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The Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (KJCC) is one of two 

juvenile corrections facilities in Kansas.  KJCC’s primary 

responsibility is the daily care, custody, management, and 

treatment of juvenile offenders.  As of May 2015, KJCC provided 

maximum and medium-security beds for 128 male and 15 female 

juvenile offenders.  Male and female offenders are housed in 

separate buildings.   

 

Our July 2012 audit of KJCC identified numerous problems that 

compromised the safety and security of offenders and staff, 

including a poor security environment and poor personnel 

practices.  For example, we found that staff had not adequately 

supervised offenders, had routinely allowed secured doors to be 

propped open or unlocked, and had done a poor job of keeping 

prohibited items out of the facility.  Moreover, we identified a 

variety of poor personnel practices including an inadequate 

background check process, insufficient staff training, and a lack of 

appropriate disciplinary actions for policy violations.  

 

Because of the extensive number of problems we identified, the 

Legislative Post Audit Committee authorized this follow-up audit 

of safety and security issues at KJCC. 

 

This performance audit answers the following question: 

 

1. Has the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex taken 

adequate action to correct problems identified in our 2012 

audit? 

 

A copy of the scope statement for this audit approved by the 

Legislative Post Audit Committee is included in Appendix A. 

 

Our work included a variety of steps to evaluate the facility’s 

internal controls and answer the audit question. We reviewed 

KJCC’s monthly written updates to the Legislative Post Audit 

Committee and subsequently interviewed agency officials about 

actions they took to address our 2012 audit recommendations.  We 

also performed test work to verify and evaluate the policies and 

processes that officials had described.  In many cases, this involved 

drawing a small random sample of files or incidents and comparing 

what we saw to the process as it had been described. These 

samples were not selected in a way that they could be projected to 

a whole population. Finally, to assess changes in KJCC’s safety 

and security environment, we surveyed KJCC staff.   

 

Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues at the 

Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex  
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There are a few important limitations to the work we conducted.  

In most cases, our work was limited to determining whether the 

agency sufficiently addressed the specific recommendations made 

in the 2012 audit.  The work provides only limited insight as to 

whether the agency has successfully resolved the underlying 

problems that prompted those recommendations. Further, we were 

not always able to address all components of a 2012 audit 

recommendation.  

 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 

accepted government auditing standards.  Those standards require 

that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 

evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe the 

evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 

We also identified certain minor issues that were communicated 

separately to agency management.  Those issues are not included 

in this audit report.  

 

Our findings begin on page 5, following a brief overview of KJCC 

and our 2012 audit of safety and security issues at that facility. 
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The Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (KJCC) is a 

medium and maximum-security facility in Topeka that houses 

both male and female juvenile offenders. Various facility staff 

are involved with the daily care, custody, management and 

treatment of juvenile offenders. As of May 2015, KJCC provided 

maximum and medium security beds for 128 male and 15 female 

juvenile offenders. In addition to being a correctional facility, 

KJCC provides a variety of other services and programs, including 

educational, psychological health, chaplaincy, activity therapy, and 

substance abuse programs.  

 

The Larned Juvenile Correctional Facility (LJCF) is the state’s 

other juvenile correctional facility. Unlike KJCC, the Larned 

Juvenile Correctional Facility only houses male offenders. As of 

May 2015, LJCF had a population of 116 juvenile offenders. 

However, this audit focuses solely on the safety and security issues 

previously identified at KJCC. As such, LJCF was not evaluated as 

part of this audit.  

 

Oversight of all state juvenile correctional programs, including 

KJCC and LJCF, was transferred to the Department of 

Corrections in July 2013. In 2013, Governor Brownback issued 

Executive Reorganization Order No. 42. This order abolished the 

Juvenile Justice Authority and transferred all its functions to the 

Department of Corrections. It further transferred all employees, 

legal custody of records, balance of all funds and supervision and 

control of KJCC and LJCF to the Secretary of Corrections.  

 

 

Figure OV-1 on next page summarizes KJCC’s expenditures, 

staffing levels, and juvenile offender population from fiscal year 

2013 to 2015. As the figure shows, in fiscal year 2015 KJCC had 

expenditures of $15.1 million, employed 237 full time equivalent 

employees, and had an average population of 153 juvenile 

offenders. As the figure also shows, KJCC has seen reductions in 

all three areas over the last three years. 
 

 

In 2012, we completed a two-part audit of KJCC.  Part 1 focused 

on safety and security issues and was released in July 2012.  

 

Our 2012 audit identified problems related to safety and 

security, personnel management, and KJCC’s overall security 

environment. Specifically, we found that staff had not adequately 

supervised offenders, routinely allowed doors to be propped open 

or unlocked, and did a poor job of keeping prohibited items outside 

Overview of the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex 
 

KJCC’s Expenditures, 

Staffing Levels, and 

Juvenile Offender 

Population Have 

Decreased in Recent 

Years 

 

KJCC Is One of Two 

Juvenile Correctional 

Facilities in Kansas 

Our 2012 Audit of 

KJCC Identified 

Numerous Safety and 

Security Problems 
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of the facility. Moreover, we identified a variety of poor personnel 

practices including an inadequate background check process, 

insufficient staff training, and a lack of appropriate disciplinary 

actions. As a result, we made a number of recommendations to 

resolve these deficiencies.   

 

The Legislative Post Audit 

Committee monitored the facility’s 

response to the audit findings 

through monthly status reports 

submitted by KJCC officials. From 

August 2012 through August 2013, 

KJCC officials submitted written 

status reports to the Legislative Post 

Audit Committee which detailed the 

progress agency officials had made in 

response to each of our 

recommendations.  Among other 

things, officials reported taking 

actions to address issues with juvenile 

supervision, facility searches, 

investigations, and several others 

problem areas. These reports served 

as a starting point for our evaluation 

of agency officials’ progress in 

addressing the recommendations from 

the 2012 audit. 

  

 

Figure OV-1

Summary of Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex Expenditures, 

Staffing, and Offender Population Trends

(FY2013 - FY2015) 

Source: Department of Corrections and Governor's Budget (unaudited)
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KJCC has made progress since our 2012 audit, but some safety  

and security problems remain (p. 5). KJCC has taken many actions 

that substantially addressed the 2012 audit recommendations. 

Specifically, it implemented a new process to track investigations 

of abuse, neglect, and sexual assault of juvenile offenders (p. 9). 

KJCC now has a process to internally review critical incidents    

(p. 10). Officials have also improved personnel practices related to 

background checks, staff training, and staffing analyses (p. 11). 

Further, KJCC has greatly improved its processes to inventory, 

track, and secure keys and tools (p. 13). Additionally, KJCC’s 

process ensures searches are generally frequent and documented 

(p. 15). KJCC implemented a new process to address prohibited 

items, although some items did not make it into that process as 

they should (p. 16). Finally, medical staff generally were notified 

when juvenile offenders were found with alcohol or drugs, but we 

could not verify if other staff were also notified (p. 17). 
 

