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Foreword 

FOREWORD 

In July, 1990 the Program Review and Investigations Committee directed 
its staff to examine the state's parole system. This report was adopted by the Program 
Review and Investigations Committee on November 4, 1991, for submission to the 
Legislative Research Commission. 

The report is the result of dedicated time and effort by the Program Review 
staff and secretaries, Susie Reed an,l JoAnn Blake. Our appreciation is also expressed 
to the members and staff of the Parole Board, the Secretary and staff of the Corrections 
Cabinet, Probation and Parole officers and to all other persons interviewed for this 
study. 

Frankfort, KY 
November, 1991 

Vic Hellard, Jr. 
Director 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: The Honorable Brereton C. Jones, 
The Legislative Research Commission, 
and Affected Agency Heads and Interested Individuals 

FROM: Representative C. M. "Hank" Hancock, Co-Chairman 
Senator Kinl Nelson, Co-Chairman 
Program Review and Investigations Committee 

DATE: December 11, 1991 

RE: Program Evaluation: Kentucky's Parole System 

Minority Fioor Leader 

Jody Richards 
Majority Caucus Chairman 

Clarence Noland 
Minority Caucus Chairman 

Kenny Rapier 
Majority Whip 

Jim Zimmerman 
Minority Whip 

Attached are the final report and recommendations of a study of Kentucky's 
parole system directed by the Program Review and Investigations Committee. The 
Committee's. staff gathered data and information by literature, record and document 
reviews; interviews with current and former Parole Board members, applicants 
for Parole Board membership, Corrections officials and staff, representatives of the 
judiciu.I;'yand law enforcement, advocates of victim's rights organizations, and parole 
officials from other states or professional organizations; and surveys of probation 
and parole officers. 

Until 1986, the Parole Board established parole eligibility for most offenders. 
Since 1986, the General Assembly has limited the Parole Board's discretion regarding 
the parole eligibility of certain categories of crimes and offenders. The primary 
advantage of regulatory parole eligibility is the flexibility allowed the Parole Board 
to balance overall goals of parole, particularly with the goals of other components 
of the criminal justice system. The report recommends that the General Assembly 
consider whether the parole eligibility requirements for violent offenders in KRS 
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439.3401 impede the Parole Board's discretion to balance the overall public protection 
and rehabilitation goals of parole. 

In general, parole systems have four key decision points: determining when 
to authorize the release of an offender prior to the expiration of the court-imposed 
sentence, setting conditions to govern the parolee's behavior and promote 
rehabilitation, providing post-release supervision and assistance to parolees, and 
revoking parole if a parolee violates conditions of parole or supervision. At each 
of these points discretionary decision-making authority provides entities involved 
in the parole system with the flexibility necessary to make individual case decisions 
based on the facts and circumstances of particular cases, and to respond to overall 
goals of the state's criminal justice system. Still, in some cases broad discretion 
allowed in Kentucky's parole system is unstructured and unchecked. Furthermore, 
the degree of accountability to which various entities in the parole system, and. the 
system itself, are held is questionable. 

The following study makes several recommendations aimed at adding structure 
to decision-making processes and accountability in the system. These include 
recommendations that discretionary decisions by the Parole Board in selecting and 
applying parole release criteria, and by the Corrections Cabinet in establishing post­
release supervisory criteria be controlled through the use of guidelines and valid . 
risk assessment tools; that parole release decisions by the Parole Board and revocation 
decisions by the Parole Board and Corrections Cabinet officials be documented more 
fully; that the Corrections Cabinet improve its monitoring and oversight of parole 
officers' decisions during post-release supervision; that communication and 
coordination of post-release resources by the Parole Board, the Corrections Cabinet, 
parole officers and the providers of community-based services be enhanced; that 
qualifications and nomination and selection procedures for Parole Board members 
be better defined and documented; and that the research capacities of the Corrections 
Cabinet and the Parole Board be enhanced to allow for the development of 
performance measures for assessing the effectiveness of the parole system. 

For questions or further information please contact Joseph Fiala, Ar,sistant 
Director, Office for Program Review and :nvestigations. 

iv 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Table of Contents 
Page 

FOREWORD .................................................................... i 

TRANSMITTAL MEMORANDUM ...............................•................ iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS .......................................................... v 

LIST OF TABLES .............................................................. vii 

LIST O'F CHARTS ...................................................... , ....... viii 

LIST OF APPENDICES ......................................................... viii 

SUMMARY .......... , .......................................................... ix 

I. INTRODUCTION •......•...........................•.......•.•....•...... 1 
SCOPE OF STUDY •.......•.•.....•....•..•...•.•.•....•..•••....••.... 2 
METHODOLOGY .......•......•.................•.•.•.....••.....•.... 2 
OVERVIEW ............•.......................•.....•..••..••••••••• 2 

II. PAROLE ELIGIBIIJITY •.•....•.....•...•.•..•.....•...•...•...•.....••.•. 3 
DETERMINATION OF PAROLE ELIGIBILITY ...•..•.••.........•....•...... 3 

Early Parole is Rarely Granted •.........•......••...•...••.••••••••••••• 3 
Parole Board Has Made Eligibility Requirements More Stringent ...•......•....... 5 
Statutory Parole Eligibility Uses Broader Criteria ••••••••••.•••.••.••......... 5 

CALCULATION OF PAROLE ELIGIBILITY ..•.•........ " .......•....••.•....• 7 
REGULATORY PAROLE' ELIGIBILITY •••••...•...•................•..•.... 7 

Fixed Parole Eligibility May Interfere with Rehabilitation ....•...•......•...•... 7 
The 50% Rule Limits Alternatives to Incarceration ............•.•••..•.•......• 9 

III. PAROLE HEARINGS AND RELEASE DECISIONS ...•..•..•.....•......••....• 11 
THE PAROLE HEARING PROCESS ...•.. " ........•...........••...••..... 11 

The Parole Hearing Has Two Parts .•.............•...•.....•.••...•...... 11 
Parole Board Caseload Averages 40 Hearings Per Day ••.....••....•....•...... 12 

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PAROLE DECISIONS ..•........•.••....•.....• 12 
Inconsistent Use of Statutory and Regulatory Criteria .•...•..•......•.......•. 14 
Many Victims of Crimes Give Input to the Parole Board •.•....•.•.............. 14 
Few Variables Statistically Relat.e to Parole Hearing Outcome .........••........ 14 
Expedient Release Shows Strongest Relationship with Parole •.....•...•....•.... 16 

STRUCTURED PAROLE DECISION-MAKING .•.........•.•...•...•........• 16 
Adding Structure to the Process Has Several Benefits .•......••.•............. 16 
Two Options Would Add Structure to the Process ....•.•....••....•••.•••••••• 17 
Documentation of Board Decisions Would Increase Accountability .••.•..•....•.... 18 

IV. POST··RELEASE SUPERVISION ...•.....• r ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 19 
LEVELS OF SUPERVISION ....•...•..•.•....••....•••..•••••••••.••••.• 21 

The Intensive Supervision Program Has Changed in Focus ..•• ~ .....•........••• 21 
Parolees on Inactive Supervision are not Monitored ••••••••••••....•....•..... 23 
RiskiN eeds Assessment Instrument Has Never Been Tested ..•..........•..•.... 23 

PROBATION AND PAROLE OFFICERS ••••.••.•..............•.•.......... 24 
Parole Officers Espou~e a Public Protection Mission .....•.•................... 24 
Parole Officers Downplay Effects of Political Pressure ................•.••..... 26 
High Caseloads Cited as Most Serious Problem ...•....•.....••..•.•...•....• 26 
Training Cited as a Problem Area by Both Officers and the Cabinet ........•.•..•.. 31 

v 



Kentucky's Parole System: Research Report No. 257 

vi 

Page 

Parole Officers Want More Communication with the Parole Board .......... 31 
Monitoring and Oversight of Parole Officers is not Uniform ................ 32 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUPPORT SERVICES ........................... 34 
Community Services are Perceived as Unavailable and Ineffective .......... 34 
Community Resources are not Centrally Coordinated ..................... 35 
Progress is Slow on Substance Abuse Facility ........................... 39 

V. PAROLE REVOCATION ................................................ 41 
KENTUCKY'S REVOCATION PROCESS ................................ 41 
DETECTING PAROLE VIOLATIONS .................................. 42 

A Parole Officer May Not Know A Parolee Has Been Arrested ............• 42 
DISCRETION IN THE REVOCATION PROCESS .•....................... 44 

Parole Officers and Supervisors Need More Oversight .................... 44 
Ending the Process is Not Always Documented ......................... 45 
Administrative Law Judges Have Limited Options ....................... 48 
Final Discretion Used by the Parole Board ............................. 48 

VI. NOMINATION AND APPOINTMENT OF THE PAROLE BOARD ............ 51 
QUALIFICATIONS FOR PAROLE BOARD MEMBERSHIP ................ 51 

Statutory Qualifications are Broadly Interpreted ........................ 52 
Parole Board Statutes and Practices Do Not Ensure Diversity .............. 52 

NOMINATION FOR PAROLE BOARD POSITIONS ....................... 53 
Vacancies for Parole Board are Not Advertised ......................... 53 
Perception of Politics Affects Confidence in Nomination Process ............ 53 
Legislative Confirmation is an Option but Constitutionality Unclear ......... 54 
An Independent Nominating Commission Could Provide Board Oversight ..... 54 

APPOINTMENT OF BOARD MEMBERS .........•............•......•.. 55 
Current Parole Board Terms Threaten Continuity .. ; .................... 55 

vn. ACCOUNTABILITY AND ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS 
OF THE BOARD .. ' ................................................... 59 

OPEN PAROLE HEARINGS .......................................... 59 
Open Hearings Allow More Public Scrutiny ............................ 59 
Open Hearings Present Security and Facility Problems ................... 60 
Open Hearings May Restrain Candor of Questions and Answers ............ 60 

PAROLE SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURES ........................ 60 
Data Collection and Analysis are Inadequate ............................ 60 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS OF THE BOARD ......•............... 62 
Parole Board Chairman's Duties Pose Potential Conflicts ...............•.. 62 
Chairman's Administrative Duties Should Be Shared ..................... 63 

"V1Il COMMITTEE ACTION .....•...........................•.....•......... 65 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES 
Page 

Table 2.1 
Early Paroles FY '89-'91 ................................................................... 4 

Table 2.2 
Administratively Determined Parole Eligibility In Kentucky ................................. 6 

Table 2.3 
Examples of Parole Calculations ........................... , ................................ 8 

Table 3.1 
Results of All Parole Hearings Fiscal Years 1984·1991. ...................................... 13 

Table 3.2 
Results of Initial Parole Release Hearings Fiscal Years 1984-1991 ................... : ...... 13 

Table 3.3 
Relationship of File Search Variables With Parole Release Decisions ......................... 15 

Table 4.1 
Parolees and Probationers Under Active Supervision 1986-1991 ............................ 20 

Table 4.2 
Requirements for Various Levels of Supervision ............................................. 22 

Table 4.3 
Parole Officers' Perceptions of Their Roles .. , " ........................................ , .... 25 

Table 4.4 
Supervisors' Perceptions of Parole Officers' Roles ........................................... 27 

Table 4.5 
Impediments to Job Performance of Parole Officers ......................................... 28 

Table 4.6 
Parole Officer Caseload by Supervision Level. .............................................. 29 

Table 4.7 
Hiring of Parole Officers by the Corrections Cabinet July 1990-July 1991 .................... 30 

Table 4.8 
Evaluation Methods Used by Supervisors ................................................... 33 

Table 4.9 
Availability of Community Services ........................................................ 36 

Table 4.10 
Frequency of Parolee Being Given a Condition of Alcohol Treatment by the Inmate's 

History of Substance Abuse ........................................................... .- .. 37 
Table 4.11 

Frequency of Parolee Being Given a Condition of Alcohol Treatment by Whether the 
Inmate Was Under the Influence When the Crime Was Committed ......................... 37 

Table 4.12 
Intermediate Sanction Programs and Their A vailabiIiiy in Kentucky ......................•.. 38 

Table 5.1 
Parole Officers were asked: "In general, how many times do you record the following 

technical violations in your casebook narratives before you pursue revocation?" .............. 46 

vii 



Kentucl{y's Parole System: Research Report No. 257 

Page 
Table 5.2 

Parole Supervisors were asked: "In general, how many times would you allow a parole 
officer to make note of the following technical violations without pursuing revocation?" ..... .47 

Table 6.1 
Lag Time in Parole Board Appointment and Reappointments ................................ 57 

LIST OF CHARTS 

Chart 5.1 
Flowchart of Revocation Process ........................................................... 43 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A ................................................................................... 67 
Table 1 

Kentucky Inmate Population and Average Cost of Inmate Incarceration .................... 69 
Table 2 

Kentucky Corrections Cabinet Felon Population Projections .... , ........................... 70 

Appendix B ................................................................................... 71 
An Overview of Kentucky Prison Construction and Operation Costs .......................... 73 

Appendix C ................................................................................... 77 
Kentucky Parole Board Decision and Parole Interview Worksheets ........................... 79 

Appendix D ................................................................................... 81 
Conditions of Regular, Advanced and intensive Supervision .................................. 83 

Appendix E ................................................................................... 89 
Survey of Kentucky Parole Officers on the Supervision of Parolees Caseloads and 

Supervision ......... , ................................................................. 91 
Survey of Supervisors and Assistant Supervisors of Kentucky 

Parole Officers .......................................................................... 98 

Appendix F .................................................................................. 105 
Profile of Current Board Members ........................................................ 107 

Appendix G .................................................................................. 109 
Physical Facilities ............................. : ... '" ................... , ................ 111 
Personnel and Other Expenses ............................................................ 114 

Appendix H .................................................................... '" ........... 119 
Program Review and Investigations Committee 

Kentucky's Parole System: Recommendation Worksheet ................................ 121 

viii 



Summary 

KENTUCKY'S PAROLE SYSTEM 
SUMMARY 

Discretionary decision-making authority exists throughout Kentucky's parole 
system. Appropriately, it provides entities involved in the system with the flexibility 
to make individual case decisions based on the facts and circumstances of particular 
cases. It also gives these entities the ability to respond to overall goals of the state's 
criminal justice system. In several instances, however, the broad discretion allowed 
in Kentucky's parole system is unstructured and unchecked. Furthermore, the degree 
of accountability to which various entities in the parole system, and the system itself, 
are held is questionable. 

Decision-maker8 have broad discretion in establishing parole eligibility criteria, 
selecting and applying parole release criteria, establishing and enforcing post-release 
and supervisory criteria, initiating and following through with the revocation process, 
and nominating and appointing Kentucky Parole Board members. Decisions at these 
various points are made by the Parole Board and its employees, the Corrections 
Cabinet, including Parole Officers, the Commission on Corrections and Community 
Services, the Governor, and the General Assembly. 

PAROLE ELIGIBILITY 
Parole eligibility entitles an inmate to 

consideration for conditional rele!lse on J?arole, 
not automatic release. Usually, eligIbility 
establishes the minimum period of incarceration 
for a specified crime. Parole eligibility require­
ments can positively or negatively impact 
general corrections and criminal justice goals. 

Until 1986, the Parole Board established 
parole eligibility for inmates other than those 
convicted of Persistent Felony Offender I or 
sentenced to life without parole, life without 
parole for 25 years, or death. Since then, the 
General Assembly has eliminated Parole Board 
discretion over eligibility for certain categories 
of crimes and offenders. Administrative regu­
lations promulgated by the Parole Board 
establish regular parole eligibility at 20% of the 
court imposed sentence. Statutory parole elig­
ibility established by the General Assembly uses 
the nature of the crime, criminal history, or 
rehabilitation as factors in thl} eligibility 
formula. For example, KRS 532.080 requires 
first degree persistent felony offenders to serve 
a minimum of 10 years. KRS 439.340 (10) 
prohibits the parole of eligible sex offenders 
before successful cOl!1Qletion of a specia1 treat­
ment program. Also, KRS 439.3401 requires that 

a violent offender convicted of a capital offense 
or certain Class A or B felonies serve 12 years 
of a life sentence, or 50% of a sentence of a term 
of years before attaining parole eligibility. 

Some current and former Parole Board 
members feel that the 50% 'eligibility rule for 
violent offenders works against some overall 
goals of parole. First, it virtually eliminates the 
possibility of parole in many cases and by that 
could have an adverse impact on institutional 
behavior and rehabilitation efforts. Second, it 
prevents the Parole Board from considering the 
release of particular inmates at the optimum 
time for their successfully completing parole. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: EVALUATE 
IYHE 50% RULE IN THE VIOLENT 
OFFENDER STATUTE 

The General Assembly should consider 
whether the punitive aspect of KRS 
439.3401, which requires that violent 
offenders serve 50% of a term of years 
before parole eligibility, unduly limits the 
Parole Board's discretion to balance the 
overall public protection and rehabilitation 
goals of parole. 

ix 
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PAROLE HEARINGS AND 
RELEASE DECISIONS 

The parole release decision-making process 
in Kentucky is highly individualized from the 
perspective of both the inmate and the Parole 
Board member. Moreover, release decisions are 
made in a setting that is almost completely free 
of formalized policies, guidelines or structure. 
Each inmate is evaluated on the particular 
circumstances of his case by criteria that is 
selected and interpreted differently by individ­
ual Parole Board members. In evaluating 
inmates, a summary of an inmate's history by 
a case analyst, a cursory review of an inmate's 
file, and an interview with the inmate are 
synthesized during an average six- to ten-minute 
hearing process into a decision to releRse, defer, 
or deny parole. 

Documentation of Parole Board decisions 
gives little indication of their basis or rationale. 
Furthermore, a review of the files of a statistical 
sample of inmates who have had parole hearings 
in the last three years yielded limited insight 
into which criteria are significantly related to 
parole decisions. 

RECOMMENDATION 2: ESTABLISH 
STRUCTURED DECISION-MAKING 
GUIDELINES 
The Parole Board should amend 501 KAR 
1:030(5) to define more completely criteria 
for evaluating an inmate's readiness for 
parole which are reflective of the Board's 
overall policies and goals. In undertaking 
this project, the Board should seek assist­
ance and funding from the National Insti­
tute of Corrections. 

RECOMMENDATION 3: CONSTRUCT A 
RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 

The Parole Board should construct a risk 
assessment instrument to use as a factor in 
evaluating an inmate's readiness for parole. 
This instrument should be constructed to 
group inmates into risk categories based on 
characteristics and recidivism patterns of 
previous Kentucky parolees. In undertak­
ing this project, the Board should seek 
assistance and funding from the National 
Institute of Corrections. 
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RECOMMENDATION 4: RECORD I 
PAROLE RELEASE VOTES I 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.330 to require that the Parole Board 
record the votes of individual members on 
release decisions and have these votes 
available for public disclosure. 

RECOMMENDATION 5: DOCUMENT 
RELEASE OR DENIAL CRITERIA 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.330 to require that the Parole Board 
describe the reasons for the Parole Board's 
decision for or against parole. 

POST-RELEASE SUPERVISION 

Kentucky's post-release supervision system 
has two integral components: supervision of 
parolees by the Corrections Cabinet, and a 
community-based support system of services 
geared toward easing the parolee's reintegration 
into society. The 229 probation and parole 
officers employed by the Corrections Cabinet 
have a great deal of discretion in carrying out 
responsibilities for both supervising parolees 
and arranging for rehabilitative services. 
However, high caseloads, inadequate training, 
and a need for clearer commun1cations regard­
ing the expectations of post-release supervision 
heighten the risks of inconsistencies and lapses 
in supervision. Furthermore, the Corrections 
Cabinet's evaluations of parole officers' perfor­
mance are not geared toward minimizing these 
risks. 

The Corrections Cabinet uses five active 
supervision levels to classify parolees and 
manage resources. Active supervision levels 
differ by the required amount of reporting and 
contact between the parole officer and the 
parolee. An inactive supervision level is available 
for parolees with 24 months of clear conduct 
under active supervision. Parole officers are not 
required to maintain contact with inactive 
parolees, and the Corrections Cabinet does not 
keep statistics on them. 



RECOMMENDATION 6: ACCOUNT FOR 
PAROLEES ON INACTIVE SUPER­
VISION 
The Corrections Cabinet's counting of the 
probation and parole population should 
include those on inactive supervision. The 
Corrections Cabinet should maintain accu­
rate address and employment records and 
periodically assess the appropriateness of 
these ~arolees' inactive status. 

Parolees are plaGed into supervision levels, 
either as a condition imposed by the Parole 
Board, or by a risk/needs assessment instrument 
administered by the Corrections Cabinet. The 
Cabinet's risk/needs assessment instrument 
judges the risks and needs of a parolee based 
on his personal and criminal history. The current 
instrument was adopted from the Wisconsin 
Model in 1978, and has never been validated to 
determine how well it applies to Kentucky 
parolees. 

RECOMMENDATION 7: VALIDATE 
RISK/NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
The Corrections Cabinet should validate the 
risk/needs assessment instrument used to 
classify parolees and probationers into 
levels of supervision to ensure its applica­
bility to Kentucky parolees. The Cabinet 
should seek financial and technical assist­
ance from the National Institute of Correc­
tions to complete this project. 

Three supervision levels, maximum, regular 
and specialized, are available in every county. 
Parole officers assigned to any of these levels 
may supervise parolees in all three levels. 
However, the top two levels of supervision, 
intensive and advanced, are special programs 
which cover only certain areas of the state, and 
which were originated as alternatives to incar­
ceration for higher risk inmates. Since their 
inception, these programs have changed from 
their original use as alternatives to incarcera­
tion, to current use as levels of supervision 
applied by the Parole Board. Parole officers 
assigned to these programs handle cases in only 
one level of supervision. This policy diminishes 
the Corrections Cabinet's ability to manage the 

Summary 

caseloads of parole officers in different super­
vision levels efficiently. 

RECOMMENDATION 8: CHANGE IN­
TENSIVE AND ADVANCED SUPERVI­
SION PROGRAMS 

The Corrections Cabinet should change the 
status of the Intens' e and Advanced 
Supervision Programs from special pro­
grams to supervision levels that are avail­
able statewide. As part of this change, the 
Cabinet Dhould revise its workload formula 
so that a parole officer is not limited to 
supervising parolees in anyone level. 
Parolee cases should be distributed accord­
ing to the time requirements of the various 
levels of supervision and the geographic 
area that an officer covers. 

Parole officers expre~sed a need for addi~ 
tional feedback from the Parole Board on their 
supervision of parolees. Both parole officers and 
Parole Board members feel that increasing the 
communication between them may enhance the 
effectiveness of supervision. This would partic­
ularly be useful in allowing parole officers to 
get a better understanding of the meaning of 
Parole Board directives. Due to the variable 
schedule of the Parole Board, members felt that 
this communication would best be achieved 
through formal meetings where several parole 
officers could ask general questions, rather than 
on an individual basis. The effectiveness of parole 
officers' supervision also may be enhanced by 
more constructive feedback from the Division 
of Probation and Parole. 

RECOMMENDATION 9: IMPROVE 
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE 
PAROLE BOARD AND PAROLE 
OFFICERS 

The Parole Board should conduct annual 
meetings with parole officers in each of the 
11 probation and parole districts in the 
state. The meetings should cover such topics 
as the intent of conditions of parole, local 
availability of community resources, 
assigned supervision levels, and revocation 
decisions. 
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RECOMMENDATION 10: REVISE AUD­
ITS OF PAROLE OFFICERS 

The Corrections Cabinet should revise its 
semi-annual audit of parole officers to 
include a standardized evaluation format 
for all officers statewide, using the present 
intensive supervision audit format as a 
model. The semi-annual audits should also 
include a field supervision component, 
which should be used to evaluate parole 
officer performance and to ~ive the officer 
feedback on how to improve the quality of 
his supervision. 

The Parole Board often mandates partici­
pation in community-based support services as 
a condition of release when they feel this would 
be helpful to the parolee's successful reintegra­
tion into society. Theoretically, community­
based services fulfill two purposes in post-release 
supervision. These services provide rehabilita­
tion and treatment for social or medical dis­
orders, and serve as alternatives to revoking the 
parole of technical violators. 

In practice, however, these community­
based support services may not serve parolees 
as effectively as they could. Once released on 
parol~, a parolee may find his treatment options 
limited because of a lack of community resources 
in several areas of the state or a lack of sufficient 
slots in those services in existence. Furthermore, 
existing programs may provide limited services. 

, 
RECOMMENDATION 11: AUTHORIZE 
A COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF COM­
MUNITY RESOURCE NEEDS 

The 1992 General Assembly should auth­
orize a cooperative study by the Legislative 
Research Commission, the Corrections and 
Human Resources Cabinets, and the Parole 
Board to: 

Identify the need for rehabilitative and 
counseling services within geographic 
areas of the state by determining which 
services have a significant impact on 
successful reintegration of parolees and 
probationers into society; 
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Develop and p'i'opose to the General 
Assembly a long-range plan which 
prioritizes services and the geographic 
regions in which they are needed; and 
Estimate the fiscal impact of the pro­
posed plan and provide the General 
Assembly with budgetary options for 
implementation. 

For the most part, community-based servi­
ces are provided by state and local governments, 
particularly through the comprehensive care 
system. Private sector providers also are 
available in some areas of the state. These 
services are not centrally coordinated by the 
Corrections Cabinet, and the responsibility for 
identifying and arranging for services lies solely 
with the parole officer. 

The Corrections Cabinet identifies statewide 
services in a loose leaf directory compiled from 
reports submitted by local parole officers. This 
directory was compiled in the mid-1980's and 
has not been updated. Also, the directory is not 
formally published, and has no index or narra­
tive guide. A copy of the directory is provided 
to each probation and parole office but not to 
individual officers. Furthermore, the Parole 
Board sometimes imposes participation in a 
community-based support service as a condition 
of an inmate's parole without definitive knowl­
edge of that service's availability in the area to 
which the inmate is paroled. 

RECOMMENDATION 12: UPDATE AND 
DISTRIBUTE COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DIRECTORY 
The Corrections Cabinet should update its 
Community Services Directory annually 
and distribute copies and updates to all 
parole officers and all members of the 
Parole Board. 

Several national studies point to a link 
between substance abuse and criminal activity. 
This relationship was also found in the Program 
Review staff's sample of inmate files. Parole 
officers, Parole Board members and other 
Corrections Cabinet officials state that enhanced 
treatment of substance abuse problems is 
important for increasing public safety. 



The 1990 Kentucky General Assembly 
attempted to address this need by funding a 100-
bed residential facility to be contracted from the 
private sector for parolees with substance abuse 
problems. The facility is to provide an option 
of 60 days of rehabilitation treatment for 
parolees facing preliminary revocation hearings 
and would offer an option of residential care as 
an alternative to reincarceration. Little progress 
has been made, however, in the development of 
this facility. On May 31, 1991, the Finance and 
Administration Cabinet released a reguest for 
proposal (RFP) for two 50-bed facilitIes to be 
provided by the private sector. To date, no 
contract has been awarded. 

RECOMMENDATION 13: REPORT STA­
TUS OF PROPOSED SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE FACILITY 
The Finance and Administration Cabinet 
should report their progress on the sub­
stance abuse treatment facility funded by 
the 1990 Session of the General Assembly 
to the Appropriations and Revenue Com­
mittee by the 1992 Session. The report 
should include the rationale for any oper­
ational or geographic changes from the I 
program funded by the 1990 General 
Assembly. 

PAROLE REVOCATION 
Parole revocation can be triggered by a 

technical violation of conditions of parole or 
supervision, or by committing a new crime. 
Unlike parole release hearings, the revocation 
process follows procedural due process safe­
guards, which generally entail a pr~liminary 
hearing to decide probable cause, and, if 
necessary, a second hearing to determine guilt 
or innocence and final disposition of the case. 
Discretionary authority is exercised by various 
entities throughout the revocation process. 

Once a parole violation is suspected, parole 
officers, and sometimes district supervisors and 
the Division of Probation and Parole in the 
Corrections .iabinet, decide whether or not to 
initiate revocation proceedings. Monitoring of 
parolee activities during post-release supervi­
sion is usually effective for detecting parole 
violations. In addition, parole officers periodi­
cally check police, court or jail records to uncover 
new criminal activity by a parolee. Nevertheless, 
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communication among the Corrections Cabinet, 
law enforcement officers, and pretrial release 
officers of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts is not extensive enough to distribute 
information efficiently about a parolee's arrest, 
and it can easily be overlooked. 

IRECOMMENDATION 14: DEVELOP A 
MORE EFFECTIVE SYSTEM TO SPOT 
ARRESTED PAROLEES 
The Corrections Cabinet, with cooperation 
from the Kentucky State Police and the 
Administrative Office of the Court, should 
develop a more effective system for detect­
ing the arrests of parolees. 

The Division of Probation and Parole allows 
parole officers and their supervisors cOJ1sider~ 
able latitude in interpreting Corrections Cabinet 
Policies and Procedures regarding major and 
minor violations of parole. and in deciding 
whether to initiate revocation proceedings. 
Furthermore, data gathered by Program 
Review staff from surveys of parole officers and 
supervisors, and from a sample of revocation files 
indicate that parole officers are inconsistent in 
responding to technical violations. Since no two 
parolees 2.re alike and violations occur under 
different circumstances, parole officers need 
some flexibility in handling suspected parole 
violations. However, proper monitoring and 
evaluation of their use of discretion in this area 
is necessary to contain inconsistencies at a level 
that does not jeopardize public safety. 

RECOMMENDATION 15: ESTABLISH 
PROCESS FOR MONITORING AND 
EVALUATING PAROLE OFFICER AND 
SUPERVISOR DISCRETION 

The Corrections Cabinet should establish 
management practices and procedures to 
monitor and evaluate parole officers and 
supervisors, in order to ensure that their 
use of discretionary authority is consistent 
and effectively applied. 

Once a parolee has violated parole, he can 
be released oack to supervision before revocation 
proceedings begin. The Director of the Division 
of Probation and Parole can withdraw a detainer 
or the Administrative Law Judge can grant a 
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leniency agreement at the request of the parole 
officer. Documenting the reasons in ~upport of 
ending the process is not always reqUIred. 

RECOMMENDATION 16: REQUIRE 
DOCUMENTATION OF THE REASONS 
FOR RELEASING SUSPECTED 
PAROLE VIOLATORS 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.430!1) to require the director of the 
CorrectIOns Cabinet Division of Probation 
and Parole to document reasons for not 
seeking revocation of a suspected parole 
violator, if the director does not submit a I 
recommendation to the Parole Board. . 

During the preliminary hearing phase, the 
Administrative Law Judge has few options other 
than to determine probable cause and/or grant 
a parole officer's request for leniency. Currently, 
the Parole Board is considering providing 
Administra~iv~ Law Jud~es with m~re option.s 
during prehmmary hearmgs. Allowmg AdmI­
nistrative Law judges tv add condi~ions ofpar~le 
to a leniency agreement would provIde them wIth 
more flexibility and provide an additional check 
over a key area of discretion. 

RECOMMENDATION 17: ALLOW ALl's 
TO ADD CONDITIONS OF PAROLE 
The Parole Board should amend 501 KAR 
1:040(1), which allows ALJs to place addi­
tional conditions of parole on leniency 
agreements for parole violators. 1-.' :i~y addi­
tional'parole conditions imposed bJ don ALJ 
should be subject to Board approval. 

NOMINATION AND APPOINTMENT 
OF THE PAROLE BOARD 

The statutory directives outlined in the 
Kentucky Revised Statutes for nominatin~ and 
appointing Parole Board Ip-~mbers ~stabl!sh an 
independent board of cItIzens 'YI.th dJV(~t:se 
professional backgrounds ~nd pol~t~cal. affIlIa­
tions. The statutes also outlme qualifIcatIOns for 
membership on the Board. Applicants are 
screened and nominated for gubernatorial 
appointment to the Board by an advisory 
commission that also is appointed by the 
Governor. Parole Board members are appointed 
to four-year staggered terms and can be removed 
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only for cause. Yet questions rema~n abollt the 
degree to which these measures provIde a dIverse 
and qualified Board, insulate the Board from 
political or undue influence, and protect Board 
continuity and experience. 

In 1972, the General Assembly amended 
KRS439.320 to require that Parole Board 
members have at least five years of actual 
experience in specified professions. Th~ broad 
provisions of the statute have been hberally 
mterpreted over the years. The results of this 
:Qractice have been twofold. First, some Parole 
Board members' qualifications have been 
questioned. Second, legislative control over the 
discretion allowed in apPoInting the Board has 
been diminished. Even though thie statute allows 
for a Board of diverse professional backgrounds, 
it does not ensure diversity on either the Board 
or its decision-making panels. Furthermore, 
Parole Board vacancies are not formally pub­
licized or advertised. This practic.e could 
potentially limit Kentucky's ability to attract 
qualified applicants. 

RECOMMENDATION 18: SPECOFY 
STATUTORY QUALIFICATIONS FOR 
THE PAROLE BOARD 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to better define the level of knowl­
edge and experience required to quaUfy for 
appointment to the Parole Board. The 
statute should specify the type of academic 
credentials,recognized or special traini~g, 
certifica.tion or licensure needed to qualIfy 
under the statutory disciplines. The nom­
inating body should estabUsh a policy of 
forwarding a statement of qualifications, 
signed by its Chairman, as part of the 
documentation submitted to the Governor's 
Office with the names of the three 
nominees. '< 

RECOMMENDATION .-19: REFLECT 
DIVERSITY ON THE PAROLE BOARD, 
QUORUMS ANDP ANELS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to require that a minimum of three 
(3) disciplines or professions be represented 
on the Board at any time. 



RECOMMENDATION 20: ADVERTISE 
PAROLE BOARD VACANCIES 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to require public notification of 
expired terms or vacancies on the Parole 
Board. 

Kentucky uses staggered terms for Parole 
Board members, to enhance the continuity of the 
Board and ~rovide some degree of political 
insulation. The General Assembly established 
four~year staggered terms for members in 1956, 
when the Board had only three members. 
However, the increase in Parole Board {lOsitions 
in 1963 and 1986 has created a situation m which 
the terms of four members expire within five 
weeks of each other. Furthermore, KRS 439.320 
allows Parole Board members to serve until 
reappointed or replaced. This practice could 
adversely affect Board continuity. For example, 
in the Spring of 1991, the Governor could have 
appointed five new members to the Board. . 

RECOMMENDATION 21: RE-STAGGER 
TERMS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to re-staggerterms of Parole Board 
members when the current terms expire. 
Upon the eX"piration of the terms of office 
of the two Board members whose terms 
expire June 30,1994, the Governor should 
appoint two members to serve until June 
30, 1995. Thereafter, all members would 
serve four-year terms. To ensure continuity, 
the statute should also require that terms 
be re-staggered each time there is an action 
that changes the configuration of the Parole 
Board 

RECOMMENDATION 22: PLACE TIME 
LIMIT ON PAROLE BOARD APPOINT· 
MENTS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439,320 to i'equire that the Governor make 
appointments or reapllointments to the 
Parole Board no latei" than 60 days after 
a term expires or a vacancy occurs. 

De~ite statutory attempts to insulate the 
Parole Board from political agendas, the role of 
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Qolitical patronage in the selection of Parole 
Hoard members remains a question and creates 
the perception that political responsiveness is an 
unwritten qualification for Board membership. 
The current nomination and appointment 
process does not insulate the Board from that 
criticism. Questions about the qualifications and 
political contributions of some Parole Board 
members, including current appointees, affect 
public confidence in the process. Moreover, 
questions about the political autonomy of the 
nominating body, the Commission on Corrections 
and Community Services, accentuate the 
problem. 

Several other states use legislative confir­
mation of Parole Board members as a means 
of inserting checks and balances in the nomi­
nation and appointment process. At a minimum, 
confirmation oJ?ens the process and the nominees 
to public scrutmy. Although it may not remove 
llolitics from the process, it could make Parole 
Board members less vulnerable to political 
pressure. However, due to pending lItigation 
concerning the constitutionality of legislative 
confirmation and other questions about the 
process, this report presents it as an option rather 
than a recommendation. 

A second option for increasing the political 
autonomy of tne process is to make the nomi­
nating body more independent of political ties 
by creating a new nominating entity or mod~ 
ifying the membership of the existing Commis­
sion on Corrections and Community Services. All 
members of the current nominating body are 
either directly appointed by the Governor, or 
indirectly appointed by virtue of appointed 
llositions withm the Corrections Cabinet or the 
Parole Board. The General Assembly could 
revamp the current nominating body, or create 
a new one with fewer ties to the appointing 
authority. The composition could include various 
combinations of specified elected state officials, 
professionals from selected areas recommended 
by their professional associations, a representa­
tive of persons employed in local law enforce~ 
ment or corrections areas, a representative of 
local elected officials and victims organizations, 
or citizens-at-Iarge appointed by the Governor. 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS OF 
THE PAROLE BOARD 

The Parole Board holds parole release 
hearings, p_arole revocation hearmgs and victim 
hearings. Victim hearings are open to the public 
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but may be closed at the victim's request. The 
statutes exempt only the deliberative portion of 
parole release and revocation hearings from open 
meeting requirements for public agencIes. 
However, in practice the Parole Board closes the 
entire hearing. 

Opening parole hearings to the public is 
frequently mentioned as a: way to add public 
accountability to the decision-making process. 
According to a survey conducted by the Ken­
tucky Parole Board, 22 of 49 states open some· 
portion of parole hearings. Open hearings would 
remove public perceptions of secrecy surround­
ing Parole Board decisions, and would allow the 
public to evaluate Board members based on their 
performance. Moreover, open hearings would 
pro.v!de greater insight into the basis of 
deCISlOns. 

