MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ___ JUDICIARY

Held in Room 522 at the Statehouseat _ 3:30 a3y /p. m, on__January 23, 1978 19

All members were present except: Representatives Hayes, Heinemann, Hoagland and
Stites, who were excused.

The next meeting of the Committee willbe heldat __3:30  ax@p. m.,on _January 24 1978 |

These minutes of the meeting held on 19 were considered, corrected and approved.
gy “
Chairman

The conferees appearing before the Committee were:

Dwayne Sackman, KBI

Major Koontz, Wichita Police Department

Mr. Jim Marquez, Dept. of Corrections

Mr. Robert Tilton, Kansas Sheriffs! Association
Wichita Police Chief, Richard LaMunyon

Topeka Police Chief, Fred Howard

Mr. Bob Mace, Secretary, Jayhawk Food Dealers
Frances Kastner, Kansas Food Dealers

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman who reminded
members that the House would reconvene at 4:00 P.M. for the intro-
duction of individuals, but that the committee would continue its
meeting, and members would be excused for the period of time
necessary 1f they had bills to be introduced.

The Chairman asked if the committee would be willing to
introduce a bill (by request) dealing with compensation for the taking
of property. It was moved by Rep. Hayes and seconded by Rep. Foster
that the bill be introduced as a committee bill, by request, and
re-referred to the committee. Motion carried.

The Chairman asked Mr. Purcell to review HB 2711. Mr. Purcell
explained the bill would replace three present statutes, 12-4515,
21-4616 and 21-4617. He stated the bill deals with expungement of
certain convictions, and explained how it relates to city ordinances
and parole or suspension. He discussed the bill section by section,
explaining the proposed procedures.

Mr. Sackman of the KBI stated that their position had been
spoken to in the interim, and asked if the committee had his letter
reiterating that position. He explained they have problems with
the bill because there are so many people with the same name, and
without detailed records they would have no idea if they were
expunging the right person or if there had been previous criminal
records. He explained there is also a problem in implementation
although the intent may be good.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded
herein have ndt been transcribed verbatim. Individual re-
marks as reported herein have not been submitted to the
individuals appearing before the committee for editing or
corrections.
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The Chairman asked if sufficient information is provided, could
they tie it all together with SB 406. Mr. Sackman stated there is
little relationship between SB 406 and HB 2711. The Chairman asked
if Mr. Sackman would provide information making it clear what the
KBI desires, and Mr. Sackman agreed to do this.

Major Koontz testified that during the interim, he had an
opportunity to appear and present some recommendations, and that
some of their suggested definitions appear in the draft. He stated
that in some areas the proposed bill is better than existing law.
He agreed that the requirement to disclose history of convictions
where individuals are applying for law enforcement positions is
good but that he would like to see it extend to other positions as
well. He suggested that it would be well to include people in security
and private inwvestigation work. Further, he feels that repeat
offenders should never be expunged, and that certain crimes should
never be expunged. (See printed statement.)

Mr. Jim Marquez, Acting Secretary of Corrections, testified
that the Department is not opposed to hiring ex-offenders, but
would like to know about it before hiring them. He stated they
had some proposed amendments (see attached) and explained they have
two bills which are being drafted and which the Department will ask
to have introduced.

Mr. Robert Tilton stated that the Sheriffs' Association supports
the bill, but it may need some changes. He agreed that it is better
than the present law, and supported Major Koontz'’ suggestions.

The Chairman noted that at one point the interim committee
considered doing away with expungement altogether, and it was decided
there were some definite advantages. Also, consideration was given
to placing these matters with the Civil Rights Commission, but it
was decided this would not be appropriate. He stated it might be
well to take into consideration arrests which did not result in
convictions.

Mr. Sackman stated if the conviction is expunged it makes as much
sense to expunge the entire cycle. He explained that sometimes there
are problems with individuals who are paroled under the Department of
Corrections and they will get an order for expungement of an offense
committed while the person was on parole. So far, he stated, they
have taken the position of expunging everything.

The Chairman appointed a subcommittee to consider the suggestions
made and to bring back a report, hopefully within ten days. He appointed
Rep. Ferguson, Chairman, Rep..Baker, Rep. Augustine, Rep. Frey and
Rep. Lorent=z.

The Chairman announced that a number of people wish to be heard
on HB 2712, but that they are not ready to appear. He stated that
today is considered to be the first day of hearings, and additional
times will be set in a few days. Mr. Marquez expressed the hope that
it not be scheduled on January 30 and 31 as that is when they will
be interviewing for a Secretary of Corrections. The Chairman stated
the committee will work around those dates.
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Wichita Police Chief, LaMunyon, testified there has been an
increase in violent crimes and that they have a problem with reapeat
offenders in Wichita. (See printed statement.) He stated they
cannot support HB 2712 because it gives the Adult Authority too much
control. He stated there should probably be some system for prison
authorities to provide for incentives but it should be defined by
statute.

