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President’s Column 
William Deatherage 

 
WELCOME HEATHER 

 Welcome aboard Heather Drake!  Heather is KACDL's new 

Executive Director, and we are pleased to have her available 

to assist KACDL and our members. 

   

Although born in Chicago, Heather has lived in Louisville most of her life.  She 

graduated from Bellarmine University with a dual major in Criminal Justice Studies and 

Sociology.  She then attended the Kent School at the University of Louisville, where she 

received a Masters in Social Work.  Heather currently works for the Department of Public 

Advocacy in the Post-Conviction Branch as a Capital Mitigation Specialist.   

  Heather is married to Paul Drake, and they have two sons, Micah, age four, 

and Riley, age two.   

  Heather recently began serving as KACDL's new Executive Director.  We look 

forward to working with Heather, and we hope to benefit from her organizational skills and 

her creative talents.  We anticipate a mutually beneficial, long-term relationship with 

Heather, and we believe she will assist KACDL to continue to grow and to better serve our 

membership. 

 

  Heather can be reached at director@kacdl.net, or at 502-594-1375. 
 

 

mailto:director@kacdl.net
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The Session is Over - Now it’s Time to Learn about It 
Ernie Lewis, KACDL Legislative Agent, can be reached at ernie.lewis@gmail.com 

 

 
It was a short session in name only.  More bills were filed (757) than anyone had time to keep track of.  Gone is the notion that the 
60 day session is for substantive matters while the 30 day session is to address problems that arise during the interim.  Instead, the 
short session has become a sprint full of quickly called meetings, bills tacked onto other bills in the middle of the night, and less 
transparency than usual.   
 
This was even more the case in the criminal justice arena.  I estimate that 25% of the bills filed were assigned to the two judiciary 
committees.  While most committees considered 1 or 2 bills per week, the judiciary committees were considering 8-10 bills per week 
and called additional meetings.  The result was significant changes in three areas, and a number of other bills passed.   
 
Heroin.  SB 192 was the bill that has been discussed over the past 
three years.  It is ostensibly intended to deal with the heroin problem 
in Kentucky.  It is lengthy and complicated and makes significant 
changes to our drug laws.  It raises penalties in some instances and it 
establishes mandatory minimums.  It makes naloxone widely available 
in order to reverse overdoses. It creates a new crime called importing 
heroin, and another called aggravated trafficking.   It creates a Good 
Samaritan law, and creates a means for someone to tell a police officer 
that they have a needle on their person without getting charged.  
Needle exchanges have now become local options.  More than 
anything, it gets heroin addicts into treatment.  A number of 
compromises were made on the bill, particularly in regards to 
penalties.  It remains to be seen whether this bill will differentiate 
sufficiently between addicts and traffickers, or whether it will be used to continue to lock up drug addicts in our voracious drug war.  
The bill is effective now, so if you have a practice involving drug crime, learn about SB 192 now.
 
Dating Violence.  Another bill a long time in coming is HB 8, the so-called dating violence bill.  If you have a practice in family 
court, or you do a lot of domestic violence law, then you need to study HB 8 in some depth.  The most significant change in 
this bill is the establishment of KRS Chapter 456, covering dating violence.  The essence of this is that individuals who are in 
“dating relationships” can obtain what are to be called interpersonal protection orders.  Adults can file for an IPO for their 
minor child.  Stalking has been added to the protective order regime under KRS Chapter 403.  It should be easier under the 
new law for a court to place on a defendant the requirement to have GPS monitoring.   
 
Ignition Interlock.  A third major area of change is the passage of major changes to the DUI in SB 133, increasing significantly 
the importance of ignition interlock devices.  The default will be that someone convicted of a DUI will be able to continue to 
drive to go to work, school, or other activities, but only with an ignition interlock device.  Ignition interlocks are not available 
for drugged DUIs.  Persons who have refused may continue to drive on an IIL.  The major downside to the bill is that costs 
will increase.  The Supreme Court is supposed to develop a rule that creates a sliding scale, and the bill requires providers to 
accept these payments.  We’ll have to wait and see how this develops. 
 
Other changes.  There were several other bills that passed, including: a bill to take away a defense of thinking a minor was 
over age in a human trafficking case; criminalizing the possession of pure dextromethorphan, and prohibiting the sale of it to 
a minor; creating a new means for committing a 1st degree manslaughter through abuse; funding for county attorneys; 
funding for a confidential address protection program; and requiring substance abuse treatment priority for pregnant 
women. 
 
How do I learn about all the changes?  KACDL is holding video training around the state over the next two months.  One of 
the sessions will be new legislation from the 2015 General Assembly.  A second way to learn about the new laws is to attend 
DPA’s Annual Conference, to be held June 15-17 at the Hyatt in Lexington.  A third way is to do the work yourself and go 
online and study the new legislation.  However you do it, it’s time to learn about these new laws.  
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Ineffective Assistance of Counsel – Griffith v. Commonwealth 
Karen Maurer can be reached at Karen.maurer@ky.gov

