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APPENDIX B 
SUMMARY OF PAROLE REVOCATIONS 

For the Period July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1977

Parole Revocations, July 1, 1973 - June 30, 19771 

New Felonies Technical Violations
% # %’

Revoked within 
one year after
parole release 23 7% 28 9%

Revoked after 
more than one 
year after
parole release 12 11% 18 6%

Totals 35 11% 46 15%

1. This summary is based on data obtained from Board records
and percentages are based upon a total of 319 parole releases
over the four year period. The Board's objective is to 
maintain less than a 8% new felony rate by parolees within a 
year of parole release.

2. This information is not complete since post-FY'77 data has
not been considered for this summary. For example, there
may be FY'78 or '79 parole revocations which relate to a pre-
FY'78 parole release.
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF PAROLE RELEASE HEARING DISPOSITIONS 
For the Period July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1978

Total Disposition of Parole
Cases  Release Hearings

Fiscal Year Heard Paroled Continued Denied

1974 220 81 115 24

1975 247 98 130 19

1976 223 69 110 44

1977 207 71 77 59

1978 228 79 80 69

Total of all
Fiscal years 1125 398 512 215

Five year
average 225 80 102 43
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A P P E N D I X  D

Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  S E N T  T O  B O A R D  M E M B E R S

(A) W h a t  do y o u  b e l i e v e  to be the g o a l s  a n d  o b j e c t i v e s  
of the B o a r d  o f  P a r o l e ?

D e s c r i p t i o n

T o  r e t u r n  p e o p l e  t o  s o c i e t y  w h e n  
r e a d y .

T o  s a v e  t a x p a y e r s '  m o n e y .

T o  h e l p  t h e  p a r o l e e  i n  m a k i n g  s o c i a l  
a d j u s t m e n t .

T o  h a v e  l e s s  t h a n  8% n e w  f e l o n i e s  b y  
p a r o l e e s .

R e t u r n  p a r o l e e s  t o  c u s t o d y  t o  p r e v e n t  
f u t u r e  c r i m e .

(B) W h a t  g o a l s  a n d  o b j e c t i v e s  do y o u  feel the B o a r d  
ha s  s u c c e e d e d  in m e e t i n g ?  Has n o t  s u c e e d e d  in 
m e e t i n g ?

D o  r e s p o n s e .

(A) H o w  d o e s  the B o a r d  m e a s u r e  its p r o g r e s s  in 
m e e t i n g  its g o a l s  a n d  o b j e c t i v e s ?

D u m b e r  
o f  R e s p o n s e s  
( S e e  D o t e  1 )

2
1

D u m b e r  
o f  R e s p o n s e sD e s c r i p t i o n  

B y  r e s e a r c h .

P a r o l e e s '  s u c c e s s  o r  f a i l u r e  i s  a  s t a n d a r d  
o f  m e a s u r e .

(B ) Is t h e r e  a n y t h i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  th a t  y o u  w o u l d  c o n­
sid e r  v a l u a b l e  in e v a l u a t i n g  the p e r f o r m a n c e  of 
the B o a r d ?

1

D e s c r i p t i o n  

D e e d  m o r e  r e s e a r c h .

D e e d  b e t t e r  c a s e  h i s t o r y  a n d  t i m e  t o  s t u d y  
c a s e s .

D u m b e r  
o f  R e s p o n s e s
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(A) I s  t h e  s t a f f  f r o m  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d
Social Services and/or other departments adguate
to perform and enforce all laws and regulations
relating to the Board of Parole?

D e s c r i p t i o n
N u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l ' s  s t a f f  i s  a d e q u a t e . ' 1

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  i s  i n a d e q u a t e . 3

(B) What staff support services are provided 
adequately? Inadequately?

D e s c r i p t i o n
N u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l ' s  s t a f f  i s  a d e q u a t e .

P o l i c i j j  p l a n n i n g  a n d  s u p p o r t  s t a f f  i s  
i n a d e q u a t e .

What evidence exists demonstrating that

1 •

S

t h e
Board has operated in the public's best in-
terest?

D e s c r i p t i o n
N u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

S o m e  p e o p l e  n e v e r  w i l l  b e  p a r o l e d . 1

We  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  p u b l i c . 1

Q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e
B o a r d  i s  h i g h . ?.

What evidence exists demonstrating that the
absence of Parole regulations and/or the Board
would be detrimental to the public's best
interest?

