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OVERCROWDING IN KANSAS PRISONS

Summary of Legislative Post Audit's Findings

What Caused the Department's Prison Population Estimates To Be Low,
and What Are the Long-Term Implications of Populations
That Are Higher Than Anticipated?

A number of factors caused the Department's population estimates to be
too low. Since the start of the fiscal year, the growth of the prison population
has increased sharply. Admissions have increased slightly, but more important-
ly, fewer inmates are leaving the system. House Bill 3104 is causing inmates to
serve longer sentences, and the Kansas Adult Authority is paroling a much
lower percentage of eligible inmates. The Department's forecasting method is
incapable of incorporating such changes into its population forecasts. Approxi-
mately 1,000 new beds are going to be added to the prison system's capacity by
the end of fiscal year 1985, primarily because of the new medium security
prison. But if prison population trends continue, even this newly added capacity
will quickly be exceeded.

Is There Unused or Underutilized Space Within the Existing Prisons That
Could Be Converted to House Inmates on a Permanent Basis?

The auditors toured all buildings in the five major prison facilities and the
Wichita Prison Farm. In general, few vacant or underutilized areas behind
prison walls were identified that could be quickly converted for housing. In the
short run, the Department's 192-bed proposal appears to be the best alternative.
Another possibility is the area that houses the printing shop at the Industrial
Reformatory. Some buildings have promising possibilities but cannot be made
ready quickly. For the general population, these include areas within B building
at the Correctional Institution at Lansing and B cellhouse at the Reformatory.
Other vacant or partially vacant buildings exist that might house additional
minimum custody inmates, but the pressing need is for medium security space.

What Other Short-Term Housing Alternatives Might Be Available
For Relieving Kansas' Prison Overcrowding?

The auditors examined several alternatives that lie outside the buildings
available to the Department. These include local jails, other states' prisons,
federal facilities, and community corrections. Of these, only local jails and
community corrections seemed to offer any potential for relieving overcrowd-
ing. Of the twenty jails that have the most potential for housing prison
inmates, a total of 67 spaces appear to be available. Before these spaces could
be used, a number of issues would have to be worked out with each county
involved. Community corrections could also be expanded to reduce the number
of offenders sent to prison, but such expansion would take time.







OVERCROWDING IN KANSAS PRISONS

In March 1984, officials in the Kansas correctional system told the
Legislature that the 336-bed package for pre-release centers and dormitory
expansion approved earlier this session will not be sufficient to meet the
immediate demand for prison housing space. They indicated that longer
minimum sentences for certain types of felons and recent reductions in the
number of inmates being paroled have combined to increase prison populations
beyond their earlier expectations. As a result, the Department of Corrections
has outlined proposals for additional renovations at Lansing and Hutchinson to
create bed space behind prison walls for another 192 inmates.

At its meeting on March 15, 1984, the Legislative Post Audit Committee
directed the Legislative Division of Post Audit to conduct a performance audit
examining several issues relating to this and other possible inmate housing
alternatives. The audit addresses three major questions: What factors caused
the steeper-than-expected rise in prison populations, and what long-term
implications does this rise have on the correctional system's ability to house
inmates? Does the Department have space within the prisons that can be used
more efficiently or that can be converted to permanent inmate housing at less
cost than the conversions it is proposing? What other short-term alternatives
outside Kansas' prison system might be available to help relieve overcrowding?
The Committee asked for this report to be issued by April 23.

What Caused the Department’s Prison Population Estimates
To Be Low, and What Are the Long-Term Implications
of Populations That Are Higher Than Anticipated?

Last June, the Department of Corrections was estimating that the prison
population would reach 3,868 by July 1984. That would have been an average
increase of about 38 inmates per month over the 13-month period. Recently,
however, the Department projected that the population figures could climb to
4,091 by this summer, representing an average increase of more than 55
inmates per month over that period. Kansas' prison system may quickly have to
absorb about 220 more inmates than expected even a few months ago.

A number of factors caused the Department's estimates to be off.
Admissions are up, but only slightly. More importantly, fewer inmates are
leaving the prison system because of longer minimum sentences and reduced
numbers of paroles. The Department's forecasting method cannot account for
the changing and complex nature of prison populations. Each of these areas is
discussed in more detail in the sections that follow.

Admissions Are Up Slightly Over Last Year

To date in fiscal year 1984, an average of 211 inmates per month have
entered the prison system. This figure compares with 204 inmates per month in
fiscal year 1983. Thus, admissions have increased by an average of seven per
month. Appendix A contains additional information about the numbers and




types of admissions to Kansas prisons. The appendix shows that six of these
seven inmates represent people returned to prison for technical parole viola-
tions.

Inmates Are Serving Longer Sentences
House Bill 3104, passed by the 1982 Legislature, mandated longer mini-

mum sentences for C, D, and E felony crimes committed after June 30, 1982.
The differences are shown below.

