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MINUTES OF THE SENATE  COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
The meeting was called to order by Senator Paul Hess at
Ehaloeion
_1:30 avh/pm. on January 10 184 in room123=S __ of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present:

Research Department: Ed Ahrens, Mary Galligan, Lynne Holt, Alan Conroy
Gloria Timmer, Bill Gillmore

Revisor's Office: Norman Furse

Committee Office: Mark Skinner, Tom Fritzlen, Berniece Myers, Doris Fager

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Dr. Robert Harder, Secretary, Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
Barb Hinton, Legislative Post Audit Division

John Hipp, Division of Architectural Services

SB 495 — Prerelease Centers, Appropriations FY 1984
SB 496 — Prerelease Centers, Establishment of

In answer to questions from Senator Hess, Dr. Harder noted
that his department had worked closely with the Department of Corrections
in determining the location of the prerelease centers at SRS institutions.
When asked about the limitation of 15 persons at each facility, Dr. Harder
said that there may be some occasions when it would be advantageous to
have accessibility to more than 15 people, but that the number in the bill
(SB 496) is workable. There were further gquestions by committee members
concerning the SRS role in the proposals in SB 496.

Ms. Hinton distributed copies of the Performance Audit Report,
Classification of Inmates in Kansas Prisons (Attachment A). She reviewed
the report for the committee. There were questions from committee members
concerning the contents of the report. Secretary Barbara said his Department
does not take issue with the audit report. His concern is that there is
need for 57 more beds each month to keep inmates flowing to prerelease
centers.

Members of the committee were given opportunity to guestion
Ms. Hinton, Secretary Barbara and Secretary Harder on other issues concerning
the programs involved in SB 495 and 496.

b b Mr. Hipp distributed copies of a page from the Kansas Register
containing the Notice of Commencement of Negotiations for Construction
Services——this notice referring to the facilities included in the proposals
being discussed. He noted that the procedure being followed is a major
departure from usual practices. The request by the Department of Corrections
was precipitated by time constraints made necessary because of the early
December decision to move ahead with the program. He explained that there is
only a four month time frame from the time the bill might become law until
people should be moved into the facilities.

Mr. Hipp explained to the committee that his department had
talked to the contractors' group in the state and this group has accepted
the basis of the negotiations procedure. It is the intent of Mr. Hipp's
division to decide on the contractors as soon as possible so they can
help with construction details.

Mr. Hipp further explained that the construction contract would
be cost-plus; and that the cost will be material, labor, etc, and the
fees will be the competitive part of the negotiations. During ensuing
discussion, there was a guestion concerning savings through negotiation.
Mr. Hipp said he was not sure there would be savings, but he could be sure
the buildings will be ready by June 15 and this seems to be the priority
in this case.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page 1 Of
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SB 495 and SB 496 - Continued

Senator McCray indicated that he does not like to see the
State of Kansas doing business in the manner discussed at this meeting.
He said the small business man or the minority business man wouldn't have
a chance of getting any of the contracts in question. Me. Hipp agreed,
and added that this is the only time he has been involved in this type
of procedure.

There were gquestions from committee members concerning procedures
to be followed during construction of facilities for prerelease programs.
Mr. Hipp said there will be a works manager on the job from the Division of
Architectural Services.

Motion was made by Senator McCrav and seconded by Senator Warren
to report SB 495 favorably for passage. Following an extended discussion
about the various items contained in the appropriations, the motion carried
by roll call vote.

Motion was made by Senator Bogina and seconded by Senator Harder
to amend SB 496 as follows: Delete the words "not more than 15" in line 43,
and strike Subsection (d) on page 2; and to renumber subsection (e) on page
2 to "(4)".

Senator Warren explained that both of those items were worked
out carefully to take care of what might be abuses in the future. Senator
Steineger said that establishment of any type of correction program in a
community causes problems. He added that some counties won't accept any
kind of state institution in the county; consequently, the local people
who have accepted such institutions should be considered, and the language
in the bill is part of that acceptance.

A substitute motion was made by Senator McCray and seconded by
Senator Steineger to report SB 496 favorably for passage. The motion lost
on a roll call vote.

The original motion by Senator Bogina was then considered, and
the motion passed by voice vote.

Motion was made by Senator Bogina and seconded by Senator Doyen
to report SB 496 as amended favorably for passage. The motion carried by
voice vote.

The meeting was adjourned by the Chairman.
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PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT

Classification of Inmates in Kansas Prisons

OBTAINING AUDIT INFORMATION

This audit was conducted by two members of the Division's staff:
Barb Hinton, senior auditor, and Robin Hunn, senior auditor. Ms.
Hinton was the project leader. If you need any additional information
about the audit findings, please contact Ms. Hinton at the Division's

offices.
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CLASSIFICATION OF INMATES IN KANSAS PRISONS
SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE POST AUDIT'S FINDINGS

1. How are inmates classified, and is their classification proper? Periodi-
cally, each inmate is evaluated and scored in nine areas related mostly to his or
her criminal activity and prison behavior. Such classifications help determine
the level of control or supervision an inmate needs while in prison. Under
exceptional circumstances, inmates can also be classified "by exception."
Based on their point totals or exceptions, inmates can be assigned to minimum,
medium, close, or maximum custody levels. Generally, minimum custody
inmates have been convicted of lesser offenses and close or maximum custody
inmates have been convicted of more violent crimes. There are many
exceptions, however, most of which reflect an inmate's behavior. As of
September 15, 1983, 37 percent of the inmate population was classified as
minimum custody, 27 percent as medium, and 36 percent as close or maximum.
Legislative Post Audit did not try to assess whether inmate classifications were
proper because the Department initiated its own study in this area that should
be available after January 1984. This study should address potential problem
areas noted by the auditors in the classification system related to documenta-
tion and timeliness.

2. What effect does classification have on inmates' placement? The initial
classification an inmate receives at the Reception and Diagnostic Center has
little effect on that inmate's assignment to a particular institution. More than
80 percent of the housing space available for inmates is at the State
Penitentiary and the Industrial Reformatory; thus, most inmates are assigned to
these two prisons. Most of those inmates are initially assigned to a maximum
security cellhouse. They progress to more minimum security settings within the
prisons or to honor camps or work release programs based on their behavior,
work assignment, reclassification, nearness to parole, and the like.

Generally, inmates in all custody levels are housed in all types of settings
within the Penitentiary and the Reformatory. Cellhouse comparisons also
showed that some low-and high-custody inmates in maximum security cell-
houses shared the same cell. Prison officials say that efforts are made to
separate hardened criminals from lesser offenders, but that recent overcrowd-
ing and double-celling of inmates has removed much of their flexibility.

3. What minimum security alternatives are available, and should they be
expanded? Based on the September 7 population figures, the Department has at
least 460 more minimum custody inmates than it has minimum security bed
spaces. These inmates are housed in more restrictive settings behind prison
walls. Given that minimum security bed space is the only kind of space that
can be added relatively quickly to help alleviate general prison overcrowding,
the Legislature may want to consider adding some combination of minimum
security facilities or programs. The Secretary of Corrections has submitted a
proposal to build new honor camps, expand work and pre-release facilities, and
expand minimum security dormitories to house a total of 651 minimum custody
inmates. Adding any new space will help alleviate overcrowding only if the
minimum custody inmates now in more restrictive prison settings are transfer-
red out of them. The audit notes that not all minimum custody inmates will be



eligible or ready for placement in all types of minimum security facilities or
programs, especially those in the community. In addition, prison officials at the
Penitentiary estimated that the number of minimum custody inmates now in
prison who could be transferred to the outside was quite small. Such findings
suggest that more needs to be done to estimate the number of minimum custody
inmates who could be placed in minimum security settings--both now and on an
on-going basis--to help alleviate prison overcrowding.



CLASSIFICATION OF INMATES IN KANSAS PRISONS

At its meeting on June 2, 1983, the Legislative Post Audit Committee
directed the Legislative Division of Post Audit to conduct a performance audit
of the Department of Corrections' classification system. This system is used in
determining the level of control or supervision needed over inmates while they
are in correctional facilities. Inmates with low custody levels are eligible for
minimum security housing and programs.

The issue of overcrowding in the State's prisons has received considerable
legislative attention in recent years. The inmate population is growing at a
rate of 12 to 14 percent a year. As of October 23, it stood at 3,583 and was
fast approaching the maximum capacity established by the Department of
3,886. As solutions are sought to ease the overcrowding problem, the issue of
housing alternatives for inmates--particularly those with low custody levels--is
likely to be the subject of considerable debate and attention.

This audit addressed three main questions: How are inmates classified,
and is their classification proper? Once inmates are classified, what effect
does classification have on their placement? What minimum security programs
and facilities are available, and should they be expanded?

How Are Inmates Classified?

The current inmate custody classification system was developed by a task
force of prison officials and other corrections administrators to help standard-
ize classification procedures and the criteria being used to make custody
decisions. The system was put into effect in July 1981.

Initial classifications for all male inmates are performed by a classifica-
tion committee at the State Reception and Diagnostic Center as part of the
inmate evaluation process. Female inmates are evaluated and initially classi-
fied at the Kansas Correctional Institution at Lansing.

Any classification performed after the initial classification is considered
to be a reclassification. Most inmates are reclassified once they complete the
orientation process at the institution they are assigned to. Routine reclassifi-
cations are performed at regularly set intervals--annually for inmates serving
more than a two-year sentence, and every 120 days for inmates approaching
their parole dates or for inmates serving less than a two-year sentence.

