,	deaths,	transfers	to	other	jurisdic;ons,	and	released	deten;oners.		

68%	

77%	

Source:	DOC	Annual	Sta+s+cal	Reports.	

The	number	and	propor+on	of	state	parole	releases	have	

increased,	reducing	max-outs	but	increasing	supervision.	

Other*	
	

Max	Out	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Parole		

21,815	

Propor$on	

paroled	is	up	nine	

percentage	points	



26.1	

23.9	

30.0	

32.5	

0.0	
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20.0	

30.0	

40.0	

FY2011	 FY2012	 FY2013	 FY2014	 FY2015	

Recommitments	

-9%	(median	-7%)	

Maximum	Sentence	Expired	

+9%		(median	+11%)	

Average	Length	of	Stay	on	Parole	in	Months	by	

Closure	Type,	FY2011–FY2015		(State	parole	only)	

Since	2011,	parole	admissions	have	outpaced	parole	closures,	

and	lengths	of	stay	for	some	closures	have	increased.	
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State	Parole	Admissions	and	Closures,	FY2011–FY2015	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole	data.	



The	largest	propor+on	of	state	sentence	parole	case	closures	

are	recommitments	to	DOC.	
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9,084	

10,190	
9,806	

11,421	

*		Other	includes	administra;ve	closures,	deaths,	and	early	discharges.		

46%	

50%	

Other*	
	

	

	

	

Maximum	

Sentence	Expired	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Recommitment	

11,105	

Propor$on	recommised	up	

4	percentage	points	

(increase	of	1,500	people)	

49%	

42%	

Source:	Jus+ce	Center	analysis	of	Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole	data.	



Total	parole	violator	admissions	have	increased	but	the	

diversion	of	some	to	PVCs	has	limited	bed	consump+on.	
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Parole	violators	comprise	the	
same	propor+on	of	the	DOC	total	

popula+on	(~15%)	despite	more	

admissions.	This	is	due	to	shorter	

lengths	of	stay	for	technical	

parole	violators.	

Parole	Violator	Average	Length	of	Stay	

at	DOC	by	Facility	Type	in	Months,	2014	
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Summary	of	Ini+al	Findings	

Council	of	State	Governments	Jus+ce	Center	 45	

County	Impacts	and	Outcomes			
•  The	vast	majority	of	the	criminal	jus+ce	popula+on	is	controlled	at	the	local	level	through	a	combina+on	of	jail,	

CIP,	proba+on,	county	parole,	and	other	supervision.	

•  County	proba+on/parole	caseloads	are	high,	and	the	supervision	popula+on	is	on	the	rise.	

•  58%	of	proba+on	funding	is	from	coun+es	and	trending	upward.	
•  The	jail	incarcera+on	rate	is	rela+vely	high,	and	a	huge	number	of	people	cycle	through	jails	every	year.	

Sentencing	Complexity	and	Varia$on	
•  An	array	of	op+ons	and	mandates	overlays	the	guidelines	and	basic	rules.	

•  100,000	incidents	are	sentenced	in	a	year,	and	65%	are	in	the	lowest	two	levels	of	the	grid.	

•  Sentencing	volume	is	up	10%,	but	the	propor+on	to	prison	remains	stable	at	+/-	13%.	

•  Significant	varia+on	exists	in	spite	of	the	guidelines.	

Prison	and	Parole	Volumes	
•  In	the	region,	Pennsylvania	has	a	high	incarcera+on	rate	that	is	consuming	more	and	more	of	the	state’s	budget.	

•  Half	of	new	prison	commitments	are	for	property	or	drug	offenses	and	a	quarter	of	new	commitments	are	Short	

Mins.	

•  Pennsylvania	has	the	highest	parole	supervision	rate	in	the	country,	and	state	parole	numbers	con+nue	to	rise.	
•  Parole	violator	returns	to	prison	are	up,	but	their	length	of	stay	has	been	reduced.	



Presenta+on	Overview	
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Next	Steps	

Jus$ce	Reinvestment	

Key	Challenges	



Ques+ons	for	Further	Research	
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County	Impacts	and	Outcomes			

•  What	is	the	volume	of	missed	opportuni+es	for	diversion	to	treatment	in	lieu	of	arrest,	at	the	pretrial	stage,	and	

at	sentencing?	
•  What	are	pretrial	lengths	of	stay	in	different	coun+es,	and	what	release	decisions/processes	are	in	place?		

•  What	are	recidivism	outcomes	for:	diversion	op+ons,	proba+on,	intermediate	punishments,	and	jail?	

•  What	are	the	opportuni+es	and	obstacles	for	increasing	evidence-based	prac+ces	at	the	local	level?	

•  What	is	behind	the	large	and	growing	number	of	inac+ve/absconders	on	county	supervision?	

