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SUMMARY

The Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania held that the Pennsylvania Parole Board violated Edmund

William Lincoln II's constitutional protections against ex post facto laws by retroactively forfeiting

243 days of parole liberty credit previously awarded when he was recommitted as a technical parole

violator. The court reversed the Board's determination and remanded with directions to reinstate the

243 days of credit and adjust Lincoln's maximum sentence date. The decision addresses the 2021

amendment to the Pennsylvania Parole Code and its application to previously awarded parole credit.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether application of 61 Pa. C.S. § 6138(c)(2) to forfeit 243 days of parole liberty credit previously
awarded before the 2021 amendment violated the ex post facto clauses of the United States and

Pennsylvania Constitutions.

HOLDINGS

1. The Board violated the ex post facto clauses by applying the 2021 amendments to forfeit 243 days of
parole liberty credit that had been awarded before the amendments, because the retrospective forfeiture

disadvantaged Lincoln by increasing his punishment and extending his parole violation maximum date.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This retrospective forfeiture of street time credit that was previously awarded to Inmate prior to the passage
of Act 59 clearly disadvantages him as it adds the 243 days that he was previously credited with as a TPV to

his parole violation maximum date, thereby increasing his punishment.” (11)

“We agree, therefore, that the Board contravened Inmate’s constitutional protections against the ex post facto

application the law.” (11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lincoln was released on parole on February 27, 2019, and was later recommitted as a technical parole violator in
March 2020. In that recommitment, the Board awarded him credit for 243 days spent at liberty on parole
between February 27, 2019, and October 28, 2019. After Lincoln was subsequently recommitted as a convicted
parole violator in March 2024, the Board forfeited that previously awarded credit under amendments to the

Pennsylvania Parole Code enacted in 2021, increasing his parole violation maximum date by 243 days.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lincoln was released on parole, later recommitted at various times as a technical parole violator and convicted
parole violator, and initially received credit for 243 days spent at liberty on parole. In 2024, the Board forfeited
that previously awarded credit under amendments enacted in 2021 and recalculated his maximum date. After the

Board denied administrative relief, Lincoln petitioned the Commonwealth Court for review.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Board must reinstate 243 days of parole liberty credit to Lincoln and issue a new adjudication making the

necessary adjustment to his maximum sentence date.
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