Nevertheless, the benefits of open parole 
hearings must be weighed against the draw­
backs. In order to accommodate the public, 
opening r.arole hearings would.req:aire substan­
tIal modIfications at the facilities In which they 
are currently held. Also, hearing proceedings 
would be disrupted by a constant flow of 
spectators in and out of the hearing room as one 
hearing ends and another begins. Open and 
frank dialog between Parole Board members 
and the inmate could potentially be constrained 
in a public settin~. Finally, publicity generated 
from open hearmgs could adversely affect 
victims, and a parolee's chances for successful 
reintegration into society. 

Several entities make key discretionary 
decisions in Kentucky's parole system. Yet, no 
mechanisms exist to evaluate the performance 
of the parole ~stem as a whole or any of its. 
components. KRS Chapters 17 and 27 A require 
that much of the data necessary to perform this 
type of evaluation be maintained. Although 
much of this information is k~t by the Correc­
tions Cabinet and the Parole Board, it is either 
not compiled or not easily accessible. The present 
system of data collection and analysis is not 
adequate to draw conclusions about the parole 
process or to even answer simple research 
questions. An improved system of data collection 
would allow the Parole Board and Corrections 
Cabinet to evaluate their decisions and the effects 
of their decision on the criminal justice system. 
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RECOMrMENDATION 23: DEVELOP 
RESEARCH CAPABILITIES 
The General Assembly should require the 
Parole Board and Corrections Cabinet to 
eva~uate the effectiveness of the parole 
!!ystem and its individual components. 
Existing research capabilities should be 
expanded to enable the Parole Board and 
the Corrections Cabinet to jointly: 

., collect data pertinent to the evaluation 
of the parole system, 

• maintain the data in an accessible and 
useful format, 

• analyze the data and identify trends, 
and 

• report annual comparative data. 

The Parole Board Chairman has multiple 
responsibilities. First as a member of the Parole 
Board, he is responsible for all of the duties 
outlined in KRS 439.330. Second, as the Chair­
man, he has various responsibilities inherent to 
that position. One of these includes sitting on 
the Commission that nominates persons for 
positions on the Board. Third, as Chief Admi­
nistrative Offif!er of the· Parole Board, he has 
responsibilities which cover organizational, 
administrative and personnel matters relating 
to the Board. 

The Chairman's duties should be modified 
to allow him to devote more time to responsi­
bilities as a Board member and policy maker. 
EstablishinK an administrative position respon­
sible to the Board would achieve this objective. 
In addition to inSUlating the Chairman from 
potential conflicts created by multiple roles, this 
change would also provide for the administrative 
continuity of the Board. 

RECOMMENDATION 24: REMOVE 
PAROLE BOARD CHAIRMAN FROM 
SELECTION AND NOML~ATING BODY 
The General Assembll should amend KRS 
439.302 to remove toe Chairman of the 
Parole Board from membership in the body 
responsible for screening and nominating 
future parole board,members for guberna­
torial appointment. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 

CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

The Parole System is one component of the criminal justice system, which includes 
law enforcement, prosecution, the judiciary and corrections. Each of these components 
can have multiple missions, which can be at odds with each other. Most often the 
conflict is between the protection of the community by incarceration of wrongdoers 
and their eventual rehabilitation and reintegration into the community. These diverse 
purposes are clearly recognized in the Parole Board's "Statement of Philosophy and 
Principles": 

The Legislature plainly intends for the parole system to function 
for the best interest of society. Two of theprima,ry concerns of the 
Parole Board are the protection of the community and the 
development of a reasonable belief that an inmate is able and willing 
to become a law abiding citizen. Rehabilitation and a successful 
reintegration into society are to be strived for during and after 
the period of incapacitation which removes a criminal offender from 
society. 

Both purposes are important; the difficulty is in finding the right balance. 
The balance between incarceration and reintegration is crucial to Kentucky's 

correctional system, which is facing critical problems related to costs and fadlities. 
The state's prison population has increased significantly in the last ten years and 
is projected to steadily increase into the next century. Tables 1 and 2 of Appendix 
A contain statistics on Kentucky's prison population. This growth in prison population 
has resulted in a substantial increase in the Corrections Cabinet's capital construction 
and institutional operational budgets. Appendix B delineates pl'ison construction 
and operating costs. 

The parole system directly impacts the length of time prisoners are incarcerated 
and offers the criminal justice system an alternative to incarceration. However, the 
parole system also has an obligation to protect the public by insuring that parolees 
are a limited threat to the community. Strengthening the parole system through 
legislative and administrative changes that enhance its public credibility and 
effectiveness would make parole a more viable tool for dealing with some of the 
problems facing the state's correction system. 

Discretionary decision-making in the parole process has come under intense 
scrutiny in the past ten years by the public, media, interest groups and state 
legislatures. Like Kentucky, several states have reviewed their parole system in 
depth and made significant changes. However, most recognize the benefits of a 
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supervision period immediately following a person~s release from incarceration and 
have maintained some degree of discretionary paro1e release. 

In general, parole systems have four key decision points: deciding when to 
authorize the early release of an offender, setting conditions to govern the parolee's 
behavior and promote his rehabilitation, providing supervision and assistance to 
released parolees, and revoking parole if a parolee violates. c~nditi?ns of parole or 
supervision. Discretionary authority is exercised at each decIsIOn pomt. 

SCOPE OF STUDY 

The Program Review and Investigations 
Committee dIrected staff to review Kentucky's 
laws and practices relating to the parole of adult 
criminal offenders. The objectives of the study 
were to determine the extent to which discre­
tionary decision-making authority is exerci~ed 
in the parole system, and the extent to whIch 
the varIOUS entities with discretionary authority 
are held accountable. In addition, the committee 
asked the Program Review staff to outline 
options for limiting or controlling discretionary 
authority where advisable, and to assess the 
impact of public parole hearings on the parole 
process. 

METHODOLGY 
In pursuing these objectives, Program 

Review staff interviewed current and former 
Parole Board members, Parole Board 
employees, Corrections Cabinet personnel, 
probation and parole officers, members of the 
Commission on Corrections and Community 
Services, judicial and law enforcement officials, 
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representatives of victims groups, applican~.for 
Parole Board membership, and parole offICIals 
from other states or affiliated with national 
associations. Staff also observed and documented 
435 inmate parole release and revocation 
hearin~ at various institutions in Kentuc};y" and 
reviewed the files of a statistical sample of 
inmates who had a parole hearing in the last 
three years. Finally, staff surveyed all probation 
and parole officers and their supervisors. 

OVERVIEW 
Chapter II discusses the establishment of 

parole eligibility criteria; Chapter III discusses 
the parole hearing and release decision; Chapter 
IV discusses post-release supervision; Chapter 
V discusses the revocation process; Chapter VI 
discusses the nomination and apjJointment of 
Parole Board members; Chapter VII discusses 
accountabilit,Y and the administrative operations 
of the Parole Board; and Chapter VIII delineates 
final action by the Program Review and Inves­
tigations Committee on the report and the 
recommendations. 



Chapter II: Parole Eligibility 

CHAPTER II 
PAROLE ELIGIBILITY 

Attainment of parole eligibility status does not constitute automatic release from 
incarceration, but it does entitle inmates to consideration for release prior to serving 
their entire sentence. Parole eligibility is not an arbitrary matter. It is the first 
factor in the parole equation, and is usually expressed as a mathematical formula 
which, in most cases, establishes the minimum period of incarceration for specified 
crimes. In some states, parole eligibility is set by the courts through sentencing 
to minimum and maximum terms of incarceration. However, most states leave the 
determination of parole eligibility in the hands of either the legislature, the paroling 
authority, or a combination of the two. The choice between statutory or regulatory 
parole eligibility requirements depends on the degree of flexibility desired in the 
parole system and' how much authority the legislature wishes to give the parole 
board. 

Although parole eligibility is based upon different factors in various jurisdictions, 
the most common method of calculating eligibility is by using a time served formula. 
Various other factors, such as prior criminal history or institutional conduct, also 
may become part of the eligibility equation. For example, in Arkansas and New 
Jersey, a progressively higher percentage of the sentence must be served for each 
prior offense before an inmate can become eligible for parole consideration. 

Parole eligibility requirements have an impact on the overall goals of a state's 
criminal justice system. Eligibility schedules can work for or against the overall 
objective of a jurisdiction's criminal justice system. Therefore, eligibility 
requirements should be consonant with a state's overall goals relative to punishment, 
deterrence, incapacitation and rehabilitation. 

DETERMINATION OF PAROLE 
ELIGIBILITY 

In Kentucky, until 1986, the Parole Board 
established parole eligibility, except for inmates 
convicted of Persistent Felony Offender I (PFO) 
or sentenced to life without parole, life without 
parole for 25 years, or death. Since then the' 
General Assembly has eliminated the Parole 
Board's discretion for certain categories of 
crimes and offenders. The Parole Board main­
tains responsibility for establishing parole 
eligibility for early parole (parole consideration 
prior to one's initial eligibility date), and regular 
parole for most felony offenders. The General 
Assembly establishes parole eligibility criteria 
for specified categories of violent offenders. 

In Kentucky, parole eligibility ranges from 
20% to 50% of the court-Imposed sentence. 
Determination of ,parole eligibility is based on 
both time served In the institution and credit 
for jail time served prior to institutional 
incarceration. In some cases, eligibility is also 
affected by the nature of the crime, previous 
criminal history and participation in special 
treatment programs. In Kentucky, institutional 
behavior is not a factor in establishing parole 
eligibility. 

Early Pa.role Is Rarely Granted 

Early parole is the sole mechanism for 
release prior to reaching initial parole eligibility. 
The Parole Board has the exclusive authority 
to consider inmates for early parole prior to their 

3 



Kentucky's Parole System: Research Report No. 257 

regular eligibility date, if their eligibility date 
is established by regulation. Early parole does 
not apply to inmates whose eligibility is estab­
lished by statute. According to a Parole Board 
official, early parole is used only for extraordi­
nary circumstances, such as serious medical or 
family problems. 

In December 1988, the Parole Board 
amended its administrative regulations to 
restrict requests for early parole. Prior to this 
time, early parole could be requested by any 
inmate or any person acting on behalf of the 
inmate. Under the amended regulation (501 
KAR 1:030 (4», an inmate may be considered 
for early parole, if: 

• the inmate is qualified for the Correc­
tions Cabinet's Intensive Supervision 
Program, or 

• the Corrections Cabinet requests an early 
parole hearing on account of medical 
problems documented by the Cabinet's 
physicians; or 

• the sentencing judge or prosecuting 
attorney makes a written request. 

The policy change restricting requests for 
early parole attracted criticism from persons 

concerned that it would increase undue pressure 
put on judges and _prosecutors on behalf of 
particular inmates. However, the Parole Board 
reviews all requestm for early parole in conjunc­
tion with the inmate file before voting on whether 
to grant a release hearing. If granted, this 
hearing does not ensure parole release. 

Since the Parole Board does not keep a count 
of requests for early parole, Program Review 
staff were unable to determine the number of 
persons who have applied for early parole 
consideration. Only a small number of inmates, 
however, are released through this process. 

Table 2.1 refleCts the number of early parole 
hearings and releases by eligibility category for 
FYs '89, '90 and '91. Total early ~arole hearing!,! 
have decreased from 68 in FY 89 to 21 in FY 
'91. Moreover, the number of hearings reSUlting 
from requests by prosecutors and judges has 
decreased ~ 75% (from 28 to 7) during that same 
period. In FY' 89 approximately 84% (57) of the 
mmates qualifying for and receiving early 
release hearings were granted parole~ This 
compares with 75% (40 inmates) in FY' 90 and 
80% (17 inmates) in FY' 91. These figures 
represent 3.0%, 2.3% and .8% of the total parolees 
released in FYs '89, '90 and '91 respectively. 

TABLE 2.1 
Early Paroles FY '89-'91 

FY '89 FY '90 FX '9.1 
Hearings Releases Hearings Releases Hearings Releases 

Early Parole 
Requests of 
Prosecutors 28 24 19 16 7 6 
and Judges 

Qualified 40 33 34 24 14 11 
for ISP 

TOTALS 68 57 53 40 21 17 

PERCENT 84% 75% 81% 
RELEASED 

SOURCE: Compiled by the Program Review Stafffrom the Annual Reports of the Kentucky Parole Board. 
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Parole Board Has Made Eligibility 
Requirements More Stringent 

Eligibility for regular parole is based upon 
a time served standard calculated as a proportion 
of the court-imposed sentence. The current 20% 
of the sentence requirement outlined in 501 KAR 
1:030 (4) is the result of a compromise reached 
by Parole Board members in 1980. At that time, 
some Board members favored a 30% standard. 
This was more in line with the 1/3 of the sentence 
served standard used by many states. 

Table 2.2 shows eligibility requirements 
established by the Parole Board from December 
1980 to date. In most instances, the Parole Board 
has increased the required periods of incarcer­
ation before an inmate is eligible for consider­
ation for parole, For example, prior to 1980 an 
inmate receiving a sentence of 15 years was 
eligible for parole in two years. After the 20% 
rule was established in 1980, the same inmate 
would be eligible for parole in three years. 

Prior to December 3, 1980, the amount of 
the sentence that had to be served before parole 
eligibility was not uniform. In some instances, 
the old regulations were lenient; in other cases, 
they were stringent. For sentences of more than 
nine years, up to and including 15 years, the 
percentage of the sentence which must be served 
Qrior to parole eligibility varied from 20% to 13%. 
For sentences of more than 21 years, up to and 
including life, parole eligibility is set at six years. 
From 22 years to 29 years, the percentage which 
must be served is greater than 20%. After 30 
years, the percentage steadily decreases and is 
always less than 20%. 

Statutory Pal"ole Eligibilit)', Uses 
Broader Criteria 

The General Assembly has limited the 
Parole Board's discretion in dealing with certain 
categories of crime: violent offenders, sex 
offenders, and persistent felony offenders. Parole 
eligibility established by the General Assembly 
now combines the time served standard with the 
nature of the crime, criminal history and 
rehabilitation. 

Parole eligibility requirements established 
for violent offenders illustrate how the nature 
of the crime fits into the General Assembly's 
eligibility formula. Pursuant to KRS 439.3401, 
a violent offender convicted and sentenced to life 
for commission of a capital offense, or certain 
Class A or B felonies, must serve twelve years 
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before being eligible for p.arole consideration. If 
the sentence given for tRis offense is a term of 
years, however, the inmate must serve 50% of 
the sentence imposed before parole 
consideration. 

The Corrections Cabinet has certified that 
the following crimes fall under KRS 439.3401: 
Murder, Manslaughter I, Rape I, Sodomy I, 
Assault I, Kidnapping, where there is serIOUS 
p'hysical injury or death, and Arson I, where 
there is serIOUS physical injury or death. 

The violent offender statute (KRS 439.3401), 
initially passed in 1986, has also affected Parole 
Board regulations regarding periods of defer­
ment. The new Parole Board regulations, which 
became effective December 3, 1988, state that 
the maximum deferment that an inmate can 
receive at one time may exceed the minimum 
parole eligibility established statutorily for a life 
sentence. KRS 439.3401, requires that an inmate 
serve 12 years of a life sentence before he is 
eligible for parole. Therefore, the maximum 
deferment which an inmate may receive is 12 
years. Prior to December 3,1988, the maximum 
deferment that could be given an inmate was 
eight years. 

Eligibility requirements established for 
persistent felony offenders illustrate the General 
Assembly's use of criminal history in the parole 
eligibility equation. The PFO status is used to 
add a number of years to the sentence of a felon 
with prior felony convictions. Pursmwt to KRS 
532.080, persons convicted of being first degree 
persistent felony offenders are not eligible for 
parole until they have served a minimum of 10 
years in prison. 

Rehabilitation is part of the eligibility 
equation set by the General Assembly for sex 
offenders. KRS 439.340 (10) prohibits eligible 
sex offenders from being granted parole prior 
to successfully completing a speci,al treatment 
pro~ram. Moreover, sex offenders are not 
eligible for the sex offender program unless they 
admit guilt of the sex offense. Currently, seven 
inmates at the Kentucky State Reformatory who 
are required by law to join the sex offender 
program for parole purposes have chosen not to 
do so. However, they may enter the program at 
a!1Y time if they wish. Corrections Cabinet 
officials state tnat inmates rarely refuse to 
participate in the sex offender program. 
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TABLE 2.2 

ADMINISTRATIVELY DETERMINED PAROLE ELIGIBILITY 
IN KENTUCKY 

\ 
, 

I 

cruME COMMITTED CR!ME COMMITTED 
PRIOR TO AFTER DECEMBER 3, 1980-

DECEMBER 3, 1980 
TIME SERVICE • TIME SERVICE 

SENTENCE REQUIRED BEFORE SENTENCE REQUIRED BEFORE 

BEING SERVED FIRST REVIEW BEING SERVED FIRST REVIEW 

MINUS JAIL CREDIT MINUS JAIL CREDIT 

I YEAR 4 MONTHS I YEAR. UP TO BUT NOT 4 MONTHS 

INCLUDING 2 YEARS 

MORE THAN I YEAR AND 5 MONTHS 

LESS THAN 18 MONTHS 

18 MONTHS UP TO AND 6 MONTHS 

INCLUDING 2 YEARS 

MORE THAN 2 YEARS AND 7 MONTHS 2 YEARS. liP TO AND 20% OF SENTENCE 

LESS THAN 2-1/2 YEARS INCLUDING 39 YEARS RECEIVED 

FROM 4.8 MONTHS - 7.8 YEARS 

2/112 YEARS UP TO 3 YEARS 8 MONTHS 

3 YEARS 10 MONTHS 

MORE THAN 3 YEARS, UP TO I YEAR 

AND INCLUDING 9 YEARS 

MORE THAN q YEARS. UP TO 2 YEARS 

AND INCLUDING 15 YEARS 

MORE THAN 15 YEARS. UP TO 4 YEARS 

AND INCLUDING 21 YEARS 

MORE THAN 21 YEARS. UP TO 6 YEARS MORE THAN:W YEARS. 8 YEARS 

AND INCLUDING LIFE UP TO AND l"elUDING 

LIFE 

SOURCE: KY Administrative Regulations (501 KAR 1 :030(4» 

NOTE: Fnr crimes Cllfllfllittt~d on or IIllcr July 15. 1986. which involve vi(Jlcnt ofTendt!rs, SCl~ KRS 439.3401. 

B: Pnrulc\KnrCollly 
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CALCULATION OF PAROLE 
ELIGIBILITY 

Parole eli~ibility is computed by adding the 
amount of tIme to be served to the final 
sentencing date and then subtracting the amount 
of ~ail time already served. After this comJ?u~ 
tatlOn is made, the correct percentage is applIed 
to the sentence. "Good time", credit given for 
good behavior, is not a factor in parole eligibility 
determinations, but is subtracted from the 
sentence. Good time is a factor in the conditional 
release date of inmates who receive a serve~out 
from the Parole Board. 

The form of a sentence affects the parole 
eligibility calculation. If two or more sentences 
are to run concurrently, the longest sentence will 
be used to calculate eligibility. If the sentences 
are to run consecutively, the sentences will be 
added together and eligibility will be based on 
that total. This presupposes that the crimes were 
committed before incarceration. In the event of 
escape, attempted escape or a new crime 
committed durmg imprisonment, the amount of 
time before parole eligibility is reached could 
increase. A few examples will illustrate the 
effect of concurrent and consecutive sentences 
on the mathematical time served eligibility 
formula. If Inm:!te A receives two sentences of 
five and ten years to run concurrently, he will 
be eligible for parole in two years (20% of the 
longest sentence). On the other hand, if he 
receives the identical sentences to run consec­
utively, he must serve three years before he is 
eligible for parole. 

Table 2.3 illustrates how parole eligibility 
is calculated for both statutory and regulatory 
eligibility. The first three examples illustrate the 
application of the 20% rule formulated by the 
Parole Board. Examples 2 and 3 show the effect 
of concurrent and consecutive sentences on 
1>arole eligibility. The next two examples 
(numbers 4 and 5) show how the violent offender 
statute enacted by the General Assembly in 1986 
affects parole eligibility. In cases which fall 
under the violent offender statute, parole 
eligibility differs with the type of sentence 
imposed. If the inmate receives a life sentence, 
he will be eligible for parole in 12 years. 
However, if the inmate receives a sentence of 
a term of years, he must serve 50% of the sentence 
before becoming eligible for parole. The last 
example illustrates the effect of the persistent 
felony offender statute on parole eligibility. 
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Without the PFO I conviction, parole eligibility 
would be attained in just four months. However, 
with the PFO I conviction an inmate must serve 
10 years in order to be eligible for parole. 

REGULATORY PAROLE ELIGIBILITY 

Parole eligibility is a very im-'portant 
element in the criminal justice system. Since the 
1986 truth~in-sentencing legislation and a 1989 
Kentucky Supreme Court decision, both the 
prosecutor and the defense may introduce 
minimum parole eligibility to judges and jurors. 
Moreover, parole eligibilIty has an impact on 
prison population and behavior. Decisions 
concerning who determines parole eli~ibility 
and what criteria are used in the determmation 
are fundamental components of the criminal 
justice system. 

Interviews with many persons within the 
criminal justice community uncovered a variety 
of opinions regarding who should establish 
parole eligibility requirements. Some propo­
nents of statutory parole eligibility stated that 
the Parole Board is directly involved in the 
release process and therefore should not decide 
minimum periods of incarceration for offenses. 
Others felt that because the legislators are much 
closer to the general :public and have primary 
responsibility for makmg public policy determi­
nations, parole eligibility should be set by 
statute. 

Other persons interviewed, particularly 
current and former Parole Board members, 
enumerated various reasons why parole eligibil­
ity cequirements should be set by the Parole 
Bo~!:d. The primary benefit of regulatory parole 
eligibility is the flexibility allowed the Parole 
Board to balance the overall goals of parole and 
other components of the state's criminal justice 
system. 

Fixed Parole Eligibility May Interfere 
with Rehabilitation 

The Kentucky Parole Board's official state­
ment of its philosophy and principles identifies 
rehabilitation and successful reintegration into 
society as goals of.J>arole. 

The current Chairman of the Parole Board 
feels that the goal of punishment is met when 
the inmate reaches parole eligibility. Therefore, 
the Parole Board focuses more on protection of 
the public and rehabilitation of the inmate. To 
balance these goals, the Parole Board needs to 
~valuate inmates, particularly young, first-time 
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TABLE 3 

EXAMPLES OF PAROLE CALCULATIONS 

CRIME CIRCUMSTANCE 

1. Class C Felony Property 
Nonviolent 

2. Class C Felony Property 
(2 counts) Nonviolent 

3. Class C Felony Property 
(2 counts) Nonviolent 

VIOLENT OFFENSES KRS 439.3401 

4. Class A Felony 

5. Class A Felony 

CAPITAL OFFENSES 

6. Murder 

7. Murder 

PERSISTENT FELONY 
OFFENDER! 

8. Knowingly Recei-
ving stolen 
property 

B:\PAROLE\ELGTABLE 

Serious Injury 

Serious Injury 

Death 

Death 

Property 

SENTENCE 

10 years 

10 years 
5 years 

concurrent 

10 years 

I 5 years 
consecutive 

30 years 

Life 

30 years 

Life 

10 years 
18 mont.hs 

SOURCE: Compiled by Program Review from the applicable statutes and regulations 
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ELIGIBILITY 
(less jail time) 

20% rule 
2 years 

20% rule 
2 years 

20% rule 
3 years 

15 years 

12 years 

15 years 

12 years 

10 years 



offenders, to determine whether continued incar­
ceration will be detrimental to their successful 
rehabilitation. The Parole Board has the option 
to defer an inmate deemed unsuitable for parole 
at anr time. Moreover, statistical evidence shows 
that mmates were released at the initial parole 
hearing only 23% of the time in FY '91. 

Parole eligibility requirements set by the 
General Assembly may be somewhat punitive. 
According to some current and former Parole 
Board members, the 50% rule for violent 
offenders hinders rehabilitation efforts. Many 
inmates will not become elis-ible for parole under 
this rule during their lifetIme. Even if they do, 
many contend that the window of opportunity 
for their successful rehabilitation may already 
have passed. 

A statutory change increasing the Parole 
Board's discretion in these cases would give the 
Board an opportunity to assess an inmate's 
readiness for parole sooner or defer him for as 
long as the Board fGels is necessary. The Board 
could then monitor the inmate's progress and 
institutional behavior, while allowing some hope 
of release for good progress towards rehabili­
tation. Moreover, the possibility of parole 
consideration provides an incentive for good 
institutional behavior. 

The 50% Rule Limits Alternatives to 
Incarceration 

The prieons are only beginning to feel the 
effects of the 50% rule, which was part of the 
truth-in-sentencing legislation passed in 1986. 
Although only five years have passed since it.~ 
enactment, CorrectIons Cabinet officials state 
that a substantial number of inmates are under 
the 50% rule. Ten inmates have already received 
sentences in excess of 100 ;vears and will be 
eligible for parole in a mimmum of 50 years. 
Since the average age of these inmates at the 
time of their eligibility for parole will exceed 
their average life expectancy, these 10 inmates 
will have no chance for parole. In essence, these 
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inmates have rece:ved a life sentence without 
the possibility of parole, even though this 
sentence has been abolished. These inmates will 
remain a constant in the prison system for at 
least the next fifty years. In addition, more 
inmates may be added to this total each year. 
Instead of serving 20 years based on the 20% 
rule, they will have to serve 50 years before they 
become eligibie for parole. The cumulative effect 
of such a trend for the next 10 or 20 years will 
be significant. 

One Parole Board member suggested that 
after 25 :years all inmates should be given the 
opportumty to be considered for_ parole. This 
option is in agreement with the Model Parole 
A.ct (MP A), which states that: 

If an inmate sentenced to a specific term 
or term of years is eligible for parole on 
a date later than the date upon which he 
would be eligible if a life sentence had been 
imposed, then in such case the inmate shall 
be eligible for parole after having served 
25 years. 

Currently, the Task Force on Sentences and 
Sentencing Practices is reviewing the entire 
sentencing process. This Task Force is presently 
considerin~ amendments to the violent offender 
statute WhICh may affect parole eligibility. 

RECOMMENDATION 1: EVALUATE 
THE 50% RULE IN THE VIOLENT 
OFFENDER STATUTE 
The General Assembly should consider 
whether the punitive aspect of KRS 
439.3401, which requires that violent 
offenders serve 50% of a term of years 
before ~arole eligibility, unduly limits the 
Parole Board's discretion to balance the 
overall public protection and rehabilitation 
goals of parole. 

9 



Chapter III: Parole Hearings and Release Decisions 

CHAPTER III 
PAROLE HEARINGS AND RELEASE DECISIONS 

In Kentucky, parole decision-making is a highly individualized process from 
the perspectives of both the inmate and the Parole Board member. Parole releases 
occur in a setting that is almost completely free of formalized policies or guidelines. 
Furthermore, Parole Board decisions are generally not subject to review. Although 
there are regulatory criteria for parole release, Parole Board members are free 
to consider different criteria and give individual definitions and weights to the criteria 
they use. In addition, the documentation of Parole Board decisions gives little 
indication of the means by which decisions were made. Because of the lack of 
formalized guidelines, it is very difficult to determine what factors the Board uses 
in granting parole release, or whether the Board uses proper criteria to judge inmates. 

THE PAROLE HEARING PROCESS 
A parole hearing can yield one of three 

outcomes: parole for the inmate, a period of 
deferment, or an order to serve out the remainder 
of a sentence without the possibility of parole. 
Staff reviewed parole board hearings from fiscal 
year 1984 to 1991. Over this time period, the 
number of inmates 'paroled went down, the 
number of serve-outs mcreased and the number 
of deferments remained stable (Table 3.1). When 
staff examined only first time hearings, this 
trend continued. Table 3.2 shows that 43.6% of 
initial release hearings in FY '34 resulted in 
Earole. This percentage declined to 22.8% in FY 
91. These two tables also show that the workload 
of the Board, as measured by parole release 
hearings, has increased 33% from 1984 to 1991. 

To gain an understanding of the Qarole 
process and factors used by the Parole Board 
m making release decisions, Program Review 
staff employed three methodologies. Staff 
attended 435 parole hearings from January to 
March of 1991 and reviewed the files of 266 
inmates who had parole release hearings from 
January 1,1988 through December 31,1990. Six 
of the seven sitting Parole Board members and 
four former Board members were interviewed. 
The Parole Hearing Has Two Parts 

The Kentucky Parole Board, guided by 
vague statutory and regulatory criteria, has total 
discretion in parole decisions. Parole decisions 
result from how individual Parole Board 
members judge an inmate's worthiness for 
parole. Parole Board members consider infor-

mation contained in the inmate's institutional 
and central office files and the inmate's appear­
ance and responses to questi Dns at the parole 
release hearing. Additionally, the Board may 
consider input from victims of the crime or other 
members of the public. A board determination 
of parole requires a majority vote of the quorum 
(a minimum of three members). 

Program Review staff witnessed 435 parole 
hearings held a.t various locations across the state 
in January, February, and March of 1991. 
During these hearings. staff observed space 
availability and security in the hearing rooms, 
the caseload of the Board and the amount of time 
taken for each hearing, the hearing process, 
results of the hearings, and criteria used by the 
Board in making their decisions. 

The parole hearing process in Kentucky 
consists of two phases: the inmate interview, 
during which the Parole Board reviews the 
inmate's file and questions him, and the Board's 
deliberation on the disposition of the case. 
During the interview phase, one Board member, 
selected through rotation, assumes the leading 
role of questioning an inmate with the inmate's 
file in his possession. The inmate file typically 
contains a Pre-sentence Investigation Report 
(PSI) that gives a history of the inmate's life and 
criminal activity, the crIme story and input from 
the prosecuting attorney and sentencing judge; 
institutional conduct reports of inmate miscon­
duct; pre-parole progress reports that give a 
summary of the inmate's time in prison; psycho­
logical evaluations of the inmate; victim impact 
statements; and any correspondence fI'om the 
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public. Other Board members have completed 
case analyst summary sheets detailing impor­
tant information found in the complete file, and 
also participate in the questioning ~hase. In the 
present process, a Board member s first expo­
sure to the file often occurs at the hearing. While 
one hearing is in progress, the lead Board 
member for the next case on the docket preps.res 
to question the subject of that case. 

Following questioning, the inmate may 
make a statement. The Board deliberates and 
attempts to reach a consensus on whether to 
parole, defer, or give a serve-out. The case may 
be referred to the full Board to settle a tie vote 
or upon request by any Board member. In the 
case of a deferment or serve-out, the inmate 
receives a copy of a form which shows the reasons 
for his denial. Inmates receive as a record of 
the parole proceeding, Release Hearing Sheets, 
which include any special conditions of parole 
that the Board imposes. These forms appear in 
Appendix C. 

Parole Board Caseload Averages 
40 Hearings Per Day 

At hearings attended by Program Review 
staff, the Parole Board conducted an average 
number of 39.5 hearings in a day. However, the 
Board's caseload sometimes exceeded 50 per day. 
Presently, the Board holds hearings three or four 
days per week. 

Most parole hearings attended by Program 
Review staff lasted from six to ten minutes. 
Generally, the Board spent the bulk of this time 
interviewing the inmate. Deliberations lasted 
only one or two minutes. When Board members 
were asked if this was an adequate amount of 
time in which to make an informed decision, they 
responded that with experience one quickly 
becomes attuned to the important papers in the 
file. They added that there is no time limit 
established for these hearings, and that they take 
as much time as necessary to conduct the 
interview and deliberate. Staff did observe 
parole hearings that lasted more than the six 
to ten minute average. 

In 1985, Governor Collins signed Executive 
Order 85-795, which expanded the size of the 
Parole Board from five to seven members. This 
expansion allowed the Board to split and conduct 
simultaneous hearings at two different institu­
tions, thus managing its workload more effi­
ciently. Prior to this Order, the Board was 
hearing an average of over 50 cases a day. The 
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American Correctional Association recommends 
a maximum of 20 hearings a day. Program 
Review staff noted during their observations, 
that vacancies on the Board prohibited the Board 
from splitting into two panels. Although appoint­
ments made in the Spring of 1991 gave the Board 
a full complement of members, according to the 
Chairman, the Board is still averaging approx­
imately 40 hearings per day per site. When asked 
why the Board has not reduced its average 
caseload, the Chairman said that having a full 
Board allows members more time in the office 
for training and allows him to maintain more 
flexibility to meet periodic demands for more 
hearings as they arise. 

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE 
PAROLE DECISIONS 

Individual Board members vote on each 
individual parole case. Board members base 
these votes on individual interpretations of the 
inmate information in light of the statutory and 
regulatory criteria. Pursuant to KRS 439.340(3) 
the Parole Board has outlined 16 criteria for 
gsanting or denying parole to an inmate in 501 
KAR 1:030(5). Tliese include the inmate's 
criminal history, institutional conduct, and 
personal history; official and community atti­
tudes; victim impact statements and hearings; 
and the adequacy of the inmate's parole plan. 
Board members are free to consider any or all 
of these criteria. Additionally, the final criterion 
states that the Parole Board may look at any 
other factors that relate to inmate needs and the 
safety of the public. There are no limitations on 
what the Board may consider. 

The purpose of reviewing the files of 266 
inmates who had parole release hearings 
between January 1, 1988, and December 31, 
1990, was twofold. The first objective was to 
determine what criteria the Board uses most 
frequently in making their release decisions. The 
second objective was to detect relationships 
between different criteria and parole release. 
Pro~ram Review staff attempted to apply 
statIstical tests to the data to identify these 
relationships. However, several factors that were 
available to the Parole Board while it was 
making its decision were not available to staff 
in this file review. For example, staff had no 
knowledge of how the inmate interview, the 
victims' hearings, or the inmate's psychological 
evaluations affected the Parole Board's decision. 
The statistical analysis, then, should be seen as 
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TABLE 3.1 
j 

Results of All Parole Hearings ! 

, 

Fiscal Years 1984 - 1991 

TOTAL PAROLE SERVE-oUT 
I 

YEAR INTERVIEWS RECOMMENDED DEFERRED TIME 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

1983-1984 3,845 2,113 55 1,439 37.4 293 7.6 
1984-1985 3,724 2,156 57.9 1,261 33.9 308 8.2 ! 

1985-1986 3,573 1,933 54.1 1,209 33.8 431 12.1 
1986-1987 3,517 1,599 45.5 1,361 38.7 557 15.& 
1987-1988 3,811 1,709 45 1,455 38 647 17 
1988-1989 4,214 1,827 43 1,547 37 ·840 20 
!989-1990 4530 1,685 37 1,732 38 1,113 25 
1990-1991 5,109 1,990 39 2,060 40.3 1,059 20.7 

-_-----_1-.-- -.-

TABLE 3.2 
Results of Initial Parole Release Hearings 

Fiscal Years 1984 - 1991 

TOTAL PAROLE 

YEAR INTERVIEWS RECOMMENDED 

NUMBER PERCENT 

1983-1984 2.475 1,079 43.6 
1984-1985 2,157 953 44.2 

1985-1986 2,108 805 38.2 

1986-1987 2.211 684 30.9 

1987-1988 2,479 785 32 
1988-1989 2,561 689 27 

1989-1990 2,860 618 22 
1990-1991 3,2.30 

-

SOURCE: Parole Board Statistics, 1991. 
B:\PAROLE\T ABLE3-1 

738 22.8 

-
SERVE-OUT 

DEFERRED TIME 

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 

1,148 46.4- 248 10 

955 44.3 249 11.5 

954 45.3 349 16.5 

1,060 47.9 467 21.1 

1,143 46 551 22 

1,172 46 700 27 

1,327 46 915 32 

1,561 48.3 
L ___ _ 9~L 28.8 
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a partial :picture of the factors that influence 
parole decIsions. 

Inconsistent Use of Statutory 
and Regulatory Criteria 

During Program Review staff interviews, 
current and former Parole Board members had 
different views on which criteria are most 
important in parole decisions. Often, they judged 
certain criteria differently. These facts make it 
difficult to determine what criteria the Board 
uses consistently to make release decisions. For 
examJ?le, education is one of the regulatory 
criterIa that the Board may use in considering 
an inmate for parole release. In staff discussions 
with Board members, different members 
defined this criterion in different ways. While 
some Board members said they looked at 
progress in an education program, others 
considered mere participation in a program. 
Therefore, the criteria are the same for each 
inmate, but the criteria are defined and judged 
differently among Board members. 

Many Victims Of Crimes Give Input 
to the Parole Board 

One of the major sources of information used 
by the Board in making parole decisions is the 
testimony given by the victim of the crime at 
a victim's hearing. KRS 439.340 mandates that 
the victi.ms of all Class A, B, and C felonies be 
notified of the parole hearings involving indi­
viduals who perpetrated crimes against them. 
Victims may submit written comments via the 
Victim's Impact Statement or testify at a victim's 
hearing. Since 1986, the Board has received over 
3,500 victim impact statements and conducted 
over 400 victim hearinm;. The Victim Coordi­
nator for the Parole Board estimates that 
approximately 95% of the victim hearings are 
for violent crimes. These hearings are held at 
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the Parole Board's central office, usually in the 
same week as the inmate's parole hearing. The 
Parole Board documents the effects of this 
hearing in their annual statistics. The Board held 
81 victims' hearings in fiscal year 1991. The 
inmates who were the subjects of these hearings 
received parole only 21% of the time, lower than 
the overall parole release rate of 39%. 
Few Variables Statistically Relate 
to Parole Hearing Outcome 

Of the 266 inmates reviewed, 165, or 62%, 
received parole at thE::ir most recent parole 
hearing. This number is higher than the Parole 
Board's release rate of 40% to 45% because the 
Board looks at releases in relation to hearings, 
while this study looked at parole release in 
relation to numbers of inmates. 