The Chairman noted that "good time" regulations are not now
subject to legislative review but this bill would provide for such
review. Chief LaMunyon stated +that HB 2712 is better than what
the present practice is, but feels it should be stronger.

Mr. Bob Mace, Javhawk Food Dealers, testified that the committee
would be hearing a lot from food stores about bad checks and shop-
lifting. He expressed opposition to the provision raising the
Class D felony to $100.00 from the present $50.00. He stated he
felt the $50.00 felony provision is a deterrent, and related the
experience at the shoplifting school, which shows that out of 89
offenders, only one was over $50.00 and out of the group attending
the required school, there was only one repeater.

Frances Kastner, representing the Kansas Food Dealers Associa-
tion, testified that the Association represents 95% of the grocery
stores; that she regards this proposal as a cost of living increase
for criminals. (See printed statement.)

Topeka Police Chief, Fred Howard, testified that Topeka also
has experienced an increase in crimes, and that he feels indeter-
minate sentencing has been a failure. He stated that the correctional
experts agree that how a prisoner behaves in an institution is no
indication of how he may act when he is released. He pointed out
the problems in indeterminate sentencing, and particularly that some
may serve a long period for a crime, whereas another may serve a much
shorter period for the same crime. He stated there is a large dif-
ference in how the various courts sentence, and that the disparity
creates problems in the institutions. He stated his association
supports in part, a bill introduced by Rep. Hohman in the last
session, but agreed HB 2712 is better than what is presently being
done. He urged something stronger. The Chairman noted that the in-
terim committee had a report from Judge Michael Barbara regarding
a test he had given to judges on some individual cases. The results
showed great disparity from judge to judge. The Chairman asked Mr.
Purcell to obtain copies of this for the members of the committee.

Rep. Lorentz asked Chief Howard to comment on new Section 22
of the bill, which reduces the sentence for narcotics. The Chief
stated he did not personally favor such reduction of penalties, and
that is also the position of the association. He pointed out
that it is very difficult to determine quantity because one never
knows how much a substance has been cut or can be cut. As one who
is acquainted with the drug culture, he testified that he has no com-
passion for people who deal in drugs and good people hooked. He
feels there is no justification for letting such people go back to
society and prey on other people.
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Chief LaMunyon stated that he felt a proper alternative insofar
as drug violations are concerned, is to give the court some flexi-
bility in determining if the offender is a user or a pusher; that if
there was a way to distinguish at trial time, he could favor a dif-
ference in the way such people are treated.

The Chairman noted that the following day is an open day so
far as committee activities are concerned.

The meeting was adjourned.
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KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS \

INTERDEPARTMENTALEMEMORANDUM

TO: JIM J. MARQUEZ DATE: January 23, 1978

Acting Secretary of Corrections
SUBJECT: House Bill 2711 FROM: Bernard J. Dunn
(House Judiciary Committee) Legal Counsel

The following change is recommended to'protect the Department
of Corrections' interest of security in hiring personnel in sensitive
positions in Department of Corrections and its .institutions:

Amendment to House Bill 2711 to be amended in 1ine 136, on
" page 4 and Tine 61 on page 2 immediately after the referenced
"K.S.A. 1977, Supp. 22-2202 to read as follows:

"as amended, as a correctional officer, as defined by
K.S.A. 75-5202(g), as amended, or as a probation and
parole officer under the jurisdiction of the Secretary
of Corrections, as defined by K.S.A. 75-5202(h),"

The phrase "as amended" used above refers to the amendments
as proposed in Department of Corrections proposal number 6. As of
this date it has not yet been introduced as a bill and is being
written by Norman Furse of the Revisor of Statutes Office.

For clarification one should note that there exists also
a definition of law enforcement officer in the criminal code K.S.A.

21-3110 (1) which differs from the one in the code of criminal
procedure K.S.A. 22-2202.

BERNARD J. DUNN

BJD/1b



HOUSE BILL NO. 2711

Major E. J. Kuntz
Wichita Police Department

Initially, I extend to you a hearty "thank you' for inviting

us to present our views toward this proposed legislation. More-
over, the Special Committee chaired by Mr. Brewster is commended
for hearing our concerns in the drafting of this bill, which now
includes some of our recommendations. There are however, some
serious deficiencies in the draft which I would very briefly like
to share with you. Primarily, the proposed bill is better in

some areas than existing law.

ADVANTAGES

' concept currently

1. Eliminates the '"revolving door'
existing in Municipal Courts.
2. Provides for the same waiting period for persons

18 years of age and older.

3. Provides for a longer period of waiting time for
persons convicted of a misdemeanor or a Class D
or E felony.

4. Provides for the revelation of expunged records
for persons making application for work with a

law enforcement agency.



