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MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Dave Kerr at 11:00 a.m. on January 14, 1998 in
Room 123-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Commiittee staff present: Alan Conroy, Legislative Research Department
Russell Mills, Legislative Research Department
Stuart Little, Legislative Research Department
April Holman, Legislative Research Department
Michael Corrigan, Revisor of Statutes
Judy Bromich, Administrative Assistant
Ann Deitcher, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Charles E. Simmons,Secretary Department of
Corrections
Barbara Tombs, Exec. Director Kansas Sentencing
Commission

Others attending: See attached list

Chairman Kerr called the meeting to order and advised the members there would be a two guests
speaking on related subjects. The first would be dealing with correction issues. The second would
be dealing with inmate population trends and projected correctional capacity; the Winfield Correc-
tional Facility expansion project status and the Labette Correctional Conservation Camp expansion.

Secretary Charles Simmons, Department of Corrections, provided everyone with a handout and
explained that he planned to cover prison population trends, corrections capacity and the status of
the Norton expansion project and the Labette correctional conservation camp expansion. (See
attachment 1).

Secretary Simmons said that the prison population continues to grow and they are at approximately
97% of capacity for both males and females. They did have a slight decrease during the month of
December but over the last three years the prison population is up by 1,545 which is a 25%
increase. There have been 1,500 beds added during that time, most of those through renovation
projects and with double-celling projects. They are now at the point, as indicated during the last
legislative session, where any additional capacity expansion will be through new construction,
such as the Norton and Labette projects, because they have exhausted their opportunities for
renovation.

Senator Kerr asked the Secretary to explain what the population monitoring numbers are .

Secretary Simmons said that they were tracking numbers to see where they are in terms of annual
projection, then broken down by a monthly basis. The projections themselves are issued on an
annual basis, not by month. This is a method the sentencing commission staff uses to track
throughout the year to see where the prison population actually is in comparison to the projections.
If there are any great deviations then they go in to check to see where those deviations are coming
from at that time instead of waiting for the end of the fiscal year.

Senator Ranson said that she was told by the Sedgwick County Sheriff that part of the problem
with prisoner overcrowding in local facilities was because there were so many state prisoners being
held in those facilities.

Secretary Simmons’ answer was that according to his information, they were being moved out
within the required time limit. He said that a new admission must be accepted after a third work-
ing day and this is being done. There is no backlog of new admissions because they have to pay
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for those individuals after the third working day and there have been no billings received for that.
The backlog is in parole violators. They are held in local jailes during judicial procedures. The
county jail receives payment from the state for holding them. There is a budget of about
$1,000,100 for that. This year the cost was $700,000 more than budget.

Senator Ranson questioned the Secretary in regard to bids for the private prison. She reminded
him that last year it was directed toward 400 beds and she wanted to know what the status was on
this.

Secretary Simmons said that not many bids had been received but they were evaluated. One bid
for each of three different types. One bid for a 200-bed minimum security; one bid for the
combined minimum/medium facility and one bid from a particular community that did not meet
specifications. The technical part has been evaluated but not the fiscal part. The contractors don’t
want them made public.

Senator Ranson asked if they would have any impact on the 200 that are to be split up in 1999.

Secretary Simmons said they would rebid it at that time because the bids that were submitted last
summer would be out of date because they received revised population numbers from the
sentencing commission in August that were substantial. This caused a delay in additional projects.

Senator Ranson asked if it was still an option to take private bids.
Secretary Simmons said it certainly was.

Senator Kerr said that the bill would be introduced to return bids to private firms if the project isn’t
done.

Senator Petty asked if we still have people under the old system.

Secretary Simmons said yes. Probably half or more are parolees - probably 60%. 40% would be
inmates.

Senator Petty wanted to know if in the original projections on the 200 bed minimum it was taken
into consideration the review of the Reception and Diagnostic Center being moved.

Secretary Simmons said the the 5-year capital-improvement plan proposes an alternative use for the
old Reception and Diagnostic Center if a new one is constructed as a minimum security facility for
male or female.

Senator Kerr said that he was hearing concerns about education contracts in some facilities have
gotten away from accredited education providers andwanted to know if the educational component
was being eroded.

Secretary Simmons said they did rebid their education contract a year ago. One of the intended
purposes was to lower the cost, which they did. The provider now utilizes most of the same
teachers which were utilized before and they are certified. They are in the process of reissuing an
updated program evaluation report which should be out next week.

Senator Kerr said that he’d heard that teachers were looking for other jobs because they thought
they would be in KPERS and that isn’t possible.

Secretary Simmons said the KPERS issue was not one that he was aware of until recently. His
understanding is they were not given a committment by the Department that they could be members
of KPERS. He didn’t know if the contractors said this was possible or not. He knows this did
not come from the Department but does not know where it did come from.

Barbara Tombs, Executive Director of the Kansas Sentencing Commission spoke on the number of
people coming into prison facilities and how long they stay. Level 1 is the most serious - up to
630 months, down to level 10 which could be 6 months. She said that even though the admission
numbers may be lower, this may be due to the prisoners staying longer. This, then is why the
numbers of those incarcerated remains high and even grows higher. She said the projection was
growing at a lower rate due to a reduction in admissions rate. (Attachment 2).

Director Tombs wanted to point out that the projections were based on current policies. If laws are
changed then policy projections will also be changed. [ & LE& &/t 3),

Senator Ranson asked that if, when they took their capacity projections into account were they
accounting for parole violators.
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Director Tombs said that they were and in fact they even track that through convicted parole
violators.

Senator Ranson asked if there were actually beds available for parole violators.

Director Tombs said that by June 30, 1998 they were going to need 986 beds for that population.
It appears that number goes down. She said what is happening is that you have less paroled
people and more post-release violators. Post-release violators only stay 90 to 180 days where
parole violators can stay for long periods of time. So when you lose those people out of the
system you can accomodate the same number but staying less time.

A one-page summary on the recommendations of the Joint Committee was handed out by Stuart
Little of the Legislative Research Department. (Attachment 4).

April Holman of the Legislative Research Department passed out copies of an executive summary
in regard to HB2900, known as the Juvenile Justice Reform Act. (Attachment 5 and 6).

Senator Kerr asked Commissioner Albert Murray of the Juvenile Justice Authority, who was
attending the meeting, that since this study was available to him when he undertook the new study
what was not in this study that they needed in the new study?

Commissioner Murray said that the study was conducted in 1996. They felt they needed more
current information. He said there was some concern as to the reliability of the earlier study.
The new study will cost $99,000.

Senator Kerr adjourned the meeting at 12:00 p.m.

The next meeting is scheduled for January 15, 1998.
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Presentation to the Senate Ways and Means Committee

by
Charles E. Simmons, Secretary

Kansas Department of Corrections
January 14, 1998

= PRISON POPULATION TRENDS AND CORRECTIONAL CAPACITY
= NORTON CORRECTIONAL FACILITY EXPANSION PROJECT STATUS

= | ABETTE CORRECTIONAL CONSERVATION CAMP EXPANSION

Charts
1. Total Inmate Population: FY 1988 through FY 1998 to date
End of Month Inmate Population: FY 1997 and FY 1998 to date

Average Number of Admissions and Releases Per Month

A Wb

Inmate Population Projections: Monthly Monitoring Numbers
Compared to Population

. Correctional Facility Capacities
Bed Utilization — Males

Bed Utilization — Females

® N O O

Components of the End-of-year Offender Population Under Post-
Incarceration Management: Fiscal Years 1988-1997

9. Components of the End-of-year Offender Population Under Post-
Incarceration Management: FY 1997 and FY 1998 to Date, by
Month.



Prison Population Trends, Projections and Capacity
Current Status

= The Kansas correctional system continues to operate at near-capacity levels. The number
of inmates incarcerated as of December 31, 1997 represented 96.9% of the overall system
capacity. On that date, 7,914 inmates were housed in facilities with a total capacity of
8,168 beds—including 8,052 beds in KDOC facilities and 116 placements available to the
department in facilities operated by other agencies. Considering KDOC facilities only, the
7,839 inmates housed in them on December 31, 1997 represented 97.4% of the capacity
of those facilities.

= Of the total inmate population on December 31*, 7,435 inmates were male and 479 were
female. Total correctional system capacity for housing males is 7,659; for females, the
capacity is 509. The December 31 inmate population represented 97.1% of capacity for
males and 94.1% for females.

= During the past three years, the inmate population has increased significantly. The
December 31, 1997 population was 1,545 greater than the December 31, 1994 population
of 6,369 —an increase of nearly 25%.

= To keep pace with the increasing population, the department has been faced with
challenges in providing sufficient bedspace. Since December 31, 1994, over 1,500 beds

have been added to correctional capacity, primarily through doublecelling, and other internal
building conversions or renovations.

Inmate Population Projections

= The inmate population is forecast to increase significantly over the next 10 vyears.
Projections released in August 1997 by the Kansas Sentencing Commission indicate that
the population will reach 9,124 by the end of FY 2007, an increase of 1,210 from the
December 31, 1997 level.

= Much of the increase in the inmate population will be accounted for by offenders convicted
of serious crimes, reflecting legislative changes in recent years to increase sentences in the
higher severity levels of the nondrug sentencing grid. Over the 10-year projection period,
the number of inmates convicted of off-grid, severity level 1 and severity level 2 crimes is
expected to increase by more than 800.

Capacity

® The 1997 Legislature approved the following capacity additions which are not yet reflected
in KDOC capacity numbers:

1. A new 200-bed, medium security housing unit at Norton Correctional Facility,
scheduled for completion in March 1999;
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2. A 32-bed minimum security expansion at Hutchinson Correctional Facility’s South
Unit. When completed in July 1998, this project will result in a net increase of 13
beds, since the facility’s work release inmates will be relocated to the South Unit at
that time and the existing work release unit will be renovated for use as office
space;

3. Re-opening of the A-Dorm at Winfield Correctional Facility. Forty-one beds of the
127-bed expansion are not yet included in capacity, but are scheduled to be
available early in 1998; and

4. A net increase of b5 beds at Labette Correctional Conservation Camp reserved for
KDOC use. The increase results from the 100-bed expansion project approved for
the camp. The project is scheduled for completion in late 1998.

These projects represent an additional 309 beds. Upon their completion, KDOC capacity
will increase to 8,477 beds.

In assessing the most recent inmate population projections in light of existing capacity and
approved bedspace adjustments, the department estimates that approximately 800 beds
will be required by the end of FY 2007 —nearly all of which would be required to house
male inmates. Included in this estimate is the return of one-half of “D” cellhouse at El
Dorado Correctional Facility back to single celled maximum custody housing. This results in
an increase of 64 maximum security beds and a decrease of 128 medium security beds. If
the remainder of “D” cellhouse and all of “E” cellhouse are returned to single celling, there
will be a need for an additional 192 beds or a total of 977 additional beds by the end of FY
2007. Otherwise, this estimate assumes continuation of existing practices and policies,
and does not reflect any policy changes which might be made regarding the mix of

offenders who are supervised in the community as opposed to those who are committed to
prison.

The department is not requesting additional capacity expansion projects for consideration in
the 1998 legislative session. In the intermediate term—given current projections and
policies—we believe it will be necessary to propose a 200:bed minimum security unit in the
1999 session (to allow for a project completion date in FY 2001) and further, to propose a

200-bed medium security unit in the 2000 session (to allow for a project completion date in
FY 2003).
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Norton Correctional Facility Expansion Project Status

The expansion project includes:

= A new 100-cell medium security housing unit which will be doublecelled, for a total

housing unit capacity of 200 beds. This will bring the total capacity of Norton’s Central
Unit to 700 beds.

= A new 20,000 square foot building for Kansas Correctional Industries, to provide

industry space (for either a traditional prison industry or a private industry) for creation
of jobs for as many of the 200 additional inmates as possible.

= Construction of both new buildings within the existing fenced perimeter of the Norton
Correctional Facility — Central Unit.

= Use of inmate labor to the extent possible, including all of the cellhouse painting, all of
the interior work in the industries building, and installation of pavement and
construction of sidewalks.