Minimum Sentences

Prior to After
Felony Class HB 3104 HB 3104
A 15 yrs-life 15 yrs-life (unchanged)
B 5-15 5-15 (unchanged)
C 1-5 3-5
D 1-3 2-3
E 1 1-2

Longer minimum sentences slow the flow of inmates through the prison
system because they decrease the number of inmates who are eligible for
parole, at least for a several-year period. The Department has computed an
estimated length of stay for prisoners sentenced under the provisions of House
Bill 3104 during fiscal year 1983. As the following table shows, these inmates
will serve significantly longer time in prison than inmates who were paroled in
fiscal year 1983. Interestingly, the Department's computations also show that
inmates who committed B felony crimes are receiving longer sentences, even
though minimum sentences for B felonies were not increased.

Average Length of Stay in Prison

Actual for Projection for
Inmates Inmates Sentenced
Felony Paroled in 1983 (Post-
Class in 1983 House Bill 3104)
B 3.30 yrs 6.56 yrs
C 1.30 3.03
D 1.08 1.92
E .83 1.02
Weighted Average 1.18 2.49

The "lag time" in prison created by longer minimum sentences is already
becoming apparent. In fiscal year 1983, an average of 4.8 percent of the prison
population became eligible for parole each month. To date in fiscal year 1984,
that figure has dropped to 4.0 percent. The full impact of longer minimum
sentences on prison populations has not yet been determined. In March 1984,
the 1,801 D and E felons in Kansas prisons represented about 45 percent of the
total population. Each year a higher percentage of the prison population will
have been sentenced under the provisions of House Bill 3104.

Using very conservative assumptions, the Department has projected that
longer minimum sentences will result in 196 more D and E felons being housed




in Kansas prisons by the end of fiscal year 1984 than otherwise would have been
without the longer sentences. That number will grow to 492 more inmates
being housed by the end of 1985, and 1,143 when the peak rate of growth is
reached sometime after 1988. (Additional C felons, who were not included in
this study, would also add significantly to the population.) After that, the
Department projects the rate of growth to level off, although at a population
level considerably higher than now exists.

The Kansas Adult Authority Has Sharply Reduced the
Percentage of Eligible Inmates Being Granted Parole

Department officials indicated that this third factor has contributed most
to the recent unexpected growth in projected inmate populations. In fiscal year
1983, the Adult Authority paroled approximately 80 percent of the prisoners
who were eligible for parole. For the first eight months of fiscal year 1984, it
has paroled only 64 percent of those who were eligible. The reduction has been
most dramatic within the last few months; during December, January, and
February, paroles granted dropped to an average of only about 55 percent of
those who were eligible.

In terms of numbers, nearly 40 fewer inmates are now being paroled each
month than previously. This situation, then, does appear to be largely
responsible for the immediate need for additional inmate housing. Appendix A
contains additional information about the numbers and types of releases from
Kansas prisons.

The Department's Method of Forecasting Prison Populations
Is Unable To Handle the Complexities of the Current Situation

The Department has been basing its projections on a simple regression
model for forecasting prison populations. This model used the trend of
population increases from July 1, 1981, to May 1, 1983, to generate a straight
line, which was then extended into the future. The Department modified this
population projection in June 1983 to try to take into account the expected
effects of the longer sentencing laws and community corrections programs.

When the rate of growth in the inmate population was fairly stable, the
Department's forecasts using the simple regression model were fairly accurate.
However, when the rate of growth changes significantly, as it has over the past
year, that model becomes unreliable. Department officials have maintained all
along that their projection method was simplistic, and that although it had
served their needs in the past, it needed improving. The Department also
requested funding in April 1983 for additional staff to help assess the impact of
longer minimum sentences on prison populations. That funding was not
approved. However, the Department recently purchased a much more sophisti-
cated computer simulation and forecasting program, which should result in
more accurate projections. Department officials are now in the final stages of
starting up that program.

In the meantime, the latest staight-line projections take into account
more up-to-date information about the impact of longer sentences and com-
munity corrections programs on the prison population. The difference between
the old and the revised projection is illustrated on the following page.
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If Prison Population Trends Continue,
Even Newly Added Capacity Can Quickly Be Exceeded

As of March 31, the inmate population stood at 3,942. Using its revised
assumptions, the Department has projected the population will reach 4,091 by
the end of fiscal year 1984, and will grow to 4,628 by the end of fiscal year
1985. Obviously, such an increase would have an impact on the State's need for
prison bed space.