5. Applies to traffic violations as well as

criminal violations.

DISADVANTAGES

1. Does away with individual accountability.
2. Hinders criminal investigations.
. Application for employment.

3
L. Traffic violations - insurance rates are based

on individual driving record.

MOST SERIQUS DEFICIENCIES

In application for employment as a law enforcement officer, as
defined by K.S.A. 1977 Supp. 22-2202, a person must if asked,
reveal convictions that have been expunged. The term 'law
enforcement officer' does not encompass persons who are employed
in other areas of the Criminal Justice System. This language
should be such that persons (civilians) making application for
employment with a Criminal Justice Agency, if asked, must dis-
close any and all convictions that may have been expunged. This
would then include persons working in the capacity as clerical
personnel in record offices of law enforcement agencies and also
those working in the Courts and Corrections segment of the

criminal justice system.



In addition, persons engaged in Private Investigations or Security
Operations should be required to disclose convictions which may

have been expunged. There are approximately 1500 "security officers"
within our jurisdiction and a majority of these are licensed to
carry a firearm. Even though applicants are required to meet
specific criteria as delineated in K.S.A. 1976 Supp. 75-7b04,

which includes the disclosure of being convicted of a felony or

any crime involving moral turpitude or illegally using, carrying,
or possessing a dangerous weapon within ten (10) years immediately
prior to the date of application, all expunged convictions would not
have to be disclosed under provisions of the proposed bill in some

instances.

Approximately 507 of the "security officers" in our city do not
carry a gun. Therefore, they would not have to disclose expunged
convictions for Class A, B or C felonies or any violations enum-
erated in K.S.A. 1977 Supp. &-285. Moreover, any misdemeanor
convictions would not have to be disclosed. OQur City Ordinance
along with the existing State Statute require applicants to be of
good moral character and have a good reputation for truth, honesty

and integrity.

There is however, broad authority for a court, in an order of
expungement to specify circumstances under which convictions are
to be disclosed. This provision would permit our concerns to be

invalid, providing that each and every court would comply by



mandating disclosure of convictions when the applicant seeks
employment with a Criminal Justice Agency or as a '"'security officer'.
We suggest this latitude should become a requirement rather than

a mere broad provision which will obviously be different from

court to court.

ADDITIONAT, RECOMMENDATIONS

1. "Repeat offenders'" records should be exempt
from expungement.

2. In addition to the five (5) year waiting period for
Class A, B or C felony or any violation enumerated
in K.S.A. 1977 Supp. 8-285, certain crimes should
be exempt from expungement.

Murder

Voluntary Manslaughter
Aggravated Assault on Officer
Aggravated Battery on Officer
Attempted Poisoning
Terroristie Threat

Kidnapping

Aggravated Robbery

Indecent Liberties with Child or Ward
Aggravated Sodomy

Aggravated Incest

Aggravated Arson

Rape

e
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PAGE 3 REVISION NO. date:

EX - ST U S

. That K.S.A. 21‘42b1'(2)'(11) be amended to read as f011ows

 That K. S.A. 22- 2202 (11) be amended to read as. fo11ows

office or pub11c emp1oyment is vested by 1aw w1th a duty to ma1nta1n pub11c order or to

- make arrests for v1o]at1on of the 1aws of the state of Kansas or ord1nances of any mun1-

PROPOSAL FOR LEGISLATION 7.

_Department;df Corrections ool A b g o é;?

'State of Kansas

THROUGH: __ | NI Date:

BILL No.

BY:

" An Act Cancerning ,”

FAuN g

CBEIT ENAcTen'Bf THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF KANSAS:”'.f‘

. K.S.A, 21 4201 62) CHT ) Wardens, super1ntendents, dcmectona 5@cu&¢tg pa&éonneﬂ and

keepers of pr1sons pen1tent1ar1es, Jaa]s and other 1nst1tut1ons for the detention of

 persons accused or conv1cted of cr1me u%&ﬂc aat&ng WLtth the Acopc oﬁ thécn auzhancig

K. S A. 22 2202 (11)  Law Enforcement 0fT1cer means. any persons who by v1rtue ofuz_

cipality thereof orn with a duty fo ma&nta&n on aééent on ieabéeﬂt cuatody on Aupcnu44¢on aue

| pessons accuécd on conu&ctcd of ch&mc and anﬁudeé p&obat&on on panaﬂe aﬁﬁ&czné wandené

Aupeﬂ&ntendenté directons, éccu&&tg peisonnel, and keepeis 06 phiaoné pcn&teni&aﬂ&eé

fails and othen institutions fon the detcnt&on of pernsons accuécd on convicted 04 cmumg

while act&ng within the scope of theirn authority.