To determine what inmate attributes were 
major factors in the parole release decisions, staff 
performed simple correlation analysis. A dich­
otomous parole outcome measure (paroled or not 
paroled) was compared with the incidence of over 
60 different attributes, including type and 
nature of crime, inmate's criminal and social 
history, institutional conduct, program partic­
i:pation, and several demographic characteris­
tIcs. This analysis yielded seven variables that 
had sig?lificant relationships with parole deci­
sions. These variables, shown in Table 3.3, are: 

It Did inmate participate in expedient 
release program? 

• Did inmate have an approved parole 
plan? 

• Did crime involve a loss of life? 
• Did crime involve property damage or 

loss? 
• Is there evidence of family support? 
• Did the inmate participate in a work 

release program? 
• Has inmate ever had parole revoked? 

r 
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TABLE 3.3 

Relationship of File Search Variables 
With Parole Release Decisions 

PAROLE DECISION 

VARIABLE PAROLED 

Was Inmate in Expedient Yes 59 

Release Program? (95.2%) 

No 101 
(50.7%) 

Did Inmate Have Approved Yes 107 

Parole Plan? (87.7%) . 

No 55 
(46.2%) 

Did Crime Involve Yes 6 
Loss of Life? (37.5%) 

No 158 
(63.5%) 

Did Crime Involve Yes 86 
Property Loss? (67.2%) 

No 60 
(53.6%) 

Is There Evidence Yes 121 
of Family support? (67.2%) 

No 37 
(52.1 %) 

Was Inmllle in Work Yes 15 
Release Program? (83.3%) 

No 145 
(59.9%) 

Has Inmate Previously Yes 63 
Had Parole Revoked? (75%) 

No 101 
(56.1 %) 

SOURCE: Program Review staff sample of Corree/ions Cabinet 1988 - 1990 inmate files. 
B:\Parole\Tllble3-3 

NOT PAROLED 

3 

(4.8%) 

98 
(49.3%) 

15 
(12.3 %) 

74 
(57.4%) 

10 
(62.5%) 

91 
(36.5%) 

42 
(32.8%) 

52 
(46.4%) 

59 
(32.8%) 

34 
(47.9%) 

3 
(16.7%) 

97 
(40.1 %) 

21 
(25%) 

79 
(43.9%) 
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Expedient Release Shows Strongest Relation­
ship with Parole 

The Expedient Release Program allows 
certain inmates who are candidates for parole 
to have home and job placements pre-approved 
by the parole officer in the county of release 
within 30 days before the parole hearing. The 
Expedient Release Program enables the inmate 
to leave as soon as his parole is granted. Inmate 
participation in this pr()gram has the strongest 
relationship to parole. To be eligible for expe­
dient release, medium and maximum security 
inmates must be deferred by the Board at least 
once, must have no write-ups involving good time 
loss since their last meeting with the Board, and 
must not have a total cumulative good time loss 
of more than 120 days. Of the 62 inmates in the 
file review who participated in the :program, 59 
(95%) received parole. Another varIable with a 
strong relationship with parole outcome was the 
presence of an approved parole plan at the time 
of the hearing. Eighty-seven percent (107 of 122) 
of the inmates with approved parole plans 
received parole. 

Using simple correlation analysis to assess 
the relationshIps between several individual 
variables and one outcome does not account for 
the effect of one independent variable on another. 
For example, both participation in the Expe­
dient Release Program and an approved parole 
pJan are si~ificantly related to parole release. 
However, SInce every inmate in the expedient 
release program has an approved parole plan, 
the two variables affect one another. A statistical 
procedure known as regression can be used to 
examine the effects of different independent 
variables on each other. In this study, regression 
examines the relationship of every variable, 
taken together, with parole decisions. 

Regression analysis shows that five varia­
bles had a significant relationship to parole 
release: approved parole plan, participation in 
expedient release, inmate having children, 
parole revocation and participation in Alcoholics 
Anonymous. Further analysis showed that if 
inmates were· not in the Expedient Release 
Program, their parole decision outcome was 
most strongly related to the presence of an 
approved parole plan. 

Inmate files reviewed by Program Review 
staff lacked information used by the Parole 
Board during the hearings, such as victim's 
hearing information and psychological evalua-
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tions. This analysis can only be interpreted as 
a partial answer to the question of what factors 
most influence parole decisions. The file review 
showed no sigmficant relationship between the 
filing of a victim impact statement and the 
granting or denial of parole. Similarly, the 
presence of a psychologIcal evaluation did not 
have a significant relationship with the parole 
decision. The one totally unknown variable in 
this analysis is the parole hearing itself. Parole 
Board members have cited the hearing as being 
a major factor in their decisions, but because 
of their subjective nature, there is no quantif­
iable way to assess the effect of hearings on 
parole release decisions. 

STRUCTURED PAROLE 
DECISION-MAKING 

Presi:'!ntly, each Parole Board member 
makes an individual judgment on an inmate's 
readiness for parole, using whatever criteria he 
wishes, defined in any way he wishes. The 
discretionary authority of the Parole Board is 
a key element in the decision-making process. 
Nevertheless, adding structure to the process 
would help ensure that the Board makes 
decisions consistently in similar cases. Other 
elements of the criminal justice system use either 
guidelines or objective factors to help guide 
decisions within a broad framework. Examples 
include guidelines covering pretrial release, 
sentencing, classification of inmates, and 
classification of parolees and probationers into 
levels of supervision. Several states have adopted 
Objective-Based Parole, objective risk assess­
ments of potential parolees, and statutory 
guidelines in one form or another. 

Adding Structure to the Process 
Has Several Benefits 

Adding structured guidelines and objective 
components to the system would eliminate some 
discrepancies that arise from the differences in 
judgment among the Parole Board members. 
The Parole Board members would judge inmates 
on similar criteria having similar definitions. 
When Parole Board members have a clearer 
understanding of the basis for parole release, 
inmates will be assured of more consistent 
decisions. 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC), 
in the 1988 report, Current Issues in Parole 
Decision-making, endorsed the notion that parole 
guidelines would provide consistency in decision-
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making. The report also identified other advan­
tages to more structured guidelines. These 
advantages included providing a defensible basis 
upon which to make decisions in individual cases, 
establishing continuity over time as Parole 
Board membership changes, allowing the public 
greater understanding of the system, and 
allowing for more effective data collection and 
analysis to judge the effectiveness of release 
decision-making and supervision. 

Two Options Would Add 
Structure to the Process 

There is a trend among states toward adding 
more structure to parole decision-making. 
Recent program evaluations of the parole 
systems of both Arizona and Virginia recom­
mended incorporating such structure into their 
systems. Moreover, the NIC is currently working 
with Arizona to help implement guidelines. The 
NIC, in collaboration with COSMOS Corpora­
tion, also worked with nine other states during 
a 21-month-Iong technical assistance program 
which :ttcempted to help parole boar as make 
improvements in their decision-making systems. 
Overall, three major options exist for adding 
structure to the process: objective-based parole, 
objective components or decision-making 
guIdelines. 

Objective-Based Parole is a system in which 
an inmate automatically qualifies for parole 
through his participation in programs and 
appropriate institutional behavior. This method 
of parole decision-making eliminates discretion 
in that inmates' scores qualify them for parole. 
No states use this system at the present time 
because of several inherent problems. 01:>jective­
Based Parole removes the Parole Board's 
discretion to judge individual inmates on their 
own merits. More importantly, court cases have 
decided that Objective-Based Parole creates a 
liberty interest, and therefore a right to garole 
on the part of an inmate. Kentucky Parole Board 
members interviewed felt that even though 
inmates may meet the requirements for release 
under this system, they might pose a threat to 
public safety. 

In lieu of Objective-Based Parole, several 
states have incorporated objective components 
into their parole decision-making process. The 
objective component most used is an objective 
based risk assessment that analyzes and scores 
factors in the inmate's criminal and personal 
history. The total score places the parolee into 

a risk category. These risk categories are 
determined by analyzing previous parolees and 
identifying factors assocIated with successful 
and unsuccessful paroles. The objective score can 
be overridden by the parole board under 
aggravating or mitigating circumstances. Also, 
the objective score is just one part of the process; 
input would continue to come from many 
elements. 

The use of objective measures is not foreign 
to Kentucky's criminal justice system. Objective 
instruments classify prisoners into security 
levels and determine individual parolee and 
probationer supervision levels, while allowing 
discretion through the use of override mecha­
nisms. Other states have implemented objective­
based risk assessments with very positive results. 
An analysis of a new risk assessment instrument 
in South Carolina by the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency showed that use of the 
instrument to determine parole for a sample of 
inmates would have resulted in more paroles. 
Also, these parolees would have committed fewer 
offenses than inmates released by the board. 

The establishment of more structured 
decision-making guidelines would add structure 
to the process with the least amount of change. 
These guidelines would be similar to the criteria 
already in existence, with some changes. 
Primarily, the standards for evaluating the 
inmate would be more defined, meaning that an 
individual member's latitude in interpreting the 
criteria would be more limited. The major 
benefit of this change would be to help ensure 
that the Parole Board's stated policies are not 
lost in the individualized decisions of members. 
As with risk assessment instruments, several 
states have gone to more structured guidelines, 
and agencies such as the NIC are available to 
assist Kentucky'S Board in achieving this 
objective. 

RECOMMENDATION 2: ESTABLISH 
STRUCTURED DECISION~MAKING 
GUIDELINES 
The Parole Board should amend 501 KAR 
1:030(5) to define more completeQr criteria 
for evaluating an inmate's readiness for 
parole which are reflective of the Board's 
overall ~olicies and goals. In undertaking 
this proJect. the Board should seek assist­
ance and funding from the National Insti­
tute of Corrections. 
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The original staff recommendation proposed 
establishing structured decision-making guide­
lines that prioritize, as well as define, criteria 
for evaluatmg inmate5 fur parole. The committee 
amended the recommendation to alleviate 
concerns that prioritizing criteria would estab­
lish a liberty interest and dramatically increase 
litigation for persons not paroled. 

RECOMMENDATION 3: CONSTRUCT A 
RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 
The Parole Board should construct a risk 
assessment instrument to use as a factor in 
evaluating an inmate's readiness for parole. 
This instrument should be constructed to 
group inmates into risk categories based on 
characteristics and recidivism patterns of 
previous Kentucky parolees. In undertak­
mg this project, the Board should seek 
assistance and funding from the National 
Institute of Corrections. 

Documentation of Board Decision~ Would 
Increase Accountability 

Documentation of Board proceedings often 
does not give any indication of the specific 
reasons for the decision. If an inmate is deferred 
or served-out, the reasons for denial are 
expressed by checking one or more categories 
on the prescribed form that may apply to the 
inmate. As is the case with the release criteria, 
these undefined reasons for denial can be 
interpreted differently by different Board 
members. When an inmate is paroled, no reasons 
are given. 

Until September, 1990, Parole Board 
members' indIvidual votes were not recorded. 
Recognizing that accountability and the public's 
perception that decisions are IJrudent and fair 
are important, the Parole Boara started making 
individual Board member's votes on parole 
release available for public disclosure. The 
practice of recording and making available the 
mdividual member's votes promotes accounta-
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bility to the public. Nevertheless, this is a 
voluntary practice of the current Parole Board 
and could be changed at its discretion. 

RECOMMENDATION 4: RECORD 
PAROLE RELEASE VOTES 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.330 to require that the Parole Board 
record the votes of individual members on 
release decisions and have these votes 
available for public disclosure. 

Documentation of the criteria and support­
ing information used by the Parole Board to 
reach a decision can strengthen the release 
decision process. Staff obsei'vations at parole 
hearings and a review of inmate files revealed 
that the documentation of Board proceedings 
does not give any indication of the reasons for 
the release decision. By allowing public access 
to these records, questions surrounding Parole 
Board accountability and release decisions can 
be addressed without jeopardizing the quality 
of the -release hearing. Not only will this 
documentation provide the public the opportun­
ity to evaluate the Parole Board's decision­
making process, it also could provide useful 
informatIOn to others. A detailed explanation of 
a parole release decision could help the super­
vising parole officer determine and foster 
strengtlis of the parolee. In the case of a deferral, 
the inmate could use the detailed reasons to 
prepare for his next hearing and potential 
release. 

RECOMMENDATION 5: DOCUMENT 
RELEASE OR DENIAL CRITERIA 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.330 to require that the Parole Board 
explicitly document the criteria used to 
evaluate an inmate's readiness for parole 
and the reasons for the Parole Board's 
decision for or against parole. 
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CHAPTER IV 
POST·RELEASE SUPERVISION 

Kentucky's system of post-release supervision has two integral components: the 
supervision of parolees by the Corrections Cabinet, and a system of community­
based .support services, such as counseling and substance abuse programs. 
Supervision of parolees protects the public through restricting and monitoring 
parolee activities. Community-based support services aid in rehabilitating the parolee 
and facilitating his reintegration into society. 

A parolee is supervised by the Division of Probation and Parole, located within 
the Department of Community Services and Facilities in the Corrections Cabinet. 
The parolee is personally monitored by one of 229 probation and parole officers 
in one of the 11 probation and parole districts across the Commonwealth. An additional 
49 parole officers work with inmates in prisons and clients in community service 
centers, do pre-sentence investigations, and handle fugitive cases. Parole officers 
have the most direct contact with the parolee and are responsible both for supervisory 
duties and for arranging for community support services. In pursuing these dual 
responsibilities, parole officers are given a great deal of discretion. This discretion 
allows for inconsistencies in supervision. This problem is exacerbated by questions 
about role identification, high caseloads, inadequate training, outdated assessment 
tools, and proper guidance and feedback. Post-release supervision also relies on 
community-based support services that are designed to help reintegrate parolees 
into society. However, questions have been raised about the availability and 
effectiveness of these programs. 

Parole officers also supervise probationers for the Courts. Over the past five 
years, the number of people on parole supervision has decreased, while the number 
of people on probation supervision has increased. Table 4.1 shows the number of 
people under active probation and parole supervision from 1986 to 1991. As of June 
30, 1991, 10,856 people were on active probation or parole supervision in the state 
of Kentucky. Of these, 3,168, or approximately 29%, were parolees. . 

Parole officer discretion is tempered somewhat by conditions placed on parolees 
by both the Parole Board and the Corrections Cabinet. The Parole Board establishes 
conditions of parole and allows the Corrections Cabinet to decide how to monitor 
the conditions. The Cabinet may then impose supervisory conditions on a parolee. 
Standard conditions of parole outlined in 501 KAR 1:030(7), established by the Parole 
Board, dictate social behavior by restricting a parolee from certain activities and 
associations. Parolees also are required to pay a supervision fee set by the Parole 
Board. Supervision fees are usually set at a minimum of $10 per month and may 
be waived by the Board at the request of a parole officer. Payment of such fees 
is monitored by the parole officer; the Circuit Court Clerk submits them to the 
General Fund. 
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FJSCM. 
YEAR ENDING 

JUNE 30, 1986 

JUNE 30, 1987 

JUNE 30, 1988 

JUNE 30, 1989 

JUNE 30, [990 

JUNE 30, 1991 

TABLE 4.1 
Parolees And Probationers 
Under Active Supervision 

1986 - 1991 

TOTAL PROBATrON 

POPULATION POPULATION % 

9,128 5,434 60% 

9,480 5,809 61% 

9,441 6,076 64% 

9,467 6,197 65% 

10,167 7,045 69% 

10,839 7,675 71 % 

SOURCE: Data from the Corrections Cabinet, 1991. 

B: \Parole \Table4-1 

PAROLE 
POPULATION % 

3,694 40% 

3,671 39% 

3,365 36,f 

3,270 35% 

3,122 31% 

3,164 29% 

Special conditions of parole imposed by the Board can limit the discretion of 
the parole officer in many ways. For example, the Board may require greater contact 
between the officer and the parolee or may mandate that the pal'"·)lee be cited as 
a parole violator for his first violation of one of the conditions of his parole. The 
Board may also mandate that a parolee participate in some sort of treatment or 
educational program. In the staff's review of inmate files, the most frequently imposed 
special condition of parole was placement in the Intensive Supervision Program, 
given to 77, or 54.6%, of the 14.1 parolees. Mandatory attendance at alcohol treatment 
programs was imposed on 18.5% of the parolees in the study, and attendance at 
Community Mental Health Center programs was imposed on 25% of parolees. Other 
special conditions of parole imposed less frequently include release to other states, 
prohibition of contact with a victim and his family, and an automatic citation as 
a parole violator for the first drinking violation. 
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LEVELS OF SUPERVISION 

The Corrections Cabinet uses supervision 
levels to classify parolees and to manage parole 
officers' caseloads and other resources. Each 
supervision level has particular requirements 
for reporting and contact between the parolee 
and the parole officer. Kentucky uses five levels 
of active supervision for parolees and probation­
ers. Parolees are eligible for an inactive 
supervision level after completing 24 months on 
active supervision with clear conduct. The 
complete conditions of supervision for each of 
these levels is shown in Appendix D. Table 4.2 
highlights the differences among the five active 
levels of supervision in their requirements for 
parolee/officer contact, record checks, employ­
ment verifications, and curfews. The general 
conditions of parole mentioned previously apply 
to all parolees. Both the intensive and advanced 
levels of supervision are special programs, 
covering only certain areas of the state, and 
employing officers who handle clients only in 
those particular supervision levels. Intensive 
Supervision, the most stringent level, requires 
weekly home and office visits, weekly record 
checks, and a 10 P.M. to 6 A.M. curfew. 
Advanced Supervision requires three office 
visits per month. Regular supervision is avail­
able in every county across the state and consists 
of three levels: maximum, regular, and special­
ized. Officers assigned to regular supervision 
may have a caseload composed of all three levels. 

A parolee's level of supervision is decided 
in one of two ways: by placement in a particular 
level by the Parole Board as a condition of parole, 
or by assignment based on the score attained 
on an objective based risk/needs assessment 
instrument administered by the parole officer. 
In the inmate file sample reviewed by Program 
Review staff, the Parole Board determined the 
supervision level of 71.5% of the 141 parolees 
released to supervision in Kentucky. More 
specificallY, 54.6% of the parolees were assigned 
to Intensive Supervision, 2.8% to Advanced 
Supervision and 3.5% to maximum supervision. 
The Parole Board assigned an additional 10.6% 
of the parolees to the highest level of supervision 
available in the county to which the parolee was 
released. 

Chapter IV: Post#Release Supervision 

The Intensive SU'pervision Program 
Has Changed in li'ocus 

The Intensive Supervision Program (ISP) 
was created by the 1984-86 Budget Bill, HE- 747, 
which approQriated $1.3 million over the 
biennium for the creation of the program. This 
program was originally designed to serve 500 
offenders who II ••• would if not for the avail­
ability of this program be incarcerated in a state 
facility." One of the original intents of Intensive 
Supervision was to help reduce the prison 
population by UShlg the program as an early 
parole program. However, the Parole Board 
grants a very small number of early paroles in 
a given year, not nearly enough to put the 
program at capacity. 

The majority of parolees who are assigned 
to Intensive Supervision are assigned by the 
Parole Board at regularly scheduled hearings. 
This o{ltion is given to the Board in the 
CorrectIOns Policies and Procedures Manual, 
and it was used in 55% of U's) cases in the file 
review sample. Although the 1Sp program exists 
in only 43 of the 120 counties, it still covers a 
large portion of the potential parolee popula.tion. 
Statistics from the Corrections Cabinet show 
that in June of 1991, the home counties of 77% 
of all inmates (7,150 of 9,184) were covered by 
the program. Moreover, in the Program Review 
sample of inmate files, 91.2% (83 of 91) of the 
inmates assigned to ISP or the highest available 
level of supervision were paroled to a county with 
ISP. 

Some inmates are assigned to Intensive 
Supervision where it is not available or where 
the program is overcrowded. Current Board 
members say that the lack of ISP in some areas 
is not a problem, however, since parolees who 
are released to counties without ISP are assigned 
to the highest level of snpervision available. 
Furthermore, members felt that the presence of 
a good home and job placement sometimes 
outweighed the need for intensive supervision. 
Board assignment of~arolees also affects parole 
officer caseloads. Fifty-two percent of the 
respondents to the Parolee Officer Supervisor 
Survey indicated that Parole Board assignments 
of specific supervision levels often resulted in 
an increase in parole officer caseloads. When 
questioned about the caseload problems that can 
arise from the board assigning Intensive Super-
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LEVEL OF INTENSIVE 
SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

OFFICE VISITS 1 PER WEEK 

HOME VISITS 1 PER WEEK 

2 VISITS IN 

ANY MONTH MUST 

BE DURING CUR-

FEW HOURS, 1 

OF THESE VIS-

ITS MUST BE 

ON A WEEKEND 

ADDITIONAL 1 PER MONTH 

OFFICER FAMILY, COMMUN-

CONTACT lTY, TREATMENT 

PROGRAMS 

RECORD CHECKS 1 PER WEEK 

EMPLOYMENT 1 PER WEEK 

VERIFICATION 

CURFEW YES, 10 P.M. 

TO 6 A.M. 

A V AILABlUTY 43 COUNTIES 

(MOST URBAN) 
-" -- .. 

Table 4.2 
Requirements for Various 

Levels of Parole Supervision 

ADVANCED REGULAR 
PROGRAM MAXIMUM 

3 PER MOl'.TTH 2 PER MONTH 

1 PER MONTH 1 PER MONTH 
AT LEAST ONE 

VISIT PER 

QUARTER MUST 

BE WITH A 

FAMILY MEMBER 

NONE NONE 

1 PER WEEK 1 PER MONTH 

2 PER MONTH 1 PER MONTH 

NO NO 

29 COUNTIES STATEWIDE 

.. ~. 

SOURCE: Compiled by Program Review staff from Corrections Policies & Procedures Manul.l. 

B:Parole\Table4-2 

REGULAR 

MEDIUM 

1 PER MONTH 

1 PER QUARTER 

NONE 

1 PER MONTH 

NONE 

NO 

STATEWIDE 

REGULAR 

SPECIALIZED 

1 PER QUARTER 
MAIL-IN REPORTS 

IN MONTHS WHEN 

PAROLEE DOES NOT 

REPORT IN PERSON 

NONE 

NONE 

1 PER MONTH 

NONE 

NO 

STATEWIDE 
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vision, most Board members stated that the 
officers' caseloads were not their concern. 

Parolees on Inactive Supervision are 
Not Monitored 

Inactive supervision does not require any 
home or office contacts. A parolee stays on 
inactive supervision from the tIme he is removed 
from active supervision until he either receives 
an early final parole discharge or reaches the 
maximum expiration of his sentence. 

Normally, a parolee is discharged from 
parole supervision upon reaching his maximum 
expiration date. However, an inmate with any 
sentence other than life may apply to the Parole 
Board for an early final discharge from parole 
upon completing two years on active or inactive 
supervision. A parolee with a life sentence must 
complete five years on active or inactive 
supervision before he can apply to the Parole 
Board for an early final discharge. All dis­
charges from inactive supervision are subject to 
a complete record check on the parolee. Parolees 
who have been arrested for crImes at any time 
while under inactive supervision will ~enerally 
be brought back to active supervisIOn, and, 
depending on the seriousness of the crime, may 
have their of parole revoked. 

Presently, the Division of Probation and 
Parole does not keep statistics on the number 
of :probationers and parolees on inactive super­
visIOn. Although these inmates are subject to 
record checks, they are not directly supervised 
and therefore do not count towards the caseloads 
of parole officers. The lack of oversight of 
parolees in this area could pose major problems, 
since these parolees are not in contact with a 
parole officer who can determine whether they 
are at the proper supervision level or should go 
to a higher supervision level. 

RECOMMENDATION 6: ACCOUNT FOR 
PAROLEES ON INACTIVE SUPER· 
VISION 

The Corrections Cabinet's counting {)f the 
probation and parole population should. 
Include those on inactive supervision. The 
Corrections Cabinet should maintain accu­
rate address and employment records and 
periodically assess the appropriateness of 
these parolees' inactive status. 

Chapier IV: Post-Release Supervision 

The original staff recommendation p'roposed 
that probationers and parolees on inactive 
supervision have an annual review with a parole 
officer. The committee deleted this provision 
after hearing the Corrections Cabinet's concerns 
that it would require a substantial increase in 
manpower. 

RiskIN eeds Assessment Instrument 
Has Never Been Tested 

All parolees are given an initial risk/needs 
assessment, even if their level of supervision is 
determined by the Parole Board. A parolee's risk 
is assessed by his history of employment, 
substance abuse and criminal activity. Needs are 
assessed on individual characteristics such as 
physical and mental health, educational or 
vocational capabilities, and problems with 
substance abuse. In all cases, the parole officer 
may override the results of the risks/needs score 
and place the parolee in a higher or lower level 
of supervision. Parolees are then reassessed at 
six-month int.ervals. This reassessment deals 
more with the parolee's behavior during super­
vision than with prior criminal behavior. 

The present risk/needs assessment was 
adopted in 1978 from the Wisconsin Model. The 
Model's questions were not changed in the 
Kentucky instrument. The scoring classifica­
tions, however, were changed, to provide a more 
equitable distribution of clients into maximum, 
medium and specialized supervision levels. Since 
the Model's adoption, Kentucky has not validated 
the risk/needs instrument to see how well it 
predicts the risks and needs of Kentucky 
parolees. Scholars in the corrections profession 
feel that timely validation of objective based 
assessment instruments is vital to their effec­
tiveness. When asked, Probation and Parole 
officials agreed that the instrument needs to be 
tested. However, they feel that the validation 
would cost approximately $10,000. 

Massachusetts, which adopted the Wiscon­
sin Model in 1982, attempted to validate the 
model in 1985. The validation, outlined in 
Richard Lunden's Risk/Needs Assessment and 
Parole Outcorne in Massachusetts, was done by 
sampling parolees, gathering demographic data, 
risk/needs scores, criminal history, and parole 
outcome on the parolees, and then testing to 
determine the relationship between the risk/ 
needs Rcore and outcome of parole. Additionally, 
individual variables that comprised the risk/ 
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needs assessment were tested to determine their 
relationship with outcome on parole. 

Lunden's study showed that five of the eleven 
items on the risk scales and six of nine items 
on the need scale were significantly related to 
parole outcome. Several other items on both 
scales also appear to be good predictors. The 
instruments were not without problems, how­
ever. Some of the items showed no relationship 
to parole success. In addition, the instrument as 
a whole did a poor job of separating parolees 
into risk categories, because 90% of the parolees 
were assigned a maximum risk score and the 
failure rates for maximum and medium risk 
inmates were identical. The results of this study, 
which was undertaken with assistance from the 
National Institute of Corrections, strengthen the 
position that Kentucky should validate its risk/ 
needs assessment. 

RECOMMENDATION 7: VALIDATE 
RISK/NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
The Corrections Cabinet should validate the 
risk/needs assessment instrument used to 
classify parolees and probationers into 
levels of supervision to ensure its 3..pplica­
bility to Kentucky parolees. The Cabinet 
should seek financial and technical assist­
ance from the National Institute of Correc­
tions to complete this project. 

PROBATION AND PAROLE OFFICERS 
Parole officers are responsible for all aspects 

of parolee supervision, including monitoring the 
conduct of the parolee, completing and maintain­
ing necessary paperwork, monitoring payment 
of supervision fees and coordinatin~ communit. y­
based support services. Parole offIcers are also 
responsible for investigating parole violations, 
arresting parole violators and testifying at 
parole revocation hearings. Corrections litera­
ture says that parole officers' jobs often are 
compounded by role confusion, political inter­
ference, high caseloads and inadequate commun­
ity resources. Kentucky parole officers agree 
that some of the problems cited in other states 
are also present in Kentucky; however, they 
concur on their primary mission and downplay 
political interference in their day-to-day func­
tions. The main problems cited by Kentucky 
parole officers involve caseloads, training and 
guidance. 

24 

Parole officers are given a great deal of 
latitude and discretion in performing supervi­
sory tasks and managing their caseloads. 
Discretion is necessary if parole officers are to 
effectively work with each client on an individual 
basis. Nevertheless, it is this discretion that leads 
to questions about whether parole officers have 
the prop'er tools and direction to handle their 
responSIbility. 

To ascertain the opinions of parole officers 
in the areas of work environment, supervising 
parolees, cabinet and supervisor guidance and 
support, and community services, Program 
Review staff sent a Program Review Survey of 
Kentucky Parole OffifJers on the Supervision of 
Parolees (Parole Officer Survey) to all 252 parole 
officers in Kentucky and a Program Review 
Survey of Supervisors and Assistant Supervisors 
of Kentucky Parole Offwers (SupeJ;"visor Survey) 
to all 36 supervisors and assistant supervisors 
of parole officers in the eleven districts in 
February and March of 1991. Responses were 
received from 170 (68%) of the officers and 25 
(75%) of the supervisors and assistant supervi­
sors. The complete results of the surveys are 
found in Appendix E. In addition, Program 
Review staff held two round-table discussions 
and conducted telephone interviews with 
selected parole officers across the state to gain 
more insight into parole officers' opinions on 
their roles and duties. 

Parole Officers Espouse a Public 
Protection Mission 

Parole officers, district supervisors, and 
officials in the Division of Probation and Parole 
agree that public protection is the primary 
mission of post-release supervision. Further­
more, all seem to concur that protection of the 
public and rehabilit~tion of the parolee are 
complementary goals that are difficult to 
separate. Program Review staff interviews with 
parole officers and the results of the Parole 
Officer Survey show that officers at an super­
vision levels feel that protecting the public by 
closely controlling the parolee is their most 
important role. Table 4.3 presents officers' 
responses to the survey question concerning their 
roles. Of those responding, 70.3% rank protection 
of the public as most important, and 15.1% rank 
rehabilitation of the parolee as most important. 
The third choice overall is reforming the parolee 
so as to reduce the likelihood of repeat offenses. 
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TABLE 4.3 
Parole Officers' Perceptions Of Their Roles 

(In Percents) 

% OFFICERS 
WHO CHOSE AS 

ROLE MOST IMPORTANT 

1) Protect the public through close control of 

the parolee 

2) Assist with the rehabilitation of the parolee 

3) Assist with reformation of parolee to reduce 

likelihood of repeat offenses 

4) Function as the correctional authority during 

the final stage of a parolee's sentence 

~- --- ---- ----- --- --------------~ 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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Supervisors and assistant supervisors sur­
veyed expressed similar views about the roles 
of parole officers, but placed more emJ>hasis on 
the control model of supervision. Table 4.4 
reflects supervisors perceptions of parole 
officers' roles. Of those supervisors responding, 
92% feel that the most important job of a parole 
officer is to p'rotect the public. The other 8% feel 
that rehabIlitation of the offender is most 
important. 
Parole Officers Downplay Effects of 
Political Pressure 

Political pressure does not appear to inter­
fere with parole officers' work environment. The 
Parole Officer and Supervisor Survey also asked 
whether political pressure had ever influenced 
the handling of a case. The percentage of parole 
officers responding affirmatively ranged from 
10% to 15%. In foHow-up discussions, some parole 
officers stated that political pressure is more 
likely to be directed at officials in the Division 
of Probation and Parole. This presence of 
political pressure at higher levels is reflected in 
responses to a similar question on the su~ervi­
sors' survey. When supervisors and assIstant 
supervisors were asked whether they or their 
officers had ever been exposed to political 
pressure, almost half replied affirmatively. The 
supervisor survey did not ask how often decisions 
were affected by this pressure. 

High Caseloads Cited as Most 
Serious Problem 

Parole officers were asked in the survey to 
list three factors that limit or impede their 
ability to adequately supervise parolees. The 
results are shown in Table 4.5. In addition to 
high caseloads being mentioned as a problem 
by 31.6% of the officers, 46% of the officers 
responding to a different survey question felt 
that their caseload was too high to effectively 
supervise parolees. These responses indicate that 
from the parole officers' perspectives, caseload 
pressures impede a parole officer's ability to 
supervise parolees more than any other factor. 

The perception that officer caseloads are 
high is borne out by responses to the survey 
question which asked officers for the numbers 
of parolees and probationers in their caseloads. 
Table 4.6 shows the average caseload for officers 
who responded to the officer survey. Corrections 
Policies and Procedures limit caseloads at the 
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Intensive Supervision level to 25 cases per 
officer, and at the Advanced Supervision level 
to 50 cases per officer . Yet, Table 4.6 shows that 
Intensive officers responding to the survey had 
art average caseload of 27.8 clients, with 22 of 
the 43 respondents having a caseloau above 25. 
The average caseload of Advanced Supervision 
officers responding to the survey was 49.8 clients, 
which is just at the regulatory maximum of 50. 
At this level, four of the 16 responding officers 
reported caseloads above the maximum. The 
average caseload for regular officers responding 
to the survey was 71 clients. There is no 
regulatory limit on caseloads for regular officers. 

In the 1990 regular session, the General 
Assembly attempted to help reduce officer 
caseload and at the same time allow for more 
parolees to be supervised, through an appropri­
ation to fund 75 additional probation and parole 
officer positions. The bienmal budget enacted by 
the General Assembly included appropriations 
of $1.972 million and $1.905 million in FY '91 
and FY '92 respectively. According to the 
Legislative Research Commission Budget 
Review Office, this money was not included in 
the agency request, but was inserted in the 
Corrections Cabinet budget by the Senate 
Appropriations and Revenue Committee. Des­
pite the availability of funding, these positions 
were not filled in an expedient manner. Table 
4.7 shows the hiring totals for these 75 positions 
for each of the first 13 months of the 1991-92 
biennium. The Corrections Cabinet hired 13 
probation. and parole officers in July of 1990 and 
five more in the remainder of the calendar year. 
Mter eight months only 26 of the 75 positions 
had been filled. In the next five months, however, 
the Cabinet hired 40 officers, so that at the end 
of the first fiscal year only nine of the positions 
were v:J~cant. 

Although some parole officers have high 
caseloads, some officers have caseloads that are 
too low. In some areas of the state, Intensive and 
Advanced parole officers do not have enough 
clients for a full caseload. Corrections Cabinet 
regulations limit these officers to 25 clients and 
50 clients respectively. Since these officers 
cannot handle clients in other levels of super­
vision or do pre-sentence reports, they are 
usually assigned to transport parolees. This 
apparent underutilization of officers raises the 
question as to whether restricting Intensive and 
Advanced officers to one supervision level is an 
efficient use of resources. According to super-
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ROLE 

I) Protect the Public through close control of 

the parolee 

2) Assist the rehabilitation of the parolee 

TABLE 4.4 
Supervisors' Perception Of Parole Officers' Roles 

(In Percents) 

% OFFICERS % OFFICERS 
WHO CHOSE AS WHO CHOSE AS 2ND 

MOST IMPORTANT MOST IMPORTANT 

92 8 

8 40 

3) Assist retormation of parolee to reduce likelihood of 0 -·1 J_ 

repetlt offenses 

4) Function as the correctional authority during 0 0 

_th~t1nals!?ge of a parolee's sentence 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Supervisors and Assistant Supervisors of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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TABLE 4.5 
Impediments To Job Performance 

Of Parole Officers 
(In Percents) 

OFFICERS WHO 
MENTIONED PROBLEM AMONG 

PROBLEM TOP THREE 

1) HIGH CASELOAD 31.6 
I 

2) PAPERWORK 29.7 

3) LACK OF EQUIPMENT 22.6 

4) PERFORMING NON-SUPERVISORY TASKS 21.3 

5) NO DRUG TESTING 17A 
-

- - --------_._--------- - ~-- ----.. -------- --------- --------------
___ ~i 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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TABLE 4.6 
Parole Officer Caseload By Supervision Level 

SUPERVISION # OF RESPONSES AVERAGE 

LEVEL CASELOAD 

INTENSIVE 43 27.9 

ADVANCED 16 49.8 

REGULAR 94 7L9 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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MONTH 

JULY '90 

AUGUST '90 

SEPTEM BER '90 

OCTOBER '90 

NOVEM BER '90 

DECEMBER '90 

JANUARY'91 

fEBRUARY'91 

MARCH '91 

APRIL '91 

MAY'91 

JUNE '91 

JULY '91 

. 
TOTAL JULY 1990 - JULY 1991 

TABLE 4.7 
Hiring Of Parole Officers 

By The Corrections Cabinet 
July 1990 - July 1991 

POSITIONS FILLED 

13 

I 

I 

0 

4 

U 

4 

4 

10 

9 

10 

7 

4 

67 

SOURCE: Compiled by Program ReVIew Starr rrom Corrections Cabinl!t Memo, July 12, 1991. 
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visors, allowing these officers to super.vise other 
parolees would help the morale problems that 
stem from disparate caseloads without adversely 
affecting the Intensive and Advanced officers' 
performance. Moreover, this change would 
effectively expand the Intensive and Advanced 
Supervision Programs to every county in 
Kentucky at little or no additional cost. 

The Parole Officer Survey identified instan­
ces in some parts of the state where Intensive 
officers are already handling clients on two 
levels. Seven Intensive officers responding to the 
survey had caseloads of fewer tlian 20 proba-. 
tioners and parolees. Of these seven, five 
reported carrying a regular caseload in addition 
to their intensive caseload. Three Advanced 
officers also reported carrying a regular 
caseload. In light of this, the Cabinet should 
examine the policy of segregating officers into 
separate classifications based on caseload. 