In some other areas, KJCC’s actions have failed to adequately 

address the 2012 audit recommendations. As was the case in 2012, 

KJCC staff did not adequately supervise juvenile offenders (p. 18). 

Finally, not all KJCC policies have been updated as needed since 

our 2012 audit (p. 21). 
 

We could not fully evaluate whether officials’ actions addressed 

the 2012 audit recommendation on staff discipline. However, we 

had several concerns regarding officials’ process in this area      

(p. 21).  

 

 

As mentioned in the Overview, agency officials reported taking a 

number of corrective actions to address the recommendations made 

in our 2012 audit. In this audit, we interviewed officials and 

performed work to verify those actions. In general, we selected 

small random samples from personnel and juvenile offender files, 

video surveillance, and various KJCC databases to review. These 

samples were not selected in a way that they could be projected to 

a whole population.  However, it did provide additional evidence 

in several cases that KJCC officials had implemented the 

corrective actions they reported.  
 

Additionally, in May 2015 we surveyed 215 KJCC staff members 

about the current safety and security environment at the facility. Of 

the 215 surveys sent, 55 were returned for a response rate of about 

26%. We compared the results to a similar survey administered as 

part of our 2012 audit.   

 

Question 1: Has the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex Taken  

Adequate Action to Correct Problems Identified in Our 2012 Audit? 

KJCC Has Made 

Progress Since Our 

2012 Audit, But Some 

Safety and Security 

Problems Remain 
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Finally, we divided our findings into three sections: agency actions 

that substantially addressed the 2012 audit recommendations, 

agency actions that failed to adequately address the 2012 audit 

recommendations, and agency actions that we could not fully 

evaluate.   
 

Agency actions and survey responses indicated that 

improvements have been made at KJCC since 2012. Figure 1-1 

below lists the 12 topic areas we reviewed by category. As the 

figure shows, agency officials substantially addressed most of our 

2012 audit recommendations.    

 

 Officials’ actions substantially addressed nine of the 12 
recommendations we evaluated. We were able perform some 
work, which although not projectable, helped to show that KJCC 
officials implemented the corrective actions they reported to address 
these recommendations. However, there are additional 
improvements that could be made to some of these processes, 
which are discussed later in this report.   

 
 

 

Substantially 

Addressed the 2012 

Recommendations

Failed to Adequately 

Address the 2012 

Recommendations

Tracking Investigations into Abuse, Neglect, and 

Sexual Assault of Juvenile Offenders (page 9) 

Internal Reviews of Critical Incidents (page 10) 

Background Checks of New and Existing Staff 

(page 11) 

Staff Training (page 11) 

Facility Staffing (page 12) 

Inventorying, Tracking, and Securing Keys and 

Tools (page 13) 

Facility-Wide, Living Unit, and Canine Searches 

(page 15) 

Tracking, Investigating, and Disposing of 

Prohibited Items (page 16) 

Notifying Clinical and Counseling Staff about 

Offenders with Drugs or Alcohol (page 17) 

Juvenile Supervision (page 18) 

Policies and Procedures (page 21) 

Staff Discipline (page 21)

Figure 1-1

Summary of KJCC's Progress to Correct Problems

Identified in Our 2012 Audit

Agency Actions Have…

Topic Area

Source:  LPA summary of audit w ork.

We Could Not Fully Evaluate This Topic Area



 

 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 7 Legislative Division of Post Audit 

Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues        September 2015 

at the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (R-15-013)   

 Staff survey responses were generally more positive now than 
they were in 2012. Figure 1-2 on the next page shows the results of 
our recent survey as compared to the results of a similar survey we 
administered as part of our 2012 audit. As the figure shows, 
responses to 12 of 16 questions were more favorable in 2015 than 
they were in 2012, and the remaining question responses remained 
about the same. The areas that saw more positive responses 
included policies and procedures, staffing, training, prohibited items, 
and security incidents at the facility. A more detailed breakdown of 
the survey results is included in Appendix B.       

 

However, we also identified some ongoing problems with the 

safety and security environment at KJCC. As Figure 1-1 also 

shows, KJCC officials failed to address two of the 12 audit 

recommendations we reviewed. Additionally, we identified several 

areas where improvements could be made based on our recent 

survey.  
 

 Officials’ actions failed to adequately address two 
recommendations related to safety and security. As Figure 1-1 
shows, officials failed to address our recommendations involving 
juvenile supervision and policies and procedures. Both of these 
issues will be discussed in more detail in subsequent sections of the 
report.  
 

 Staff survey responses revealed further improvement could be 
made regarding staff following policies and employee morale. 
As mentioned above, the overall results of the 2015 survey were 
better than those in 2012. However, we still identified a few areas 
where further improvements could be made. Specifically, 36% of 
survey respondents disagreed that employee morale at the facility is 
high. Although responses for this question were more positive in 
2015 than in 2012 (65% disagreed in 2012), 36% is still an indication 
that further improvement could be made.  

 
Additionally, 25% of respondents disagreed that polices related to 
safety and security are consistently followed by staff. Although an 
improvement from 2012 (43% disagreed), this is still a potential 
problem area. Finally, 27% of respondents also disagreed that 
appropriate actions were taken when staff violate policies, 
representing another area for improvement. 

 

Because of time constraints, we were unable to verify whether 

KJCC officials addressed our 2012 recommendation regarding 

staff turnover and overtime. However, officials told us that staff 

turnover and overtime have both been reduced. Although we did 

not have time to verify the information agency officials provided, 

the results of our survey and information reported by officials 

showed general improvement in these two areas. Specifically, 
 

 In the 2015 survey, 29% of respondents agreed that staff turnover 
had a negative impact on safety and security at the facility within the 
last year. This is a significant improvement compared to the 2012 
survey in which 70% of survey respondents agreed with the same 
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question. We believe these survey results indicate significant 
improvement in this area. However, we also believe that 29% of 
respondents agreeing that turnover is an issue implies further 
improvement could still be made. 
   

 In the 2012 audit we found that overtime had been used more 
frequently by KJCC than the state’s other facilities.  Although we did 
not verify the data, agency officials reported an 87% reduction in 
their average overtime hours per pay period since fiscal year 2012. 
Additionally, in the 2015 survey, only 9% of survey respondents 
agreed that overtime had a negative impact on safety and security at 
the facility within the last year. When taken together this information 
suggests overtime is not as prevalent an issue as it was in 2012.   

 

 

Improved Stayed the Same

Policies related to safety and security are clearly communicated to staff. 

Policies related to safety and security are consistently enforced by 

management. 

Policies related to safety and security are consistently followed by staff. 

Appropriate actions are taken when staff violate policies. 

There consistently are enough staff on duty during my shift to ensure 

that juvenile offenders and staff are safe. 

The overall training I have received from KJCC has provided me with the 

skills I need to do my job. 

I have received adequate training from KJCC on how to deal with violent 

or angry juvenile offenders. 

Employee morale at KJCC is high. 