That K.5.A. 75-5212 be amended to read as follows:

K8 A 75-5212: The aeanetanj of corrections shall .establish standards of iﬂaining
and pnoceduneé fon centifying con&cct&onaﬂ oéﬁccené and probation and panoﬂe cﬁé&ceﬂA

wnder the furisdiction of the secretary of con&ccixoné.

On and after July 1, 1978, no person shall recelve a pcamancnt appointment as a cohhcc—ui

t&onaﬂ 0fficen on a probation and parole oﬁﬁLceﬁ undcn he - ju&&éd&aibon cﬁ xhc Aecneta&g

of cu&kaet&on& unﬂeAA awanded a ca&i&&@c@te attesting to bai&bﬁaatokj compﬂetLan O nat ?
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L PAGE 5 ~ REVISION NO. date:
"SUBSTANTIALLY NEW (T
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empﬂogee of the Atate whose. dutteé are E&m&ted fo the necedpt, cuétody, coniﬂo£

" ment of corvebtiohs, all deputy directors, and all those persons on the staff of the

‘maintaining custody, secur1ty, and- contro1 of any prisoner or 1nmate be1ng transported e

PROPOSAL FOR LEGISLATION
Department of Corrections
State of Kansas
THROUGH: - | ——— L. L P ____Date:
BILL No.
BY:

" An Act Con;erning‘ﬁ;_

.J‘

' BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURc OF THE STKTE OF KANSAS"

."That K.S.A. 75 5202 be amended to read as f0110ws iy o1, Liliﬁ? _.tt‘ ii N ‘77%5

K.S.A.. 75 5202 (g) "Con&ecttonaﬂ Oﬁﬁtcen" means a. 5u££ t&ma, éaﬂanted aﬁﬁ&cen o :

ma&utenance, d&éc&pﬂ&ﬂe, Aecuh&ig, and app&ehanéton 0f persons conu&cted'oé cn&m&naﬁ

géé@ﬂée An th&é Atﬂte and Aentenaed to a te&m 05 menAAonment undan tha cuétody 05 ihe '

-

' aaaﬂatang 05 conmecttona ',‘ R 2 feimg i ; :g' {j nl_-,:=f;1 ‘(;ézf

{h) "Pkobaiton and Panoﬁe Oﬁﬁ&cena undeh ju&&éd&@t&ﬁn oﬁ 5eateta&y 05 CG&”QCiloné"-r

meané a 6u££ t&ma 5a£a&¢ed oﬁﬁ&ceh on ampzogee 05 the Atate depantment 05 aonnzcttoné

whoAa dﬁt&e& anﬂude 4nuebt&gatton 5upe&u¢5&on, anneat and contno£ 05 peﬂaonﬁ on. pkabai&on;

oh panoﬂe and the enﬁoncement of the cand&t&oné 04 Auch pnobat&on o@.paﬂoia. ';“

That K.S.A. 75-5247a be amended to read as follows:

K.S.A. 75-5247a. The director of any correctional institution within the Kansas depatt-'.

.

department of corrections who are in the chain of command from the secretary of corrections

 to the correctional officer, and every correctional officer regardless of rank, in the

department of corrections; while acting within the scope of their duties as employees of

- the department of corrections, shall possess a}}-the $uch powers and duties of a law

enforcement officer as are necessary. forn the performance of the duties of cornectional

. 0ffdicens, and may exercise such powers and duties anywhere within thé State of Kansas.

Such powers arnd duties may be exercised outside the state of Kansas for the purpose of




VIEWS ON DETERMINATE SENTENCING

Richard E. LaMunyon
Wichita Police Department

The Wichita Police Department began, a 1ittle over a year ago, directed efforts
to identify and analyze some of the primary contributing factors to the city's crime
picture. Focusing our attention on factors which we felt were realistically within
the control of the criminal justice system, we found that repeat offenses by previously
convicted felons topped the 1ist.

Provided as Attachment I to this report is a summary of study data which shows
substantial evidence of a high level of recidivism. Briefly, the data shows that
during 1976, within the city of Wichita, 36% of the individuals arrested for homicide
had previous felony arrests. Approximately 54% of those arrested for rape had previous
felony records and there were prior felony arrests on 53% of the persons arrested on
robbery charges.

These figures are especially significant when supplemented with Wichita's 85%
overall felony conviction rate for the same period.

To many law enforcement agencies, the above information may not be too astounding.
For quite some time now it has been generally recognized that a very small percent of
the population is responsible for a comparatively large percent of the crime.

According to noted Criminologist Marvin Wolfgang, 6% of the population commit
more than half of all offenses and approximately two-thirds of the violent crimes.
Such a situation necessarily reflects a tremendously high rate of recidivism.

I sincerely feel that recidivism is a factor over which society, through the
criminal justice system, has potentially more control than any other recognized
contributor to crime. But to be effective, this control must be exercised.

