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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court affirmed the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole’s
order recommitting Kashawn S. Deas as a convicted parole violator to serve 21 months of backtime
and denying credit for time spent at liberty on parole. The court held that the Board did not improperly
extend Deas’s judicially imposed sentence, that his parole-condition arguments lacked merit, and that
the recommitment term fell within the applicable presumptive range.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Board improperly extended Deas's judicially imposed sentence by recalculating his
maximum sentence date without credit for street time.

2. Whether the Board's recommitment decision violated constitutional protections against double jeopardy
or cruel and unusual punishment.

3. Whether the Board's recommitment was improperly based on allegedly illegal contractual parole
conditions.

4. Whether the Board abused its discretion by imposing 21 months of backtime outside the applicable
presumptive recommitment range.

5. Whether appointed counsel satisfied the procedural requirements for withdrawal under the Turner no-
merit procedure.

HOLDINGS

1. Appointed counsel satisfied the procedural requirements for withdrawal by describing the record review,
addressing the issues raised, explaining why the petition lacked merit, serving the required documents,
and advising Deas of his right to proceed with new counsel or pro se.

2. The Board did not impose an additional sentence or improperly extend Deas's judicially imposed
sentence; it properly recalculated the maximum sentence date to account for the remaining balance of
the original sentence without credit for street time.

3. The Board's recommitment was authorized by statute and did not depend on parole conditions as an
illegal contract. Parole conditions are lawful restrictions imposed under the Board's statutory authority.

4. The Board did not abuse its discretion by imposing 21 months of backtime because the term fell within
the 18-to-24-month presumptive range for carrying a firearm without a license.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the Board did not impose an additional sentence on [Deas], but, rather, directed [Deas] to complete the
original judicially[]mandated sentence.” (9)

“The essence of parole is release from prison, before the completion of sentence, on the condition that the
prisoner abide by certain rules during the balance of the sentence.” (10)

“Upon completion of the Board-imposed backtime, the parolee has a right to again apply for parole and have
the Board consider that application.” (12)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Deas was paroled in February 2015 while serving consecutive state sentences. After later criminal charges and a
conviction for carrying a firearm without a license, the Board recommitted him as a convicted parole violator to
serve 21 months of backtime. The Board denied credit for his street time based on the firearms conviction and
reported domestic-violence issues and recalculated his maximum sentence date to September 26, 2024. Deas
challenged the recalculation, the recommitment, his parole conditions, the presumptive-range calculation, and
alleged constitutional violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Board recommitted Deas as a convicted parole violator to serve 21 months of backtime, denied him credit
for time spent at liberty on parole, and recalculated his maximum sentence date. Deas sought administrative
relief, which the Board denied. He then filed a pro se petition for writ of habeas corpus that the Commonwealth
Court treated as a petition for review. The court granted appointed counsel's application to withdraw under the
Turner no-merit procedure and affirmed the Board's order.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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