Since their inception, the Intensive and 
Advanced Supervision Programs have been used 
more as levels of supervision than as alternatives 
to incarceration. In fact, a former Parole Board 
Chairman stated that the ISP has been overused 
and diluted through the assignment of large 
numbers of parolees to the program by the 
Board. The policies of the original program that 
limit officers to one level of supervision diminish 
the Corrections Cabinet's ability to manage the 
caseloads of officers in all supervision levels. 

RECOMMENDATION 8: CHANGE IN­
TENSIVE AND ADVANCED SUPERVI­
SION PROGRAMS 
The Corrections Cabinet should change the 
status of the Intensive and Advanced 
Supervision Programs from special pro­
grama to supervision levels that are avail­
able statewide. As part of this change, the 
Cabinet should revise its workload formula 
so that a parole officer is not limited to 
supervising parolees in anyone level. 
Parolee cases should be distributed accord­
ing to the time refl.uirements of the various 
levels of supervisIon and the geographic 
area that than officer covers. J 

Training Cited as a Problem Area by 
Both Officers and the Cabinet 

Another impediment to effective job perfor-

Chapter IV: Post-Release Supervision 

mance, according to officers, is the training 
J)rovided by the Corrections Cabinet. In the 
Parole Officer Survey, 67% of the resJ?ondents 
rated the Corrections Cabinet's trainmg pro­
gram as either "not at all useful" or "not ver~ 
useful". New parole officers receive 40 hour~ of 
initial training, which encompasses the last week 
of the three-week basic academy program iot." 
corrections personnel provided by the Cabinet's 
Office of Corrections Training. This training 
deals with supervised firearms training, the use 
of force, and arrest and transportation proce­
dures. New officers also receIve 40 hours of 
training credit for their completion of an on-the­
job orientation training manual. 

Experienced officers receive 40 hours of in­
service annually, with the program varying from 
year to year. This year's program includes 16 
hours of a communica,tion skills seminar, taught 
by the Governmental Services Center. Eight 
hours of firearm training- and certification is 
required of officers. FIrearms training is 
supervised by the range masters at the various 
correctional institutions throughout the state. 
Eight hours of training is accomJ?lished in a 
district meeting, and a tri-distrICt meeting 
accounts for the final eight hours of training. 
These meetings are used to discuss topics 
relevant to the parole officer's supervision of 
parolees. 

Officers expressed a need for more field 
training and less classroom instruction. Inten­
sive Supervision oificers said in interviews that 
they had attended a one-week training program 
at the Kentucky State Police Academy that was 
very helpful and offered the type of training that 
is needed by all parole officers statewide. The 
Cabinet agrees that training has been an area 
of concern for some time and that improvements 
are needed. 
Parole Officers Want More 
Communication With the Parole Board 

As in most states, the supervision of parolees 
in Kentucky is handled independently of the 
Parole Board. In releasing inmates under 
specified conditions, the Parole Board, in 
essence, sets the goals for supervision. However, 
the responsibility of achieving these goals is left 
to the Corrections Cabinet, and more specifically 
to parole officers. When officers were asked 
about communication with the Parole Board on 
the Parole Officer Survey, 80% re§Ponded that 
increased communication with the Parole Board 
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would be helpful. Program Review staff followed 
up on that pomt in interviews with parole officers 
and Parole Board members. The parole officers 
said that they do not always understand Parole 
Board directives regarding supervision and 
would like some direction from the Board on 
pursuing revocation. Presently, officials in the 
Division of Probation and Parole act as liaisons 
between the officers and the Board. Most Parole 
Board members supgorted increased commun­
ication between the Board and parole officers, 
but worried about the possibility of a deluge of 
calls from parole officers with specific questions 
about specific cases. These members, however, 
did not object to general meetings with groups 
of officers. 

The American Correctional Association 
(ACA) strongly endorses continuing communi­
cation between ~arole beard members and 
parole officers. The ACA states that such 
communication is necessary for the parole board 
to be aware of conditions in the community, the 
availability of community resources, and the 
consequences of its policies. Furthermore, the 
ACA emphasizes the Importance of a cooperative 
effort between the 1?aroling authority and the 
supervisory authOrIty, in order to give the 
parolee the best possible supervision and to give 
the parole board feedback on its decision-making 
process. 

RECOMMENDATION 9: IMPROVE 
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE 
PAROLE BOARD AND PAROLE 
OFFICERS 
The Parole Board should conduct annual 
meetings with parole officers in each of the 
11 probation and parole districts in the 
state. The meetings should cover such topics 
as the intent of conditions of parole, local 
availability ~f community resources, 
assi~ned supervision levels, and revocation 
deCIsions. 

Monitoring and Oversight of Parole 
Officers is not Uniform 

In performing their duties, parole officers 
are guIded by district supervisors, assistant 
supervisors, and supervision guidelines outlined 
in the Corrections Policies and Procedures 
Manual (CPP). Still, within these limitations, 
parole officers have considerable discretion in 
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such areas as monitoring parolees, determining 
when violations have occurred, and initiating 
revocation proceedings. These responsibilities 
and the discretionary environment in which they 
are carried out suggest a need fOF effective 
guidance and oversight from persons in super­
visory positions. 

On the Parole Officer Surve/" officers 
generally gave their supervisors hIgh marks. 
Seventy-five percent responded that they receive 
proper guidance and direction from them. Still, 
13% of the officers thought their supervisors gave 
them too little guidance ana direction. A large 
portion of these officers were concentrated in one 
district. 

Parole officers expressed. more concerns 
over the usefulness of the CPP. Twenty-five 
percent of the officers surveyed felt that it was 
either "not at all" or "not very" useful. When 
asked about this in interviews, several officers 
said that the CPP gives more direction on clerical 
matters, such as filling out paperwork, than on 
questions regarding supervIsion of parolees. In 
contrast, supervisors gave higher marks to the 
usefulness of the CPP. Only 4% of supervisors 
responding to the Supervisor Survey rated the 
CPP as either "not at all" or "not very" useful. 

On the Supervisor Survey, supervisors and 
assistant supervisors were asked to enumerate 
the important aspects of their jobs. Of those 
responding, 80% said that their most important 
role is overseeing parole officers. To a lesser 
degree, supervisors also felt it important to serve 
as liaisons for parole officers with the Cabinet, 
ensure that offwers make decisions on a consist­
ent basis, and distribute caseloads in a manner 
that provides for effective supervision. 

Parole officers and supervisors gave differ­
ent responses about the types of monitoring and 
oversight routinely used. "Table 4.8 compares the 
answers of supervisors and officers to the 
question concerning the means by which a parole 
officer's performance is evaluated. While there 
was general agreement regarding the types of 
methods used to evaluate parole officer's 
performance, there were some notable differen­
ces between officers' and supervisors' responses 
to individual items. The largest difference was 
reflected in item four, "observations of field 
supervision techniques". While only 33% of 
officers report being evaluated in this way, 80% 
of the supervisors report using this method to 
evaluate officers. The CPP directs supervisors 
and assistant supervisors to perform a semi-
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TABLE 4.8 
Evaluation Methods Used By Supervisors 

% OF SUPERVISORS % OF OFFICERS 
WHO SAID METHOD WHO SAlD METHOD 

EV ALUAT[ON METHOD WAS USED WAS USED 

l) SElvU-ANNUAL AUDITS 100 

2) SCHEDULED PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 92 

3) INFOl~MAL CONVERSATIONS 88 

4) OBSERVATION OF FIELD SUPERVISION 80 

5) SCHEDULED STAFF MEETINGS 68 

6) SCHEDULED REVIEWS OF OFFICERS' DECISIONS 

IN SELECTED CASES 32 

- -~ - , ~ --- ---- -------- -~ -.----~-~~ 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of KY Parole Officers, 1991. and Program Review Survey of Supervisors and 

Assistant Supervisors of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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annual audit of each regular officer's caseload. 
Intensive and Advanced officers are evaluated 
on the same time schedule by one of two regional 
coordinators statewide. This evaluation is crucial 
in that it provides the most direct opportunity 
for supervisors to discuss supervisIOn tactics 
with their officers. It is also an important 
safeguard for spotting problems in supervision 
and remedying the situation before public safety 
is threatened. 

The audits for Intensive and Advanced 
officers and the audits for regular officers are 
very different in format. Audits for regular 
officers do not follow a standard form. They 
carry only notations of problems summarized in 
memorandum format for the entire audit of 10 
to 15 cases. The Intensive Supervision officer 
audits are much more extensive, with the 
evaluator filling out and turning in a worksheet 
for each case reviewed. This worksheet cover's 
all aspects of supervision that are contained in 
the paper trail: contacts, record checks, risk/ 
needs assessments, supervision reports, etc. The 
audit form for Intensive and Advanced officers 
gives a much better picture of the officer's 
pedormance than the audit presently performed 
on regular officers. 

As comprehensive as any paper audit may 
be, it can only assure that the paperwork 
requirements are met; it does not give any idea 
of the quality of an officer's supervision in the 
field. Supervisors can give a parole officer high 
marks on the present audit forms without having 
a true picture of the Quality of the officer's 
supervision of parolees. To that end j the Cabinet 
should incorporate a field audit component into 
its evaluations of parole officers. In addition to 
being an extra check on parole officers' perfor­
mance, a field audit would allow the officers to 
receive help in managing their caseloads, would 
allow the supervisors to be more aware of the 
day-to-day job of a parole officer, and could serve 
as a field training component for officers. 
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RECOMMENDATION 10: REVISE AUD­
ITS OF PAROLE OFFICERS 
The Corrections Cabinet should revise its 
semi-annual audit of parole officers to 
include a standardized evaluation format 
for all officers statewide, using the present 
intensive supervision audit format as a 
model. The semi-annual audits should also 
include a field supervision component, 
which should be used to evaluate parole 
officer performance and to give the officer 
feedback on how to improve the quality of 
his supervision. 

COMMUNITY-BASED 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

. The Parole Board often mandates partici­
pation in a community-based program as a 
condition of release, when it feels it wori,d be 
helpful to the garolee's successful reintegration 
into society. Theoretically, community-based 
programs serve two purposes in post-release 
supervision. These programs provide rehabilit­
atIve and treatment centers for social or medical 
disorders, and serve as alternatives to revoking 
the Q.arole of technical violators. 

In practice, however, these. community­
based support services may not serve parolees 
as effectIvely as they could. Once released on 
parole, a parolee may find his treatment options 
limited because of the lack of community 
resources in several areas of the state or lack 
of sufficient slots in existing services. Further­
more, many corrections professionals feel that 
existing programs are limited in their 
effectiveness. 
Community Services Are Perceived 
as Unavailable and Ineffective 

Program listings in the Corrections 
Cabinet's Community Services Directory reflect 



heavy concentrations of community services in 
Jefferson and Fayette Counties and in Northern 
Kentucky. In contrast, the availability of these 
programs in the rural counties is limited. This 
lack of available programs in many areas of the 
state was examined in more detail in the Parole 
Officer Survey. Table 4.9 shows the percentage 
of parole officers who indicated tnat various 
community services were not available in their 
jurisdiction. From this table, it aQpears that 
many services provided outside the Community 
Mental Health Center (CMHC) are limited in 
availability. In addition, 17% of the survey 
respondents listed job placement and employ­
ment training services as the most needed 
services, 11% listed inQatient substance abuse 
programs, and 7% listea drug testing. The lack 
of community services was cited by many parole 
officers as an impediment to their job perfor­
mance, with 17% of respondents to the Parole 
Officer Survey mentioning a lack of drug testing 
as a major problem. ~ 

In addition to a lack of programs, the 
effectiveness of existing programs is also a 
concern. The Parole Board continues to release 
a limited percentage of parolees who are 
required to participate in many of, these pro­
grams as conditions of parole. Although these 
conditions are imposed by the Parole Board, 
evidence suggests that they could be applied 
more frequently. Table 4.10 compares the 
frequency of being given the condition of an 
alcohol treatment program with an inmate's 
history of substance abuse. Among inmates with 
such a history, only 23% (30 out of 130) were 
required to attend alcohol treatment programs. 
Table 4.11 shows that only 35% (18 of 51) of the 
parolees who were under the influence at the 
time of the crime received the condition of 
attending an alcohol treatment program. These 
results show that, for many reaS( ': \,6, parolees who 
could be helped by these community-based 
programs may not be receiving this help. 

In interviews with Program Review staff, 
many corrections professionals, including parole 
officers and Parole Board members, concurred 
that Kentucky needs to expand community­
based programs for parolees. Increasing the 
number of these programs and expanding 
successful programs may have a positive impact 
on reintegrating parolees into communities and 
enhancing public safety. A move in this direction 
may also have a broader impact on the state's 
corrections system by alleviatmg the demand for 
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prison space. For example, 67% of parole officers 
responding to the Program Review survey 
agreed that increased community services could 
reduce rates of reincarceration ,of parolees. 
Therefore, additional services could be used as 
intermediate sanctions and allow parolees who 
have committed technical violations to continue 
under supervision with mQre restrictions. 
Several of these intermediate sanction programs 
exist h~ Kentucky. Their availability is shown 
in 'l'able 4.12. However, before any substantive 
steJ('1 can be taken to acquire adequate funding 
for improvements in this area, a study is needed 
to identify the program areas and geographic 
areas in which these needs are most critical. 

RECOMMENDATION 11: 
Authorize a Comprehensive Study of 

Community Resource Needs 

The 1992 General Assembly should auth­
orize a cooperative study by the Lepslative 
Research Commission, the CorrectIOns and 
Human Resourc~s Cabinets, and the Parole 
Board to: 

• Identify the need for rehabilitative 
and counseling services within geo­
~raphic areas of the state by determin-
109 which services have a significant 
impact on successful reintegration of 
parolees and probationers into society; 

• Develop and 'propose to the General 
Assembly a long-range plan which 
prioritizes services and the geogra­
phic regions in which they are needed; 
and 

• Estimate the fiscal impact of the 
proposed plan and provide the 
General Assembly with budgetary 
options for implementation. 

Community Resources Are Not 
Centrally Coordinated 

Community services are provided primarily 
by state and local ~overnmenw, particularly 
through the Commumty Mental nealth Centers. 
In addition, private sector providers are avail­
able in some areas of the state. These services 
are not centrally coordinated by the Corrections 
Cabinet, and the responsibility for identifying 
and contacting these service agencies lies solely 
with the parole officer. 
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TABLE 4.9 

Availability of Community Support Services 

% of Officers 
Indicating that 
Services Were 
Not Available 

Service In Their Area 
: 

1. Mental Health Services at CMHCs 6% 

2. Substance Abuse Services at CMHCs 6% 

3. Academic/Vocational Education 9% 

4. Employment Counseling 15% 

5. Employment Training 17% 

6. Private Substance Abuse Treatment 19% 

7. Private Mental Health Providers 33% 

8. Housing Assistance 34% 

9. Sex Offender Counseling 35% 

10. Financial Counseling 58% 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
B: \Parole \ Ta ble4-9 
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TABLE 4.10 

Frequency of Parolee Being Given a Condition 
of Alcohol Treatment by the Inmate's 

History of Substance Abuse 

Condition of Alcohol History of Substance Abuse? 
Treatment Program? No Yes 

No 29 100 
(100%) (77%) 

Yes 0 30 
(0%) (23%) 

SOURCE: Program Review survey of Corrections Cabinet inmate files, 1991. 
B:\Parole\Tab14-1O 

TABLE 4.11 
Frequency of Parolee Being Given a Condition 
of Alcohol Treatment by Whether the Inmate 

Was Under the Influence When the Crime 
Was Committed 

Condition of A1cohol Inmate Under the Influence? 
Treatment Program? No Yes 

No 97 33 
(89%) (65%) 

Yes 12 18 
(11 %) (35%) 

SOURCE: Program Review survey of Corrections Cabinet inmate files, 1991. 
B:\Parole\Tab14-1O 
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TABLE 4.12 
Availability of Intermediate Sanction Programs 

in Kentucky 

A V AILABLE IN 
PROGRAM· KENTUCKY COMMENTS 

POST-RELEASE SUPERVISION YES NOT ALL LEVELS ARE A V AILARLE 

IN LESS POPULATED AREAS OF THE STATE 

ALCOHOLICS ANONYMOUS YES 

BOOT CAMPS NO 
"'-

DRUGS TESTING YES ONLY IN LOU., LEX., AND COVINGTON 

ELECTRONIC MONITORING YES LOU., MISDEMEANOR POPULATION ONLY 

HOUSE ARREST YES LOU., MISDEMEANOR POPULATION ONLY 

SEX OFFENDER PROGRAM YES LOUISVILLE AND COVINGTON 

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION YES 43 COUNTIES 

NARCOTICS ANONYMOUS YES MORE POPULATED AREAS 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS NO REQUEST FOR BIDS OUT FOR DIVERSION 

CENTER FOR PAROLEES 

RESTITUTION YES OVER $1 MILLION RECEIVED IN 1989 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT YES (CMHC) ONLY 

SOU RCE: Compiled by Program Review staff from Corrections Cabinet data, 1991. 

B:\Parole\Table 4-12 
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Presently, the identification of statewide 
services is provided in a loose leaf directory 
compiled by the Corrections Cabinet from 
reports submitted by local parole officers. This 
Community Service Directory is not formally 
published and has no index or narrative guide. 
A copy of the Directory is provided to each 
probation and parole office but not to individual 
officers. According to the Corrections Cabinet, 
the Directory was first developed in 1988. 
However, a copy of the Directory furnished by 
the Cabinet shows that the most current 
information reflected is from 1985, Cabinet 
officials agree that this Directory should be 
updated, printed, and distributed to every parole 
officer in the state and to Parole Board members. 

At parole hearings observed by Program 
Review staff, the Parole Board did not have 
access to this or any other directory of commun­
ity services. Therefore, they were not fully aware 
of the availability of programs in the areas of 
the state to which they were paroling inmates. 
Supplying the Parole Board with an 1!pdated 
copy of this Directory would improve the Board's 
knowledge of the availability of community 
services. 

RECOMMENDATION 12: UPDATE AND 
DISTRIBUTE COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DIRECTORY 
The Corrections Cabinet should update its 
Community Services Directory annually 
and distribute copies and updates to all 
parole officers and all members of the 
Parole Board. 

Progress Is Slow on Substance Abuse Facility 
Several studies .have established a link 

between substance abuse and criminal activity. 
This relationship was also found in the Program 
Review staff's review of inmate files. The review 
showed that 32% of the inmates in the sample 
were under the influence of drugs or alcohol at 
the time of the crime, and that 82% of inmates 
had a history of substance abuse. The theory that 
the treatment of substance abuse is important 
to increasing public safety is supported by parole 
officers, Parole Board members, and Corrections 
Cabinet officials. 

Chapter IV: Post-Release Supervision 

The 1990 Kentucky General Assembly 
attempted to rectify thIS need for substance 
abuse treatment by appropriating funds for the 
Correctioris Cabinet to contract with a private 
provider for a 100-bed residential facility for 
parolees with substance abuse problems. The 
facility was to provide a 60-90 day residential 
substance abuse treatment program. Clients 
would be limited to parolees facing revocation 
who were offered this program as an alternative 
to incarceration. After the completion of the 
program, the Board could review a parolee's 
progress and consider his return to parole. 

The present Parole Board is supportive of 
the establishment of an inpatient substance 
a.huse treatment facility within the corrections 
system. Board members confirmed in interviews 
that many parole violations are due to substance 
abuse profilems. Parole Board members also 
sUPJlor'ted the option of placing these parole 
violators in an inpatient substance abuse 
treatment facility for two or three months rather 
than reincarcerate them for 12 to 18 months. 
If successful, this strategy might prevent future 
crimes or parole violations and reduce the 
demand for prison beds. 

Little progress has been made, however, in 
the implementation of this program. On May 31, 
1991, the Finance and Administration Cabi:Qet 
released a reguest for proposal (RFP) for two 
50-bed facilitIes, to be provided by a private 
provider. As of September 1, 1991, the Cabinet 
IS still reviewing proposals and has no schedule 
to finalize contractual agreements. 

RECOMMENDATION 13: REPORT STA­
TUS OF PROPOSED SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE FACILITY 
Finance ani! Administration Cabinet 
should report their progress on the sub­
stance abuse treatment facility funded by 
the 1990 Session of the General Assembly 
to the Appropriations and Revenue Com­
mittee by the 1992 Session. The report 
should include the rationale for any oper­
ational or geographic changes from the 
program funded by the 1990 General 
Assembly. 
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CHAPTER V 
PAROLE REVOCATION 

Discretionary authority in the revocation process is shared between the Parole 
Board and Corrections Cabinet probation and parole officials. Once a violation is 
suspected, parole officers decide whether or not to initiate the revocation process. 
Unlike parole release hearings, the revocation process adheres to procedural due 
process safeguards. This generally entails a preliminary hearing to determine 
whether probable cause exists and, if necessary, a second hearing to determine guilt 
or innocence and final disposition of the case. 

KENTUCKY'S REVOCATION PROCESS 

Discretionary authority in the revocation 
process is given to 'parole officers and their 
supervisors, the DiviSIOn of Probation and Parole 
(the Division) within the Corrections Cabinet, the 
Parole Board and Administrative Law Judges 
(ALJs) employed by the Board. This discretion 
is spread throughout the entire revocation 
process. Parole officers have the most opportun­
Ities to exercise discretion at the beginning of 
the process. Sometimes district supervisors and 
the Division are involved in the officers' decisions 
to detain a client or initiate revocation proceed­
ings. Once preliminary hearings are initiated, 
however, discretionary authority passes to the 
Administrative Law Judges and the Parole 
Board. Chart 5.1 shows the revocation process 
in Kentucky and the discretionary points in the 
system. At each discretionary point, the revo­
cation process could end and parole could be 
reinstated. Following Chart 5.1, the steps in the 
revocation process are described below: 

.. Once a parole officer detects a suspected 
parole violation, he has 72 hours to 
mvestigate the alleged violation. Officers 
vary their investigations depending on 
the situation. If the violation is for new 
criminal conduct, the case is deferred to 
the court. 

• For criminal violations, the court deter­
mines the parolee's innocence or guilt 
and then the p'arole officer is supposed 
to report the disposition of the case to 
his supervisor, the Division of Probation 
and Parole and the Parole Board. If the 
court finds the parolee innocent, parole 
supervision is reinstated. If the parolee 
is found guilty, a parole officer may 

either pursue revocation or alternatives to 
revocation. 

• For technical violations, a parole officer 
mayor may not report the violation. This 
depends upon the parole officer's interpre­
tation of whether the alleged violation is 
major or minor, as defined in the CPP. The 
CPP requires that major violations be 
reported; however, minor violations are 
noted in the officer's casebook. 

• Once a technical violation is reported, a 
parole officer is supposed to confer with his 
supervisor about whether to initiate revo­
cation proceedings. Revocation proceedings 
are initiated by serving the parolee with 
a notice of preliminary hearing. If the 
officer and supervisor choose not to initiate 
these proceedings, parole supervision is 
reinstated. 

• Between the time notice of preliminary 
hearing is served and the preliminary 
hearing is completed, a parole off.icer may 
request the Administrative Law Judge to 
give his client another chance at parole by 
requesting leniency. Leniency may be 
requested for various reasons. 

• If the Administrative Law Judge grants 
leniency, the charges against the parolee 
are held in abeyance and parole supervision 
is reinstated. The parole officer may impose 
additional conditions of supervision. The 
leniency agreement is signed by the parolee, 
his counsel (if any) and the parole officer. 
Copies of the agreement go to the ALJ, the 
parolee, his attorney, the parole officer and 
the Division of Probation and Parole. 

41 



Kentucky's Parole System: Research Report No. 257 

.. If no leniency is granted, the ALJ 
determines whether probable causeex­
ists to believe the parolee has violated 
conditions of parole or supervision, based 
on the weight of the evidence presented. 
If no probable cause is found, the parole 
supervision is reinstated.· If there is 
probable cause, the ALl refers the case 
to the Parole Board for final disposition. 
In addition, the ALl may recommend to 
tht Parole Board that a parolee be 
released or reincarcerated. The Board is 
not bound by the ALJ's recom­
mendation. 

• The Parole Board has authority to issue 
or withdraw parole violation warrants. 
If a parole violation warrant is issued, 
the parolee is ordered by the Board to. 
return to prison for a final revocation 
hearing. By choosing not to issue a parole 
violation warrant or withdrawing a 
warrant already in effect, the Board 
grants the parolee leniency. 

• The Parole Board conducts a final 
revocation hearing to determine the 
innocence or guilt of the parolee. Here, 
the Board makes the final determination 
regarding whether the parolee is reim­
prisoned or returned to parole 
supervision. 

DETECTING PAROLE VIOLATIONS 

The revocation process begins with the 
detection of possible parole violations. Parole 
officers learn about parole violations in several 
ways. To detect technical violations, officers 
maintain contact with the parolee, his friends, 
family members and employer. Although con­
tacts increase with higher levels of supervision, 
it is impossible for parole officers to detect all 
technical violations unless they supervIse clients 
around-the-clock. 

To detect new criminal activity, parole 
officers not only maintain contacts, but also 
periodically refer to records kept by local police, 
court and jail officials. These record checks, 
however, are not timely or cooyprehensive 
enough to detect all instances where a parolee 
has been arrested or even convicted of a new 
crime. Furthermore, due to the lapse of time 
between record checks, a parolee could be 
arrested, released and commit another crime 
without the parole officer's knowledge. Police 
and pretrial officers could help, but due to the 
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lack of communication between police, pretrial 
and parole officers, parolee arrests can go 
undetected by all. 

A Parole Officer May Not Know A 
Parolee Has Been Arrested 

The Corrections Policies and Procedures 
Manual requires parole officers with Intensive 
or Advanced Supervision cases to perform local 
record checks every week. Officers with regular 
caseloads are required to check records monthly. 
However, these record checks are not enough to 
spot all instances where a parolee has been 
arrested or even convicted. Because record 
checks are done periodically, a parolee's arrest 
may go undetected for weeks. In this period of 
time, the parolee could commit another crime 
or abscond from supervision. A parolee's arrest 
may remain undetected if his arrest occurs 
outside the region covered by the local record 
check. In fact, an (l.rrested parolee under medium 
or specialized supervision may be convicted of 
a misdemeanor and sentenced to a short jail term 
without the parole officer's knowledge. 

The Administrativt.~ Office of the Courts 
employs pretrial officers to interview all 
arrestees. Part of pretrial officers' interviews 
entail determining whether arrestees are on 
parole. Yet, pretrial officers are instructed not 
to inform parole officers that their clients have 
been arrested unless the parolee requests that 
they notify the officer. Rules of Criminal 
Procedure stipulate that the information 
gathered by the pretrial officer during the 
arrestee interview is confidential. According to 
an official from the Administrative Office of the 
Court, interview information is kept confidential 
to encourage the arrestee to be more forthcom­
ing. This court official also stated that requiring 
pretrial officers to notify parole officers might 
aid the parole system at the expense of the bail 
system. 

Additionally, Kentucky State Police officers 
are not required to notify parole officers when 
pJl.rolees have been brought into custody. A 
Kentucky State Police official indicates that no 
such requirement is contained within their 
policies and procedures manual. Giv,on the 
number of local law enforcement agencies across 
Kentucky, Program Review staff was unable to 
determine whether other police authorities 
generally notify parole officers of a parolee's 
arrest as either a matter of policy or practice. 
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Some parole officers voluntarily check the 
Kentucky State Police National Crime Informa­
tion Center (NCIC) system. This system lists 
individuals with outstanding felony and major 
misdemeanor warrants from every state and 
across Kentucky. Still, the NCIC system has its 
limitations. First, if a parolee has been arrested. 
but is cooperating with the police, his name does 
not .l!-Ppear on the NCIC system. Second, the 
NCIC system omits certain misdemeanors. 

Parole officers' inability to detect arrests of 
parolees is not always attributable to commun­
Ication gaps between the officers and pretrial 
officers or law enforcement personnel. Police 
officers and even the courts are limited in their 
ability to determine whether an arrestee is on 
parole. For example, a police officer may conduct 
an NCIC check on an arrestee but an NCIC check 
does not list an arrestee as a parolee unless an 
outstanding parole violation warrant has been 
issued. Police officers may also check state files 
kept in the Kentucky State Police Central 
Repository, which usually indicate whether an 
arrestee is currently on parole in Kentucky. 
However, according to some police officials, 
police officers may not check state files if a 
person has been arrested for a misdemeanor. 

District Court Judges rely on pretrial 
officers to interview arrestees regarding their 
possible parole status. In some instances, no 
pretrial interview is held because the arrestee 
IS capable of posting bond at the jail. In other 
instances, an interview is not held because the 
arrestee is uncooperative. 

Even if an interview is conducted, a pretrial 
officer may not ascertain that an arrestee is on 
parole, because his record checks are insuffi­
cient. When pretrial officers interview suspected 
felons or transients, they are required to verify 
the person's criminal history by checking the 
state files kept by the Kentucky State Police 
Central Repository. Althou9:h these checks 
usually uncover an arrestee s parole status, 
pretrial officers do not check state files when 
a person is arrested for a misdemeanor. Instead, 
they check the Pretrial Services Court Dispo­
sition System, which does not indicate whether 
the p~rson is currently on parole. 

No system can ensure that an parolee arrests 
will be detected by criminal justice officials. 
Nevertheless, parole and arrest information 
shared between the Division of Probation and 
Parole, the Kentucky State Police and the 
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Administrative Office of the Courts would 
ennance the chances that pertinent information 
regarding an arrestee's parole status will reach 
the appropriate persons. 

RECOMMENDATION 14: DEVELOP A 
MORE EFFECTIVE SYSTEM TO SPOT 
ARRESTED PAROLEES 
The Corrections Cabinet, with cooperation 
from the Kentucky State Police and the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, should 
develop a more effective system for detect­
ing the arrests of parolees. 

DISCRETION IN THE 
REVOCATION PROCESS 

The Division of Probation and Parole allows 
parole officers and supervisors considerable 
latitude in deciding to initiate revocation 
proceedings. As a result, parole officers and 
supervisors vary in responding to technical 
violations. Given the differences in individual 
parolees and in resources available in each 
district, however, the Division of Probation and 
Parole feels that a great deal of latitude is 
important for districts to operate effectively. 
. Once begun, the revocation process may be 
stopped by parole officers, the Director of the 
Division of Probation and Parole or the Admi­
nistrative Law Judges. However, only the ALJ 
documents his reasons for ending the process 
when he finds that probable cause does not exist. 
Parole Officers and Supervisors Need 
More Oversight 

The CPP Manual gives some guidance to 
parole officers and supervisors, but still leaves 
considerable discretion to initiate revocation. 
Parole officers not only decide how to conduct 
an investigation,. they often decide whether to 
go forward witn an investigation. Under the 
CPP, parole officers and supervisors may decide 
which violations to report, when to impose 
alternatives to revocation, and whether to 
initiate a preliminary hearing against a parolee. 
All these decisions may be made independently 
from the Division of Probation and Parole and 
the Parole Board. 

Through a survey of parole supervisors and 
parole officers, Program Review staff found that 
such discretion may lead to inconsistent decisi-



onmaking among parole officers and supervi­
sors. Staff asked parole officers and supervisors 
how many times certain technical violations 
should be noted in a casebook before pursuing 
revocation. The results are presented in Tables 
5.1 and 5.2. Of the 25 supervisors and 170 parole 
officers responding to the survey, most say that 
if a parolee absconds or commits a firearm 
violation, parole should be revoked immediately. 
Table 5.1 shows that 19% of parole officers would 
revoke parole after the first occurrence of 
substance abuse violations, 52% at the second 
occurrence, 19% at the third occurrence and one 
percent after four or more occurrences. Super­
visors responded similarly on Table 5.2. Overall 
these tables show that parole officers and 
supervisors, in general, differ over when they 
pursue revocation. Program Review staff also 
looked at 85 revocation files and found that 
parole is revoked for anywhere from one to nine 
technical violations. In one case, a parole officer 
allowed a parolee to remain on supervision for 
ten months even though the parolee admitted 
to a $300 per week cocaine habit, was unem­
ployed, had children, and attended drug treat­
ment only 48% of the time. 

For practical reasons, parole officers and 
supervisors should be given some latitude to use 
their discretion. No two parolees are alike and 
each violation occurs under different circum­
stances. Furthermore, each officer handles 
different caseloads, covers different amounts of 
tel'ritory and has access to different community 
resources. 

Such findings suggest, however, the need to 
place some controls on parole officer and 
supervisor discretion. The Division of Probation 
and Parole voluntarily reviews an supervision 
reports prepared by parole officers and meets 
with supervisors on a quarterly basis. However, 
the Division has no formal way of knowing 
whether supervisors are conducting thorough, 
random audits of their parole offic.ers' casebooks 
or even whether districts are reporting all major 
parole violations. 

Without proper monitoring and evaluation 
of parole officer and supervisor discretion, 
inconsistent handling of revocations across 
Kentucky can magnify. More importantly, 
parole officers and supervisors can become lax 
on supervision to the point of jeopardizing public 
safety. 

Chapter V: Parole Revocation 

RECOMMENDATION 15: ESTABLISH 
PROCESS FOR MONITORING AND 
EVALUATING PAROLE OFFICER AND 
SUPERVISOR DISCRETION 

The Corrections Cabinet should establish 
management practices and procedures to 
monitor and evaluate parole officers and 
supervisors, in order to ensure that their 
use of discretionary authority is consistent 
and effectively applied. 

Ending the Process Is Not 
Always Documented 

As in Chart 5.1 indicates, the revocation 
process begins well in advance of the actual 
revocation proceeding. Once a parolee is 
arrested, but before revocation proceedings are 
initiated, the Director of Probation and Parole 
may order the release of the suspected parole 
violator. Under KRS 439.430(1), the Director 
may do so without documenting reasons. Parole 
officers may ask an ALJ to stop the revocation 
process by granting the parolee leniency. The 
CPP places no restrictions on a parole officer's 
leniency request, except that leniency should not 
endanger public safety. However, because the 
CPP does not indicate what constitutes endan­
germent to the public safety, the officer is left 
to decide for himself whether to pursue leniency. 
Furthermore, parole officers are not always 
required to document their reasons for pursuing 
leniency on behalf of their clients. An Adminis­
trative Law Judge states that parole officers 
request leniency in 35-45% of the cases scheduled 
for preliminary hearing. When leniency is 
requested, the Administrative Law Judge 
seldom rejects a parole officer's request. The ALJ 
defers to the parole officer the same way a court 
judge defers to the prosecutor. Parole officers 
may pursue leniency even though the Adminis­
trative Law Judge has found probable cause that 
a violation has occurred. 

Given the considerable control that both the 
Director and parole officers have over stopping 
the revocation process, lack of documentation 
diminishes accountability for their decisions. 
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TABLES.l 

Parole Officers were asked: 
"In general, how many times do you record the 
following technical violations in your casebook 

narratives before you pursue revocation?" 

ONE TWO THREE FOUR OR 
TIME TIMES TIMES MORETlMES 

Substance Abuse Violation 19% 52% 19% 1% 
. 

Absconding 85% 1% 1% 0% 

Possession of Firearm 84% 1% 1% 0% 

Failure to Report 4% 35% 36% 14% 

Curfew Violation 2% 18% 24% 14% 

Change of Address 

without Permission 11% 49% 16% 12% 

Leaving District 
without Permission 19% 55% 9% 5% 

Failure to Attend or 

Comply with Program 18% 38% 25% 8% 

Failure to Maintain or 

Seek Employment 2% 22% 26% 36% 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Kentuckys Parole Officers, 1991. 

B:\Parole\RgTab1 
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TABLE 5.2 

Parole Supervisors were asked: 
"In general, how many times would you allow 
a parole officer to make note of the following 

teclmical violations without pursuing revocation?" 

ONE TWO THREE FOUR OR 
TIME TIMES TIMES MORE TIMES 

Substance Abuse Violation 24% 52% 16% 

Absconding 76% 0% 0% 

Possession of Firearm 76% 0% 0% 

Failure to Report 8% 48% 36% 
: 

Curfew Violation 4% 20% 56% 

Change of Address 
without Permission 28% 36% 16% 

Leaving District 
without Permission 36% 40% 12% 

Failure to Attend or 
Comply with Program 12% 68% 8% 

Failure to Maintain or 
Seek Employment 12% 44% 16% 

SOURCE: Program Review Survey of Supervisors and Assistant Supervisors of 
Kentucky Parole Officers, 1991. 
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RECOMMENDATION 16: REQUIRE 
CENTRALIZED DOCUMENTATION OF 
THE REASONS FOR RELEASING SUS­
PECTED PAROLE VIOLATORS 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.430(1) to require the Director of the 
Corrections Cabinet, Division of Probation 
and Parole, to document reasons for not 
seeking revocation of a suspected parole 
violator, if the director does not submit a 
recommendation to the Parole Board. 

The committee amended the original staff 
recommendation to clarify the intent that all 
action by the Director of Probation and Parole 
relating to a sU~p'ected parole violator be 
documented, even' If it occurs before initiation 
of· formal revocation proceedings. The staff 
recomm~ndation went a step further, however, 
by proposing that similar activity by parole 
officers be documented and that all documen­
tation be maintained in a central file. 
Administrative Law Judges Have Lhtiited 
Options 

Administrative Law Judges have few 
options during the revocation process. The ALl 
may stop the process when there is no probable 
cause that a parole violation occurred. If 
probable cause exists, the ALl either sends the 
case to the Parole Board for final revocation or, 
if the parole officer requests, grants the parolee 
leniency. 