The total approved project cost is $6,202,450, which is being financed as follows:

= §$5,057,152 from federal Violent Offender Incarceration/Truth-in-Sentencing grant
funds.

= $780,712 from the Correctional Institutions Building Fund.
= $364,586 from the State General Fund.

Current project status and timeline:

= Architectural plans have been completed.

= As required by law, project plans were reviewed by the Joint Committee on Corrections
and Juvenile Justice Oversight (on November 25, 1997) prior to release of project
construction funds by the State Finance Council.

" Project plans and status were reviewed by the Joint Committee on State Building
Construction on December 11, 1997.

= The State Finance Council approved release of the project construction funds on
December 17, 1997.

= The project construction contract has been opened for bid. A pre-bid conference was
held in Norton on January 13, 1998.

= Bids for the project are due on January 27, 1998. The department anticipates making a
contract award in early February.

®= Scheduled completion date for the project is March 1999.
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Labette Correctional Conservation Camp Expansion

As approved during the 1997 legislative session, the Labette expansion project:

Provides for a 100-bed expansion of the existing facility, the current capacity of which
is 104 beds.

Of the 100-bed expansion—
- 70 beds are for males and 30 beds for females.

- b5 beds are reserved for KDOC placements, including 40 for males and 15 for
females. This is in addition to the 10 beds currently available for KDOC use. Of the

KDOC beds, 10 may be used for permanent party inmates assigned to work details,
rather than program participants.

Is estimated to cost $907,039. Of the total, $816,335 is being financed with federal
Violent Offender Incarceratlon/T ruth-in- Sentencan@T;?Ent funds, and the remainder, with
a local match. To meet part of this match requirement, Labette County has obtained a
$68,000 forgivable loan from the Department of Commerce and Housing.

Is scheduled for completion in the fall of 1998.

Since the project was first authorized:

The Department of Corrections and Labette County entered into an interagency
agreement on October 9, 1997 regarding the expansion project and the KDOC
placements to be made at the facility.

A firm has been selected by the county to prepare architectural plans for the project,
the design of which is currently underway.

Legislative concerns have been voiced regarding placement of males and females in the
same facility.

In response to concerns regarding placement of females at Labette, the Department of
Corrections is evaluating two options:

Relocation of the female component of the project to Topeka Correctional Facility—the
facility where most KDOC female inmates are housed. This would involve new

construction, now estimated at over $650,000, plus operating expenses, estimated at
approximately $656,000.

Privatization of a facility for females. The department is preparing a Request for
Proposals in order to solicit bids for a 30-bed female boot camp facility. We expect to
issue the RFP by the first of February 1998.

In the event the female component is removed from the Labette facility, a decision
must be made whether to leave the LCCC expansion project at 100 (all male), or
reduce it to 70. Reducing it to 70 is estimated to lower construction costs by
approximately $43,000 and operating costs by approximately $105,000. é’
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. *As of June 30 each year except FY 1998, which is as of 12-31-1997.
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Kansas Department of Corrections

Total Inmate Population: FY 1988 - 1997 and FY 1998 to Date*

Chart 1
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Chart 2

Kansas Department of Corrections

|
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FY 1997 and FY 1998 to Date, by Month*
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Kansas Department of Corrections

Chart 3

Average Number of Admissions and Releases Per Month by Major Category:
Comparison of FY 1993 - FY 1997, and FY 1998 to Date (Through Dec. 1997)
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Chart 4

Inmate Population Projections:
Monthly Monitoring Numbers

FY 1998
Population -
Monthly Monitoring Actual Monitoring
Month/Year Number Population Number
July-97 7804 7800 -4
August 7840 7798 -42
September 7865 7890 25
October 7931 7910 -21
November 7937 7943 6
December 7948 7914 -34
January-98 7977
February 8002
March 8041
April 8045
May 8049
June 8046

Source of Monthly Monitoring Numbers: Kansas Sentencing Commission

Note: Population projections developed by the Kansas Sentencing
Commission are produced in annual increments. Commission staff use the
monthly monitoring numbers for tracking purposes, but the monthly numbers
are not official projections. All numbers are end-of-month.
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Chart 5

KDOC FACILITY CAPACITIES

Capacity by Facility, Security Designation of Bedspace, and Gender

(Existing as of December 31, 1997 and Approved Additions)

Lansing Corr. Facility
lincluding Osawatomie Correctional Facility]

Hutchinson Corr. Facility
El Dorado Corr. Facility

Norton Corr. Facility
fincluding Stockton Correctional Facility]

Ellsworth Corr. Facility
Topéka Corr. Facility

Winfield Corr. Facility
lincluding Wichita Work Release Facility]

Larned Corr. Mental Health Facility

Subtotal: KDOC Facilities/Placements

Non-KDOC Eacilities/Pl
Larned State Security Hospital

Labette Corr. Conservation Camp

Contract Jail Placements

Subtotal: Non-KDOC
Facilities/Placements

Approved Additions:

Winfield Corr. Facility: Spring 1998
Hutchinson Corr. Facility: July 1998
Norton Corr. Facility: March 1999

Labette Corr. Conservation Camp: Fall 1998
{KDOC placements only)

Total Approved Additions

840 913 582 2335 2335
raoj 180 [8o;]

548 850 179 1577 1577
383 609 172 1164 116]

332 280 612 61

[12; iz 11121

488 144 632 632

220 78 408 111 8 331 494 825
669 10|, 669 10 679

[188] noj 11881 1101 1198}

120 108 228 228
277117 78| 3192 408| 2245 18| 7548 504 8052
42 5 43 85 5 90
10 10 10

7 9 16 16

42 5 7 62 177 5 716
41 41 41

13 (net) 13 (net) 13

200 200 200

40 15 40 15 55

200 94 15 294 15 309




CHART 6

BED UTILIZATION - MALES ONLY
(Increases Computed at 24-46-30% Custody Distribution)

BEDSPACE/ADJUSTMENT CUSTODY LEVEL
WWWWM

Bedspace - 08-18-97 2151 3201 2221 - 1573
Population - 08-18-97 1854 2963 2490 307 7307
AYAILABLE BEDSPACE +297 +238 -269 - +266
PLANNED BEDSPACE INCREASE (FY 98)
® A-Dorm @ WCF(remaining 127 beds) — - 1127 - 1127
AVAILABLE BED SPACE +297 +238 -142 - +393
BED UTILIZATION ADJUSTMENT
eRDU - ADP -20 - - - -20
®RDU - Med./Min. -50 +25 +25 - 0
.If{foldcases @ 16/Day & 2.5 Days to Fill -4 -8 -28 - -40
®Open Non-KDOC Beds -8 -4 -21 - -33
'(hgf.f'é%i’ﬁi,'wgﬁi ?11'2 gfdca.'fg)r Cause -90 +20 +70 - 0
®Spec. Ed. Placements - LCF - -30 +30 - 0
®Therapeutic Community Program @ LCF =40 —+10 £30 L RPN ) 1
ADJUSTED BEDSPACE +85 +251 -36 - +300
E'lég _9%%“%?%05}9181)01‘ INCREASE 63 24%) -120(46%) =80 (30%) 1263 _-263
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-98 +22 +131 -116 7570  +37
PLANNED BEDSPACE INCREASE (FY 99)
® Add 200 - Bed Medium Unit @ NCF - +200 - - +200
®South Unit Expansion @ HCF +13 - +13
®LCCC Expansion - - +40 - +40
;ﬁg{x\glg&;D' Cellhouse @ EDCF to +64 -128 - - -64
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 99) _-33 =63 -39 F135 135
AVYAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-99 +53 +140 -102 7705 +91
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 00) =13 =24 =16 453 _-53
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-00 +40 +116 -118 7758  +38

PLANNED BEDSPACE INCREASE (FY 01)

PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 01) =21 =40 =25 186 _-86

AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-01 +19 +76 +57 7844 Hsif |
F

PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 02) ~11 =22 ~13 146 _ 46 ) e {I(
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PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 03) =28 =34 =36 +118 118
AYAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-03 +44 +72 +8 8008 +124
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 04) =36 =69 =45 4150 _-150
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-04 +8 +3 37 8158  -26

PLANNED BEDSPACE INCREASE (FY 05)

PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 05) 1 -l4 8 429 _29
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-05 +65 -139 45 8187  -119

PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 06) =30 =58 38 4126 -126
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-06 +35 197 83 8313 245

PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 07) =65 =125 =18 268 268
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-07 +34 -450 -161 8581 577

a:\chart2.uti page 2



CHART 7

BED UTILIZATION - FEMALES ONLY
(Population Increases Computed at 24-28-48% Custody Distribution)

BEDSPACE/ADJUSTMENT CUSTODY LEVEL

WWWWM

CAPACITY - 08-18-97 83 408 18 > 509
Inmate Population 08-18-97 37 125 297 459 459
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE 08-18-97 +46 +283 279 - +50
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 98) 4 4 -9 +17 -17
PLANNED BEDSPACE INCREASE (FY 98)
®LCCC Expansion —_ —_ 15 L2 15
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-98 +42 +279 273 476  +48
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 99) =2 =2 -4 48  _-8
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-99 +40 +277 277 484 +40
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 00) -1 -1 2 +4 4
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-00 +39 +276 =279 488 +36
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 01) =21, =2 -3 6 6
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-01 +38 +274 282 494  +30
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 02) =1 -1 2 t4 _4
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-02 +37 +273 -284 498 426
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 03) =2 =3 =3 ] —8
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-03 +35 © 4270 -287 506  +18
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 04) -2 =3 = 9 0
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-04 +33 +267 291 515 +9
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 05) =1 —1 = 2 2
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-05 +32 +266 -291 517 +7
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 06) =2 2 =3 7 1
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-06 +30 +264 -294 524 0
PROJECTED POPULATION INCREASE (FY 07) =4 | =10 Fo =19
AVAILABLE BEDSPACE - 6-30-07 +21 +259 -304 543 -19
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Components of the End-of-year Offender Population

Kansas Department of Corrections

Chart 8

Under Post-incarceration Management: Fiscal Years 1988 - 1997*
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supervised out-of-state. Those on abscond status have active warrants (whereabouts unknown).
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Kansas Department of Corrections Chart 9

Components of the End-of-month Population Under Post-incarceration
Management: FY 1997 and FY 1998 to Date, by Month*
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State of Kansas
KANSAS SENTENCING COMMISSION

SENATE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE
TESTIMONY
JANUARY 14, 1998

During the 1995 Legislative session, the Kansas Sentencing Commission was appropriated
$25,000 of State General Funds to initiate a contract with the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency to develop a computer based simulation prison population projection model known as
Prophet. The Prophet model enables the simulation of offenders admitted to prison a certain
assignment to various statuses, movement between statuses, and finally discharge from the prison
system. In addition, the model permits the projection of the prison population by individual severity
levels, as indicated on the guideline sentencing grids. The initial set of prison population projections
was released by the Sentencing Commission in November of 1995, and projections are updated

annually, each fall, to reflect any legislative changes to criminal statutes or sentencing policies in
the state.

Prophet utilizes two major components to formulate projections. First, is data pertaining to
the type and length of sentences imposed for both offenders admitted to prison and the stock prison
population. This data is provided through a cooperative effort with the Department of Corrections
and from sentencing journal entries submitted to the Commission. The second component involves
a set of assumptions that are built into the projection model. Assumptions are formulated and
reviewed by a ten member Consensus Group of professionals representing various Criminal Justice
agencies in the state. Assumptions pertain to policy issues that deal with offenders incarcerated or
under some form of supervision, such as probation, parole or postrelease supervision. Fach member
of the consensus group contributes their agency's expertise regarding formal and informal procedures
and provide information on specific issues or practices that may affect prison population.

