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T e T N Syt PR A e T R

FCREWORD

Who has not had a complaint against a governmental agency? We demand
that government provides services to meet the needs of large segments of
society in an effective and cost efficient manner. At the same time, we
expect it to be sensitive to our individual needs. This is a difficult and,
at times, impossible demana to fulfill. Normal grigvances which arise
against governmental bodies, however, tend to be intensified and potentially
more explosive in a setting in which individual freedom has been revoked
and pegsona] resources to rectify claimed injustices have been severly
Timited.

The Kansas 0ffice of the Ombudsman for Corrections represents the
state government's commitment to balance the task of confining groups of
people and responding to the personal concerns of both inmates and staff
members. Rather than Teaving those confined and those responsible for
confining to rely on their own resources to resolve conflict, the state
has provided an objective, external resource for rectifying grievances.

A complaint frequently brings about a defensive response. 1In a prison
setting, where inmates and staff have much to risk, the complainant can turn
to the Ombudsman to find a resolution to a problem in a less threatening
and emotional manner than having to personally confront authorities with a %
grievance. The Ombudsman takes the comp1a1nant s valid grievance and presents
it to correctional officials as the Ombudsman's concern rather than the sole
concern of an interested party. In response to valid complaints, the Ombuds-
man issues recommendations for resolution which serve broad based interests,
rather than the interests of one party over those of another. In this way
personal conflict can be reduced and problems can be resolved.

In order to provide this impartial third-party intervention, the
Corrections Ombudsman Board is committed to providing the Ombudsman Office
with the necessary independance from any one branch of state government. The
Board also is making a concerted effort to have an adequate number of staff
members so that all inmates and staff in the corrections system have access
to this resource. X - .

Our efforts have been backed up by the competant work of the Ombudsman
and his staff. On behalf of the Corrections Ombudsman Board, I commend the
Ombudsman and his staff for this Fourth Annual Report.

Dr. Alan Steinbach, Chairperson
Corrections Ombudsman Board
October 19, 1979






SYNOPSIS

The purpose of the Fourth Annual Report is to describe the work of the Office
of the Ombudsman for Corrections during Fiscal Year 1979 (Juiy 1, 1978 through
June 30, 1972.) The program is responsible for receiving and resolving complaints
concerning inmates and their families, correctional staff members and correctional
volunteers. It is a statutorily established state agency, separate from the Kansas
Department of Corrections. It receives its autonomy from the 15 member Corrections
Ombudsman Board (COB) to which it is accountable. Three Board members are appointed
by each of the following five state officials: Governor, Attorney General, Presi-
dent of the Senate, Speaker of the House, and Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

The program has been a relatively inexpensive one. Expenditures for the
first four years were as follows: FY 1976 -- $36,387; FY 1977 -- $50,925,
FY 1978 -- $69,848; and FY 1979 -~ $78,584. While funding has increased, it
has not been sufficient to support Ombudsman services to all eight adult
correctional facilities. In ovder to accomplish this goal, the Corrections
Ombudsman Board has propuosed a budget for Fiscal Year 1981 which would include
the addition of two professional field positions and one support position.
Currently there are four full time positions and one part-time position, only
two of which are permanent, full time professional tield positions.

During the year the Ombudsman presented three reports and accompanying
recommendations to the Secretary of Corrections.. One report was the result.
of a major study relating to property loss complaints from inmates. It points
out the need for the Legislature to establish a means to respond in a more
timely manner to valid claims regarding property loss and damage. The other
twe shorter reports relate to inmate accessibility to grievance forms at the
Reformatory and inmate accessibility to toilet facilities in the recreational
area at the Reformatory,

In addition to these reports, the Ombudsman issued & report concerning

‘the mass search and shakedown of the Kansas State Penitentiary which occurred

e¢n August 18, 1978. 1t is reported that the last time there had been such
a shakedown was 1in 1969; and that was followed by a major disturbance. The
Ombudsmari™s report commends the conduct of both inmates and staff members
during this procedure which was conducted without incident.

During this reporting period the Office of the Ombudsman for Correciijons
handled a total of 626 compiaints. OFf these complaints 558 were closed within ‘
the fiscal year. Only 10.9% of these complaints were determined to be "unfounded".
The most frequently received complaints were those relating to the care and
maintenance of inwates, which comprised 31.7% of all complaints. These included
issues relating to food, medical care, recordkeeping, visiting, physical facili-
ties, and the handling of mail. The Office invested a total of 3,744 contacts
(interviews, phone calls, and letters) in resolving these 558 closed complaints.
There was an average of 6.7 contacts per complaint.

Ir: many resnects Fiscal Year 1979 was a transition period. There was consider-
able reduction and change in the personnel of tiie Ombudsman Office. The Corrections
Ombudsman Board was implementing and exploring the implications of its newly
Tegislated function. During this time, the Kansas Department of Currections was
headed by three different persons in the position of Secretary of Corrections,
under two different gubernatorial administrations.

-5 -
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AN INMATE'S PERSPECTIVE:

"...This person that told me about you told me you were
fair, but woe be anyone that came to you with a snow job

Since I have no desire to be the target of woe, I'd Tike
you to believe me that I need some help in this. Please
see me as soon as possible.”

-6 -
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AN ADMINISTRATOR'S PERSPECTIVE:

"In view of the reientless passage of time, the pressure of
other matters, and the old saw that, "Silence is Golden",
I would propose that your office close this case on a
hesitent note of optimism -- could it be that the great
cause became much less compelling when the personalities
involved in the resolution changed?”

- 10 -
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CREDITS

We are indebted to David Arnold for his photographs and to John Lear
for his drawings. Their work is being presented in the report in an effort
to provide a visual awareness of prison 1life. The work of both men, has
appeared in previous annual reports.

The Midway, the Sunday Magazine Section of the Topeka Capital-Journal
carried a feature article on May 15, 1977 concerning the Corrections (mbuds-
man program. The article was written and photographed by David Arnold. It
subsequently was reproduced in the Second Annual Report. The photographs
appearing in this report were not used in the original article or in any
previous annual reports. We express our thanks to David Arnold and the
Topeka Capital-Jdournal for these photographs. David has since left Topeka
and is on the staff of the Eugene Register Guardian, in Eugene, Oregon.

John Lear is a former inmate at the Kansas State Penitentiary. liis
work appeared in last year's annual report. We are grateful for his
interpretations of the moods and experiences of prison 1ife.

- 11 -



AN OMBUDSMAN'S PERSPECTIVE:

One Ombudsman has identified "the Ombudsman Game" as
having two versions:
One: "Wherein the 0ffice of the Ombudsman and
the State agency cooperate to solve problems."
Two: "Wherein the Office of the Ombudsman and
the State agency grapple more with each
other than with citizen problems."