Non-routine reclassifications are performed for one of two reasons. First,
they are performed when any of the criteria for classifying an inmate that are
"time limited"--such as institutional adjustment or behavioral problems--are
due to expire. A clean record in these areas may result in a lower custody
level. Second, they are performed when significant changes occur in the
inmate's status, such as disciplinary problems resulting in segregation. That
could result in a higher custody level.



Specific criteria have been established in nine areas to help assess the
degree of supervision needed to control the inmate, and points have been
assigned to the criteria in each category. The more points an inmate receives
under the criteria, the higher the custody level, as follows:

Close custody 10 or more points
Medium custody 4-9 points
Minimum custody 0-3 points

The nine basic classification categories and the range of points assigned to each
are listed below.

Classification Category Possible Points

Criminal behavior involved in the offense
Length of minimum sentence

Past criminal behavior involving violence
Length of time served

Escape history

Escape characteristics

Unusual escape/assault skills

Institutional adjustment

Behavior characteristics affecting custody
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The behavior involved in the criminal offense is an important considera-
tion, especially in cases involving death, personal injury, and threat of harm.
But because an inmate can accumulate more points under the criteria for
behavioral problems or poor adjustment to prison life than for criminal behavior
involved in the offense, these factors can play an even greater role in
determining the custody level assigned to an inmate. For example, an inmate
can receive up to [0 points for severe behavioral problems (homicidal or
suicidal tendencies, for instance), or 10 points for severe disciplinary infrac-
tions that result in disciplinary segregation. By contrast, a maximum of two
points is given for the type of crime committed, and two points for a record of
past violent crimes.

Because of this distribution of points under the criteria, some inmates
who have committed violent crimes but are "model" prisoners may have a lower
custody level than inmates who have committed less serious crimes but are
unruly or uncontrollable.

If an inmate's needs or circumstances warrant a different level of
supervision than his or her point score would indicate, exceptions can be made
by noting the reason on the form and assigning a custody level "by exception"
rather than "by criteria." Exceptional circumstances would include stricter
supervision requirements for an inmate with assaultive behavior or an inmate
informer who needs protective custody, pressure situations caused by a death in
the family, marital or financial problems, or parole denial, or other documented
reasons.

Most inmates classified by exception are given a higher custody level than
they would have received if they had been classified by criteria. There are four
possible custody levels for inmates classified by exception: minimum, medium,
close, and maximum. Assignment to maximum custody is always an administra-
tive decision, then, because it is always done by exception.



A third group of inmates in the correctional system is classified outside
the classification system. This group consists primarily of inmates who have
not yet been evaluated or have not completed their evaluation at the Reception
and Diagnostic Center and consequently have not yet received their initial
classification. Inmates in this group are mostly classified in the upper custody
levels.

Most Inmates Are Minimum or Medium Custody,
But the Percentages Vary Considerably By Institution

As of September 15, 1983, the inmate population in the State's correc-
tional facilities was 3,426. Of that total, 1,258 or 37 percent were classified as
minimum custody, 942 or 27 percent were classified as medium custody, and
1,226 or 36 percent were classified as close or maximum custody. Of the total,
66 percent were classified by criteria, 21 percent were classified by exception,
and 13 percent were classified outside the custody classification system.

Classification of Inmates By Institution

Inmate
Population on Custody Classification
September 15, Close/
Institution 1983 Minimum Medium Maximum
Maximum Security Institutions
State Penitentiary 1,597 349 37% 299%
Industrial Reformatory 1,103 19 29 52
Reception and Diagnostic Ctr. 138 11 1 88
Minimum Security Institutions
Vocational Training Center 179 92% 5% 3%
Correctional Institution
at Lansing 168 54 12 34
Honor Camps
Toronto 62 98% 0% 2%
El Dorado 56 98 2 0
Work Release Centers
Topeka 28 1009 0% 0%
Wichita St 100 0 0
Hutchinson 19 100 0 0
Contract (Fort Scott and
Topeka Halfway House) 22 95 0 B
TOTAL AND AVERAGE 3,426 37% 27% 36%

As the accompanying table shows, the percentage of inmates in the
different custody levels varied considerably by institution. These differences
are fairly easy to explain. For example, inmates being evaluated at the
Reception and Diagnostic Center are administratively assigned a high custody




level. The higher percentage of close or maximum custody inmates at the
Industrial Reformatory than at the Penitentiary reflects a higher number of
disciplinary and adjustment problems among younger inmates.

Male inmates transferred to the Correctional Institution at Lansing must
be minimum custody, but female inmates housed there are classified at all
levels. Finally, inmates in higher custody levels at the Vocational Training
Center generally have been temporarily reclassified from minimum custody for
disciplinary reasons. The same would be true for inmates in higher custody
levels at an honor camp or work release program.

Inmates with minimum custody levels are eligible for minimum security
housing and programs or outside work detail. They also are given greater
unsupervised freedom of movement within an institution and more visiting and
furlough privileges. Custody level can also be an important consideration in
determining an inmate's eligibility for parole. Thus, besides providing prison
officials with a means of measuring how closely an inmate should be supervised,
the custody classification system is designed to provide inmates with the
incentive to attain and keep the lowest possible custody level.

Are Inmates Properly Classified?

To answer this question, Legislative Post Audit planned to review a
sample of inmates' files to determine whether they were properly classified
according to the guidelines and criteria set out in the Department's custody
classification manual. However, the Department of Corrections started a
similar study in the summer of 1983 to answer the same question. The study is
being conducted by an internal task force appointed by the previous Secretary
of Corrections, and will include substantial samples of inmates from each
institution. Task force members told the auditors they were paying particular
attention to classifications made by exception to ensure there was adequate
documentation to support the custody level given. The study is scheduled to be
completed in January 1984.

Legislative Post Audit reviewed the Department's plans for the study and
found them to be thorough. After discussions with members of the Legislative
Post Audit Committee, it was decided that rather than duplicate this work,
Legislative Post Audit would review the completed study and make sure the
results are brought to the Legislature's attention.

The auditors did take several other kinds of steps to review inmate
classifications. They reviewed the formal classification complaints filed by
inmates at the Penitentiary and the Reformatory, and they contacted the
Corrections Ombudsman Board about complaints filed there. They also
reviewed the files of a sample of inmates at the Penitentiary who were
classified as minimum by exception. Finally, they reviewed and analyzed the
characteristics of 2,933 inmates classified under the classification system as of
September 7, 1983. Because most inmates at the Reception and Diagnostic
Center are classified outside the system, all inmates at this facility were
excluded from the auditors' review. The results of their reviews are described
briefly below.



Generally, Few Complaints Are Filed About Inmate
Classification Levels

Between July 1981 and October 1982, Department records show that
12,384 separate classification actions were performed and 4,643 different
inmates were subject to at least one classification decision. In comparison to
these numbers, relatively few complaints are filed.

Over a one-year period, the auditors found that only seven formal
complaints regarding inmate custody levels were filed at the Penitentiary and
the Reformatory. The auditors reviewed six of these cases, most of which
involved inmates' complaints that their unit team supervisors were denying
them a minimum custody status that would allow them to live in minimum
security settings or prepare for parole or release.

According to the information available in these files, no classifications
were changed as a direct result of the institutional director's review of the
cases. Generally, inmates were notified that their classifications were higher
because of the nature of their crime, their institutional problems, or other
psychological problems. Also in most cases, inmates were advised to continue
working with prison officials to improve their performance and lower their
custody levels.

The Corrections Ombudsman Board received &l written or verbal com-
plaints in fiscal year 1983 about inmates' parole eligibility or custody status.
According to the acting Executive Secretary, fewer than half those complaints
related to custody. Generally, in about half of the complaints about custody an
error was made in determining an inmate's classification point total, which was
pointed out to prison officials to correct. Complaints that are not valid are
usually the result of inmates' lack of understanding of the classification scoring
system, particularly as it applies to disciplinary actions.

The Auditors' Review of Inmates Classified as Minimum by
Exception Showed Some Potential Problems in the System

The auditors reviewed the files of eight of the 54 inmates at the
Penitentiary who were classified as minimum by exception to determine the
reasons for their classification at this level. Seven of the eight had been
convicted of violent crimes. If those inmates had been classified by criteria
according to their point totals, seven would have been medium custody and one
would have been close custody. In all cases, the auditors noted that the
classification was recommended because of the inmate's good work record,
institutional adjustment, or previous success living in a more open environment.

During the review of these eight cases, the auditors found two that
showed potential problems. The first involved an inmate's placement in one of
the outside dormitories. This decision was made over the staff's earlier
recommendation that he be placed in at least a medium security setting. There
was no documentation of the reason for this inmate's placement. This inmate
had been convicted of aggravated kidnapping, rape, aggravated battery, and
attempted rape, and had a record of convictions for previous violent crimes.



The second involved timeliness of an inmate's reclassification. One
inmate scheduled for a routine reclassification in March of 1983 was not
reclassified until July 9. This inmate, who lived in a maximum security cell,
received a disciplinary report on March 8 for sodomy and was placed in
administrative segregation for 30 days. Either action should have triggered a
non-routine reclassification as well. On July 9 his classification was formally
changed from minimum by exception to close by criteria.

The Department's current study of inmate classifications is addressing
such issues as proper documentation for custody decisions--especially those
made by exception--and timeliness of inmate reclassifications. As the task
force reviews inmates' files, it is anticipated that such problems will surface
and be reported and that steps will be recommended to minimize such problems.
Legislative Post Audit will review the extent to which such problems were
found in the Department's completed study.