From the data and assumptions provided, a trend analysis is completed for the current year,
which allows for adjustments to any previous lengths of stay, distributions of admissions by severity
levels and various other data elements that are necessary to operate the Prophet Model. An initial
ten year baseline prison population forecast is then developed which indicates the number of prison
beds required by severity level, the number of prison beds needed for conditional parole/postrelease
violators returned to prison, and the number of beds saved by the implementation of the border boxes
on the drug grid. Baseline projections are presented by severity level to reflect the impact of various
sentence lengths imposed. Sentence length is a very critical issue in projecting prison bedspace
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needs. Even if admission rates remain constant or indicate a decrease, a shortage of prison beds can
occur over time simply due to the fact that offenders are incarcerated for longer periods of time.
This situation is commonly known as the "stacking effect". The same number of offenders can enter
a prison system annually, but if lesser number of offenders exit that system, you will have a shortage
of prison beds. Thus it is not merely the number of offenders entering state prisons but the length
of their sentences that become a crucial factor.

In reviewing FY 1997 data, several key data findings were identified. Sentence lengths on
nondrug Levels I and II indicate significant increases of 35 and 22 months respectively. Analysis
indicates that these increases are representative of the 1994 doubling of sentencing ranges for these
severity levels. Old law or pre-guideline conditional parole violators length of stay is indicated to
be 13 months. This length of stay is an increase from the 10 month stay observed in FY 1996 and
could result in the need for an additional 60-100 beds through the end of FY 2000. Nondrug Levels
VII to X guideline admissions increased 4.0% over FY 1996 admissions, demonstrating a shift in
the severity levels of offenders being admitted to prison. Conditional parole and postrelease
violators returned to prison totaled 1,703 offenders, an average of 142 per month. These conditional
violator returns in FY 1997 have increased by 292 over returns in FY 1996, Finally, nondrug levels
L, I, and III admissions account for only 9.4% of total FY 1997 guideline admissions, compared to
nondrug levels VII, VIII, IX, and X which represent 43.8% of the total guideline admissions.

In preparing the ten year baseline prison population projections (Attachment A) several
modifications were incorporated. The annual prison admission rate was adjusted to 2.1%, reflecting
a decrease from the 4.3% rate used in last year's projections. This adjustment represented the eight
year admission rate average from 1989 to 1997. The reduction in the prison admission rate
contributed to the slower growth projected for future prison population.

Conditional probation violators were sentenced to prison in FY 1997 at a rate of 110 per
month, an increase from the average of 103 per month during the previous year. Adjustments were
made to the model to reflect the increase. The Consensus Group did reduce the number of
conditional probation violators entering prison from 110 to 100 for the time period from January 1,
1998 to July 1, 1998 to reflect the $700,000 legislative allocation to Community Corrections to
develop programs to divert this specific population. Absent any certainty that funding would be

continue beyond the current fiscal year, the number of violators was returned to 110 per month for
the remainder of the forecast period.

During the 1996 legislative session, legislation was passed into law that placed seven new
border boxes on the drug grid. The previous forecast incorporated a six month lag time for
implementation and a 50% diversion of potential offenders, with a 50% failure rate resulting in
admission to prison. A review of the data indicates that the current diversion rate for the past year
was 76.6%, however there is not sufficient data available at this time to analyze the failure rate. The
diversion rate was adjusted from 50/50 to 70/30 to more accurately reflect current practice. A failure
rate of 50% was retained, in the model, since the data did not support any change at this time.

Finally, conditional parole and postrelease violators were programmed in the model to return
at a rate of 130 per month. The monthly average in FY 1997 indicated an average return rate of 142
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offenders per month. Modifications to the model were made to return this population at a rate of 150
per month, a 20 offender per month increase from the pervious year. This change was incorporated

due the increase in the number of parole officers and the lack of increases in additional programs
available to this population.

Capacity figures provided by the Department of Corrections indicate that at the end of FY
98, there will be at 8,209 prison beds available and by the end of FY 99, the state prison capacity
will reach 8,477 beds. Given the current prison population projections released in August, it appears
that the state's need for prison bedspace will not exceed capacity until sometime during FY 2003,
in which prison population is forecasted to reach 8,514 inmates by the end of the fiscal year.

It should be noted, however, that the current prison population projections are based on
current policy and procedures. Introduction of new legislation that creates new offenses or increases
penalties or sentence lengths for any offense would impact these projections. In addition, policy
changes relating to good time allocations, postrelease supervision periods, parole practices or
revocation procedures all have a direct impact on prison population projections.

The Prophet Model contains a monitoring component that permits an ongoing review of the
model's accuracy. When the monthly error rate exceeds 2% for two consecutive months, there is an
indication of potential problems within the model design. There are three types of problem that
commonly arise with simulation models. First, one of the assumptions programmed into the model
is inaccurate; second there has been a policy change (either formal or informal) that was not included
in the design of the model; and finally the data utilized in the model construction was either invalid
or unreliable. Although accuracy of the projections is very critical, just as important is the reason
why the model is accurate, or in some cases inaccurate. Staff of the Sentencing Commission, on a
monthly basis, reviews and analyzes projected admissions against actual admissions to identify
discrepancies or error trends. Included (Attachment B) are the monthly monitoring reports since the
creation of the Kansas Prophet Model in July of 1995. From the information presented, the model
has been fairly accurate, having never once exceeded the 2% error threshold.

It should be noted that projections should not be viewed as derived from a "crystal ball", that
is predicting the future. Rather projections are the outcome of a combination of current criminal
justice trends and the implementation of policy choices by decision makers. The current prison
population projections presented are based on current legislation and practices and any changes to
either of these factors would have an direct impact on the forecasted prison bedspace needs.
Projections need to be viewed as a planning tool, not a solution to prison overcrowding. Projections
should serve as a decision making tool that permits rational and informed policy changes to address
the state's current problem. The Sentencing Commission will continue to be available to provide any
assistance, support, or information requested.

For more information contact:

Barbara Tombs, Executive Director
Kansas Sentencing Commission
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KANSAS SENTENCING COMMISSION

TEN YEAR ADULT INMATE PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS
2.1% GROWTH IN ADMISSION RATE

July | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June 30 TOTAL | PERCENT

ID GROUP 1932 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 | INCREASE INCREASE
LEVEL 1 335 340 348 353 370 372 376 390 396 401 415 . 80 23.9%
LEVEL 2 617 638 685 650 737 769 781 806 810 804 833 216 35:0%
LEVEL 3 1296 1329 1318 1319 : 1322 1318 1319 1325 1329 1322 1348 52 4.0%
LEVEL 4 299 293 297 303 304 316 325 330 333 344 355 56 18.7%
LEVEL 5 906 907 955 992 1004 1007 1022 1026 1016 1033 1063 157 '17.3%
LEVEL6 157 172 178 184 192 193 199 193 198 - 197 203 46 29.3%
LEVEL7 711 780 832 846 810 806 836 871 881 891 906 195 27.4%
LEVEL 8 231 325 ) 316 315 306 296 295 299 1296 300 317 86 37.2%
LEVELY 285 324 332 351 363 350 372 390 395 398 413 128 44.9%
LEVEL 10 45 44 46 49 45 57 50 56 50 55 69 24 53.3%
LEVEL D1 30 32 41 47 53 59 65 69 68 72 79 49 163.3%
LEVEL D2 188 199 215 226 230 241 243 243 242 24; 258 70 37.2%
LEVEL D3 643 556 552 555 558 549 578 603 607 611 636 -7 -1.1%
LEVEL D4 360 407 408 409 399 403 413 422 428 433 456 | . 96 26.7%
OFF GRID 670 714 763 822 890 927 965 1019 | 1062 1144 1208 538 80.3%
CONDITIONAL PAROLE 1048 986 903 785 755 725 675 629 593 583 565 ’ -483 -46.1%
VIOLATORS -

TOTAL 7821 8046 8189 8246 8338 8388 8514 8673 8704 8837 9124 1303 16.7%
DRUG BORDER BOX -78 =225 -280 =349 =345 -358 -387 -401 412 423 -420

BED SAVINGS '




ATTACHMENT B
COMPARISON BETWEEN FISCAL YEAR 1996 THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1998
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRISON POPULATION
Fiscal Year 1596 Fiscal Year 1997 Fiscal Year 1998*
Month Number % Number T Number %
Projected | Actual Difference Error | Projected Actual Difference Error | Projected Actual Difference Error
July 7001 6980 +21 +0.30 7463 7432 -19 -0.25 7804 7800 + +0.05
August 7051 7078 -27 -0.38 7533 7512 +21 +0.28 7840 7798 +42 +0.54
September 7056 7124 -68 -0.95 7634 7555 +79 +1.04 7865 7890 -25 -0.32
October 7063 7147 -61 -0.85 7693 7629 +64 +0.84 7931 7910 +21 +0.26 "
November 7107 7111 -4 -0.05 7736 7674 +62 +0.81 7937 7943 -6 -0.08 "
December 7170 7055 +115 +1.63 7764 7755 +9 7914
January 7238 7122 +116 +1.62 7759 7756 +3 | i
Febrary 7297 7180 +117 +1.63 7783 7729 +54
March 7295 7289 +6 +0.08 7791 7793 -2
April 7317 7348 -31 -0.42 7811 7799 +12
May 7319 7417 -98 -1.32 7846 7774 +72
June 7331 7455 -124 -1.66 7841 7795 +46
e i — e
Total
Average | 7187 7192 -5. -0.07 7721 7688 +33

* Fiscal year 1998 is based on 6 month figures from July 1997 through December 1997.
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SENTENCING RANGE - NONDRUG OFFENSES
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Recommended probation terms are:

36 months for felonies classified in Severity Levels 1
24 months for felonies classified in Severity Level 4

Postrelease supervision terms are:
For felonies committed before 4/20/95

24 months for feionies classified in Severity Levels 1
12 months for felonies classified in Severity Level 4
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For felonies committed on or after 4/20/95

36 months for felonies classified in Severity Levels 1-3
24 months for felonies classified in Severity Level 4
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I. PROPHET SIMULATION MODEL

A. HISTORY OF THE PROPHET SIMULATION MODEL

During the 1995 Legislative session the Kansas Sentencing Commission requested state general
funds in the amount of $25,000 to purchase the PROPHET Simulation Prison Population Projection
Model developed by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) in Washington DC.
The PROPHET Simulation model is utilized in approximately 22 states for projecting prison
population, including such states as Arkansas, Nevada, Oklahoma, Massachusetts, Michigan, and
Utah. The model has a proven record of reliability and adaptability to various sentencing structures.

The state general funds were allocated to the Commission and in July of 1995, the Sentencing
Commission entered into a contract with NCCD to develop the model. Prior to that time, prison
population projections were performed by the Department of Corrections. The task of performing
population projections was assigned to the ‘Commission since the agency is responsible for
processing all felony journal entries submitted under the Sentencing Guidelines Act. Through a
cooperative data sharing effort with the Department of Corrections, the model was designed and the
first annual baseline prison population projections were released in November of 1995. The model
design was updated after the 1996 and 1997 legislative sessions to incorporate any new changes to
criminal statutes and sentencing guidelines. Official state prison population projections are released
annually by the Commission in the fall of each year.

In January, 1996, the Sentencing Commission extended its contract with NCCD, through a grant
from SRS, to allow for the development of a juvenile detention model for PROPHET. Sedgwick
County Juvenile Detention Center served as the pilot site for the development of an urban detention
projection model. During 1997, a second detention model was developed for the Northeast Regional
Detention Center located in Douglas County. Since a regional detention center's population mix is
much different than that of an urban county, this model will serve as prototype for regional and rural
detention centers. The juvenile detention projection model will enable staff researchers to analyze
juvenile offenders housed in detention facilities with regard to their committing offense, length of
stay and release type. Once a model is developed, it can be adapted to detention centers with similar

populations throughout the state to project and monitor detention center populations in a similar
manner as the state prison population.

In May of 1996, the NCCD PROPHET contract was extended again to complete the Phase I Needs
Assessment Study requested by the Youth Authority. The study required the development of a
statewide Youth Center database. Staff of the-Commission manually gathered an entire year of
admission data for all state youth centers. The data was then entered into a database from which
a simulation projection model was developed. Similar to the adult prison projection model, the
PROPHET model permitted the projection of admissions, lengths of stay, movement between youth
centers and release types. In addition to the baseline projections, various scenarios were produced
which assisted in the development of the Placement Matrix adopted by the Youth Authority. Staff
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of the Sentencing Commission are currently working with the state Youth Centers to develop a

means to computerize the data which was previously manually collected, thus allowing for timely
release of annual projections.