Currently, the Parole Board is considering 
providing Administrative Law Judges with 
more options during preliminary hearings. The 
Board could allow an ALl to place additional 
parole conditions on parolees who receive 
leniency. As a result, ALls could order that 
parole violators receive certain treatment or 
reside in a halfway house as a precondition to 
granting leniency. 

Allowing Administrative Law Judges to 
impose conditional leniency has advantages. 
First, it provides another check on parole officer 
supervision. For example, if an ALJ deems a 
parole officer's action too lenient, the ALl may 
impose tougher conditions before granting 
leniency. Second, it provides the ALl with the 
flexibility to tailor sanctions to the parolee's 
violation, 
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RECOMMENDATION 17: ALLOW ALJ 
TO ADD CONDITIONS OF PAROLE 

The Parole Board should amend 501 KAR 
1:040(1) to allow Administrative Law 
Judges to place additional conditions of 
parole on leniency agreements for parole 
"iolators. Any additional parole conditions 
imposed by an ALJ should be subject to 
Board approval. 

Final Diseretion Used by the Parole Board 

By the time a case reaches the parole board 
for its final revocation decision, it has been 
scrutinized by parole officers, their supervisors, 
the Division of Probation and Parole, and 
Administrative Law Judges. Given that the 
charges against the parolee have withstood such 
scrutiny, it is not surprising the Board revokes 
many paroles at final hearings. 

The Parole Board may issue parole violation 
warrants, which order the parolee back to prison 
to face a final revocation hearing. Parole 
violation warrants may be requested through the 
Division of Probation and Parole or by the 
Administrative Law Judge. Warrants are 
usually requested after probable cause is found 
that a parole violation occurred. The Parole 
Board may also either not issue or withdraw a 
parole violation warrant, but it rarely grants the 
parolee leniency at this stage in the process. 
Ninety-eigh~ percent of the time the Parole 
Board issues the warrants requested. 

In the end, the Parole Board members 
$!onduct a final revocation hearing, to determine 
whether the parolee is innocent or guilty of 
violating conditions of parole or supervision. The 
Parole Board has four options at the final 
revocation hearing: it may find the parolee guilty 
of violating parole, revoke parole and order 
reincarceration for a specified period; it may find 
the parolee in violation of parole, revoke parole 
and reinstate him on parole supervision; it may 
find the parolee guilty of violating parole, but 
not revoke at all; or it may find the parolee 
innocent of the charges and reinstate parole. If 
a parolee is revoked but reinstated, he loses 
credit for the time he was out on parole. With 
this option, the Parole Board is able to prolong 
the time a parolee is kept ullder supervision. 



For FY' 91 the Board conducted 1,169 final 
revocation hearings. Ninety-five :Rercent of these 
parolees were sent back to prison. The remaining 
five percent were released back to supervision. 
Program Review staff attended 51 fmal revo­
cation hearings. The results of those hearings 
were: 20 parolees were ordered to serve out the 
remainder of their sentences; 29 were returned 
to prison, with their cases deferred an average 
of 23 months; two ,Parolees had their parole 
revoked but were Immediately reinstated to 
intensive supervision. 

Chapter V: Parole Revocation 

49 



Chapter VI: Nomination and Appointment of the Parole Board 

CHAPTER VI 
NOMIN.A.TION AND APPOINTMENT OF 

THE P fl .. ROLE BOARD 

Professional organizations such as the American Correctional Association (ACA) 
and sponsors of model parole legislation emphasize that the nomination and 
appointment of Parole Board members should yield experienced, competent people, 
capable of making unbiased, independent decisions about parole cases and parole 
policy. Parole board members also should be able to work and conduct their business 
in an atmosphere that promotes independent decision-making, minimizes political 
and other influences, and provides for continuity of policy and experience. 

In Kentucky,. measures designed to achieve some of these objectives have been 
incorporated into the parole system. For example, qualifications for membership 
on the Board are outlined in the statutes and a bipartisan membership is required. 
An advisory commission, appointed by the Governor, screens and nominates 
applicants for gubernatorial appointment to the Parole Board. Parole Board members 
are appointed to four-year staggered terms and members can be removed only for 
cause by the Governor. Finally, decisions of the Parole Board are generally not 
subject to review. Still, questions remain about the degree to which these measures 
provide a qualified and diverse Board, insulate the Board from political and other 
outside influences, and protect continuity of Board policy and experience. 

QUALIFICATIONS FOR PAROLE 
BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

In many states, the discretionary appoint­
ment of parole board members is tempered by 
statutory qualifications against which applI­
cants are screened. Generally, states tailor 
qualifications for board membership to meet 
their needs and expectations of parole. Thus, 
states may delineate required levels of educa­
tional attainment, eXJ;!erience or training in 
specified professions. In addition, states may 
require that members be appointed with regard 
to racial, ethnic, gender, or geographic 
considerations. 

Kentucky's statutory qualifications emphas­
ize experience and diversity. In 1972, the General 
Assembly amended KRS 439.320 to require that 
Parole Board mel11bers have at least five years 
experience in sp~cl{!ied areas. Prior to 1972, the 
statute required that 

• ... perSOfiS named to the board by' the 
governor shall be those who have aem­
onstrated their knowledge and expe­
rience in correctional treatment or crime 
prevention and shall be apP9inted with­
out regard to their politICal affiliation. 

The current statute requires that parole board 
members: 

• have at least five (5) years of actual 
experience in the field of penology, 
correction work, law enforcement, soci­
ology, law, education, social work, med­
icine or a combination thereof; or 

• have served at least five (5) years 
previously on the parole board. 

In addition, only four members may be of the 
same political party. 
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Statutory Qualifications Are 
Broadly Interpreted 

Although KRS 439.320 sets forth qualifica­
tions required for Parole Board membership, the 
statute IS written in general terms. Further­
more, the broad language of the statute has been 
subjected to varying interpretations regarding 
the types of experience required to sit on the 
Board. As a result, governors have had wider 
latitude in making appointments and the" 
gualifications of some persons itppointed to the 
Parole Board have been questioned. 

Although similar concerns have been 
expressed about former Parole Board members, 
the makeup of the current Board can be used 
as an example. Profiles of the current Board 
members are found in Appendix F. The seven 
persons on the Board come from at least six 
different occupational backgrounds. In addition, 
some members have a combination of expe­
rience. Since none were formally nominated for 
the Board under a designated profession spec­
ified in KRS 439.320, linking them to one of these 
professions is conjectural. However, one might 
assume that a former college professor repres­
ents education and a former juvenile probation 
officer and two former probation and parole 
officers represent law enforcement. Program 
Review staff were unsure about which disci­
pJines or professions the other three Board 
members represent. However, the Chairman of 
the Parole Board advised that the former 
employee of the Cabinet for Human Resources' 
Office of the Inspector General and the former 
Coroner represent la'![ enforcement. The remain­
ing Board TIlember, a former Legislative 
Research Commission staff person, said that he 
represents law. 

Using the current Parole Board to illustrate 
the latitude with which the provisions of KRS 
439.320 can be applied is ~lot meant to imply 
that current members of the Board are not 
capable. Rather the implication is that persons 
with more remote experIences in the professional 
areas specified in the statute could be appointed 
to a future Parole Board. One way to assure that 
Parole Board members have diversity and a 
reasonable depth of knowledge in the disciplines 
represented on the Board is to require an 
academic credential or other recognized training 
or certification in the particular field. 

Public confidence in the Parole Board's use 
of its discretion to release pl~rsons who have 
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committed serious crimes and to prescribe 
conditions necessary for their successful reinte­
gration into communities is crucial to the 
stability of the parole system. The public should 
not have to wonder about whether aJ>erson meets 
the statutory qualifications for the Parole Board. 
Strengthening statutory qualifications and 
requiring the nominating body to document an 
applicant's qualifications before forwarding the 
name to the Governor would add accountability 
to the nomination process and could prevent 
some of the criticisms that these appointments 
are based on political considerations. 

RECOMMENDATION 18: SPECIFY 
STATUTORY QUALIFICATIONS FOR 
THE PAROLE BOARD 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to better define the level of knowl­
edge and experience required to quailfy for 
appointment to the Parole Board. The 
statute should specify the type of academic 
credentials, reco~ized or special training, 
certification or lIcensure needed to qualify 
under the statutory disciplines. The nom­
inating body should establish a policl of 
forwarding a statement of qualificatIOns, 
signed by its Chairman, as part of the 
documentation submitted to the Governor's 
Office with the names of the three 
nominees. 

Parole Board Statutes and Practices Do 
Not Ensure Diversity 

The General Assembly's amendment of KRS 
439.320 in 1972 increased the professional 
representation allowed on the Parole Board from 
two disciplines to eight. Many persons inter­
viewed for this study concurred with the move 
to a more diverse Board. Theoretically, it allows 
a state to evaluate inmates from different 
perspectives and sensitivities. While Kentucky's 
current Board reflects experience in at least 
three of the professional categories named, 
nothing in the statute ensures that this diversity 
will remain. In fact, the current representation 
on the Board, which is dominated by members 
with law enforcement backgrounds, suggests a 
return to pre-1972 conditions. Since the 1972 
amendment, Board composition at two periods 
of time appears to have been more diverse than 
it is now. 'rhese previous Boards appear to have 
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represented at least four, and possibly five, of 
the statutory disciplines. 

Some states protect the div~r5ity of their 
Parole Boards. For example, Arizona's statute 
limits the number of board members from a 
particular discipline that can serve at the same 
time. Alaska's statutes require that at least one 
person have experience in the field of criminal 
Justice, and tlie California Parole Boa.rd is 
required to reflect the diversity of the state's 
population. 

Professional diversity should also be 
reflected on quorums or panels selected to 
conduct parole hearings. KRS 439.320 allows the 
Parole Board to break down into three~member 
quorums to conduct parole hearings. These 
panels are selected at the discretion of the 
Chairman of the Board. Other than the number 
of persons required, there are no rules governing 
the make-up of quorums. Therefore, quorums 
could be composed of Parole Board members 
with the same back~round. This circumstance 
diminishes Kentucky's ability to capitalize on the 
strength of diversity and use broad-based 
expertise in evaluating inmates. If an objective 
of the statute is to ensure that inmates are 
broadly assessed during the hearings, then 
diverse representation should be encouraged. 

RECOMMENDATION 19: REFLECT 
DIVERSITY ON THE PAROLE BOARD, 
QUORUMS AND PANELS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to require that a minimum of three 
(3) disciplines or professions be represented 
on the Board at any time. 

The original staff recommendation proposed 
requiring the parole board to amend Its admi­
nistrative regulations to provide that the Board's 
diversity be reflected on Its quorums and panels, 
With the committee' " approval, staff responded 
to the Pa..role Board's concerns about scheduling 
flexibility by deleting this provision from the 
recommendation. 

NOMINATION FOR PAROLE 
BOARD POSITIONS 

The Commission on Corrections and Com­
munity Services (the Commission) nominates 
potential appointees to the Parole Board. The 
Commission is appointed by the Governor and 
is composed of five ex-officio state officials and 

eleven representatives of various segments of the 
criminal justice community and the state at 
large. BrIefly, the Commission receives appli­
cations for Board membership through informal 
solicitation, screens applicants by multiple 
criteria selected by each Commissioner, and 
submits three names to the Governor for 
consideration. 

Still, the use of an advisory body to screen 
and recommend nominees has not removed the 
perception that political responsiveness carries 
a great deal of weight in the nomination and 
appointment process. This is due in part to the 
informal manner in which Parole Board appli­
cations are obtained. In addition, the independ­
ence and autonomy of the Commission are 
questioned. 

Vacancies for Parole Board are 
Not Advertised 

Vacancies on the Parole Board are not 
advertised or formally announced. In fact, the 
responsibility for seeking applicants for posi­
tions on the Board is often undertaken by eIther 
commissioners on the Commission for Correc­
tions and Community Services, or members of 
the Parole Board. Furthermore, certain former 
and current Parole Board members and appli­
cants for positions on the Board advised Program 
Review staff that they learned of a vacancy or 
impending vacancy by word of mouth or 
knowledge of Parole Board activities. 

The application process should be more 
open. Advertising or other public dissemination 
of information about vacancies should attract 
more diverse and qualified persons and counter 
the perception of political intervention. 

RECOMMENDATION 20: ADVERTISE 
PAROLE BOAR-D VACANCIES 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to require pubIi{'. notification of 
expired terms or vacancies on the Parole 
Board. 

Perception of Politics Affects Confidence 
in Nomination Process 

The 15 members on the Commission on 
Corrections and Community Services are all 
appointed by the Governor. Four of these 
members are ex-officio and serve by virtue of 
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their appointment by the Governor to various 
llositions within the Corrections Cabinet or the 
Parole Board. Commissioners serve during the 
term of the Governor who appoints them. The 
most frequent concern expressed about the 
nominating Commission by former Parole Board 
members and applicants for positions on the 
Board was whether the Commission can act 
independently of a governor. The current 
Commissioners interviewed for this study were 
unaware of any communication between the 
Governor's office and the Commission during the 
screening process. The Chairman of the Com­
mission (also the Secretary of Corrections), 
stated that the only communication with the 
Governor's Office during the screening process 
is to get names of possible candidates for the 
Parole Board. This occurs because a~plicants 
often submit resumes to the Governor s Office. 
However, former Parole Board members and 
applicants for the Board felt that governors have 
influenced the process by making their prefer­
ences known to Commissioners. 

Campaign contributions made by members 
of the Parole Board may also create the percep­
tion that political activity is necessary to get 
appointed to the Board. At least· four of the 
current Parole Board members or their spouses 
made campaign contributions to either the 1991 
Wilkinson campaign for governor or the political 
action committee, Kentuckians for a Better 
Future. One Parole Board member made a 
contribution a little over two months prior to 
the expiration of his term. Another member 
made a contribution approximately two weeks 
after his term expired. Both members were later 
reaI?pointed. One new member made a contri­
butIon approximately five weeks after his 
appointment to the Board. One former Parole 
Board member, whose term expired June, 1990, 
and his spouse contributed to the 1991 Jones' 
primary campaign in Fall 1990. This Board 
member was replaced in March, 1991. 

Some applicants who were not accepted for 
Parole Board positions also contributed to 
various candidates. Since resumes are not 
retained by the Commission on Corrections and 
Community Services, telephone numbers or 
street addresse!3 of applicants were not obtaina­
ble. However, It appears that three applicants 
contributed to the Jones and Hopkins campaigns 
and possibly two others contributed to the Forgy 
and Baesle.r campaigns. None of these applicants 
were appomted. 
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Legislative Confirmation is an Option, 
but Constitutionality Unclear 

Legislative confirmation of Parole Board 
members is often mentioned as a way of inserting 
checks and balances into the nomination and 
appointment process. Legislative confirmation is 
recommended in the Model Parole Act, and is 
used in several other states. Legislative confir­
mati.on 'Yould allow more public scrutiny of the 
nommatIOn process and could lead to a more 
deliberate process for selecting qualified appoin­
tees. Legislative confirmation could balance a 
governor's influence over the nomination process 
and also make Parole Board appointees less 
vulnerable to a single political agenda. Finally, 
legislative confirmation may encoura~e gover­
nors to appoint or reapnoint members In a more 
timely manner. -

On the other hand, many of the Commission 
members and current and former Parole Board 
members interviewed by Program Review staff 
feel that legislative confirmation would increase 
the political nature of the nomination and 
appointment process. Furthermore, legislative 
confirmation may delay the appointment process 
if time limits are not established. Delays could 
ultimately affect the workload, and possibly the 
quality of decision-making, by creating an 
understaffed Parole Board. Finally, questions 
about the constitutionality of legislative confir­
mation have arisen. Litigation challenging the 
legislature's authority to confirm executive 
appointees is pending before the State Supreme 
Court. 

An Independent Nominating Commission 
Could Provide Board Oversight 

A second option for strengthening the 
nomination and appointment process is to give 
the nominating body more political autonomy. 
This could be accomplished by either creating 
a new selection and nominating body or mod­
ifying the existing one to limit direct ties to the 
Governor. 'rhis, theoretically, would allow more 
independence in the screening and nomination 
process. 

Other states (Alabama, Florida, Hawaii) 
using nominating committees do not have 
persons associated with the administration of the 
state's correction or parole system on the 
nomination commission. In the past, however, 
florida. ~as ~ad correc~ions representatives on 
Its qualIfIcatIOns commIttee. Representatives on 
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nominating commissions of other states include: 
the Lieutenant Governor, Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, a presiding Judge of the Court 
of Criminal Appeals, members of law enforce­
ment agencies, the Director of the Department 
of Social Services, representatives of profes­
sional and social service organizations and 
members of the general public. 

A new or revamped nominating commission 
could be composed of nine members, with a 
limited number ap:pointed by the Governor. The 
membership could Include various combinations 
of specified elected state officials, professionals 
from selected areas, recommended by their 
professional associations, a representative of 
persons employed in local la',w enforcement or 
corrections areas, a representative of local 
elected officials and victims organizations, or 
citizens-at-Iarge appointed by the Governor. 
Specified representation from political parties 
and geographic regions could also be required. 
Members could serve four-year staggered terms 
and be reappointed. 

A new nominating commission would prim­
arily be responsible for nominatin.E persons for 
gubernatorIal appointment to the Parole Board. 
Other duties would include establishing policies 
and procedures for publicly announcing Parole 
Board vacancies, certifying qualifications and 
evaluating applicants. The new commission 
could also conauct hearings and recommend the 
removal of Board members. In addition, the new 
Commission could be responsible for having 
background investigations conducted on the 
nominees and for conducting any other inves­
tigatory work necessary to perform its duties. 
APPOINTMENT OF BOARD MEMBERS 

The ACA and other national bodies say that 
parole boards should operate independently of 
political pressure or other outside influence, and 
that boards should be appointed in a manner 
that p!'otects continuity of policy and experience. 
One strategy used to achieve these measures is 
to stagger the terms of Parole Board members. 
Nationwide, Parole Board terms range from four 
to seven years. In Kentucky, Parole Board 
members serve four year terms, the maximum 
allowed under the Kentucky Constitution. 
Current Parole Board Terms 
Threaten Continuity 

The four-year staggered terms for Parole 
Board members were established in 1956, when 

the Board had only three members. However, 
the addition of Board oositions established by 
executive order or ci:eated by the General 
Assembly in 1963 and 1986 has resulted in a 
situation in which the terms of four board 
members expire within five weeks of each other. 
Table 6.1 shows the time frame for appointments 
and reappointments for current Parole Board 
members. Column 3 shows that two terms will 
exoire on May 23, 1994, and two terms will 
expire on June 30, 1994. This pattern will be 
repeated every four years; it threatens the Parole 
Board's continuity of both policy and experience, 
in that several experienced members could leave 
the Board at the same time. 

RECOMMENDATION 21: RE-STAGGER 
TERMS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to re-stagger terms of parole board 
members when the current terms expire. 
Upon the ex~iration of the terms of office 
of the two Board members whose terms 
expire June 30,1994, the Governor should 
appoint two members to serve until June 
30, 1995. Thereafter, all members would 
serve four-year terms. To ensure continuity, I 
the statute should also require that terms 
be re-staggered each time there is an action 
that changes the configuration of the parole 
board. 

KRS 439.320 also allows Parole Board 
members to serve until they are replaced or 
reappointed. Gubernatorial appointment prac­
tices have resulted in a laE time for appointing 
or reappointing Parole Board members that 
ranges from two days to nine months. Table 6.1, 
column 4, shows the time it has taken for Board 
members to be appointed and reappointed. The 
consequences of allowing untimely appointments 
to the Board threaten not only the continuity of 
policy and experience, but also the :political 
Insulation of the Board. The last appj)Intment 
cycle reflects some of these concerns. Table 6.1, 
columns 2 and 3, show the dates of ~pointments 
and expiration of terms for current Parole Board 
members. 

During March and May of 1991, five of the 
seven Parole Board members were appointed or 
reap.{>ointed. One of the vacanies was created by 
a reSIgnation; however, the other four vacancies 
resulted from expired terms that had not been 
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filled. Accordingly, four of the seven Board 
members have less than two years of experience. 
Three members have less than six months of 
experience. Had the Governor not reappointed 
two members, the current Parole Board could 
have had five new members. 
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RECOMMENDATION 22: PLACE TIME 
LIMITS ON PAROLE BOARD 
APPOINTMENTS 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.320 to require that the Governor make 
appointments or reappointments to the 
Parole Board no later than 60 days after 
a term expires or a vacancy occurs. 



Chapter VI: Nomination and Appointment of the Parole Board 

TABLE 6.1 

Lag Time in Parole Board 
Appointment and Reappointments 

Appointment! 
Previous Reappointment Current 

Term Expired Date Term Expires Lag Time 
(I) (2) (3) (4) 

03-01-89 03-03-89 03-01-93 2 days 
2 3 

01-02-91 04-09-91 06-30-92 4 months 

03-01-89 09-22-89 03-01-93 6 rnonths 

06-30-90 03-11-91 06-30-94 8 months 

06-30-90 03-11-91 06-30-94 8 months 
4 

05-23-90 03-11-91 05-23-94 9 months 
4 

05-23-90 03-11-91 05-23-94 9 months 

NOTES: 
1. Lag time refers to the length of time that elapsed after 

Parole Board terms expired or became vacant and the Governor 
appointed or reappointed someone to fill the positions. Totals 
for the number of months have been rounded. 

2. Parole Board member resigned. 

3. Appointed to serve the remainder of the term from which a Parole 
Board member resigned. 

4. Reappointed to a second term. 
SOURCE: Compiled by Program Review staff from data supplied by 

the Parole Board. 
B:Parole\Table6-1 
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CHAPTER VII 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

OPERATIONS OF THE BOARD 

Public scrutiny of the parole system often intensifies whenever a parolee violates 
parole or commits a serious crime. Given the public protection mission espoused 
by the system, the public looks for someone to hold accountable for parole failures. 
Each entity with a role in Kentucky's parole system is separate and autonomous. 
This administrative structure dilutes direct lines of accountability and makes 
problems in the system difficult to attribute. Nonetheless, initial criticism is usually 
directed at the Parole Board for its decision to release the parolee. 

Program Review staff asked current and former Parole Board members about 
their accountability. Some felt accountable to the Governor; some felt accountable 
to the public; one felt accountable to no one. Parole is an executive function arising 
from the Kentucky Constitution. The Kentucky Parole Board, however, is created 
by statute and therefore is accountable to the General Assembly. The Governor is 
empowered by KRS 439.320 to appoint Parole Board members and remove them 
for documented cause. This establishes an accountability link to the Governor. Finally, 
KRS 439.340 requires that Parole Board decisions be made in the best interest of 
society. Therein lies the Parole Board's accountability to the public. 

Current and former Parole Board members offered advice on ways to add 
accountability to the decision-making process and to judge Board performance. 
Suggestions included more scrutiny of Board members' and applicants' qualifications, 
opening parole hearings to the public, publicizing Board members' votes, and 
disseminating parole statistics on a regular basis. These measures are either already 
being used to some extent or their is possible implementation discussed in this report. 
Nevertheless, the parole system lacks internal performance measures for self­
assessment. 

OPEN PAROLE HEARINGS 
The Parole Board holds parole release 

hearings, parole revocation hearmgs and victim 
hearings. Meetings of the Parole Board are 
closed for the most part. Pursuant to KRS 
439.340 (7), victims' hearings may be open unless 
persons authorized to appear before the Board. 
at the hearings, request that they be closed. KRS 
61.810 specifically exempts the deliberations of 
the Parole Board from the open meetings 
requirements for public a~encies; however, in 
practice the entire hearing IS closed. 

Open Hearings Allow More Public Scrutiny 
Several points can be made in support of 

opening hearin.,gs to the public. First.. open 
hearings would provide the opportumty for 
oversight and evaluation of public offIcials 
(Parole Board members) functioning in a public 
capacity. Moreover, o~en hearings would pro­
vide greater insight mto the basis of Parole 
Board decisions and remove public perceptions 
of secrecy surrounding Board activities. 
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Open Hearings Present Security and 
Facility Problems 

Still, the benefits of open parole hearings 
must be weighted against the possible impact 
on the institutions, the hearing proceedings, and 
the participants. Program Review staff surveyed 
wardens and jailers of correctional institutions 
where parole hearings are held about some of 
these concerns. Appendix G summarizes their 
responses. 

Parole hearings are held in sixteen correc­
tional institutions across the state. Currently 
none of these institutions have adequate physical 
facilities to accommodate open hearings, and 
only five indicate available space that can be 
modified. Transporting inmates to other facil­
ities for parole hearings is an option, but would 
require additional staffing and vehicles. In 
addition, open hearings would pose security risks 
for both inmates and observers and may increase 
the liability of the institutions. 

Open Hearings May Restrain Candor 
of Questions and Answers 

Open hearings could negatively affect the 
hearing proceedings by disrupting the hearing 
process and constraining the free flow of 
information between the Parole Board and the 
inmate. The Parole Board holds approximately 
40 hearings a day and operates at a fast pace. 
The average time span of hearings observed by 
Program Review staff was six to ten minutes. 
Hearing proceedings would be disrupted by a 
constant flow of spectators in and out of the 
hearing room as one hearing ends and another 
begins. In addition, the Parole Board engages 
in frank dialogue with inmates during the 
interview portion of the hearing and uses 
statutorily confidential information during the 
entire proceedings. A public setting could reduce 
the effectiveness of both the inmate interview 
and inhibit the discussion of confidential 
documents in the decision-making process. 

Open hearings also may reduce victim input 
in parole hearings. Victims submitted 1,682 
Victim Impact Statements in FY s '90 and '91, 
and participated in 181 victims hearings. The 
Victim Coordinator for the Parole Board stated 
that victims often inquire about whether the 
inmate will be informed of their comments, and 
estimates that only two victims hearings have 
been opened. Although victims hearings may be 
closed, information from the hearing is shared 
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among Board members during deliberations in 
the release hearing. Open parole hearings may 
force a victim to choose between loss of privacy 
and I!articipation in the parole process. 

Finally, open hearings may adversely affect 
an inmate's chance of successfully reintegrating 
into the community to which he is paroled. An 
inmate's potential success on parole will depend 
largely on his ability to reintegrate into society. 
However, negative exposure or the replay of a 
crime story oy the media could be detrimental 
to his chan~e for acceptance in a community. 

Because of the adverse effect that open 
hearings would have on correctional institutions, 
participants and the hearing, it is not included 
among this report's recommendations. However, 
there are other ways to allow more :public 
scrutiny of parole hearings and maintam the 
quality of the parole hearings process. In calling 
for open hearmgs, many groups, including The 
Kentucky Press Association, requested access to 
Parole Board records and documentation, as well 
as hearings. Recommendations in other ,Parts of 
this report address this issue by requirmg that 
the Parole Board document criteria used to 
evaluate an inmate, the reasons for allowing or 
denying parole and the votes of individual 
members on release decisions. 

PAROLE SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The same problems in attributing the causes 
of failures in a parole system apply to measuring 
the success of a system. The measure used most 
often is recidivism, the rate at which parolees 
are returned to prison for violating the conditions 
of parole. Recidivism rates relate to both the 
release and supervision components of a parole 
system and can be affected by a number of 
factors. These include changes in economic 
conditions, state demographics, government 
priorities, corrections' policy, parole board 
practices and sentencing guidelines. Moreover, 
recidivism rates have to be considered in 
accordance with the individual components of 
particular systems. For example, Nebraska has 
one of the lowest recidivism rates in the country. 
However, their parolees remain under supervi­
sion for only nine months, compared to a 
nationwide average of two years. 

Data Collection and Analysis Are Inadequate 
Improved research capabilities may be a key 

to developing internal performance measures for 
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assessing components of Kentucky's parole 
system, and the criminal justice system as a 
whole. The state's current system of data 
collection and analysis is not adequate to draw 
conclusions about the parole process or even 
answer basic research questions. The manner in 
which recidivism rates are reported in the Parole 
Board annual reports suggests that data cur­
rently collected and reported may not provide 
an accurate basis on which to assess the system. 
For example, in FY '90, the Parole Board 
reported that 86% of the parolees whose parole 
was revoked had committed techtdcal violations, 
and only the remaining 14% had committed new 
felony convictions. However, more parolees may 
be involved in new criminal activity than the 
revocation classification indicates. The Parole 
Board classifies parolees who commit misdemea­
nors as technical violators. Also, parolees who 
commit both a technical violation and a felony 
are classified as technical violators, if they have 
not been convicted of the felony at the time of 
the final revocation hearing. 

To better ascertain the number of parolees 
revoked for purely technical reasons versus new 
criminal activity, Program Review staff 
reviewed 85 revocation files spanning two years. 
This review shows that only 42% of the parolees 
in the sample were revoked for purely technical 
reasons. Twenty-five percent had been revoked 
for committing misdemeanors, nine percent had 
committed technical violations bond new crimes, 
and 23% had been revoked for new felonies. When 
reviewed in this detail, these figures reflect a 
different picture than the parole Board's 
statistics. 

The Parole Board Chairman cited increased 
research capabilities as the most essential need 
of the Parole Board at this time. These resources 
would provide the Board with feedback from its 
decisions by enabling it to do statistical studies 
to determine who is paroled and who returns 
to prison. A retrospective look at its decisions 
would help the Board determine if its application 
of parole statutes and regulations is fair and 
consistent or if a pattern of bias exists. Some 
of the areas that need to be researched include: 

• The impact of race or sex on parole 
decisions, 

• The success of parolees based on their 
participation in certain programs, 

• A comparison of recidivism rates 
between successful parolees and inmates 
who serve out their sentence, and 

o An examination of the effect of Parole 
Board decisions on the prison population. 

The Parole Board Chairman has requested 
that a researcher be placed on his staff to answer 
such questions and to assist in the construction 
of a risk assessment instrument for the Board's 
use in parole release decisions. While this change 
would centralize Parole Board research into one 
location, there is some question as to whether 
there will be enough work to warrant a full-time 
research position for the Board. Presently, much 
of the data needed to answer these questions are 
in the Corrections Cabinet data base or are 
required by statute (Chapters 17 and 27 A). 
Therefore, a researcher placed under the Board 
will still need to use data presently managed by 
the Corrections Cabinet. 

To ensure compliance with the requirements 
in these statutes, data collection, analysis, and 
retrieval could be enhanced by expanding the 
existing computer and analysis capabilities of 
either the Parole Board or the Corrections 
Cabinet. This expansion would enable the 
Cabinet to centralize both incarceration and 
parole information in one location, and would 
allow the Cabinet to perform long-range 
research on corrections, as well as Parole Board 
questions. This improvement could, however, 
pose problems for the Parole Board in terms of 
getting timely information, if the Corrections 
Cabinet does not rank it among its research 
priorities. 

The problems associated with the current 
method of data collection are related to the 
administrative structure of the parole system. 
Several of the entities involved in the system hold 
pieces of the information needed for complete 
and accurate da".a collection and analysis. 
Furthermore, the lack of performance measures 
and adequate analysis is the parole system's 
problem and should be addressed collectively by 
both of the primary entities in the system. 
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RECOMMENDATION 23: DEVELOP 
RESEARCH CAPABILITIES 
The General Assembly should require the 
Parole Board and Corrections Cabinet to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the parole 
~stem and its individual components. 
Exi.~ting research capabilities should be 
expailded to enable the Parole Board and 
the Corrections Cabinet to jointly: 

• Collect data pertinent to the evalua­
tion of the parole system, 

• Maintain the data in an accessible and 
useful format, 

• Analyze the data and identify trends, 
and 

• Report annual comparative data. 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS 
OF THE BOARD 

Several practices of the Parole Board have 
been accepted as Bo~rd policy; however, the 
Parole Board has no written policies to cover 
discretionary practices, such as closing parole 
hearings or recording Board members' votes. In 
fact, the Parole Board does not have a .policies 
and procedures manual that covers admmistra­
tive operations of the Board. When Program 
Review staff asked the current Chairman what 
measures should be used to judge the Parole 
Board, he stated that the Board should be judged 
on the soundness and the quality of its regula­
tions and the application of these in a fair and 
consistent manner. Conceivably, unwritten 
practices of the Board could affect the consis­
tency in which it applies not only those practices, 
but also its regulations. The current Parole 
Board Chairman acknowledged that having 
written policies and procedural guidelines is not 
unreasonable, but stated that time restraints 
have prevented the Board's development of these. 

Parole Board Chairman's Duties Pose 
Potential Conflicts 

The Parole Board Chairman has multiple 
responsibilities. First, as a member of the Parole 
Board, he is responsible for all of the duties 
outlined in KRS 430.330. Second, as Chairman 
of the Board, he has various :'esponsibilities 
inherent to that position. One of these includes 
sitting on the Commission that nominates 
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persons for "positions on the Board. And third, 
as Chief Administrative Officer of the Parole 
Board, he has responsibilities which cover 
organizational, administrative and personnel 
matters relating to the Board. 

The Parole Board Chairman's multiple roles 
raise concerns about p'otential conflicts of 
interest and time availabIlity, First, a perception 
of conflict of interest arises from the Chairman 
functioning as a member of the Parole Board 
and also participating in the nomination of 
Parole Board members, particularly when the 
Chairman or other Board members apply for 
reappointment to the Board. KRS 439.302 
includes the Chairman of the Parole Board on 
the membership of the Commission on Correc­
tions and Community Services. However, nom­
inating persons for the Parole Board is not one 
of the original duties of the Commission outlined 
in its enabling statute (KRS 439.304). This 
authority is delegated to the Commission in KRS 
439.320, which also outlines the qualifications 
and terms of Parole Board members. Therefore, 
it is possible that the General Assembly inad­
vertently placed the Parole Board Chairman in 
a capacity to participate in a screening process 
which he must also undergo for his position on 
the Board. 

RECOMMENDATION 24: REMOVE 
PAROLE BOARD CHAIRMAN FROM 
SELECTION AND NOMINATING BODY 
The General Assembly should amend KRS 
439.302 to remove the Chairman of the 
Parole Board from membership in the body 
responsible for screening and nominating 
future parole board members for guberna­
torial appointment. 

A second potential conflict arises from the 
Chairman serving in a voting capacity at parole 
hearings and also scheduling the three- or four­
person quorums that handle the hearings. Forty­
two parole panels have been scheduled by the 
Chairman for July through December, 1991. 
Twenty-four of these are three-person quorums. 
The Chairman is scheduled to sit on 11 of these. 
A conflict in this area may be more perceived 
than real. Decisions by hearing quorums can be 
reconsidered by the full Board at the request 
of a Board member. 



Chapter VII: Accountability and Administrative Operations of the Board 

The Chairman's authority to vote at revo­
cation hearings may also limit the degree to 
which he can communicate with the Corrections 
Cabinet regarding individual parolees under 
supervision. The CPP Manual requires that 
copies of supervision reports be forwarded to the 
Parole Board, but. the current Chairman ques­
tions the need to see all su~rvision reports before 
a revocation hearing. The Parole Board is 
analogous to a judge and jury. Therefore, 
reviewing these reports beforehand could 
predispose a Parole Board member in the event 
of a subsequent revocation proceeding. Yet, 
reviewing supervision reports provides the 
Parole Board with some awareness of the 
Corrections Cabinet's supervision of parolees. 
This practice would allow the Parole Board to 
discuss questionable supervision practices with 
the Corrections Cabinet before a serious incident 
occurs. 
Chairman's Administrative Duties 
Should Be Shared 

The Kentucky Parole Board had an Exec­
utive Director from 1978 until 1986, when a 
reor~anization act amended KRS 439.320 to 
abolIsh the position. However, that Executive 
Director was appointed by and responsible to 
the Commissioner for Corrections (later thn 
Secretary of Corrections) for administrative 
matters, but was to report to the Chairman of 
the Parole Board on policy matters. 

The current Chairman of the Parole Board 
states that he schedules and assigns Board 
members to parole release and revocation 
hearings; signs warrants; hires;, supervises, and 
terminates personnel; schedUles training for 
Board members; acts as a liaison with other 
agencies; prepares and monitors the Board's 
budget; handles press and public relations for 
the Board; handles legislative matters; serves on 
at least two statutory Commissions and various 
other committees and task forces as requested; 
coordinates the formulation of policy and 
regulations for the Board; and hears and votes 
on parole cases. Some administrative duties are 
handled by an administrative section supervisor. 

However, her 'primary role appears to be 
supervising clerICal support staff. 

The Chairman's time might be better spent 
as a Board member and policymaker. An 
administrator hired to relieve the Chairman of 
some administrative responsibilities could allow 
him in increase his availability for parole release 
and revocation hearings and for development of 
Board poli('i~1S and goals. For example, due 
perhaps to time constraints, the Chairman was 
scheduled to sit on only one-third of the parole 
p~nels scheduled from July to December 1991. 
Moreover, this report has already noted that the 
Board's lack of policy and procedural guidelines 
in all aspects of Its operations is a major 
deficiency. 

Ideally, an executive administrator position 
could be beneficial to the overall operations and 
administration of the Board in several ways. 
First, it would relieve real or perceived conflicts 
of interest by placing some distance between 
Board decisions and policy-making, and the day­
to-day administratIve operations. Second, it 
would aHow the Chairman to devote more time 
to address cl'itical issues facing most paroling 
authorities today. Third, it could facilItate the 
Board's implementing some of the research and 
other administrative requests presented in this 
report. And fourth, it would provide for a greater 
degree of administrative continuity during 
changes in Board composition, and particularly 
Board leadership. In contrast with the previous 
Executive Director position, an executive 
administrator should be hired by and responsible 
to the Board. 

A report compiled from an ACA Parole Task 
Force survey showed that 19 states (including 
Kentucky) place all of the administrative duties 
of the Parole Board in the hand~ of the Chairman. 
In the remaining 31 states the Chairman either 
shares administrative duties with other Board 
members, or an administrator serves the Board 
in this capacity. 