D e s c r i p t i o n
N u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

T h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  e a c h  r e g u l a t i o n  i s  
i n t e n d e d  t o  a s s i s t  t h e  p a r o l e e  a s  w e l l  
a s  p r o t e c t  t h e  p u b l i c . 1

Has the Board recommended any statutory changes
which are generally in the public's best interest?

D e s c r i p t i o n
N u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

Y e s . 1
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N u m b e r
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  R e s p o n s e s

N o .  1

N o t  s u r e .  1

Are there any statutes or regulations that you 
believe to be obsolete, vague, unduly restrictive 
and/or inadequate to provide the Board with the 
responsibility and power to properly govern the 
purpose and activities of the Board? Please 
list and explain.

N u m b e r
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  R e s p o n s e s

1 38. 2
What changes could be made to the Board which 
would improve its service to the public?

N u m b e r
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  R e s p o n s e s

N e e d  m o r e  p e r s o n n e l  s u p p o r t .  1

N e e d  m o r e  o f f i c e  s p a c e .  1

T h e  B o a r d  i s  e f f e c t i v e  a s  i t  i s .  I

T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  a n  a l t e r n a t e  m e m b e r  i n
t h e  B o a r d .  2

T h e r e  n e e d s  t o  h e  s o m e  y o u n g e r  B o a r d  m e m b e r s .  1

C o m p e n s a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  a d j u s t e d  t o  m e e t
e x p e n s e s . 1

B o a r d  n e e d s  t o  h a v e  w r i t t e n  g u i d e l i n e s . 1

Is the current five-person, part-time Board 
structure adequate to efficiently and effectively 
process parole cases?

N u m b e r
D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  H e s p o u s e s

T h e  c u r r e n t  s t r u c t u r e  i s  a d e q u a t e . 3

B e c a u s e  o f  w o r k l o a d 3 a  f u l l - t i m e  b o a r d
m a y  b e  n e c e s s a r y . 1

6 .  ( c o n t ' d )
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10,

1 1 ,

Do you feel a "parole guidelines model" will be 
beneficial to the Board in deciding on Parole 
cases? Why?

D e s c r i p t i o n

X e e .

Additional comments.

Humber
o f  R e s p o n s e s

D e s c r i p t i o n

I f  t h e  B o a r d  i s  d i s s o l v e d  p a r o l e e s  w o u l d  
h a v e  t o  f i n i s h  p a r o l e  t i m e  u n d e r  s o m e  
s y s t e m .

M a n y  p e o p l e  d o  n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  o r  k n o w  t h e  
f u n c t i o n s  o f  t h e  B o a r d .

P e o p l e  d o n ’ t  k n o w  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
p r o b a t i o n  o r  p a r o l e .

H u m b e r  

o f  R e s p o n s e s

Note 1

We sent the above questionnaire to five current Board members 
as of December 12, 1978 and seven previous members. Of 
the twelve questionnaires sent, we received three responses, 
representing current members. There may be more than three 
responses to each question since a member may have answered 
with more than one response.
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QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO PROBATION-PAROLE OFFICERS

A P P E N D I X  E

1. What can be done to contribute to the 
parole system's effectiveness? Are 
there any services now provided by the 
Parole Board that need improvement? 
Should any additional services be 
rendered?

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  ( N o t e  2 ) .

a .  O r g a n i z e  P a r o l e  B o a r d  t o  i n c l u d e  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  m e m b e r s .

b .  T h e  B o a r d  i s  d o i n g  a  g o o d  j o b .

Do you feel that your recommendations con­
cerning parole cases are given adequate 
consideration (to pre-release plan responses; 
revocation pebitions)?

Do you believe the Board has operated in the 
Dlic's best i:public interest, why or why not?

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  i f  Y e s .

a .  T h e  B o a r d  i s  m o s t l y  s e c c e s n f u l  a n d  
m i n d f u l  o f  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  i f  N o .

a .  S o m e t i m e s  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  n o t  w e l l  
t h o u g h t  o u t .

Do you ever have any problems in contacting a
Board member for parole related business?
Please specify.

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  i f  Y e s .

a .  I t  h a s  s o m e t i m e s  b e e n  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
c o n t a c t  a  B o a r d  m e m b e r  t o  o b t a i n  a >. 
a r r e s t  w a r r a n t  f o r  a  p a r o l e  v i o l a t o r .

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  i f  N o .

a .  P a r o l e  B o a r d  s t a f f  a r e  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e .