Generally, Minimum Custody Inmates Have Been Convicted of Lesser Offenses
And Maximum Custody Inmates Have Been Convicted of Violent Crimes,
But There Are Many Exceptions

The following tables list the characteristics of inmates in the three major
custody levels: minimum, medium, and close or maximum. These characteris-
tics were taken from data on the inmates' classification records as of

Profiles of Inmate Characteristics as Recorded
On Their Classification Forms as of September 7, 1983

MINIMUM CUSTODY INMATES (1,229)

On the average, these inmates . . .

--committed lesser offenses (Section D)

--are serving 1-5 year sentences

--have no record of past violent crimes

--have no escape history

--have not had recent institutional adjust-
ment problems

--are not considered to be violent or poten-
tially violent

MEDIUM CUSTODY INMATES (948)

However, there are exceptions . . -

—34% committed violent crimes (Section A)
--5% have records of past violent crimes
--7% are serving over lJ-year sentences

--15% have had recent institutional adjust-
ment problems

On the average, these inmates . . .

--committed violent crimes (Section A)

—are serving longer sentences (over 5 years)

--have no record of past violent crimes

--have no escape history

--have not had recent institutional adjust-
ment problems

--are not considered to be violent or poten-
tially violent

CLOSE/MAXIMUM CUSTODY INMATES (755)

However, there are exceptions . . .

—17% committed lesser offenses (Section D)
--16% have records of past violent crimes
--5% have histories of escapes from prison

--36% have had recent institutional adjust-
ment problems

On the average, these inmates . . .

--committed violent crimes (Section A)

--are serving longer sentences (over 3 years)

--have no record of past violent crimes

--have no escape history

--have had recent institutional adjustment
problems

--are not considered to be violent or poten-
tially violent

6.

However, there are exceptions . . .

--28% committed lesser offenses (Section D)
--19% have records of past violent crimes
--41% are serving l-5 year sentences

--19% have histories of escapes from prison

--17% have violent or potentially violent be-
havior characteristics



September 7, 1983. On that form, the type of crime committed is not recorded
by felony class. Instead, crimes are grouped into four sections. The Section A
grouping generally includes violent crimes against persons (for example, mur-
der, rape, kidnapping, and aggravated arson, assault, robbery, and battery). At
the other end, Section D generally includes non-violent crimes against property
(for example, burglary, theft, controlled substance violation, unlawful posses-
sion of firearms, and a category called other non-violent felonies.  See
Appendix A for complete listing.) Most inmates' crimes fall in the Section A or
Section D groupings.

As the tables show, minimum custody inmates generally were convicted of
lesser offenses in the Section D grouping, had shorter sentences, did not have
records of past violent crimes, were not escape prone, and did not have
adjustment problems or violent behavior characteristics.

On the other hand, considerably more of the inmates with medium or
close/maximum custody were convicted of violent crimes in the Section A
grouping, are serving longer sentences, are more escape prone, and have records
of past violent crimes, violent behavior characteristics, and adjustment or
disciplinary problems.

These generalizations do not always apply, however, especially at the low
custody level. At maximum security institutions like the State Penitentiary and
the Industrial Reformatory, for example, 34 percent of the minimum custody
inmates were convicted of violent crimes against persons (Section A grouping).
Eight percent of the minimum custody inmates at the Penitentiary had records
of past violent crimes, and 27 percent of the minimum custody inmates at the
Reformatory had disciplinary or adjustment problems within the preceding eight
months. Even in minimum security facilities like honor camps and work release
programs, 43 percent of the inmates had been convicted of violent crimes
(Section A grouping) and 19 percent had institutional adjustment or disciplinary
problems. (See Appendix B for a more complete listing.)

These exceptions do not mean the inmates' classifications are improper or
do not follow the classification guidelines. They do help demonstrate, though,
that an inmate's classification is not always dependent on the nature of his
crime, and may be reflecting his institutional behavior or nearness to parole.

What Effect Does Classification Have
On Inmates® Placement?

Inmates entering the State's correctional system go through an evaluation
process at the State Reception and Diagnostic Center before a final decision is
made on where to place them. The auditors found that the initial custody
classification an inmate receives from the Reception and Diagnostic Center has
very little effect on his initial assignment to an institution. Even after an
inmate is assigned to an institution, his classification has little effect on his
cellhouse assignment, and most cellhouses have inmates at all custody levels
living in them.



Classification Has Little Effect on an Inmate's
Initial Assignment to an Institution

Because of backlogs in evaluating inmates at the Reception and Diagnos-
tic Center, inmates entering the correctional system are first sent to the State
Penitentiary or the Industrial Reformatory for a holdover period while they are
awaiting evaluation. The holdover period averages about 50 days. During that
time, inmates are totally segregated from the remaining inmate populations.

While at the Reception and Diagnostic Center, inmates undergo psycho-
logical testing and evaluation for several weeks. Custody level is assigned at
the end of that period on the basis of the classification criteria, testing and
evaluation information, and information on previous criminal activity.

An inmate's initial custody classification makes almost no difference in
his or her assignment to a particular correctional facility. A minimum custody
inmate could be assigned directly to a minimum security institution, honor
camp, or work release program. In practice, however, most minimum custody
inmates--as well as all medium and close/maximum custody inmates--are sent
back to the maximum security institutions at Lansing or Hutchinson. As a rule
of thumb, inmates under the age of 25 are sent to the Reformatory, and
inmates over 25 are sent to the Penitentiary. However, their placement may
also depend on such other factors as family location, known conflicts with
inmates at another institution, and available space.

Inmates who are initially classified as minimum custody can be assigned
directly to the Correctional-Vocational Training Center in Topeka following
their evaluation, provided that the evaluation has shown the inmate needs
vocational training or education and can benefit from it. These inmates must
also be under age 30 and have no history of violent crimes, escapes from an
adult prison, or previous incarcerations. These inmates can also be sent to the
Industrial Reformatory to participate in the vocational education programs
there.

According to prison officials, inmates will rarely be assigned directly
from the Reception and Diagnostic Center to an honor camp or work release
program. Inmates in these programs are usually transferred to honor camps or
work release programs from one of the maximum security institutions as they
near parole. Such inmates often need a transition to a less secure setting
before being released.

As of September 15, 83 percent of the inmates in the correctional system
were housed at the three maximum security institutions: the Penitentiary, the
Reformatory, or the Reception and Diagnostic Center. Ten percent were at the
Training Center or the Correctional Institution, and seven percent were in an
honor camp or work release program.

Within an Institution, Classification Has Very Little
Effect on Placement, at Least at First

Once inmates are assigned from the Reception and Diagnostic Center to
the Penitentiary or the Reformatory, they go back into the segregated holdover
or orientation area for an orientation period before they are assigned to a
cellhouse.



Cellhouses in these two institutions can be divided into five general
categories. As the accompanying table shows, of the 2,405 inmates classified
under the classification system as of September 7 at the Penitentiary and the
Reformatory, 1,382 or 57.5 percent were housed in maximum security general
population cellhouses. A total of 845 inmates, or 35.1 percent, were in
dormitories or cellblocks with unbarred cells either within or outside the prison
walls.  The remaining 178 inmates (7.4 percent) were in administrative or
disciplinary segregation cellhouses or other secured housing.

Inmates in Each

Penitentiary and Reformatory Type of Cellhouse
Type of Inmate Housing No. %

Maximum security cellhouses with barred cells

(general population, one- to two-person cells) 1,382 57.5%
Medium or minimum security dormitory inside

prison walls 607 25.2
Minimum security dormitory outside prison walls 238 9.9
Administrative or disciplinary segregation 147 6.1
Other secured housing

(hospital, orientation, kennel, etc.) 31 1.3

Total 2,405 100.0%

According to prison officials, most inmates are initially assigned to a
maximum security cellhouse with barred cells. They progress to more minimum
security settings within the institutions based on such factors as their behavior,
custody level, work assignment, pending transfer to an honor camp or work
release program, nearness to parole, and the like. Minimum custody inmates
may be on work crews outside the prison, while higher custody inmates must
generally work within the prison's walls.

The recent increase in the prison pcpulation has raised concern that
prisoners with drastically different custody levels may be placed together in the
same living setting. As the following tables show, the auditors found that, with
few exceptions, there were inmates in all custody levels within each level of
housing at the Penitentiary and the Reformatory.

Kansas State Penitentiary

Inmate Occupants' Custody Levels

Type of Inmate Housing Minimum Medium Maximum/Close

Max. sec. cellhouses

(gen. pop.) 275 (50.3%) 454 (76.3%) 218 (78.8%)

Med. sec. inside dorm

(unbarred cells) 18 (3.2%) 113 (19.0) 1 (0.4%)

Min. sec. outside

dormitories 237 (43.5%) 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%)

Admin. or disciplinary

segregation 10 (1.8%) 22 (4.0%) 54 (19.4%)

Other (hospital, '

orientation, etc.) _6  (L.2%) 3 (0.5%) 4 (1.4%)
Total 546 (100.0%) 593 (100.0%) 277 (100.0%)



Kansas State Industrial Reformatory

Inmate Occupants' Custody Levels

Type of Inmate Housing Minimum Medium Maximum/Close
Max. sec. cellhouses

(gen. pop.) 51 (24.1%) 149 (45.7%) 235 (52.1%)
Med. sec. inside dorm

(unbarred cells) 88 (41.6%) 165 (50.6%) 153 (33.9%)
Min. sec. inside

dormitory 62 (29.0%) 7 (2.2%) 0 (0%)
Admin. or disciplinary

segregation 2 (1.0%) 1 (0.3%) 58  (12.9%)
Other (hospital,

orientation, etc.) 9 (u.5%) 4 (1.2%) 5 (1.1%)

Total 212 (100.0%) 326 (100.0%) 451 (100.0%)

These tables show that inmates with minimum custody and those with
maximum/close custody are housed together. Most of this mixing occurs in
maximum security cellhouses and medium security open or unbarred dormi-
tories. Mixing of inmates in a dormitory setting does not necessarily signal
placement problems; as previously noted, inmates in the more open dormitory
settings generally have demonstrated to corrections officials that they are not
a security risk and are not "predatory" in nature.