 
 In a published opinion in Griffith v. Commonwealth, --S.W.3d – (Ky. App. January 30, 2015; date of finality 
March 12, 2015), the Court of Appeals held that it is ineffective assistance of counsel when counsel for Ms. Griffith 
participated or acquiesced in the trial court’s erroneous action rather than asking the court to reconsider or filing a 
motion to withdraw her plea. 
 Specifically, Ms. Griffith had been indicted for first-degree robbery, second-degree fleeing or evading 
police, and tampering with physical evidence.  The Commonwealth’s original offer was 10 years for first-degree 
robbery, which would have resulted in her classification as a violent offender.  This offer was not accepted.  The 
Commonwealth eventually negotiated a plea with Ms. Griffiths, and she pleaded guilty to an amended charge of 
second-degree robbery, fleeing or evading police, and tampering with physical evidence.  In exchange for her plea, 
Ms. Griffith received a sentence of 15 years.  The plea to second-degree robbery resulted in her classification as a 
nonviolent offender and made her parole eligible after serving 20 percent of her sentence. 
 The trial court entered an order imposing the bargained-for sentence and scheduled a hearing to 
determine if Ms. Griffith would receive a sentence of imprisonment, a sentence of probation, or a sentence of 
conditional discharge based on her PSI.  The victim of Ms. Griffith’s crimes appeared at the hearing.  At the 
hearing, counsel for Ms. Griffith expressed concern that the paperwork indicated she would be classified as a 
violent offender and reminded the court that the negotiated plea was for a lower charge entitling Ms. Griffith to be 
classified as a nonviolent offender. 
 The Commonwealth agreed with counsel that her guilty plea was for second-degree robbery.  The trial 
court then recessed for 20 minutes because it wanted assurance that the victim approved of the sentence. 
 When court resumed, counsel for Ms. Griffith told the court that the victim desired that Ms. Griffith serve 
10 years and be classified as a violent offender.  The court modified the 
sentence and amended it accordingly and imposed the original offer of 10 years’ 
incarceration for first-degree robbery, a violent offense. 
Ms. Griffith appealed pursuant to RCr 11.42 arguing that both prongs of 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 678, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 2064 (1984), had 
been met.  The Court of Appeals agreed, also commenting that in the context of 
guilty pleas, the “prejudice” prong is met if the defendant can show that there is 
a reasonable probability that, but for counsel errors, “he would not have 
pleaded guilty and would have insisted on going to trial.”  Hill v. Lockhart, 474 
U.S. 52, 59, 106 S.Ct. 366, 370 (1985).  Further, the Court stated that when the 
court accepts a guilty plea, the bargain becomes a binding contract between the 
defendant and the government.  Hensley v. Commonwealth, 217 S.W.3d 885, 
887 (Ky. App. 2007). 
 The Court reminds us that RCr 8.10 sets forth the sequence of 
requirements entailed in a rejection of a guilty plea, and that the language of 
RCr 8.10 is clearly mandatory and requires a court to permit a defendant to 
withdraw a guilty plea if the court rejects the plea agreement.  In Ms. Griffith’s 
case, at no time did the court notify her that she could withdraw her guilty plea 
upon the court’s rejection.  Instead, the court sent counsel to renegotiate the 
sentencing terms of her plea after determining the victim’s preference as to 
sentencing. 
 In finding 11.42 error, the Court of Appeals held that counsel for Ms. 
Griffith failed to advise the court that the victim was not entitled to determine 
Ms. Griffith’s sentence.  The Court also held that there was a reasonable 
probability that the outcome would have been different; Ms. Griffith rejected 
the very plea the court imposed. 
The Court of Appeals reaffirmed its holding in Elmore v. Commonwealth, 236 
S.W.3d 623 (Ky. App. 2007), where the Court held that when a court, sua 
sponte, revised the terms of a negotiated sentence after accepting a guilty plea, 
the defendant was entitled either to withdraw his plea or to enforce specific 
performance of the sentence for which he had bargained. 

2015 KACDL Board 
Meeting Dates & Locations 

Thursday, August 6 
4:00 PM CDT 
KY Dam Village,  
166 Upper Village 
Gilbertsville, KY 

 
Thursday, October 29 
4:00 PM EDT 
The Galt House Hotel 
140 N. 4th Street 
Louisville, KY   
 
KACDL Members are always 
welcome to attend any and all 
board meetings.  
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 The 2015 KACDL Video Seminar Series 
   Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 

 

KACDL 2015 Regional Seminars… Advancing Your Criminal Law Capacity…  
Criminal Defense Experts providing timely information and real-world tools to represent your clients. 

 

“For sale: Baby shoes, never worn”: The Sentencing Guidelines can seem as full of despair as a 
Hemingway plot line – Here’s a dozen ways to use the Guidelines to write a happier ending 

Ironic and unexpected twists of gut-wrenching proportion are the norm in most Ernest Hemingway novels and short 
stories. The “apply the greatest increase available” and “depart upward if” themes that pervade the United States 
Sentencing Guidelines can make even the most mild-mannered defendant’s fate seem straight out of Hemingway’s 
imagination. Mr. Marshall will explore a series of pro-defendant guideline provisions and how to use them to 
maximum effect while defending a federal criminal client.  

Brandon W. Marshall, Nash Marshall, PLLC, Lexington, KY 

 

It Ain’t over Till It’s Over: Litigating the Non-Capital Sentencing Hearing at Trial 

Kentucky is one of a handful of states to utilize jury sentencing in all criminal trials. Consequently, the criminal 
defense practitioner will eventually find himself facing twelve jurors who just convicted the defendant and prepared 
to pass sentence armed with the defendant’s entire criminal history and just enough information about parole 
eligibility to affirm that a little knowledge is indeed a dangerous thing. The non-capital sentencing hearing is one of 
the most daunting proceedings defense counsel will navigate. It rears its head immediately after the guilty verdict, 
at the very point where client and counsel find themselves at their lowest, yet it demands a high level of attention 
and deft practice. In order to meet these challenges counsel must be fully aware of all statutory provisions relating 
to the sentencing hearing and must have engaged in exhaustive pretrial preparation relating to discovery, 
investigation and motion practice and be prepared to meet a variety of challenges in the hearing itself. 

Jay Lambert, Director of Training and Performance Evaluation, Louisville Metro Public Defender and 
Cicely Lambert, Appellate Division, Louisville Metro Public Defender 

 

Ethical Issues in Criminal Cases: Professional Responsibilities of the Defense 

Lessons learned from a review of the KY criminal ethics opinions and decisions over last number of years, including 
responsibility to returning the file to client, timely communicate with client, appear at the first appearance of a 
client, seek a preliminary hearing, reduction of bond, advise client of collateral consequences of a plea, not acting 
without authorization of client, responsibility for investigation and filing appropriate suppression motions and the 
ethics of pleading client on expedited docket. 

Larry D. Simon, Simon Law Office, Louisville, KY 

 

2015 Legislative Update  

A review of the legislative activity of the 2015 General Assembly with implications for effective practice. 