R e s p o n s e s  ( N o t e  1 )  
No

Y e s  N o  O p i n i

N / A

11

10

-0-
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Do y o u  f e e l  t h a t  p a r o l e e s  h a v e  h a d  m o r e  o r
less success than probaioners in readjusting 
to society?

6. Do you feel the Board is overly lenient or 
restrictive in reviewing applications for 
parole, why or why not?

T y p i c a l  r e s p o n s e  i f  N o .

a .  T h e  B o a r d  i s  f a i r  i n  g r a n t i n g  
p a r o l e  a n d  n e i t h e r  t o o  l e n i e n t  
o r  r e s t r i c t i v e .

7. Do you feel that those parolees you have been 
in contact with in the past have represented 
"good risks"?

8. Should the Board be allowed to terminate 
parole at a date earlier than presently 
required by law?

Note 1

Total responses 1£

Number of questionnaires mailed 
to State employed field probation- 
parole officers. £0

Questionnaire response rate 35%
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JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR
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DEPT. OF HEALTH V\l) SOC IAL SERVICES

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

August 6, 1979

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA 
Division of Legislative Audit 
Legislative Affairs Agency 
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

POUCH H 01- JUNEAU 99911

R E C E I V E D

IMIG 6

L E GI S L AT I VE
A U D I T

Membersof my staff have reviewed your audit report entitled 
"A Performance Review of the Alaska State Board of Parole". 
Generally, we find your recommendations helpfull. There 
appears to be two areas where clarification is necessary.

The first is $14,200 of the funds identified in Appendix A 
as lapsing where part of a LEAA Grant that was carried 
forward into Fiscal Year 1979.

The second item and more difficult is that of the information 
contained in Appendix B and C. There has been two methods 
of tabulating the information. Membef> of the Parole Board 
and your staff presented two differing opinions.

It would be greatly appreciated if your staff could provide 
the criteria used in compiling the grouping. This would 
allow myself and others in the Department to compare the two 
methods. Another response will be provided after the methods 
have been reviewed.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the audit report.

Sincerely,

Helen D. Beirne *
Commissioner

0P-F38LH
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Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 
Division of Legislative Audit 
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

The statement on page three under the section entitled 
"Scope Constraints" is erroneous. All reports required 
pursuant to AS 33.15.13',) have been completed and filed with 
the Commissioner's office. Copies of these annual reports 
have been copied for your Division on at least two occasions. 
Reports required pursuant to AS 33.15.130 have been submitted 
since at least 1975. Because of limited staff, those reports 
are cursory in nature and are of little value to non-criminal 
justice administrators or the Legislature. Additional 
funding should be provided if more comprehensive reports are 
desired. The Governor's Budget and Audit staff should 
provide the necessary forms to all State agencies so that 
they can comply with AS 37.07.090. Neither of the reports 
outlined in AS 33.15.130 or AS 37.07.090 wil] be of much 
value in evaluating the performance of the Board without 
much more comprehensive data such as that being collected 
under the current "parole guidelines" grant on a limited 
nubmer of cases and the information expected to be collected 
under the "OBSCIS" grant.

The statement in paragraph one, page five, is incorrect, 
regarding the Board having two clerical personnel. The 
Board has never had two clerical positions authorized in my 
eight years with the Board. We did have a temporary CETA 
for several months this past year.

Response to Audit 
Report - Parole Board

26 (a)



Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson 
Page 2
August 2, 1979

Paragraph number three of page five does not correctly 
outline the options available to the Board at revocation 
hearings. The first two options in the second sentence are 
correct, the third is not. Besides the first two options, 
the Board may also:

1. Find the parolee in violation but allow him to 
remain on parole with any other conditions it 
deems appropriate.

2. Revoke parole and require the parolee to serve the 
remainder of his sentence minus good time earned.

3. Continue the case to the next hearing for additional 
information.

The last sentence in paragraph three of page five is also 
incorrect. The Board has averaged 2? revocations per year, 
not 27. This includes a substantial number of mandatory 
release revocations of those offenders placed on supervision 
by operation of law without any control by the Parole Board 
(AS 33.20.040). Five of the revocations in 1978 were in 
this category. Actual number of revocations of offenders 
released by a discretionary decision of the Board would 
probably be closer to 18 per year.

We agree the Board should be more specific in formulating 
one other objective, the only one suggested by the staff of 
Legislative Audit, relating to an acceptable level of technical 
revocations by the Board. This objective has been specified 
in the preliminary FY-81 budget. Other specific measureable 
objectives have been established previously, are a part of 
the Board's records, and copies have previously been sent to 
Legislative Audit. After discussing this topic again with 
Legislative Audit staff on July 18 and 20, no other recommendation 
was made other than the technical violation rate objective.