The committee rejected a staff recommen­
dation that the General Assembly establish an 
executive administrator position responsible to 
the Parole Board. 
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CHAPTER VIII 
COMMITTEE ACTION 

Chapter VIII: Committee Action 

The Program Review and Investigations Committee's discussion of the staff 
report on Kentucky's Parole System covered portions of three committee meetings. 
The draft report was presented on September 9, 1991. State agencies affected by 
the study recommendations and other interested parties testified at committee 
meetings on October 7 and November 4, 1991. Final consideration was given to 
staff and committee recommendations and the draft report on November 4, 1991. 
Appendix H contains a Recommendation Worksheet that reflects amendments to 
and action on the recommendations. 

At the October 7, 1991 meeting, the Committee adopted recommendations 
numbered one l three, four, five, seven, nine, eleven. twelve, thirteen, fourteen, twenty, 
twenty-one, and twenty-two as presented by staff. Recommendations numbered two, 
six and seventeen were adopted as amended. 

At the November 4, 1991 meeting, the Committee adopted recommendations 
nmnbered eight, ten, fifteen, eighteen, twenty-three and twenty-four as presented 
by staff. Recommendations numbered sixteen and nineteen were adopted as amended. 
Recommendation numbered twenty-five was not adopted. 

Two additional recommendations were proposed by members of the Committee: 

RECOMMENDATION 1: REQUIRE LEGISLATIVE CONFIRMATION 
FOR PAROLE BOARD APPOINTMENTS 

The General Assembly should amend KRS Chapter 439 to require that 
gubernatorial appointments to the Kentucky Parole Board be confirmed by 
the Senate in accordance with the procedures set forth in KRS 11.160. 

RECOl\olMENDATION 2: CREATE AN AUTONOMOUS NOMINATING 
COMMISSION 

The General Assembly should create a new section of KRS Chapter 439 to 
establish a new autonomous commission to nominate persons for gubernatorial 
appointment to the Parole Board. The composition could be composed of at 
least one representative from the following areas: law enforcement, judiciary, 
victim's rights organizations, local elected officials, practicing attorneys, 
behavioral scientists, former parole board members, educators, and the 
general public. The primary duties of the commission would be to: 
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• Establish policies and procedures for publicly announcing and ad-
vertising Parole Board vacancies, 

• Certify qualifications of applicants, 
• Devise a method of evaluating parole board applicants, 
• Conduct background investigations on nominees, 
• SubmU three names per vacancy to the Governor, and 
• Issue an advisory opinion to the Governor regarding the removal of a 

parole board member after conducting a hearing. 

Members of the commission would serve four-year staggered terms. Public 
members of the Commission would receive twenty-five ($25) dollars per day per 
meeting. Each commissioner would be reimbursed for travel and other reasonable 
and necessary expenses. For adminbtrative purposes, the new com,mission would 
be attached to the Justice Cabinet. 

Committee Recommendation number one was adopted. Committee recommen­
dation number two was not adopted. 

The staff report was adopted, as amended, by the Committee for submission 
to the Legislative Research Commission. 
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APPENDIX l\ - TABLE 1 
KENTUCKY INMATE POPULATION AND 

AVERAGE COST OF INMATE INCARCERATION 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION 
COMMUNITY CENTERS MARION ADJUSTMENT 

INSTITUTIONS & REGIONAL JAILS CTR. & KCPC 
~ 

FY 81182 3,958 103 ° FY 82/83 3,941 153 37 
FY 83/84 4,488 110 38 
FY 84/85 4,545 181 52 
FY 85/86 4,624 222 190 
FY 86/87 4,689 311 257 

INSTITUTION REGIONAL HALFWAY HOUSES 
POPULA l'ION JAILS CENTERS COMMUNITY CENTERS 

FY 87/88 5,023 132 455 
FY 88/89 5,781 190 269 
FY 89/90 6,735 248 275 
FY 90/91 7,617 369 251 
Total figures DO NOT include controlled intake inmates. Aug IS, 1991 CI = 847 inmates 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE COST 
85/86 86/87 

MIN SECURITY 23.20 25.81 
MED SECURITY 34.18 34.82 
MAX SECURITY 37.34 39.03 

* These cost do not include, Fire Loss, Construction or Debt Service, 
Fines, Agriculture or Correctional Industries. 

87/88 

24.80 
34.84 
40.39 

AVERAGE DAILY COST PROBATION & PAROLE 

ISP ASP 
FY 87/88 4.05 1.60 
FY 88/89 4.02 1.87 
FY 89190 3.91 1.80 
* These are direct 'supervision cost only. 

88/89 

24.21 
34.58 
44.38 

REGULAR 
2.79 
2.89 
2.87 

SOURCE: Compiled by Program Review staff from data supplied by the Corrections Cabinet. 

B:\PAROLE\INCSTTAB 

89/90 

28.97 
35.06 

46.60 

TOTAL 

4,061 
4, l31 

4,636 I 

4.778J 
5,036 
5,257 

TOTAL 

5,610 
6,240 
7,258 
8,237 
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APPENDIX B 

AN OVERVIEW OF KENTUCKY PRISON CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATING COSTS 

PREPARED BY 
MIKE GREENWELL 

Program Evaluation Analyst 
Program Review And Investigation Committee 

Kentucky's steadily increasing prison populaLion is having a 
of 

has 
dramatic effect on the state's budget. The expansion 
correctional physical plants (facilities and infrastructure) 
affected the following areas: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Construction or renovation costs, 
Finance, including principle, interest and bond issuance 
costs 
Maintenance and operating costs, and 
Staffing and inmate costs, e.g., food, clothing, medical 
expenses. 

Correctional Facility Construction Costs 

Since 1985, Kentucky has increased the number of prison beds by 
approximately 4,100, including 1,100 prison beds budgete.d for FY' 92 
to be provided through private sector contracts. 

According to the Executive Budget for the 1990-92 biennium by 
the end of FY 90 the Corrections Cabinet will have the capacity to 
house 7,810 felons' in institutions .or at community-based 
facilities. The biennial 90-92 budget will expand that capacity by 
3,300 beds at the end of the 1992-94 biennium~ 

The totOol costs of construction for all new minimum, medium, and 
maximum security beds over the last three bienniums was 
approximately $139,000,000. This amounts to an average cost per bed 
of $46,000, and does not include all applicable operating, debt 
service and bond _ssuance costs. An average total construction 
cost including all debt service can be arrived at by multiplying the 
construction cost of a correctional facility by 2.25. This 
multiplier includes principle and interest cost for a tax exempt 
bond issue to finance the project. An example is presented below: 

73 



Kentucky's Parole System: Research Report No. 257 

Average construction cost, per bed 

Debt service multiplier 
Total correctional facility costs 

$46,000 

X2.25. 
$103,500 

Bond cost per bed for a correctional faci Ii ty when amortized 
over 20 years ($103,500 divided by 20 years) equals an annual 
cost including debt service of $5,175, or 14.48 a day. 

Correctional Facility Operational Cost 

According to the Corrections Cabinet, in FY' 89, the average 
costs of housing an inmate in a .correctional institution was $34.01 
per day or $12,415 per year. By FY' 90 the average daily operating 
cost was projected, by Corrections Cabinet officials, to be 
approximately $39.00. 

By combining the average construction cost, amortized over 
twenty years,· with the average operational cost of incarcerating an 
inmate, the daily cost equals $53.78, or an annual average of 
$19,630, shown below: 

Daily cost of construction, per bed 

Daily operating cost, per bed 

Total daily cost, per inmate 

Budget Summary of Prison Expansion in Kentucky 

$14,78 

$39.00 

$53,78 

During the past 10 years, Kentucky has substantially increased 
its prison bed capacity partially due to the federal consent 
decree. Between 1982 and 1992 the General Assembly authorized 
$175,000,000 not including interest or bond issuance costs for 
capital construction in the Corrections Cabinet's budget. Of these 
funds, approximately $156,000,000 was authorized for new prison 
construction, and $19,000,000 was authorized for repai rs or 
infrastructure improvements. A biennial budget summary for the 
years 1983 to 1992 is presented below. 

1983-84 Budget 
Reauthorized projects, initially budgeted in the 1981-82, to be 

built during the 1982-84 biennium: a dormitory and a vocational 
building for Luther I,uckett Correctional Complex (LLCC); a storage 
facility and cellhouse renovation for Kentucky state Penitentiary 
(KSP)i a dormitory, a visitor's building, a new modular housing 
building, and new dormitory for the Kentucky state Reformatory (KSR). 
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1984-86 Budget 
Provided for two new dormitories at KSR; an academic and 

vocational building for North Point Training Center (NPTC); a 
facility upgrade for the Kentucky Correctional Institute for Women 
(KCIFW)i and a cellhouse conv~rsion for KSP. 

1986-88 Budget 
Provided for a new medium security prison and a new dormitory 

for KSRi a multipurpose building for Blackburn Correctional Complex 
(BCC). 

1988-90 Budget 
Provided for a new medium security prison (Morgan Co.) i two 

dormitories for KSRi a facility upgrade for KCIFWi a new minimum 
security facility and a minimum to medium. security conversion for 
the Roederer Farm Center (RFC); a double wide multipurpose building 
for LLCC. 

1990-92 Budget 
Provided for a new medium security prison, a 550 bed addition 

for KSRi a new 40 bed segregation unit and a kitchen/dining unit for 
KCIFW; a new vocational building for NPTC. 

Expanding Parole Could Result In Cost Savings 

Since prison costs continue to rise along with the demand for 
additional prison beds, expanding the parole program could result in 
cost savings to the state. . Currently, the 1990 daily costs for 
maintaining an inmate on parole is $2.87 as opposed to an 
incarceration costs of $53.78. If The General Assembly, the 
Corrections Cabinet and· the ~arole Board developed ~ethods of 
expanding parole to allow an increased number of inmates to be 
released without adversely impacting public safety, demand for 
addi tional beds would be reduced and savings should be realized by 
the state. 
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Appendix C 

DHTUCXY PAROLE BOARD DEC1S!ON 

NAHX ______ ~--------------------------NUMBKR 
~~ON ___________________________ AT ______ ~ ________________ __ 

______ ~DEFERRED ______ ~MONTBS ______ SERVE-<)UT 1'DotB - C.R.DATE, _______ __ 

lea HNe LRlS Lett JG PRB Secretary ______ _ 

THE BOARD CONCLUDED THAT THE RESIDENT IS A POOR PAROLE RISJt AND SAID RESIDENT BAS 
RECEIVED THE ACTION RECORDED ABOVE FOR TIm FOLLOWING REASONS: 

____ Senousnesa of tbe crime(a); _____ Violence Involved in tbe crime; ____ A life was taken; 

____ Prior record; ____ Juvenile record; _____ Mi~emeanor record; 

_____ ,Felony convictiol1ll; _____ ,IncarcerationB; _____ Hi.tory of Bubatance abuse; 

____ Multiplicity of crlmel; _____ .Repetition of crimes; ____ Crime involved a firearm; 

____ Crime committed while in institution, Crime committed wbile on probatIon; 

____ Crime committed .. hile on shock probAtion; Crime committed .. hile on parole; 

_____ CrilDe cOlDmitted soon alter releue from prisonl Eac&p9; 

____ Appean to have emotional FOblema; Hiatory of uuultive behaviCJr1 

____ Appean to have paycholojfical aJJJl/or paychiatric problema; 

_____ Good time lou ( ____ in precedma twelve montbah ___ Since lut deferment; 

____ ....;p~ inatitutional adjWltlllentl _____ Total diaciplinary report., 

_____ Violated canditiolUl of parole; _____ .Parole ~iolationa' 

Violated conditiona of FObationl Violated conditiolUl of shock probation. 

THE RESIDENT WAS ADVISED TO SEEK ASSISTANCE REGARDINGf 

_____ Need fer aolid parole planl ___ .....;Releue of detainen. if pouible: 
Other 

FOR CASZ1t'ORX STAFF(D!S'1TrOTIONAL PAROLE omcn 
It _811 lUff&'!!Sted that the raideat become ac:tiftly iDYaI~ ill QI' COIIitim» tho folJ.tnriDi! 
__ Counseling, ____ A.A., ___ Substance abUM counseling, ___ Vocational schooh 
__ Academic schooll ___ FoUowina doct~'. ordenl ___ Su offender therapy/counselingl 
__ Sex olfender naluation. 

FOR JNS'lTlVl1OHAL{l"R!A T'lolBNT STAFF 

PIeue fundlh the Bccrd with the loDowizla iDi'onDatiaaJ 

Psychological report; Psychiatric evaluation; Medical report; 
r.- Forward the information ~:, th. Board one (l) lDonth prior to the end of thoe dele! iilent). 
( Forward the information to the Board as IOOIl U poulble). 

____ -'Oiaplayed a neaative attitude; _______ .Oiaplayed a ~tive attitude. 

~'------------------------------------------------------------
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Appendix C 
PAROLE INTERVIEW WORKSHEET EXPEDIENT RELEASE __ _ 

PAROLE __ _ EXP. RELEASE TYPED __ _ 

REIRSTATEHKHT BOARD DATE _________ _ 

EARLY PAROLE CONS. CASE __ _ ACTUAL INTERVIEW DATE _________ _ 

NAKK ______ . __________ NUMBER _______ INST. _______ _ 

COMMITTED TO ON __________________ _ 

BY ______________________________ CIRCUIT COURT{S). 

comrr{S) CRIHE(S) SENTENCE{S) 

PAROLED ____ _ 

RET. P.V. ___ _ 

RECEIVED FIREARM WARNING: --
JCR 

FORMS SENT TO GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

ON 

80 

( ) . 

TO SPONSOR. 

BOARD ruST APPROVE PLAN. 

FULl-TIKE SCHOOL N/PART THE: JOB. 

KENTUCKY O.K. 

TO ___ OR BACK TO BOARD. 

A SUPERVISION FEE OF $10.00 PER MONTH 
MUST BE PAID WHILE ON ACTIVE SUPERVISION. 

MUST ATTEND A.A. OR ALCOHOL TREATMENT 
PROGRAM. 

CANNOT DRIVE A lICENSED MOTOR VEHICLE 
DURING ACTIVE & INACTIVE SUPERVISION. 

SHAll BE RETURNED AS A P. V. DUE TO FIRST 
DRINKING VIOLATION. 

PAROLE TO HIGHEST LEVEL OF SUPERVISION 
AVAILABLE. 

PH 

TOTAL SENTENCE: ____ YRS. __ ~MOS. 

VOTES 
LCI{ PB LB JG 

TO HOLD. IF NOT EXERCISED, TO 
SUFrABLE PLACEMENT IN OR BACK TO BOARD. 

r4JST ATTEND COMP. C.~RE OR A TREATMENT PRO­
GRAM SET UP BY THE PAROLE OFFICER IN LIEU OF 
THE COMP. CARE PROGRAM UNTIL RELEASED. 

MUST STAY OUT OF AND 
ADJOINING COUNTY(S) WHILE ON ACTIVE & INACTIVE 
SUPERVISION. 

__ SHAll NOT BE RELEASED UNTIL ON OR AFTER 

NO CONTACT WITH VICTIM OR VICTIMS FAMILY 
WHILE ON ACTIVE OR INACTIVE SUPERVISION. 

MUST SUBMIT TO RANDOM DRUG TESTING AT 
OWN EXPENSE. 

__ PAROLE STANDS (DATE: _______ _ 
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(h,. 7/U) Appendix D Page 1 of 6 

COMMO.VEAlT" or IEITaC'Y 
COIIECTIOIS CAIIIET 

DE,AITME_T or COMMbllTY SEIYICES AID 

.... 
10. 

'Ir~h 
'rob.tlu 

fACILITIES Mlsd •••• n.At 
'r.trl.l Olv.rtlo_ 

CO.DITIOIS or I[GUlAI SU'EIYISIOI 

l~e tourt Ind/or 'Irol. 'olrd hal gr.nt.d you rei. I". In order to rl131n In oood 
vlth th, Co.rt Ind/or CQrr.,tlon. Cablnlt, It It ft"lsslry th,t you ,bId. by the 
,ondltlons: 

stlndlng 
follovlng 

1. I und,rstlnd Ih,t I hIve b,.n pll'ld und.r thl s~plrflslon of the llntu,ky Corr,ctlons 
Clbln,t, Ind I Iqrll to t~. follovlnOI 

A. I will r.port r,gullrly IS dlr'Ctld by th, 'rob;tlon Ind P,roll Offlclr. 

I. M, 1",1 of sup.rvlslon Is: (Mllilua Ind •• dlul Irl IInl8uI r,qulrl.lnts) 

MAIlMUM (ho perso,,1 offiCi contacts per .onth plus on, ho .. v lsi t PH 
•• nth, and .ont~ly v.,IIItl110n 01 uploy ... t.) 

MEDIUM (0.1 p,rsonll off I" eont,ct per .onth Ind onl ho .. v I sit 
quartorly.) 

SPECIALIZED (On, porson.1 officI contlet qlurt;rly plus 1111-ln 
the .cnlhs Ih. cll,nt dOls not "port In Plrson.) 

raports d.rlng 

C. My Ir,1 of s.p.r.lflon 1,: 

O. 

Coun t1 of rlt lduel ________________ _ 

'robltlon or Judlclll Olst.l,t 
(Countln) 

St.t, of K'ntu~ky 

HUlt ,tlY o.t of 
(Co.nty or Co •• tl.s) 

~III not l'lv, the aboy. 11stld .r'l _Ithout the wrlttDn p,ralsslon of ., 
Ind 'Irol. Offlclr. 

ProbatIon 

2. viii p,r.lt 11 Probltlan Ind '.rol, Offlc,r to .Islt Iy hUI' and pl,c. of ,.ploy.,nt It In, till. 

I viII work r.g.l,r11 Ind .uppart .y l'g,l d,p.nd,nts. Wh,n unl.play.d, viII 
report this Ilct to .y Offle,r ,nd Ilk, ,v.r, ,tts.pt to obtain oth.r l.ploY.lnt. 

•• I vIII dl.eus. Iny chlftg. In ha., sltultlon Dr Ilrlt.1 Itltul with .Y Offlc,r. 

t. t viiI 1 ••• dl.t,11 report Iny chlngl of hOI' Iddr,ss or •• play.,nt to .y Probation 
Ind 'Irol. Offlc,r. 

O. I vIII r,port Iny ,rr.st or clt,tlan vlthl. 72 hours to.y Probltlan Ind Plrol, 
Off!cH. 

3. .ndlrltand Ih.t I a. to •• old ,sloclltlon wllh those persons vho .'y eontrlb.t. to .J 
bllng Invol"d In furth.r crl.ln.1 ,ctlvlty to sp,cltle,lly Include: 

Assoclltlng vlth Iny canvleted f.loos. 

Assoclltlng with ~---r.~~~-.~~~~~-~~~~~~---­
(SpIcily Indlvldull or Individuals) 

Visiting r,sld,nts of jilis Dr prisons, .nl •• , p,r.lsslon Is obtatn.d fro. th, 
Ind Plrol, Offlc,r I.d lnltlt.tlon.l or j.l~ lutho.lty. 

~. • •• convlct,d f.lan, I a. Iv,r, of the follovlng rlstrlctlon.: 

Prob.tlon 

A. I will not b, p.r.llt,d to p.rehls" ovn, or hey, I •• y po",slion • flro, •• , .tl~.n, 
bov Ind .rrov, or othlr d3.g,ro •• Instru.I.t or d.ldly ."pon. P.rchls. or 
possission of • flr,.rl by I plrson vho h.s bl.n con.lct.d of a (llony Is , vlol,tio. 
of th. r.d,r,1 Gu. Control Act of 1968 .nd llnt.cky StltutoS. 

(Olng,rous rnstr •••• t - Int.rpr.tition: Any lnstrul.nt, .rtlcl" or subsl.nc. whlen 
und,r th. elrc •• stane.s In vhlth It Is .s.d or thrl.t •• ,d to bl .s,d Is r.ldily 
elpabl, of clusing d'lth or s.rlous phy.icil Injury. ror .I .. plo: A tlr. tool jlck 
not n~r •• lly I dlno,ro.s .IIPon bICO.IS Dn, ~h'n •• v,d In , t~r'lt.nlftg I.nnor.) 

(O,'dly V.lpon - Interprltltlon: Any v'lpon fro. whl~h I shot r'ldlly clplble 01 
p,oduelng do,th or s.rlo.s ~hyslcil Inj.ry, •• y b. dlschlro'd, or Iny knll' othar 
Ih.n .n ordln.ry poeket knlfl, a billy, night stick or el.b, blackjlek, sllpj.c., 
nuftchaku klr:t, .tlcks, shurlb.n 'or 6"th .t,r or Irtilleill knuekl,. o.d. fro • 
• 't,I, pl,stle, or slallar hlrd .,t.rlll.) 
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e. I hi" lost the right to .ot. Iftd to hold public ollict Ind th.,e rioht. Cln onl, b. 
ro.tor.d b, the Go •• rnor 01 this Co •• o •••• lth. 11 I raglst.r or r.-r.gllter prior to 
rt!torltlon ,I cl,II rights, I .111 b. In ,loll~lon 01 the Ilv. 

I .e .llglale to I.k. application lor cl,11 rights upon r.celpt 01 ., Ilnll dllchlrge 
from the Plro\e 80lrd or •• plr.tlon 01 probltlon Ind II I II not und.r indlctl.nt. 
rlnll dlslhlrg. or rlstorltlon of ., ci,11 rights will not gl,. Ie the right to 
~urchase, own, or possoss I Ilr'lr •• 

C. A~pllCltlons to Ippl, lor I rl~.1 Dlschlrg. or I.storltlon 01 CI,II Rlghtl II, b. 
obtlln.d IrOI the locI I 'robltlon Ind '.rol. Dfllc. upon becoming .llglble Ind b.lng 
reco .. ended. 

~. .9',e thlt I II, be lubjact to I se.rth .nd s.lzure II ., Probltlon .nd Plrol, Olllc.r 
_as reasonlble suspicion to b.II.,. th.t t .IY hi'. illeg~1 contrlblnd on I, p.r'on Cr 
proDerty.: 

t. ! understand thlt I '" under the lollowing r.strictlons r'~lrdlng the us. 01 Ilcohol: 

!. 

9. 

A. R.lr.ln Irol the us. 01 .Icohollc b.,erlg.s. 

B. ,A,old Iny pllc. where Ilocholic b.,.rag.s Ire sold .s I prll.r, coalodlt,. 

Ih' poslfssion Ind/or use 01 u, ufc·otlc 0, antrolled ,ubstlnet unless prescribld by 
Ilcensod physlclen is I ¥Iolltlon 01 ., r.l.111 condition •• 

Igrea that I I.Y be subj.et to drug/lleohol tlstlog. 

agr,e thlt tha Illslllcltlon oIly R.lelsoe'. I.port or prD,l~lng Iny Illsa Inloroltlon 
to tha Probltlon Ind Parol. Oflle.r viII coftstlt"t. grounds for rlvoeltlon 01 &, rei. IS •• 

<C. aar.e not t: .ntlr Into In, contract to act Is',n "Inforl.nt" or spoelll Igent lor 'n, 
la •.• nlorcl.ant Igency unl.ss pra,lousl, dlscuss.d vlth the I.v .nfo.e.l.nt Igant, the 
Ceurt, Ind 'Y ProbatIon Ind P.rol. Ollle.r. 

". understand th;t I shall not viol It. In, 11~s or ordlnlnc.s 01 this stat. or In, other 
stlt •. or 01 tha Unlt,d Stlt.S. 

~2. understlnd thlt I ae obllgltld to PlY rastltutlon (or child support) In thl Iiount 01 

A, Ihls Is to b. plld dlreetl, to: "III/or C~urt ____________________________________ ___ 
Add"ss 

'3. Ihe·Court, the Plrole BOlrd, Ind the D,plrt.,nt GI to ••• nlty Servle.s Ind raellltl'5 hi" 
tr~ authority to provld. spec III conditions to .hlch I lust Idher •• 

Igret to abldl b, tha lollowlng sp.elll conditions s.t out ~,th. Court, the Parole 
Board, or "7 P!obltlo. Ind Plrola Ollle.r. 

A. Super,lslon r •• : 10tel r •• $ Per Month $ to ba paid dlr.etly 
to the tlreult Court tl.rk. cop, of the r.c.lot Is to b. brought to th. Probltl~n 
aod ~ar.l. Olfleer IS r.eord 01 ply •• nt In~ Iccountlng pulpo •• S. 

E. 

c. 

1~. .~r'. to r.'rain Iro. harassing or th~eat.ning In, Probation Ind '.rol. Olllc.r b, vords 
Or ,c~ions and lerthar Igr •• to eoop.r.ta fully vlth In, Vrobltlon Ind Plrole Ollle.r In 
the earrylrg out of .y supervision ~llnl. 

~5. R[~ARlS: __________________________________________________________________ ___ 

tlv, reid, or ha,a hid reid to .e, th, abo,. condltlens of ., releas. that 
obser,. .hll. und.~ r.gular suptrvlslon. I full, und.rstlnd Ind Ice.pt the 
conditions Ind r.lliz. thlt In, vlolltlon viii be r,port.d Ind foll.re to Ibid, by 
con~ltlons eln be grounds lor rl,ocltlon 01 ., r,118SI.· 

.ust 
Ibove 
the It 

have b •• n lnlor.ad that I grltvane. proeedur. Is IVlllabl. to a. Ind that I hlv. II" 
da,s Irol th. date 01 1n Incl~.nt to Ill, I .rltton grl •• lne •• 

I hi •• be.n gl". I cop, 01 th.so condltl~na bf lup.rvlslon. 

Date Cllont No. 
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.181 ________ _ 

COMMONweAL I" or KEIIUCKY 
COIRECIIOMS C£III(I 

I •• 

OEP111MENI or COHHU~IIY SEIVICES A.O rlClllllES 

CONOIIIONS or l~Vl.CEO SU'£I~ISIO. 

P .. olt 
'robatlon 

Ih. Court Ind/or p,rol, .olrd h.s gr •• t,d you rol,.s.. In ordsr to r.lai. In good standing .lt~ 
the Court and/or C.rr.ctlon, Ca~ln.:, it Is n,c •• s,ry that you Ibid. by tho foll •• lng 
condltlons: 

1. I und.rstand t~at I have bl,n pllced und.r advanc.d ,up.rvlslon 01 tho ~,.tucky Corr.ctians 
Clbinlt, and I I~'" to th' lollovlng: 

A. I ~ill report regullrl~ IS dlrect.d by thl Prabltlon and Parol, Olllc.r. 

B. My lev.1 0' sup.rv!sio" I. A~Ylnc.d. 
(Min Iou. cant.ct: Ihr •• I.e.-ta-'ac. offie. cOfltacts per I,nth, It l'ls! ant I v •• k lor 
thr.. v.t.s. on. hal. visit oonlhly, on. hOI' vl.it with f •• ily qUlrt,rly, tvice 
lonth v.rlliellion 01 I.play •• nt, •••• Iy r.cord eh.ek.) 

C. Ins tit. trlnsl,r b.tv •• n Idvlne,d sup.r.lsio' sit.s Ily b. eonsldtr.(; hov.vlr, It luit 
b. apprav.d by the District Supervisor. 

O. My d.slgnltld Ir •• 01 sup.rvlslon I,: 

County el Ilsld •• e. Judl"elll Dlstrlct _____ _ 

E. I .111 .0T I.IVI th. doslgn,t.d .r •• vlthout the .rltt •• p.r.lsslon of .y Pr.bltlan and 
Parole Offleer. 

2. will p.r.lt .y Probation Ind P,rol. Olll~.r to vl~it Iy hal. Ind pllc. 01 •• plaYI.nt It 
Iny tl ... 

A. I viii work r'gul,rly Ind cupport Iy l.gII d.pend.nts. When un •• ploy.d. I viII r.port 
thl, fael to Iy offl,er Ind I.k •• vlry Itt •• p! to obt.ln ath.r •• ploy~.nt. 

I. 1 viii dls,uss .ny ch.ng. In ho •• sltultlon or Ilrllll stilus .ith .y Ollle.r. 

t. will 1.I.dlat.ly report Iny ehlngo 0' hp,sl .Odr.s. or ."ploy"'nt to Iy Prob~tlon Ind 
P"ol. Offle". 

O. vl1\ r.po,t Iny Ir •• st or citation within 12 ~Durs t~ .y 'robatlon Ind 'Irol. 
OIHcH. 

}. und.rstand Iblt 1 ,8 to Ivold Iss.cl,Ilon with thOSG p.rsens who lay :antrlbut. to .) 
b.ing Invol •• d In lurth.r erill.,1 .ctlvlty by not: 

Asso~llting wlth ____________ ~~--~~--------------... 
(Sp,c\1yl . 

Visiting r.sldonle of j.lls or prlJo.s, unl.ss p.r.lsslon 
.nd 'I~ol. Olflc., Ind Instltutlon,1 or jail ,.tbo,\IY. 

Is obtllned fro~ the Probation 

4. ~s I canflct.d f.lon, 1 I. ,.,r. of the following r.,trlctlo", .nd proc,dur" lor obl.lnlng 
• lin.1 disehar9' and r.star.tion 01 ., civil rights. 

A. I vlll not b. p.r.ltt.d to purehlse. OW., or hIve i •• y pass,sslo, I Ilr.lr •• V"Pon. 
bO •• nd .rrow, or ot~'r dlngaraut lnstru ••• t or d.adly VI'OO.. Purc~.s, or POS,tS';'" 
of • flr.lrl by I plrsan who h.s b •• n eonvlet.d of , f.lony ls I viol.!lan 01 tho 
rOd"ll 1un Control let 01 1968 In4 (tntUCl, Stltutes. 

Oanglrou, lnstru.,nt· Int.rpr.t.tton: lny l.~t,u •• nt, Irtlcl., of substant> •• Ieh undtr 
the cire •• ,I_ne,s I. whic~ !t Is us.d or thr.aten.d to b. us.d Is cap,ble of clusin; 
d.,th or ,ar~Q.' physlcll Injury. rOt 'l •• ot.~ 1 tl,. toot $ICI n:t nor.,ll, 
~Inglrous v'lO~~ b.ea •• s one uh,n vlv,d In • thr •• tlning _Inn'r. 

O.aaly .,apan int.rpr.tation: r.a.p)e: Any V'IPon, fro. vhleh I shot r •• dlly clPlbl, 
of producing de.th or strlou, phySical injvry, .'Y b, ~IICh"g.d, or Iny ~nil. .th" 
thin an ordi"ary pack,t knll •• a billy, dlght stick, or clu~, ~Ilckj,ck, sllpjaek. nun 
ehlku karllt stle~s. shurlbt, or duth star or tr}lfleill inucU .. ud, ftc,,' .. tal, 
plastic. 'r sisillr ~ard 8lt,rlll. 
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!. ~Iyt lost ~hf right to vott 1"0 t~ nOJij ~UD11C ~'11Ct Ino \~f5i f!91IL) L411 VII., ~. 

'"!!::",e ~! t~~ Governor of this Co,.onwf~lth. !f: rlg:s!I' or ,e-rlgister prio· to 
·;:~:·c~io", c! civil 'igh!!. 1 wil! De if! \'iclat!on of tl\. 1.w_ 

1- .;!~i~le to .al~ application for civil rlghfs u.on r",I.t ef ., flna! discharge 
.·c- I"e Parol. Boaro 0; e'piration of probatl,n ,re if I a. not undor Indle! •• nt. 
'.!:~'a:I~, of ."el.il rights .ill not gl •••• tn. right to purchase, 0 ••• or poss,ss 
1 ,~ .. ~ 2 ,.!t • 

L:::lc.tio.s to apply for a rinal DISCharge 0' R.storatlor. of CI.ll Rights aa, b. 
:::.:,.~ !ro. the local Probltion In~ Plrol. Offici upon ~,co'ing .ligibl. and b.ing 
·e:ol!l·enee~. 

a~'~' !'at I .ay b. subj.ct to a search and s.llur. i' ., Pro~atien and Pare 1. Offie.r 
'.s ·.as:~ab;. suspicion to b,ll.v. that I .a, have illegal contraband on ., person or 
: .. ::!" ~ y • 

:. u'C"sland that I a. under the follo.lng restrictions reglrding the use of aleohol: 

e. 

'."ain fro. the us~ of Ileoholic bev.rag.s. 

S. 4,ei~ .n, plac •• here .leoholic b.verages Ire sold as • pri.ar, co •• odlt,. 

:" cess.sslon and lor use of In, n,reotlc or eontroll.d subst.n,. unl.ss prescribed b, 
ll: •• s.e physician is a violation of 'r r,l.as. conditions •. 

a;re. t~at I .a, b. subj.et to drug/alcohol t.stlng. 

aor •• that the falslfieatlo. of ., Rel.as •• 's "port or providing any fals. Infor.atlon 
tc I;. Pro~atlon and P.rol, Offie.r .ill eonstltut. grounds lor r.'ocatlon 01 .y rel.as., 

.gr •• ,ot to tnt;r into In, contracl to act as .n "inlor.anl" or spteial .g.nl for any 
:a. e.lcr,e •• nt IgeneJ unl.ss pre.i6usly discussed .Ith th. 1 ••• nfore.atnt agent. tho 
'e.'t .• ,' "1 Probation and P.rol. Offie.r. 

u.c.'s!.n~ that I sh.11 n6t iioili' .ny la.s or ordinane.s of Ihis state or .ny ol~er 
s:.t. 0' 0' the Unlt.d SI.les. 

·Z. ..eerst.n' th.t I •• obllg.tld to pay r.stl~utio. (or child support) in tht a.ount of 

~. Ihls is to be p.ld dir.etly to: Ma •• /or Court .adress ________________________________________________________________________ __ 

';. I~e Court, the P'rel. 101rd. ,nd the D.p.rta.nt of Co •• unity S.r.iees and raelliti.s h ••• 
t~e .uthorit, to provide spleial conditions to vhict. I .ust .dhlr •• 

';'t. to abi'. by the follo.lng sp.elal eon~ltions set out~, the Court, tho P,rol. 
eear', or oJ Prob.tion ar.d P.role Officer. 

~. Sc~er,lslo. ree: lot.l re. S P.r Month S to be paid dir.ctl, 
te t~. Clrcuil Court CI.rl. copy of the r.:eipt Is to be brought to the ?rob,tlon 
an' P,'o!e Offie.r as record of ~a,~.nt and Iceountin9 purposes. 

5. 

a;pef .~ rei-air. frc~ harassirg or thr!lte~tin9 zr~ ~·atation lr.~ Parole 
W~-:5 e~ actions ard furth.r Igttt ~c coOptr~tf fu!ly ~!t~ 1"1 ~ro~lti~~ 
C'I!:!. !~ the tarr~ihg OU~ of ~) 5~,ervislc~ plans. 