Ernie Lewis, KACDL legislative agent, Frankfort, KY 
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Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
 

To register, Please complete and mail with payment to: 

KACDL, P.O. Box 7582, Louisville, KY 40257 

OR Call (502) 594-1375 OR email director@kacdl.net 

*Make checks payable to KACDL 

Name: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Address: ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

City: _________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

State: ____________________________________________   Zip: ______________________________________ 

 

Phone: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Location Attending: _____________________________________________________________________________ 

       

Fees 

□  KACDL Attorney Member  $50.00 

□  KACDL Non-Attorney Member      $25.00 

□  Attorney Non-Member   $100.00 

□  Non-Attorney Non-Member   $50.00 

 
 
 

Your 2015 KACDL 

Membership Dues 

to receive the 

Membership Rate! 

mailto:director@kacdl.net
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2015 KACDL Video Seminar Series Locations 
 

Bowling Green - Friday, June 5, 2015 - 8:30 am - 
1:00 pm CDT 

Office of Cole & Moore, 917 College Street 
Contact Brad Coffman at (270) 781-0954 

 

Corbin - Friday, June 5, 2015 - 1:00 - 4:30 pm 
EDT 

Office of David Hoskins 400 Main Street  
Contact David Hoskins or Melissa Grega at (606) 526-9009 
  

Covington - Thursday, June 25, 2015 - 8:30 am - 
1:00 pm EDT 

Covington DPA Office, 333 Scott Blvd, Suite 400 
Contact Susie Bookser at (859) 292-6596 

 

*Elizabethtown - Thursday, June 25, 2015 - 
12:00 - 4:30 pm EDT 

Elizabethtown DPA Office 
Contact Tammy Fraley at    
 

Harlan - Monday, June 1, 2015 – 12:00 - 4:30 pm 
EDT 

Harlan Trial Office, 120 Profession Lane 
Contact Laura Karem at (606) 573-2501 
 

Hopkinsville - Friday, June 5, 2015 - 9:00 am - 
1:30 pm CDT 

Office of Deatherage, Myers & Lackey, 701 South Main 
Street 
Contact Amanda Mosley at 270-886-6800 

 

 

 

Lexington - Friday, June 19, 2015, 12:30 - 5:00 
pm EDT 

Fayette Circuit Courthouse, Multipurpose Room 
Contact Tucker Richardson at (859) 259-0727 
 

London - Friday, June 12, 2015 - 9:00 am - 1:30 
pm EDT 

London DPA Office, 271 S. Main Street 
Contact Roger Gibbs at (606) 330-2050 
   

Louisville - Thursday, June 4, 2015 - 12:30 - 4:00 
pm EDT 

Office of Pat Renn, 600 West Main Street  
Contact Larry Simon at 502-589-4566 
 

Madisonville – Friday, June 26th – 9:00 am – 1:30 
PM CDT 

Madisonville Justice Center Law Library 
Contact Gerald Burns at (270) 821-4529 

 

Nicholasville - Wednesday, June 24, 2015 - 
12:00 - 4:30 pm EDT 

Nicholasville DPA Office, 109 S. 2nd Street 
Contact Amanda Mullins at (859) 881-4460 
 

Paducah - Friday, June 5, 2015 - 11:30 am - 3:00 
pm CDT 

McCracken County Library, 555 Washington Street 
Contact Audrey Lee at (270) 575-7285 

Richmond  -  

Richmond DPA Office, 116 North Second Street, 2nd 
Floor 
Contact Valetta Browne at (859) 623-8413 
 

  

 

 
 

*Date and time TBA.  Please visit www.kacdl.net for updates. 

http://www.kacdl.net/
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2015 KACDL Video Series Speaker Bios 

William G. Deatherage, Jr. completed his undergraduate education at the University of Kentucky in 1967, and he served in the 
United States Marine Corps from 1967 until 1970. Bill received his Juris Doctor Degree from the University Of Kentucky College Of 
Law in 1972, and was admitted to the Kentucky Bar in 1973.  Bill is a member of the Christian County Bar Association (past 
president), the Kentucky Bar Association, and the American Bar Association. Bill formerly served as a Trustee of the Clients' Security 
Fund, established and administered by the Kentucky Bar Association for the protection of clients of all Kentucky lawyers. Bill is a 
member and former governor of the Kentucky Justice Association. Bill is a member, director and President-Elect of the Kentucky 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. Bill is also a member of the Association of Trial Lawyers of America and the National 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. Bill's practice consists primarily of litigation, both civil and criminal defense, as well as 

assisting clients with business and related matters, and he practices primarily in the state and federal courts of West Kentucky. 

Ernie Lewis is the Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers legislative agent. He is on the faculty of the National 
College of Criminal Defense located at Mercer Law School in Macon, Georgia. He served 31 years with the Department of Public 
Advocacy, including 12 years as Kentucky’s Public Advocate. Since 2008, he has been training public defenders and providing 
consultation to indigent defense programs nationally. Ernie received his undergraduate degree from Baylor University in 1969, a 
Masters of Divinity from Vanderbilt University in 1973, and a Juris Doctoris (J.D.) from Washington University in 1977. 2007, he 
was the Champion of Indigent Defense Award by the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. In 2008, he was given the 
Chief Justice’s Special Service Award. 

 

Cicely Jaracz Lambert is an Assistant Appellate Defender with the Office of the Louisville Metro Public Defender.  Previous work 

experience includes the Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts (Director and General Counsel); Kentucky Court of Appeals (Staff 
Attorney); Kentucky Attorney General (Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Appeals); and private practice (Lambert and Lambert).       

 

Jay Lambert is a 1983 graduate of the University of Kentucky School of Law. He came to work for the Office of the Louisville-
Jefferson County Public Defender upon graduation and worked in the Adult Trial and Major Litigation Divisions until 1993, when 
he left to establish his own firm concentrating in the areas of criminal law and civil rights litigation. Mr. Lambert returned to the 
Office of the Louisville-Jefferson County Public Defender in 2000 as an Adult Trial Division Chief. From 2003 until 2013 he was the 
Capital Trial Division Chief. In January, 2013 he was named Director of Training and Performance Evaluation. During his years of 
practice, Mr. Lambert has tried more than ninety Circuit Court jury trials. He is admitted to practice in Kentucky state courts, the 
United States District Court for the Eastern and Western Districts of Kentucky and the Sixth Circuit. He has served as an instructor 
in criminal procedure at the Louis D. Brandeis School of Law at the University of Louisville and has taught various criminal law 
topics and trial techniques at numerous seminars and workshops throughout Kentucky for the Department of Public Advocacy, 
the Louisville Bar Association, the Kentucky Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers and the American Trial Lawyers Association. Mr. Lambert was the recipient 
of the 2005 Gideon Award presented by the Department of Public Advocacy, and also received the 2009 Frank E. Haddad, Jr. Award from the Kentucky 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers. 

