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A Brief History of Criminal Justice System

• “The Challenge of Crime in a Free 
Society” - 1967

• President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice



• Recognized need for national 
capacity to:

Collect data on crime and victimization

Conduct research on crime and justice

• Recognition that all agencies of 
justice — police, prosecutors, 
defenders, the court, probation, and 
corrections — are part of a system

A Brief History of Criminal Justice System



A Brief History of Criminal Justice System



• 1960’s-1970’s — a time of peaks and 
valleys

Peaks — systems reforms

1968 Pa. Constitutional Convention

1972- Crimes Code

1976- Vehicle Code

1978- Act 274 creates PCCD

1978- Act 319 creates Pa. Commission on 
Sentencing
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• Valleys

Assassinations, riots, and systemic 
discrimination

Early efforts at rehabilitation that were 
inadequate
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“Nothing Works”

“With few and isolated exceptions, the 
rehabilitative efforts that have been 
reported so far have no appreciable effect 
on recidivism…our present strategies cannot 
overcome, or even appreciably reduce the 
powerful tendencies of offenders to continue 
in criminal behavior.” 

Robert Martinson   1974

A Brief History of Criminal Justice System



• In hindsight, early efforts at 
rehabilitation were poorly planned 
and not of sufficient length

• Resulted in:

Determinate sentencing limiting 
discretion of judges with mandatory 
sentences

Guidelines that consider prior record 
and seriousness of offense but not 
needs of offender 
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• View system as an assembly line

• Think of crime as an input moves 
from that agency’s inbox to its 
outbox and then into the next 
agency’s inbox

A Brief History of Criminal Justice System
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Reform Initiatives

• “What is done [today] in corrections 
would be grounds for malpractice in 
medicine.”

Latessa, Cullen and Gendreau, “Beyond 
Correctional Quackery.”  2002

• No longer prone to make policy 
based on anecdotes



2013 NADCP Executive Summit on Criminal Justice Reform

• Hosted by NADCP

• Funded by ONDCP

• Goals:

Gauge perspectives of front-line experts

Reach agreement on foundational 
principles from criminal justice reform

Build a lasting coalition to collect and 
share information on evidence-based 
practices



Consensus Statement

• Individualized sentencing—
disposition in the criminal justice 
system (other than determination of 
guilt) should be based on the 
characteristics of person charged 
with the offense in addition to the 
characteristics of the offense



Consensus Statement

• Criminal justice professionals should 
be required to consider the person’s 
rehabilitative needs and likelihood of 
recidivism when imposing criminal 
sentences, ordering conditions of 
treatment and supervision, and 
responding to infractions or technical 
violations.



Consensus Statement

• Criminal justice professionals should 
be required to consider whether a 
proposed sentence is likely to:

Reduce crime

Improve the psychosocial functioning of 
the person charged with a crime, and

Make optimum use of taxpayer dollars

• Valid and reliable scientific evidence 
should guide the above 
considerations



Reforms are based on

• Risk-Need-Responsivity theory 
developed by Andrews and Bonta 
(2010)

• The Sequential Intercept Model 
developed by Munetz and Griffin 
(2006)



Risk-Need-Responsivity

• The RNR model has played a central 
role in discrediting the “nothing 
works” perspective, thereby 
revitalizing the movement for 
rehabilitation.



Risk-Need-Responsivity

• Based primarily on theories of 
behavioral psychology

• Intended to support efforts at crime 
reduction through providing services 
targeted toward the individual’s 
“criminogenic” risk factors—a need 
or risk factor that has been 
statistically associated with future 
offending



Risk Principle

• Match the level of service to the 
individual’s risk to reoffend.

• There is growing support in the 
research for reserving treatment 
resources for higher risk offenders.



Need Principle

• Assess each person for known 
criminogenic needs and target 
treatment based on their most 
salient needs.



Responsivity Principle

• Maximize the potential success of 
rehabilitative interventions by 
tailoring the intervention to the 
learning style, secondary needs, 
motivational level, and strengths of 
the individual.



Responsivity at two levels

• Individual:

General approaches such as Cognitive 
Behavioral Interventions

Client-specific factors

• Systemic:

An array of programs to address 
different risks and needs

Effective case management
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Sequential Intercept Model

• The stage of criminal justice 
processing is often a “rate-limiting” 
factor that determines:

What obligations can be legally imposed

What services are likely to be available



Problem Solving

Courts



Problem Solving Courts

• “The most successful judicial 
innovation in American history.”

• “The cornerstone of judicial reform.”

• Hold people accountable and connect 
them with evidence-based 
treatment.



Problem Solving Courts

• Participants undergo rigorous 
treatment and develop new habits 
for successful living.

• The program combines evidence-
based SUD treatment with strict 
behavioral accountability, and 
ultimately reduces the harmful 
effects of repeated and untreated 
SUD problems.



Accountability

• “The quality or state of being 
accountable, especially an obligation 
or willingness to accept responsibility 
or to account for one’s actions.”

Merriam-Webster Dictionary



Accountability

• “The justice system can send the 
message that all criminal behavior, 
even low-level, quality-of-life crime, 
has an impact on community safety 
and has consequences.