The safety and security of juvenile offenders and staff are important 

concerns of KJCC management. 

I feel safe working at the correctional complex. 

Employee turnover has had a negative impact on the safety and security 

at KJCC. 

Are you aware of any employees working at the correctional complex 

who should not be working there? 

Within the last year, have you been attacked/assaulted by a juvenile 

offender? 

Within the last year, have you been attacked/assaulted by staff? 

Are you aware of any incidents in which staff have brought contraband 

into the correctional complex? 

Are you aware of any incidents in which staff have placed a juvenile 

offender's health or safety at risk? 

STAFFING

TRAINING

Figure 1-2

Summary of KJCC Staff Opinions of Safety and Security Issues

2012 and 2015 (a)

Survey Question

Survey Responses Indicate These Issues 

Have…

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

CURRENT WORK ENVIRONMENT

PERSONNEL

PHYSICAL SECURITY

JUVENILE OFFENDERS

(a) Questions in the 2015 survey w ere focused on the current status of the facility, or events that have taken place w ithin the last 

year. In general, w e did not ask respondents to limit their responses to a specif ic timeframe in the 2012 audit. 

Source:  2012 and 2015 LPA surveys of KJCC staff.
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Finally, we could not fully evaluate whether officials’ actions 

addressed the 2012 audit recommendation on staff discipline. 

However, we had several concerns regarding officials’ process in 

this area. This is discussed in detail on page 21 of the report. 
 

FINDINGS RELATED TO AGENCY ACTIONS THAT SUBSTANTIALLY 

ADDRESSED THE 2012 AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Our 2012 audit found that KJCC officials did not have a process in 

place to track allegations of abuse, neglect, or sexual assault of 

juvenile offenders. To address this issue, we recommended 

officials follow their policies and track incidents to ensure all 

allegations are properly and consistently reported and investigated.  

 

We interviewed officials from the Attorney General’s Office and 

KJCC to better understand their process. We also performed 

limited test work to verify that allegations we were aware of had 

been reported, tracked, and investigated. However, our sample is 

not projectable. 

 

Since our 2012 audit, KJCC implemented a process to track 

incidents involving allegations of abuse, neglect, or sexual assault 

of juvenile offenders. This process helps to ensure allegations are 

reported and investigated. Specifically, we found that: 
 

 By policy, allegations of abuse, neglect, and sexual assault are 
to be reported through the Department for Children and 
Families (DCF) hotline. KJCC officials told us that anyone (staff, 
juvenile offenders, offenders’ family, etc.) can report an allegation of 
abuse, neglect, or sexual assault to a DCF hotline. DCF officials then 
report all allegations to officials at the Attorney General’s Office. At 
this point the Attorney General’s Office coordinates with KJCC to 
investigate whether the allegation is substantiated, unsubstantiated, 
or unfounded.    
 

 KJCC officials use a Department of Corrections investigative 
database, CaseLog, to ensure allegations are investigated. This 
database allows KJCC officials to monitor and track active and 
completed investigations to ensure all allegations are properly 
investigated. We preformed test work on the database to verify that a 
sample of allegations we knew of through other work were reported, 
tracked, and investigated. Our review generally showed that they 
were.  

 

Although we could not verify that all allegations were reported or 

investigated, our review and testing of KJCC’s process confirmed 

that officials had developed and implemented a reasonable process 

to address our recommendation.   

 

 

KJCC Implemented a 

New Process to Track 

Investigations of Abuse, 

Neglect, and Sexual 

Assault of Juvenile 

Offenders 
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A critical incident is any event inside or outside a juvenile 

correctional facility that threatens staff or juvenile offenders.  

Examples include the death, serious injury, or serious illness of 

staff or juvenile offenders, an escape or attempted escape, riot, a 

natural disaster, or an incident that would likely result in negative 

news publicity. When critical incidents happen, management and 

staff should conduct an internal review to learn from mistakes that 

may have been made and to devise corrective actions to prevent 

similar incidents in the future.   

 

In our 2012 audit, we found that internal reviews of critical 

incidents had not been conducted in years. At that time, KJCC 

officials told us no critical incident reviews had been conducted 

since 2005 despite numerous incidents that occurred during that 

time. For example, officials did not review riots that happened in 

the dining and school areas, a turbulent Martin Luther King 

holiday assembly, or an attempted escape. As a result of these 

findings, we recommended KJCC officials develop a process to 

ensure critical incident reviews are conducted, documented, and 

corrective actions are taken. 

 

Officials have started to conduct and document internal 

reviews of critical incidents. KJCC has a policy that requires that 

critical incident reviews occur. The policy requires officials 

examine the following items during these reviews: 

 
 staff and juvenile offenders’ actions 

 

 the incident’s impact on staff and juvenile offenders 
 

 corrective actions taken and still needed 
 

 plans for improvement to avoid similar incidents 

 

We selected a random sample of six critical incidents reviews from 

fiscal year 2015 to evaluate the facility’s review process. Although 

not projectable, our testing showed that KJCC officials are doing a 

better job of conducting and documenting internal reviews of 

critical incidents. Specifically, all six reviews that we evaluated 

appeared to be tailored to each incident and addressed areas that 

went well, areas that needed improvement, and follow-up actions 

taken and still needed. Additionally, KJCC officials told us they 

completed 38 critical incident reviews in calendar year 2014 and 

six reviews in calendar year 2015 (as of mid-June 2015)—a 

notable increase from previous years.   

 

KJCC Now Has a 

Process to Internally 

Review Critical 

Incidents  



 

 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 11 Legislative Division of Post Audit 

Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues        September 2015 

at the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (R-15-013)   

Due to time constraints, we did not verify whether internal reviews 

were conducted for all critical incidents that met policy 

requirements or whether the corrective actions the review team 

suggested were later implemented. 

 

 

KJCC had made significant progress in conducting 

background checks for new and existing staff. In 2012, we 

found that KJCC had an inadequate background check process that 

led to officials employing staff with felony or drug convictions. As 

a result, we recommended that KJCC officials revise their process 

to ensure background checks have been conducted and properly 

documented for new hires and existing employees. 

 

Our review showed that KJCC officials updated policies regarding 

employee background checks and implemented a new checklist for 

background checks. We evaluated records for 10 employees hired 

in 2014 and 2015 and evaluated annual background checks for 10 

current employees. Although our sample is not projectable, our 

findings showed that KJCC’s background check process had 

improved since 2012. Specifically:   

 
 Initial background checks were completed for all 10 employees 

sampled prior to their start date at the facility. This included 
criminal history (NCIC) checks, fingerprints, drug tests and child 
abuse and neglect checks. 
  

 Annual background checks had been completed for all 10 
existing staff in our sample. These checks included NCIC criminal 
history checks for the past year. Additionally, KJCC staff told us they 
are in the process of expanding the annual background check to 

include obtaining an annual child abuse and neglect check.  