The Board strongly disagrees with the "Report Conclusion" in 
paragraph four of page seven that the Board should "maintain 
necessary information which would contribute to evaluating 
performance as well as planning and controlling current 
activities". Elaboration is provided later in this response.



M r.  G e r a l d  L .  W i l k e r s o n
P a g e  3
A u g u s t  2 ,  1 9 7 9

The Board agrees with the recommendation that it codify its 
regualtions (elaboration provided later in this repsonse). 
Current regulations .iave already been made available to all 
known interested pc.r ̂ ies and we will continue this practice.
A comprehensive set of regulations was presented to the 
Board members on July 5, 1979, and they were approved with 
se.eral minor changes by the Board members present on July 
20, 1979. The Board awaits the comments of the Attorney 
General's Office before formally sending them out to interested 
parties for comment and then adoption.

Codifying Board regulations as suggested in paragraph five 
on page seven will benefit a small number of employees that 
frequently work with or within the criminal justice system. 
However, only a comprehensive education and information 
effort will have any impact on helping the general public 
understand and be able to offer realistic suggestions about 
the Parole Board. Public meetings attended by staff or 
Board members in the past have been of limited value in 
enlightening the public but we agree the public should have 
the opportunity for the input. Again, only a concerted 
public information effort will be of much value in educating 
the public. These comments are based upon many years of 
experience with the public in handling Corrections-related 
matters.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings under recommendation number one on page nine 
are erroneous as written. The Board does have other specific 
and articulated objectives than the one referred to in your 
report. Legislative Audit staff have refused to acknowledge 
the presence of others not contained in the FY-79 budget 
even through contained in other related documents and in 
Board rules and regulations. All of these have been copied 
for Legislative Audit. (See memo of January 16, 1979 for a 
brief summary). The Board certainly wishes to establish 
Jong range goals but finds this impossible without adequate 
staff to compile data for the members to provide them with 
bases for future planning.

The first sentence (underlined) under recommendation number 
two on page nine is not true and has no basis in fact. The 
Board staff is quite familiar with "necessary information" 
from many other jurisdictions and we know the information we 
maintain will very favorably compare with these other systems.



M r.  G e r a l d  L .  W i l k e r s o n
P a g e  4
A u g u s t  2 ,  1 9 7 9

Our case files are comprehensive and would take a person 
well acquainted with them at least 1 to 1 1/2 hours to 
digest the material contained in each case file for the 
initial hearing. What is true is that most of this information 
is not coded, compiled, or analyzed and made available to 
the members in a usable fashion. A quick comparison of 
current case files with older files wil] show that the 
quality of the files has beer, significantly upgraded in 
recent years. The Boards' attempts to get someone else to 
analyze the data or to allow the Board to hire staff that 
could assist with this task have been well documented.
Again your staff have already been provided with copies of 
information to support this. We heartily agree that there 
is an urgent need to compile and analyze case information 
and mangement information that is already available in the 
Board office. The need to collect and analyze other information 
will become apparent once this first step is taken. Establishing 
procedures for maintaining and reporting data will be established 
once the staff is available to complete the work.

The Board has complied with the reporting requirements of AS
33.15.130 as noted earlier in this response. Comments have 
already been made about the lack of compliance with AS 
37.07.090. We would gladly comply with t’J.s statute if 
provided the forms and instructions for completing them. AS
33.15.130 requires the Board to submit data regarding its 
decisions to the administration. This has been done. The 
statute does not require that the Board inlcude "a computation 
and analysis of dispositions in criminal matters by State 
courts . . .", as stated in your report. The statutory 
language is clearly discretionary and the Board certainly 
does not anticipate taking on this mamoth task without 
specific legislative direction and the necessary staff.

Again, the Board wishes to comply with AS 37.07.090 if given 
the forms and instructions to accomplish the task. We would 
welcome the resources to enable us to complete a comprehensive 
rather than a perfunctory annual report pursuant to AS 
33.15.130.