The Department developed information in late March showing the revised
capacities within Kansas' prison system, and compared those figures with the
population estimates. As the following table shows, the maximum capacity as
of July | will be 4,306 beds. This figure includes bed space that would become
available under the 192-bed proposal. By January 1985, when the new medium
security prison is scheduled for completion, the maximum capacity will be
4,799, and by the end of fiscal year 1985 the maximum capacity will be 5,103.
In other words, the maximum capacity will have grown by more than 1,000 bed
spaces over its current level. More detailed information is shown in
Appendix B.

Department of Corrections Analysis of
Prison Capacities and Projected Populations

July January June
1984 1985 1985
Total Maximum Capacity 4,306 4,799 5,103
Total Optimum Capacity 2,917 3,202 3,402
Projected End-of-Month Population 4,137 4,407 4,628




If the Department's projections are accurate, the prison population will be
well below maximum capacity by the end of fiscal year 1985. (It will still far
exceed the optimum capacity.) It should also be pointed out, however, that the
Department's population projections appear to be conservative. They do not
fully reflect the recent downward trend in parole rates, and are based on
limited historical information about the actual impact of longer minimum
sentences. In addition, for the remainder of this fiscal year the Department is
projecting an average population increase of 74 inmates a month; for fiscal year
1985, it projects an average increase of only 45 inmates a month. This drop is a
result of the Department's statistical projection methods, rather than antici-
pated changes in conditions. A recent U.S. Justice Department report noted
that the growth in prison populations has slowed somewhat, but partly because
of actions by those states to change sentencing laws or allow for the emergency
release of inmates in overcrowded prisons.

To illustrate the potential long-term impact of the population growth on
prison capacity, the auditors extended the Department's population projections
through fiscal year 1987 using three different scenarios. The results are
presented in the accompanying graph.
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Assuming the population were to grow by an average of 45 inmates per

month during fiscal years 1985-1987, the auditors calculated that the population

- would again be at maximum capacity early in fiscal year 1987. At an average
growth rate of 55 inmates per month, the population would reach maximum
capacity toward the end of fiscal year 1986. And if the current population
trend continues, with an average of 74 more inmates being housed in the prison
system each month, the population would be near capacity by the end of fiscal
year 1985, even with the new bed space added by the medium security prison.
Obviously, any additional bed space, changes in sentencing laws, or a reversal of




the downward trend in paroles would affect Kansas' prison population and
capacity figures.

Is There Unused or Underutilized Space Within the Existing Prisons
That Could Be Converted to House Inmates on a Permanent Basis?

To determine what areas could potentially be converted into permanent
housing for inmates, the auditors toured all buildings within five prison
facilities: the State Penitentiary, the Industrial Reformatory, Kansas Correc-
tional Institution at Lansing, Kansas Correctional Vocational Training Center,
and the State Reception and Diagnostic Center. At each prison, they
interviewed officials about the feasibility and estimated cost, if available, of
converting the space they identified as vacant or underutilized. In addition,
because the possibility has been raised recently of renovating some or all of the
Wichita Prison Farm for inmate housing, the auditors toured this former jail
facility. They did not review space at honor camps or work release centers.

Within each facility, areas such as gymnasiums, dining rooms, visiting
rooms, training or work-related areas, and basement or recreational areas
within cellblocks presented themselves as obvious possibilities for converting
space to house inmates on a temporary basis. However, prison officials
indicated such areas are either heavily used by the inmates, or are generally not
considered to be suitable for housing except in extreme emergency situations,
and then only for a very short time. For these reasons, such areas are not
discussed here, where the focus is on finding housing space of a more permanent
nature.

In general, there appear to be few vacant or underutilized areas behind
prison walls that could be converted fairly quickly to meet the prison system's
additional housing needs. Several buildings have promising conversion possibili-
ties, but cannot be made ready for inmate housing on a short-term basis. Other
vacant or partially vacant buildings exist that might house additional minimum
custody inmates, but prison directors have indicated their primary housing
needs are for at least medium security bed space. The results of the auditors'
tours are discussed in the sections that follow. More detailed discussions for
each facility are listed in Appendix C.

Besides the.Department's Proposal, Little Space Was Available
To Quickly Fill the More Secure Housing Needs Behind Prison Walls

Prison officials have indicated that, with the new minimum security bed
space to be added this year, remaining prison populations will increasingly
consist of higher-risk inmates who need to be housed in at least medium
security settings. Reflecting this apparent need, the Department's current
proposal calls for renovating existing space behind prison walls. At the
Penitentiary, the Department wants to renovate the second floor of the laundry
facility into a dormitory-style orientation unit for an additional 112 close or
medium custody inmates. At the Reformatory, the former clothing factory
would be converted into dormitory-style housing for 80 medium custody
inmates.