Accountability

• “By insisting on regular and rigorous 
compliance monitoring - and clear 
consequences for non-compliance -
the justice system can improve the 
accountability of offenders.”



Accountability

• “It can also improve the 
accountability of service providers by 
requiring regular reports of their 
work with participants.”

Robert Wolf. “Principles of Problem-
Solving Courts”  Center for Court 
Innovations.  Best Practices Series.  
2009.



Recovery





TheThe Challenge of High-Risk and 
High-Need Repeat Offenders



A Deadly Minority

• Formerly known as hard-core drunk 
drivers

• High-risk/high-need persons who 
drive while impaired

• Defined as

BAC > 0.15 percent,

Prior conviction,

Or both. 



• One in six adults (16%) account for 
66% of all alcohol consumed in US.

• Chances an impaired driver will be 
caught and arrested 1/50, 1/88, 
1/200

• 2.1% of all drivers

• 8% of Pennsylvania drivers in 
alcohol/drug fatal crashes

Repeat offenders



Pennsylvania Statistics

• 2015: 15,000 individuals convicted 
of a second or subsequent offense

• 57.3% of individuals convicted each 
year of DUI had a prior DUI

• The good news: 2/3 do not reoffend

• The bad news:1/3 do



Trending: DUID

• PennDOT data

Convictions up 290% from 10 years ago

2016 data: of 52,000 arrests, ½ alcohol 
alone, ¼ drugs alone, ¼ drugs and 
alcohol

• CRN data

2014: 14.3%

2016: 20.8%



Steady Increase in DUIDs

Section 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

3802a1 18% 20% 20% 20% 40%

3802a2 3% 3% 3% 3% 2%

3802b 19% 18% 18% 17% 11%

3802c 35% 32% 33% 30% 18%

3802d 16% 21% 23% 25% 24%

Other 9% 6% 3% 5% 5%



DUI Courts

• Traditionally target repeat offenders

High-risk, high-need 

• Committed to fidelity in 
implementing 

“Guiding Principles of DWI Courts”

“10 Key Components of Drug Courts”



Alternative DUI

Court Tracks



Alternative Tracks

• Not all counties have the resources 
to implement DUI Courts limited to 
high-risk/high-need offenders.  

• Not all repeat offenders are high-
risk/high-need offenders







Alternative Tracks

• Traditional DUI Court guidelines — no 
more that 125.  San Joaquin County is 
more than 500 repeat offenders per 
year.  

• San Joaquin County, California study 
of risk/needs data:

32 percent high-risk/high-need

68 percent not high-risk/high-need   



Traditional DUI Court Principles That Can Be 
Used in Other Tracks

• Monitoring and accountability to 
court

Same judge

• Compliance monitored

• Consequences certain and immediate

• Positive reinforcement

• ACCOUNTABILITY WORKS



Multi-Track Model Design

• All Repeat Offenders

• Track One: Everyone except high-
risk/high-need 

Substance users, not suffering from 
addiction

Court monitoring, no treatment

• Track Two: High-risk/high-need

People with addictions

DUI Court: monitoring and treatment



Multi-Track Model Design

• DUI RANT screening determines 
track

• CARS screening/referral for mental 
health disorders



Court Monitoring Track

• Report to case manager, who verifies 
compliance

• Added probation conditions

Alcohol/drug monitoring; Abstain 
clause: VIP

• Court reviews scheduled for: one 
month, six months, one year



Court Monitoring Track

• Immediate response to non-
compliance

• Recognition for compliance

• 81% of clients, 29% of costs



NPC Research outcomes study

• Participation in DUI Court leads to a 
lower recidivism rate.

• Participation in DUI Court leads to a 
lower accident rate.



Pennsylvania

DUI Court Study



Pennsylvania DUI Court Study

• Objective:  To identify and 
encourage implementation of 
programs/policies/processes in 
criminal justice and treatment 
systems that provide accountability 
and recovery as goals in managing 
correctional populations with 
substance use disorders (SUDs)



• DUI Courts are recognized as effective in 
reducing recidivism by use of intensive 
supervision, effective clinical treatment, 
ongoing monitoring, swift incentives, and 
sanctions

• Pennsylvania currently has 22 DUI or 
Drug/DUI hybrid courts, represents a 
cross-section of classes of counties

Pennsylvania DUI Court Study



• Can we distill the “active ingredients” 
or “essence” of the DUI/Drug Court 
framework?

Share information among DUI/DUI-Drug 
Hybrid Courts

Share information among counties that 
don’t have DUI/DUI-Drug Hybrid Courts

Pennsylvania DUI Court Study



Trending Issues:

National Academies of

Sciences, Engineering, and 
Medicine Report



Report Recommendations

• Reduce per se BAC limit to 0.05

• Increase taxes on alcohol

• Strengthen policies to prevent illegal 
sales to those < 21 and intoxicated 
adult patrons

• Enact all-offender ignition interlock

• Provide effective treatment



Electronic Search Warrant Applications

• Responsibility.com and the Justice 
Management Institute partnered on a 
project related to electronic warrant 
guidelines

• Expected release sometime this 
spring

• http://www.jmijustice.org/
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