The Board agrees with recommendation number four as set 
forth on page ten. We feel we have complied with this to 
the greatest extent possible with the funds appropriated.
Your staff was supplied with a documented list of numerous 
meetings attended by Board representatives with citizen 
groups, individuals, and of course other governmental agencies. 
The only suggestion your staff made to augment current

26 (d)



M r.  G e r a l d  L ,  W i l k e r s o n
P a g e  5
A u g u s t  2 ,  1 9 7 9

practice, is to make adminstrative meetings open to the 
public. In fact, these meetings are not nor have they ever 
been "closed" to the public. But they have been held in 
conjuction with Board hearings as time permits in recent 
years simply because no funds were available for them. You 
cannot advertise an administrative meeting you do not know 
if you are going to be able to hold. Case decisions are the 
primary responsibility and we have not had the funds to hold 
specific meetings to obtain public comment. We will gladly 
do this if funds are supplied. We agree with notification 
of public meetings, agenda, etc. as recommended and they 
would obviously be complied with if the money is forthcoming. 
Funding for such meetings have been requested in the Board's 
preliminary budgets in the past and we have again requested 
funds for this activity in the preliminary FY-81 budget 
submission. A record of ail administrative Board meetings 
is already being kept.

The Board concurs in recommendation number five on page 11. 
Your report does not reflect that this has been a priority 
of the Board. The annotated regulations have been prepared 
by staff and reviewed by the members. The Board is awaiting 
the comments of its attorney before sending the proposed 
regulations out to the affected agencies and the public for 
comment. The final step is making final changes, adopting 
the regulations, and training affected Corrections staff 
regarding the changes. If we are supplied with funds and 
staff, this task will be completed before the full Legislature 
holds hearings regarding this report.

ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC NEED

The Board concurs in the comments in Section I, page 12. 
Subsection three should point out that the documented figures 
show the * colees released by the Board were convicted of 
far fewer felonies than any other Board in the country, even 
with 1 1/2 to 4 1/2 year follow-up from release. This is 
very significant. This data was reviewed with your staff on 
July 18, 1979.

Regarding Section II, page 12, subsection 2 is incorrect for 
the reasons stated previously about recommendation number 
two, page nine. It is significant that your report made 
absolutely no reference to "budgetary, resource, and personnel 
matters" in your analysis as called for in the sunset statute.



I

I
I

I

I

I

a

a

a

i

i

i

i

Nor was any explanation given for failure to address this 
most important issue. A recent group of corrections'professionals 
hired to help analyze the corrections system in Alaska and 
plan for the future of the system did discuss some of these 
issues.

First of all, they indicated the Alaska Parole Board exceeded 
the national standards developed for adult paroling agencies 
in most respects. In the areas where the Board fell short, 
most of the suggestions made to bring us in compliance with 
national standards were either changes in the statutes or 
increased funding by the Legislature. Of great significance 
is the fact that the Corrections Masterplan Legislative 
Subcommittee adopted most, if not all, of the recommendations 
of thse corrections consultants regarding the operation of 
the Parole Board, at a meeting on July 16, 1979.. Although 
there are some inaccurances in the consultant's report, it 
is essentially accurate as provided to your staff earlier 
this year.

Although you have ignored our suggestions that changes are 
needed in the statutes, we strongly encourage the Legislators 
to review the recommendations of the corrections specialists 
contained in their report. I would also suggest a copy of 
the national standards be provided any legislator who is 
interested in what statubory changes would be necessary to 
allow the Alaska Board to become accredited. (Money was 
budgeted to allow the Board to apply for accreditation in 
1978, but we did not pursue this, in great part because of 
the need for these statutory changes). Finally, the Masterplan 
report strongly recommended increased staff for the Board tc* 
allow us to comply in the few areas we do not at the present 
time. We believe that this is one case in which a smal] 
amount of additional funding will allow the Board to operate 
more efficiently and compr hensively and provide everyone 
with information that they all want about the Board's operation.

The Board agrees with Section III, page 13. Interestingly,
much of the legislation we have recommended in recent years
is also included in the national standards and in the recommendations
in the Corrections Masterplan consultant report already
referred to.

I
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M r.  G e r a l d  L .  W i l k e r s o n
P a g e  7
A u g u s t  2 ,  1 9 7 9

We agree with Section IV, page 13. Inasmuch as much of the 
feedback the Board gers is in the form of telephone'calls, 
comments made at meetings attended by Board representatives, 
etc., this information will never be available for analysis. 
All of our old correspondence files were available for the 
legislative audit staff to review for comments if they had 
wished. The partial list of Board contacts with citizen and 
government groups is extensive. A survey of these contacts 
would take minimal time and would show the attitude of these 
people about the operation of the Board.