During their on-site visits, the auditors identified only one other space
behind prison walls that could be quickly converted to permanent housing for at
least medium custody inmates. That space is within the main cell block area at
the Industrial Reformatory, and it currently houses the printing shop. Prison
officials hope to convert this space to a chapel once new construction allows
the printing shop to be moved out, but they said it could be converted instead to
dormitory-style housing for 30 additional inmates. This area could be made
available on a more immediate basis by moving the print shop to vacant space
in the Private Industries building off the prison grounds. Converting space for
so few inmates may not be cost-effective; the space is separate from other
housing areas and would require full security staffing.

Department of Corrections officials have also explored the possibility of
converting the former jail facility in Sedgwick County to a work release center
or medium security prison for 100-150 inmates. This facility, called the
Wichita Prison Farm, has been vacant since 1974. Any such move would require
an agreement between State and City officials, might entail the purchase of the
land and buildings, and may encounter opposition from surrounding residents.
Further, Sedgwick County jails are overcrowded, and the City has looked into
converting this facility for its own use. According to estimates provided in
1983 by an architectural firm hired by the City, renovation of the Wichita
Prison Farm's housing, security, and support areas would cost $750,000. The
first of three phases could be completed within 90 days after the project was
begun.

Some Space Had Potential For Conversion To Permanent
Inmate Housing, But Only Over the Long-Term

These areas, which would not be available for conversion to address the
more immediate housing problems, are as follows:

Penitentiary: The Adjustment and Treatment (A & T) building, 3rd
floor, which is essentially vacant but which was
originally designed to add maximum security segrega-
tion cells.

Reception and Diag-

nostic Center: The main building and the hospital building
Correctional Insti-

tution at Lansing: The basement of B building
Reformatory: The 2nd floor of B cellhouse

According to the prison director at the Penitentiary, the A & T building
proposal will be submitted to the Legislature, and would expand segregation
cells not only for the Penitentiary but also for the medium security prison,
which has no such lock-down area. Renovating this space to add 53 cells would
cost an estimated $1.25 million, plus staffing costs. As segregation bed space,
however, it cannot be considered for the general population. Regarding the
other three areas, it should be pointed out that they could be freed up only if
other buildings are approved and constructed to house the functions currently
being housed in the existing space.




The Only Other Significant Space For Quick Housing
Was For Minimum Custody Inmates

If the training/education slots available at the Correctional Vocational
Training Center could be expanded significantly, it might be possible to double-
cell all of the male inmates' rooms. Double-bunking would add 160 beds to this
facility's capacity. Several options for increasing training slots have been
considered, including running double shifts of classes, expanding the number of
courses offered, and providing manpower to area work projects.

This additional housing would be available only for minimum custody
inmates who need and can benefit from the training/education programs
offered. Officials at the Reception and Diagnostic Center said 40-45 inmates
who meet the placement criteria are now on a waiting list because there are no
openings. They also estimate 6-8 additional inmates per week could be placed
at the Training Center. However, officials at the Training Center pointed out
the potential need for expanding bathroom facilities, adding staff, and working
out the details of new training programs before any final decision is made.

Two other buildings outside the prison walls could conceivably be con-
verted to house minimum custody inmates. These are an unused gymnasium at
the Reception and Diagnostic Center and half of the Private Industries
warehouse at the Industrial Reformatory. These two buildings are both outside
prison walls. Without fences and guard towers, they could be converted only to
minimum security dormitory-style settings. Also, the two buildings could be
converted to other uses. The Private Industries warehouse at the Reformatory
is being considered for a number of industries programs. Prison officials feel an
enlarged industries program is essential. The vacant gymnasium at the
Reception and Diagnostic Center could be considered for conversion into
additional training/education space for inmates housed at the Correctional
Vocational-Training Center on neighboring property.

In sum, if the need for inmate housing continues to grow--especially for
inmates who are classified as medium custody or higher--there appear to be few
options for expansion within existing prison facilities. The proposals submitted
by the Department appear to be the most reasonable alternatives for converting
space for medium custody inmates on a short-term basis. They would help
eliminate some of the more extreme short-term solutions that prison officials
have needed to resort to. For example, prison officials have now doubled-up
250 of the 500 single occupancy cells at the Industrial Reformatory. Unlike the
Penitentiary, where cells measure 60-69 square feet, these cells are only 40-44
square feet. Permanent doubling-up in such small cells presents great prob-
lems. The buildings with promising long-term conversion possibilities are also
worth considering.

What Other Short-Term Housing Alternatives Might Be Available
For Relieving Kansas' Prison Overcrowding?

The auditors examined possible alternatives that lie outside the buildings
currently available to the Department. Specifically, these include local jails,
facilities in surrounding states, and federal facilities. Based on their contacts



with local officials, the auditors concluded that county jails can perhaps take
some prisoners, but not many. Other State and federal officials indicated that
they, too, were faced with overcrowded conditions and could not accommodate
Kansas prisoners. The auditors also reviewed options for reducing the number
of inmates sent to prison, primarily through expanded community corrections
programs. There does appear to be some room for expansion of these programs.
The results of the auditors' review are discussed below.