Identifying the habitual offenders is no real problem; as a rule, we know who
they are. Again, the problem isn't identifying them; its dealing with them effectively.
1 contend that it is quite obvious that the system is not doing all that can and should
be done in this regard.

A1l too often crimes are committed by previously convicted felons who are on
parole from state institutions. In attempt to substantiate this statement, my office
began, a few months ago, a program to closely review Wichita pre-parole reports and
to record our recommendations on each case. An additional aspect of the program was
to then monitor parole hearing results for comparison to our recommendations. Later,
we matched the names of released individuals to our automated arrest file and produced
some interesting results. A summary is provided as Attachment 2.



Figures from the study indicate that approximately 24% of the parolees
released to Wichita since last May have since been arrested on numerous felony
and misdemeanor charges. Note that this figure does not represent arrests of
Wichita placements elsewhere nor does it include parolees from other cities who
are arrested locally. Also of special significance is the fact that the time
since their release is, in some cases, less than a month and, at most, an eight

month period.

Actually we did not initially expect to reveal such a significant rate of
parolee recidivism in such a short study period. Continued monitoring of the
arrests file will, with all indications, increase these figures even further.

As an example of the type of individuals who are, not only being considered
for, but all too often, being released on parole. I relate the following situation.

About a week ago my office received a "pre-parole" report on an individual
considered parole eligible. Our function is to review the case, and make recommendations
concerning release. In this particular case, the offender had served only about 14
months of multiple sentences of two 1 to 5 year terms, a 5 to 10, a 5 to 20, a 15 to
life, and a 3 to 10. The offenses for which he was last convicted were burglary,
larceny, possession of a firearm, three counts of aggrevated burglary, aggrevated
robbery and two counts of rape. To me this information alone provides evidence
enough to recommend against any early release. Let me, however, continue.

This individual was convicted of burglary in 1967. He
served four months in prison, and was then paroled. He was convicted, two years
Tater (1969) of burglary and larceny, was confined for sixteen months, then again
paroled. Less than four months after his release, he was arrested for burglary,
aggrevated burglary (3 counts), battery, rape, attempted rape and parole violation.
He was again convicted and imprisoned for approximately four years. In December of
1974, he was still again paroled; in February of 1975, less than two months later, he
was arrested for aggrevated robbery and auto theft. Then, a few months later, he was
arrested, sentenced, and confined for the term he is now serving.

With such a history, it seems more than ridiculous that such a person would ever
be considered for any form of parole.

O0f further interest on this particular case, was that an institutional evaluation
of this offender states that he is qualified for release into society because he has,
while incarcerated, acquired and developed a skill in waxing floors. Such rationale
is astounding.

The case related above has been used here primarily because it was a recently
reviewed one. It is, to some extent, typical of the cases which we review. It is,
in general, not an exception to the rule, but rather the ruie itself.

In further support of this point, the October, 1977 Statistical Report from the
Kansas Department of Corrections (P.B-8, Attachment 3) illustrates that, of all the
persons evaluated at the Kansas Rehabilitation and Diagnostic Center during the first
six months of 1977, 26.4% had been previously confined in scme state institution.

Over 54% of these repeat offenders had been out for less than two years. Approximately
62% were back in again for repeating crimes for which they had been previously
confined. Nearly one-fourth (24.8%) were on paroie or probation at the time they
committed the new violation.




These figures indicate to me that these individuals were released into society
prematurely. The abbreviated prison terms evidently fail to instill desired
deterrence toward recurring criminal behavior. I content that prisons, under
existing practices, provide very little rehabilitative function and, with the
exceedingly lenient parole practices, the deterrent value is likewise especially
low.

Determinate sentencing with more rigid paroling practices would probably not
appreciably increase the rehabilitative effect of the institutions but would provide
a stronger deterrent value. I am confident that stiffer sentences with determinate
terms for repeat offenders and offenders of violent crimes would produce increased
discouragement toward such activities. In support of this, I offer a quote from
James Q. Wilson, Harvard government professor and noted authority on the issue. He
states that "the rate of serious crime would be only one-third what it is today if
every person convicted of a serious offense were imprisoned for three years."

At the present time, a very small percent of the convicted violent offenders
ever complete the court imposed minimum of their sentence. With exception of the
violators serving sentences with one-year minimums, virtually all prisoners are
released short of the minimum of their court imposed term. Additionally. a
significant percent of individuals convicted on felony charges never even actually
serve time in the state institutions. The diagram on Attachment 4 shows that for
KDOC's fiscal year 1976 only approximately 28% of the felony convictions in the
state resulted in actual institutional confinement. The remaining 72% received
suspended sentences or were released on court probation or after KDOC evaluation.
The same 72% Tigure can be derived from fiscal year 1977 figures.

I contend that the above statistics further uphold the need for reformed
sentencing and paroling practices.

In attempt to clarify my stand on the issue of determinate sentencing, the
following summary is provided.