The comments listed under Section V, page 13 are not true.
We have never barred anyone from attending an administrative 
Board meeting. These meetings are net advertised and public 
input has not been solicited in the past for the reasons 
enumerated in the comments regarding recommendation number 
four. Regulations of the Board have been made available to 
anyone that has requested them in the past and copies have 
been widely circulated in the Alaska criminal justice system. 
Where a change was made in the policy, the change was 
provided the party requesting the information. The Board 
has complied with this section to the greatest possible 
extent with the funds and scaff available, even though we 
have been working to codify the regulations. See previous 
comments about the status of implementation of recommendation 
number five.

We have no problems with Section VI, pages 13 and 14.
However, our correspondence files do contain many letters 
addressed to the Board that we answer, answer for the Commissioner 
and for the Governor's office, that are available for analysis 
regarding the operation of the Board.

We concur with Section VII, page 4.

We concur with Section VIII, page 14. Of significance is 
that the Governor and the Board have made a concerted effort 
to insure a broad cross section of the Alaska community is 
represented on the Board. The current makeup of the Board 
includes 1 Alaska Native male, 1 white female, 1 black male, 
and 2 Caucasian males.

Legislative Audit has chosen to not deal with Section IX, 
page 14. I strongly suggest that the recommendations of the
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C o r r e c t i o n s  M a s t e r p l a n  c o n s u l t a n t s  a n d  the l e g i s l a t i v e  
s u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  C o r r e c t i o n s  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  be  m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  
to t h e  m e m b e r s  of t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  t h a t  r e c e i v e  t h i s  r e p o r t  
so t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  h a v e  some idea of w h a t  is r e c o m m e n d e d  to 
a l l o w  the B o a r d  to o p e r a t e  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e l y  a n d  e f f i c i e n t l y .

A footnote to Appendix A needs to be added to clarif} that 
most of the $17,481 "lapsed" money was money from a federal 
grant that was mcved over to be used during calendar year 
1979. It did not lapse.

Legislative Audit figures in Appendix B are grossly inaccurate. 
Legislative Audit was notified of this on July 18, and on 
July 20, 1979. We have carefully rechecked our figures and 
they are accurate. Since our figures as given to Mr. LaVine 
from Legislative Audit have not been disputed, I assume they 
have no quarrel with them. Although LaVine does not think 
the difference is significant, the total number of new 
felony convictions is only 12, rather than the 35 reported 
in the report. I think the citizens of the State would be 
concerned if the figure was as high as 35. The report 
figures for new felonies is almost three times the actual 
figures; and the technical violation figures reported are 
much lower than the parolee files reflect. With the corrected 
figures, the Board's return to jail for a new felony conviction 
is much lower than the average, and the technical violation 
rate is a little higher t.'-an the national average. The 
corrected summary data are enclosed as Attachement A to this 
response.

T h e  f i g u r e s  for A p p e n d i x  C are s o m e w h a t  i n a c c u r a t e ,  but no 
g r o s s  e r r o r s  e x i s t .  F o r  the record, the c o r r e c t e d  f i g u r e s  
in t h e  s a m e  f o r m a t  are a t t a c h e d  to t h e  l e t t e r  as A t t a c h m e n t
B.

T h e  r e s p o n s e  to t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s e n t  to p r o b a t i o n / p a r o l e  
o f f i c e r s  w a s  l o w  b e c a u s e  m a n y  of the e m p l o y e e s  r e c e i v i n g  the 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w e r e  a s s i g n e d  to h a n d l e  j u v e n i l e  c a s e s  only.
Also, questionnaires were not sent to the 1] institutional
probation/parole officers who work extensively with the
Board. I n t e r e s t  a m o n g  t h e s e  e m p l o y e e s  is h i g h  r e g a r d i n g
Parole Board matters. Legislative Audit was notified of
this oversight on their part in December, 1978, but questionnaires
were never sent to these employees. I suggest they be
included in any future questionnaires.

Overall, the Board agrees with most of the comments made 
under each of the five "recommendations", even though the
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recommendations themselves are mostly very inaccurate.
These recommendations should be corrected so the public and 
the Legislators are not mislead or misinformed. The inaccurancies 
we have pointed out are mostly substantive rather than 
technical. The Board is very concerned by the reticence 
on the part of your staff to correct obvious inaccuracies in 
the report such as the data compiled in Appendix B regarding 
new felonies. We stand ready at any time to support our 
statements contained in this response and the figures we 
have supplied to correct the data included in the Appendixes.