Housing State Prisoners in County Jails Appears to Have Limited
Potential For Relieving Overcrowding

During 1983, there were 83 fully operational county jails in Kansas.
Together, they have a total listed capacity of 1,840 prisoners. These 83 jails
had an average daily population of about 1,299 prisoners in 1983, leaving 541
units of potentially unused capacity. For several reasons, however, this figure
does not translate into the number of prisoners who could be placed in local
jails.

First, jails have to segregate certain types of inmates. For instance, male
prisoners must be separated from female prisoners, and juvenile offenders must
be separated from adults. These types of segregation, often for pre-trail
prisoners, limit the potential for combining inmates in the same cell.

Second, much of the unused capacity exists in facilities that are deficient
in one or more aspects, according to Department inspectors. Such deficiencies
include inadequate plumbing and lighting, or failure to comply with the State
Fire Marshal's regulations. Only 30 county jails had satisfactory inspection
reports in 1983; they contained about 305 of the 541 units of potentially unused
capacity.

Based on their review of the capacities and average daily populations for
these jails, the auditors determined that only 20 of the 30 jails appeared to have
significant potential for housing prison inmates. Sheriffs in those 20 counties
were contacted to determine if they would be willing to house inmates, how
many, and at what cost to the State. Fourteen sheriffs indicated they were
interested in housing inmates, or at least were not opposed to the idea.
Altogether, they estimated that a total of 67 spaces could be used for State
inmates, ranging from a low of two to a high of 20 at any one jail. Five was the
most frequent number given. Some sheriffs indicated that 30-60 days would be
the maximum they would be willing to house a prisoner; others said they could
potentially hold a prisoner for a year or longer. Cost estimates ranged from
S15 to $35 per day, with $25 being the most frequent figure quoted. Such
charges, as well as the number of spaces available, would be subject to the
approval of county commissioners. Appendix D contains more detailed capacity
information about each of the 20 county jails.

Local officials identified a number of other issues that would need to be
worked out before the State could begin placing prisoners in local jails. These
include liability for the prisoners, the cost of any medical treatment, the need
for additional staffing to handle the increased numbers of prisoners, the lack of
exercise facilities in some jails, and the lack of programs to prepare prisoners
for release.




Oklahoma has tried using space in county jails to alleviate overcrowding,
but with little success. In response to a court order to reduce prison
populations, Oklahoma passed an emergency joint resolution in 1980 which
effectively barred the transfer of prisoners from county jails when prison
populations exceeded capacity. However, Oklahoma's jails soon became over-
crowded, and the state was subsequently found to be in contempt of the court
order,

Kansas law could also be changed to require eligible offenders to be
evaluated in local community mental health centers rather than at the State's
Reception and Diagnostic Center. Nearly 30 percent of all offenders sent to
prison are called back by the courts within 120 days for a sentence modifica-
tion--usually probation or community corrections. Most of these "call backs"
are first- or second-time D and E felons who are being given a taste of prison
life. In a time of severe prison overcrowding, it might be more appropriate to
house such offenders in county jails and evaluate them locally. This same
approach might also be applied to inmates who were returned to prison for
violating the conditions of their parole, but who have not committed another
crime.

Surrounding States Do Not Appear to Have
Space Available to House Kansas Inmates

The auditors contacted correctional officials in the four neighboring
states. The accompanying table shows that the inmate populations quoted by
each of the four states currently exceed the capacity of their prisons.

Other Designed Population as of

States Capacity March 1984
Colorado 3,150 3,157
Missouri 5,200 8,057
Nebraska 1,271 1,569
Oklahoma 5,360 7,400

To alleviate prison overcrowding, Nebraska will soon complete a 240-bed
minimum and medium security facility. The other three states are all planning
major prison construction or renovation projects. Furthermore, both Missouri
and Oklahoma are under court orders to reduce or limit their inmate popula-
tions.

Other states are dealing with overcrowded prisons in a variety of ways.
According to information published in 1983 by the National Institute of
Corrections, the most common legislation dealing with overcrowding authorizes
one or more of the following:

--emergency release mechanisms
--construction of new facilities
--renovation of old facilities
--sentencing guidelines

At least eight states--Alabama, Illinois, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin--have already used some type of emergency
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release mechanism to alleviate overcrowding problems. Other states have
recently approved new construction to expand the capacities of theit systems.
For example, Pennsylvania approved $33 million for a new 500-bed facility in
1982, and also approved $102 million to expand its system further by 2,380 beds
over the next three to five years. Appendix E provides a summary of the
approaches used by other states to deal with prison overcrowding.