B. OPERATION OF THE PROPHET SIMULATION MODEL

The PROPHET Model utilizes a modeling technique that is a combination of stochastic entity
simulation and a Monte Carlo simulation. The stochastic or probabalistic technique utilizes a random
number process to simulate the movement offenders through the correctional system. The Monte
Carlo technique converts the random numbers chosen into individual cases (offenders admitted to
prison) and places the inmate in one of the possible statuses available, such as prison, parole, post-
release, or discharge. The status placement of offenders is based upon transition probabilities which
are formulated through a combination of historical data and assumptions provided by the Consensus
Group. The simulation model adjusts length of stay to incorporate such variables as jail credits and
good time lost or earned. Simply stated the PROPHET model brings offenders into the prison

system, holds them in a specific status, moves them among statuses and finally exits them from the
prison system.

PROPHET assigns every inmate into one of three basic identification groups: Indeterminate
Sentencing Group/Old Law; Determinate Sentencing Group/New Law; and an Aggregate Sentencing
Group/Combination Old and New Law. The Aggregate Sentencing Group consists of offenders with
concurrent and/or consecutive sentences involving both indeterminate and determinate sentencing
structure. The placement of the offender is then dependent on the possibilities available under that
specific sentencing structure (See Attachment A).

Within each of three basic identification groups, an inmate is then assigned to one of the fifteen
sentencing guidelines groups based on the most serious offense. This assignment process was used
for stock prison population, as well as new admissions during a given fiscal year. A specific
- identification group's distribution of future admissions to prison is assumed to bé the same as

inmates admitted to prison during the previous fiscal year unless there is data or information
provided to indicate otherwise.

A trend analysis is then completed on the current year's data, which allows for adjustments to any
-previous lengths of stays, distributions of admissions by severity levels and various other data
elements that are necessary to operate the PROPHET Model. In addition to the data collected, the
PROPHET Model incorporates a series of assumptions in developing the population projections.
Assumptions play a crucialrole in the accuracy of the projections and are based on both past and
anticipated future practices in law enforcement, correctional policies, and parole board practices and
are provided by leading officials in a specific area. A Consensus Group was formed to generate and
review the assumptions used in the PROPHET. Information on the Consensus Group and a list of
assumptions utilized are presented in Section II. Based on the expertise and discussion among this
group, the assumptions formulated represent what members anticipate, to the best of their
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knowledge, will be future practices in their specific fields.

It should be noted that the projections should not be viewed as derived from a "crystal ball,” that is
predicting the future. Rather projections are the outcome of a combination of current criminal justice
trends and the implementation of policy choices by decision makers. The current prison population
projections presented are based on current legislation and any changes in legislation would have an
impact on the estimated prison bedspace needs. In addition, the information provided by the
Consensus Group is critical in developing the assumptions programmed into the model. If any of

the assumptions provided prove to be inaccurate or do not reflect current practice, the accuracy of
the projections will be impacted.

The initial ten year baseline forecast was developed and released in November of 1995 and is
updated annually. The baseline projections are presented by individual severity levels for a ten year
period. The baseline projections also include the projected number of prison beds needed for
cotditional parole/post-release violators that will enter correctional facilities in that same ten year

period. In addition, projected bedspace savings from the implementation of border boxes on the drug
grid are indicated.

The. baseline projections are presented by severity level to reflect the impact of various sentence
~ lengths. Sentence lengths become an important issue in projecting prison bedspace needs. Even if
admission rates remain constant or demonstrate a decrease, a shortage of beds will occur over time
simply because offenders are incarcerated for longer periods of time. This situation is commonly
known as a "Stacking Effect". The same number of offenders or even fewer offenders can enter a
prison system annually but if less offenders exit that same system, you will have a shortage of prison
beds. Thus, it is not just the number of offenders incarcerated but the length of incarceration that
becomes a critical factor. For example, from the projections presented, it would appear that
conditional violators are decreasing. However, since post-release violators are only incarcerated for
- an average of 90 to 180 days, you can allocate one bed for two to four violators during the course
of one year. In contrast, the percentage increase indicated on the baseline projections for the
Severity Levels I and I do not represent large increases in admissions for those levels, but rather
reflect the fact that due to sentence lengths on those specific levels; offenders serve significantly
longer sentences thus requiring a considerable amount of prison beds.

The PROPHET Model also contains a monitoring component that permits an ongoing review of the
model's accuracy. When the monthly error rate exceeds 2% for two consecutive months, there is an
indication of possible problems within the model design. There are three types of problems that can
commonly arise. First, one of the assumptions programmed into the model is inaccurate; second
there has been a policy change (either formal or informal) that was not include in the design of the-
model; and finally the data utilized in the model construction was either invalid or unreliable.
Aithough accuracy of the projections is very critical, just as important is the reason why the model
is accurate or in some cases inaccurate. Staff of the Sentencing Commission, on a monthly basis,
reviews and analyzes projected admissions against actual admlssmns to identify discrepancies or
error trends. Included -(Attachment B) please find the monthly monitoring reports since the
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inception of the PROPHET Model in July of 1995. From the information presented, the model has
been fairly accurate, having never exceeded the 2% error threshold

The PROPHET model is also utilized to project additional bedspace needs that would result from

new legislation that is brought before various committees. If a proposed bill enhances penalties or -

creates a new offense category, then historical data and the appropriate assumptions are programmed
into the model to project the number of beds that would be needed to accommodate that specific
piece of legislation. The Sentencing Commission provides numerous individual legislative impacts
during a legislative session.

As stated earlier, projections should be viewed as a planning tool and not a crystal ball. Proj ections
alone will not provide a solution to the state's current prison overcrowding problem. What
projections are intended to do are serve as a decision making tool that permits rational and informed
policy changes that address the current problem. '
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II. PRISON POPULATION PROJECTION CONSENSUS GROUP

As previously stated, the PROPHET Simulation Model is based on a combination of data analysis
and key operational assumptions. In order to formulate the most accurate assumptions, the
Sentencing Commission utilizes a Prison Population Consensus Group to review and establish the
final assumptions that are used in building the simulation model. Members of the Consensus Group
represent individuals from various criminal justice agencies that play a role in the processing of an
individual throughout the criminal justice system. Members contribute their agencies' expertise
regarding formal and informal procedures and provide information on specific issues or practices
that may affect prison population.

Current members of the Prison Population Consensus Group include:

Secretary Charles Simmons Department of Corrections

Patricia Biggs Research Analyst, Department of Corrections
Marilynr Scafe Chairperson of the Kansas Parole Board

Director Larry Welch Kansas Bureau of Investigation

Judge James Buchele Third Judicial District

Ken Hales Sedgwick County Community Corrections

Doug Irvin Office of Judicial Administration

Stuart Little Legislative Research Department

Barbara Tombs Director of the Kansas Sentencing Commission
Kunlun Chang Research Director, Kansas Sentencing Commission

The Consensus Group met twice to review, discuss and make modifications to the assumptions to

be incorporated in the PROPHET Simulation Model. The assumptions adopted by the group are as
follows:

FY 1998 PROPHET PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS ASSUMPTIONS
1. Model begins on July 1, 1997.
2. Model is based on FY 1997 data (July 1996 - June 1997).
3. The prison population projection is for a ten year period - FY 1998 to FY 2007.
4. Phase-In for new law (guideline admissions) is anticipated-to be complete by October 1, 1997.

The projection model assumes that all new admissions to prison after that date will be guideline
sentences.

5. New Law or Guideline sentenced offenders will lose an average of 25% of eligible good time
credits. This rate is consistent with good time credit loss observed in the FY 1997 data.
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6. Old Law or Pre-Guideline offenders are assumed to earn approximately 24.5 days per month of

good time credit. This is an unchanged assumption from both the original and current population
projections.

7. Aurrest rates factored into the projection model are based on historical increases over the previous
ten years.

8. New law conditional violators of post-release supervision serve a period not to exceed 90 days
for offenses committed before 4/20/95.

9. New law conditional violators of post-release supervision for offenses committed after 4/20/95
may serve up to 180 days. It is assumed that 75% of this group of offenders will earn back to 90
days of incarceration through good time earnings; 25% will serve between 90 and 180 days. Based

on this assumption, an average of 135 days was incorporated into the model for this group of
offenders.

10. Conditional Parole and Post-release violators were projected to return to prison at a rate of 130
per month. Analysis of FY 1997 data indicates that the monthly average of returns was 142. On
the advice of the Secretary Simmons, the number of conditional parole and post-release violators
returned to prison was increased to 150 per month. The Secretary felt that with additional parole
officers he has added, there would be a corresponding increase in the number of revocations. He
also added that there have been no additional programs created for this population.

11. Parole and post-release violators returned to prison with a new sentence at a rate of 284

annually during the past fiscal year. This annual rate is projected to remain constant throughout the
forecast period.

12. From information provided by the Parole Board, parole rates were calculated at 25% for all pre-
guideline cases.

13. Technical conditional-release violators are treated the same as conditional post-release and
parole violators in the projection model.

14. Old law inmates serving aggregate sentences serve their old law sentences until their designated
parole eligibility date and then begin to serve their new law sentence.

15. Post-release violators with a new sentence will serve the remaining 15/20% of their old sentence
(from good time earnings) and then start serving-their new charge sentence.

16. The data indicates that conditional probation violators were sentenced to prison at a rate of 110
per month, an increase from the average of 103 per month in the previous year. Adjustments were
made to the model to reflect the increase to 110 per month. The Consensus Group did reduce the
number of conditional probation violators entering prison from 110 to 100 from January 1, 1998 to
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July 1, 1998 to reflect the $700,000 legislative allocation to Community Corrections to develop
programs to divert this population. Absent any certainty that funding would continue beyond the

current fiscal year, the number of violators was returned to the 110 per month for the remaining of
the forecast period.

17. During the 1996 legislative session, legislation was passed into law that placed seven new
border boxes on the drug grid. The previous Consensus Group adopted the six month lag time for
implementation and 50% diversion of potential offenders. In addition, the assumption incorporated
a 50% failure rate and subsequent admission to prison for those offenders who initially received a
nonprison sentence. A review of the data indicates that the current diversion rate for the past year
was 76.6%, however there is not sufficient data available at this time to analyze the failure rate. The
Consensus Group decided to adjust the diversion rate from 50/50 to 70/30 to more accurately reflect
current practice. The failure rate will remain at 50% since there is insufficient data at this time to
support any change.

18. The legislative creation of the crime of "aggravated criminal threat" is not projected to cause a

noticeable impact on future prison population projections and is not factored in the baseline
projections.

19. Increasing the penalty for trafficking in contraband in a correctional facility from a level 6
nonperson felony to a level 5 nonperson felony is projected to have marginal impact on future prison

population. It is projected this change in severity level will require an additional 50 to 75 beds by
the eénd of the forecast period.

20. Admission rate: historic growth rate in admissions for new court commitments (which include
new court admissions, conditional probation violators and probation violators with new sentences)
are as follows:
' " FY 1989 to FY 1990 +05.8%

FY 1990 to FY 1991 -08.9%

FY 1991 to FY 1992 +03.1%

FY 1992 to FY 1993 -00.22%

FY 1993 to FY 1994 -11.4%

FY 1994 t0 FY 1995 +11.8%

FY 1995 to FY 1996 +17.4%

FY 1996 to FY 1997 +06.98%

The eight year (FY 1989 to FY 1997) new court commitments indicate an average annual percent
change of 2.1%. This is a decrease from the 4.3% utilized in last year's model. The Consensus
Group could not come to agreement on whether to use the average 2.1% or a lower rate of 1.5%.
It was decided by the Consensus Group to produce two sets of projections and defer to the
Sentencing Commission to decide on the appropriate rate. During the next Sentencing Commission
meeting the new court commitment rate was discussed and by voice vote the Commission adopted
the 2.1% admission rate to incorporate into the official projections.
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III. KEY FY 1997 DATA FINDINGS

© Old law technical parole violator length of stay is observed to be 13 months. This is an
increase from the 10 month length of stay observed during FY 1996. This change could
result in an additional 100-60 beds per year through the end of FY 2000. This is second

consecutive year that old law technical parole violators have indicated an increase in lengths
of stay.

o Nondrug level 1 guideline inmate sentences increased by 35 months over sentence length
observed in FY 1996 data. It is assumed that sentence length increases reflect the 1994
legislative impact of doubling of the sentencing ranges for severity level 1, criminal history
category A and B offenses. The data indicates that 33% of the offenders in this severity level
fell in criminal history categories A to E.