From the Fourth Annual Report
of the Ombudsman, State of
Alaska. Frank Fiavin, Ombudsman

- 12 -
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Section I

THE KANSAS CORRECTIONS OMBUDSMAN PROGRAM

A major goal of the Kansas Corrections Ombudsman program is demonstrating
to employees and inmates the state's dual commitment to be responsive to individual
concerns and to provide programs to meet the needs of Targe numbers of persons.
The Ombudsman Office is a statutorily established state agency, separate from the
Department of Corrections. The Ombudsman is appointed by and accountable to the
Corrections Ombudsman Board (COB), formerly named the Citizens' Advisory Board on
Corrections (CAB). (See KSA 1978 Supp. 74-74C1 through 74-7403 in Appendix III.)
The Board was appointed and organized in the summer of 1974 and appointed an
Ombudsman a year Tater, who assumed his dutias on September 15, 1975.

The Ombudsman Office accepts complaints concerning inmates and their
families, correctional staff members and correctional volunteers. Complaints
are received through the mail, by telephone and during frequent visits to the
various state adult correctional institutions. Additionally, cases are occasionally
opened on the Ombudsman's own initiative. The Ombudsman Office also concerns
itself with Tooking into policies, programs and issues within the Department of
Corrections which appear to be the cause of a number of complaints of the same
nature.

Through its access to records and adult correctional facilities, the Ombudsman
O0ffice attempts to look into ail sides of an issue and bring about consensual
resolution to a conflict or make formal recommendations to rectify a complaint
found to be valid. Unlike a court of law, which also provides third pary inter-
vention in a dispute, the Ombudsman Office carries out an active outreach program,
is relatively speedy and informal, and makes recommendations which are not binding.

The fifteen member Corrections Ombudsman Board is composed of three appointees
selected by each of the following five state officials: the Governor, the Attorney
General, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the President of the Senate, and
the Speaker of the House. Board members are appointed for four year terms. In
addition to being reimbursed for their expenses, COB members receive compensation
at the rate of $35 a day when engaged in matters relating to the Board and the
Office of the Ombudsman. On September 1, 1980 the size of the Board will be
reduced from fifteen to ten members. Although the appointing authorities will
remain the same, each will appoint two, rather than three members to the COB.

In addition to having Ombudsman authority, the COB has the statutory duty of
making recommendations to the Secretary of Corrections concerning policies,
procedures and administrative actions. In examining Departmental administration,
the COB and Ombudsman Office check for discrepancies in state laws and regulations.
They are particularly concerned with administrative actions which are 1) unclear,
2) inadequately explained, 3) arbitrary in the ascertainment of facts, 4) ineffi-
ciently performed, 5) unreasonable, unfair, oppressive or inconsistent with any
policy or judgment or, 6) contrary to law or regulation.

- 13 -



In an effort to deal with discrepancies of this nature, the program serves
in the following six capacities: an external discoverer of problems and complaints;
a third party mediator of conflicts and crisis situations; an impartial observer
of facilities, routine activities and disturbances; a preventer of unfair and
harmfu] practices; a recommender of corrective act1ons and new policies; and a

reporter of discrepancies in practices and policies through special and annual
reports. With the significant exception of the last function, the COB's usual
practice has been to delegate these functions to the Ombudsman It has reserved
for itself the responsibility and authority for reporting to the public problem-
atic issues within the Kansas Department of Corrections' system. Since it does
not have the authority to issue or rescind directives, it must rely on persuasion
and public education to bring about changes within the corrections system;

thus, the reporting function plays an important part in this change effort.

To our knowledge the Ombudsman in Jackson County, Missouri, is the only other
Ombudsman to be responsible to a board or commission. The structure of the COB
presents a unique solution to the dilemma of borrowing the Ombudsman concept
from countries which have a parlimentary form of government. In those countries,
Ombudsmen have been appointed by the legislative branch of government which,
in the parlimentary form of government, also represents what approximates our
executive branch. In borrowing the Ombudsman concept from these countries,
Jurisdictions within the United States have followed the notion of having
the Ombudsman appointed by the legislature and, thus, Lave omitted any direct
input from the executive branch of government into the conduct of this govern-
mental institution which handles complaints within the executive branch of
government. Thus, the Board for the Corrections Ombudsman in Kansas provides for
a credible, impartial and well-balanced complaint handling program. (We are
indepted to Stanley Anderson, LL.D., Ph.D., for making this observation.)

Although this governmental institution is 170 years old, having begun in
Sweden in 1809, its development throughout the world has been relatively recent.
There had been only three Ombudsman programs until 1962, when two countries
adopted such a program. Most significantly, that year the first Ombudsman
program was adopted in an English speaking country, New Zealand. Ombudsmanry
did not come to North America until 1967, when the Canadian Province of Alberta
adopted it. The first United States Ombudsman program was implemented in 1969
in the State of Hawaii. The Kansas Corrections Ombudsman program was enacted
into legislation originally in 1972, and was operationalized in September, 1975.
It is estimated there are now 60 Ombudsman programs throughout the world.

By invitation, the Kansas program was one of forty delegates to the First
International Ombudsman Conference held in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada in
September, 1976. 1It, also, was represented at the First Annual Conference of
the U.S. Association of Ombudsmen held in Seattle, Washington in August, 1977
and at the Second Annual Conference of the U.S. Association of Ombudsmen held
in Dayton, Ohio in October, 1978. Thus the 170 year old {institution of Ombudsmanry
og]y recently has begun a rap1d growth, both in numbers and in profassional
identity. :

The remainder of this report is devoted to a description of the work of the
program during Fiscal Year 1979 (July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979). This is
accomp11shed through narrative and stat1st1ca1‘presentat1ons Since a cornerstone
in the value system of Ombudsmanry is accountability in government, this report
is uh“ program's effort to apply this standard to itself.

- 14 -




Section II

EVENTS DURING THE VEAR .

The first quarter of the reporting period was marked by nearly complete staff
turnover in the Ombudsman Office due to marriage, continuation of education, and
the loss of two federally funded positions. The 0ffice was reduced from five to
three positions. By the end of the first quarter of Fiscal Year 1979, what remained
were the positions of Ombudsman, Ombudsman Associate, and Administrative Secretary.
Additionally, a graduate student was available part-time during the academic year
for training purposes and assisting the Office in complaint handling. This radical
turnover and reduction in staff could have been more disruptive had not the person
hired as Ombudsman Associate spent the 1976 academic year as a graduate student
trainee in the Ombudsman Office. (Biographical sketches of staff members are
presented in Appendix I.) As the current reporting period came to a close, the
Ombudsman 0ffice received two new positions: a full time Typist and a part-time
Staff Assistant.