Sentencing	Complexity	and	Varia$on	

•  How	does	the	system	sort	out	sentenced	popula+ons	to	supervision	and	incarcera+on,	locally	and	at	the	state	

level?	
•  How	are	high-volume	sentences	(such	as	DUI)	affec+ng	resource	capacity	and	u+liza+on?	

•  What	are	recidivism	rates	for	people	convicted	of	lower-level	felonies	and	misdemeanors	among	the	available	

sentencing	op+ons:	proba+on,	intermediate	punishments,	jail,	and	prison?	

•  Are	there	intolerably	wide	varia+ons	in	sentencing	across	geographic	or	demographic	categories?	

Prison	and	Parole	Volumes	

•  What	factors	contribute	to	Pennsylvania’s	incarcera+on	rate	and	how	do	they	compare	to	neighboring	states?		

•  What	is	causing	Pennsylvania’s	high	rate	of	adults	on	county	and	state	parole,	and	what	is	the	effect	on:	
supervision	resources,	use	of	community	correc+ons	and	violator	centers,	and	recidivism?	

•  What	is	driving	the	large	volume	of	state	parole	violators	returning	to	prison?	



Acquisi+on	of	data	is	almost	complete.	
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Data	Type	 Source	 Status	

Arrests	 Pennsylvania	State	Police	 Scoping	underway	

Jail	 Coun+es/JNET	 Scoping	underway	

Court	Filings	 Administra+ve	Office	of	Pennsylvania	Courts	 Pending	

Sentencing		 Pennsylvania	Commission	on	Sentencing	 Received	

Prison	 Pennsylvania	Department	of	Correc+ons	 Received	

Parole	Supervision	 Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole	 Received	

Parole	Decision	Making	 Pennsylvania	Board	of	Proba+on	and	Parole	 Received	

Proba+on	Supervision	 Coun+es/CCAP/JNET	 Scoping	underway	

Behavioral	Health	

Pennsylvania	Department	of	Correc+ons	

Department	of	Drug	and	Alcohol	

			Programs/Department	of	Human	Services	

Received	

	

Pending	
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Judges	

District	

Asorneys	

Defense	Bar	

Parole	Board	

Correc$ons	&	

Parole	

Administrators	

Behavioral	

Health	

Providers	

Vic$m	

Advocates	

County		

Officials	

Parole	Agents	

Law	

Enforcement		

Proba$on	

Administrators	

and	Officers	

Business	

Leaders	

Stakeholder	engagement	will	raise	addi+onal	issues.	
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PA	JR	



The	Jus+ce	Center	and	the	Working	Group	will	combine	

efforts	to	achieve	a	successful	project	outcome.	
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PA	JR	

Working	Group	

CSG	Jus$ce	

Center	Staff	

Endorse	project	

scope	of	work	

	

Provide	exper$se	

on	system	dynamics		

and	structures	

											

			Approve	policy	package		

	

Iden$fy	legisla$ve	versus		

judicial	policies	

	

Create	momentum	for	

adop$on	of	jus$ce		

reinvestment	policies	

Serve	as	dedicated	

staff	to	the	state	

	

	

Analyze	data	

	

	

Engage		

stakeholders	

	

	

Deliver	presenta$ons		

and	facilitate	discussion	

Interpret	data	

and	assess	

	trends	

	

Iden$fy	addi$onal	

stakeholders		

	

		

Develop	data-driven	

policy	framework	

	

	

	Iden$fy	priori$es	

for	reinvestment	



Proposed	+meline	leading	to	the	2017	legisla+ve	session	
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Dec	 Jan	 Feb	 Mar	 Apr	 May	 Jun	 Jul	

Impact	Analysis	

Data	Analysis	

Ini+al	
Analysis	

Detailed	Data	Analysis	

Working	

Group	

Mee$ng	

1	

Final	Report	and	
Bill	Introduc+on	

Policymaker	and	Stakeholder	Engagement	

Stakeholder	Engagement	and	Policymaker	Briefings	
Policy	Op+on	
Development	

Ongoing	
engagement		

Aug	

Working	
Group	
Mee+ng	

4		

2017	

Session	

Working	Group	

Mee$ng	2	

	

May	18	

1:30-4:00	pm	

Working	
Group	
Mee+ng	

3	

Sep	 Oct	 Nov	 Dec	

Working	
Group	
Mee+ng	

5		
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Thank	You	
	

	

Patrick	Armstrong,	Policy	Analyst	

parmstrong@csg.org		

	

This	material	was	prepared	for	the	State	of	Pennsylvania.	The	presenta+on	was	
developed	by	members	of	the	Council	of	State	Governments	Jus+ce	Center	staff.	
Because	presenta+ons	are	not	subject	to	the	same	rigorous	review	process	as	

other	printed	materials,	the	statements	made	reflect	the	views	of	the	authors,	and	
should	not	be	considered	the	official	posi+on	of	the	Jus+ce	Center,	the	members	

of	the	Council	of	State	Governments,	or	the	funding	agency	suppor+ng	the	work.		
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