Housing minimum and maximum/close custody inmates in the same
maximum security cellhouse may or may not pose a safety risk. The nature of
the prison routine means that even if these minimum custody inmates did not
share cells with inmates who had a maximum/close custody classification, they
would still mix with them to a degree because inmates housed in maximum
security settings often work, eat, or exercise together. Such mixing may
represent a greater potential problem if minimum and maximum/close custody
inmates share the same cell as well.

Some Low- and High-Custody Inmates in Maximum Security Cellhouses
Share the Same Cell

To determine the extent to which minimum and maximum/close custody
inmates are housed in the same cells together, the auditors ran computer tests
for the seven maximum security general population cellhouses at the two
institutions. Many of these buildings' cells are designed for one inmate but are
now holding two. This is especially true at the Penitentiary.

These tests showed that 66 of the 275 minimum custody inmates (24
percent) housed in maximum security cellhouses at the Penitentiary shared a
cell on September 7 with one or more maximum/close custody inmates. At the
Industrial Reformatory, which has mostly single-person occupancy in its maxi-
mum security cellhouses, seven of 51 minimum custody inmates (13.7 percent)
shared a cell with one or more maximum/close custody inmates.

Officials at both institutions told auditors that efforts are made to
separate the more "hard-core" offenders from the "lesser" offenders, but that
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recent overcrowding and double-celling of inmates has removed much of their
flexibility in making or changing cell assignments. To determine how
thoroughly corrections officials had been able to separate the two groups, the
auditors compared cell assignments of inmates whose characteristics, at least
as recorded on the classification form, could be considered descriptive of hard-
core criminals and lesser offenders.

For this comparison, hard-core criminals were those inmates who had
committed a violent crime in the Section A grouping (murder, rape, and
aggravated assault or robbery, for example), had been convicted of one or more
past violent crimes, and had either disciplinary problems or violent or poten-
tially violent behavior characteristics, or both. Inmates who possessed charac-
teristics of lesser offenders had committed non-violent crimes in the Section D
grouping (burglary and theft, for example), had served at least 40 percent of
their mandatory sentence (or 20 percent of their non-mandatory sentence), had
no record on their classification form of a past violent crime or escape
attempt, had no record of recent disciplinary problems, and were not considered
to be violent or potentially violent.

Of the 2,405 inmates at the Penitentiary and the Reformatory included in
the auditors' data, 111 had the characteristics of hard-core criminals and 349
had the characteristics of lesser offenders. (See Appendix C for the location
and custody levels of these inmates.) When inmates in both categories at the
Penitentiary's three maximum security general population cellhouses were
compared, the auditors found that 10 lesser offenders shared cells with one or
more hard-core offenders. (The auditors also noted that one hard-core criminal
was in a minimum security dormitory outside the prison walls.) At the
Reformatory's four general population maximum security cellhouses, only one
lesser offender shared a cell with one hard-core criminal. The following
examples help illustrate the types of inmates in each category who were sharing
a cell on September 7, 1983.

Lesser Offenders Housed in the Same Cell as Hard-Core Offenders:
Some Examples

Kansas State Penitentiary

An inmate imprisoned for a controlled substance violation and classified as
minimum by criteria was sharing a cell in A Cellhouse on September 7 with an inmate
who was classified as close by criteria and had committed rape, had been convicted of
a previous violent crime, and had been professionally diagnosed as homicidal.

Another inmate classified as minimum by criteria was convicted of a non-violent
felony and was considered to be impulsive. He shared a cell with an inmate classified
as close by criteria who had committed aggravated sodomy, had been convicted of a
previous violent crime, was considered to be threatening, and had had more than one
serious disciplinary report within the preceding eight months leading to disciplinary
segregation or forfeiture of good time.

Kansas State Industrial Reformatory

An inmate convicted of burglary was initially classified as close by exception.
Such a classification may indicate prison officials are uncertain how this inmate will
behave or adjust to prison life. He was housed in B-2 Cellhouse with an inmate
classified as close by criteria who had committed first degree murder, had three
previous convictions for progressively serious crimes, had received a recent discipli-
nary report resulting in disciplinary segregation or forfeiture of good time, and had
been professionally diagnosed as homicidal.
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Undoubtedly, there may be legitimate reasons for some of these cell
assignments that would not show up in the characteristics marked and scored as
part of the classification system. For example, the Director of the State
Penitentiary told the auditors that some supposedly lesser offenders may be
repeat offenders who have been in and out of jail for years on non-violent
felony charges and are very "con-wise." Other assignments may simply have to
be made on a space-available basis. Nonetheless, these comparisons show that
some mixing of hard-core criminals and lesser offenders does occur.

In sum, it is apparent from these figures that, at least in the general
population cellhouses, an inmate's classification has little effect on his place-
ment. Classification does make more of a difference, however, in inmates'
moves from the general population cellhouses to the medium and minimum
security dormitories and, ultimately, to honor camps and work release pro-
grams. Classification can also make a difference in an inmate's work
assignment, visiting privileges, and furloughs.

What Minimum Security Alternatives Are Available,
And Should They Be Expanded?

The Department's June 1983 Correctional Facility Capacity Report shows
a total of 733 minimum security bed spaces currently available within the
system. This number represents the Department's assessment of optimum
capacity; the maximum capacity is 960 bed spaces. As of September 7, 1983,
834 inmates were housed in these minimum security settings.

Construction work in progress at three institutions will have some impact
on the number of minimum security bed spaces available. Adding two
dormitory units to house 96 inmates outside the prison walls at the Reformatory
and renovating space at the Correctional Institution to house 46 inmates will
increase the total by 142. However, the new medium security prison at Lansing
will incorporate all of the minimum security Outside Dormitory No. 1 now
adjacent to the prison walls. Thus, although a total of #88 medium security bed
spaces will be added, the system will lose the minimum security bed spaces
currently available at that dormitory.

These construction projects are scheduled for completion by the end of
1984. Altogether, they will result in a net increase of 15 optimum capacity
minimum security bed spaces, but a net decrease of 113 maximum capacity
minimum security bed spaces. Thus, if no additional bed space is built or
renovated, by January 1985 the Department of Corrections will have a total of
748 optimum capacity minimum security bed spaces (847 maximum capacity).
The distribution of the current and post-construction bed spaces among the
correctional facilities is shown in the table at the top of the next page.

Using the September 7 data, the auditors identified 1,229 inmates
classified as minimum custody under the classification system. (This number
excludes any minimum custody inmates classified under the system at the
Reception and Diagnostic Center; on September 15, Department records show
there were 15 such inmates.) Of that total, 770 inmates, or 62.7 percent of the
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Current Minimum Post-Construction Mini-

Security Bed Spaces mum Security Bed Spaces

Facility Optimum  Maximum Optimum Maximum
State Penitentiary

(outside dorm 1) 127 255 0 0
(outside dorm 2) 50 99 50 99
Industrial Reformatory

(inside dorm) 50 57 50 57
(outside dorms) 0 0 96 96
Vocational Training _

Center 180 200 180 200
Correctional Institution

at Lansing 100 123 146 169
Honor Camps

Toronto 61 61 61 61

El Dorado 6l 64 64 64
Work Release

Topeka 26 26 26 26
Hutchinson 20 20 20 20
Wichita 55 55 55 55
Totals 733 960 748 847

minimum custody inmates, were housed in minimum security bed spaces. The
remaining 459 minimum custody inmates were housed in medium or maximum
security bed spaces at the Penitentiary or the Reformatory.

The construction now under way will do almost nothing to change this
situation. Further, the Department projects that the inmate population will
reach 4,041 by December 31, 1984, which is 615 more inmates than the
September 15 population. Currently, 37 percent of the inmate population is
minimum custody. If the same percentage were to hold true through December
of 1984, as many as 1,500 minimum custody inmates might be in the system.
Thus, there are currently far more minimum custody inmates than minimum
security bed spaces, and this difference is likely to grow as inmate populations
increase. If minimum security bed spaces were to be expanded, two questions
that arise are what types of minimum security bed spaces could be made
available, and how many inmates are potentially eligible for placement in those
new minimum security settings.