With the reductions in staff and heightened tensions at the Penitentiary,
the Ombudsman Office succeeded in providing comprehensive coverage only at the
Kansas State Penitentiary during this reporting period. There frequently was a
representative at the Penitentiary as often as three days a week. Regrettably,
for the first time the 0ffice was unable to make a significant number of visits
to the Reformatory. Additionally, the work begun during the end of the previous
year at the Kansas Correctional Institution for Women had to be temporarily
discontinued. The last quarter of this reporting period, however, saw the
beginning of a consistent effort to work at the Women's Institution in anticipa-
tion of the new positions which were added to the Ombudsman Office at the close
of the fiscal year.

The Penitentiary, Reformatory, and Women's Institution are the state's
three long-term adult correctional institutions and, as such, are considered
a priority concern for Ombudsman coverage. There are five other adult correctional
facilities in the state to which the 0ffice has been unable to give attention.
The geographic locations of correctional facilities and their distances from
the Ombudsman Office in Topeka are shown on the state map in Appendix IV.

The actual complaint handling of the Office was maintained at a level
slightly greater than that of the previous reporting period in spite of the staff
turnover and reduction. This was the result of the Office's decision to concen-
trate on individual complaint handling and conduct only a minimal number of
special studies and investigations. This, also, was the result of the decision
to concentrate the Office's resources on problems at the Penitentiary, thus
reducing travel time and time for staying abreast of information and changes
within the other institutions.

A statistical description of the complaints handled during the reporting
period are presented in Section V. In addition to complaint handling, the Office
v.os involved in a number of other activities including conducting studies, making
recommendations, having input into corrections policy, and monitoring events

“within the institutions, such as the two shake-downs at the Penitentiary.

- 15 -



Self-proclaimed historians say that a shake-down (thorough search of persons
and facilities for contraband) at the Kansas State Penitentiary was conducted one
day in 1969. A riot erupted the next day, Teaving the institution out of control
for an extended period of time. There had not been another shake-down at the Peni-
tentiary until the two which were conducted during this reporting period: the
first on August 18, 1978 and the second on April 12, 1979. Both shake-downs
were conducted in the aftermath of violence at the Penitentiary. They
lasted several hours and involved the entire general population within the walls,
including a search of each inmate and each inmate's cell. Both shake-down procedures
were observed by the Ombudsman staff. The Office's involvement in the first shake-
down is described in detail in the first case example in Section IV, "Examples of
Complaints." ,

Three sets of recommendations were presented to the Department of Corrections
during this reporting period. One involved a major study relating to the Toss of
inmate property at the various jnstitutions. In addition to being responded to
by the Secretary of Corrections, it has been reviewed in detail by the Joint Legisla-
tive Committee on Special Claims Against the State. It is hoped that during the
1980 Legislative Session, legislation will be introduced and passed which would
eliminate the problems documented in the "Property Loss Study." This report and
the Secretary's response to it are reproduced in full in Appendix VIII.

The other two sets of recommendations concern the Kansas State Industrial
Reformatory. One addressed the apparent lack of access inmates had to internal
inmate grievance forms and the other concerned the Tack of access to toilet
facilities for inmates using the institution's recreational area. These two
reports and the Secretary's response to them are reproduced in their entirety
in Appendixes VI and VII.

Another major staff effort of the Ombudsman Office was an extensive informal
review with the Kansas Department of Corrections of its new rules and regulations.
During the year the Department adopted temporary rules and reguiations in compli-
ance with a bill passed during the 1978 Legislative Session. The passage of this
measure brought to an end an extensive effort on the part of the Ombudsman Office
for such a Taw. Continued work is expected to be put into this project before
the temporary rules and reguiations will be refined to the extent that they will be
adopted permanently.

A significant Tegislative event occurred during the 1979 Legislative Session.
This was the introduction of the general jurisdiction Ombudsman Bi11 (HB 2281) by
Representative Gibson and co-authored by Representatives Cooper, Eddy, Foster,
D. Heinemann, Hensley, Hess and Sughrue. This bi1l is being carried over to the
1980 Session. If adopted, this bill would provide Ombudsman services not just for the
corrections system, but for nearly all aspects of state government in Kansas.
According to the bill, the proposed office could handle corrections related complaints
xpon ggfegra] from the Corrections Ombudsman. House Bill 2281 is presented in

ppendix V.

In the Second Annual Report, it was reported that the Office of the Ombudsman
for Corrections in Kansas had begun to develop its pwn distinct identity. "Through
an intense involvement during the year with the Corrections system, the Ombudsman
program became a part of Kansas corrections, although not a part of the Department
of Corrections or a part of the inmate culture." (The Second Annual Report, Ombudsman
for Corrections, page 7.) This description still appears to be apt. Additionally,
during the fourth reporting period the Office began in a very small way to demonstrate
that it had an identity outside the State of Kansas. '
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During October the person appointed to the newly created position of Assistant
Ombudsman for Corrections in the Alaskan Ombudsman Office visited the Kansas program
in order to get ideas for setting up Correctional Ombudsman services in Alaska.
Another event outside the State was an invitation for the Ombudsman to speak abouf
the Kansas Ombudsman program before a group involved in juvenile corrections. The
talk, which was given on December 7, 1978 in Dallas, Texas was part of a training
conference on juvenile justice. This program was sponsored by the Southwestern
Law Enforcement Institute of the Southwestern Legal Foundation, which is located on
the campus of the University of Texas at Dallas. The Ombudsman, also, participated
as a workshop facilitator at the Second Conference of the United States Association
of Ombudsmen held in Dayton, Ohio in October of 1978.

Fiscal Year 1979 was in many respects a transition period. There was considerable
reduction and change in the personnel of the Ombudsman Office. The Corrections
Ombudsman Board was implementing and exploring the implications of its newly legis-
lated function. During this time, the Kansas Department of Corrections was headed
by three different persons in the position of Secretary of Corrections, under
two different gubernatorial administrations. The work of the Ombudsman 0ffice
was certainly influenced by these occurances. 1It, also, was very much affected
by the financial and staff resources made available to it. The following section pre-
presents the cost of the Office since its founding and explores the implications
of proposed staffing arrangements.