Brandon W. Marshall has worked in the criminal justice system for nearly two decades. Prior to joining forces with Patrick F. Nash 
to form Nash Marshall, PLLC, he worked as an Assistant United States Attorney and Director of Financial Litigation for the United 
States Attorney’s Office in the Eastern District of Kentucky. Mr. Marshall has special interest and experience in federal sentencing 
laws. He worked for nearly ten years through the United States Probation and Pretrial Services Office, serving over half of that time as 
a United States Sentencing Guideline Specialist and Supervisor of the Office’s flagship location in Lexington, Kentucky. In those roles, 
he advised federal judges and criminal litigators on the nuances of laws pertaining to sentence computation, alternatives to 
incarceration, restitution, fines, bail, supervision violations, diversion, and an array of other matters. Mr. Marshall now utilizes this 
knowledge to protect his clients’ rights during plea negotiations and other court proceedings.  He is a 1996 graduate of Centre College 
and a 1999 graduate of the University of Kentucky College of Law. 

Larry D. Simon After receiving a Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) from the University of Louisville in 1975 and Juris Doctorate (J.D.) from 
the University of Louisville School of Law in 1980, Simon served as an Assistant Commonwealth’s Attorney in Jefferson County 
through 1985.  Since entering private practice he has defended people charged with criminal offenses in state and federal courts 
at trial, appellate and post-conviction levels, and litigated cases under 42 U.S.C. Section 1983, as well as other federal and state 
personal injury claims resulting from governmental misconduct or negligence. In addition to his private practice, Simon has 
continuously served as appointed conflict counsel under the Criminal Justice Act in the U.S. District Courts for the Western District 
of Kentucky and the Southern District of Indiana, as well as conflict counsel for the Louisville-Jefferson County Public Defender 
Corporation and the Kentucky Department of Public Advocacy. Simon currently serves as President of the Kentucky Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers and is a member of the National Police Accountability Project. Previously Simon served as Chair of the 
Louisville Bar Association’s Criminal Practice Section and as a member of the LBA’s Committee on Professional Responsibility. He 
was recognized as the LBA’s Pro Bono lawyer of the year in 1992. 
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Z’s DUI Tip—Ignition Interlock 

This bill changes 15 sections of KRS 189.A to some extent. It also adds 1 new section 

There will exist after this bill goes into effect 3 drivers licenses. A standard driver’s license, a hardship driver’s 
license and an ignition interlock driver’s license. (KRS 189A.005(5)  

The bill mandates that at the end of any driver’s license suspension under KRS 189A.070 the Court in most 
instances shall add to the suspension a restricted license requirement with the ignition interlock.  For a first 
offense aggravated DUI the interlock requirement is 6 months.  For a second offense DUI the interlock 
requirement is 12 months. For a third or more offense the requirement is 30 months. (KRS189.A340) 

The bill does not affect any prior law involving DUI drug impairment or per se DUI drug convictions It also does 
not affect kiddy DUI’s or first offense adult DUI’s without an aggravator.   

Hardship licenses are now available only for first offense without an aggravator, kiddy DUI’s or drugs with 
impairment or per se drugs. (KRS189A.410)  

The dramatic change in the bill is that Defendant’s are eligible for an interlock device for ANY license suspension under 189A. They are also 
eligible for an interlock device if they are enrolled in and actively participating or have completed alcohol treatment. (KRS189A.420)  This 
interlock eligibility also includes pre-trial suspensions if the Defendant waives his right to contest the alleged refusal or waives his right to 
contest he is second or more offender.  The license would be suspended at arraignment because of the alleged refusal or the Defendant 
was a second or more offender however he would be eligible to drive on an interlock from the day of the suspension assuming the waivers 
to contest the suspension are filed at arraignment. The issuance of the interlock in these situations is discretionary with the Court although 
the Defendant is not required to show “good cause” to obtain the interlock. ( KRS189A.107) 

For a Defendant who refuses the BA and is acquitted, there is eligibility for interlock when the refusal is certified for the period of the 
suspension. (KRS189A.107) 

The effect of this bill is to allow people convicted of DUI across the board to drive with an ignition interlock during their suspensions. (KRS 
189A. 070) (7) 

License plates are no longer seized for second or greater offense 
DUI if the ignition interlock is installed.  If the ignition interlock is 
not installed, the hardship application to not seize plates for 
others having an interest in the vehicle remain as they were. 
(KRS189A.085) 

Suspensions under 189A.090 for driving on a DUI suspended are 
also eligible for an ignition interlock for the original suspension 
plus any additional suspension for driving on a DUI suspended. 
(KRS189A.090) 

Individuals who are required to have an ignition interlock may 
drive an employer’s non-interlock vehicle if the Defendant has an 
interlock in his vehicle.  The use of the employers non interlock 
vehicle is available for first offenders after 30 days and for 
second or greater offenders after 12 months.  (KRS189A420)        

 It appears the maximum cost for the installation of the interlock 
will be about $100.00. The per-month fees will be between 
$100.00 and $125.00.  There will a charge of about $50.00 to $75.00 for the removal of the interlock. If there is a lock out there is a fee of 
$50.00 to $75.00 to remedy the lock out unless the Defendant has the vehicle towed to the interlock service provider. 

There will be, unquestionably, a number of interlock providers.  The Kentucky Alternative Programs (which the author is in no way 
encouraging) has been doing interlocks in Northern Kentucky for years.  They will have sites throughout the state.  When other interlock 
providers satisfy that State’s requirements to be able to provide the service, hopefully the cost will be reduced as these businesses fight for 
market share.   

Interlock devices are required under Kentucky law to prevent a vehicle from starting if the BA reading is greater than 0.02. The device must 
also prevent operation if the blood alcohol level is greater than 0.02. The defendant blows into the device to start the vehicle. After the 
vehicle is started and running, the interlock device requires a sample every ten minutes for continued operation. 

Wil Zevely can be reached at wzevely@aol.com 
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Executive Director’s 
Column 

First, I want to 
thank Amber 
Greathouse for 
her great years 
of service to 
KACDL.  She 
provided me 
with a great deal 
of information 

during the 
transition so that I might take over the 
Executive Director position with the best 
tools possible.  I have been working with 
Criminal Defense Attorneys for all of my 
career.  This is a field that I am passionate 
about and I hope I am able to contribute to 
the growth of KACDL as an organization and 
as a voice for our field of practice in 
Kentucky.   