WBL/vh
cc: Helen D. Beirne

Commissioner

P.S. Although your staff agreed to provide us with a copy 
of the audit report and receive our comments before making 
it available to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee,
I understand it has already been made available and discussed 
with the Committee members. I trust you will advise them of 
the errors in the data in your draft report. Of course, the 
errors we have pointed out in the audit report also apply to 
the summary report of June 19, 1979, and because of the 
abbreviated nature of it, the inaccuarcies in that summary 
unfortunately are maximized. This summary certainly should 
be corrected. Since the other members of the Board have 
requested I reply in their behalf to the audit report, please 
accept this letter as representative of the comments of the 
entire Board.

William B. Lyons 
Chairman
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CORRECTED

appendix b

SUMMARY OF PAROLE REVOCATIONS 
For the Period July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1977

Parole Revocatios, July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1977

New Felonies Technical, Violations

2 .6 % 56 18.5%

1.3%

4 %

19

75

6.3%

24.8%

This summary is based on data obtained from Board records 
and percentages are based upon a total of 3.19 parole releases 
over the four year period. The Board's objective is to 
maintain less than a 8% new felony rate by parolees within a 
year of parole releases.

This information is not complete since post-FY'77 data has 
not been considered for this summary. For example, there 
may be FY'78 or '79 parole revocations which relate to a 
pre FY'78 parole release.

Research verified and rechecked in June, 1979 By Alaska Board 
of Parole.
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF PAROLE REI.EASE HEARING DISPOSITIONS

For the Period of July 1, 1973 - June 30, 1978

Total Dispositions of Parole
Cases Release Hearings

Fiscal Year Heard Paroled Continued Denied Other

1975 252 93 133 22 4

1976 214 53 92 61 8

1977 212 75 78 52 7

1978 226 64 72 78 12

Total of all
Fiscal Years 1132 362 496 241 33

Five year
average 72 _99 4_8 7

* Research verified' and rechecked in June, 1979, By Alaska
Board of Parole.
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flHAHCE DIVISIOH 
POUCH WF-STATE CAPITOL

BUDCET AHD AUOIl COMMITTEE JUNEAU, ALASKA 998 t t

August 7, 1979

Members of the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the responses of the Parole Board and the
Department of Health and Social Services and the auditor's
comments are listed below.

Recommendation No. 1

The Board should establish specific objectives and related
measurement criteria so that its performance can be evaluated.

The Board's response to Recommendation No. 1 states in part:

"...We agree the Board should be more specific in 
formulating one other objective, the only one suggested 
by the staff of Legislative Audit, relating to an 
acceptable level of technical revocations by the Board.
This objective has been specified in the preliminary 
FY-81 budget. Other specific measureable objectives 
have been established previously, are a part of the 
Board's records, and copies have previously been sent 
to Legislative Audit. After discussing this topic 
again with Legislative Audit staff on July 18 and 20, 
no other recommendation was made otter than the technical 
violation rate objective."

Auditor's Comment:

It is the position of Legislative Audit that it is the 
responsibility of the Board and its Executive Director 
to prepare and establish specific objectives to manage 
and evaluate the parole program of the State of Alaska.
It is not appropriate for Legislative Audit to establish 
specific objectives necessary to manage and evaluate 
the activities of the Board. The other specific objectives 
mentioned in the Board's response are not program 
objectives but are administrative in nature.
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The Board should maintain necessary information to ensure
the effective management of Board activities.

The Board response in part states:

"...The first sentence (underlined) under recommendation 
number two on page nine is not true and has no basis in 
fact. The Board staff is quite familiar with "necessary 
information" from many other jurisdictions and we know 
the information we maintain will very favorably compare 
with these other systems.

Our case files are comprehensive and would take a 
person well acquainted with them at least 1 to 1 1/2 
hours to digest the material contained in each case 
file for the initial hearing. What is_ true is that 
most of this information is not coded, compiled, or 
analyzed and made available to the members in a usable 
fashion. A quick comparison of current case files with 
older files will show that the quality of the files has 
been significantly upgraded in recent years. The 
Board's attempts to get someone else to analyze the 
data or to allow the Board to hire staff that could 
assist with this task have been well documented. Again 
your staff have already been provided with copies of 
information to support this. We heartiLy agree that 
there is an urgent need to compile and analyze case 
information and management information that is already 
available in the Board office. The need to collect and 
analyze other information will become apparent once 
this first step is taken. Establishing procedures for 
maintaining and reporting data will be established, 
once the staff is available to complete the work."

