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Good morning. My name is Paul Descano, and I am honored to serve as
President of the Pennsylvania Criminal lnvestigators, Fraternal Order of Police Lodge
92. FOP Lodge 92 represents active and retired law enforcement officers throughout the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, including Parole Agents and supervisors working
within the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. On behalf of Lodge 92's
members and their families, I would like to thank you for your work on matters of
concern to Pennsylvania's Law Enforcement Officers and Parole Agents.

I appear before this Committee today to oppose Senate Bú1522, and to share my
grave concerns about the negative impact the proposed dismantling of Pennsylvania's
parole and probation system will have on public safety.

By way of background, I am a 4}-year veteran of the Pennsylvania Board of
Probation and Parole. I have a vast experience in the field of offender supervision,
having worked on the streets of our Commonwealth as well as having held
administrative positions within the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. I began
my career as a Clerk and later served in a field supervision capacity as both a Parole
Agent and Parole Supervisor. I also served as a Supervisor of an Outreach Office and
as a Regional Coordinator of 6 Regional Outreach Offices.

From 1973 to 1981 , I had the great honor to serve as a Board Member.
Following that appointment, I served the Board as Director of the Bureau of Supervision,
where I was responsible for all field operations, as well as the cooperative
witness/informant program, until my retirement in 1996.

Since my retirement I have remained active within the Probation and Parole
community through my involvement with the Fraternal Order of Police and the contact
with the various field staff who proudly serve ihis Commonwealth.

Based on four decades of experience in the field, I have come to certain
conclusions:

Change of behavior can only occur once the subject accepts the need to change.

Correctional institutions are controlled environments where decisions and
choices are made for the inmate regardless of their belief in those decisions or
choices.

By the time a person is incarcerated in one of our State Correctional lnstitutions,
their experience in the system has given them the equivalency of a graduate
degree in anti-social and criminal tendencies.
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o Decisions on whether, when and how to transition a subject back into society

must be motivated by safety, not the desire for budget savings.

As a career law enforcement officer l, as well as the Parole Agents in FOP Lodge

g2, are opposed to Senate Bll 522. My decades of experience have taught me that the

Board of probation and parole must remain an independent agency. ln its current state,

the Board provides a critical check and balance ihat best serves public safety' Absent

this independent check, how can the public be assured that decisions to recommit or

not to recommit a parole violator will be made solely in the interest of public safety if the

very same department that is responsible for prison custody and control is also

resþonsible for managing parolees in the community? This makes no sense. And it

hasn't been proven to work an¡nlrhere.

The Board's mission is completely different from that of Corrections. The
pennsylvania Department of Corrections has a duty to direct the State Correctional

lnstitutjons within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The mission of that agency is

responsibility for the custody and control of inmates sentenced to a State Correctional

lnsiitution aé convicted feloñs, who have demonstrated that they cannot play by the

rules of peaceful society and are removed from society. Decisions over the release or

incarcerätion of inmateð have never been made by Corrections, nor should they be.

lnstead, those decisions lay strictly with the courts and the review of the Pennsylvania

Board of Probation and Parole'

The Department of Corrections' role in the habilitation of inmates is and should

be reserved to programs relating to cognitive behavioral programs designed to attempt

a change in their tñought proceõs. lt also should be reserved to training inmates with

employ"ment skills andor education that they can utilize upon their release. (l should

also note that in my view, the closing of Correctional lnstitutions is a mistake - those

facilities could havó been effectively utilized as parole revocation centers, training

centers, or program centers.)

By contrast, the role of the Parole Board is to provide for the çafetv of the citi7qns

through ihe supervision of parolees in society by providing them tools for a successful

transilion and the removal of those who choose not to reintegrate especially those who

pose a risk to the public. No transition is easy, and it is the responsibility and duty of the

Þarole Agents to supervise these parolees and hold them accountable for any

violations, until they have reached their maximum sentence date.

pennsylvania's Parole Agents have the knowledge, training and experience to

accomplish tnêir mission. They ãre invaluable assets because of their knowledge of the

diversiiy of the population they supervise and streets in which they live. Their function is

to protect society using our law enforcement tools and knowledge in the supervision

process. ln a sense, Pãrole Agents are society's last line of defense in dealing with

convicted felons who are serving their sentence in our communities'



A Parole Agent is tasked with managing caseloads averaging in the 70's, which
can change from month to month. Our agents must visit these parolees in their homes,
workplaces, and communities. When doing so, the Parole Agent is frequently alone in

these encounters, with backup an unknown amount of time away. lmagine the level of
hostility that could occur at any given time, if it is found that the parolee is in violation of
his terms of release. Our officers are trained to react and deal with these situations, but
it is nonetheless dangerous work.

ln the laudable effort to save taxpayer funds, it seems to me that we must be
extremely mindful not to do so by reducing the ranks of Parole Agents, which would
further increase Agent caseloads of the parolee population for which we have legal
responsibility. We should also be careful not to place those Agents under the
supervision of the Department of Corrections, because they have a very different
mission.

lf this occurs, it places the safety of citizens and law enforcement personnel at
greater risk. lt also enhances the risk that parolees violating the terms of their parole
may slip through the cracks, placing law-abiding citizens at greater risk. SB 522's
proposed merger also increases the likelihood that the newly merged Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation may place parolees into the community, and/or prevent
their return as a parole violator to a State Correctional lnstitution,lgsgyg_l¡gJ]ry. This
must not be permitted to happen. But that inherent conflict simply cannot be avoided
once Corrections and Parole functions are consolidated. lt is inevitable, and, mark my
words, once parole decisions are made based on savings, not safety, the public will
suffer and suffer greatly.

On behalf of the Parole Agents of FOP Lodge 92, then, I want to urge lawmakers
to be mindful of the safety of the citizens of the Commonwealth, as well as Parole Agent
safety, when considering any merger bill. lt may be the product of good intentions, but
SB 522's merger is very bad and very dangerous public policy. We cannot endanger the
communities we are sworn to protect, and because of this we oppose SB 522.

Let me again thank you for your continued support of our Parole Agents. We look
foruvard to continuing to work with you on this and other issues to provide a safer
Commonwealth.