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any questions or concerns.  I try to be 
available as much as possible and return all 
calls and emails within 24-hours.  If you have 
any suggestions as KACDL moves forward, I’d 
love to hear those, too.  I look forward to 
working with all of you! 

Heather Drake, Executive Director, can be 
reached at director@kacdl.net 

 

KACDL Contact Information: 

Heather Drake, Executive Director 
                (502) 594-1375              P.O. Box 7582 

director@kacdl.net             Louisville, KY 40257 
*Listserv email: kydefenders@kacdl.net 

www.kacdl.net 
*YOU MUST BE A PAID MEMBER TO POST TO THE LISTSERV! 

 
 

mailto:director@kacdl.net
http://www.kacdl.net/
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Kentucky’s Public Advocate and Louisville Metro’s Chief 
Public Defender Join National Organization’s Call for an End 

to Courts’ Predatory Collection Practices 
 
(Frankfort May 14, 2015) Yesterday, May 13, 2015, the National Association for Public Defense (NAPD) issued a 
“Policy Statement on the Predatory Collection of Costs, Fines, and Fees in America’s Criminal Courts” (see 
attached), calling for an end to the assessment of excessive fines and fees to fund government operations.  NAPD 
called upon the judiciary to embrace their responsibility to protect the poor from being jailed when they have an 
inability to pay the overwhelming and continuously expanding fines and fees and oppressive monetary bonds 
routinely set in criminal cases. 

The NAPD Statement stressed the need to end the current criminal justice monetary policy, which involves the 
collection of costs, fines, and fees in criminal courts across the United States that are predatory in nature and an 
economic failure. These predatory practices impact poor people in catastrophic and life-altering ways, and they are 
disproportionately levied against people of color.  

In Ferguson MO, Thomas Harvey, Executive Director of the ArchCity Defenders and an NAPD member, referenced 
the distrust that develops when a community has the impression that police and courts in the region “engage in low 
level harassment that isn’t about public safety but instead about money and race.  At the time of Mike Brown’s 
killing, there were over 600,000 warrants for arrest in the St. Louis region, which has roughly 1.2 million people.  
Most of these warrants are from unpaid fines for non-violent poverty offenses.  These warrants, and jailings on the 
failure to pay fines, act as a barrier to employment and housing. What we are seeing is the connection between the 
cycle of poverty and the justice system in America.”  

Joining in the statement, Janene McCabe, a public defender in Colorado and a member of NAPD stated, “Colorado 
struggles with the same problem, where municipal courts jail citizens when they do not pay their court ordered fees 
and fines. The cost to the taxpayers is great and the loss of liberty to citizens means the loss of jobs, housing, and 
stability. The legislature recognized the courts were spending far more time and money incarcerating people for 
unpaid fees than they would have collected and acted to change the law. Despite the change, requiring ability to 
pay hearings, the problem persists in some courts today.” 

Calling for change now, Tim Young, Ohio Public Defender and Chair of NAPD said, “We depend on courts to be 
justice courts, not revenue courts.  The presumption of innocence pretrial should not be reserved for people with 
money while the poor stay in jail, disproportionately impacting people of color; especially when there is no evidence 
that money bail has any correlation with the risk of reoffending or showing up in court. A fair and balanced system 
of pretrial release ought to be based on public safety, not on the person’s status as rich or poor.  In Ohio and 
everywhere, jails are extremely expensive and should be used only to protect public safety, not to extort money 
from society’s most vulnerable.” 

The NAPD Statement calls for an elimination of monetary bond. The Supreme Court has ruled, Incarcerating 
individuals solely because of their inability to pay for their release, whether through the payment of fines, fees, or 
a cash bond, violates the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.1 It wholly fails to consider the 

                                                        
1 See Tate v. Short, 401 U.S. 395, 398 (1971); Williams v. Illinois, 399 U.S. 235, 240-41 (1970); Smith v. Bennett, 365 
U.S. 708, 709 (1961).   
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ability of the defendant to pay fines and undermines the constitutional protections against incarceration for costs 
and fees which are a civil debt.  It is a system that favors the wealthy who can make bail over the poor person who 
cannot.” 

Daniel T. Goyette, Chief Public Defender in Louisville and Jefferson County, said “While 
our state has been characterized as a ‘front-runner’ in progressive bail policy, having 
abolished bail bondsmen nearly 40 years ago and replaced them with a statewide pretrial 
services system, our jails are still over-populated by poor people of color, and the reasons 
have more to do with their socio-economic status than with public safety. That is a 
continuing concern in Louisville and elsewhere, one which has been exacerbated here by 
the recent suspension of the 24-hour judicial review process in Jefferson District Court.” 

On the other hand, Goyette noted that Louisville Metro Corrections has implemented 
several innovative programs and taken a number of steps designed to reduce overall jail 
population. Additionally, as examples of what he termed “a more enlightened approach to corrections in Jefferson 
County,” he pointed to a recent decision by the Metro Corrections Director not to take people into custody over 
failure to pay fees, nor to hire a collection agency to recover them.  “It makes no sense to incarcerate someone at a 
cost of $65 per day in order to recoup a lesser amount, particularly when there is no reasonable expectation that 
the person can afford to pay it in the first place,” Goyette said.  “Fortunately, leadership in our jurisdiction recognizes 
the folly in that.”    

Unfortunately, the leadership in other parts of the state often does not necessarily 
share that recognition or follow the logic of that approach. Ed Monahan, Kentucky 
Public Advocate, said “the judicial practices on fines and fees and pretrial release 
across our state are all over the place. Many judges routinely waive fines and costs 
for indigents and do not impose monetary bail. However, there are other judges, 
too many, who not only refuse to waive fines and costs, but impose money bail that 
poor people cannot pay. Fines should never be assessed against an indigent. Costs 
should not be assessed absent an ability to pay, and no poor person can be 
constitutionally jailed if unable to pay. A $200 cash bond is an unattainable amount 
of money for a poor person. Stuck in jail, too many lose their jobs, see their families 
go hungry, watch spouses leave them, or lose the homes in which they live. 
Meanwhile, a similarly charged but financially well-off person suffers none of these 
consequences.   A fair and balanced system of pretrial release ought to be color-
blind, especially when that color is green.” 