1) The law should provide for specific sentences for specific crimes with
relative latitude granted to the courts alone.

2) The parole program should apply to only first-time property offenders.
Violent and repeat offenders should be exempt from parole consideration.

3) While, obviously, I do support the concept of determinate sentencing, I
oppose House Bill No. 2712 based on the fact that it does not satisfy
the above stated items.

4) House Bill No. 2506, introduced in the 1977 session, has considerably
more merit, and, with some slight modification could more conceivably
accomplish an improved situation.



Homicide Arrests

No. of
Arrests
14

Rape Arrests

No. of
Arrests
41

Robbery Arrests

No. of
Arrests
147

ATTACHMENT I

HOMICIDE, RAPE, AND ROBBERY ARRESTS
DURING 1976

Prior Felony Prior Juvenile Prior
Arrests Arrests Misdemeanors
5 Z 2
36% 14% 14%

57% Have prior police record
43% No police record

Prior Felony Prior Juvenile Prior
Arrests Arrests Misdemeanors
22 6 13
54% 15% 32%

e i o
71% Have prior police record
29% No police record

Prior Felony Prior Juvenile Prior
Arrests Arrests Misdemeanors
79 43 77
53% 29% 52%

T
78% Have prior police record
22% No police record

Source: Wichita Police Department, Planning & Research Section



ATTACHMENT 2

Pre-parole Review/Follow-up
Study Summary

(Since May 1, 1977)

303 Pre-parole reports reviewed by Wichita Police Department.

Nearly 2 paroles granted for every 1 approved by WPD (59 vs. 113).

130 Individuals released to Wichita (Full Parole, Halfway House, Work Release).
24% of these parolees have since been arrested in Wichita (31 of 130).
14 Felony Arrests

64 Misdemeanor Arrests

Approximately 2/3 of the arrested parolees were released against the recommendations

of Wichita Police Department. (21 of 31)
Over 1/2 of the arrested parolees had multiple arrests during this period. (16 of 31)

Approximately 1/4 of the arrested parolees were Work Release or Halfway House

type participants. (8 of 31)

Source: WPD, Planning & Research Section (Jan. 1978)



KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF CQRRECTIQNS

ANALYSIS OF PERSONS EVALUATED
AT KRDC 1877*

TOTAL
No. of Inmates Evaluated . . . . « « ¢« « ¢ o o « & 740
Type of Offense
PErSON » + v o o o « o o « & s o & o« o & o o o = 223
Property « « « « « o o o o e 00 s e e . ... 37
OFHEM. o & o % & & ® @ & & % = o & & & & & 8 . . 146
No. With Previous Confinement**
Kansas Institutions. . « « « ¢« « ¢« ¢ ¢ & ¢ « o 134
Other State's Institutions . . . . . « « « « « & 45
BOEH &+ v v v o o o o o o o o o s o s s & & o o = 16
Total . &« & &« ¢ & ¢« 4 o o o o s 5 o o = 195
Time Since Last Confinement
Ou2A-MOS. 5 & o 5 6 2 » ® « » & & & & W . . . . 106
2560 MOS. + « o o« o « o o « o o =+ s o o o s 9+ = - 51
Over 60 MoS. . « « « « & o & « & R T 1
Current vs. Previous Offense
Repeating Same Type of Offense
PEFSON + « o o« o « o o o o o o o s & o s o o o o 39
PrOPertY « o o o o v o & ¢ ¢ o o o 0o e o0 e 95
Other. . .« « . o o0 e o C ¥ @ e s w o n b 14
From person to property. . . « . . . . ¢ pow s g o 16
From person to other . . . . . « o & b oW W : 7
From property to Person. . . « « « « « « « = ¢ o = 24
From property to other . . . « v v v v v v v v v 16
From other to perscen . . . « « & R R R 8
From other to property . « . « « ¢« « « o o o ¢ = 20
Total. . « « « ¢ o « ¢ & & & o w w8 owow £33
Community Treatment
Alcohol. . « « « ¢ & ¢ ¢« o o @ e « mE R R EE 34
PP & 5 o om o = = e e § B W ¥ W ow e w o m 21
Mental & v v & ¢ o o o o o s 0 e s s e e y 139
TOLEET, o 5 & o s % » & ® » = = @ & % & # 194
Status Before Confinement
On Parole-New Crime
KANSAS « « o o o s & & & = & & = ¢ ® s @ @ A § 83
Other State. . « « « « « v o o s+ o o o o o o = 19
On Probation-New Crime . . . « « « « « « & . .. 48
TOERL. « & o & & & & & & % & & w w w & & & & @ 150
On Probation-Violation . . . . . T ETEEEE . 33
No Correctional Supervision. . . « « ¢« ¢« « « o « & 557

*Rased on evaluations during January through June
**(ther than 120 days for evaluation

30.1%
50.2%
19.7%

18.1%
6.1%
2.2%

26.4%

54.4%
26.1%
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19.5%

16.3%
39.8%
5.9%
6.7%
2.9%
10.0%
6.7%
3.3%
8.4%
100.0%

4.6%
2.8%
18.8%
26.2%

11.2%
2.6%
6.5%

20.3%

- 4.5%
75.3%

Prepared June, 1977, by Kansas Department of Corrections, Research

and Planning Section.