 

Further, in 2012, personnel files at KJCC were in complete 

disarray and not secured. We saw that personnel records were 

secured in locked file cabinets in the human resource office during 

our on-site review for this audit.  

 

In fiscal year 2015, new and existing staff received statutorily 

required training. In 2012, we found that new and existing 

juvenile corrections officers had not received statutorily mandated 

training. Additionally, the facility had not targeted its training to 

areas of major concern, as required by policy. As a result, we 

recommended that KJCC officials should develop and implement a 

process to ensure new and existing corrections officers receive the 

required number of training hours. We also recommended officials 

conduct an annual needs-based assessment as required by policy.   

 

KJCC Has Improved 

Personnel Practices 

Related to Background 

Checks, Staff Training, 

and Staffing Analyses 



 

 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 12 Legislative Division of Post Audit 

Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues        September 2015 

at the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (R-15-013)   

We evaluated training information provided by facility training 

staff for fiscal year 2015 for all facility employees. Our testing of 

those records found that most of the new hires had obtained the 

required 160 hours of training before achieving permanent status. 

Additionally, 102 of the 105 existing juvenile corrections officers 

we evaluated had obtained their 40 hours of required annual 

training as of early June 2015. Although we did not verify it, 

officials told us that medical leave and other issues prevented the 

three remaining officers from completing their required training at 

the time of our review.  

 

We did not verify that the facility’s training plan reflected areas of 

concern. Training staff told us the policy no longer requires an 

annual needs assessment. Staff told us that a training committee 

comprised of staff from various positions constructs the annual 

training schedule to include areas of concern at the facility.  

 

KJCC officials appear to have made progress regarding our 

recommendation to appropriately staff the facility. In 2012, we 

found evidence that shifts at KJCC had not been staffed and 

supervised properly to ensure safety and security at the facility. As 

a result, we recommended that KJCC officials complete a staffing 

analysis, fill authorized positions as needed, and reallocate staff to 

appropriate shifts and posts. We did not evaluate specific changes 

to staffing levels or assignments due to time limitations. However, 

facility officials produced a 2015 staffing analysis report and told 

us they had made various staffing changes based on the result of 

the analysis. Officials said this included modifying visitation 

hours, reallocating post positions, and increasing coverage in 

certain areas.   

 

Additionally, results of our survey of facility staff suggest staffing 

issues have improved. Specifically,  

 
 In 2015, only 18% of survey respondents disagreed that there are 

consistently enough staff on duty to ensure juvenile offenders and 
staff are safe. This is a significant improvement from 2012 when 53% 
of staff disagreed this was the case. 

  

 As described on page 8, overtime was a significant issue at KJCC in 
2012.  Although we did not verify the data, officials reported an 87% 
reduction in their average overtime hours per pay period since fiscal 
year 2012. Further, in 2015 only 9% of survey respondents agreed 
that overtime had a negative impact on safety and security at the 
facility within the last year. 

 

When taken together, this information indicates that staffing 

appears to be less of an issue at the facility than it was in 2012. 
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KJCC had taken numerous steps to better manage its keys 

including limiting who has access to keys. In 2012, we found that 

KJCC had several issues with key control. Specifically, KJCC 

lacked an adequate process to recover missing keys, had too many 

keys authorized to leave the facility, and issued keys without 

completing the proper documentation. To address these issues, we 

recommended KJCC implement the recommendations contained in 

a Department of Corrections report on security operations and 

those previously identified in an internal agency review. This 

included limiting the number of keys issued and authorized to 

leave the facility. 
 

Our test work clearly showed an improvement in the facility’s key 

control. We compared the number of KJCC keys around the time 

of our 2012 audit to the number of keys in 2015. Our work showed 

officials had drastically reduced the total number of facility keys as 

well as those permitted to leave facility grounds. We found that:  
 

 The total number of keys had been reduced by 22%—from 5,624 
keys at the end of 2011 to 4,359 keys currently. Additionally, our 
review showed officials had a process to help ensure unnecessary 
keys were properly destroyed.  

 

 Our review showed only 29 keys on seven key rings were permitted 
to leave the facility, compared to 1,341 keys on 42 key rings at the 
end of 2011. 

  

Additionally, KJCC officials have a system to secure and monitor 

facility keys. This system allows staff to check keys in and out 

from a central and secure unit. The system also monitors the keys 

checked out to each officer and notifies officials when keys have 

not been returned when required. This system appears to be 

operational and in use by KJCC staff.   
 

Finally, facility staff told us that individuals are required to obtain 

the Superintendent’s approval before being assigned a key. We did 

not perform work to verify this claim. 
 

KJCC officials have implemented a process to inventory, track, 

and secure tools. Staff use a number of different tools throughout 

the facility. These include maintenance tools (saws, hammers, and 

pliers) as well as vocational program tools (drills and screwdrivers) 

and eating utensils. In 2012, KJCC had unsecured tools and an 

inadequate tool inventory. As a result, we recommended that 

KJCC officials should implement the recommendations contained 

in a Department of Corrections report on security operations, and 

those previously identified in an internal agency review. This 

included improving their process to inventory, track, and secure 

tools. 

KJCC Has Greatly 

Improved its Processes 

to Inventory, Track, 

and Secure Keys and 

Tools 
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Our review and test work showed that KJCC’s tool inventories 

were generally complete and that tools were tracked and secured 

properly. As part of our work we reviewed a tool inventory and 

evaluated a sample of sign-out sheets and tool cribs. Although our 

sample was not projectable, our work showed that inventories 

appeared complete and that sign-out sheets were generally used to 

track the status of facility tools while in use. Additionally, tools 

were assigned to and secured in the individual tool cribs in our 

sample when not in use. Our review also showed that shadow 

boards were utilized in the cribs, making it easy to identify which 

tools were out of the crib.  

 

However, officials did not appear to follow a consistent process 

regarding damaged tools. Policies require broken or 

unserviceable tools and materials to be destroyed within one month 

of being turned into the tool specialist. However, our review 

showed this was not always the case.   

 
 Damaged tools had not been destroyed since August 2014. At 

the time of our review (June 2015), the last tool destruction log had 
been completed in August 2014. However, based on documents we 
reviewed, tools had been turned in for destruction in October and 
November 2014.  Although the policy requires monthly destruction, 
staff told us they typically would destroy the tools once the bin was 
full, but did not provide a specific time frame for destruction. 
Additionally, staff told us they are working on updating the policy on 
tool control to address several issues and changes in processes.  
  

 We discovered four tools that had been turned in that were not 
in the destruction bin and could not be accounted for. Staff told 
us some tools had been salvaged and repurposed. For example, 
staff ground down and repurposed two screwdrivers turned in for 
having “broken tips.” However, those tools could not be accounted 
for within the current tracking system. As such, staff could not 
determine the final status of the tools in their inventory. If items are 
not in the master inventory there is no way to know if a tool is 
missing, increasing the risk a tool could be improperly acquired and 
used by a juvenile offender.  