Offie .. by 
and Parole 

! ~ave ret~, ~, ht~e h!t r~2~ t: nt, t~! above co'~itiers of .~ re:'lsf th:t 1 "ust DOs.r~f 
~~~:f une,f ldvlnCf~ ~u~ervision. I f~llJ understand and IC:'Dt the 3~OYe conditions Ind 
real!l! !~lt ln~ vi~11titr. will ~! r!rorte~ ln~ fail~re t~ s~:ce by these ·o~d!ti~ns can be 
~'cunos for rrvocatior. ~f ~y re!~t~r. 

hl.e bee' i"for •• ~ tha: • gri ••• n:e proe.dure 15 .,allable to o. a.d th3t I ha,e fi •• 
ca,s i'er the date of an in:i~.nt t~ fil. a .-Itt,n grl.v.n, •• 

: ~.,. ~ •• r ~!,e. I copy of the,e t~ndit!cns of supervision. 

C 1 i or t ~o. 

Date p'oD.tlon .nc Parol. Offi:.r 
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COMMOIW[ALll or IEllICIY 

COll£ClIOll CAIIIEl 
IE'AITNEll or CO""'IITY $ElfIeES All fACILITIES 

COIII1IOIS Dr II1E.SIVE Sa'[IYISIOI 

hr.lt 
'rohtl .. 

111Id ....... t 

Tke C •• rt Iid/.r ,.~.l. 10lrd bl. 
vlt. th,- Coart I.d/or e,rr.ctloat 

,r.~tl_ ,I.r r.I..... I. or ••• to rl$lll I, ~Iod 
Clbll.t. It I ••• ca'.lr, thlt 'o~ .~ld. by thl 

11 .. ~hg 
follovhg 

cOldlthu: 
1. I und,r.tlnd thlt 

tlol. Clbl •• t. Ind 
h ••• b ••• pl.c.d •• d.r lfttlns!.1 IUPt'.I~toft of t~i lintucky 
.gr •• to thl folllwlng: 

A. I viii report r,g,l.rly I. dlr.ct.d by tho 'rob,tlon .Id ',rol. Officer. 

I. My 1 ••• 1 of .upI,.ls!on Ii Intln.l.e. 

Cor rlc-

(Mlnl.ua contlct: On, f.c.-to-f.c. officI cont.ct ~8r v.et; 0 •• ho ••• 1,lt p.r v •• k; 
v'lkly ,.co,dl cblck. vllklJ l.pl'J.ent .lrlflcltloRI tYI addlt!on.1 ,ontl~tJ.) 

t. I ulder.tlnd th.t I.. ..d.. clrf,v Ind lust b. 1~ my hoat during the hours of 
10 p ••• to 6 •••• SI.ln d.ys ptr VI.k. 

f.rthor under.tlnd thlt curf.w ch.ck. viii b, .,dl during tho " hour. by th. 
'rob.tlon Ind ',rol~ Offlc.r. 

D. Trlnaf.r. 8ay bl co.pl.ttd I. thl I •• ' •• n.tr I. I rlgular probltlon 8nd plrolt CIII. 

C. My d,.lg'ltld .r,1 of lup.rvls!o, II: 

COlmty of .llld.nce Jldlclal DI.Irlct 

f. Tr ••• l peraltl viii not b. cOllld.rld dlr.l~ thl first foar Icnthl of Intlnsl.1 
lop.rvilion. ani. " conditio •• dlt.r.I.1 "1b; th •• It IUlt bl r •• I.wld .nd appro.ld 
o~ dl •• pprov.d by th. District SI,.rvllor. 

G. viii not lel.1 tho d •• lgn.t •• 1r •• vltholt t~. vrltt.n p.r.II.loR of I, 'rob.tlon 
.Id 'Irolt Offlcar. 

2. viii per.lt .y 'rob.tlon •• d '.roll O~fl'lr te .Islt IJ he.1 Ind pl,cI of l.plOJ •• nt It 
IIY the. 

A. I viii vor. r.gul,rl, Ind luppert .y Itgll deptnd •• t.. Vh". un.lploYld. I viii 
r.port thll flct to 8y offlcor a,' a, ••• ,.ry .ttlapt tl obtlln othlr •• plcyaent. 

I. ~Ill d1lc •• 1 •• y chlngl 1ft ho •• slta.tlo •• r •• rltll .tltUI vlt •• y Offl,.r. 

C. viii le •• dlatoly r,plrt Iny ck'.gl of ho •• addr.,. or •• ploJa •• t to .y Probation 
,~d '.roll Offlc.f 

11111 r.port 
Officer • 

IIY '/obll101 lid PHolt 

3. ,.d.rat.ad t.lt I •• tl •• Ild ••• iclatlon vlth tbo •• pI'IO •• v_, I., contrlbut. to D1 
beleo 1 •• 0I,.d 1. flrthlr crl,I •• l .ctl.ltJ by not: 

AI.ocl.tle, vlth IIy co.,lcted f.lol. 

A IS oc ht h, vlt h- -------,r.---:-:-...... -----­
(Sp.cHy) 

VI.ltlng rl.ld.nt. of j.ll. or prlso.a. Inl •• 1 plr.ls.lon Is obtal'ld fro. thl 
lid '.r,l. Offlclr CRd In.tltu~lon.1 Ir j;11 •• t~orltJ. 

'robltlo. 

~. As I coe'~.!ld f.10a. 1.8 Iv.r. of tbl 10110vl.g rlltrlctlln~ Ind procldar.1 'or obt.ln­
Ing • filii dl.c>..rg. Ind r.,tor.tlol If .y cl,l! rIUht •• 

A. I.wlll eot bl p.r~lttld to purch.,I. ovn. or ha,. II mJ po"'S.IOI I flrl.fa. v •• pon. 
bow •• ~ .rrov. Ir Ithlr dang.rou. In~trla'lt Ir d •• dly v •• POI. 'vrchule or POSSIS­
.101 .f. flrl.r. by • parson vhl hiS bl.l co.,lcte~ .f • f.lol, I.. ,Iolltlo. of 
tho rld.rel S •• C •• tr,l Act of 19'1 •• d I •• tl,k, Stot.t ••• 

1,lg.r... ll.tr.elftt IAt,rprlt.llo.: Any I •• tr •••• t. .rticll. of •• b,tln'l which 
Itd.r thl ,lrca.stlnCt' I. which It i. u.ld er thr'Dt ••• d to b. ~ •• d I. caprbll of 
c,o.IIO dl,th or lor lou, p.Yllcal I.jlr,. rlr ol •• pll: A tlr. tool jack not nor.llly 
a d •• g.roll WI.POI b.co.'1 on, v~ •• wifed I, • thr •• t •• lIQ •• nl.r. 

I •• al, WI'PO' I.t~rpr.tltlo.: [flapl., AI, VI.POM. fr'8 vhlch •• ~ot r.,dIIJ c,plbll 
of pred.cleo dl;~h ,r .Irlo •• ~_,rl~ll Ilj.rJ. ." b. dlsch,rgld. or In, knlf. atber 
tk •••• ,rdl •• ry pack.t ttlf ••• b1111. ftlg~t .tlck. or cllb. bl.ckj.ck. sl'pjlck • 
• ,. chok. k.r.t. Itlck.~ ••• rlbl. Ir dl.t. stir or .rtlflcl.1 t.lckl.. ..d. froe 
.~tll. pl •• tlc. or .1.II,r h.rd •• t.rl.l~ 
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.Appendix D Page 6 of 6 

I. hlYI lost tho right to 'It, Ind tb hold plbllc effici Ind thl.e right, c •• ally b, 
r.storld by tho 'oy,rnor of this COIIOAVIIlth. If 1 rtgl,t,r or rl-rlgl,t,r prl4r to 
rlstor,tlon of clyl1 rlg'tl, 1 viii bl I~ 'lo1ltlon of t.1 Ilv. 

1 I' ,llglbll to •• ke IPpllcltloft for cl.11 right. apon rlcllpt of .y fl.,1 dltch,rg' 
frol thl 'Irol, So.rd o~ Ixplratlon of probltlon Ind If 1 16 aot Indcr I.dlct •• ~t. 
Rlstor.tlon of IY cl.11 rights viii not gl., .1 the right to par~hlsl, ovn, or 
POISI" • flrl.r •• 

t. Appllcltlons to Ippl, for I rln,l Dlschlrg. or Iistorition of CI.11 lights I., b. 
obtlln,d frOI the IdC!1 'robltlo9 Ind ',roll OffiCI apon bleollag Illglble lad b'lng 
,"co .. ndld. 

5. Igr., thlt I II, ba .abj.ct to , s.lrch Ind s'lzu~, If "Y 'robltlon Ind '.rol. Offlclr 
hiS rllsonlbl. suspicion to b.ll, •• thlt I II, hli. Ill. gil contr.blnd on 0, plrson or 
property. 

6. I undarstlnd thlt I al undor the follovlng r.strlctlons r.gardlng tho aSI of Ilcohol: 

A. Refrlln frol tho USI of Ilcohollc bo •• reg.s • . 
8. AYoid .n, plica vhar, Ilcohollc bl.,rlgls Ir. sold .s I prl.lry cO'lodlt,. 

1. The posslsslon and/or USI of 10, narcotic or controlled substinci unll.' pr.scrlbed by 
licensld physlclln I, I violation of 81 fllllS. conditions. 

8. agra. thlt I 81y b. subject to drug/II coho I tl.tlng. 

9. Igr'l thlt the fllslflcltlon of "Y IIIIIS'O'S Ilport or pro.ldlng In, filio I.for •• tlon 
t. tho Probltlon Ind 'Ira 11 Officlr viii constitute groundl for r •• acltlo" of IJ r.llasi. 

'0. Igr'l not to Inttr Into In, contrlet to ICt IS In "llforlaat" or splelll tg •• t for In, 
lav Inforc •• lnt Igoncy un1.ss prlyloasly dl,cussld with the lav Inforclal.t ag •• t, thl 
tourt, Ind 5, 'robltlon Ind 'Irol, Offlclr. 

'1. undarstlnd that I Ihlll not .Iolltl In, lavs or ordlfttncs, of this ItitO or IIy othlr 
st.t. or of thl Unltad StlttS. 

12. I understood thlt 1 II obllgatld to PlY rlstltution (or child support) In thl loo.nt of 

$_------
A. This to be paid dlrtctl, to: lUI/or Court __________________ _ 

AddrllS 

". Th. Court, tho 'Iroll 80lrd Ind the Dlplrt.lnt of tOI.unlt, Str.lcl' Ind rlcilitlo, hl.1 
tho luthorlt, to provldl SPICIII conditions to which I .ust Idh.r,. 

19r1. to Ibid, b, the following SPICIII conditions Sit oat b, the tourt, t'l '.roll 
10lrd, or .Y 'robltlon Ind Plroll.Offlclr. 

A. Sup.rYI~ion rll: Totll ro. $ P.r Month $ to bl p,ld dlroctly 
to tho Circuit tourt Cllrt. cop, of thl rocllpt Is to bt brought to t'l 'robatlo, 
Ind ',rol, Offlclr IS rlcord of pl, •• nt Ind Iceountlng p,rpo,"s. 

B. 

C. 

,;. I l~r •• to refrlln frol hlrlsslng or thrlltlnlng In, Probltlon Ind 'Irol, Offlclr b, vords 
or letlons Ind furth.r agr •• to cooporltl fully vlth Iny 'robltlon Ind Plrol, Officer In 
the clrr,in~ cut of .y suplr.lslon pllns. 

15. i[MARlS: ________________ . ________________________________________________ __ 

hlY. rl.d, or hl.1 hid r.ld to .1, thl IboYI conditions of I, rlll.so thlt Dust 
obssry, whll. undlr Inti nil •• saplrvlslon. I full, undlrstznd Ind Iccept thl IbGVI condi­
tions Ind r'lllt •. thlt Ift1 .Iolltlon viii b, rlportld and fillarl to Ibldl by thlsa 
conditions cln bl grouftds for rlvocatlon of .y r.llisi. 

ha.1 beln Infor •• d th,t I grllYlnCf procldgrl Is If.lllbil to "' Ind thst I 'I.e fl.1 
dlYS frol thl d8t. of In Incldlnt to fill I wrlttln grll.lnci. 

I hi.' bl.n glYln I copy of thl.1 conditions of suplryision. 
Dltl ________________ __ tlllnt ______________________________ ___ h. _______ _ 

Da It ________________ _ 'rob,tlon Ind 'Iroll Offlc.r 



, ..... • • • • ~_ ....... ;;" f.. ' ~.. .. <' .,:0.":: . . .)." ~. , .. 

-APPENDIX 

E 

- -------
_ • • .' '. • ,/' • I' • :. ,.. v ' •• : • '" _ ~ ~. 

- .' • ". ,.. ' : • " .. \ : :" • , " ~ ," 1 .' 

Appendices 

89 



(&;l 
~ 

172 Responses Dut of 256 Surveys 

APPENDIX E 

SURVEY Of KENTUCKY PAROLE OffICERS ON THE SUPERVISION Of PAROLEES 

CASELOADS AND SUPERVISION 

Caseloads and supervlsion requirements vary by the level of supervision to which a parolee is assigned. Your answers to the 
following questions will provide information on y~ur ~verall caseload and factors that influence your case management practices. 

1. In the blanks provided. please indicate the number of your current caseloads for parolees and probationers by level of super~is;on. 
If you do not supervise parolees or probationers at a particular level of supervision, place a -0- in the blank. 

PAROLEES 
Intensive 
Advanced 

liaXlllU1il 
HediulII 
Speci ali zed 
Inactive 

PROBATIONERS 
Intensive KaxilllUlII 
Advanced HediulII 

Specialized 
Inactive 

2. To effectively supervise parolee~. is your current case load generally: (PLEASE CIRCLE QHf.) NR - 10.6% 

Low 
(1 ) 
3.5% 

About flight 
(2) 
40% 

High 
(3) 

45.9% 

3. What factors. if any. limit or inpede your ability to adequately supervise parolees? (PLEASE LIST THE ItlRff HOST IMPORTANT fACTORS 
IN ORDER Of THEIR IHPORT #ICE. If THERE ARE NO fACTORS. PLEASE WRITE "»ONE" ON THE FIRST LINE.) 

1) ___________ _ 

2)! _____________________ _ 

3}, ___________ _ 

HOST COHHON RESPONSES 
PROBLEM % of RES. 
CASE LOAD 15. 1 
PAPERWORK 14.2 
EQUIPMENT 10.8 
NON-SUP TASKS 10.2 
NO DRUG TESTING 8.3 

"l of CASES 
31.6 
29.7 
22.6 
21.3 
17.4 

4. What methods are used by either your supervisors. or the Corrections Cabinet to INInit.or and evaluate your supervh;ion of parolees? 
(CHECK ~ THAT APPLY.) 

PERCENT Of RESONOENTS 
IoMO CHECKED 

~SeMi-annual audits 
~Scheduled staff meetings to discuss case management practices 
~Informal conversations 
~Scheduled performance evaluations 
~Scheduled reviews of your decisions in selected cases 
~Observations of your field supervision techniques 
l1.JLOther (PLEASE SPECIfY), _________________ _ 

'tj 
II> 

(JQ 
ID 

.... 
a 
H\ 

..... .,. 

~ 
'Cj 
!tI = ~ .... 
r:. 
!tI 
ell 



~ 
~ 

5. 'Please indicate what you feel are the two IlOSt iqlortant roles of a parole officer by completing the following statement. 
~ ITEHS, 1 (HOST IMPORTANT), or 2 (SECOND HOST IMPORTANT).) 

% of time % of time 
chosen chosen I think my role as a parole officer is to: 

assist the rehabilitation of the parolee for successful reintegration into society. 

protect the pllblic through close control of the parolee. 

assist the reformation of the parol~~ to reduce the lik~lihood for repeat offenses. 

function as the correctional authority during the final stage of the parolee's sentence. 

Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN) ________________ _ 

SUPERVISION IN THE fIELD 

The Correcti ons Pol i cv and Procedyres Manual (C. P.P.) provi des guidance for superVl sIng pa.rol ees 
Still, at times, parole officers BUst exercise some discretion. Your answers to the following will 
provide infol"llation on how you deal wi.th techni cal violati ons. 

~ who said 
violation 
was 

6. Of the nine technical violations listed below, rank only the four that you consider to be most serious. 
(RANK THE fOUR HOST SERIOUS VIOLATIONS BY PLACING THE NUIGERS 1 THROUGH 4 IN THE CORRESPONDING BLANK NEXT TO 
THE APPROPRIATE VIOLATION, WITH 1 REPRESENTING THE HOST SERIOUS.) 

Slightly!Not ! AVG 
Serious SQriou.s RANK 

Substance abuse violations (when special conditions related to the use of alcohol or 
drugs do not exist) NR = 2~.4% 

Absconding NR = 13.5% 

Possession of a firearm NR = 11.8% 

Failure to report NR = 47% 

Curfew vi.olations NR = 86% 

Change of address without permission NR = 92% 

Leavi,lg district without permission NR = 92% 

failure to attend or comply with the rules of community programs NR = 76% 

failure to maintain or actively seek employment NR = 811. 

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) ____________ NR = 941. 

(RANK 
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Freq. of 7. 
Numer of 
Tech Violations 
before revoking: 

2 

In g~neral. how mans times do you record the following technical violations in your 
caseboG~ narratr.Ye befure you pursue r~yocation? 
(PLACE A NliiitlER IN THE CORRESPOOOING BLANK NEXT TO EACH ITEH, USING 
THE FOLLOWING SClll::E:) 

3 4+ 1001:: TIHE 
(1) 

,l'. 

TWO TIHES 
(2) 

THREE TIMES 
(3) 

FOUR OR HaRE TIHES 
(4) 

Substance abuse violations (when special conditions related to the use of alcohol 
or drugs do not exist) NR = 9.4% 

Absconding NR = 13.5% 

Pc!osession of a firearm NR = 14.7% 

Failure to report NR = 10% 

Curfew violationsNR = 42%. 

Change of address without pennissionNR = 12% 

Leaving district without pennissionNR = 11% 

Failure to attend or comply with the rules of community program$ NR = 0.2% 

Failure to maintain or actively seek employment NR = 13% 

8. How effective are the following actions when used as alternatives to pursuing revocation? 
{PLACE A NUHBER IN THE COR*~SPONOING BLANK NEXT TO EACti ITEH. USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE:) 

Fr~q'Jency of 
respondents 
who reported 

Not Net SOInl! 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 

(l) 

NOT VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(2) 

SOMEWHAT 
EFFECTIVE 

(3) 

Adding conditions of supervision NR ; 5% 

rncreasing the level of supervisionNR = 5% 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(4) 

Referral or placement in a substance abuse treatment program NR = 4% 

Referral or placement in other counseling programs NR = 4% 

Placement in a halfway house NR 4% 

Te~or~ry re-committment to jail prior to securing a 1eniency agreement NR =5% 
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9. Parole officers encounter a variety of concerns about the particular situations of individual parolees. Have any of the following 
factors ever influenced the way you have handled technical violations? (CHECK AlL THAT APPLY.) 

CHECKED: 
~ The length of time before the parolee's final discharge 
~ The length of time the offender has been under supervision 
~ Corrections Cabinet concerns regarding prison overcrowding 
~ Special interest concerns relayed to the Corrections Cabinet 
~ Public attitudes and perceptions 
~ The seriousness of the technical violation 
~ Contacts from law enforcement or judicial officials 
~ Political pressure from any source 
~ Contacts from state and local elected officials 
~ Availability of sufficient community resources 
~ Contacts from local correctional officials 
~ The pal"olee's need to support dependents 
~ The parolee's employment history and status 

10. In general, is the amount of discretion that you have to arrest parolees and initiate revocation: {PLEASE CIRCLE ~.)NR = 3% 

11. 

12. 

NOT ENOUGH ENOUGH 
(1) (2) 

14.1% 81.2% 
In general, is the a~unt of guidance and 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) NR = 2% 

NOT ENOUGH ENOUGH 
(1) (2) 

12.9% 75.3% 
How useful are the Corrections Cabinet's 
parolees? (PLEASE CIRCLE 2Hf.) NR = 3% 

NOT AT AlL 
USEFUL 

(1 ) 
4.7% 

NOT VERY 
USEFUL 

(2) 
20.6% 

TOOHUCH 
(3) 

1.8% 
direction that you get from your i~diate supervisor when making discret)onary decisions: 

TOO ItJCH 
(3) 

10.0% 
policies and procedures 

SOMEWHAT 
USEFUL 

(3) 
50.6% 

VERY 
USEFUL 

(4) 
21.2% 

in providing guidance for situations that you face when supervising 
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13. How effect1ve is the risk/needs assessll\!nt instrument in assigning the proper level of supervision for a parolee? (PLEASE CIRCLE 
M.) HI< 4% 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 

HOT VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

SOMEWHAT 
EFFECTIVE 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
18.2% 28.2% 41.2% 8.2% 

14. How often do you p1ace parolees in a level of supervision other' than that which is indicated by the risk/needs assessment 
instrument? (PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) NR = 5.3% 

.sELDOH IF 
EVER 

(1) 
13.5% 

SOHEiIHES 

(2) 
50.01 

OFTEN 

{3) 
24.1% 

ALWAYS OR 
AlHOST ALWAYS 

(4) 
7.1% 

TRAINING AND CABINET SUPPORT 

In addition to on-the-job training, parole officers rec~ive training through programs provided by the Corrections Cabinet and other 
training organizations. Also, the Cabinet's Office of Genera! Counsel provides Jegal assistance to parole officers when requested. Your 
answers to the following questions will provide inforaation on the usefulness of the training and legal assistance provided. 

15. How useful has the training you have received since becoming a parole officer been in helping you to SUDervlse or manage your cases? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE QHi.) 

NOT AT ALL NOT VERY SOMEIoIiAT VERY 
USEFUL USEFUL . USEFUL uSEFUL 

(1) (2)- '(J) (4) 
23.5% 43.5% 25.9% 5.9% 

16. What types of additional or expanded training opportunities would enhance your professional development? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.) 
~: 
~ Pp.8ce Officer Tra1ning 
~ Supervision I Surveillance Training 
~ Field Safety f Self-Defense Training 
~ Drug Recognition Training 
~ Interviewing Techniques 
~ Fireara Training 
~ Legal Issues Training 
~ Other (Please Specify) 

17. Has the legal advice and suppor·t provided by the Corrections Cabinet been sufficient for handling the revocation process? (PLEASE 
CIRCLE ~.) HR ::: 6% . 

YES 
(1) 
55.9% 

NO 
(2) 
38.2% 
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COMMUNITY RESOURCES 

Parolees depend on support services (such as counseling, e~loyment, housing, or education services) that are often provided through 
cOlllllt!nity resources. Your answers to the following questions will provide informtion on the availability, effectiveness, and service 
needs related to ~ommunity resources. 

18. How effective are the following connunity resources and support services in helping parolees? (PLACE A NUMBER IN THE CORRESPONDING 
BLANK NEXT TO EACH ITEM, USING THE fOLLOWING SCALE:) 

frequencies of 
Those Who Responded 

NOT AVAILABLE 
IN MY DISTRICT 
(0) 

NOT AT ALL 
EffECTIVE 

(1) 

NOT VERY 
EFfECTIVE 

(2) 

SOHEkHAT 
EFfECTIVE 

(3) 

VERY 
EffECTIVE 

(4) 

Hental heaith services provided by community mental health centers NR = 5% 

Private psychiatric counseling NR = 31% 

Substance abuse services provided by coromunity mental health centers NR = 6% 

Other public or private drug or alcohol abuse treatment prog"ams NR = 181-

Sex offender counseling NR = 31% 

Housing assistance NR = 31% 

Employment training programs NR = 16% 

Academic/vocational education programs NR = 8% 

.E~loyment counseling and placement services NR = 14% 

financial counseling NR = 47% 

19. If additional or new services are needed for your region, please indicate the types of connunity resources or support program 
needed. 

17%WANIEILEHPLOYHEKL.IRAlHING/J08 PLACEHENL~UG TESTING. 11% WANTEDIN--PAllENLSU8STANCE ABUSE 

20. How effective would increased cOnlUnity services and support prilgrallS be in reducing rates of re-incarceration? (PLEASE CIRCLE 
0Hf.) NR = 2.4% 

NOT AT ALL NOT VERY SOHE\otlAT VERY 
EffECTIVE EFfECTIVE EFfECTIV~ EffECTIVE 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
2.4% 28.2% 46.5% 20.6% 

21. How effective would increased colllllt!nity resources and support programs be in allowing greater numbers of inmates to be released on 
parole without increasing the risk to public safety? (PLEASE CIRCLE QHf.) NR = 3% 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 

(1) 
13 .51. 

NOT VERY 
EffECTIVE 

(2) 
40.61. 

SOMEWHAT 
EffECTIVE 

(3) 
32.4~ 

VERY 
EfFECTIVE 

(4) 
10.61. 
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ADDlTIONAL COHHENTS 

22. How would you rate the job the Parole Board has done in the past two years in applying conditions of parole that are appropriate 
to the individual parolee? (PLEASE CIRCLE QNE.) UR = 1% 

Poor 
(1) 

.6% 

Below Average 
(2) 
5.3% 

Average 
(3) 

32.4% 

Above Average 
(4) 

37.6% 

Excellent 
(5) 

22.9% 

23. How would you rate the job the Parole Board has done in the past two years in applying levels of supervision that are appropriate 
to the individual parolee? (PLEASE CIRCLE QNE.) NR = 2% 

Poor 
(1) 

.6% 

Below Average 
(2) 
1.6% 

Average 
(3) 

27.6% 

Above Average 
(4) 

42.4% 

Excellent 
(5) 

19.4% 

24. How would you rate the overall perfonaance of the Parole Board over the past two years in choosing good parole risks? (PLEASE 
CIRCLE ONE.) NR = 3% 

Poor 
(1) 

1.2% 

Below Average 
(2) 
8.2% 

Average 
(3) 
45.3% 

Above Average 
( 4) 
3~.1% 

Excellent 
(5) 
8.2% 

25. Would IIOre direct connunication between the Parole Board and parole officers increase the effectiveness of the parole syste.? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) NR = 2% 

YES 
{l) 

87.1% 

NO 
(2) 

10.6% 

26. If there are other methods or strategies that you feel could strengthen or improve the supervi$ion process in Kentucky. please list 
or describe them. ·Also. indicate any other states where these methods or strategies have been or are being used. 

Traj nillo for oarole oHi cers and supervisors 

lmorQve_lla'lut!LIe~officers 

Druo JestinoaLn~~Ll1Lfarolees 

Prov; de _lIlOl"e _eJljJjnment and comuters for offi cers to reduce DJlII.en!Ork 

Higher leyel of prgfessionalisp jn the adminjstration with better ljnes of communjcatjon -

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORHATION 

District: ________________________ _ Job Title: _______ _ 

Years of experience in Current job as a parole officer: ___ _ 

Years of experience in probation/parole field: ___ __ 

Please return the survey in the enclosed postage paid envelope by Harch B. 1991. If you have any questions. please contact the 
Progr~m Review staff at 502/ 564-8100. Thank you for you~ cooperation. 
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APPENDIX E 
SURVEY OF SUPERVISORS AND ASSISTANT SUPERVISORS OF KENTUCKY PAROLE OFFICERS 

1. Are you a Supervisor or an Assistant Supervisor? (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE.) 

SUPERVISOR 
(15) 

ASST. SUPERVISOR 
(9) 

2. Do you manage a parolee caseload? (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE.) 

YES 
(1 ) 
(12%) 

NO 
(2) 
(88%) 

3. Plca~e spec~fy your other job responsibilities. 

(1 respondent didn't specify) 

4. Please indicate what you feel are the two (2) IIOst iqlortant roles of the parole officers that you supervise by co~leting the 
following statement. (RANK IHQ ITEHS, 1 (HOST IMPORTANT), or 2 (SECOND HOST IHPORTANT).) 

I think the role of a parole officer is to: 

% of tillle 
chosen 

#1 

9: 

n 
JI 

% of time 
chosen 

<Ii 

5: 

0 

i 

, 

assist the rehabilitation of the parolee for successful reintegration into society. 
protect the public through close control of the parolee. 
assillt the reforaation of the parolee to reduce the likelihood for repeat offenses. 
function as the correctional authority during the final stage of the parolee's sentence. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN) _________________________ _ 
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5. Please indicate what you feel are the three (3) IIIOst important roles of a Supervisor (or Assistant Supervisor if IIlOre appropriate for 
you) of parole' off'icers, by completing the following statelllent. (RANK :Il:iill ITEMS, 1 (HOST IMPORTANT), 2 (SECOND MOST IMPORTANT) and 3 
(THIRD HOST IMPORTANT).) 

I think my role as a Supervisor (or an Assistant Supervisor)of parole offi,ers is to: 

Rank Rank 
1 2 

8'; 447,; 
.1111;;! 16% 

-.lI% ~ 
4% !1 

. 13%. 12% 

_ 4% 4% 

Rank 
3 

367-
. 4% 

~ 

~ 

0 

-
serve as a liaison for parole officers to co~nicate their ne~ds and concerns to the Corrections Cabinet • 
ensure that parole officers comply with the Corrections Cabinet's personnel policies, and with policies and 

procedures regarding the supervision of parolees. 
ensure that parole officers are making similar decisions on a consistent basis. 
distribute caseloads equitably ~ng probation and parole officers • 
distribute caseloads ~n9 probation and parole officers in a manner that allows for effective 

supervisio~ of their clients. 
OTHER (PLEASE EXPLAIN) _____ --:-______________________ _ 

SUPERVISION TN THE FIELD 

The Correctjons Poljcy and procedUres Manual (C.P.P.) provides guidance for supervlslng parolees. Still, at times, parole officers eust 
exercise sase discretion. Your 'answers to the following will provide information on how you deal with that discretionary authority. 

6. In general, is the aJlOunt of disc.retion that parol/! officers have to report parole violations and initiate revocation: (PLEASE CIRCLE 
~.) 

NOT ENOUGH 
(1) 

(OX) 

ENOUGH 
(2) 

(92X) 

TOO KJCH 
(3) 

(8X) 

7. How useful are the Corrections Cabinet's policies and procedures in providing guidance for situatio~s faced by parole officers supervising ~ 
parolees? (PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) ~ 

NOT AT AlL 
USEFUL 

(1) 
(0%) 

NOT VERY 
USEFUL 

(2) 
(4%) 

SOHEWiAT 
USEFUL 

(3) 
(76%) 

VERY 
USEFUL 

(4) 
(20%) 
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8. Parole officers encounter a variety of concerns about the particular situations of individual parolees. 
officers that you supe~vise been confronted with any of the following factors? (CHECK ALL 'THAT APPLY.) 

Have you or any of the parole 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~. 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

44% 
.Jm... 
-2tiL 

Freq. of 9. 
Number of 
Tech Violations 
Before Revoking: 

2 

The length of time before the parolee's final discharge 
The length of time the offender has been under supervision 
Corrections Cabinet concerns regarding prison overcrowding 
Special interest concerns relayed to the Corrections Cabinet 
Public attitudes and perceptions 
The seriousness of the technical violation 
Contacts fro~ law enforceeent or judicial officials 
Political pressure from any source 
Contacts from state and local elected officials 
Availability of sufficient comaunity resources 
Contacts from local correctional officials 
The parolee's need to support dependents 
The parolee's employaent history and status 

In general. how ~ny times do you record the following technical violations in your 
casebook narrative before you pursue revocation? 
(PLACE A NUHBER IN THE CORRESPOfIlING BLANK NEXT TO EACH ITEM. USING 
THE FOLLOWING SCALE:) 

3 4+ ONETIHE 
(1 ) 

TWO TIMES 
(2) 

THREE TIMES 
(3) 

FOUR OR HORE TIMES 
(4) 

Substance abuse violations (when special conditions related to the use of alcohol 
or drugs 'do not exist) NR = 8% 

Absconding NR = 24% 

Possession of,a fireanl NR = 24~ 

Failure to report NR = 8% 

Curfew violationsNR = 12% 

Change of address without p~nlissionNR = 8% 

Leaving district without permissionNR = 8% 

Failure to attend or comply with the rules of coapunity programs N~ = 8% 

Failur~ to ~intain or actively seek employment NR = 8% 
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10. How effective are the following actions when used as alternatives to pursuing revocation? 
(PLACE A NUHBER IN THE CORRESPONDING BLANK NEXT TO EACH ITEM, USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE:) 

Frequency of 
respondents 
who reported 

NOT AT ALL 
EFfECTIVE 

(1) 

NOT VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(2) 

SOMEWHAT 
EFFECTIVE 

(3) 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(4) 

Not Some 
.ill I vt;ry DUd!.. very O¥U 

Adding conditions of supervision NR = 8% 

Increasing the level of 5upervisionNR = 0% 

Referral or placement in a substance abuse treatment program NR = 0% 

Referral or placement in other counseling programs NR = 0% 

Place~nt in a halfway house NR 4% 

Teaporary re-coaaittment to jail prior to securing a leniency agreement NR :0% 

11. What methods are used to monitor and evaluate the pe~formance of parole officers in your district? 
(CHECK ALl THAT APPLY.) 

12. 

~Semi-annual audits 
~Scheduled staff meetings to discuss case .anagement practices 
~Informal conversations 
~Scheduled performance evaluations 
~Scheduled reviews of an officer's decisions in selected cases 
~Observations of an officer's field supervision techniques ID-Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) ______ < _______________ _ 

How effective is the risk/needs ass~ssaent instrument in assigning the proper level of supervision for a parolee? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) 

NOT AT ALL NOT VERY SOHE\MAT VERY 
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE EFfECTIVE EFFECTIVE 

(1 ) (2) (3) (4) 
( 12%) {24%} (44%) (20%) 
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13. The Parole Board often paroles inmates directly to intensive supervision. or to the highest level available. How often do your 
efforts " 
to comply with Parole Board directives,result in the following occurrences. 
(PLACE A NUMBER IN THE CORRESPONDING BLANK NEXT TO EACH ITEM. USING THE FOL~OWING SCAlE:) 

SELDOM ISOMETIMES \ OFTEN \ AlWAYS I SELDOM IF EVER SOKETIHES OFTEN 
AlWAYS OR AlMOST AlWAYS 

'I Z I' I' ~:: ~ :: 
72%. '12%' 'll 4%. 

(1 ) (2) (3) (4) 

Other parolees are placed in a lower supervision level than may be advisable in order to 
make room for new parolees. NR= 4% 

Parole officers are assigned larger caseloads than are advisable for effective supervision of 
their clients. NR= 8%. 

The new parolee is placed in a lower supervi3ion level than the Parole Board either assigned 
or intended. NR= 8% 

COMMUNITY RESOURCES 

Parolees depend on support services (such as counseling. employment. housing. or education services) that are often provided through 
community resources. Your answers to the following questions will provide i~fonaation on the effectiveness of these connunity resources. 

14. How effective would increased community services and support prograas be in reducing rates of re-incarceration? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE 2tif:.), 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTI\1,; 

(1 ) 
(4%) 

NOT VERY. 
EFFECTIVE 

(2) 
(20%) 

SOMEWHAT 
EFFECTIVE 

(3) 
(481.) 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(4) 
(24%) NR= 4% 

15. How effective would increased conmunity resources and 5upport'progr~ be in allowing greater nuAbers of inmate~ to be 
released on parole without increasing the risk to public safety? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE 0Ht.) . 

NOT AT ALl. 
EFFECTIVE 

(1) 
(12%) 

NOT VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(2) 
(36%) 

SOHEWHAT 
EFFECTIVE 

(3) 
(48%) 

VERY 
EFFECTIVE 

(4) 
(0) NR= 0 
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ADDITIONAL COHHENTS 

16. How would you rate the job the Parole Board has done in the past two years in applying conditions of parole that 
are appropriate to the individual parolee? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) 

Poor 
Excellent 

(I) 
( 0%.) 

Below Average 

(2) 
(8%) 

Average 

(3) 
(28%.) 

Above Average 

(4) 
(32%:) 

(5) 
(28%) NR::: 4%: 

17. How would you rate the job t~~ Parole Soard has done in the past two years in applying levels of supervision that 
are appropriate to the indi'/idual parolee? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) 

Poor 
Excellent 

(1) 
(4%) 

Below Average 

(2) 
(8%.) 

Average 

(3) 
(44%) 

Above Average 

(4) 
(28%.) 

(5) 
(16%.) NR= O%: 

18. How would you rate the overall performance of the Parole Board over the past two years in choosing good parole risks? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE.) 

Poor 
Excellent 

(1) 
(0%) 

Below Average 

(2) 
(4%) 

Average 

(3) 
(36%) 

Above Average 

(4) 
(56%.) 

(5) 
(4%) NR= O%. 

19. How often do you send supervision reports regarding major violations, unusuaJ incidents, or arrests for new charges 
to the Parole Board? 

SELDOH IF 
EVER 

(1) 
Supervisors(A%) 

SOHETIHES 

(2) 
(OX) 

OfTEN 

(3) 
(8%.) 

Asst. Sprv.(8%.} (0%) (4%,) 
NOTE 1 Respondent answered (always) but did not indicate if a supervisor or asst. 

ALWAYS OR 
ALHOST ALWAYS 

(4) 
(Z4%) 

(44%,) hK::: 1 Respondent 
super. 

20. Would more direct communication between the Parole Board and parole officers increase the effectiveness of the parole system? 
(PLEASE CIRCLE ~.) 

YES 
( I ) 

(80%) 

NO 
(2) 

(16%) -. tIR= 4% 
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21. If there are other methods or strategies that you feel could strengthen ~r improve the superV1Slon process in Kentucky, please list 
or describe them. Also, indicate any other states where these methods or strategies have been or are being used. 

Drua testina at--'l~ charaelo Darolees 

Hore train; nQ_for---'laroleofJj cers--<lIlll-.:;uoervi sors 

SlIIiIller_case loads 

Hi aher---'lilvllL1"elai n _ oarollLDffi cers 

Use Halfway H~as an_altemative to _1"~'lflCil!.ionQLDal"o)e 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORHATION 

Probation and Parole District: ________________________ _ Job Title: _______ _ 

Years of" experience in current job as a Supervisor or Asst. Supervisor 

Years of experience in probation/parole field: __ _ 

Please return the survey in the enclosed postage paid envelope by Harch 8, 1991. If you have any questions, please contact the 
" Pr09raJII Rilview staff at 5021 564-8100. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Appendices 

Appendix F 

PROFILE OF CURRENT BOARD MEMBERS 

1. John C. Runda, Ph.D.- Chairman (Democrat, Madison Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Collins, May 13, 1986 to May 23, 1990. 
*Appointed by Governor Collins as Chairman, December 7, 1987. 
*Reappointed by Governor Wilkinson, March 11, 1991 to May 23, 1994. 
*Bachelor of Arts, Sociology, Thomas More College. 
*Master of Arts, Sociology, The Ohio State Uni versi ty-Dissertation, 
~Religiousity and Racial Prejudice." 
*Experience - Facl,llty member and Chairman, Department of Sociology, 
Social Work and Criminal Justice, Thomas More College; Owner, Berea 
Health Care Center. 

2. Larry R. Ball - (Republican, Jefferson Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Collins, May 23, 1986 to May 23, 1990. 
*Reappointed by Governor Wilkinson, March 11, 1991 to May 23, 1994. 
*Bachelor of Science, Murray State University. 
*Experience - Juvenile Probation Officer, Jefferson Co., 9 yrs. 

3. James William Grider - (Republican, Casey Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Wilkinson, March 3, 1989 to March 1, 1993. 
*Bachelor of Arts, Eastern Kentucky University. 
*Experience - Legislative Research Commission, Staff member, 12 yrs. 

4. Phil Hazle - (Democrat, Calloway Co.·) 
*Appointed by Governor Wilkinson, Sept. 22, 1989 to March 1, 1993. 
*Bachelor of Science, Murray State University. 
*Masters of Science, Murray State University. 
*Experience - Adult Probation and Parole Officer, 14 yrs.; adjunct 
instructor, Criminal Justice Dept., Murray State University. 

5. Chester Hager - (Democrat, Fayette Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Wilkinson, March II, 1991 to June 3D, 1994. 
*Fugazzi Business College, 1951; Attended the University of Kentucky, 
1953-1955; School of Mortuary Science, 1956. 
*Experience - Fayette Co. Coroner, 36 yrs. 

6. Richard Brown - (Democrat, Daviess Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Wilkinson, March II, 1991 to June 30, 1994. 
*Bachelor of Science, Brescia College. 
*Experience Paralegal with Western Ky. Legal Services, 3 yrs.; 
Probation and Parole Officer, 2 yrs.; Vocational Rehabilitation, 
Dept. of Education, 3 yrs. 

7. Ruby Jo Cummins - (Republican, Jessamine Co.) 
*Appointed by Governor Wilkinson, April 9, 1991 to June 3D, 1992. 
*Bachelor of Science in Law Enforcement, Eastern Kentucky University. 
*Human Services Surveyor Supervisor with Cabinet for Human Resources 
(CHR), 8 yrs.; Regional Program Manager, Div. of Licensing and 
Regulation, CHR, 3 yrs., Program Specialist, CHR, 2 yrs. 
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Physical Facilities 

Is the space currently What is the Can the space currently 
used for parole hearings size and used for parole hearings . at your institution in capacity or another space be modified 

Institution a !'Ublic area? of this space? for public hearings? 
-

Bell Co. Forestry Camp Inmales appear II Black-

bum Correclional Comple~ 

Br.ckbum Corrcctiooal No 25 X20 No 

Wlem KcolUcky No No Yes, 3 .Ilemalives 

Cor=tiooal Comple. I. Visiting roomITucstWtds only) 

2. Slaff roll cill room 

.J Vc~.ri(>lU1 dll~rnom" 

Fr&llkfort CI.cer (nm8(CS appear a( 

Development Frlnklm Regional Jail 

KeolUcky Cor=tjooal No No Yes, I. .Itemative site 
luatilulioo for Worueo l. Vi.itiog .... 

KcolUcky Slale P""i- No 504 sq. fecI Yes, I. Allemalive sile 
leoliary J4 cap. I. Visiting Ifea If2 Cellhouse" 

• Would require closing entire vocaClOnal schoc.1 on Plrole Board dly. Space is not .IIir conditioned . 
•• Cor"",UOI15 Cabinel requesled lhal KSP be lisled IS an inslitulion ,.ilb no aVlilable .poee for opeo bearings. 
SOURCE: Compiled by Program Review sllIff from survey senllo wardens aodjaile .. conducling porole bearings al!heir facllilies. 

B:IPAROLEIPHYSFAC2. WRI 

What modificatioos What would these 
would be needed? modificatioos cost? 

NtA 

I. Furnishings, sound eqUIp. I. < $3000 
2. Furni.hinRI, sound eqUIp. 2. < S300() 

J. l·urn .. hlOgl, sound equIp. J. < SJU()() 

Little or no costs 

Accouslically Improved $10,000 

Approxirnalc the 

size and capacity 
of the modified 

space. 

I. J04() sq. ft. 
2. 91JO sq h. 

I .j(~Khq II 

80 

1.450 sq. ft. 
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Physical Facilities 

Is the space currentJy What is the Can the space clUTelltJy 
used for parole hearings size and used for parole hearings 

at yoor institution in capacity or an<Jtber space be modified 
Institution a public area? of this space? for public hearings? 

Kentucky Stale Refor- No No, if opened 10 

molory general public. 

Lulhcr Luckett No 34 cap. No 
CorrcctiooalComplex 

Northpoinl Training No 10' X IS' No 

Ccoler 10clp. 