° Nondrug level 2 guideline inmate sentences increased by 22 months over sentence lengths

' observed in the FY 1996 data. It is assumed that sentence length increase is the result of the

1994 legislative changes doubling the sentences for level 2, criminal history category A and

B offenses, since almost 23% of offenders sentenced on this level have criminal histories of
AtoD. '

e The average sentence length for nondrug level 6 guideline sentences decreased by 5.5
months from the FY 1996 data. There is no apparent explanation for this decrease in
sentence lengths at this time.

® Nondrug level 7 - 10 guideline admissions increased by 4.0% over FY 1996 admissions.

It would appear from the data there is a shift in the severity levels of offenders being
.admitted to prison.

® Corresponding with the implementation of the border boxes, drug level 3 admissions
decreased by 4.1% compared with FY 1996 admissions. Uncharacteristically, drug level 4
admissions have increased by 1.8%.

® Conditional parole and post-release violator returns totaled 1,703 readmissions during FY
1997, an average of 142 per month. Conditional parole and post-release violator returns in
FY 1997 have increased by 292 readmissions over FY 1996.

° The percentage of "old law" inmates admitted as a new court commitment decreased to 4.6%
of the total new commitments in FY 1997.

° Nondrug level 1, 2, and 3 admissions account for only 9.4% of the total FY 1997 guideline
admissions, compared to nondrug levels 7, 8, 9, and 10 which represent 43.8% of total
guideline admissions for FY 1997.
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KANSAS SENTENCING COMMISSION
STOCK POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

JUNE 30, 1997
OLD LAW NEW LAW ~ TOTAL
1D GROUP NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT

D1 0 00| - 23 0.6 23 03

D2 35 0.9 134 3.4 169 2.2

. D3 207 5.4 373 9.6 580 7.4

' D4 8 0.2 313 8.0 321 4.1

N1 226 5.9 94 |- 2.4 320 | 4.1

N2 402 10.5 192 4.9 594 7.6

N3 708 18.5 505 12.9 1,213 15.6

N4 A 33 156 4.0 283 3.6

NS5 317 8.3 509 13.0 826 10.6

N6 43 1.1 92 2.4 135 17

N7 70 1.8 573 14.7 643 8.2

N8 11 0.3 182 47| 193 2.5

N9 15 0.4 254 6.5 269 35

N10 2 0.1 40 1.0 42 0.5

TECHNICAL PAROLE 632 16.5 393 10.0 1,025 13.3
VIOLATORS

LIFE SENTENCE 592 15.5 68 1.7 660 8.5

AGGREGATE - 431 11.3 0 ) 0.0 431 5.5
SENTENCES

SUBTOTAL . 3,826 49.5 3,901 50.5 7,727 992
MISSING 68 0.8
TOTAL 7 7,795 100.0
Data supplied by the Kansas Department of Corrections.
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OLD LAW ADMISSION CHARACTERISTICS

FISCAL YEAR 1997
NUMBER PERCENT | MINIMUM MAXIMUM | JAIL CREDITS PROBATION
ID GROUP | ADMITTED | ADMITTED | SENTENCE SENTENCE | (DAYS) VIOLATORS
- (MONTHS) (MONTHS) (% OF TOTAL)
D1 0 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
D2 2 1.5 60.0 240.0 382.0 N/A
D3 31 23.3 33.0 116.1 173.0 87.1
D4 2 1.5 16.0 72.0 N/A 50.0
N1 0 0.0 - N/A N/A N/A N/A
N2 1 0.8 104.0 240.0 180.8 0.0
. N3 10 7.5 49.2 180.0 198.0 70.0
N4 : 1 0.8 45.0 120.0 N/A 0.0
NS 22 16.5 30.3 98.7 94.4 59.1
N6 4 3.0 12.0 42.0 128.5 75.0
N7 16 12.0 188 70.5 309.3 93.8
N8 1 0.8 32.7 48.0 N/A 0.0
N9 7 5.3 10.3 377 114.8 71.4
N10 3 33 8.0 32.0 59.0 333
AG1 1 0.8 N/A N/A = 0.0
AG2 0 0.0 N/A N/A - N/A
AG3 0 0.0 N/A N/A = NA ||
AG4 1 0.8 N/A N/A - 0.0
AGS 1 0.8 36.0 120.0 — 100.0
AG6 0 0.0 N/A N/A 2 N/A
AGT7 5 3.6 12,0 60.0 o 80.0
AGS 0 0.0 N/A N/A 5 N/A
AGY 0 0.0 N/A N/A - N/A
AG-D2 1 0.6 | N/A N/A - 100.0
AG-D3 9 6.8 315 115.5 - 88.9
AG-D4 2 1.5 12.0 60.0 - 50.0
LIFERS 13 9.8 N/A N/A = ‘NIA
TOTAL 133 100.0
OLD LAW
Data supplied by the Kansas Department of Corrections.
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NEW LAW ADMISSIONS CHARACTERISTICS

FISCAL YEAR 1997

ID GROUP | NUMBER PERCENT AVERAGE JAIL GOOD % TECH % PROBAT.
ADMITTED | ADMITTED | SENTENCE | CREDITS | TIME PROBATION | VIOLATOR
(MONTHS) | (DAYS) POSSIBLE VIOLATORS WITH
(MONTHS) NEW SENT.
N1 24 0.8 239.8 177.4 36.0 0.0 0.0
N2 65 2.3 139.7 167.7 21.0 1.5 3.1
N3 181 6.3 773 153.9 11.6 8.3 3.9
N4 60 2.1 64.0 157.5 9.6 13.3 33
N§ 217 1.5 S1.8 147.8 7.8 23.0 101
N6 © 69 24 293 127.5 4.4 46.4 15.9
N7 439 152 25.2 122.5 3.8 574 10.5
N8 256 8.9 153 103.1 2.3 59.8 10.2
N9 476 16.5 11.1 79.8 1.7 63.0 4.6
N10 90 3.2 8.8 76.1 1.3 50.0 4.4
D1 4 0.1 237.0 164.8 35.6 25.0 0.0
D2 56 1.9 48.7 101.6 73 12.5 10.7
D3 318 11.0 23.6 78.3 3.5 321 3.1
D4 348 12.1 17.0 89.5 2.6 55.5 12
LIFER 29 1.0 - - = N/A N/A
TOTAL 2,632 91.3 70.6 124.8 10.6 44.5 A
NEW LAW
TOTAL 133 4.6
OLD LAW
MISSING 119 4.1
TOTAL 2,884 100.0
ADMITS

Data supplied by the Kansas Department of Corrections.
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ANALYSIS OF NEW COURT COMMITMENTS
FISCAL TYPE OF ADMISSION TOTAL PROPHET NEW
YEAR COMMITMENTS
NEW # % TECHNICAL PROBATION VIOLATOR** PROBATION VIOLATOR/NEW SENT. # DIFF % DIFF
COMMITS* | DIFF | DIFF # DIFF. % DIFF. # DIFF. % DIFF.
1989 2113 264 65 2442
1990 2295 182 8.61% 207 -57 -21.59% 81 16 24.62% 2583 141 5.77%
1991 2077 | -218 | -9.50% 227 20 9.66% 49 =32 -39.51% 2353 -230 -8.90%
1992 2192 115 5.54% 188 -39 -17.18% 45 -4 -8.16% 2425 72 3.06%
1993 2192 0 0.00% 179 -9 -4.79% 48 3 6.67% 2419 -6 -0.25%
1994 1893 | -299 | -13.64% 210 31 17.32% 41 -7 -14.58% 2144 -275 -11.37%
1995 1252 | -641 | -33.86% 979 769 366.19% 166 125 304.88% 2397 253 11.80%
1996 1351 ‘99 7.91% 1217 238 ' 24.31% 246 80 48.19% 2814 417 17.40%
1997 1301 -50 | -3.70% 1301 84 6.90% ‘202 -44 -17.89% 2804 -10 -0.36%
TOTAL 16,666 | -812 | -38.64% 4,772 1037 380.82% 943 137 304.21% 22,381 362 17.16%
AVERAGE 1,852 | -102 | -4.83% 530 130 47.60% 105 17 38.03% | , 2,487 45 2.14%

Data supplied by the Department of Corrections.

* New commitments are defined as offenders entering the system for the first time or for an offense and subsequent conviction that ooccurredwhen:
the offender was not any form of supervision.

#* Definitions of new commitments, technical probation violators, and probation violators with new charges were changed by DOC in 1995, which
accounts for the noticeable increases and decreases within these groups between 1994 and 1995.

-
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ANALYSIS OF PAROLE/POST RELEASE VIOLATORS

FISCAL | TYPE OF VIOLATOR TOTAL
YEAR
TECHNICAL PAROLE/POST-RELEASE VIOLATORS VIOLATORS RETURNED WITH NEW SENT. | TOTAL VIOLATORS USED IN PROPHET MODEL
# DIFF. % DIFF. # DIFF. %DIFF. # DIFF. % DIFF.

1989 715 238 . 953

1990 954 239 33.43% 254 16 6.72% 1208 255 26.76%
1991 982 28 2.94% 325 71 27.95% 1307 99 8.20%
1992 1130 148 15.07% 286 -39 -12.00% 1416 109 8.34%
1993 1397 267 23.63% 280 . -6 -2.10% 1677 261 18.43%
1994 2112 715 51.18% 264 -16 | -5.71% 2376 699 41.68%
1995 - 1900 -212 -10.04% 353 89 33.711% 2253 -123 -5.18%
1996 1411 -489 -25.74% 280 -73 -20.68% 1691 -562 -24.94%
1997 1703 292 20.69% 284 4 1.43% 1987 296 17.50%
TOTAL 12,304 988 111.16% 2564 46 29.32% 14,868 1,034 90.79%
AVERAGE 1,367 124 13.90% 285 6 3.67% 1,652 129 1 1.35"/9

Data supplied by the Department of Corrections

NOTE 1: In FY 1997, the Prophet model projected 1,567 technical parole/post-release violators returned to prison. The projection under projected

the total technical parole/post-release violators by 136 or 8.0%.