 

Finally, in 2012 specific concerns were raised regarding staff not 

adequately accounting for or disposing of eating utensils and 

razors. Because of time constraints, we did not do work to verify 

that either of these issues had been addressed by KJCC. Officials 

told us utensils are accounted for at the beginning and end of each 

meal. Additionally, they told us there is a process for second-shift 

staff to dispose of razors and other sharp instruments, although this 

is not memorialized in policy.  
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Some items cannot be brought into KJCC because of the safety and 

security risks they create. Obvious items include guns, knives, and 

narcotics, but other seemingly ordinary items such as cell phones, 

tobacco products, and food are also prohibited. Staff must recover, 

store, and dispose of prohibited items that make it into the facility. 

This is primarily accomplished through routine searches of the 

facility, juvenile offenders, staff, and visitors.     

 

In 2012, we found that KJCC had done a poor job of keeping 

prohibited items out of the facility and had not regularly 

searched for them. For example, officials did not complete a 

facility-wide search in 2011, did not conduct living unit or canine 

searches as often as required, and their pat-down searches were 

inadequate. We also found that security at KJCC’s visitors’ 

entrance and employee-only entrance was inadequate to keep 

prohibited items from entering the facility. As a result of these 

findings, we recommended that KJCC update its policies on 

searches and develop a process to ensure all types of searches (e.g. 

canine, living unit, and facility-wide searches) are frequent, 

thorough, unannounced, and well documented. We followed up on 

several of these issues, but due to time constraints, we did not 

verify if the facility made improvements to entrance security or 

pat-down searches.  

 

Officials updated their search policies and implemented a 

process to ensure searches are performed frequently and are 

documented. KJCC officials provided us their search policy, 

which was amended in January 2013 and included guidance on 

how often the various types of searches were to be conducted and 

documented. By policy, officers are supposed to complete a search 

report for all types of searches that are conducted. The format of 

the search reports varies based on the type of search, but each 

includes information such as the date of the search, the name of the 

officer(s) conducting the search, and the search results. Policy also 

requires that facility-wide searches are conducted annually, living 

units are searched at least monthly, and canine searches are 

conducted at least every six months. Staff documented the facility-

wide, living unit, and canine search results on the appropriate 

forms for the sample we evaluated in 2014 and 2015. The forms 

also showed that searches were generally completed as frequently 

as policy required. 

 

KJCC officials also told us searches are thorough and 

unannounced. Although we were unable to confirm this through 

test work, only 16% of KJCC staff who responded to our survey 

disagreed that facility searches had been thorough within the last 

KJCC’s Process 

Ensures Searches are 

Generally Frequent and 

Documented 
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year. Additionally, only 11% of respondents disagreed that facility 

searches were unannounced within the last year. Both responses 

generally support officials’ claim that searches are thorough and 

unannounced.  

 

 

In 2012, KJCC did not have clear policies for tracking, 

investigating, or disposing of prohibited items once they were 

found. Staff did not always have a clear understanding of what to 

do with the items they found, and officials could not account for all 

items found or determine whether they had been disposed. At that 

time, we recommended that KJCC officials develop and implement 

policies and a process to track, investigate, and dispose of 

prohibited items. We suggested those policies clarify how items 

should be inventoried and preserved, who has access to them, and 

the process for final disposal. Lastly, we recommended that KJCC 

develop a process to ensure investigations of prohibited items are 

conducted and the results are referred to law enforcement or 

prosecutors as appropriate.   
 

KJCC officials have implemented a process to track, 

investigate, and dispose of prohibited items. KJCC officials 

provided us their contraband and evidence-preservation policy, 

which was issued in August 2012. The policy includes guidance on 

the process for identifying, storing, and disposing of prohibited 

items. Under this process, officers who find prohibited items are 

supposed to complete a collection form and deposit the item in a 

designated, secure location. The items are then retrieved by the 

special investigator, logged into a database, and moved to a second 

secure location for long-term storage. A separate database is used 

to track the investigations of prohibited items when warranted. 

Once all administrative or legal proceedings have been completed, 

the item may be destroyed. Two staff must be present for the final 

disposal.   
 

We randomly selected seven prohibited items from KJCC’s search 

reports and evidence collection forms to determine if officials had 

followed the previously described process. In cases where it was 

appropriate, we found that collection forms had been filled out, the 

prohibited items had been logged in the appropriate database, and 

two people were present when items were destroyed. Further, in 

addition to the sample above, we also saw evidence of some 

prohibited items logged in the agency’s investigative database.    
 

Finally, KJCC officials told us the facility’s special investigators 

are licensed law enforcement officers, which satisfies our 

recommendation that the results of these investigations are referred 

to law enforcement or prosecutors.   

KJCC Implemented a 

New Process to Address 

Prohibited Items, 

Although Some Items 

Did Not Make it Into 

That Process as They 

Should  
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However, we found that officers did not always submit all 

prohibited items to the special investigator. When an officer 

becomes aware of a prohibited item, the item should be reported 

and turned in to the investigator as soon as possible. Prohibited 

items can range in severity, from guns and narcotics to notes, food, 

and pencils. Although the latter items may appear harmless, 

juvenile offenders could use them in inappropriate ways. For 

example, gang writing could be communications between members 

of the same gang. If their intent is unclear, staff should err on the 

side of reporting the items to one of the special investigators and 

allow them to decide how to proceed. 

 

We reviewed a sample of facility-wide, living unit, and canine 

search reports for 2014 and 2015. Our review identified several 

prohibited items that perhaps should have been submitted to the 

investigator, but were not. For example, several search reports 

identified notes containing gang symbols, juvenile correspondence, 

and the contact information of other juvenile offenders. Failure to 

submit these items to a special investigator increases the risk that 

the investigator is not aware of potentially important events like 

possible relationships between juvenile offenders or gang 

affiliations. 

 

 

In 2012, we found that KJCC did not have a process to ensure 

clinical or counseling staff were notified when a juvenile 

offender was identified in possession of drugs or alcohol. There 

are a variety of ways drugs and alcohol can make it into a juvenile 

correctional facility. For example, an offender could have drugs 

smuggled into the facility, or an offender who is prescribed 

medication could pass it to another offender. If a juvenile offender 

is found with drugs or alcohol, it is important that clinical and 

social work staff are notified so they can monitor the juvenile’s 

health and ensure they receive adequate substance abuse and 

mental health treatment. Therefore, we recommended KJCC 

officials develop a process for notifying those staff. 

 

With one exception, medical staff were appropriately notified 

about the juveniles in our sample who were found with or 

allegedly ingested drugs or alcohol. KJCC’s search policy 

requires staff to immediately escort juvenile offenders who are 

found with drugs or alcohol to the medical department for an 

examination. At that point, staff told us the medical department 

notifies other clinical staff, such as mental health and substance 

abuse, as appropriate.   