Rocde",r Farm No 20' X 40' No 
('cml.ol )0 Clp. 

Wealem Kcotucky No 24' X 16' Yes. other .pace •• all.ble 
CurroclioD3l Cenlcr 15 cap. 

Lee Adjuatmcnl No 12 cap. Yes. other .poce aYlil.ble 
Cenlcr 

------------ --- -_. --------

• Would r"'luire closing enlire Y""ational school on Parol. Boord day. Space is no! air condilioned. 
•• Correcuom Cablnel ""Iucsled thaI KSP be listed as an institulion with no ayailable opec for open bearings. 
SOURCE: Compiled by Program Reyiew staff from survey sent to wardens aod jailers conducling parole bearings al their rlciliti ... 
B:IPAROLEIPHYSFAC2. WR I 

What modifications What would thel;e ApproximaLc the 

would be needed? modifications cost? size and capacity 
of the modified 

space. 
Two waiting roo'ms for $194.000 2 - 40' X 40' 

victims .Dd tnmltc 40' X 40' @ S60 per 30 per room 

, 

S2.000 - 4.000 30 X 80 
100 • 

$2.500 .200 penoru 
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Physical Facilities 

Is the spare currently What is the Can the SjlQCC currently 
used for parole hearings size and uacd for parole hearings 

at your institution in capacity or another space be modified 
Institution a public area'! of this SjlIICC? for public ~s? 

Manoc Adjll5lJDoot No Yos. odie. space available 
Ceolc, 

Dayicas Co. Yes ll" X 14· No 
Detentioo c.mlc, 

Kenloo Co. Y to, Held In Probation IS - 20 No Futu", renoYations w,ll 

Detention C""Ie, .nd Parole Offices Capocity eliminate ... il.ble opece for 

adjacent fo Kenlon public bellrin,. 
Co. Delenhon Cenler 

F I anUiu Co. Y •• ISup. No 

Re810aaJ Jail 

Big Sandy 
RegiooaJ ('_tcr 

Warreo Co. No No 

Rep.-I Jail 

• Would require clos,ng entIre Yoca/i,,""1 school on Parole Board day. Spoce i. not air conditioned • 

•• Cor=lioo> C.bmel reque.ted "",t KSP be lisled IS an institullon with no ayail.b1e .pece for open beariDSS. 
SOURCE: Compolcd by Program Reyiew staff from survey sent 10 wardens .nd jaile", condUCling porole beariD,s ,I their fac,lilies. 

B:\PAROLEIPHYSFAC2.WRI 

What modifICations What would these ApprOllimale the 

would be nccdod? modifications cost? size and capecity 
of the modified 

space. 
S400 - $500 200 - 250 

urg<: auditOrium 
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PERSONNEL AND OTHER EXPENSES 

What are the resource demands What additional related expenses 
and e7.penses incurred by the would be incurred if parole hearings 
institution (i.e. personnel. supplies. are opened 10 the public? 

Institution etc.) on days of parole hearings? 

Bell Co. Fon:a1J}' Camp Inmales appear 01 Blackburn Correction.1 Comple. BCFC would have to conslruct a building 

WIth adequale f.cililies 
Addillm141 correctional officers 
I - S«retary 
Academic school/inmate library would 

require closing 

BLockbum Correctional I - Instiluhonal parole officer - reg. duty 10 - Addiltooal correclional 
J - Correctional office" - assigned $675 officers 

30-60 exlr' meals for conlrol - Inbke hearing days cos!: SI50,ooo - 1.1 year only 
Office expenses - phone, copy supplies 
elseman_g.ers to counsel inmates receiving bad news 

E •• lom Kenlucky ! CClrr~c:lmn.1 "trice,s ! Addlllon.1 Correcltonal Omcers 

Cor=tiOlUlIComplc. I - Clerical staff 

Frankfort Career CTO'S Additional Correctional officers 
Development IPO 

Kentucky Correcti"",,1 Supplied parole hoard room with. two-way 3 - AddItional correcliooal office", 

lmtitutioo for Women Inlercom to records office 

l-2 Corre<:tional officers 

Kentucky SLate Peni- Old nol plovide informalion 4 - Additional correcuonal officers 

tentiary $280 per day 

- --- ---

SOliRCE: CompIled hy Pro~r.m RevIew .Iarr from su",ey senl 10 wardens Ind jllier. conducling porole hearings II their facllttie •• 

B:IPAROLEIPERS&OTH. WR I 

If your institution cannot prO\'ide adequate facilities to 
onduct public parole hearings. what related expenses would be 

incurred for transferring inmates 10 an alternative site for 
hearing purposes? 

I - 2 Transporbillon vans 
2 - 5 Correcltonal officer; 
I officer 

[Transportation vehicles 
Security starr 

Adequale flclltltes could he proVIded , 

Hearings are: at .n allemallve slle 

Adequate r.ciliues 

Adequate f.ciliues could be provided 
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PERSONNEL AND OTHER EXPENSES 

What are the resource demands What additional related expenses 
and expenses incurred by the would be incurred if parole hearings 
institution (i.e. personnel. supplies. are opened to the: public? 

Institution ele.) 011 days of parole hearings? 

Kentucky Sf.l1e Refor- J - Correctional orlicl!rs 3 - Add.lionol correclloaal officers 
motory l - Inslliutional parole offi~ers I - Public inform.lion .f.lrr 10 

I - Secretary ~S5ist medii 

LUb'ler Luckett, 2 - Correctional officers Addilioaal Security persl>l1nel 
CorroclJooal Comple. I - Sergeanl Addilioaal Security equipment 

Extended length of tneeliDlt c.n incur: lOllS lime periods .pend II each 
I. Camp Umc accumulation Parole Board hearing e.tended 
2. Overtime pay to 2 112 or:) days for all expenses 

meals rescheduled for inmales nlCeling porole board 

Northpotnt Training Correctional officers Add;lioaal Correctioaal Omcers 
Ceotl::r would hove 10 be bired for 

secunty purposes 

Rc..oornr /'arm No addu.oruol ""rnand. Add.h"",,1 .f.lmnS (or supervlS.on 

C"''''r Socurity 

Additional building moinlel1.llK:e 

W",tl::m KenlUcky Incle:tsc:.in Securlly ~nd Pl08ram personnel Increosc in Security and program 

Firm Center pel30flDel identification malerials and 

Additional furni.hings: f.lbles. chairs 

I - - - - - - - - -_ .. -- - - - -~ - - - --

SOURCE: Complied by Program ReVIew .raff from survey senl 10 wardens and Jlders condllCling porole hearings altheir facilities. 

B:IPAROLEIPERS&OTfl. WR I 

If your institution cannot provide adequate facilities to I 

conduct public parole hearings. what related expenses would be I 
incurred for transferring inmates 10 an alternative site for I 
hearing purposes? j 
Passenger vans I 

Additional correctional officers. meals for Inmates. 
I Additioaal security equipmenl 

I - 40 possenger bus I 

I - Corrections vehide as an escort 
~ - Accompylng officers on bus 

Passenger buses for appro,unalely 60 IOlmtes 

AddiliODllI conecliOlUlI officers would hove 10 be hored 
M ... ls (or inmlles 

Additioaal SecurilY equipmenl 

More velueles 

AddiliODllI Security equipmenl 
AddiliODllI .f.lffing 

Ac!cquate f.c.l.lles con be provided 

- -~ - - -- -- - --- ----- ----
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PERSONNEL AND OTHER EXPENSES 

What are !he resource derr.ands What additional related expenses 
and expenses incurred by !he would be incurrro if parole hearings 
institution (i.e. personnel, supplies, are opened to !he public? 

Institution etc.) on days of parole hearings? 
Lee Adjustment J - Additional corrections officers and :t"Jtis would depeod on size of gathering: 
Center meal .ccomodations for board members - $250 Approximotely 100-200 pe=no in 

olleodance would ""luire 10 additional 

corrections officers I' SSOO. 
[rbis does not include any additional 
.dmi.nistralivc overhead or the 
p<l5.ibility of I""reased liability 
insurance coverage. 

Marion Adjustment 2 - Correctional officers $50 - $15 each Unable to determine at thIS time, 

Center I - Supervisor $50 - $15 do not foresee any, other than 
I - Correctional officer (gate) the.e mentioned in question 5. 

Addlloonal chairS. power .od utlilty e.pense 

I),.mu 1I0WIe of Inmate. appear al DaVie .. ("ounty Regional Jail 

Owemboro 

Davieaaeo Furnish everything at no expense No available spllce 

DeIeotioo Center 

Kealoo Co. 2 - stafr persons. also hold out of county parolees If current cooditioos (cooducting 

DeIeotiOll Center in secure &rca until the.:r CRse is heard. hearongs in Probation lod Parole 

offices) no increases in expenses. 
However, if wuoblc to conduct 

heariog in Probation aod Parole 

Offic .. , no space ror public hearings. 

- --- --_._.-

SOURCE: Compiled by Program ReView stafr from survey .. nl to wardens and jailers conducting parole hearings at thoir f.cilities. 

B:IPAROLEIPERS&OTH. WRI 

If your institution cannot provide adequate facilities to 
conduct public parole hearings, what related expenses would be 
incurred for transfening inmates to an alternative site for 
bearing purposes? 
Due to isolation of facihty & astronomical expenses for the 

mass tnnsp:>rtaloon or 50 to 60 onmates. their proporty, 

security ud clerical support staff. 

Adequate facilities 

I 

Transportation and security for IS or more iortUlles. 

Expenses would become responSIbility of Probauon 

and Parole Department 
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PERSONNEL AND OTHER EXPENSES 

What an: the resource demands What alWitiooal relabld expenses 
and expenses incurred by the woul4l be incllmld if parole hearings 
institutioo (i.e. personnel. supplies. an: opened te the public? 

Institutioo etc.) on day~ of ~oIe hearings? 
FtallkJi.a Co. All programs insIde facIlity are hailed. 2 officers are 

RogioMl J.il assigned for security. 

Big SarxIy 
Regioml Ceeler 

W ......... eo. No additional demands No inforamtiOd provided 

Regiooal J.il 

SOURCE: Compilcd by Program Review .... ff from survey scnt 10 wardens and jailers conducting porole bc.<riDg. atlbeir fatilities. 

B:\PAROu;,\'i'FRS&-.9TH. WR I 

If your institution cannot provide adequate facilities to 

onduct public parole hearings. what-related expenses would be 
incurred for transferring inmates to an alternative site for 
hearing puIlJOSeS? 
Presently transportation I. handled by Probahon and Parole. 

If financial Igreeme.t could be worked OUI. Franklin Co. 

.il would tl1m.pan. 

No iDformation provided 
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PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COHHITIEE 

KENTUCKY'S PAROlE SYSTEH 

Recomaendation Worksheet 
2062K 

RECOHHEJtIlATII»f 1 : Evaluate The 50% Rule in the Violent Offender Statute 

The General AssedJly should consider whether the punitive aspect of KRS 439.3401, which requires that violent offenders Serve 50% of a 
tera of years before parole eligibility, unduly liaits the Pal'Dle Board's discretion to balance the overall public protection and 
rehabilitation goals of parole. 

AGENCY RESPONSE _ __ _ _ ___ . _ _ _ _ . __ .._ _ --.SINE_RESEJmS.ELCJ1MMIJ.IEUCIIill-I 
PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. By placing a reasonable limit on parole 
eligibility we would be permitting the Parole Board to 
revi ew any inmate to determi ne where he can best be 
managed and to determine if the state's resou.rces are 
bei ng util i zed reasonabl y for the parti cul ar inmate. 
Given the act; on of the Board over the past 5 years, 
many of these inmates will be serving a significant 
portion of their sentence in an incarcerated setting. 
A reasonable parole eligibility also provides the 
institutions with a greater ability to program for the 
inmate and to control him. 

Adopted 10/7/91 

> 
t-,J 

~ 
() 

~ 
Z 
t-,J 

;I: 

"0 
tu 

()Q 
CD 

..... 
0 ...., 
tv ...., 

> 
'tl 
'C:l 
~ 
::I 
Q.. 
C;" 
~ 
00 



1-1 
~ 
t-:l 

RECOHHENDATION 2: Establish Structurr~ Decision-making Guidelines 

The Parole Board should establish a structured set of decision-making guidelines that prioritizes and defines criteria for evaluating an 
inmate's readiness for parole and which are reflective of the Board's overall policies and goals. In undertaking this project, the Board 
should seek assistance and funding from the National Institute of Corrections. 

AS NEmED: 

aThe Parole Board should aaend 501 KAR 1:030(5) to define more co~letely criteria for evaluating an in.ate's readiness for parole which 
are reflective of the Board's overall policies and goals. In undertaking this project. the Board should seek assistance and funding froa 
the National Institute of Corrections.-

AGENCY RESPONSE __ . _ _ __ _ STAELRESPONSE/COHHITTEE ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Disagrees. Publication of explicit criteria could 
establish a liberty interest, a right to parole, and 
dramatically increase litigation for persons not 
paroled. 

States with a more formal procedure where numbers 
dictate the decision use the same general criteria 
that Kentucky uses. 

No concl usi ve stati sti cal studi es show that deci si ons 
arri ved at by a hi ghl y structured process are more 
vali d or better ab1 e to predi ct successful parol ees 
than the system currently used by the Kentucky Parole 
Board. 

Violations of parole with nQW ffl10ny convictions art! 
lower in Kentucky than in most states. Our violation 
of parole for technical reasons (including misdemeanor 
convictions) is higher than for most states. 

Adopted as amended 10/7/91. 
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RECOHHENDATION 5: Document Release or Denial Criteria 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.330 to require that the Parole Board explicitly document the criter-ia used to evaluate an 
inmate's readiness for parole and the reasons for the Parole Board's decision for or against parole. 

AS AI1EJI)ED: 

"The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.330 to require that the Parole Board describe the reasons for the Parole Board's decision for 
or against parole." 

AG~NCY RESPOliSE .. _ _ _ STAFf RESPONSELCOMHHTEE_ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

The Parole Board currently informs each inmate of the 
reasons for the denial of parole. The form used has 
been accepted as part of the Federal Consent Decree 
and has been upheld in the 6th Circuit Court of 
Appeals. 

A consensus of the Board agrees that a form needs to 
be developed to i ndi cate reasons for parole. Thi s 
requi rement should not be statutory. By maki ng 
criteria for parole explicit in the statutes, we must 
be very careful to not create a right to parole. 

/ 

Adopted as amended 10/7/91. 
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RECOHHENDATION 6: Account for Parolees on Inactive Supervision 

The Corrections Cabinet should change its method of counting the probation and parole population to include those on inactive 
supervision. Probationers and parolees on inactive supervision should have an annual review with a parole officer. and the Corrections 
Cabinet shQuld maintain accurate records and periodically assess the appropriateness of the parolee's inactive status. 

AS JIHEMlED: 

The Corrections Cabinet shou1d change its method of counting the probation and parole population to include those on inactive 
supervision. The Corrections Cabinet should maintain accurate address and employment records and periodically assess the appropriateness 
of the parolee's inactive status. 

AGENCLRESf'ONSL_ _ __ __ _ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Disagrees. Inactive supervision is a part of the 
client's progression through the various levels of 
supervision. The amount of time on supervision. the 
level of supervision. and compliance with special and 
general conditions imposed by the Parole Board are 
factors reviewed in great detail. 

The program revi ew commi ttee has recommended that the 
Division of Probation and Parole extend services to 
all parolees on inactive status. Those services would 
include an annual review with an officer. There are 
logistical and manpower problems with this 
recommendation. Once a client is placed on inactive 
status, he is not required to remain at a verifiable 
home address and is at 1 i berty to move withi n the 
state or out-of-state. As a result, it would be 
virtually impossible to locate all clients who are 
currently on inactive status. Also, because of 
offi cer turnover, i nacti ve cli ents woul d often report 
to a new parole officer every year. 

The Division of Probation and Parole does not maintain 
statistics on the inactive parole population. 
However, it is the Cabinet's belief that the end 
result does not justify this exercise. The negative 
result would be for the clients themselves who are 
sent the message that parole supervision does not end. 

Adopted as amended 10/7/91. 
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RECOHHENDATION 7: Validate Risk/Needs Assessment 

The Corrections Cabinet should validate the risk/needs assessment instnment used to classify parolees and probationers into levels of 
supervision to ensure its applicability to Kentucky parolees. The Cabinet should seek financial and technical assistanL.! froa the 
National Institute of Corrections to coaplete this project. 

AGENCY. RESPONSE _ _ ____ . STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Agrees. A preliminary estimate to validate the 
instrument is $15.000 while grants from the NIC are 
generally limited to $6.000. The Cabinet will obtain 
more accurate estimates and funds will be requested 
from both NIC and the neJlt session of the General 
Assembly. 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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RECOI'tIENOATION 8: Change Intensive and Advanced Supervision Programs 

The Corrections Cabinet should change the status of the Intensive and Advanced Supervision Programs fro. special programs to Supervision 
levels that are available statewide. As part of this change, the Cabinet should revise its workload formula so that a parole officer is 
not liarited to supervising parolees in anyone level. Parolee cases should be distributed based on the ti.a requirements of the various 
levels of supervision and the geographic area that the officer covers. 

AGENCY RESPONSL _____ _ _ ____ STAfF ~ES1'QNSElCOMHITTEE ACTION 
CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Disagrees. By designating certain officers as 
Intensi ve and Advanced the Cabi net is abl e to 
establish caseload maximums for these officers, Since 
caseloads are the number one issue cited by parole 
officers, adding to officers' caseloads will hurt 
morale. The central office has not received formal 
complaints regarding the lack of these programs in 
certai n areas. 

Another factor is that ISP and ASP offi cers are hi red 
wi th the expectation of night curfews, more paperwork 
and lower caseloads. This is not the case with career 
employees of the Division of Probation and Parole. 
This change would require a redefining of job duties 
and could result in morale problems. 

Additional costs for purchasing equipment for all 
officers would result. 

Presently. ISP and ASP are used as alternatives to 
revocation. By having a new officer assume the case, 
the client and the officer get a fresh start. 

The Cabinet agrees that a workload assessment needs to 
be performed. The Cabinet estimates cost to be 
approximately $15,000, which they will attempt to fund 
with grants and budget requests. 

Adopted 11/4/91. 
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RECOMMENDATION 9: Improve COmEUnication Between the Parole Board and Parole Officers 

The Parole Board should conduct annual meetings with parole officers in each of the 11 probation and parole districts in the state. The 
meetings should cover such topics as the intent of conditions of parole. local availability of comaunity resources. assigned supervision 
levels. and revocation decisions. 

AGENCY RESPOIiSE 
PMOLE BONID 

Agrees. Parol e Board members have attended trai ni ng 
sessions for parole officers. 

CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Agrees. Two years ago Parole Board members began 
attending each of the 11 probation and parole district 
meetings which are attended by all officers and 
supervisors within the district. To further this 
effort, the Cabinet and Parole Board Chairman are 
considering holding at least one meeting a year 
between Board members and district supervisors to 
discuss policy issues. 

STAFf RESPON~E/CQMHITTEE ACTION 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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RECI»t1EmATIOH 10: Revise Audits of Parole Officers 

The Corrections Cabinet should revise its sem-annua1 audit of parole officers to include a standardized evaluation format for all 
officers statewide. using the present intensive supervision audit format as a IIOdel. The sl!lri-annual audits should also include a field 
supervision cORponent, which should be used to evaluate parole officer performance and to give the officer feedback on how to isprove the 
quality of his sapervision. 

AGENCY RESPONSE STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
CORRECTIOtIS CABINET 

Di sagrees. Audi ts of ISP and ASP offi cers are more 
thorough because the Cabinet smploys two statewide 
coordi nators to handl e audits for the 75 ISP and ASP 
officers. It would be virtually impossible for 
supervi sors to perform these detailed audi ts on the 
remaining 172 officers, ~~ose probation and parole 
caseload totals 8.398 clients. 

In o~aer to implement this recommendation. the Cabinet 
would need to add three additional field coordinators 
to conduct audits on all offf;cers. 

The Cabinet agrees that field audits are critical to 
an evaluat10n of an officer's work performance. 

Adopted 11/4/91. 
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RecD~ndation 11: Authorize a Comprehensive Study of Community Resource Needs 

The 1992 General Assembly should authorize a cooperative study by the legislative Research CoaErission. the Corrections and Hwaan Resources 
Cabinets. and the Parole Board to: 

o 

PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. 

Identify the need for rehabilitative and cClInseling services within geographic areas of the state by detennining wich 
services have a significant i~act on successful reintegration of ~arolees and probationers into society. 

Develop and propose to the General Assembly a long range plan wich prioritizes services and the geographic regions in wich 
they are needed. And. 

Estimate the fiscal i~act of the proposed plan and provide the General Assembly with budgetary optior.s for i~lementation. 

AGENCY RESPONSE u ___ JTAI'F RESPONSE/COMMITTEE A~IIQN 

Adopted 10/7/91. 

CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Agrees. 

CABINET FOR HUHAH RESOURCES 

Agrees. 
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Recommendation 12: Update and Distribute Community Services Directory 

The Corrections Cabinet shuuld update its Community Services Directory annually and distribute copies and updates to all parole officers 
and all Members of the Parole Board. 

AGENCY. RESPONSE__ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE_ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. 

CORRECTIONS CAIlIHET 

Agrees. The Cabi net will begi n thi s p,·ocess 
immediately and the update should be completed by 
February 1. 1992. A copy of the directory will be 
made available to the Parole Board. 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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Recommendation 13: Report Status of Proposed Substance Abuse Facility 

Finance and Adlrinistration Cabinet should report their progress on the substance abuse treatment facility funded by the 1990 Session of 
the Gene~l Assembly to the Appropriations and Revenue Co..nttee by the 1992 Session. The report should include the rationale for any 
operational or geographic changes fro~ the prograa funded by the 1990 General Assembly. 

AGENCY RESl'ONSE __ . _____ . ____ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
PAROLE BOARD 

A9rees. Funding for an additional facility(s} 
be included in the next biennial budget. 
facilities will greatly reduce the number of 
violators. 

should 
These 

parole 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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~ RECOttiENDATIOH 14: Develop a Hare Effective System To Spot Arrested Parolees 

The Corrections Cabinet, with cooperation from the Kentucky State Police and the Administrative Office of the Court should develop a more 
effective system for detecting the arrests of parolees. 

AGENCY RESPONSE STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTE~ ACTION 
JUSTICE CABINET (KENTUCKY STATE POlICE) 

Me 

Agrees. All of the information necessary for timely 
notification of arrests involving a parolee is 
available, however, there is no clear process to 
ensure that this information is accessed. It is 
possible that a cooperative effort between the 
agenci es i denti fi ed in thi s recommendati on could 
develop an effective system for detecting the arrest 
of parolees. However, fi rst an in-depth analysis of 
all processes currently contai ned withi n the agenci es 
must be completed. Any new processes that are 
subsequently identified can then be implemented 
without duplication. 

Agrees. The AOC can implement this recommendation by 
trai ni ng pretri a1 offi cers to advi se the court of the 
information relating to dispositions gained during the 
interview from the Pretriai Services Court Disposition 
System. The information is presently available and 
this recommendation can be accomplished at no 
adtl.itiona1 costs. 

CORRECTIONS CABINET 

Agrees. Prel imi nary conversati ons wi th the Kentucky 
State Police indicate that the development of such a 
system requires long term planning with sufficient 
technical support. There is no quick and easy remedy 
to implementing this recommendation. 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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REI:OIf£NDATIOH 15: Establish Process for Monitoring and Evaluating Parole Officer and Supervisor Discretion 

The Corrections Cabinet should establish management practices and prccedures to monitor and evaluate parole officers and supervisors in 
order to ensure that their use of discretionary authority is consistent and effectively applied. 

AGENCY RESPONSE 
CORRECTIONS CABINET 

The Corrections Cabinet concurs that improvements need 
to be made in this area. The Cabinet is considering 
the following changes to existing policies: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Require that the review between the supervisor 
and officer prior to the issuance of the detainer 
be documented in th~ case file. The review 
should include a discussion of alternatives 
considered. 

Requi re that the di rector or assi stant' di rector 
visit each field office on an annual basis to 
review case files to document the review and 
assess the thoroughness of the review. 

Require that current statistics be maintained for 
each di stri ct on the number of detai ners issued 
relative to their caseload to determine if there 
is a di sproporti onate di stri buti on of detai ners 
in certain areas. The· director and assistant 
di rector would revi ew thi s data at 'least 
quarterly to determine 1f more frequent field 
visits are nceded. 

STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 

Adopted 11/4/91. 
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RECOI+1ENDATION 16: Require Centralized Documentation of the Reasons For Releasing Suspected Parole Violators 

The General Assembly should amend .KRS 439.430(1) to require the director of the Corrections Cabinet Division of Probation and Paro'~ to 
document reasons for releasing suspected parole violators prior to final disposition of the case by the ALJ of the Parole Board. Also, 
the Corrections Cabinet should promulgate new regulations which require all parole officials to document their reasons for releasing any 
and all suspected parol e vi olators back to supervi si on. These documents shoul d be kept with the Corrani ssi oner of the Department of 
Community Services and Facilities. 

lIS AHENDED: 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.430(1) to require the director of the Corrections Cabinet Division of Probation and Parole to 
document reasons for not seeking revocation of a suspected parole violator if the director does not submit a recommendation to the Parole 
Board. 

AGENCY RESPONSE STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
CORRECTIONS CABINET 

The program review team has misinterpreted a section 
of KRS 439.430 (1). The abil ity of the di rector to 
release a suspected parole violator is only after the 
matter has been referred to the Parol e Board and ill!. 
warrant is forthcoming. The di rector does not di rect 
the release of any suspected parole violator until the 
Parole Board has reviewed the case and declines to 
issue a warrant. 

Corrections policy 27-19-01 provides an opportunity 
for the officer to recommend leniency before or during 
the hearing or request that the case be continued 
indefinitely. The officer makes the recommendation on 
the record at the preliminary hearing and the ALJ 
includes that recorranendation in the findings of 
facts. In the event that the officer requests 
leniency or a continuance prior to the preliminary 
hearing, the officer must submit the motion for 
continuance sine die to the ALJ. 

The above named document is i nc1 uded in the parol ees 
central office file. All special reports, notice of 
preliminary hearing and any other document relating to 
the revocation process are also filed in the central 
offi ce file. 

The Division of Probation and Parole is certainly 
interested in improving reviews of parole officers 
discretion. However, to set up an entirely separate 
filing system for revocation documents does not appear 
justified. 

Adopted as amended 11/4/91. 
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REC(H£NDATION 17: Allow AlJ to Add Conditions of 1'arole 

The Parole Board should amend 501 KAR 1:040(1) to allow administrative law judges to place additional conditions of parole on leniency 
agreements for parole violators. Any additional parole conditions imposed by an ALJ shall be subject to Board approval. 

AS AHENDED: 

The Parole Board should prolllDte 501 KAR 1:04tl(1) which allows administrative law judges to place additional conditions of parole on 
leniency agreements for parole violators. Any addltional parole conditions iBposed by an AlJ shall be subject to Board approval. 

AGENCY RESP!m~_____ ______ _ _ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE_ACTION 
PAROLE BOARD 

Agrees. The Board aJ ready is consi deri ng thi sand 
also allowing administrative law judges to grant 
leniency. even if not so moved by the parole officer. 

Adopted as amended 10/7/91. 
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RECIHiENDATIOH 19: Reflec~ Diversity on the Parole Board. Quorums and Panels 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.320 to require that a minimum of three (3) disciplines or professions be represented on the 
Board at any time. Furthermore, the Parole Board should amend its administrative regulations to provide that the Board's diversity be 
reflected on quorum~ and panels used to c?nduct interviews-and hear cases. 

AS AHENDED: 

RECOfHlIJATION 19: Reflect Diversity on the Parole Board. Quorums and Panels 

The General Assembly shol,ld anend KRS 439.320 to require that a IllinilllUll of three (3) disciplines or professions be represented on the 
Board at any tilDe. 

AGENCY~ES~ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Oisagrees. Changes to ensure diversity should not be 
statutory. Placing restrictions in the statute limits 
those who can qualify. While the Board needs 
diversity, what we need most are people who have 
demonstrated integrity and decision-making ability. 
If there is a. strong COllJl1ission and good input, then 
diversity will result. 

Attempts to schedule persons with specific ~~ckgrounds 
to speci fi c heari ngs would be a scheduli ng ni ghtmare 
and could lead to the same members always serving on 
the same panels. This recollDlll!ndation would so reduce 
needed fleAibility for scheduling, that it could bring 
the process to a halt. 

Adopted as amended 11/4/91. 
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RECOHHENDATION 20: Advertise Parole Board Vacancies 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.320 to requl~~ public notification of expired terms or vacancies on the Parole Board. 

AGENCY RESPONSE 
PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. This should occur with all state boa~ds. 

CORRECTIONS CABINET (Commnssion on Corrections and 
Community Services) 

Agrees. 

STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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RECOHMEHDATIOH 21: Re-stagger Terms of Board He!llbers 

The General Asserilly should amend KRS 439.320 to re-stagger terms of Parole Board memers when the current tel"'ElS eJtpire. Upon tl:e 
eJtpiration of the ter~ of office of the two Board me~ers whose terms eJtpire June 30, 1994, the Governor shall appoint two meabers to 
serve until June 3D, 1995. Thereafter, all members would serve four year terms. To ensure continuity, the statute should also require 
that terms be re-staggered each time there is an action that changes the configuration of the Parole Board. 

AGENCY RESPONSE _ _ _ STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
PAROI.E BOARD 

Agrees. Adopted 10/7/91. 
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RECOMHENDATION 22: Place Time Limit on Parole Board Appointments 

The General Assembly should amend KRS 439.320 to require that the Governor make appointments or reappointments to the Parole Board no 
later than 60 days after a tenA expires or a vacancy occurs. 

AGENCY_RES1'OHSE STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. However. the time peri od shoul d be extended 
to 90 days and reappoi ntment should be automati c if 
the Governor fails to act within the time specified. 

Adopted 10/7/91. 
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Reco~ndation 23: Develop Research Capabilities 

The General Assembly should require the Parole Board and Corrections Cabin2t to evaluate the effectiveness of the parole syst~ and 
its individual components. Existing research capabilities should be expanded to en<>b'/e the Parole Board and the Corrections Cabinet t: 
jointly: 

.. .. 
collect data pertinent to the evaluation of the parole system. 
aaintain the data in an accessible and useful format. 
analyze the data and identify trends. and 
report annual co~arative data • 

AGENCY RtsEDNSE STAfF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Agrees. The Parole Board needs not only information 
about inmates, victims and other such groups, but al~o 
information concerning Board decisions. The 
informati on is a1 ready there, but needs to be 
analyzed. This Committee is urged to support the 
addition of a qualified senior researcher with 
programming skills to the ·Parole Board staff. Program 
R~view staff questions about the need to add a 
full-time research position to the Board indicates 
that they ei ther have no concept of the time 
requirements needed to conduct valid and reliable 
research, or simply do not understand the information 
needs of the Board. Thei r corrment that grants from 
the me wou1d be suffi ci ent for the Board I s purposes 
is totally untrue. 

CORRECTIOOS CABINET 

Agrees. Existing research capabilities should be 
expanded to provide the Cabinet Clnd the parole board 
with additional information that will assist in short 
and long term planning. While the Cabinet maintains 
data on offenders, in-depth analysis capabilities are 
currently limited. 

Adoptsd 11/4/91. 
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Recommendation 24: Remove Parole Board Chairman From Selection and Nominating Body 

The General Assed>ly should amend !<RS 439.302 to remove the Chai rman of the Parole Board fro. !>erving or.! the body responsible for 
screening and no.nnating future parole board ~Ers for gubernatorial appointment. 

AGENCLRf5I'ON~_. ~ _____ ~ _______ ~~ __ ~ ________ SLAfF..RESI'ONSELCOMMHTEE ACTION 
PAROlE BOARD 

Disagrees. The majority of Parole Board member~ 
support the Chairman remaining as a member of the 
Commi ssi on. but woul d recommend that he !Ie a 
non-voting member. One Parole Board members supports 
the recommendation as is. 

CORRECTIONS CABINET (Commission on Corrections and 
Community Services) 

Disagrees. The Chairperson is able to offer a gnique 
perspective on the activities of the Board and the 
demands of its members. However. to remove any 
appearance of conflict of interest, the Chairperson 
could be named as a non-voting member. 

Adopted 11/4/91. 
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COHHITTEE RECOHHEHDATION 1: Require legislative Confirmation FOT Parole Board Appointments 

The General Assembly should amend KRS Chapter 439 to require that gubernatorial appointments to the Kentucky Parole Board be confirmed by 
the Senate in accordance with the procedures set forth in KRS 11.160. 

AGENCY RESI'ONSE __ ...... STAFF RESPONSE/COMMITTEE ACTION 

Adopted 11/4/91. 
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COMMITTEE RECOHHENDATION Z: Create an Autonomous NoBrinating Co..nssion 

The General Assembly should create a new section of KRS Chapter 439 to establish a new autllnolllOUS cOlllllission to nouinate persons for 
gubernatorial appointlllent to the Parole Board. The cOqlosition could be COIDf)OSed of at least one representative from the following 
areas: law enforcement, judiciary, victi.'s rights organizations. local elected officials, practicing attorneys, behavioral sr.ientists, 
fOl'llll!r parole board aemers, educators, and the general public. The primry duties of the co..nssion would be to: 

.. 

.. .. .. .. 

establish policies and procedures for publlcly announcing and advertising Parole Board vacancies, 
Certify qualificatio~s of applicants, 
Devise a aethod of evaluating parole board applicants, 
Conduct background investigations on noBrinees • 
Sumt three nUles per vacancy, to the Governor, and 
Issue an advisory opinion to the Governor regarding the removal of a parole board ~r after conducting a hearing • 

Hellbel"$ of the colRiss!on would serve four-year staggered tenas. Public lIII!dIers of the Colllllrission would receive twenty five ($25) 
dollars per day per aeeting. Each courissioner would be reilllbursed for travel and other reasonable and necessary expenses. for 
adBrinistrative purposes, the new co~ssiQn would be attached to the Justice Cabinet. 

AGENCY RESPONSE STAFF RESPONSEICOMMITTEE ACTION 
Not adopted 11/4/91. 
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