5427
Felony Cases Terminated
By Kansas District Courts

in Fiscal Year 76

e ~—
~
~20%
24% 76% \
1323 4104
\\ Dismissals & Acqu1tta1s Conv1ct1ons

T~
~~

|
l
|
|
287
\ i
32% L
|
1

/ 2778 1326 |

Released on Probat1on Sent to {
\\\or Suspended Sentence Inst1tut1ons

157 85%
150-200 Approx. 1150 "\
Released after KRDC* Actually ser‘ved
Evaluation time

* Kansas Reception & Diagnostic Center

Summary:
Overall Kansas District Courts conviction rate: 76%

2/3 of convictions were released outright on probation or suspended sentence
Only approximately 28% of those convicted serve 120 days or more

Data Source: KDOC 1976 Statisticai Report
Diagram by WPD, Planning & Research Section
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LEE E. CIRCLE, EXEC. SECRETARY
P. O. BOX 816 @ ARKANSAS CITY, KANSAS 67005
PHONE (316) 442-5220

January 23, 1978

House Judiciary Committee, HB 2712, Repr. Brewster, Chrm.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, we appreciate

the opportunity to appear on HB 2712. I am Frances Kastner,

1egislat&ve assistant to Lee Circle, Executive Secretary of
the Kansas Food Dealers Assoclation, representing 95% of the
grocery stores in Kansas. We oppose the passage of HB 2712
which we call a COST OF LIVING INCREASE FOR CRIMINALS.

Each year our grocers are plagued by more and more re-
turned checks. Most people are more reluctant to give insuf-
ficient fund checks for an amount that would be classified
a felony instead of a misdemeanor. This means the grocer,
and-other retailers, are now getting more bad checks for under
$50 than they are checks over $50.

The changes in HB 2712 would double that amount, and
no doubt encourage those individuals who deliberately give a
check knowing they have insufficient funds, to write that
check for $99 instead of $49. I am sure you are all aware
some people write checks hoping the delay between writing a
check, and putting money in the bank, will give them time
to cover a check they've written, but some never gquite have

enough in their accounts to cover ALL their outstanding checks.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETAIL GROCERS (NARGUS)
FOOD INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION EXECUTIVES

‘‘KANSAS FOOD DEALERS BULLETIN."’
INC.
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Many of these checks under the $50 amount are NEVER collected
and this certainly adds to the retailers cost of doing business.
In other words, the honest, law-abiding consumer mﬁst pay more for
his goods to cover losses caused by unlawful acts of other consumers.

This is not only true of bad checks, but also of shoplifting
which is another major cost factor retailers have to consider.,
Chénging the amount from $50 to $100 before shoplifting and theft
are considered felonies compounds the problem.

While we are in favor of strengthening our mandatory sentence
laws, or bringing them into conformity, we can NOT endorse any
measure such as HB 2712 which is 1ittle more than a cost of living
increase for criminals.

If the bill cannot be separated into two bills, one dealing
with our mandatory sentence law, and the other pertaining to the
amounts of money or value of goodsclassified as a felony, we would
respectfully request that you NOT recommend HB 2712 for passage.

Thank you for giving us this time to present our views.

Mrs. Frances Kastner
3923 NW Rochester Rd.
Topeka, Kansas 66617

(913) 286-1760
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Ilng action making certain signs

unlawful or requiring the removal of certain signss amending

4]

Honi Bl 1977 Supp. 63-2234 and repealing the existing

j—

Ba 1L enacted by fthe lTeciglature of the State 0of Xansas:

Section |. K.S.A, 1977 Supp. 68-2234 is hereby amended to
read as Iollows: 68-2234., After HMarch 31, 1972, signs which are
to be erected in a business area shall compnly with the Tollowing
standards: (a) Gepneral, Signs shall not be erscted or maintained
which (1) imitate or rasemble any official traffic sign, signal
or deviceji or (2) are erected or maintainsd upon trees_or cainted

or drawn upon rocks or other natural reatures

(b) 2ize. (1) Signs shall not be erected which exceed

(7]
f—

thirty (30) feet in height, sixty (60) feet in length or twelve
hundred (1200) sqguare feet in arsa, per facing, including border,
trim and embesllishments, but not including base or apron, sup-

ports, and other structural members.

(2) The maximum size limitations shall apply to each sign

thy

facinag.