 

Medical Staff Generally 

Were Notified When 

Juvenile Offenders 

Were Found with 

Alcohol or Drugs, but 

We Could Not Verify if 

Other Staff Were Also 

Notified 
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We randomly selected five incidents from calendar year 2014 and 

2015 that involved 15 juvenile offenders who were found with or 

allegedly ingested drugs or alcohol. Of the 15 offenders in our 

sample, one did not receive a medical examination, but perhaps 

should have. Our findings are summarized below: 
 

 One offender was found in possession of prescription pills but 
did not receive a medical evaluation. The pills were not prescribed 
to this offender. KJCC officials told us they would not have expected 
this offender to have received a medical exam because he was not 
suspected of being under the influence. However, KJCC’s policy 
does not require a juvenile offender be suspected of being under the 
influence in order for them to receive a medical exam.  
 

 Eight offenders received a medical evaluation after consuming, 
or allegedly consuming, alcohol or drugs. These eight offenders 
were involved in four separate incidents. In all four incidents the 
juvenile offenders consumed, or allegedly consumed, alcohol or 
drugs. Our review showed all eight offenders were evaluated by 
medical staff.     
 

 The six remaining juveniles in our sample were involved in 
incidents involving drugs, but staff were able to explain why 
these juveniles did not get a medical evaluation. One juvenile 
was accused of giving his prescription to another juvenile. Because 
this juvenile was prescribed the pills, he was not taken to medical for 
an evaluation. The other five juveniles in our sample were not taken 
to medical because they were not identified until several days after 
the incident occurred. They were identified when facility officials were 
conducting an inquiry into the incident. Officials told us that they did 
not believe a medical evaluation was necessary for these five 
juvenile offenders given the number of days that had passed since 
the incident occurred. 

 

We could not verify if other staff were also notified of these 

incidents. KJCC officials described a variety of reporting 

mechanisms and regularly-scheduled team meetings that would 

help ensure mental health, substance abuse, and social work staff 

were notified about these incidents. However, officials did not 

document that the notification happened. Due to this and time 

constraints, we could not verify whether officials were actually 

notified when these incidents occurred.  
 

FINDINGS RELATED TO AGENCY ACTIONS THAT FAILED TO ADEQUATELY 

ADDRESS THE 2012 AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In 2012, officers had failed to adequately control and monitor 

offender’s movement, conduct visual checks of juveniles, and 

secure doors according to KJCC policy. Corrections officers 

need to constantly observe juveniles and be aware of their 

activities to minimize the risk of offenders harming themselves or 

others. One way to do this is through frequent visual checks of 

As Was the Case in 

2012, KJCC Staff 

Did Not Adequately 

Supervise Juvenile 

Offenders 
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juvenile offenders. This process involves officers visually 

confirming that juvenile offenders are safe and secure in their 

living units. Facility policies had generally established basic 

requirements related to regular checks and securing the facility 

with locked doors at all times. However, our 2012 audit found that 

these policies were not being followed in actual practice.  
 

Our 2012 audit recommended officials should ensure existing 

policies on supervision of juvenile offenders are followed and 

enforced with consistent and increasingly severe discipline. In this 

audit, we focused our work on whether visual checks were 

completed as required by policy. We did not evaluate whether 

doors were locked or propped open, or whether movement was 

controlled, supervised, and monitored.  
 

During this audit, we found that officers still failed to perform 

their required checks on juvenile offenders in both the general 

population and in the segregation units. Juvenile offenders stay 

in general population units unless there is a behavioral, medical, or 

administrative reason to move them into a segregation unit. By 

policy, KJCC officers must conduct visual checks on juvenile 

offenders in general population units at least every 30 minutes. 

Additionally, juvenile offenders on segregation must be checked at 

intervals of no more than 15 minutes.   
 

We selected a random, non-projectable sample of three general 

population rooms and five segregation rooms to determine whether 

checks were conducted with the frequency required by policy. 

Based on that work, we found:  
 

 Officers either missed or were late in conducting visual checks 
on general population units in two of the three cases we tested. 
Some checks ranged from being one minute late to being about 40 
minutes late.  
 

 Officers either missed or were late in conducting visual checks 
on segregation units in three of the five cases we tested. 
Specifically, we saw instances of some checks being a few minutes 
late and an instance where checks did not occur for several hours.   

 

We also saw examples of officers who did not check on juvenile 

offenders on suicide precaution as required. Juvenile offenders 

are assigned to suicide precaution when there is a determined risk 

for self-harming behavior. Based on this risk, officers are required 

to perform more frequent checks on these juvenile offenders. 

Officers are required to document the juvenile offender’s well-

being and the time of their check on a suicide precaution log. We 

tested a random sample of 11 of these logs and were further able to 

review video surveillance footage for three of them. The results of 

our test work are described on the next page.     
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 In one case, a juvenile offender who was supposed to be 
checked 12 times was only checked three times during a three-
hour period. In this case the juvenile offender was required to be 
checked on at random intervals not to exceed 15 minutes. We 
watched three hours of video surveillance and saw an officer check 
on the juvenile offender just three times instead of 12.    
 

 Video footage for two other cases included long “blacked-out” 
periods due to inactivity on the unit, indicating the officers did 
not conduct the required checks. The facility’s surveillance 
cameras stop recording during prolonged periods of inactivity in an 
effort to conserve memory. In one case, our test work revealed a 
“blacked-out” period of about two hours on a unit with a juvenile 
offender on 15-minute checks. In the other case our test work 
revealed a “blacked-out” period of about 45 minutes, then later 
another of about 15 minutes, on a unit containing a juvenile offender 
on 10-minute checks. The lack of activity in the unit indicates that 
officers did not perform their required checks during these times.     

 

 In all three cases, staff documented that they completed the 
checks even though video showed they had not. As previously 
mentioned, officers are required to document suicide precaution 
checks on a paper log. Among other things, officers use the log to 
document the status of the juvenile offender and the exact time the 
officer conducted the check. In all three cases described above, 
officers had documented that checks were completed during the 
periods where we saw no evidence of checks on surveillance 
footage. This issue is more significant than staff incorrectly 
documenting checks. Documenting that checks were completed 
when they were not undermines KJCC’s control structure to ensure 
suicide precaution checks occur as required. 

 

Our test work also revealed several examples of officers who 

did not stagger the timing of their checks of juvenile offenders 

on suicide precaution. By policy, visual checks must also be 

staggered for certain levels of suicide precaution. This prevents 

juvenile offenders from predicting when they will be observed. We 

found problems with checks not being staggered in 10 of the 11 

cases we reviewed. In several cases, checks were documented at 

exact intervals (i.e. every 15 minutes) for an entire shift.       