Federal Prisons and Military Installations Are Experiencing
The Same Overcrowding as the States

The auditors made direct contacts with the Federal Prison in Leavenworth
and with the Federal Bureau of Prisons to determine the potential for
contracting for space in federal correctional institutions. They were told that
the federal prison system was overcrowded, and that it housed State prisoners
only during such emergency situations as prison riots, or when "problem"
prisoners needed to be moved out of State facilities. Recent figures published
by the U.S. Department of Justice show the federal prison population grew by
7.6 percent percent in 1983 to 31,926, compared with a 5.5 percent climb in
1982.

The auditors also enlisted the aid of Kansas Senator Robert Dole's office
to determine what potential existed for placing prisoners in existing disciplinary
facilities at military bases, or for converting facilities for correctional use at
either existing or abandoned military facilities. Through contacts with the
military, the Senator's office reported that no spaces are available at military
correctional facilities; Fort Leavenworth is already shifting some of its
overflow prisoners to minimum security space at Fort Riley. The auditors were
also told that the military was not amenable to placing prison facilities on
operating bases, and that if abandoned facilities existed on these bases, the
military would have already converted them.

The Department of Corrections has also considered space in former
military installations. Three different buildings at the Forbes Air Force Base in
Topeka were considered as possible sites to house a proposed new honor camp.
However, in a February 1984 memo to the Joint Committee on State Building
Construction, the Department declined to recommend any of the three buildings
as suitable for the honor camp site.

Community Corrections Programs Could Be Expanded To Keep Some Offenders
Out of Prison, But Such an Expansion Would Take Time

Another approach to the prison overcrowding problem is to reduce the
number of people being sent to prison. Community corrections programs can
act as an intermediate step for many first- and second-time D and E felons,
filling the gap between probation and prison. In fiscal year 1983, community
corrections programs served 617 otherwise prison-bound offenders. The cost of
maintaining adult offenders in the community is about $2,000 a year, compared
with $11,000 in a prison facility.

Counties that participate in community corrections receive State grants

to fund their programs. Such grants have a built-in incentive for maintaining
offenders within the community; the amount of the grant is reduced for every
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these counties cannot be done quickly; the planning stage usually takes about a
year. Experience in Johnson County indicated that for community corrections
programs to be successful, they must have adequate preparation and planning,
and participation by all the parties involved. Nonetheless, the Department's
figures do show the longer-range potential for expanding community corrections
programs.

For those counties that are too small to afford a community corrections
program, the Department has examined the issue of creative sentencing
programs. Rather than send eligible offenders to prison, judges, probation
officers, and other local officials would determine community-based options for
dealing with them.  Within certain regions, a resource person could be
designated to explore the types of community corrections services that might
be available or desirable. Department officials view these programs as a viable
alternative for less-populated areas.

The laws could be also changed to statutorily require all eligible D and E
offenders who would otherwise be sent to prison to be placed on probation and
required to participate in community corrections programs. Exceptions could
be made if there were compelling reasons for sending an offender to prison.
For example, it may not be desirable to keep an offender in a community
corrections program if the offender's conviction was plea bargained from
aggravated assault down to assault.

Two Unconventional Options for Constructing Prison Space May Be
Worth Considering, But They Do Not Represent Short-Term Solutions

In reviewing current literature on prisons and prison overcrowding, the
auditors came across two innovations which should perhaps be looked into by
the Department of Corrections. Those options are contract prison facilities,
and pre-fabricated modular units. Additional research would be necessary
before it could be determined if either approach is a viable one for Kansas.

Contract prison facilities. Correctional Corporation of America, a
Nashville firm, indicated that it contracts with federal, state, and local
governments to design, construct, and manage correctional facilities. The
Corporation has contracted with the Immigration and Naturalization Service to
build a facility in Houston, and has also contracted with the City of Memphis to
manage a juvenile facility. The Houston facility was constructed in about 10
months. Officials of the Corporation indicated that they are willing to consider
a wide variety of facility ownership and management options, including
constructing facilities that are owned and managed by the Corporation.

Pre-fabricated modular units. The RCF Company, a Hayward, California,
firm, constructs maximum security modular jail units. It cites the major
advantages of its methods as speed and cost effectiveness. The company
recently built a 300-bed project in Pompano Beach, Florida, in about seven
months. The cost was about $19,000 per bed, significantly less costly than a
conventional facility. Officials of the company told the auditors that they
manufacture modular units of steel that are placed on concrete foundations at
the site. The units are built according to each State's regulations. Kitchen and
cafeteria facilities can be included. The company maintains it can build a
1,000-bed facility in less than one year.
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offender sent to prison who was eligible for community corrections. Eligible
offenders are essentially non-violent D and E felons with no more than one
previous felony conviction. They may not have been convicted of aggravated
assault or sex offenses, or sentenced under the mandatory firearm sentencing
laws.