-

NOTE 2: In FY 1997, the projections indicated that 312 parole/post-release violators with new sentences would be returned to prison. The projections

. over projected parole/post-release violators with new sentences by 28 or 9.9%.
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TEN YEAR ADULT PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS

FY 1998
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KANSAS SENTENCING COMMISSION
TEN YEAR ADULT INMATE PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS

2.1% GROWTH IN ADMISSION RATE

=<
3
VD

July | June 30 June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June 30 TOTAL PERCENT
ID GROUP 1932 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 | INCREASE INCREASE
LEVEL 1 335 340 348 353 370 372 376 390 396 401 415 80 23.9%
LEVEL 2 617 638 685 690 737 769 781 806 810 804 833 216 35.0%
LEVEL 3 1296 1329 1318 1319 1322 1318 1319 1325 1329 1322 © 1348 52 4.0%
LEVEL 4 299 293 297 303 304 316 325 330 333 344 355 56 18.7%
LEVEL 5 906 907 955 992 1004 1007 1022 1026 1016 1033 1063 157 "17.3%
LEVEL 6 157 172 178 184 192 193 199 193 198 197 203 46 29.3%
LEVEL 7 711 780 832 846 810 806 836 871 881 891 906 195 27.4%
LEVEL 8 231 325 316 315 306 296 295 299 1296 300 317 86 37.2%
LEVEL 9 285 324 332 351 363 350 372 390 395 398 413 128 44.9%
LEVEL 10 45 44 46 49 45 57 50 56 50 55 69 24 53.3%
LEVEL D1 30 32 41 47 53 59 65 69 68 72 79 49 163.3%
LEVEL D2 188 199 215 226 230 241 243 243 242 249 258 70 37.2%
LEVEL D3 643 556 552 555 558 549 578 605 607 611 636 -7 -1.1%
LEVEL D4 360 407 408 409 399 403 413 422 428 433 456 | . 96 26.7%
OFF GRID 670 714 763 822 890 927 965 1019 1062 1144 1208 538 80.3%
CONDITIONAL PAROLE 1048 986 903 785 755 725 675 629 593 583 565 -483 -46.1%
VIOLATORS _ ~
TOTAL 7821 8046 8189 8246 8338 8388 8514 8673 8704 8837 9124 1303 16.7%
DRUG BORDER BOX -78 -225 -280 -349 -345 -358 -387 -401 -412 423 S :
BED SAVINGS ‘
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KANSAS SENTENCING COMMISSION
ADULT PRISON PROJECTIONS - FY 1997
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ID GROUP

JULY 30 | JUNE30 | JUNE30 Jun.e 30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 | June30 June 30 |. INCF{R‘%E;[EJ} [;I(E'.:l;(éil‘;'é

1996 t1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
LEVEL 1 448 468 506 537 570 603 629 652 682 700 728 280 62.5%
LEVEL 2 560 583 616 659 680 719 753 767 785 791 805 245 43.7%
LEVEL 3 1246 1258 1259 1325 1343 1361 1355 1377 1382 1370 1427 181 14.5%
LEVEL 4 289 306 325 340 362 381 388 396 390 396 408 119 41.3%
LEVEL 5 867 974 1021 1030 ~ | 1068 1118 1142 1117 1182 1182 1230 363 41.8%
LEVEL 6 158 161 160 151 142 156 178 159 156 154 171 13 8.5%
LEVEL 7 650 710 736 740 777 799 829 829 839 896 894 244 37.5%
LEVEL 8 211 300 330 307 226 234 248 235 223 234 250 39 18.5%
LEVEL 9 302 311 329 340 334 321 346 352 348 352 360 58 19.2%
LEVEL 10 33 38 41 42 36 40 49 56 - 46 54 52 19 58.9%
LEVEL D1 19 26 34 39 49 59 60 64 65 69 70 51 266.3%
LEVEL D2 164 184 196 206 202 220 214 224 227 234 237 73 44.5%
LEVEL D3 746 801 706 716 744 733 759 754 765 765 788 42 5.6%
LEVEL D4 326 349 370 381 384 413 431 419 407 410 417 91 27..8%
OFF GRID 442 480 527 57; 621 672 718 762 829 880 940 498 112.7%
CONDITIONAL 1002 892 787 704 596 532 508 530 470 467 469 -533 -53.2%
PAROLE . '
VIOLATORS
TOTAL 7463 7841 8033 8093 8134 8360 8607 8694 8798 8954 9246 1,783 23.9%
gggG BORDER 0 -78 -163 -198 -256 -242 -260 | -280 -293 =296 -300 ‘ i

BED SAVINGS
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ATTACHMENT A
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PROPHET PROJECTION MODEL -
KDOC SIMULATED PRISONER MOVEMENT g
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ATTACHMENT B

COMPARISON OF FISCAL YEAR 1996 AND FISCAL YEAR 1997
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRISON POPULATION

Fiscal Year 1996 Fiscal Year 1997
. Projected Actual # Difference % Error Projected Actual # Difference % Error
July 7001 6980 +21 +0.30 7463 7482 -19 -0.25
|| August 7051 7078 -27 -0.38 7533 7512 +21 +0.28
September 7056 7124 -68 -0.95 7634 7555 +79 +1.04
October 7063 7147 -61 0.85 7693 7629 +64 +0.84
November 7107 7111 4 0.05 7736 7674 +62 +0.81
December 7170 7055 +115 +1.63 7764 7755 +9 +0.12
January 7238l 7122 +116 +1.62 7759 7756 +3 +0.04
February 7297 7180 +117 +1.63 7783 7729 +54 +0.70
March 7295 7289 | +6 +0.08 7791 7793 -2 -0.02
April 7317 7348 -31 -0.42 7811 7799 +12 +0.15
May 7319 7417 -98 -1.32 7846 7774 +72 +0.93
June 7331 7455 -124 -1.66 7841 7795 +46 +0.59
Total Average 7187 7192 -5 -0.07 7721 7688 +33 +0.43 ||
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ATTACHMENT C

FY 1995 - FY 1997 DATA COMPARISONS
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Type of Admission

Fiscal Year 1995 to 1997

S wr M

2000
1500
1000
500
0 ¥
New Court PBV PBVW PRV PRVW Other
1995 1310 989 168 1909 337 120
1996 1439 1245 252 1447 285 159
1997 1380 1320, 206 1709 279 240

PBV = conditional probation violators; PBVW = conditional probation violators with new sentence; PRV includes conditional parole violators and

conditional release violators; PRVW includes parole violators with new sentence and conditional release violators with new sentence.
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Prison Monthly Admission

Fiscal Year 1995 to 1997

/]
BAD: (1] |oenemrsmmmniminromnninim s s s s s s
500 ||
400
300
200
100 |
0

7 | 8l9]10|11]12|1 ]2 |3|4]|5]|68
1995| 381 | 499 | 372 | .429 | 348 | 376 | 370 | 363 | 439 | 377 | 409 | 470
1996| 376 | 433 | 402 | 477 | 341 | 315 | 391 | 387 | 420 | 415 | 460 | 410
1997 | 427 | 429 | 426 | 450 | 446 | 472 | 396 | 382 | 446 | 417 | 446 | 397

Based on DOC's data
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7900
7700
7500
7300
7100
6900

6700

Prison Stock Population

Fiscal Year 1996 and 1997

Monthly Stock Population

7 891011121 2 3 456 7 8 91011121 2 3 4 5 6 7
1995 |, 1996 | 1997

Based on DOC's data.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

Throughout the interim, the Joint Committee has examined and debated a great number of policy issues
in the adult and juvenile criminal justice systems with a paramount focus on public safety. The Legislature and this
Committee are concerned about maintaining vigilant oversight of each dollar expended by the state. Fiscal
responsibility in the criminal justice system, however, must also be measured by the physical removal (often at great
cost), of violent adult criminals and violent juvenile offenders from our environment to correctional facilities.

The work of the Joint Committee on Corrections and Juvenile Justice Oversight is not complete. A number
of projects are underway currently which may provide important insight to future plans for the adult and juvenile
criminal justice system. A ten-year master plan for the adult correctional system, including a number of possible
punishment options, should be reviewed by the Committee early in the spring. A number of initiatives undertaken
by the Juvenile Justice Authority (JJA), including a financial viability study and facility review, will also become
available during the session. These ongoing projects may produce additional recommendations to be acted on
during the 1998 Session, or taken up for review by the Joint Committee in the 1998 interim.

The Committee has focused a great deal of time on the criminal justice system. In addition to facility
studies and review of current Kansas laws, information was gathered to address issues of prevention, rehabilitation,
community punishment, and diversion, particularly for juvenile offenders. A number of examples warrant special
comment. The newly created JJA is charged with establishing community sanctions programs for nonviolent
offenders. The Committee reviewed the preliminary progress and will continue to oversee implementation during
the coming year. The study of juvenile offenders also has illuminated for the Committee the clear connection to
early childhood issues. Alternative, or intermediate punishment for adult offenders, have been examined as an
option for nonviolent offenders. The exploration of these options for nonviolent offenders may be more economical
and efficient than expensive incarceration. Even more clear and disconcerting to the Committee is the
overwhelming and crucial role alcohol and drug abuse play in both juvenile and adult criminal behavior. The
current failure to successfully address alcohol and drug abuse also appears to be the central cause for high
recidivism rates among both adults and juveniles. No other issue was raised more often to the Committee as a
contributing factor to criminal behavior and the Committee heard repeatedly that 60-70 percent of those
incarcerated had substance abuse problems.

1. The Committee strongly supports work in correctional facilities, particularly the efforts of
private sector businesses who are willing to confront the numerous challenges and make the
commitment to provide work opportunities for inmates. Work provides meaningful activity
for inmates, job training for life after prison, and a productive contribution to rehabilitation.
The Committee recognizes that most inmates at correctional facilities work, but the
Committee wants to single out inmates who work in correctional industry programs. Inmates
who work in private sector industries, a total of 276 in the 1998 fiscal year, receive the
minimum wage and are required to fulfill a number of important financial obligations. In the
current fiscal year, the privately employed inmates will pay $597,816 in room and board
payments to Kansas Correctional Industries, they will pay $387,396 in taxes, and they will
pay $122,259 to the victims compensation fund.

The Committee will introduce a bill allowing the Department of Corrections (KDOCQ) to
respond quickly to business opportunities which may arise and require a timely response to
retain private sector employers. The legislation would allow the Kansas Correctional
Industries, a subprogram of KDOC, to use its account for construction planning funds for the
expansion of industries, including new construction or retrofitting of existing facilities when
the Legislature is not in session provided that the projects are reviewed by the Joint
Committee on State Building Construction and funds are subsequently obtained through an
increase in the Kansas Correctional Industry Fund expenditure limitation by the State Finance
Council. Kansas Correctional Industries often does not have adequate funds to construct an
entire building during one fiscal year, but significant ending balances can be applied toward
preliminary planning funds, or carried forward over multiple years for the possible
construction of a building. ﬂ
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The Committee encourages KDOC to expand electronic monitoring where appropriate as an
intermediate sanction option for offenders on parole or postrelease supervision.

The Committee recognizes the hard work of the staff at the Larned Juvenile Correctional
Facility who work in outdated buildings that were not designed as correctional facilities.
Nonetheless, the Committee must express concern regarding the public safety, the safety of
staff, and the safety of juvenile offenders at the Larned facility. The Committee toured all of
the juvenile correctional facilities, and concluded that the JJA and the state must reevaluate
the benefits of maintaining operations at the Larned Juvenile Correctional Facility.

The Committee notes the problems for juvenile offenders at the state juvenile correctional
facilities as a result of limited bed space. The Committee heard testimony that juvenile
offenders are remaining at juvenile correctional facilities for ever-diminishing lengths of time
because new admissions push offenders out before any significant rehabilitation advance-
ments can be gained. Offenders do not remain in the facilities long enough to receive
meaningful programming, particularly educational programming. Substance abuse and
vocational, as well as life-skills training, all suffer when the bed space demands for new
offenders drive offenders out of facilities, and the programs, before the programs may have
had a chance to make a difference in the child’s life.

The Committee recommends introduction of a bill that would make bids submitted in
requests for proposal for state projects held confidential if no contract is awarded. The
Committee heard testimony from parties who participated in KDOC’s request for proposal
for prison construction. When no contract was awarded due to a lack of need for additional
beds at the present time, the participating parties expressed the desire to maintain proprietary
control over information in their bids. The Committee concurs with the concerns of
participants in the request for proposal and will introduce a bill making all materials
submitted in a request for proposal the property of the bidder if no contract is awarded.

The Committee recommends that the 1998 Legislature approved the final $1.9 million
funding from the State General Fund for completion of the Criminal Justice Information
System. The Committee recognizes that those who work in the criminal justice system cannot
perform their jobs without a fully functioning information system which is accessible
anywhere in the state. The Committee recommends that the key stakeholders in the criminal
justice information system make every effort to ensure balanced funding and access to the
system are available to each region of the state, including southwest and northwest Kansas.

The Committee has examined KDOC's plans to include 30 females in the 100-bed expansion
which has been approved for the Labette Correctional Conservation Camp. Additionally,
several members of the Committee toured the camp during the interim and observed the area
proposed for expansion to include female inmates. The Committee does not support co-
correctional facilities in the Department of Corrections and it does not support a camp that
would place males and females at the same facility. The Committee supports the creation of
a boot camp option for female offenders, with full recognition that providing this option will
cost more money than the plan to include females at the Labette camp.