 

KJCC officials do not have an adequate process to ensure 

visual checks of juvenile offenders occurred as required. 
According to KJCC officials, a verbal directive was issued after 

our 2012 audit requiring supervisors to review their officers’ logs 

weekly to ensure visual checks occurred as required. However, 

these reviews were not documented, which prevented us from 

verifying they occurred. Our random sample of visual checks 

showed multiple instances of late or missed checks. Although not 

projectable, we believe this is an indication that these reviews may 

not occur regularly, or may not be effective.  
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In 2012, we found that KJCC management had done a poor 

job of establishing and communicating clear, concise, and easy-

to-follow safety and security policies. Specifically, many of the 

policies and procedures were outdated, cumbersome, or 

inconsistent. To address this issue we recommended that officials 

review and amend policies that were ambiguous, cumbersome, or 

outdated, establish and implement a systematic process for 

communicating policy changes to staff, and establish and 

implement a process to regularly review policies and procedures.    

 

As of July 2015, KJCC officials were still in the process of 

updating and aligning the facility’s policies with those of the 

Department of Corrections. As mentioned in the Overview, 

oversight of KJCC was transferred to the Department of 

Corrections in July 2013. Officials explained this transition 

required them to consolidate, revise, and rescind policies and 

procedures to align KJCC policy with current Department of 

Corrections’ policy. According to agency officials, this is still an 

ongoing process. Therefore, as of July 2015, not all KJCC policies 

and procures had been updated or reviewed. Officials told us once 

this transition is complete they will begin reviewing KJCC policies 

and procedures annually to ensure they remain current.  

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO AGENCY ACTIONS THAT WE COULD NOT FULLY 

EVALUATE 
 

During the 2012 audit we found that staff discipline was not 

consistent and that disciplinary actions were not increasingly 

severe. Further, we found that KJCC officials did not maintain 

accurate or complete data on disciplinary actions, which 

contributed to a lack of consistent and increasingly severe 

discipline. To address these issues, we recommended KJCC 

officials develop policies and implement a new process to assign 

discipline. We also recommended they track disciplinary actions 

over time and use the data when making disciplinary decisions.   

 

We interviewed agency officials and staff, reviewed the agency’s 

human resource database, and reviewed personnel files to 

determine whether officials had tracked disciplinary actions over 

time, and whether they used that data when making disciplinary 

decisions. We also used the same data to try and determine if 

officials’ process led to consistent and increasingly severe 

discipline. However, as is discussed on the next page, issues with 

the database limited our review of the agency’s disciplinary 

process.   

 

Not All KJCC 

Policies Have Been 

Updated as Needed 

Since Our 2012 

Audit 

We Could Not Fully 

Evaluate Staff 

Discipline, But Had 

Some Concerns About 

the Process Officials 

Use to Ensure 

Discipline is Consistent 

and Increasingly Severe 
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By 2015, KJCC officials had updated their policy on staff 

discipline and reported using a database to help manage 

disciplinary actions. The current policy on employee disciplinary 

procedures was updated in May 2015. The policy establishes a 

process for officials to assign discipline and identifies several 

different disciplinary tools for officials to use. These include (in 

order of severity) coaching feedback, letters of counseling or 

reprimand, suspension, or ultimately dismissal. Finally, since 2012, 

officials reported having implemented an online human resource 

database to ensure discipline is consistent and increasingly severe. 

 

However, the disciplinary database was not maintained or 

updated in a way that officials could use it to ensure discipline 

was consistent and increasingly severe. We evaluated the 

disciplinary actions taken against a sample of 16 officers to ensure 

officials were using the database as reported. Although our sample 

was not projectable, our review found that the database was not 

maintained in a way for officials, or us, to determine if appropriate 

discipline had been taken. Specifically, our review showed the 

following: 

 
 The disciplinary database was missing at least one disciplinary 

action for seven of the 16 officers in our sample. For example, 
we discovered a three-day suspension in the personnel file of an 
officer for failure to complete required visual checks of juvenile 
offenders. However, this disciplinary action was not included in the 
agency’s database. Similarly, we discovered seven disciplinary 
actions in the personnel file of a different officer, of which just one 
was included in the database.  
 

 The final disciplinary action documented in the database was 
not always correct. For example, the database showed a letter of 
reprimand was the final disciplinary action taken against an officer 
from our sample. However, the officer’s personnel file showed the 
final disciplinary action was actually a one-day suspension. 
Additionally, the database showed another officer had been 
dismissed for an infraction when a review of the file showed the 
officer actually received only a one-day suspension. 

 
 Data in some fields were too generic to be useful in determining 

further disciplinary actions. Staff include a brief description of the 
officer’s infraction that resulted in disciplinary action when updating 
the database. This description, in combination with the type of 
discipline assigned, would help officials assign consistent discipline 
in future, similar cases. However, many of the explanations we 
reviewed were too brief or generic for officials to use in their decision 
making process. Specifically, we saw several entries that only 
included “failure to follow policies and procedures” with no additional 
information.  
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We have concerns regarding the additional methods officials 

described taking to ensure discipline is consistent and 

increasingly severe. Officials told us that the disciplinary database 

is only one of several methods they use to help ensure appropriate 

disciplinary action is taken. Officials told us they also review paper 

records of employee’s past discipline.  Further, they may discuss 

the case with KJCC and Department of Corrections staff to 

determine appropriate discipline. However, we identified potential 

risks associated with relying on these methods. Specifically, we 

found that:    

 
 relying on paper records of past employee discipline could help 

officials assign increasingly severe discipline for that employee, but it 
does not ensure discipline is applied consistently across employees.  
 

 relying on other people’s memories and opinions introduces a risk for 
inconsistent discipline. Specifically, staff turnover could leave officials 
without a resource to ensure discipline is consistent. Additionally, 
relying on staff to remember past disciplinary actions introduces 
more risk for error than relying on a well-maintained database.   

 

Due to the condition of the database we could not evaluate whether 

these additional methods resulted in consistent or increasingly 

severe discipline. However, given the risks described directly 

above we believe relying on a well-maintained database would 

greatly reduce the risk of officials assigning inappropriate 

discipline to KJCC staff. 

 

It is also worth noting that officials reported to the Legislative Post 

Audit Committee that they audit the database quarterly for 

accuracy. During this audit officials reported the database is not 

audited as previously disclosed. 

  



 

 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT 24 Legislative Division of Post Audit 

Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues        September 2015 

at the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (R-15-013)   
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

Our 2012 audit of the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex 

found numerous safety and security issues, many of which had 

persisted for decades.  To address many of these issues, we made a 

series of recommendations to help improve the safety and security 

of the facility. 

 

The results of this audit suggest that KJCC officials have made 

progress in addressing many of the concerns identified in the 2012 

audit. However, these results also suggest that some problem areas 

still remain. Of greatest concern are the ongoing issues with 

consistently providing adequate supervision of the juvenile 

offenders, which puts the offenders at risk of harm and neglect. 

Officials should continue their efforts to address these safety and 

security concerns to reduce the risk of incident and harm to 

juvenile offenders and officers at KJCC.     

 

 

1. To address issues related to supervision of juvenile offenders, 

KJCC officials should develop and implement a formal and 

documented process to verify that officers perform visual 

checks on juvenile offenders as required (pages 18 through 20).  

 

2. To address the issues related to some prohibited items not 

being submitted to the investigator, KJCC officials should 

consider establishing clear guidance on officials’ expectations 

for how officers should report and document questionable 

items (pages 16 through 17). 