Alternatives for Expanding Minimum Security Bed Spaces Range From
Building New Institutions to Adding More Programs

The types of bed spaces now available are minimum security institutions
like the Vocational Training Center in Topeka and the Correctional Institution
at Lansing, minimum security dormitories either within or outside the walls of
the maximum security institutions at Lansing and Hutchinson, honor camp
facilities, and work release programs. As discussed briefly below, the system's
minimum security bed space could be expanded by building a new minimum
security institution, providing more dormitory space at the maximum security
institutions, or expanding the honor camps or work release programs.
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Building a new minimum security institution. This option might give prison
officials more flexibility in totally separating some minimum custody inmates
from a maximum security prison setting. But it is the costliest alternative and -
the least acceptable in terms of providing more bed space on a fairly immediate
basis. According to information provided in Reducing Prison Overcrowding: An
Overview of Options, one of a series of reports provided by the National
Institute of Corrections on prison overcrowding, the cost of building a minimum
security institution between 1976 and 1980 averaged more than $18,000 per
inmate. Besides construction costs, operating costs also need to be considered.
Operating costs for Kansas' minimum security institutions are higher than the
system-wide average on a per-inmate basis because those costs are spread out
over fewer inmates. The Department's preliminary figures for fiscal year 1983,
for example, show the Vocational Training Center's annual per-capita costs
were $15,608, compared with a system-wide average of $11,007.

At least nine states do have major construction projects proposed or under
way, however, to help alleviate overcrowding. In Pennsylvania, for example,
more than $400 million has been set aside for construction and expansion of
prison facilities, and Ohio has undertaken a $638 million construction program.

Providing more minimum security dormitory space at the maximum
security institutions. Dormitory space for a number of minimum custody
inmates will be lost at the Penitentiary as the new medium security institution
comes on line. New dormitories could be added near the Penitentiary's Outside
Dormitory No. 2 to house minimum custody inmates. These new facilities could
be similar to the modular minimum security dormitory now being built across
the street from the Industrial Reformatory. It will house 96 inmates at a cost
of $1.04 million, or about $10,800 per inmate. Additional modular dormitories
could be added at the Reformatory as well. This option may not provide a long-
term solution because the useful lifespan of these modular facilities may be as
little as 10 years. At the same time, some estimates show prison populations
declining in the 1990s, which would argue for providing less expensive tempor-
ary space rather than committing large sums to new permanent structures.

Expanding honor camps and work release programs. The State's correc-
tional system currently can house 125 minimum custody inmates in its two
honor camps and has 101 slots in its work release programs at Topeka, Wichita,
and Hutchinson. About 300 inmates a year are channeled through work release
before being paroled, whereas about 1,000 inmates are paroled each year. Thus,
most inmates do not now go through a work release program before being
paroled. More of these types of facilities and programs could be made available
for longer-term minimum custody inmates (honor camps) or for minimum
custody inmates nearing parole (work release). Although annual operating costs
for work release centers in fiscal year 1983 were higher than average (512,070
per inmate compared with $11,007 system-wide), for honor camps they were
lower than average--$9,268. The El Dorado Honor Camp, completed in June
1982, cost $1,460,406 to house 64 inmates, or $22,819 per inmate. Building or
renovating costs for work release programs can vary depending on the type of
facility used to house the program.

Obviously, additional staffing and operating costs are associated with the
addition of any minimum security programs or facilities. Thus, any considera
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tion of the type of space to be provided would have to take these costs into
account as well.

The Secretary of Corrections Has Presented A Proposal For Creating
Additional Minimum Security Bed Spaces and for Addressing
Overcrowding in Other Ways

The Secretary of Corrections presented a proposal to the 1983 Special
Committee on Corrections and the Advisory Committee on Prison Overcrowd-
ing for creating new minimum security bed spaces for 651 inmates. At a cost
of just over $6.1 million, or $9,387 per inmate, most of these spaces would be
created by building two new honor camps, renovating unused buildings owned by
the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services to serve as expanded work
release and pre-release facilities, and renovating and expanding Outside Dormi-
tory No. 2 at the Penitentiary. According to the Secretary, with immediate
funding these new bed spaces could be ready by or before the end of fiscal year
1985.

The Secretary's proposal also recommends expanding community correc-
tions. Nine counties now participate in a community corrections program:
Shawnee, Leavenworth, Bourbon/Linn/Miami, Wyandotte, Johnson, Riley, and
Sedgwick. Department officials have estimated it may be financially feasible
for up to eight additional counties to participate.

Community corrections programs provide alternatives to imprisonment
for certain first- and second-time offenders convicted of such crimes as theft,
burglary, and unlawful possession of firearms. According to the Community
Corrections Administrator, they can save 400-500 bed spaces over a two-year
period. Since the program's inception, an estimated 519 "prison-bound"
individuals have been or are currently part of a community corrections
program. The annual cost of maintaining an otherwise prison-bound adult in a
community corrections program was $1,977 per person in fiscal year 1982
compared with $11,071 in a prison facility. For fiscal year 1984, community
corrections programs have been appropriated nearly $5 million.

Other ways to alter a correctional system's population without altering its
prison capacity include changing the length of an inmate's stay in prison or the
number of people who enter prisons. In recent years, at least 23 states have
made provisions for the early release or emergency release of non-violent or
first-time offenders. Such provisions are usually invoked either when bed
shortages occur or when population exceeds capacity by a certain percentage.
At that time, inmates may have their sentences reduced, may be given early
parole, or may be moved out of prison facilities into pre-release or community
facilities. Other states have passed or are considering measures such as
changing sentencing laws. The Secretary's proposal makes a number of
recommendations in this area as well.

Not All Minimum Custody Inmates Can Be Considered Eligible
" For Placement in a Minimum Security Facility or Program

Legislative Post Audit's findings show that there is a sizable number of
inmates (about 460) who are currently classified as minimum custody but who
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are in medium or maximum security settings. The main reason appears to be a
lack of more minimum security spaces. Given that minimum security space is
the only kind of space that can be made available relatively quickly to help
alleviate general prison overcrowding, the Legislature may want to consider
adding minimum security space in the forms proposed by the Secretary or in
other forms of its own choosing. The addition of such space assumes that the
minimum custody inmates now housed in more restrictive settings will be
transferred out of these badly needed bed spaces into minimum security
settings. The question remains, however, as to how many of these 460 or so
inmates could be placed in a minimum security facility or program. Two points
should be considered:

I Not all of the minimum custody inmates will meet current criteria
for placement in the full range of minimum security facilities or
programs.

2. Not all of the minimum custody inmates may be ready for place-
ment in settings outside prison walls.

Some minimum custody inmates will not meet the criteria for placement in
a minimum security facility or program. With few exceptions, to be eligible for
placement in a minimum security facility or program, an inmate must be
classified as minimum custody, either by criteria or by exception. But custody
level is not the only factor taken into consideration in determining an inmate's
eligibility for minimum security housing or programs. Other factors can relate
to an inmate's crime, behavior, or particular needs; placement decisions are
made and approved on an individual basis. To be eligible for the Vocational
Training Center at Topeka, for instance, an inmate must be under 30, must have
no history of escapes or past violent crimes, and must be able to benefit from
the vocational training provided there.

To be accepted into an honor camp, an inmate may not be psychotic or a
sex offender. Many of the minimum custody inmates housed there are also
longer-term; Department records show that 61 percent of the camp population
is serving sentences for a Class C felony or above.

Inmates must initiate their application to enter a work release program,
and their unit team supervisors or other institutional staff must agree they need
the opportunities and responsibilities of a transitional release center. Inmates
may be denied entrance into the program if they are emotionally unstable or
have a history of assaultive behavior, sex offenses, repeat offenses that have
increased in severity, parole violations, or escapes. To enter the program, they
must be within eight months of their earliest parole date, and preferably within
120 days. The selection criteria for the pre-release facilities currently being
proposed by the Secretary of Corrections would be similar, except that
Department officials would initiate the process by identifying those minimum
custody inmates who are approaching their parole eligibility and who might be
eligible for placement in a pre-release facility. Inmates would have to be
within 90 days of their parole eligibility to enter the program.

What all this means is that the options for some minimum custody inmates
might still be limited. For instance, a minimum custody inmate who was
considered to be emotionally unstable or who had several years remaining on his
sentence would not be eligible to fill a vacancy in a work release program.
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To provide some indication of the numbers of prisoners in the group of 459
inmates classified as minimum custody but living in medium or maximum
security settings at the Penitentiary and the Reformatory who might meet the
criteria for minimum security housing, the auditors analyzed their classification
records. Looking at those classification criteria that would be considered as
part of the assessment of an inmate's eligibility for a minimum setting--such as
the type of crime committed or the inmate's behavior and nearness to parole--
they found the following:

State Industrial
Penitentiary Reformatory  Total

Number of minimum custody inmates

who have served much of their

sentence and do not have a history

of escapes, past violent crimes,

recent disciplinary infractions,

or violent or potentially violent

behavior characteristics (regard-

less of crime) 203 &7 290

Number of minimum custody inmates

who meet the same criteria as above,

but who committed non-violent crimes

in the Section D grouping 102 48 150

Number of minimum custody inmates

with non-violent crimes in the

Section D grouping (no other criteria

considered) 178 87 265

As these figures show, 290 of the 459 inmates (63 percent) met all of the
criteria spelled out in the first group. Of these 290 inmates, 150 had
committed non-violent crimes (Section D). Because some would consider an
inmate's crime to be a primary consideration for placement in a minimum
security setting, the auditors analyzed this characteristic separately. Their
analysis showed that 265 of the 459 minimum custody inmates in medium or
maximum security settings, or about 58 percent, had committed non-violent
crimes (Section D).

These numbers also show, however, that a significant number of the 459
inmates do not fit into these categories. In other words, they have either
committed a more serious or violent crime, or they have one or more of the
following: much of their sentence left to serve, an escape history, past violent
crimes, recent institutional adjustment or disciplinary problems, or violent or
potentially violent behavior characteristics. It is possible that many of these
inmates would not therefore be eligible for placement in all minimum security
settings.