Although community corrections generally does not provide housing for
inmates, it does provide a number of service and treatment programs designed
to supervise and rehabilitate offenders. These can vary from county to county,
but usually involve several of the following: intensive probation services, work
release programs, substance abuse and mental health treatment, schools for bad
check writers, restitution programs, victim services programs, pre-sentence
investigations, and various youth-related programs. These programs and
services are usually provided by their own staff or under contract with
appropriate agencies.

Community corrections programs now operate in eight counties--
Bourbon/Linn/Miami, Leavenworth, Riley, Shawnee, Wyandotte, and Sedgwick.
As a result of their community corrections programs, these counties have
reduced their admissions to prison by about 35 percent.

For fiscal year 1985, the Department of Corrections is requesting
planning money for community corrections programs in Johnson, Saline, Doug"
las, and Cherokee/Crawford/Labette Counties. Programs in these counties are
scheduled to be in place by fiscal year 1986. In addition, Montgomery County
already has a program plan, and expects to implement its community correc-
tions program in fiscal year 1985. It is worth noting that Johnson County -
initiated a community correction program in April 1982, but it was suspended
by the Department in December 1983 because of a lack of funds; the County
was sending so many of its eligible D and E felons to prison that it lost most of
its grant money.

As of February 24, 1984, there were 628 inmates in State prisons who
would have been eligible for community corrections but who came from
counties without such programs. Of this number, 244 offenders were from the
seven counties which should have community corrections programs in operation
by fiscal year 1986. If these counties' average admissions rates follow
historical trends, their admissions to prisons could be reduced by at least 85
offenders after their programs are up and running.

Department officials indicated that more offenders might be served in
community corrections than are now being served. Existing programs are not at
full capacity and could each serve considerably more of the eligible offenders
they send to prison. As of February 24, a total of 359 eligible inmates in State
prisons were from counties with already existing programs. By increasing the
number of offenders they maintain in the community, these counties would be
allowed to keep more of their grant entitlements.

The Department also identified 14 additional counties that are potentially
viable sites for community corrections programs in the future because of their
population, commitment rates, and the like. As of February 24, 222 inmates
from these counties were in prison but were eligible for community corrections.
(Specific information is presented in Appendix F.) Starting up programs in
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APPENDIX A

Admissions To and Releases From Kansas Prisons
July 1, 1983, to February 23, 1984

Number of Entries Monthly Average
Types of Admissions FY 1984 to Date FY 1983 FY 1984 to Date
Court Commitments 1,420 177.2 177.5
Presentence Evaluation 28 4.0 3.5
Return from Court Appearance 26 2.4 3.3
Retums by Department of
Corrections Action 192 17.5 24.0
Inter-jurisdictional Transfers 23 2.9 _ 2.9
Totals: All Types of Admissions g_ﬁ_ M g
Number of Exits Monthly Average
Types of Releases FY 1984 to Date FY 1983 FY 1984 to Date
Parole 631 116.6 78.9
Conditional Release 64 3.8 8.0
Expiration of Sentence 2 .1 .3
Commutation or Pardon 2 0.0 .3
Inter-jurisdictional Transfers 25 3.1 3.1
‘Court-ordered Releases 514 47.8 64.2
Escape 1 1.2 .1
Death (All Causes) __ 6 .4 7
Totals: All Types of Releases 1,245 g 1_5__2
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APPENDIX B

Department of Corrections Analysis of
Prison Capacities and Projected Populations

July January May
Facility 1984 1985 1985
Penitentiary 2,230(a) 2,821 (e) 3,061(h)
Reformatory 1,166(b) 1,022(f) 1,022
Vocational Training
Center 200 200 200
Reception and Diagnos-
tic Center 132 132 132
Correctional Institu-
tion at Lansing 123 169(g) 169
Honor Camps
Toronto 61 61 61
El Dorado 64 64 64
Proposed 3rd Camp - - 64(i)
Work Release Centers
Hutchinson 20 20 20
Topeka 26 26 26
Wichita 75(c) 75 75
Pre-Release Centers
Topeka 65(d) 65 65
Wichita 144 (d) 144 144
Total Maximum Capacity 4,306 4,799 5,103(j)
Total Optimum Capacity 2,917 3,202 3,402
Projected End-of-
Month Population o 4,137 4,407 4,584

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

(f)

(g)
(h)
(i

()

Includes 112 additional beds above Penitentiary laundry, and includes
addition of 127 beds at the Penitentiary's Outside Dormitory II.

Includes 80 additional beds within inside Kansas Correctional Industries
building.

Includes 20 additional beds.

Pre-Release centers open June 18, and add a total of 209 beds.

Medium Security Unit adds 591 beds (288 x 2 = 576 + 15 from renovation of
the Penitentiary's Qutside Dormitory I = 591).