The Committee recommends that the House and Senate Judiciary committees, along with the
Joint Committee on Corrections and Juvenile Justice Oversight, review the juvenile offender
placement matrix which will take effect on July 1, 1999, Many issues affecting the JJA,
including projections for future juvenile correctional facility bed space needs, determination
of the scale of community programs required, and the possibility of constructing a new
maximum custody unit are all predicated on the matrix and projections of juvenile offender
populations that will result. The aforementioned committees are requested to review the
matrix early in the 1998 Session and make adjustments if deemed necessary., 5 N M
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State of Kansas Needs Assessment-Phase II1
Department of Social & Rehabilitation Services Secure Facilities

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

“Balanced And Restorative Justice: The Guiding Principle”

In Kansas, as is the case across the nation, there is a growing concern over increasing violent
juvenile crime and the juvenile justice systems’ response. The general belief is that the present
Juvenile justice system has not been responsive to a changing population of juvenile offenders and
has not held them accountable for their behavior. In 1996, the Kansas Legislature responded by
passing House Bill 2900, known as the Juvenile Justice Reform Act. The Act directs that major
changes be made in the delivery of juvenile justice services in Kansas. The goal of the Act is stated
as follows:

“The primary goal of the juvenile justice code is to promote public safety, hold
juvenile offenders accountable for such juvenile’s behavior and improve the ability
of juveniles to live more productively and responsibly in the community.”

The Act also states:

“To accomplish this goal, juvenile justice policies developed pursuant to the Kansas
juvenile justice code shall be designed to: (a) Protect public safety; (b) recognize
that the ultimate solutions to juvenile crime lie in the strengthening of families and
educational institutions, the involvement of the community and the implementation
of effective prevention and early intervention programs; (c) be community based to
the greatest extent possible; (d) be family centered when appropriate; (e) facilitate
efficient and effective cooperation, coordination and collaboration among agencies
of the local, state and federal government: () be outcome based, allowing for the
effective and accurate assessment of program performance; (g) be cost-effectively
implemented and administered to utilize resources wisely; (h) encourage the
recruitment and retention of well-qualified, highly trained professionals to staff all
components of the system; (i) appropriately reflect community norms and public
priorities; and (j) encourage public and private partnerships to address community
risk factors.”

The Guiding Principle of House Bill 2900, is “Balanced and Restorative Justice.” The Balanced
and Restorative Justice Model was adopted because it:

. Promotes the maximum involvement of the victim, the offender, and the community
in the juvenile justice process.
. Presents a clear alternative to sanctions that focus on the retribution or treatment.
. Involves new performance objectives that stress:
0 Accountability S wWr 7’4
B Community Protection 7Y / 74
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State of Kansas Needs Assessment-Phase I11
Department of Social & Rehabilitation Services Secure Facilities

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (continued)

B Competency Development
= Balance

. Establishes performance measures for gauging the success of the juvenile justice
system, service providers and interventions.

. Depends heavily on local support and community-based services to meet the

performance-based objectives.

The Balanced and Restorative Justice approach enables communities to develop programs that will
provide services to youth in the community who do not represent a serious risk to the public safety.
The Juvenile Justice Reform Act of 1996 places emphasis on community based services for youth
who can benefit from these programs. It also acknowledges that violent, chronic, and serious
juvenile offenders need to be in secure care for a lengthy period.

Needs Assessment

Officials in the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services, Department of Corrections, and
members of the Kansas Youth Authority determined that to fully understand the fiscal and
programmatic impact of H.B. 2900, a comprehensive assessment was needed. A strategy was
developed for a three phase needs assessment to be conducted by agencies outside of the .

Department.

Throughout the Needs Assessment, the Balanced and Restorative Model was used as the bench-
mark against which policies and procedures were judged and recommended. For example, the
Placement Matrix Committee and the Classification Committee, took into consideration the crime
a juvenile committed, the risk the juvenile is to the public safety, and the harm to the victim and
the community, when determining the time a juvenile offender would spend in a juvenile
correctional facility and the classification level needed to manage that juvenile.

Phase I was conducted by the Kansas Sentencing Commission, in cooperation with the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency. The first phase profiled the types of juveniles that were
admitted in the juvenile correctional centers during 1996. The study sampled 903 juvenile files and
focused on the characteristics of the youth and trends in commitments. The National Council on
Crime and Delinquency then applied the Prophet Simulation Model to develop two separate
population projections. The first projection was developed using the current practices only. The
second projection used placement matrix criteria, developed by the Kansas Youth Authority, to
determine eligibility for confinement and length of stay. Using the projections, the baseline forecast
estimates that by the year 2000, 629-655 youth are projected to be held in Kansas juvenile
correctional facilities. By 2005, the population will increase to 751-774.
wWr M
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State of Kansas Needs Assessment-Phase III
Department of Social & Rehabilitation Services Secure Facilities

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (continued)

If the placement matrix is implemented, the juvenile correctional facilities population by 2000 is
estimated between 547-575 youth. By the year 2005, the projections estimate between 681 and 704
youth in the facilities each month.

The placement matrix could result in 85-110 fewer beds over the next ten years.

The implementation of the placement matrix, however, depends on other factors. The Phase I
Report states:

“Of even more importance, is the assumption that there will be sufficient community
based programs to adequately handle the less violent and serious juvenile offenders.
If the resources and development of the community based programs do not
materialize, then the entire juvenile justice system could find itself in a crisis.”

The second phase of the Needs Assessment developed an inventory of formal programs and
community-based services for adjudicated juvenile offenders in Kansas. Phase II was conducted
by the Koch Crime Commission.

The Koch Crime Commission reported that there are 606 “Formal and Community-Based Programs”
operating in Kansas. Formal programs were those operated by the government or authorized by the
government. Community-based programs are independent, private, non-profit organizations offering
services and/or treatment. :

Over half of the 606 programs are funded entirely by the State. The Koch Crime Commission found
the agencies had dedicated, caring people involved in the Jjuvenile justice system, that there was a
strong desire to improve the juvenile justice system, and that these agencies are ready to help and
improve the system.

Among the shortfalls that were identified, funding was ranked first, followed by adequate programs
and services, technical assistance and training, programs and services specifically for juvenile
offenders, standardized record keeping and data collection, collaboration of state, local, and private
agencies, programs and services tailored to judicial district needs and travel costs.

The conclusions of Phase II:

. There is a glaring lack of any standard method of reporting basic information related
to juvenile offender programs.
. Intake and assessment procedures should be standardized across the State.
° Adequate funding is the most significant need throughout almost every district.
. Seventy-five percent of the formal programs and community-based services do not
report a method of measuring the success of a program. s h
1)/ 495
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State of Kansas Needs Assessment-Phase III
Department of Social & Rehabilitation Services Secure Facilities

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (continued)

. Substance abuse programs/services were listed as the most needed community
service. The greatest need is in rural counties and districts. .

. Day Reporting programs are the second most needed community program.

. Formal programs staffed by volunteers from the communities are under-utilized.

. Court services and community corrections are reported at or close to capacity across
the State.

. Residential and out-of-home placements for juvenile offenders are a common need.

. There is a lack of aftercare services, for mental health, alternative education

programs, and residential categories of community based service.

Phase III was a Secure Facilities Needs Assessment and was completed by Hayes, Seay, Mattern &
Mattern, Inc. Phase III included site visits to the existing Youth Centers in Kansas and a
determination of the need for additional beds in the future, based on information provided in Phases

Iand II.

In addition, a Mission Statement was drafted for the juvenile correctional facilities. The proposed
mission of the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Facilities is to provide juvenile correctional programs
that ensure public safety, accountability, competency development, and community reintegration.
The mission will be realized by:

. Identifying facilities by security levels.

. Providing a classification system that will identify the levels of custodial supervision
juvenile offenders need in juvenile correctional facilities.

. Dealing effectively with violent, chronic, and serious juvenile offenders.

. Creating an awareness in juvenile offenders of the harmful consequences of their

actions on victims and requiring juvenile offenders to make amends to victims and
the community, whenever possible.

. Providing for individualized care, accountability, and treatment of juvenile offenders.
. Working with families to strengthen their effectiveness.
. Providing education, active learning, work experience and services that will enable

Juvenile offenders to develop work skills that will demonstrate that they are capable
of productive, competent, and law abiding behavior.

. Effectively cooperating and coordinating services with other agencies and service
providers.
. Providing leadership in the development of a balanced and restorative justice system.

As part of Phase III, juvenile correctional facilities were defined by security levels (maximum,
medium, and minimum). A system was also developed that will classify juvenile offenders
according to institutional security levels and supervision needed. A juvenile’s classification will be
based on ten (10) criteria including past and present criminal activity, prior placements, escape
history, special negative skills and associations, institutional adjustments, behavioral characteristics,

s wr 7
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Needs Assessment-Phase III
Secure Facilities

‘State of Kansas
Department of Social & Rehabilitation Services

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (continued)

special management needs and outstanding detainers. Phase III also included a review of the present
plans for the implementation of risk/needs assessments instruments.

In determining the secure facilities needs for Kansas through the year 2005 several factors were
considered including information gathered in Phases I and II, the recommendations of the Placement
Matrix Committee, data gathered at several meetings with representatives of the Kansas Youth
Centers, the Department of Corrections, the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services, and
inspections of existing youth centers.

Based on the information gathered, the following programs and beds are proposed by classification:

. Reception/Diagnostic Unit Year 2000 - 60 beds  Year 2005 - 78 beds

® Central Infirmary
= Mental Health Unit

Medium Security Males
Medium Security Females
Maximum Security Males
Maximum Security Females

Total Beds Proposed

Year 2000 - 10 beds
Year 2000 - 65 beds
Year 2000 - 270 beds
Year 2000 - 48 beds
Year 2000 - 150 beds
Year 2000 - 24 beds

Year 2000 - 627 beds

Year 2005 - 10 beds
Year 2005 - 65 beds
Year 2005 - 300 beds
Year 2005 - 48 beds
Year 2005 - 250 beds
Year 2005 - 36 beds

Year 2005- 787 beds

These totals include the beds at existing youth centers as well as proposed additional beds.
The cost of upgrading Youth Centers to medium security, is estimated to be $17,592,000.

The cost estimates for the Maximum Security Unit for Males, and the Reception/Diagnostic Unit,
a separate Mental Health Unit, and a separate Maximum Security Unit for Females, would be
$49.,023.000.

The Operating budget for the Maximum Security Unit for 150 Males is estimated at $8,322.,000 in
FY 2001 and $10,124,985 in FY2006. If 100 additional beds were added, the operating cost would
increase $6,750,000.

The Reception/Diagnostic Unit and Mental Health Units (143 beds total) would require an estimated
operating budget of $8,768,760 in FY 2001 and $10, 699,975 in FY 2006.
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CONTRACT AGREEMENT
FOR
SECURE FACILITIES NEEDS ASSESSMENT

‘ This agreement is made this 22nd day of August, 1996, by and between the Secretary of
Social and Rehabilitation Services, 915 SW Harrison, Topeka, KS. 66612 ("Secretary™) and

Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, Inc., 1355 Piccard Drive-Suite 350, Rockville, MD 20850
(“Contractor™)

The Secretary, authorized by K.S.A. 39-708¢ to enter into a contract pursuant to Request
for Proposal Number 31923, desires to obtain Phase IT] Needs S ent of agalvtical and

Iechpical services for promoting improvements 10 the Kansas Juvenile system and facjlities thar
Bouse and serve the Kansas juvenile offenders: and

The Contractor is a recognized vendor and provider of said services and agrees to provide
those services for the Secretary.

A Procurement Negotiating Committes, convenad pursuant to K.S.A. 75-37, 102, has
conducted extensive negotiations for acquisition of said services.

The Procuremnent Negotiating Committee has determined that the best interests of the
Secretary will be served by awarding a contract to the Contractor to provide said services.