Some minimum custody inmates may not be ready for placement in settings
outside prison walls. Not all minimum security settings are alike. For example,
the minimum security dormitory outside the walls of the State Penitentiary is
still a much more secure and closely supervised setting than a work release



program. Minimum custody inmates in the system often progress from more
secure minimum settings to a more open minimum setting before they are
paroled. The classification system's aim is to provide as up-to-date an
assessment as possible of the amount of supervision an inmate needs based on
how well he adapts to the institution he is assigned to. It was not designed to
measure such distinctions in minimum security housing.

Many inmates who are minimum custody have committed violent crimes
or have a history of criminal behavior. These inmates generally have worked
their way to minimum custody by keeping acceptable behavior and by serving
much of the time on their sentence. By classifying them as minimum custody,
prison officials are acknowledging their behavior and attempting to prepare
them for their likely transition out of prison. Some of these inmates are behind
prison walls, some have been moved to dormitories outside the walls, and many
are already in honor camps and work release programs. However, neither the
Department nor the Legislature may feel completely satisfied that all such
inmates are ready for placement outside the prison walls.

As discussed in the previous section, the auditors' analysis of classifica-
tion records showed that a significant number of minimum custody inmates in
medium or maximum security settings may have characteristics related to their
crime, prison behavior, or length of time served that could affect their
eligibility for minimum security housing. The auditors also asked officials at
the Penitentiary and the Reformatory to estimate the number of minimum
custody inmates in medium or maximum security settings who might be eligible
to move into a minimum setting.

In general, their estimates were very conservative. At the Penitentiary,
officials estimated there were approximately 35 minimum custody inmates
currently inside the prison walls who either have been approved to go outside or
are considered to be good candidates for transfer to an outside dormitory. This
number compares with the 309 minimum custody inmates who were in more
restrictive housing at the Penitentiary on September 7. Officials at the
Reformatory were less specific. They did point out, however, that about half
the minimum custody inmates in medium/maximum settings are in vocational or
academic education programs that are not available in most other minimum
settings.

In part, these officials' cautious approach reflects a concern that some
minimum custody inmates who function well within the confines and structure
of a maximum security prison may not be ready for the more open environment
of an outside dormitory, honor camp, or work release program. Officials at the
Penitentiary indicated such concerns could lead to changes in the classification
system that would raise a number of inmates' custody levels. Their misgivings,
coupled with any subsequent actions to tighten-up eligibility requirements for
minimum custody status, could in turn reduce the number of inmates considered
to be eligible for transfer to a minimum security setting. And this action may
have some implication regarding the degree to which any new minimum security
facilities or programs help alleviate overcrowding in the maximum security
prisons.

Department officials acknowledged there were differences of opinion
among its staff as to the number of minimum custody inmates who might be
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eligible for placement in minimum security settings, and said attempts were
being made to resolve those differences. The Department is also developing a
policy for standardizing supervisory requirements for different custody levels.
Under such a policy, minimum custody inmates placed in the Penitentiary's
outside dormitory, for example, should have the same supervisory needs as
minimum custody inmates in other minimum facilities. For work release or
other programs where inmates are brought into the community, however, the
Department is at least considering two levels of minimum custody--community-
bound and institutional.

The auditors' findings suggest that additional work needs to be done to
identify the number of minimum custody inmates who could be moved from
medium and maximum security settings into such minimum security alterna-
tives as dormitories outside prison walls, honor camps, or work or pre-release
centers. Such information is needed to ensure there are sufficient numbers of
minimum custody inmates to fill these spaces--not just now but on an on-going
basis. Otherwise, any additional minimum security space approved by the
Legislature may not be fully used and, as a result, overcrowding at the State's
prisons may not be alleviated to the extent planned.

Recommendations

L. As part of the proposals submitted to the 1984 Legislature for
alleviating overcrowding at State prisons, the Department of Cor-
rections should include the following:

1 An estimate of the number of inmates now housed in
medium and maximum security settings who could be
placed in minimum security dormitories outside prison
walls.

2 An estimate of the number of inmates now housed in
minimum security dormitories or in other prison settings
who could be moved to honor camps, work release or
pre-release settings, and other similar settings.

24 These estimates should include the characteristics used to
identify prisoners in each of the categories above. They should also
include the criteria the Department will use in making their transfer
decisions.
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APPENDIX A

Groupings of Crimes in the Custody Classification Manual

SECTION A OFFENSES: (If an inmate has an offense in this section, Sections B,
C, and D are skipped.)

Murder, lst degree

Murder, 2nd degree

Voluntary Manslaughter

Attempted Murder

Aggravated Arson

Aggravated Kidnapping

Aggravated Assault on Law Enforcement Officer

Aggravated Battery on Law Enforcement Officer
. Aggravated Assault

10. Aggravated Robbery

11. Rape

12. Kidnapping

13. Aggravated Sodomy

14. Aggravated Battery

15. Escape

16. Inciting to Riot

SECTION B OFFENSES: (If the offense involved any of the following but is not
found in Section A above, the inmate receives a score
under this section but the offense is identified under
Sections C or D.)

17. Death of Victim

18. Personal Injury

19. Threat of harm where there was clear and present danger to the
victim

SECTION C OFFENSES: (If an inmate has an offense in this section, Section D is
skipped.)

20. Robbery

21. Arson

22. Aggravated Incest

23. Child Abuse

24, Trafficking Contraband in a Penal Institution
25. Criminal Use of Explosives

26. Indecent Liberties with a Child

27. Enticement of a Child
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SECTION D OFFENSES: (An offense is marked in this section if appropriate.)

28. Aggravated Juvenile Delinquency
29. Terroristic Threat

30. Involuntary Manslaughter

31. Aggravated Burglary

32. Burglary

33. Controlled Substance Violation
34, Theft

35. Auto Theft

36. Unlawful Possession of Firearms
37. Other Crimes of Threat or Violence (felonies)
38. Other non-violent felonies
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Profiles of Inmates With Minimum, Medium, and

Classification
Characteristics

APPENDIX B

Close/Maximum Custody Levels
Based on Selected Classification Data Current as of September 7, 1983

MINIMUM CUSTODY INMATES

Penitentiary &
Reformatory
(758 inmates)

Training Center &
Correctional Inst.
{261 inmates)

Honor Camps &
Work Release
(210 inmates)

Length of minimum sentence
[-5 years
5-15 years
over 15 years

Length of sentence served

63%
3l
6

more than 40% of mandatory

or 20% of non-mandatory

less than 40% of mandatory

or 20% of non-mandatory

Type of criminal oifense
Section D
Section A

Record of past violent crime
No
Yes

History of prison escape
No
Yes

Institutional adjustment
No problems
Problems within the pre-
ceding 8 months

Behavior characteristics
No problem
Lesser behavior problems
Violent or potentially vio-
-lent behavior problems

85%

53%
34

94%

99%

38%

12

72.7%
27.0

234

76%
14
10

80%

20

719
26

97%

97%

30%

20

49.0%
50.6

57%
38
5

96%

43%
43

97%

19

78%
22



MEDIUM CUSTODY INMATES

Penitentiary & Training Center & Honor Camps &
Classification Reformatory Correctional Inst. Work Release
Characteristics (919 inmates) (28 inmates) (1 inmate)
Length of minimum sentence
1-5 years 25.2% 68% -
5-15 years 36.4 32 100%
over 15 years 38.4 . 0 -
Length of sentence served
more than 40% of mandatory
or 20% of non-mandatory 56% 63% 100%
less than 40% of mandatory
or 20% of non-mandatory 4y 32 -
Type of criminal offense
Section D 16% 43% --
Section A 76 39 100%
Record of past violent crime
No 84% 93% 100%
Yes 16 7 -
History of prison escape
No 95% 89% 100%
Yes 5 L1 -
Institutional adjustment
No problems 65% 36% -
Problems within the pre-
ceding 8 months 35 64 100%
Behavior characteristics
No problem 72% 50% 100%
Lesser behavior problems 26 50 -
Violent or potentially vio-
lent behavior problems 2 0 -
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CLOSE/MAXIMUM CUSTODY INMATES

Penitentiary & Training Center & Honor Camps &
Classification Reformatory Correctional Inst. Work Release
Characteristics (728 inmates) (27 inmates) (0 inmates)

Length of minimum sentence

1-5 years 41% 52%

5-15 years 31 22

over 15 years 28 26
Length of sentence served

more than 40% of mandatory

or 20% of non-mandatory 539% 59%
less than #0% of mandatory
or 20% of non-mandatory 47 41

Type of criminal offense

Section D 28% 41%

Section A 64 52
Record of past violent crime

No 81% 93%

Yes 19 7
History of prison escape

No 80% 96%

Yes 20 4
Institutional adjustment

No problems 499 43%

Problems within the pre-

ceding & months 51 52
Behavior characteristics

No problem 56% 33%

Lesser behavior problems 27 56

Violent or potentially vio-

lent behavior problems 17 11
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APPENDIX C

Location of Hard-Core Criminals and Lesser Offenders
at the Reformatory and the Penitentiary
Based on Selected Classification Data Current as of September 7, 1933

KSP KSIR Combined Totals
Hard—core Lesser Hard-core Lesser Hard-core Lesser
Criminals Offenders Criminals Offenders Criminals Offenders

Max. sec. general pop.

cellhouse 67 112 9 55 76 167
Med. sec. inside dorm
(unbarred cells) 5 9 12 65 17 74
Min. sec. dorm (inside
or outside prison walls) 1 73 0 15 1 38
Admin. or disciplinary :
segregation 17 6 0 17 148
Other secured housing 0 3 0 _ 4 _0 .
TOTAL 0 203 21 146 111 349

|
I
|
I
|

Custody Levels for Inmates Above

Maximum 3 0 0 6 3 6
Close 63 3 13 53 76 56
Medium 23 25 g 24 31 49
Minimurm 1 175 0 _63 1 238

TOTAL 90 203 21 111 349

146

|
I
I
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APPENDIX D

Response from the
Department of Corrections
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JOHN CARLIN — GOVERNOR e [} MICHAEL A. BARBARA — SECRETARY

JAYHAWK TOWERS @ 700 JACKSON e TOPEKA, KANSAS @ 66603
© 913-296-3317 @

November 15, 1983

Meredith Williams
Legislative Post Audit
109 West 9th

Suite 301

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Mr. Williams:

This report has been prepared in response to the "Perform-
ance Audit of the Inmate Classification System" completed in
November of 1983, The audit examined the process employed by the
Department of Corrections to classify inmates for the purpose of
custody supervision and the need for additional minimum custody
facilities.