Troubling practices in Kentucky include: 
 A poor elderly man whose assault 4th was diverted but whose court costs were not waived by the court, and so he 

was left to ask churches for help in putting food on his table; 
 A DUI defendant unable to pay $1,008 costs and fees, and was required to serve 20 days in jail in lieu of paying; 
 Defendants not released from jail until payment of a $40 arrest fee assessed by the Sheriff; 
 Poor people given “pay or stay” warrants and then jailed for failure to pay a $500 fine; 
 Defendants who fail to ask for more time to pay fines/fees and are jailed for 180 days or until the money is paid; 
 Defendants who are unable to pay for their $35/day home-incarceration bracelets, and are returned to jail; 
 Defendants revoked because they are unable to get transportation to their drug tests or are unable to pay for them; 
 Diversion programs which carry fees of $400; 
 Courts refusing to waive costs for clients with long prison sentences; 
 Courts setting cash bonds so high that defendants can never post them (often with the intention of ensuring 

continued incarceration) and then continuing their arraignment for days until the defendant is willing to plead to 
anything, often foregoing legitimate defenses in order to get out of jail. 
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Criminal justice costs – including resources required to fund court operations, prisons, prosecutor offices and the 
right to counsel – are an essential government obligation. Assessing exorbitant fines and fees to people whose 
contact with the criminal justice system might be as minor as a parking ticket without consideration of the ability to 
pay is predatory and unconscionable. Further, threatening their liberty for failure to pay is illegal, yet it is an endemic 
practice in courts across the country. We join with NAPD in calling for an immediate end to these practices in 
Kentucky and in other states 

Ed Monahan is the Public Advocate.  Daniel T. Goyette is the Chief Public Defender of Louisville and Jefferson County 

 
Securing Felony Possession Expungements 

For Those Convicted Prior to HB463 

  
A woman contacted me stating that 
she had been convicted of Possession 
of a Controlled Substance in 2003. She 
was 
originally 
on 
diversion, 
but was 
then taken 
off 
diversion. 
So the 
felony 
POCS was 
on her 
record as a 
felony 
conviction like any other. I started 
doing some research and discovered 
that prior to the passage of HB 463, 
KRS had an exception to the "no 
felony expungement" rule -- but only 
for the charge of Possession of a 
Controlled Substance (and only for a 
first offense). When 463 passed, this 
exception was no longer needed. That 
is why it does not appear in the 
current statute; 463 explicitly makes 
every POCS charge eligible for 
expungement.  The attached motion 
lays out the law on this issue.  

 
Julie Kaelin can be reached at 
julie@faulknerkaelinlaw.com 

 
 



14 | P a g e  

 

Two New Batson Cases! 
Brian Scott West can be reached at brianscott.west@ky.gov 

 
 Just in time for the upcoming thirty year anniversary of Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986) – 
the landmark case2 which held that the prosecutorial practice of exercising peremptory challenges with a 
discriminatory intent violated the equal protection clause of the United States Constitution – the 
Kentucky Supreme Court has issued two new opinions reversing convictions for Batson violations.   
  
 Gender Discrimination:  In Ross v. Commonwealth, 455 
S.W.3d 899 (KY 2015), the Supreme Court reversed a murder and 
first-degree arson conviction where the prosecutor used peremptory 
strikes to exclude two women from the jury solely on the basis of 
their gender.  The defense attorney had raised a Batson challenge 
when two jurors, an African American male and an African American 
female, were struck by the Commonwealth.  The prosecutor justified 
his striking of the male by explaining that the Commonwealth had 
prosecuted the potential juror’s brother in the past, and that there 
was another case then pending against the brother in which the juror 
was a victim and potential witness.  As for justification for striking 
the female juror, the prosecutor stated “[i]n all honesty, I was 
striking women.”  The female was then returned to venire.  Defense 
counsel then made another Batson motion, but this time challenging 
the Commonwealth’s use of peremptory challenges to women. 
 
 In reversing the case, the court held:   
 

The first step under the Batson analysis requires the party invoking Batson to make a 
prima facie showing that the peremptory challenges at issue were exercised on a 
discriminatory basis. This does not require the movant to prove discrimination by a 
preponderance or more-likely-than-not standard. “Instead, a defendant satisfies the 
requirements of Batson's first step by producing evidence sufficient to permit the trial 
judge to draw an inference that discrimination has occurred.”  
 
Here, Ross's prima facie showing of gender discrimination was presented to him on a 
silver platter by the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth's candid admission that it was 
striking female jurors is sufficient to satisfy Batson's first step. This admission 
notwithstanding, the Commonwealth made statements during voir dire, which—when 
viewed in light of its disproportionate use of peremptory challenges against women—is 
sufficient to allow an inference of gender discrimination…. 
 

 This marks the first time in Kentucky that the Supreme Court has recognized Batson challenges 
for considerations other than race.  In future cases, it is not likely that a prosecutor will be as willing to 
offer “gender” as the reason for striking a juror.  Thus, to gain future benefit from Ross, defense 

                                                        
2 A landmark case which was argued by David Niehaus, and which was briefed by David, Frank Heft, and Dan Goyette, all 
fellow members of KACDL and all Louisville-Jefferson County Public Defenders. 
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attorneys should maintain a watchful eye for more subtle indications of gender discrimination: 
 

 Is the number of female strikes sorely out of balance with the number of male strikes?  An even 
4-4 split may not suggest gender bias, but a 7-1 split might; 

 Is there anything in the nature of the questioning to the panel which suggests an exploration of 
gender differentiation?  For instance, in the Ross case, the prosecutor offered as his reason for 
striking women from the jury his fear that women would judge more harshly the 
commonwealth’s witness, who was a woman, because “women are harder on women” and 
female jurors might ask think “how did you get yourself in that circumstance?”  Any question to 
the panel which asks “how many of you women have ever been in ____________ circumstance 
could suggest a difference in the thinking of jurors; 

 Likewise, look for an imbalance should most of the strikes be heavily weighted against males.  
 
 Failure to Give a “Race-neutral” Reason for Striking a Juror:  In Johnson v. Commonwealth, 450 
S.W.3d 696 (Ky. 2014), the Supreme Court gave an example of a “race-neutral” reason for striking an 
African American juror which did not pass the test.  The defense attorney met the burden of going 
forward with a prima facie case.  The defendant was African American and the struck juror was African 
American.  Nothing more was required.  The “race neutral” reasons for striking were: 
 

(1) Age—“well I just felt that based upon her age ... I felt more of the age than anything”; 
(2) Personal Knowledge—“based upon kind of my knowledge of her ... just based upon 
her friends and associates and things like that I know of ... based upon my knowledge of 
her friends, friends and associates years ago”; and (3) Instinct or Gut Feeling—“I just don't 
think she would be a good juror ... I just think it's too much of a wildcard.” 

