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In 2016, Pennsylvania state leaders established the Justice Reinvestment (JRI 2) Working Group, a 
bipartisan, interbranch group of state policymakers and criminal justice system stakeholders, to analyze 
the state's justice system. The group was charged with developing recommendations to help manage 
the continued growth in Pennsylvania's corrections budget and reinvest savings in strategies that can 
reduce recidivism, increase public safety, and better serve victims of crime. The leadership requested 
that The Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center assist the Working Group. CSG Justice 
Center staff analyzed more than seven million individual data records, conducted focus groups, and 
helped craft research-backed policy options. 

In the 2017-18 legislative session, Senator Greenleaf introduced SB 1070, SB 1071, and SB 1072 to 
address the criminal justice system challenges based on the data and Work Group recommendations. 
The Senate passed all three bills on April 25, 2018 (49-0). It was referred to House Judiciary on April 30, 
2018 where no further action was taken. 

On March 25, 2019, the 3 bill package was reintroduced as SB 500 (Baker), SB 501 (Killion) and SB 502 
(Bartolotta). All three bills unanimously passed the Senate on June 5, 2019 and were referred to House 
Judiciary on June 6, 2019. 

SB 500 (Baker) creates a County Adult Probation and Parole Advisory Committee within the 
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency (PCCD). SB 502 (Bartlotta) amends the Crime 
Victims Act making changes to notification provisions and compensation. The bill with the greatest 
impact to the Department of Corrections is SB 501 (Killion) which amends Title 42 and Title 61, and 
incorporates the Work Group's policy recommendations in 4 primary areas: State Intermediate 
Punishment, Short Sentence Parole, Swift, Certain and Fair punishment for technical parole violators 
("Quick Dips"), and Boot Camp. 

State Intermediate Punishment 

The Department's State Intermediate Program (SIP) was created by Act 12 of 2004. It was 
intended to address the nexus between substance use disorder and crime by providing an 
alternative sentence focusing on intensive treatment over a 2 year period. Over 3000 

1 *The testimony was prepared by the Department of Corrections and includes references to information prepared 
by the Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center; including "Justice Reinvestment in Pennsylvania, CSG, 
Updated May 1, 2018; and "Make Time Served for Short Sentences to State Prison More Predictable and Less 
Costly"; CSG, updated May 1, 2018. 

1 



individuals have successfully completed the SIP program saving the Commonwealth over $100 
million. But the real success can be seen in the reduction of recidivism. 

Overall recidivism rates are lower for SIP participants than for a comparable group of non-SIP 
offenders at all follow up periods: 6-months (9.2% v. 16.6%); 1-year (22.6% v. 32.9%); 3-year 
(42.9% v. 55.7%); and 5-year (54.4% v. 64.2%). SIP participants have a lower rearrest rate than 
the comparison group at 1 year (13.4% vs. 16.5%). 

Despite the lower recidivism rates and savings to the Commonwealth of $33,736 per 
participate, the program is significantly underutilized. In fact, only about 26% of eligible 
individuals are referred by the Courts to the program. One reason cited by many courts for the 
low referral rate is the cumbersome admission process. As a result, JRl2 identifies a process 
that will maintain the integrity of the program and simplify admission. 

The State Intermediate Punishment program itself will not change. The program is a made up 
of 4 phases in which an individual transitions through intensive treatment. The legislation (SB 
501) simplifies how individuals are sentenced to State Intermediate Punishment and renames it 
the State Drug Treatment Program. Rather than a Court imposing a 2 year flat sentence 
following a pre-assessment and evaluation that takes place at SCI Camp Hill, the flat sentence 
will be eliminated and the DOC will evaluate all sentenced inmates who meet both statutory 
and program eligibility. The courts and district attorney are obligated to inform victims of the 
applicability and both the district attorney and the Court have the ability to prevent admission 
into the program. The DOC also has the ability under the legislation to extend the program an 
additional 6 months for a total of 30 months. Upon successful completion of the program (24-
30 months in length), the sentence of the participant is considered completed which is 
equivalent to the current practice. 

With the surge in opioid use, there is never a better time to expand admission into a program 
that focuses on treatment, costs less AND produces lower recidivism rates. 

Short Term Parole 

In Pennsylvania, people who receive a minimum sentence of two years or less may serve that 
time in either county jail or state prison depending on the length of their maximum sentence. 
On average, people sentenced to county jail serve close to the minimum sentence, then are 
released to county parole supervision. In contrast, people sentenced to state prison stay 
beyond their minimum sentence and experience months of delay before their release to state 
parole supervision. 