 

3. To address inadequate tool destruction and inventory of 

repurposed tools, KJCC officials should develop and 

implement a process to ensure the master inventory is updated 

to reflect any final action taken on repurposed tools (page 14).  

 

4. To address the issues concerning an inadequate process to track 

disciplinary actions over time, KJCC officials should (pages 21 

through 23):  

 

a. Continue to develop and implement a disciplinary database 

that is complete, accurate, and provides sufficient detail on 

violations. 

 

b. Develop a process for periodically reviewing the 

information in that database.   

 

Conclusion  

Recommendations for 

Executive Action 
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5. To address the issues with policies and procedures, KJCC 

officials should continue to review and amend policies that are 

ambiguous, cumbersome or outdated and need to be properly 

aligned with Department of Corrections’ practices (page 21).  
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APPENDIX A 

Scope Statement 
 

This appendix contains the scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit Committee 

for this audit in April 29, 2014.   

 

 Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues at the 

Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex 
 

 The Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex (KJCC) is one of two juvenile corrections 

facilities in Kansas. KJCC provides maximum and medium security beds for about 170 male and 

11 female juvenile offenders. The ages of juvenile offenders range between 10 and 22.   KJCC’s 

primary responsibility is the daily care, custody, management and treatment of those juvenile 

offenders. Male and female offenders are housed in separate facilities and are guarded by about 

150 security officers.  

 

 Our July 2012 audit identified numerous problems that compromised the safety and 

security of KJCC offenders and staff including a poor security environment at the complex and 

poor personnel practices. For example, we found that staff had not adequately supervised 

offenders, had routinely allowed doors to be propped open or unlocked, and had done a poor job 

of keeping prohibited items outside of the facility. Moreover, we identified a variety of poor 

personnel practices including an inadequate background check process, insufficient staff training, 

and a lack of appropriate disciplinary actions for policy violations. 

 

Because of the extensive number of problems we identified, we recommended that the 

Post Audit Committee consider authorizing a follow-up audit of safety and security issues at 

KJCC within 18 to 24 months of our 2012 audit.   

 

  A performance audit in this area would address the following question: 

 

1. Has the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex taken adequate action to correct 

problems identified in our 2012 audit? To answer this question, we would interview 

KJCC officials and review status reports submitted to the Legislative Post Audit 

Committee to determine what actions they have taken to address the 31 recommendations 

included in our 2012 audit. To verify those actions, we would interview KJCC and 

Department of Corrections officials and staff and would review policies, procedures, 

personnel records, surveillance video, facility incident reports, and other available 

documentation as necessary.    

 

Estimated Resources: 1 staff  

Estimated Time: 3 months (a) 

 

(a) From the audit start date to our best estimate of when it would be ready for the committee.   
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Appendix B

Detailed Comparison of Responses to Similar Questions Asked 

on Both the 2012 and 2015 Employee Survey (a) (b)

(a) Due to rounding, responses to some questions may not total 100%. 

(b) Questions in the 2015 survey w ere focused on the current status of the facility, or events that have taken place w ithin the last year. In general, w e did not ask respondents to limit their 

responses to a specif ic timeframe in the 2012 audit. 

Source: 2012 and 2015 LPA Surveys of KJCC Staff
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The overall training I have received from 
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complex?
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Appendix B (Cont.)

Detailed Comparison of Responses to Similar Questions Asked 

on Both the 2012 and 2015 Employee Survey (a) (b)

(a) Due to rounding, responses to some questions may not total 100%. 

(b) Questions in the 2015 survey w ere focused on the current status of the facility, or events that have taken place w ithin the last year. In general, w e did not ask respondents to limit their 

responses to a specif ic timeframe in the 2012 audit. 

Source: 2012 and 2015 LPA Surveys of KJCC Staff
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APPENDIX C 

Agency Response 
 

On August 4, 2015 we provided copies of the draft audit report to the Department of Corrections.  

Its response is included as this Appendix. Following the agency’s written response is a table 

listing the department’s specific implementation plan for each recommendation. Agency officials 

agreed to implement our recommendations and had no comments in their formal response that 

required us to change the report.  
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Agency Action Plan

1.

In August 2015, KJCC adopted the electronic log process 

which is used in other KDOC facilities.  KJCC officials will 

continue to instruct supervisors to perform spot checks of 

duties performed by line staff in the area of security rounds on 

the living units.  When discrepancies are noted, progressive 

coaching and discipline will continue to occur. 

2.

KJCC already has a clear policy on evidence collection and the 

submission of contraband.  Education of staff on how to 

process this information is presented in annual and basic 

training.  Work will continue to occur to educate staff on 

contacting supervisors with questionable items.  The Security 

Threat Group (STG) IMPP was recently revised that covers 

evidence and items required for gang validation which will 

allow for central monitoring of validated gang members.  This 

new process will be trained in the upcoming training year.

3.

The updated, consolidated IMPP on Tool Control is currently in 

the final stages of the policy consolidation process.  It is 

anticipated to be finalized and published in the very near 

future.  This policy outlines the tool destruction procedure as 

well as master inventory procedures.   

4.

KJCC will continue to enhance the process of ensuring 

disciplinary action is consistent and progressive, including the 

use of  the disciplinary database and other collateral 

resources.  The database is complete and the process to 

ensure it is updated and accurate is currently being improved.  

An information review of this database will take place when 

disciplinary action is being considered (i.e.  when the 

database is used to compare like disciplines) and at periodic 

Human Resource audits.

5. 

This practice has been ongoing since the last LPA audit of 

2012 but with the re-organization between KDOC and JJA in 

July of 2013, we began the consolidation of all IMPPs.  All 

policies are going through a review and update.

b. Develop a process for periodically reviewing the 

information in that database.  

To address the issues with policies and procedures, KJCC 

officials should continue to review and amend policies that 

are ambiguous, cumbersome or outdated and need to be 

properly aligned with Department of Corrections’ practices.

Itemized Response to LPA Recommendations

LPA Recommendation

Question 1

To address issues related to supervision of juvenile 

offenders, KJCC officials should develop and implement a 

formal and documented process to verify that officers perform 

visual checks on juvenile offenders as required.

To address the issues related to some prohibited items not 

being submitted to the investigator, KJCC officials should 

consider establishing clear guidance on officials’ 

expectations for how officers should report and document 

questionable items.

To address inadequate tool destruction and inventory of 

repurposed tools, KJCC officials should develop and 

implement a process to ensure the master inventory is 

updated to reflect any final action taken on repurposed tools.

To address the issues concerning an inadequate process to 

track disciplinary actions over time, KJCC officials should: 

a. Continue to develop and implement a disciplinary 

database that is complete, accurate, and provides sufficient 

detail on violations.

Audit Title: Department of Corrections: Evaluating Safety Issues at the Kansas Juvenile Correctional Complex

Agency:  Kansas Department of Corrections