- 17 -
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Section III

THE FINANCIAL COMMITMENT TO A CORRECTIONS OMBUDSMAN PROGRAM IN KANSAS

When the Corrections Ombudsman program was first established, the Board, the
Office and staff members were funded by the State General Fund. This was a strong
statement of the state's commitment to the Corrections Ombudsman program, in view
of the fact that many Ombudsman programs in other states were originally funded
through federal funds. Although additions to the Ombudsman staff have been financed
through federal matching funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Act (LEAA), the :
original complete state financing of the Ombudsman program signalled it was to be !
more than merely an experiment. :

KRR RS PR e

The expenditures for the first four years are presented below in order to ;
demonstrate that the Ombudsman Office is an inexpensive governmental agency. The 3
cost of the program includes not only the services of the staff, but also of the !
fifteen member Corrections Ombudsman Board. While always receiving reimbursement
; for COB related expenses, members began receiving compensation for their time on
! July 1, 1978 (FY 1979). While there were personnel working in the Ombudsman Office
. who were not paid from the program's budget, expenses incurred in their work were
covered by the program. The expenditures during the 0ffice's first four fiscal
years are as follows:

o e i e S A

FY 1976 * | FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979

Salaries $25,273 $35,713 $52,164 $58,329

f Office Facilities

’ and Operations 4,995 6,817 9,280 12,857
Consultation 500 560 386 00

é Travel and :

Subsistence 3,834 5,920 7,954 | 6,041

Capital Outlay . 1,785 1,975 64 1,357

TOTAL 36,387 50,925 69,848 78,584
State Funds 36,387 50,925 56,289 66,134
Federal Funds -- -- 13,559 12,450

The proportionately high level of state funding has made it possible for this
new program to develop into a vital program in state government, rather than linger
on as an experimental program. As described in Section II, however, the Ombudsman
Office with its two permanent professional staff members has had to limit the
number of institutions to which it can provide consistent services and coverage.
While important services have been provided as described in each of the four annual
reports, there have been occasions when the presence of the Ombudsman Office has

*ATthough the Board was in operation for the full Fiscal Year, the Office
did not begin its operation until September 15, 1975 when the Ombudsman
was appointed.
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fostered false expectations on the parts of inmates and staff members because
the 0ffice did not have the resources necessary to provide the needed third
party mediation and problem solving assistance.

Now that the Corrections Ombudsman Office has had nearly four years
experience, it is possible to provide a reasonably accurate estimate of
what is needed to provide ongoing services to the eight existing adult
correctional facilities. It is believed that the addition of two more
professional field positions, plus adequate support services, would make
it possible to provide Ombudsman coverage for the entire state corrections
system.

Entering Fiscal Year 1980, the Ombudsman Office is comprised of the
following five positions: Ombudsman, Ombudsman Associate, part-time Staff
Assistant, Administrative Secretary and Typist. The Corrections Ombudsman
Board's budget request for Fiscal Year 1981 includes the addition of the
more Ombudsman Associates and one additional support position. The Ombudsman
program has matured to the point at which it could absorb and train these
additional personnel.

It is essential that an Ombudsman office remains small. Were the
Corrections Ombudsman Office in Kansas to become much Targer, there might
be a tendency for it to take on functions other than those within the
traditional Ombudsman concept. There, also, would be the danger of creating
a bureaucracy within the Ombudsman Office, which is the very program designed
to resolve problems which develop within governmental bureaucracy.

The short history of the Ombudsman Office has demonstrated that there is
a certain amount of given management "overhead" in operating the program. This
fixed "overhead" comes in the form of routinely required budget proposals,
annual reports, support services to the Corrections Ombudsman Board and
numerous other administrative tasks required within state government. While
the addition of two Ombudsman Associates and one support staff member would
require some additional supervision, they would not add to these already
required tasks. It is expected that they would be able to devote the vast
majority of their time to handling complaints and conducting special studies
and investigations. The additional administrative burden to support these
positions is expected to be minimal.

With the current two full time permanent professional staff positions,
the Office works furiously in attempting to keep up with the high volume of
incoming complaints. While it is important to respond to these complaints,
it also is beliesved that there are other persons and issues which deserve
attention. As Professor Walter Gellhorn has said: "Complainers deserve
sympathetic attention, no doubt. But if attention to them is not fully
matched by solicitude for the silent sufferers, it will set too high a value
on querulousness and will divert thought from prophylactic supervision."
(Walter Gellhourn, When Americans Complain, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard
University Press, 1969, Page 106.
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Section IV
EXAMPLES OF COMPLAINTS

With the exception of Example 1, an attempt has been made in the following
complaint examples to avoid identifying the individuals and institutions involved.
In addition to omitting names, all complainants and correctional staff members will
be referred to in the masculine gender. Additionally, all representatives of the
Ombudsman Office will be referred to as the Ombudsman. Uith these exceptions, the
information provided in each example is factual. Definitions for the terms used
fngcomplgint and disposition categories can be found in Appendix II - "Definition
of Terms."

Example 1 - The August 18, 1978 Mass Search and Shake-down of the

Kansas State Penitentiary

On Sunday and Monday, August 13 and 14, 1978, there was a series of unrelated
but, nevertheless, violent incidences at the Kansas State Penitentiary (KSP) which
resulted in the deaths of two inmates and one staff member, and injuries to an
inmate and a staff member. Responding to these incidences and the possibility
of further violence, two staff members from the Ombudsman Office were present at
the institution each day for the rest of the week.

A one day lock-down was instituted at the Penitentiary on Tuesday, the 15th.
Normal activities were conducted during Wednesday and Thursday, but a second
lock-down was invoked mid-afternoon on Friday, August 18. After the inmate
population had been Tocked-up, a memorandum from the Director of KSP was circulated
announcing that a general search and shake-down of inmates and cells was to be
conducted that afternoon and evening. This was being done because of the belief
that weapons, particularly firearms, were in the possession of inmates. Ombudsman
staff members already at the prison notified the Ombudsman of the development.
Although he left immediately to go to the prison, the shake-down had already
been in progress for an hour and a half by the time the Ombudsman arrived.

The shake-down had begun at approximately 4:30 p.m. and continued until
11:30 p.m. The procedure involved removing inmates from one cell house at a
time and transferring them to the dining hall for dinner, Before leaving the
cell house, each inmate was "strip-searched". The inmates remained in the dining
hall until each cell and other critical areas in the cell house had been searched.
The inmates, having completed dinner, were then returned to the cell house. Prior
to entering the cell house each inmate was "pat-searched". Once this procedure
was completed it was begun again with the next cell house.

During these activities the Ombudsman staff members functioned as third-party
observers and mediators during a major event in the dinstitution involving consider-
able interaction and potential confrontation between inmates and correctional staff
members. The Staff Assistant, a female, was not able to enter the cell houses
because of the "strip-search" procedure. She, instead, was located in a central
Tocation of the institution allowing her to observe population movements and be
available for brief discussions with both inmates and staff members., The Ombudsman
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available for brief discussions with both inmates and staff members. The Ombudsman
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staff and because of its particular activities. We do know our presence was
highly visible among staff and inmates. We did deal with a number of persons,
primarily inmates, who were quite upset and angry. Our presence gave them an
opportunity to ventilate this anger and to receive additional information
from an external agent. To what degree these activities prevented these
feelings from being translated from verbal behavior to vioient behavior is
certainly not known. We do believe that by being present during this

search, we were much Tess vulnerable to receiving false allegations made by
inmates regarding the conduct of officers and administrators. Having
observed the search on a first~hand basis, it would not be necessary for

the Ombudsman staff to have to do extensive interviewing and investigation

to determine the sequence of events should a major complaint have been lodged
as a result of the search.