Auditor1s Comment:

The Board in their response above states that most of 
their information has not been coded, compiled, or 
analyzed and made available in a usable fashion. It is 
the position of Legislative Audit that information must 
be usable in order to ensure the Board has the necessary 
information to manage its activities. For example, the 
Board as of the date of the audit (May 19, 1979) did 
not have statistical information on parole revocations 
(Appendix B). Information of this type is essential to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the parole program.

Recommendation No. 3

The Board should prepare and submit reports as required by
law.

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n  N o .  2
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The Board agrees that they have not complied with AS 37.07.090.
However, the Board states that they have complied with AS
33.15. 130. The Board's response states in part:

"... all reports required pursuant to AS 33.15.130 have 
been completed and filed wich the commissioner's office. 
Copies of these annual reports have been copied for 
your Division on at least two occasions. .Reports 
required pursant to AS 33.15.130 have been submitted 
since at least 1975. Because of limited staff, these 
reports are cursory in nature and are of little value 
to non-criminal justice administrators or the Legislature."

Auditor's Comment:

We have not received a copy of the annual report as 
stated in the Board's response. We requested a copy of 
the annual report again on July 18, 1979 from the 
Executive Director and of this date have not received a 
copy.

Recommendation No. 4

The Board should encourage public participation for consideration
in parole related matters.

The Board's response to Recommendation No. 4:

"...The Board agrees with recommendation number four as 
set forth on page ten. We feel .we have complied with 
this to the greatest extent possible wit?- the funds 
appropriated. Your staff was supplied with a documented 
list of numerous meetings attended by Board representatives 
with citizen groups, individuals, and of course other 
governmental agencies. The only suggestion your staff 
made to augment current practice, is to make administrative 
meetings open to the public. In fact, these meetings 
are not nor have they ever been "closed" to the public.
But they have been held in conjuction with Board hearings 
as time permits in recent years simply because no funds 
were available for them. You cannot advertise an 
administrative meeting you do not know if you are 
going to be able to hold. Case decisions are the 
primary responsibility and we have not had the funds to 
hold specific meetings to obtain public comment. We 
will gladly do this if funds are supplied. We agree 
with notification of public meetings, agenda, etc. as 
recommended and they would obviously be complied with 
if the money is forthcoming. Funding for su-'h meetings 
have been requested in the Board's preliminary budgets 
in the past and we have again requested funds for this 
activity in the preliminary FY-81 budget submission.
A record of all administrative Board meetings is already 
being kept.
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The thrust of this recommendation is to encourage more 
public participation in the parole process.

We affirm our recommendation as written.

Appendix A

Board's Comment:

The Board states that $17,481 of funds identified in 
Appendix A as lapsing did not lapse.

Auditor's Comment:

The figures contained in Appendix A are per the State 
Annual Report. If the figures contained in the Annual 
Report are incorrect, we suggest that personnel of the 
Board contact the Division of Finance.

Appendix B

Board Comment:

"...Legislative Audit figures in Appendix B are grossly 
inaccurate. Legislative Audit was notified of this on 
July 18, and on July 20, 1979. We have carefully 
rechecked our figures and they are accurate. Since our 
figures as given „o Mr. LaVine from Legislative Audit 
have not been disputed, I assume they have no quarrel 
with them. Although LaVine does not think the difference 
is significant, the total number of new felony convictions 
is only 12, rather than the 35 reported in the report.
I think the citizens of the State would be concerned if 
the figure was as high as 35. The report figures for 
new felonies is almost three times the actual figures; 
and the technical violation figures reported are much 
lower than the parolee filer, reflect. With the corrected 
figures, the Board's return to jail for a new felony 
conviction is much lower than the average, and the 
technical violation rate is a little higher than the 
national average. The corrected summary data are 
enclosed as Attachement A to this response."

Auditor's Comment:

We do not agree with the Board's statement that our 
figures are inaccurate or that the difference is 
insignificant.

Our figures in Appendix B for new felonies and technical 
violations are based on Board records as of the date the 
Parole Board revoked parole and does net include subsequent
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A u d i t o r ' s  Com m ent  C o n t i n u e d :

changes which may have reduced a felony to a technical 
violation. It should be noted that at the time of the 
audit the Board did not have any statistical information 
on parole revocations.

It is our position that a new felony should be measured 
at the time the Board revokes his or hers 'parole, 
because this is a clearer indication of the parolee's 
behavior while on parole rather than when the charges 
against a parolee for a new felony is finally resolved 
due to action by the Prosecuting Attorney or the courts.

Gerald L. Wilkerson 
Legislative Au litor 
Division of Legislative Audit
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