Agency Response

The legislative post-auditors were attempting to address
three bhasic questions:

(1) How are inmates classified and is there classifi-
cation proper?

(2) What effect does classification have on the
inmates' placement?

(3) What minimum security programs are available, and
should they be expanded?

Background

Prior to the development of the current system, custody
classification was largely a matter of subjective discretion at
each institution within the system. This meant that the criteria
for making custody decisions were largely unwritten and the
experience of the correctional personnel making the custody

decision prevailed. In late 1979, there was a feeling among the
Secretary and correctional staff that custody decisions needed to
be documented and standarized. Accordingly, a task force was

formed to develop a formal system of classifying inmates for
nurposes of custody.

From the outset, the task force felt it of critical impor-

tance that the system developed should incorporate the ideas and
experience of staff and administrators involved custody decisions

* AN EQUAL OPPOR,UNITY EMPLOYER *
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from throughout the department. A series of workshops were held
over a two year period, and the key factors considered in making
custody decisions were identified and incorporated into a formal
classification instrument.

As recounted in the post audit report, there are nine
factors which are taken into account at initial classification
when the inmate enters the system., They are:

Classification Criteria Possible Points

-Criminal behavior involved in the offense
-Length of minimum sentence

-Past criminal bhehavior involving violence
-Length of time served

-Escape history

-Escape characteristics

-Unusual escape/assault skills
-Institutional adjustment

-Behavior characteristics affecting custody

QOO OO
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The above list of criteria is intended to be comprehensive
and to take into account the factors that might lead to violence
or escape. It has been demonstrated through the implementation
of classification systems of this type that no one factor
outweighs all the rest. Rather, it is the additive or cumulative
evaluation that is most meaningful in making custody decisions.

Offense as the Primary Factor in Classification

One theme in particular which recurs throughout the report
requires some clarification., It concerns the role of the current
offense in determining custody classification. Frequently,
post-auditors made the distinction between "hard-core" and
"lesser offenders'" primarily on the basis of the offense commit-
ted. The implication is- that it is inappropriate to classify
more serious offenders as minimum custody. This is incorrect.
While the seriousness of the offense is an important factor, it
must always be weighed along with other criteria in arriving at a
custody decision. Seriousness of offense cannot be selected as
the key factor which discriminates high and low risk offenders.
The recognition that some serious felons can function effectively
in minimum custody settings is a basic reality in corrections
that is sometimes misunderstood.

To verify our point regarding the importance of looking at
multiple criteria in classification, parole data were examined
from July 1, 1981 to June 30, 1983 to determine the offenders by
felony class paroled from minimum security settings. The purpose
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was to show that the inmates with serious offenses who have been
paroled from minimum custody settings have had a low record of
incidents while in minimum custody. (This review examined all
institutions which have exclusively minimum security space, i.e.,
Kansas Correctional Vocational Training Center, Toronto Honor
Camp, El1 Dorado Honor Camp, Topeka Work Release, Wichita Work
Release, Hutchinson Work Release). The felony offense classes of

the group paroled during this two year period are shown below.

Felony Number

Class of Inmates %
A 0 0
B 62 9%
C 92 13%
D 442 64%
E 97 14%

Total 693 100%

As is illustrated by the above figures, the distribution of
offenses among minimum custody offenders housed in minimum
security space is spread among the B through E felony classes.
Although the vast majority of the offenders were Class D and E
felons (539 or 78%), there were a sizeable number (154 or 22%)
who were convicted of Class B or C felonies. When this informa-
tion is combined with the knowledge that there have been no
serious incidents committed by these offenders while they were in
minimum security programs, the validity of a classification
system that uses a multiple criteria approach should be evident.

Mixing Low and High Custody Cellmates

A similar observation can be made when looking at housing
practices at KSP and KSIR where inmates of multiple custody
levels are housed within the same cell-house. The post-auditors
noted ten instances at KSP and one instance at KSIR where a
"lesser" offender was being housed with a "hard core" offender.
The implication was that this is inappropriate. The only factor
being taken into account by the auditor was the offense commit-
ted. By looking at a variety of classification criteria,
administrative judgement determined the cell pairings to be
appropriate, To date there have been no negative consequences in
such pairings, and this illustrates how multiple factors are
useful in making housing assignments for offenders with varied
back grounds.

Expansion of Minimum Custody Space

One final aspect of the post audit report which deserves
comment has to do with whether or not there are adequate minimum
custody inmates to warrant an expansion of minimum security
space. The post auditor states that prison officials expressed
caution about putting minimum custody inmates into minimum
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security space immediately. While it is true that immediate
placement of minimum custody offenders in minimum security space
would be difficult, the reasons are not because of the classifi-
cation of offenders in the system. Currently, many minimum
custody inmates inside the main walls at KSP and KSIR are
involved in educational/vocational programs, orientation,
segregation and institutional work programs. Their current
participation in these programs makes a large scale transfer on
short notice troublesome. By the time any of the proposed
pre-release, work release, honor camps and other minimum custody
options are funded, these programmatic problems will have been
worked out. Inmates will be starting and completing educational
and vocational programs sooner and will therefore be available in
adequate numbers. At that time, all of fenders, who are (1)
minimum custody, (2) within 90 days of parole eligibility, (3)
and convicted of a Class B through E felony will be eligible for
pre-release. It is expected that 95-97% of all minimum custody
inmates will be approved for participation at that time.

The Kansas prison directors strongly believe that there is a
sufficient flow of minimum custody inmates to fill the proposed
pre-release centers and additional minimum custody facilities
provided there is not a legislative restriction on the felony
classes eligible for placement 1n them.

A detailed analysis of the number of minimum custody inmates
available on a monthly basis for pre-release centers is attached.
It shows that 57 minimum custody men and six minimum custody
women per month will be eligible to participate in the pre-
release centers.

Summary

The Department of Corrections relies very heavily on its
classification system and the decisions warranted by the evalua-
tions. Occasionally, there are instances where exceptions are
made to that decision making process when it is felt that the
classification process has underestimated the risk that an
of fender represents. In the first two years of operation there
have been positive results, and as the auditors noted, the
Department is engaged in a review of the system, We are commit-
ted to a regular internal review and evaluation process in an
attempt to have the best possible classification system.

Sincerely,

Bl G e

Michael A, Barbara
Secretary of Corrections

MAB:GLK/pb



A MODEL FOR PRE-RELEASE

Prepared by: Planning, Research,
Evaluation and Accreditation Unit

Gary L. Kemp, Director
Dick Koerner, Research Analyst

October 27, 1983



A Model for Pre-Release

Introduction

The inmate population in state facilities has risen from
3,008 on June 30, 1982 to 3,509 on September 30, 1883, The
addition of 501 inmates represents an increase of 16.7% during
the 15 month period. This trend is expected ta continué at least
until June 30, 1984 at which time it is projected that there will

be an inmate census population of 3,868.

These persistent increases in inmate population have
prompted the Department to explore options for increasing the
amount of correctional space that is available. One of these
options involves expanding the number of minimum custody spaces.
As part of this expansion concept, the Department is considering
establishing three pre-release centers located within the
communities of Winfield, Salina, and Topeka. All of the proposed
pre-release centers would be located within existing state

buildings that are not currently being utilized.

The proposed Winfield and Salina pre-release centers would
be designed to house male, minimum custody inmates. The Topeka
pre-release center would be established to house female minimum

custody inmates.



Program Content

The purpose of the pre-release centers would be tao
prepare inmates for return to their home communities by
providing programsl in the following areas:

1. job seeking and job Kkeeping;
money management;
substance abuse information and group counseling;

criminal and civil law information;

values clarification;

communication skills;

intimate relations;

problem solving;

use of leisure time; and
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parole supervision information.

Participation by the inmates in these programs, is expected

to better prepare them for eventual return to the community.

Pre-Release Center Optimum management Capacity

The optimum management capacity for the pre-release

centers under consideration would be as follows:

Center site Pre-release participants

Winfield 121
Salina 50
Topeka _65

236

As indicated by the above chart there is correctional
space set aside for 236 inmates. Of the total, 171 of tﬁese
inmates would be males to be housed at Winfield and Salina;
while the remaining 65 inmates would be females to be housegd
at Topeka. Sl

1 More information is available on this program in an issue paper
prepared by Donna Bergen, Deputy Secretary for Community Services
on Pre-Release Planning, September 9, 1983.
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Flow Chart for Pre-Release

A. Description of the Model Format

The anticipated inmate flow is depicted by Figure
1. The figure attempts to illustrate how the existing and

proposed facilities within the Department would be affected.