While the Ombudsman was not personally notified by the administration of
the plans for the search, he and his staff were clearly welcomed and, in fact,
involved by the administration during the search. Initially there was some
question as to whether or not the two staff members were to remain inside the
walls while all other noh-uniformed personrel were instructed to Teave the
institution. This was very quickly clarified by the Director of the institu- a
tion who made it clear that they were to remain and have access to any part i
of the institution. With the exception of an agent from the Kansas Bureau :
of Investigation, the Ombudsman staff members were the only persons present on
the premises who were not employees of the institution or the Kansas Department
of Corrections.

Disposition: Observed and monitored

Example 2 - Recordkeeping Complaint

After walking into one of the institutions, the Ombudsman was immediately |
approached by an inmate who was obviously upset. Four months had passed since |
the Kansas Adult Authority (KAA) agreed to parole the inmate to another state, '
if that state approved his pre-parole plan and accepted him for supervision.
After waiting two months, the inmate was informed that his pre-parole plan
materials had been lost within the Department of Corrections, and a new set ;
had just been sent to the receiving state. Not only had the inmate served
two more months in prison, but he had also lost the job he had arranged in
the other state. Although a new job was obtained the inmate was extremely con-
cerned that another problem had developed, because six weeks had passed since |
the second set of pre-parole materials had been sent. j

The Ombudsman went directly to the official in the Department of Corrections, j
who coordinates the out-of-state pre-parole investigations, to immediately |
determine the status of the pre-parole investigation. This official informed |
the Ombudsman that the inmate's pre-parole plan had been approved, and all that
was needed was for the receiving state to send written approval. In response
to the Ombudsman's recommendations, the official called the other state to }
confirm that the approval was in the mail. The official was surprised to learn ]
the receiving state had misunderstood and had not mailed the approval. As a
result of the call, the approval was mailed the same day.
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The Ombudsman went back to check with ihe officers in the cell house and
the clothing section. He Jearned that the problem had been resolved, as the
clothing section was now taking full responsibility for issuing coats to
arriving inmates.

In this case, the issue was resolved before the Ombudsman made specific
recommendations. While still investigating the situation, the issue was
resolved internally by responsibie staff and supervisors. The Ombudsman's
investigation into the problem, however, served as the impetus for the staff
to solve this internal administrative misunderstanding.

Disposition: Observed and Monitored

Example 4 - Mail Complaint

While opening letters received from inmates at one of the institutions, the
Administrative Secretary noticed that those envelopes which were marked showing
they had been provided by the institution were defective. The envelopes
had not been glued properly, allowing the possibility that the inmates' confi-
dential materials could be read, or could come out of the envelope. After this
pattern continued, the Ombudsman opened a case on his own initiative.

The Ombudsman went to the staff member responsible for purchasing the
institution's envelopes. While this person had noticed a couple of envelopes
were not sealed properly, he was not convinced that there was a problem until
the Ombudsman produced the stack of defective envelopes that had been collected
in the Ombudsman Office and pointed out the postage dates showing the Tength
of time that the problem had been occurring. When the staff member and the
Ombudsman examined the supply of envelopes, they discovered that all of the
envelopes received in one shipment were defective, while envelopes in a newer
shipment were properly glued. The staff member agreed to follow the Ombudsman's
recommendations which were to start using the new supply of envelopes immediately
and to exchange the defective envelopes with the supplier.

In a follow-up phone call with the staff person, the Ombudsman was surprised
to learn that the defective envelopes were actually a different and more
expensive style of envelope that had been misordered. However, the staff person
had still been able to arrange to exchange them for "good" envelopes.

No sooner than this was resolved, the Administrative Secretary observed
that inmates from a second institution had begun using the same envelopes. By
now, knowledgeable about envelopes, the Ombudsman was able to quickly explain
the situation to the appropriate person at the second institution. This institu-
tijon, also, was responsive in quickly correcting the situation.

Disposition: Recommendation fully accepied in both cases
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Example 5 - Complaint Against Staff

In attempting to resolve a complaint, the Ombudsman usually intervenes at the
Towest level of authority, the source at which the problem originated, and
theoretically, the best place for resolution. Although this procedure is usually
followed, this case iilustrates a situation that warranted a change in the approach
used by the Ombudsman.

During a visit to an institution the Ombudsman was approached by an inmate
with a complaint against a certain officer. The inmate related that he and
the officer had previously argued, and that the officer had subsequently moved him
into another area of the cell house. Although the cell house officer has the
authority to make such a move, the Ombudsman shared the inmate's concern that he
had been moved into an area populated by a rather cohasive racial clique of inmates.
It was conceivable that the move compromised the inmate's safety. Additionally,
the inmate reported that the officer had verbally threatened him with further
disciplinary action in front of the inmate's correctional counselor.

As the Ombudsman and the inmate discussed the implication of outside inter-
vention, the inmate clearly stated that, although he wanted to alert the Ombudsman
about the incident, he did not want any intervention. The inmate was fearful of
further reprisals from the officer. Having had previous contact with the officer,
the Ombudsman concurred with the inmate's assessment of the situation.

In Tight of the circumstances, the Ombudsman proceeded to discuss the
situation with the inmate's correctional counseior. The correctional counselor
confirmed the inmate's plight and also expressed concern about the inmate's
continued safety, both in terms of his relocation and his future interactions with
the officer. The Ombudsman and the correctional counselor agreed that their
continued monitoring of the situation might be the most appropriate approach.

The Ombudsman determined that his "indirect" intervention might help resolve
the conflict in two different ways. First, it was realistic to assume that the
institutional "grapevine" would alert the officer to the Ombudsman's finteraction
with the inmate. Conceivably the officer’'s knowiedge of the Ombudsman's interaction
could provide incentive for him to resolve the conflict. Secondly, the inmate's
awareness that he had the support of the Ombudsman and the correctional counselor
could have sufficiently Lbolstered his self-confidence so that he would deal with
the gonflict himself. 1In essence, both parties were motivated toward change and
resolution.

Within a few days of the Ombudsman’s initial contact, the inmate had initiated
an interview with the officer. The officer was not only willing to discuss the
issues, but ultimately agreed to move the inmate back to his previous cell.
Thereafter, the Ombudsman continued to stay in contact with the inmate and the
correctional counselor to monitor for any delayed reprisals.

Although the situation appeared to be resolved, it was the Ombudsman's centinuing
concern that the officer was imposing his authority in an inappropriate and destruct-
ive manner. Any intervention in resolving the complaint by the Ombudsman was
thwarted by the inmate's and the staff's resistance to confront the intimidating
officer. The Ombudsman reluctantly closed the case with the gnawing apprehension
that the antagonism would probably surface again.