(3) Two signs not exceeding six hundred (600) square feet
each may be erected in a Tacing, side by side or #double decked,®
and double-faced, back-to—back or V-type éigns shall be permitted

and shall be tresated as one structure with a maximum area orf

twelve hundrec (1200) square feet pernmitted for sach side or
facing. To be classified as iiback—-to—-back? there must not be more
than Tifteen (15) Teet between structures or ITacses, to allow Tor

crossbracing.
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(4) The aresa of any sicgn shall'b
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square, rectangle, circle or combinati
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encompass the area aiffectad.

(c) Spacing., (1) Signs shall conform to all applicable
building codes and ordinances of the <city, county or state,
whichever 1s applicable by reason of the locations of said signs.

(2) 3Signs shall not be erected or maintained in such a man-—
ner as to obscure cr otherwiss physically interfere with an offi-
cial traffic sit

ny, signal or device or to obstruct or physically

()
(e}

interfere with a driver’s view of approaching, merging or inter-
secting traffic.

(3) Signs visible Ifrom a primary highway shall not be
erected within the limits of an incorporated city less than one
hundred (100) Teet, and outside the limits of an incorporated
city less than three hundred (300) feet, of another sign on the
same side of the highway.

(4) Signs visible TIrom a freeway or interstate highway
shall not be erected within Tive hundred (500) feet of another
such sign on the same side of the highway, and outside the limits
of an incorporated city, no such sign shall be located adjacent
to or within Tfive hundred (500) feet of an interchange, intersec-—

tion at grade or a safety rest area, with such distance to b

[0}

measured along the freeway or. interstate highway Irom the nearest
point of the beginning or ending of pavement widening at thes exit
from or entrance to the main traveled way.

(5) The minimum distance between two signs prescribed by
paragraphs (3) and (4) of this subsection shall be measured along
the nearest edge of the pavement between points directly ocpposite
the signs along each side of the highway3 but said minimum dis-

tance shall not apply to signs described by subsection (a), (b)

or (c) of K.S.A. 1277 Sugp. 68-2233, nor shall such signs be
counted or be wused in measuring distances for the purpose of
determining compliance with the spacing requirements of this sub-
section.

(6) The minimum distances between two signs prescribsd oy

paragraphs (3) and (4) of this subsection shall not apply where

such signs are separated by a building, structure, roadway or



other obstruction which prevents a view of both signs at the same

time by traffic proceadings on any on highway.

(0]

(7) Nothing in this subsection sh

[9)]

(%}

11 be construed as pre-
venting the erection of double-faced, back-to-back or V=typea
signs with a maximum of two (2) signs per racing, as permitted by
subsection (k) of this section.

(d) Lightfing. (1) Signs shall not be erected which contain,

D

included or are illuminated by any flashing, intermittent,
revolving or moving light, except thoss giving public service
information such as, but not limited to, time, date, temperature,
weather or news; steadily burning 1lights in configuration of
letters or pictures are not prohibited.

(2) Signs shall not be srected or maintained which are not
effectively shielded so as to prevent bsams or rays oI light Irom
being directed at any portion of the traveled way of any inter-
state or primary highway and are of such intensity or brilliance
as to cause glare or to impair the vision of the driver of any
motor vehicle or to otherwise interfere with any driver’s oper-
ation of a motor vehicle.

(3) Signs shall not be erected or maintained which shall be
so 1illuminated that they obscure any official trafric sign,
device or signal, or imitate or may be confused with any such
ofrficial traffic sign, device or signal.

(e) Application to _local zoning authoritiess, Nothing in
this section, or in the act of which this section is amendatory,
shall be construed as prohibiting & local zoning authority from
controlling the erection, maintenance, size, spacing and lighting
of signs within its jurisdiction in a manner which 1is not less
restrictive than the highway advertising control act of 1972, and

any acts amendatory thereof or supplemental theretoi _howgver,

signs that are Jawfully in existence prior to action by a zoning

guthority or gity or county, with regasrd. to guch signs., mav ook

b_e_ Q:dcrad ramgqeﬁ AT *be]t ax]steocc ! adc N aur'\':“l 1ynlass ]!st

compansgation _shall be p2aid Tor the faking., Just comnensation

sha _bhea 5] aid for the I'alfiﬂ'f:



(1) From the owner of such sigo, all right. title and

interest in apd to such sign, and his or her leasehold related

theretos’ and

(2) from the owner of the real property on which such sign

is__located immediately prior %o its removal, the right to erect

and maintain signs thereon., other than those signs which mav law=

fully be erected cor maintained,

Full compensation therefor shall be included in the amnounts

id_to i espective QwWRers.
Sec. 2. K.S.A. 1977 Supp. 68-2234 is hereby repealed.

Sec. 3. This act shall take effect and be in force from and

after its publication in the statute book.