In 2014, people with a minimum sentence of two years or less who were released from state 
prison were held an average of 5.3 months beyond their minimum sentence, costing the state 
$73 million and occupying about 2,000 prison beds on any given day. Further, recidivism rates 
are indistinguishable for people receiving sentences to jail or short prison sentences at DOC. 
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Despite added program requirements, short prison sentences show no improvement in 
reduction of recidivism compared to similar groups sentenced to county jail and lack efficiency 
in predictability of their release at the minimum. SB 501 would address this issue by: 

• Retaining current discretion for courts to set minimum and maximum sentence lengths. 
• Institutes a presumptive discharge to state parole supervision for individuals with 

minimum sentences to state prison of two years or less. 
• Excludes people convicted of personal injury crimes and §6105 weapons offenses, 

people found guilty of a major disciplinary violation in prison, or people facing a pending 
felony charge or outstanding warrant or detainer. 

The implementation of short term parole enables the Parole Board to focus its time on more 
serious cases, avoids costs of holding people beyond their minimum sentence and enables 
individuals to engage in community based programming where the impact of reducing 
recidivism is greater. 

Swift, Certain, Fair punishment for Technical Parole Violators 

Another policy recommendation from the JRI 2 Work Group was to improve recidivism results 
for parolees by targeting resources and responses. SB 501 provides statutory authority for 
parole agents to utilize swift, certain and fair punishments, often referred to as "Quick Dips" for 
technical parole violators. 

Research has shown that that the most effective types of sanctions for probation and parole 
violations are those that are delivered predictably, consistently and swiftly. If a sanction is 
delivered with a high degree of certainty and swiftness, it does not need to be severe; even a 
few days of confinement ("quick dips"} can have the same impact as months in confinement. A 
sanction must be credible too. Continuous warnings without follow-through in response to 
violations will likely just reinforce bad behavior. Currently the two most frequent sanctions for a 
parole violation are a written warning (on the low severity end) and months in confinement (on 
the high severity end}. A middle ground option that JRl2 seeks to add to the continuum of 
sanctioning is to allow for short time-outs in confinement ("quick dips). If delivered swiftly and 
consistently, research indicates that this will reduce recidivism while also reducing lengthy 
periods of confinement and saving money. 

Boot Camp 

The Quehanna Boot Camp was established by Act 215 of 1990 as a recidivism reduction 
program with the goal of providing structure and discipline for eligible inmates who would 
otherwise be sentence to traditional confinement. There are specific admission criteria and all 
inmates must be recommended by the sentencing judge. Final decision on admission to the 
Boot Camp is made by the Department. 
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The overall recidivism rate is lower for Boot Camp Participants. The three-year rearrest rate is 
6.1 percentage points lower (43.3% vs, 49.4%). The three-year reincarceration rate is 5.5 
percentage points lower (49.6% vs. 55.1%); and the three-year overall recidivism rate is 6.3 
percentage points lower (58.9% vs 65.2%). 

In addition, the savings per inmate at Boot Camp is approximately $11,431. With an average of 
515 inmates released per year, the Department has realized nearly $6 million savings per year. 
Since December 1992, total savings have reached approximately $115 million dollars by 
operating the Quehanna Boot Camp. 

SB 501 (Killion) impacts the Boot Camp by removing the requirement that Courts have to 
specifically recommend Boot Camp and enables the Department to place statutorily eligible 
individuals in Boot Camp as long as the Court did not exclude them from participation. The bill 
also expands the list of ineligible offenses to include all crimes of violence. 

Allowing a presumptive recommendation, while including the ability to exclude, will enable the 
Department to streamline more placements in an efficient manner which will enhance this 
program, continue to improve recidivism and save millions of dollars. 

Savings and Reinvestment 

The JRl2 policies are projected to reduce the DOC population by approximately 700 inmates by 
June 2023. Approximately 80% of the population reduction impact is anticipated from Short 
Term Parole. The SIP expansion and "quick dips" account for the other 20%. The associated 
total cost savings for these JRl2 policies is $48.3M. 
Approximately half of the cost savings ($23.SM) are anticipated to be reinvested through FY 
2023, into improving the Criminal Justice system, including $21.BM to be reinvested in county 
probation. 

Conclusion 

JRI 2 (SB 500, SB 501, SB 502) creates an opportunity to expand successful programs within the 
DOC while reinvesting much needed funding to counties. With additional resources, counties 
will be able to develop stronger evidence based practices that produce long term reduction in 
recidivism, lower state prison population, reduce crime rates and enhance public safety. 
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