In consideration of the murual agreements contained herein, Secretary and Contractor
mutually agree as follows:

ARTICLEI
ON. D N

Section 1. The contract between Secretary and Contractor shall consist of: 1) the RFP;
and any amendments to the RFP; 2) Contractor's proposal submitted in response to the RFP and

Section 2. In the case of ambiguity or conflict between any derails, rates, schedules, or
other means of recording requirements in the contract documents, this agreement shall govern,
including Form DA-146a and al] attachments to this agreement. Thereafter, conflicts will be
resolved by the following priority: 1) Contractor’s response to the Request for Proposal; and 2)
n 2!l other marters not affected by written agreement between the parties, the RFP shall govern.

ARTICLE II
PERFQRMANCE OF WORK

Section 1. Services shall be performed in accordance with Request for Proposal 31923, S (U7 7,4
any amendments and vendor responses thereto, % / ﬁ/ 98
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Sr:zcu'on 2. The coarract is from Date of Award through June 30, 1997 under prices, terms
and conditions mutually agreeable to the parties.

_ Section 3.The cost for the injtjal contract period shall be $55.000. This cost is inclusive
of all listed services except post-justification of Phase IT] needs assessment proposal(s) that the
Kansas Juvenile Specialist may request of approximately 60 to 100 hours at an hourly rate of

380.

Section 4. All materials developed under the terms of this Contract shall become the sole
property of the Secretary. All data formats shall be consistent and compatible with software
currently owned by the Secretary. Nothing produced, in whole or in part, by Hayes, Seay
Mattern and Mattern, Inc. under this Contract shall be subject of an application for
copywrite by or on behalf of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern, Inc.

Section 3. This Contract may be canceled by either party by providing written notice
thereof at least thirty (30) days in advance of the effective date of the terminarion.

Section 6. The parties agree that any amendments to this Contract shall be by mutual

agreement and shall be in writing.

ARTICLE II
DA-146A AND AUDIT CLAUSE

Section 1. The provisions fourd in Contractual Provisions Attachment Form DA-146a
which 1s attached hereto and executed by the parties of this agreement, are hereby incorporated
by reference and made a part of this agreement.

Section 2. Neither party to the contract shall prohibit or prevent the Legislative Division
of Post Audit or SRS Division of Audit Services from having access to any records, docurments,
or other information--confidential or otherwise--regarding or relating 1o the execution and/or
performance of this agreement. (See K.S.A. 46-1101 et seq.)

ARTICLE IV
LIN: A NT

Section 1. Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern, Inc. agrees to bill the Secretary for one
payment upon successful completion of the project. Said billing shall be mailed to ;

Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
Children and Family Services

300 SW QOakley, West Hall

Topeka, KS 66606

) ) r N
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Secticn 2. The Secretary agrees that payment shall be made to Hayes, Seay, Mattern and
Mattern, Inc. This wil] be paid by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Challenge allocations to Kagsas (64321). Said payment shall be mailed to:

Hayes, Seay Martern, and Mattern, Inc.
1355 Piccard Drive-Suite 350
Rockville, MD 20850

Section 3. Hayes, Seay, Martern and Mattern, Inc. Shall waintain records verifying all -
fiscal transactions relazed to the program and shall make such records available for audit or
mspecticn by the Secretary and/or the Secretary’s duly authorized representatives,

ARTICLEV

DESCRIPTIVE HEADINGS

The descriptive headings for the provisions of this agreement are formulated and used for

convenience only and shall not be deemed to affect the meaning or construction of any such
provision. ‘

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands below on the date specified.

9/74/9¢ /AA/ 2 -

Date Charles H. Porter, P.E.
Principal Associate and Project Manager
Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, Inc.

| /;3"//"2‘/?4' O/rrvv\ ‘i—_ jfj’“ﬂjﬂ/\c\/{/\/

Date Jaflet Schalansky e
: Deaputy Secretary
Dept. of Social and Rehabilitation Services
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SECURE FACILITIES NEED§ ASSESSMENT CONTRACT /// ﬁ//i 5

J Qlleel et £-3



L Jo-97 FRI 01:44 PH SRS CHILD/FAMILY SRVS ~  FAX NO 913388869] P, 06/05

~
w/l iy e 4
T S O, -

— Fa e

26 of Kansas
STRMert of Adrmnistasion
DA-148a  (Rev. 555

CONTRAZTUAL PROVISIONS ATTACHMENT

Imeerant  This form cortains mandatery contrsc: crovisiens and must e atached o or ncorzersted in afl oo e it
: { T =ers ceeies of any corracual agrzem i
atiached tn the verder/contracer's standard conmact form, then that form must ce altered o cantin e fciLwiwg srovisicrn: e (s

The Provisians found in Certracilal Provisiorss Atizchment (Farm DA-14€a, Rev. $-33), which is atmcned hersts, are hereby in sreersted
m Fis conract and made 3 gart hereai” Y e
The paries agee ihat the fellowing previsicns are heraky necrmersted into the canmac o whics it is F=ched and made 3 gart herzof, sgig
SmractteingTe 33 cayof Auqust 18_9§

I T=3MS HEREIN CONTROLLING SRQVISIONS
it 5 exmressiy 3gnred TEE Tie (s of cach aid avery crovisian in this IIcEment shalf prenvail and cenmal aver e wems o a0y sther corlicsng arovisian in any omer
decznernt reiang 1o and a par of the e=mracs in witich this armcarent s incarparted.

2 AGRESMENT WITH KANSAS LAW
All esnmacnnl agreements siall e susjec e, governed by, and sansmued scoording o the laws of Sie S3te of Kansas.

X TTMINATION DUE 7O LACK QF FUNDING AFSKGERIATION )
L in Ce wgment of the Cirectar of Aczzunts ans Reports, Decarmreat of Administarion, sidficert Ands are fiot 2pcrasriated 1o cendrue e funcsian cerforred iR
in3 ggreement and ior e gayment of Me Gmrces-Aerquner. State moy temrata this agreemem 3¢ Me end of 25 current Ssi yewr, Stue agrees o give aritten
feten of ermingion % GoTTacEr At least 50 days Sriar o the end of is @trent Isoa year, ard stall ghve su neties for 3 grearer Sedcd rior ta the snd o Sues dmeml
Year @5 T=EY Se grovided i s eontme, ot SEr suek netien simil not de caqured sHor o 50 Say= = e and of such (seal year. Commacsr simall =ave $r
dght, ar e end of such fAscal year, o ake possession of any aquipment provided Stafe undsr Sk SrtIE. State Wil faY 1¢ e sonraczar Il sequtar contactual
=EyTens HeiTed Yuzugh the and of such Sscai year, thuz smnTacnzl chmrces mederal io the reoin of Y sueh 2quTrent. Ueen lenmination of Tie scmesman:
Sy Stxe, g lo any =h ecuipment saail reves 3 eongzcisr a1 the end of Shite's cumrert Jscal yexr., The lanmimsi=: of e canTacs jurslEns T S SEragrach: sl
et Iusa any sevaily ‘© oo charged {0 Te aggncy ¢r tha caamacar,

QISCLAMER QF LIAZILITY
ineurTed un2er We Kanass Tog Slairs Ac

Nedher Tie State of Kar=a4 ror 36y 3gency thereof Ll Scid femrlass or inCemmRy any conTECsr s=yend S iakiny
(LS.A T5-5101 af s=¢).

ANT-CISCRIMINATION CLAUSE

The conTacizr agreas: (3) !9 sSmcly with Sie Karsns Ac Againss Disssminaton (K34 221
{ESA 2111 2 399) and the aesfcesle sovisens of Ye Amerieans Wi Cisatilides Ac (22 U.S.C. 12701 & 33e.) (ADA) and © Act S=csngmare again=s any gerscr
Dotz of race. miigien, csier. sex. disabffy, mmional crigin of ancesTy, e ace in Uik adission or se=gws i, ar Tesrs w57 amtlaytient in. i programs or activities:
(&) e insiude in ail sclicitadens or scvertisaments ior amtloyess. Sn shrasa “egual Sprorunily smgioyer; ( €) %o sSmzaiy with tha reserting (TTUTRITRTS S2¢ aut 2t
KA L1031 and KSA 24-1116; (@) = nek=r =t Jovisiens [ avery su>croac or surchasa ardar 33 2 ey are SindiNgG SEOR Such SubCSrTAcsE: ar vertse
le) =t a Rilure 1o comply with the recordng sequirersenre or { = ) above or T e eanmmeser iv fqund gulty of 2ay vicimten of sur 2o 5y he Kansss Huormn Righs
Cermmissicn. such: vislaren sinail consttie 2 2resen of contacs znd the cornTc may fe canceiled. tamrinTd or stagendad. in wheie cr i Fare. Oy Yie carmeesng
Fate 2gency ar e Xamsas Caparcmam of Adminiseedten: ) § 1 /2 delzrmined tar te sserme-r a5 vigkarad Icchcatie srevizians of ADA, sueh vieladon il
sonsTiinta 3 breach of eammAE and Tiv corTEc mAy e cancaiied. mamineted er stesanded. in witsie ar in sSr Ty e congacsing stare agency ar the Kamses

Cegarsmert of Admmig=ason, .

I

m

C3J1 2f 39¢.) 2ns B Kanses Aga Discsminssien in Smsioymem Ac

Fardes 10 §iE somracs wndecand thet the aandsicns f Uis paregrash rumiser 5 (with the axcester of Sicsa srovisions reigting T me ADA) are act agsficale t

SOUAGEC whe AMEloys fewer Man faur emslovees CiTing the Br of SUch cortac or WSS AmrtacT with e coryacing sme agrncy cumuiatvely teent S5.CC0
ar less during e (Ascal year of such agancy.

ACTEFTANCE QF CONTRACT .
This s=nmaes s7all act be scasidered actepted. senroved of athenwise efccsve umi! e TResenly required azprovals and ssrifcovons ave Geen given.

]

7.  ARSTEATION DAMACSS WARFANTIES
Nonwissancing ey Bngrage (0 te cerTary, o rmrpretsson shzil be allewed o ind the Siate or any sgarcy Wereef tHS agresd ' Sinding arbitatien, & e saymmect
=f carmages ar peraities tpen e ocuaTencz of I contincenay, Further. tha Skate of Kaneas shail net 3gres io my ICcoiay fees and 'ate saymient Srges teyend
T==3 avallaiie under e Karmes Srommt Payment A K S.AL 75-3403), ard o sravisicn wifl Se given sffe= winc: guemems ‘o exsiuge, mediy, disciaim or athenwiss
acemet s imit implied warentes of mercarabily end Fmees fr 5 Farceular purmese,

3. RAESFRCSSENTATIVE'S 2AUTHCRITY TO CONTRACT
Zy signng T3 corac, e rasresaraiive of tie SoNTECEr Tierehy [RETRSANTS TET sueh sercn is uly HAiocTes Ty the comTacme T Axeana thi conmract sn semadf

of e coMmECer and T tie CSADECT agrees T e tound Sy the srovitions thecgoi.

SS3FCNSIEILITY SQR TAXES
The Sare of Kareas snad ror be resporsitle S cor indemefy 8 —nacsr e, any iecernl, Ste or iocqi Tmes Widen TRY Ar impes

of I comyacy ]

u

%< = levied upen e subject TErer

Q. INSURANCE
Tie S22 of Xansas shail cat te eovied o furchase, aay insumerce igains: loss or carrage 9 any serseral creceny 2 waich s cormgos relEtes. o sl S
=nCac gouire Se Stare o esmbiish 3 “seifrsureees” lund o grotecs againm ary sueh 'ees of darmge, Sthjes o the srovizions of e Kansas Ter Claims A
CS.ATEE1CT 3¢ 53g), te veadar or lesser sieil Zear die sk of any iess or camuge o any sersemei sresery i which vendsr or lesser Roice Me

1. INFORMATICN )
Na provizien of this cant’= shatl Se consTues as imiting e Lagislative Sivisian of Post Audi Som flaving aczess 0 informaten auwrsuant 1o KAA

S w7
///%/ 75

458-1101 2t sen,