To begin with, it should be pointed out that all
of the population statistics shown in Figure 1 are based on
a system-wide population of 3,868, which is the projected
inmate population for June 30, 1984. This figure was
chosen to illustrate flow because: admissions data indicate
that the population level will in fact reach 3,868 by the
end of this fiscal year; and the pre-release centers dre

targeted for completion at approximately the same time.

In designing Figure 1, Departmental facilities

were broken down into three different levels. The first

level, identified at the far left of Figure 1 shows the .-

facilities and the number of maximum, medium, and close

custody2 inmates that they are expected to house,

Level 2 ‘shows the facilities that would he
proposed to house minimum custody inmates in locations'p;hep
than pre-release and work release centevs,”The iéve£ 2
facilities include provision for the addition of two new
honor camp facilities which will house 64 inmates each (128
total), and provision for 478 minimum security inmates to be
located at the Kansas State Penitentiary. 0f this ﬁgmber
300 are expected to be housed at Outside Dorm #2 and the
remainder would be housed in more secure space. Level 3

facilities include the pre-release . centers and all of the

These custody figures were based on the' proportionate
distribution of custody classes for the inmate population as of
September 15, 1983. All population figures were adjusted
proportionately to reflect the predicted custody breakdown as of
June 30, 1984.



KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Figure 1
Flow Chart for Pre—Release and Work Release
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Pre-Release
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work release centers (including a proposed new work release
center -to be located in the Kansas City area that would

house 50 inmates).

B. Designation of Separate Pre-Release Facilities for

Males and Females

As mentioned earlier, separate facilities have
been designated for male and female pre—reléase programs.
Due to vast differences in the flow of males and females
through the system, the program participant requirements

differ as follows:

1. Male pre-release participants will he eligible
if they are: within 90 days of parole
eligibility; minimum custody; and sentenced on
a Class B, C, D, or E felony. These persons
would go directly to parole from pre-release.
Parole eligibility data for éﬁrly FY 1984
indicate that there are 48 male inmates each
month that would fit this category, and could
be processed through pre—reléase, In
addition, there is a second group of male
inmates that could be procéssed through
pre-release. These individuals would hévgipﬂ
be: within 8 to 9 months of parnlé:eiigibil—
ity; minimum custody; and sentenced on a Class
B, C, D, or E felony. These iﬁmatasiwogld“gé
from pre-release to work releagézaand thed to
parole. This group would provide 9 individ-
uals per month to pre-release and ultimately
to work release at the end of their pre-re-
lease stay.

Thus, based on the above figureé, a total of
171 males (i.e., three monthﬂacﬂumﬁlatieﬁ}
could be housed in pre-release for males at



any given time. This group would have a
monthly input and output of 57 males per

month.

2. Female Pre-Release Participants 'will be
eligible if they are: within 10 months of
parole eligibility; minimpum custody; and
sentenced on a Class B, C, D, or K felony. All
female offenders going through pre-release
would go directly to parale from pre-release.
Later on, it is hoped that a work release
component can be added tq the female pre-re-
lease center in Topeka, '

. I

The rationale for making the program for
minimum custody females longer than for males
is that there is too few female inmates within
90 days of parole eligibility at any given
point in time. At present there are 6 females

per month who are eligible for parole, which

would mean that a 90 day program would only .-

support about 18 women. However, since female
programs need improvement within the depart-
ment, it was decided to make the female
pre-release program about 10 months in length
to accommodate up to 65 minimum security

females in a pre-release program setting.



Conclusion

Over the past several years, attempts have been made to
mitigate the abrupt change from inmate to parolee, The develop-
ment and utilization of work release programs, honor camps, and
furloughs have been especially helpful in this regard. ‘Despite
these efforts, however, the majority of inmates paroled afé
released directly from a maximum security facility and, even 1if
their custody status prior to release is minimum, they experience
an abrupt change in the level of supervisgion provided. Such a
change, coupled with, 1in many caseé, ﬁn inadéquate parole
preparation program within the facility, is oftep felt.to.he
associated with parole adjustment difficulty and/or failure.

I1f the transition from inmate to parolee is to be made
easier, it seems that: 1) the flow of inmates through the
correctional system needs to change so that a greater proportian
of inmates are channeled through minimum security facilities,

and 2) a concentrated effort needs to be made to better prepare

inmates to assume the responsibilities of a parolee through the .-

establishment of pre-release centers. In addition,'it will
provide the Department with an additional 236 minimum custody bed

spaces that are urgently needed.



MOVEMENT OF MININMIMN CUSTODY INVIATES
THROUGH THE PRISON SYSTEM

# OF MINIMM
CUSTODY INMATES
AS OF 9/7/83 459 770
TYPES OF MAXTHUH/MEDIUH MINIMUM SECURITY
INRTE HOUSING SECURITY BEDSPACE BEDSPACES

DORMITORIES AT KSP
AND KSIR

| 51| OSES AT [—p VOC. TRAINING CTR

KSP & KSIR KCTL

HONOR CAHMPS
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SR Wl !'IEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
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“swii,-: NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
" Thé Kansas Department of Health and Environment
will reconsider its decision to deny the Certificate of
- Need application by Retirement Living, Inc., for the
development of a 60-bed adult care home in Lyon
County. A publi¢ liearing for this purpose will be
-conducted on‘Decémber 29, 1983, at 1:30 p.m., at
Building 740, Kansas Department of Health and En-
vironment, Topeka, Kansas. Any person will be given
an opportunity to present information relevant to the
hearing. For further information, call 813-862-9360,
extensfon 535. | :
e BARBARA J. SABOL
Secretary

'
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" DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
DIVISION OF ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES

4+, i’ 'NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT
“. 7. OF NEGOTIATIONS
-/ '~ FOR CONSTRUCTION SERVICES

. The State of Kansas Department of Corrections wil
seek a supplemental appropriation from the 1984 Ses<
sion of the Legislature to fund construction for ren
ovation lof existing facilities at Winfield and Topeka
State Hospitals to serve as pre-release centers. To|
facilitate early occupancy the Department has re-
quested legislative autherization to waive the com-
petitive bidding process and negotiate construction
contracts. %

The Departinent intends to negotiate one contract
for the construction work at Winfield, estimated to cost
approximately $600,000, and one contract at Topeka,
estimated to cost approximately $500,000. The general
‘contractor for each project would provide the me-
.chanical and electrical subcontractors under his single
contract. Itis also the intent of the Department to have
the selected contractors and their subcontractors par-
ticipate in the final development of plans and specifi-
.cations by providing counsel and advice relative to
.construction methods and materials. Such consulta-
vtion will be without compensation and no construction
'contracts will be negotiated until funding is made
available either by transfer or appropriation. In the
"event funding is not available or the competitive bid-
.ding pmccu'—ﬂ not waived, no construction contract
-will be entered and no payment shall be made for any
'consultation or other services provided.

It Is currently scheduled that plans and specifica-
'tions will be complete by February 1, 1984, and that
. actual construction will begin no later than February

13, 1984. Construction work must be completed for

\ ' building occupancy by June 15, 1984,
.
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iihloW 4! 2 - DEPARTMENT OF  of interest from general contractors who have the

ability to expedite and complete the projects within\
the time frame outlined above and who meet the
following qualifications:

1. The firm and its subcontractors must have been

, inthe contracting business for a minimum of five .
years. ,

2. The firm and its subcontractors must have suc-
cessfully completed previous work for the State

. of Kansas. '

3. The firm and its subcontractors must show evi-
dence of prior experience on major renovation
projects. ;

4. The firm must be able to provide all required
insurance, performancé and payment bond and
Public Works Bond. '

5. The firm and its subcontractors must be located
in the area where the work is to be performed,

General contractors interested in providing the re-
quired construction services for either project should
respond in writing indicating their’' qualifications,
compliance to the above criteria and proposed me-
- chanical and electrical subcontractors. Such response
should be addressed to Mr. John B. Hipp, Division of
Architectural Services, 625 Polk Strect, Topeka, Kan-
sas 66603, no later tuan January 6, 1984,

JOHN B. HIPP, AIA
Director

—————__Division of Architectural Servic
Doc. No. 001731 \/

State of Kansas
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

NOTICE OF JTPA FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR
TRAINING KANSAS DISLOCATED WORKERS

Dislocated Worker funds totaling $200,304 are now
being made available through the State Administra-
tive Office of the Job Training Parfnership Act (JTPA),
Kansas Department of Human Resources. These
monies have been reserved by the Governor for the
purpose of funding special projects that will serve
Dislocated Workers.

Public or private non-profit organizations or agen-
cies are eligible to apply. The funds inust be matched
by utilizing various public and/or private resources.

To receive a Request for Proposal package, inter-
ested applicants should contact the Kansas Depart-

/

/

ment of Human Resources, JTPA Administrative Of-
fice, Attention Troy Carlson, 401 Topeka Avenue,
Topeka, Kansas 66603, (913) 296-3031. The deadline
for proposals is December 30, 1983.

LLARRY E. WOLGAST, Ed.D,
Assistant Secretary

/ Doc. No. 001729
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