 
In deciding age could be a race-neutral factor, the Court held: 
 

Age may be a proper race-neutral reason to exercise a peremptory strike against a 
protected class. Burkett v. State, 230 Ga.App. 676, 497 S.E.2d 807, 809 (1998) 
(“[E]mployment, as well as age, are race-neutral explanations”). However, inherent in the 
notion that age may be an appropriate race-neutral reason for exercising a peremptory 
challenge against a member of a protected class, is that something more than the simple 
word itself, “age,” is required to convert an excuse into a reason. While the distinction 
may be subtle, excuses are not equal to reasons, and here, all the Commonwealth offered 
as a race-neutral reason was the word, “age.” What was it about the “age” of Juror 
Fourteen that concerned the prosecutor? No clue was provided to indicate how old she 
was and how her age was influencing the prosecutor's preference to have her removed 
from the jury. Was she too old or too young? Were other jurors of her age stricken? 
 

 In a footnote, the Court also said that “there certainly may be legitimate reasons that a party may 
seek jurors outside of this age range; for example in a civil case the plaintiff may be concerned that older 
jurors, reared in leaner times, are more averse to large verdicts; similarly in a criminal case where the 
victim is elderly, the Commonwealth may legitimately prefer an older jury more attuned to vulnerability 
that comes with age. Those situations, however, are easily distinguishable from the situation we 
address.” 
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 However, as for the other cited race neutral reasons – personal knowledge and “gut feeling” – 
the Court had this to say: 
 

Whatever the prosecutor knew about Juror Fourteen (and her friends and associates) that 
may have provided a race-neutral rationale for excluding her from the jury, remained 
known only to him. He never “articulate[d] the reason to the trial court[.]”He failed to give 
a single, specific example of how his knowledge of the juror translated into a reason other 
than race to disfavor her participation as a juror…. [and] 
 
Least impressive among the prosecutor's explanations for striking Juror Fourteen is his 
instinct, or gut feeling, which he expressed by saying, “I just don't 
think she would be a good juror.... I just think it's too much of a 
wildcard.” Those statements, true as they may be, suffer from the 
same deficiency as his other efforts to circumvent the Batson 
challenge. The proffered statements are really no reason or 
explanation at all. 

 

 Johnson illustrates the importance of raising Batson issues and then putting the 
prosecution in the position of having to come forward with specific – not conclusory – race neutral 
reasons.  A few practice tips borne of Johnson (special thanks to Roy Durham for help with coming 
up with these): 

 Do not accept at face value the seeming acceptance by the court that “age” 
is a sufficient race-neutral reason.  While it may be a different reason than 
race in this instances, striking jurors on the basis of age alone may itself be a 
discriminatory practice in violation of the equal protection clause.  There is a 
difference between striking older persons because they are old enough to 
remember a certain event, or a “leaner time,” and striking them because 
they are old and may not understand new technology, for example.  The 
former is a distinction based on having lived a life experience, like the 
depression; the latter is a stereotype that may have zero reliability. 

 Remember your goal when challenging strikes under Batson.  If your goal is 
an ultimate reversal of the case, simply “object” after a prosecutor gives a 
“race-neutral” reason that is based on “gut” or “instinct,” or is merely 
conclusory without giving details, and otherwise remain silent once you have 
preserved the issue.  Argue on appeal that the juror was improperly struck 
and that a remand is warranted.  However, if your goal is to keep the juror 
on the panel, argue Johnson, and request that the juror(s) be placed back 
into the pool before the jury is drawn.  Having the case handy, and perhaps 
even referenced in a one-page motion to restore the juror(s) to the panel, 
may cause the judge to grant the relief on the spot, and may result in the juror being placed on the actual 
jury.  

 If you are successful in having a juror(s) restored to the panel, make sure you object to the prosecution 
using that peremptory strike(s) to use on another juror(s).  Now the that prosecution has seen whom the 
defense has stricken, there is a strategic advantage in that the prosecutor now knows who he can strike 
among those jurors passed over by the defense, and can correct any mistakes or “buyer’s remorse.” 

 

 

KACDL is now on 
social media! 

 

 

 

“Like” us on 
Facebook 

 

 

 

Follow us on 
Twitter @KACDL 
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DNA Evidence: An Expansion of 
Kentucky’s Open Records Act  

By Krista Dolan 

DNA evidence obtained from crime scenes and the lab reports resulting therefrom are not exempt from the Kentucky Open 
Records Act (KORA) under either KRS 61.178, the “law enforcement exception” or KRS 17.175, the statute that established 
and maintains the state-wide DNA database, according to a recent ruling in Franklin Circuit Court.   
 
DPA Investigator Brad Milburn, on behalf of client Charles Bussell, requested a number of 
items from the Kentucky State Police (KSP) in a Kentucky Open Records Act (KORA) Request. 
KSP denied that request in toto, and Milburn, as Plaintiff, appealed to the Kentucky Attorney 
General. Following a denial by the Attorney General in 13-ORD-038, Milburn appealed to the 
Franklin Circuit Court. Krista Dolan, of the LaGrange Post-Conviction office, represented 
Milburn in both appeals. 
 
At issue in the circuit appeal was item 3 of the original open records request, which asked for 
“any reports completed in connection with the case, including lab files, reports, bench notes, 
photos/diagrams and data,” and “[a]ll correspondence, including emails and chain of 
custody documents.” The request for reports includes police investigative files. In denying 
the request, KSP invoked KRS 61.878(1)(h) and 17.175(4) as a basis for denial. Judge Phillip 
Shepherd ordered additional briefing on the statutory interpretation of the two invoked 
exemptions. 
 

KRS 61.878(1)(h) exempts, in part, from disclosure:  

The day after additional briefing was ordered, the Kentucky Supreme Court issued a unanimous decision in City of Ft. Thomas 
v. Cincinnati Enquirer, 406 S.W.3d 842 (Ky. 2013), holding that Skaggs v. Redford, 844 S.W.2d 389 (Ky. 1992), does not apply 
to police investigative files.   Thus, police records are subject to disclosure under the open records act unless law enforcement 
agencies make a significant showing of harm from disclosure of the records. Skaggs, a case relied upon by KSP here, held that 
the files of the Commonwealth Attorney are exempt until the defendant has served his sentence. Since Skaggs was decided in 
1992, law enforcement agencies have interpreted the case to apply to all law enforcement records. In Ft. Thomas, the 
Kentucky Supreme Court expressly overruled Skaggs to the extent that it is understood to apply to anything other than 
prosecutorial files. Ft. Thomas, 406 S.W.3d at 853.  
 