Disposdition: Observed and monitonred
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Example 6 - Recordkeeping Complaint

Rules and routines are the basic fiber of a large correctional institution.
With such a Tlarge system, it is essential that all procedures be standardized and
that all contingencies be regimented. Over time, the granting of "“incentive good
time" had developed into such a standardized institutional procedure. Originally
designed as a reward for inmate service above and beyond the call of duty,
incentive good time had become an astablished procedure of awarding the maximum
incentive good time of three days per month to all inmates who were working and
adjusting adequately,

When the Ombudsman responded to a letter from two inmates concerning an
abrupt termination of the granting of incentive good time, he found the inmates
confused and irate. Having come to depend on the automatic receipt of incentive
good time, they felt a sense of betrayal as the institution had, without warning,
halted a policy that directly affected theijr release date. The two inmates had
talked with several institutional officials about the new policy. They had
received conflicting, and somewhat contradictory, responses.

This was the first time the Ombudsman had received information about a policy
change for incentive good time. As its award affects a very small proportion of
inmates in the state -- only those inmates who are serving a particular type of
sentence -- it was conceivable that such a change could have occurred without
much immediate repercussion. Both of these inmates were expecting their release
within the upcoming year based upon the continued award of incentive good time at
the rate of three days per month.

The Ombudsman agreed to look into the situation. His objectives were: to
get an adequate explanation for the inmates, to get an adequate explanation for
himself, and to bring to the appropriate authority's attention the implications
of such an abrupt policy change.

In talking with several institutional officials, the Ombudsman learned that
the outside paroling authority had initiated the policy change. The Cmbudsman
subsequently contacted the paroling agency to alert it to the implications of
such a change, recommending continuation of an incentive good time program for
those persons who had entered the prison under that system. The authority agreed
to review the issues, but Tater responded that the policy change was the best
arrangement which could be developed at this time, in spite of the resulting
problem, of which the agency was concerned.

The Ombudsman returned to the inmates to explain the findings of his investi-
gation. Although they were disappointed that they would no longer be granted
incentive good time, they were much more resigned to the new policy after a
thorough explanation. In this case, the Ombudsman was able to facilitate the
transition to a new policy. As the inmates had been inadequately prepared for the
upcoming change, the Ombudsman was able to facilitate and clarify communication.

Disposition: Recommendation nei accepted
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Example 7 ~ Daily Routine Complaint

When the Ombudsman hears a complaint, he listens from the viewpoint of an
outsider -- an outsider who has knowledge and understanding about the overall
corrections system. In some cases, the Ombudsman's ability to hear many sides of
the issue will direct him to redefine the problem, and to approach it differently
than it was originally presented.

In this case, the Ombudsman, while visiting an institution, was approached
by an inmate who was angry. He reported to the Ombudsman that a new cell
house policy had just been issued limiting to two the number of footlockers
an inmate could have in his cell. He felt that the order was Dart1cu1ar1y :
problematic for the Teatherworkers who had a great deal invested in equipment and
supplies. The order required compliance by the upcoming Sunday, only three days
away.

Although the inmate presented the problem as being an arbitrary, unnecessary
1imitation, the Ombudsman's investigation uncovered some additional information.
The Ombudsman discussed the jssue with the area staff members and found that the
order was not arbitrary, but that it was based upon a need to redistribute lockers
in a more equitable way. In this area of the institutionwhich does not have Tocked
cells, padlocked footlockers are the only means of securing personal property.
As the supply of footlockers had been inadeguate to meet the demand, the footlockers
had become a commodity that was being bought and sold illegally by the inmates.

Integrating the findings of his investigation, the Ombudsman did not subscribe
to the inmate's contention that the order was arbitrary or unreasonable, In '
redefining the problem, however, the Ombudsman did take issue with two aspects of
the order: the short compliance time and the compliance date being on a Sunday
when the inmates' correctional counselors and other senior administrative staff are
not on duty for troubleshooting. When the Ombudsman discussed these issues with
the responsible institution official, he agreed to Took into the matter.

Less than a week later, the Ombudsman returned to visit the inmate to
determine the current status of the policy. He was informed that the policy had
been subsequently rewritten to exempt leatherworkers, and that the compliance date
had been shifted to a weekday. The inmate was now satisfied with the revised
policy.

In the end, the policy revision actually went beyond the concerns addressed
by the Ombudsman. Not only was the compliance date changed to a week day, but the
policy went further to exempt the Teatherworkers, who were the persons having the
greatest difficulty meeting the short comp11ance date. With the exemption, the
length of the compliance time was no Tonger an issue. Although the problem was
resosiad at the prompting of the Ombudsman, the institutional officiai was able
to solve the problem within his own conceptualization of the issues and their
implications.

Disposition: Recommendation §ully gecepted
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Example 8 - Fhysical Threat Compiaint

Early one morning the Ombudsman's Office received a telephone call from the
Governor's Office concerning a letter it had received from an inmate. The inmate
wrote in the letter that he was in great danger and that the institution had been
unresponsive to his fears., He reported that he had been threatened by both inmates
and officers, and that his cell was to be burned up. Because of the urgent nature
of the complaint, the Governor's Office was requesting the assistance of the
Ombudsman Office to check into the sjtuation immediately. Since the Ombudsman
was present at the institution, he investigated the complaint the same day.

When the Ombudsman attempted to Tocate the inmate, he discovered that the
inmate's cell had been burned out the previous evening. The inmate had formerly
been in a protective custody area of the prison, but was moved to an even more
secure area as a result of the fire. In interviewing the inmate, it was evident
that he was aware of an institutional investigation which had already been con-
ducted regarding the fire. The investigation indicated that the inmate had set
his own cell on fire in an attempt to manipulate a long desired institutional
transfer. The inmate pointed out that this was jusi another example of how the
institution was attempting to discredit him and his vears. He maintained that
not only did he not set his cell on fire, but that he had three friends who were
aware of the threats against him and who knew the identity of the person respon-
sible for the cell burning.

None of his three friends nor the other persons interviewed by the Ombudsman
had any substantial knowledge of threats against the inmate or could name the
person responsible for the fire. Additionally, the Ombudsman could not substanti-
ate that the inmate was in immediate danger.

Although the Ombudsman could not validate the inmate's allegations, it re-
mained his concern that the inmate was not coping well with his incarceration.
The inmate had been seen by the parole authority twice and had been placed on
“continued status", delaying the granting of parole until a parole plan could be
formulated to meet the requirement of placement in a sheltered warkshop or
supervised 1living facility. With this in mind, the Ombudsman first consulted
with the inmate's correctional counselor about the possibility of arranging an
acceptable parole plan so that the inmate could be released. The correctional
counselor agreed that the inmate's mental condition was deteriorating with the
continued incarceration. He agreed to confer with the inmate in an attempt to

"~ formulate an acceptable parole proposal. Secondly, the Ombudsman contacted a

member of the Mental Health Unit to alert him to the inmate's inappropriate
behavior and deteriorating situation. The inmate was subsequently evaluated by a
mental health professional.