Includes modular unit adding 96 beds, but shows a loss of 240 beds during
renovation of "D" cellhouse.

Additional 46 beds from renovation of "B" building.

Completion of renovation on "C" cellhouse restores 240 beds.

Proposed third honor camp adds 64 beds.

When "D" cellhouse at the Reformatory is renovated and the 240 beds are
restored to inmate housing, the maximum capacity will rise to 5,343.
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APPENDIX C

Areas Identified Within Prison Facilities
With Some Potential for Housing Inmates
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APPENDIX D

Survey of County Jails With the

Best Potential for Placing State Inmates

Average Estimated
Daily Percent of Unused Space
County Capacity Population Capacity Capacity Available
Grant 22 2.0 9.0 20.0 5
Trego 11 1.0 9.0 10.0 0
Rawlins 10 1.0 10.0 9.0 4
Decatur 9 1.0 11.1 8.0 2
Kingman 8 1.0 12.5 7.0 2
Lincoln 8 1.0 12.5 7.0 0
Ellsworth 12 2.0 16.6 10.0 0
Stevens 12 3.0 25.0 9.0 5
Wilson 14 4.0 28.5 10.0 6
Harper 17 5.0 29.4 12.0 5
Marshall 15 4.5 30.0 10.5 0
Smith 10 3.0 30.0 7.0 3
Brown 26 8.0 30.7 18.0 3
Russell 15 5.0 33.3 10.0 5
Marion 13 5.0 38.4 8.0 0
Reno 62 27.0 43.5 35.0 20
Ellis 34 15.0 1| 15.0 5
Labette 40 24.0 60.0 16.0 2
Finney 55 34.0 63.6 21.0 0
Douglas 52 37.0 71.1 15.0 0
TOTALS 445 183.5 41.2 261.5 67
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APPENDIX E

Information Compiled by the National Institute of Corrections on Selected
Other States' Legislation Dealing With Prison Overcrowding (a)

Adopted Accelerating
Emergency  Construct- Converting/ Changing Parole Dates
Release ing New Renovating Sentencing or Reducing Other
State Mechanism Facilities OId Facilities - Guidelines (b) Sentences Measures

Arizona X

California X (P) X (P) X

Connecticut X (P)

Iowa X

Massachusetts X

Michigan X

Minnesota X

Mississippi X X X
(community

work centers)

Missouri X (P) X

Montana X

New Jersey X X X
(use county)

jails)

New Mexico X (P) X (P)

N. Carolina X

Pennsylvania 3 X ]

S. Carolina X (P) X X
(community
corrections)

Texas X X X X
(community
restitution)

Tennessee X

Washington X

Wisconsin X

(Transier inmates
to Montana prisons)

(a) (P) = Legislation still pending

(b) New guidelines take prison capacities into account.
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APPENDIX F

Offenders In Kansas Prisons Who Are
Eligible for Community Corrections Programs

D and E Felons D and E Felons
In Prison Eligible For Percent
County On 2/24/84 Community Corrections Eligible

Counties Participating in Community Corrections

Bourbon/Linn/Miami 24 11 46%
Leavenworth 15 6 40
Riley 14 8 57
Shawnee 133 49 37
Wyandotte 155 69 45
Sedgwick (reflects only |
7 months participation) 427 216 51
SUBTOTAL 768 359 47%

Counties Expected to Participate in Community Corrections by FY 1986

Cherokee/Crawford/

Labette 36 24 67%
Douglas 31 19 61
Johnson 190 120 63
Montgomery 53 38 72
Saline 67 43 64

SUBTOTAL 377 244 65%

Other Counties Identified As Potentially Viable for Community Corrections

Allen 16 9 56%
Atchison 12 9 75
Butler 31 15 48
Cowley 19 11 58
Dickinson 11 5 46
Finney 46 30 65
Ford 18 14 78
Geary 42 32 76
Lyon 49 30 61
McPherson 14 6 43
Neosho 12 8 67
Osage 12 6 50
Reno 69 35 51
Sumner 18 12 67
SUBTOTAL 369 222 60%
All Other Counties 243 162 67%
TOTALS 1,757 987 56%
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APPENDIX G

Agency Response
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L4 KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

JOHN CARLIN — GOVERNOR © ® MICHAEL A. BARBARA —— SECRETARY

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

April 18, 1984

AR 191088 'D
Mr. Meredith Williams U E

Legislative Post Auditor LEETSLATWE POST AUDIT

Legislative Division of Post Audit
Mills Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Mr. Williams:

Thank you for the draft copy of the Performance Audit
on Overcrowding in Kansas Prisons.

I have nothing to add to the findings of the audit
report and commend the auditors for their thorough analysis.

Sincerely,

2, M%//ﬂmw

CHAEL A. BARBARA
7/ Secretary of Corrections

MAB:dja
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