As Ft. Thomas largely resolved the interpretation of KRS 61.878(1)(h), at issue in the present case was the interpretation of 
KRS 17.175, which exempts “DNA identification records produced from the samples are not public records but shall be 
confidential and used only for law enforcement purposes. DNA identification records shall be exempt from the provisions of 
KRS 61.870 to 61.884.”  
Plaintiff argued, and the circuit court agreed, that KRS 17.175(4) was inapplicable to the requested records. In an Opinion and 
Order entered on February 18, 2015, the Franklin Circuit Court held: 

 “Records of law enforcement agencies… that were 
compiled in the process of detecting and 
investigating statutory or regulatory violations if 
the disclosure of the information would harm the 
agency by revealing the identity of informants not 
otherwise known or by premature release of 
information to be used in a prospective law 
enforcement action or administrative adjudication. 
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The KSP’s interpretation of KRS 17.175(4) misconstrues both the language and the intent of the statute. Based on 
a plain reading of the statute, it is clear that the exemption only applies to DNA sample from a person that is 
required to provide a DNA sample (KRS 17.169- Definitions for KRS 17.169, 17.170 & 17.175). The exception does 
not cover DNA obtained from a crime scene, nor does it cover records such as the ones at issue in this case, which 
were produced from DNA evidence obtained from the crime scene.  

 

As a result, if there are problems receiving the underlying data and bench notes from lab reports in discovery, the information 
should be attainable through an open records request. 

 

  

OPEN RECORDS BASICS 
1. Records Requests 

Records requests are made pursuant to Chapter 61 of the Kentucky Revised Statutes. Chapter 61 permits anyone to request 
the records of public agencies, defined in KRS 61.870(1), subject to the limitations in KRS 61.878. Items considered to be 
public records are defined in KRS 61.870(2).  
 
To ensure compliance, it is important to be as specific as possible in requests so that an agency does not use a loophole to 
circumvent compliance. For example, if you want proficiency test results for a lab technician, make sure you have the names 
of the lab technician. If you want items such as Coverdell Investigation Documents for a lab, make sure to specify the year.  
 

2. Responses to Requests 

Agencies have three days to respond to an Open Records request, calculated from receipt of the request. KRS 61.872(5); KRS 
61.880(1). 
 
If not in possession of a record, an agency must specifically say so in its response. OAG 90-26, p.4. “It is incumbent on the 
agency to so state in clear and direct terms,” and “a written response that does not clearly so state is deficient.” 02-ORD-144, 
p. 3.  
 
Exemptions are set forth in KRS 61.878(1). If an agency is denying any portion of the request “shall include a statement of the 
specific exception authorizing the withholding of the record and a brief explanation of how the exception applies to the record 
withheld.” KRS 61.880(1). 
  

3. Administrative Appeal 

A requestor can appeal an agency’s decision to the Attorney General. KRS 61.880(2)(a). A copy of both the request and the 
denial must be enclosed with the appeal. Id. If the agency simply refuses to respond, a copy of the request alone is sufficient. 
Id. The appeal should be addressed to the Attorney General, with a copy going to the records custodian.  
 
Once the Attorney General has a response from the records custodian, he must issue an opinion within 20 days. Id. The 
Attorney General may extend the time limit, not to exceed 30 days, by sending written notice to the parties explaining the 
reasons for the extension.    
A requestor can bypass the administrative appeal and proceed to circuit court. KRS 61.882(2). 

4. Court Appeal 

A party has 30 days to appeal the decision of the Attorney General. KRS 61.880(5). An appeal of an open records decision is 
brought in circuit court as a civil case. KRS 61.882. The plaintiff is the requestor (if an attorney, it would generally be the 
investigator or paralegal—DPA approval is required). The defendant is the agency. The action is brought in the circuit of the 
county where the agency has its principal place of business, or in the county where the record is maintained. KRS 61.882(1). 
The burden of proof is on the agency. KRS 61.882(3). The parties to be served include: the records custodian and the attorney 
for the agency. The Attorney General also must be served, but is not a party to the action. KRS 61.880(3).  



19 | P a g e  

 

 
A sample request is: 

 
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

REQUEST TO INSPECT OR COPY PUBLIC RECORDS 
RE: KRS CHAPTER 61 

      
DATE:  

 
To: Kentucky State Police, Evidence Custodian  
 
I request to receive a copy of the following documents and/or information: 
 

1. CV, competency test results and files, proficiency test results, proficiency test files, personnel files, certifications, 
# of times qualified as an expert 

 Name of analyst 
2. Any lab reports completed in connection with case __________, including lab file, report, bench notes, photos/diagrams/data; 

all correspondence including emails, chain of custody documents  
 
 
 
 
REQUESTOR:       Name: 
         Department of Public Advocacy 
         Address: 

   Phone: 
  Fax: 

 
 
 

Krista Dolan is an attorney with the LaGrange Post-Conviction Branch of the Department of Public Advocacy in LaGrange, KY where she 
represents clients statewide in state and federal post-conviction actions at both the trial and appellate level. She earned her Master of 
Science in Political Science from Florida State University, her Juris Doctor from Florida State University College of Law, and her Master of 
Laws in Law & Government from American University Washington College of Law. Prior to joining DPA, she held positions at the American 
Bar Association’s Death Penalty Representation Project, the Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia, and the Office of the Public 
Defender in Tallahassee, FL.  

 
 

 

MARK YOUR CALENDARS FOR FUTURE KACDL EDUCATION 
Leading criminal defense litigators teaching on the latest thinking 

2015 KACDL Video Seminar Series 

June 2015, Various locations throughout the state 

2015 KACDL DUI Seminar 

Friday, August 7, 2015, KY Dam Village, Featuring Wil Zevely and Jerry Cox 

2015 KACDL Annual Conference and Criminal Defense Seminar 

Friday, October 30, 2015, The Galt House Hotel, Louisville, KY                              