In response to the Governor's Office, the Ombudsman compiled a summary of
the investigation which was sent to the Governor's 0ffice, the Secretary of
Corrections, and the inmate. 1In concluding the investigation, the Ombudsman
pointed out his continuing concern about the 1imited program alternatives and
mental health resources avajlable to the Department of Corrections.. Within such
Timitations, however, the Ombudsman felt that no alternative recommendations for
the inmate's confinement were readily apparent.

Disposition: Unfounded
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Example 9 - Medical Complaint

While visiting one of the institutions, the Ombudsman was stopped by a Black
inmate complaining that he was faced with a serious dilemma. The inmate had
pseudofolliculitis barbae or "razor bumps", which are beard hairs that grow
inward, creating bumps on his face. '"Razor bumps", a common problem for Blacks,
are a serious issue within the institutions because the easiest solution -- letting
the beard grow -- is contrary to the Department of Corrections' rules. The inmate
had just been ordered to shave, and thus his dilemma -- to shave and hurt himself,
or disobey the order and risk disciplinary action that could include serving time
in disciplinary segregation. The inmate had gone to the institution's infirmary
seeking treatment five times over a period of nearly two years. But by looking
at the inmate's face, it was obvious to the Ombudsman that the bumps had continued,
and that the inmate could not shave without severly cutting his face.

Since the "razor bumps" were a medical problem for which the inmate had
previously received treatment, the Ombudsman believed the inmate should be
examined by a medical staff member to decide if the inmate could shave, or if
additional treatment was needed. When the Ombudsman made this recommendation
to a medical staff member, this person argued that the proper treatment had already
been provided. Only after describing in detail the condition of the inmate's face
was the Ombudsman able to convince the staff member that the inmate was in a
desperate situation and needed to be examined immediately.

When the inmate was examined later the same day, the staff member found
that there was a serious problem. The inmate was given a written excuse from
shaving, and placed on the waiting 1ist to see a dermatologist.

Disposition: Recommendation fully dccepted

Example 10 - Complaint Against Staff

When the Ombudsman visited an inmate who had written asking for an interview,
the Ombudsman found the problem had already been solved by staff. However, the
inmate made a new and serijous complaint that he was being harassed by staff bhecause
he had filed a law suit against the institution. As an example of this harassment,
the inmate reported that earlier the same day his pass to attend his scheduled
therapy session had been voided by a cell house officer supposedly bacause
the therapist was not in the institution. The inmate knew the officer had lied,
because the inmate later saw the therapist, who indicated he had been 1in
the institution the entire day.

In order to sort out the facts, the Ombudsman went to the officer, who confirmed
that he had voided the inmate's pass, but only after being told by the mental health
unit that the therapist would not be available. When the Ombudsman contacted the
mental health unit., he learned the therapist was il11, and had been off work the
entire Jay. The Ombudsman later talked with the therapist and confirmed that
he had not been in the institution that day.

Having found that it was the inmate who was harassing staff, the Ombudsman
confronted the inmate, and informed him that he had lost credibility with the
Ombudsman Qffice.

Disposition: Ungounded
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Example 11 - Physical Facilities Complaint

An inmate at one of the institutions wrote the Ombudsman complaining that the
facility was not safe for him because he was handicapped and had restricted use of
his legs. The inmate was most concerned about the shower because it became
extremely slippery when wet. During the two years he had been at the institution,
the inmate had fallen a number of times while trying to shower. The institution
had responded to the inmate's complaints by moving him to a cell house that had
a more accessible shower. However, nothing had been done to make the actual shower
safe.

When the Ombudsman visited the institution and observed the inmate walk, the
problem was obvious. Because the inmate's Tegs were deformed as a result of
cerebral palsy, he walked by forcefully slinging his Tegs forward putting himself
off balance. With this ackward gait, the inmate had to cross several feet of
wet concrete floor in the shower area to actually reach the shower. This situation
would be corrected according to the inmate, if a handrail or rubber mat was instailled
in one of the shower areas.

When the Ombudsman brought this issue to the attention of a staff member in the
inmate's cell house, this person agreed there was a problem but questioned if there
were anything he could do about it. Rather than accept the staff member's
reluctance, the Ombudsman focused on how the staff member could successfully pursue
the problem through regular channels. As a result of this conversation, the
staff member decided to submit a work order requesting a handrail be installed.

When the Ombudsman visited the institution less than two weeks later, he found
the handrail had been installed. The inmate reported the handrail met his needs,

and he finally was able to shower safely. Thus, a possible injury was prevented,
and the state avoided unnecessary medical expense.

Disposition: Recommendation §ully accepied
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Section V

STATISTICAL PRESENTATION

The primary vehicle for the work of the Ombudsman Office is through complaint
handling. While the complaint examples presented in Section IV describe what was
involved in the handling of some of these complaints, the statistical presentation
conveys the total picture of the Ombudsman Office's complaint work during Fiscal
Year 1979 (July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979). This picture is expressed in narrative
form in Part A, and visually through graphs and tables in Part B. It should be
pointed out that this picture is painted through the eyes of the Ombudsman staff
based upon its conceptual frame work as described in Appendix II, "Definitions of
Terms".

A. NARRATIVE

Complaints Received

Since opening its door on September 15, 1975, the Ombudsman Office has received
1,820 complaints concerning inmates, correctional staff members, and volunteers with
the Kansas Department of Corrections. Complaints have come primarily from the two
largest Department of Corrections' institutions, the Kansas State Penitentiary and
the Kansas State Industrial Reformatory. Other sources of complaints within the
Department of Corrections include the Kansas Correctional Institution for Women,
the Kansas Reception and Diagnostic Center, the Kansas Correctional Vocational
Training Center, the Toronto Honor Camp, work release centers, and parole. Sources
of complaints outside the Department of Corrections included state psychiatric
hospitals, jails, and prisons in other states.

The 584 complaints received during FY 1979 is the largest intake in the
Office's four years of operation. As shown in Figure 1, each year there has been
an ircrease in the number of complaints received. At the same time, the number
of days the Ombudsman staff was present in the institutions has increased pro-
portionately from 48 days in FY 1976 to 218 days in this fiscal year. The close
relationship between the amount of time spent in institutions and the number of
complaints received is graphically demonstrated by comparing Figures 1 and 2.

During FY 1979, the Ombudsman Office increased its visits to KSP and
decreased 1ts visits to KSIR and KCIW. This shift in direct services did not
have the expected effect on the level of intake. In each of the three previous
reporting periods, there had been a close relationship vetween the amount of
time staff had been present at an institution compared to the number of complaints
received from that institution. As shown in Figures 3 and 4, this relationship
was not as close in FY 1979. While 84.8% of the field time was devoted to KSP, it
accounted for 67.6% of the complaints. Although 8.3% of field time was spent at
KSIR, it still provided 16.3% of the complaints. KCIW received 6.9% of the staff's
field time, but accounted for 7.5% of the complaints. The remaining 8.6% of
the complaints were received from sources inside and outside the Department of
Corrections. This change in relationship is possibly a result of the program
having been in existence for four years. Complaints are received from insti-
tutions where the Ombudsman Office is not present because its existence
is now generally known by inmates, correctional staff members, members of the
community, and referring agencies.
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The remainder of the narrative presentation will examine the complaint
hand1ing data from the 558 complaints closed in FY 1979. Only the closed
complaints are examined because the necessary data cannot be recorded until
the complaint work is completed and the complaint is closed. Included are the
42 complaints pending at the end of FY 1978 which were closed during this fiscal
year. Excluded are the 68 complaints pending at the end of this reporting
period. (See Figure 5 for a breakdown of the source of these closed complaints.)

Race of Inmate Complainants

To evaluate the Office's distribution of services among racial groups, the
racial backgrounds of inmate complainants were compared with the vacial back-
ground of the Department of Corrections' inmate population. (See Figure 6.)

The 449 complaints from inmates in the Department of Corrections were separated
out of the complaints from correctional staff members, volunteers, inmates
outside the Department of Corrections, and inmates whose race could not be
determined. The racial backgrounds of the inmate complainants are as follows:
267 or 59.5% were white; 162 or 36.1% were black:; and 20 or 4.4% were of some
other racial background. Using data provided by the Kansas Department of
Corrections, the inmate population on June 30, 1979 was found to include 1,413
white inmates (60.7%), 793 black inmates (34.1%), and 120 inmates {(5.2%) were of
some other racial background. These statistics show that services were provided
proportionately to the racial backgrounds of the inmates.

How Complaints Were Injtiated

Complaints were initiated directly by the complainants, indirectly by
third parties on behalf of complainants, and by the Ombudsman. The form of
initiation included letters, personal contacts, and telephone calls. As shown
in Figure 7, the majority of complaints (78.0%) came directly from the complain-
ant. Letters served as the primary form of initiation {55.0%).

Third parties brought 103 or 18.5% of the complaints to the Ombudsman's
attention. As shown in Figure 8, the referrals were made by families and friends
of the complainants, legislators and legislative committees, the Governor's
Office, governmental and private agencies, law firms, correctional staff members
other than the complainants, and inmates other than the complainants.

The Ombudsman initiated 20 or 3.5% of the complaints after personally ob-
serving problems, or after being informed of problems indirectly by inmates and
correctional staff members. A benefit of the increased presence at KSP is reflected
in the fact that 18 of the 20 complaints were initiated by the Ombudsman at KSP.

How the Ombudsman First Responded to Complaints

A goal of the Ombudsman Office is to respond in person to complaints, so that
there can be direct and immediate clarification of the complaint, and the Office's
function in relation to the complaint. During FY 1979, this goal was attained in
61.3% ot the complaints an increase of 1.8% from FY 1978. Because of the increased
presence at KSP, the Ombudsman Office was able to respond in person in 77.6% of the
KSP complaints. At KSIR where direct services were decreased, the first response
had to be made by Tetter in 67.8% of the complaints.

Ombudsman's Response Time
Consistent with its goal to respond in person, the Ombudsman Office attempts
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to respond within seven calender days from the receipt of the complaint. This

first response assures the complainant that the complaint has been received, and
provides immediate clarification of what the Office might be able to do and how ;
Tong it will take to get done. Calender days are used to measure the Ombudsman's ;
responsiveness because inmates serve time seven days a week, twenty-four hours a ¢

day. !

During FY 1979, the first response was made within seven calender days in
87.5% of the complaints. (See Figure 10.) In 9.1% of the complaints, the first !
response was made within 14 days. The remaining 3.4% of the complaints received ’
responses in 15 or more days.

Nature of Complaints

Upon the receipt of a complaint, the Ombudsman clarifies the specific concerns
of the complainant. The complaint is then classified into one of five major sub-
divisions: "Care and Maintenance", "Safety and Security", "Maintenance of Insti-
tutional Order", "Rehabilitation", and "Miscellaneous". (See Figure 11.) With
the exception of "Miscellaneous", these headings were selected because they corre-
spond with the four traditional functions performed by correctional institutions.
Within these five major sub-divisions complaints are assigned to one of eighteen
complaint categories.

For the first time in the three years this method of classification has been
used, "Care and Maintenance", with 177 or 31.7% of the complaints, was the Targest.
In the past, "Rehabilitation" had been the sub-division with the largest number of
complaints. A1l six of the complaint categories under "Care and Maintenance"
increased from FY 1978. These categories included "Food", "Medical", "Record-
keeping", "Visiting", "Physical Facilities", and "Mail". The "Medical" complaint
category, which accounted for 71 or 12.7% of the complaints, was by far the largest
of the eighteen categories.

The sub-division "Rehabilitation" accounted for 112 or 20.1% of the complaints.
These complaints involved the discretionary authority of the insitutions in deter-
mining an inmate's custody status, parole eligibility, institutional and cell
transfer, educational and vocational program, work assignment, and counseling program.

The sub-division "Maintenance of Institutional Order" contained 51 or 9.1%
of the complaints. These complaints concerned institutional enforcement of inmate
rules and disciplinary procedures, and the carrying out of institutional daily rou-
tines. The small number of complaints is to be expected because another agency,
Legal Services for Prisoners, Inc., handles issues relating to the disciplinary
procedure.

The remaining miscellaneous complaint categories included complaints against
staff (28 or 5.0%), legal complaints (24 or 4.3%), and complaints about the
Department of Corrections' Internal Grievance Procedure (16 or 2.9%). Seventy-
two or 12.9% of the complaints were outside the established complaint categories,
were closed before the complaint was understood, or were from correctional staff
members or volunteers.

As shown in Figure 11, there were obvious differences between the types of
complaints from KSP, KSIR, and KCIW. Too many variables were involved, however,
to draw conclusions based upon these differences. The variables included
differences in the administration of the institutions, differences in the inmate
populations, and differences in services provided by the Ombudsman Office at
the institutions. f
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Assessments of Complaints

After deciding upon the nature of the complaint, the Ombudsman determines
whether the problem is with the policies or practices of the Department of
Corrections, a crisis situation, or something the Office chooses not to pursue
because it is outside the Office's jurisdiction or because it is not conducive
to investigation.

As shown in Figure 12, 346 or 62.0% of the complaints were assessed as
involving actions and decisions which deviated from institutional procedures,
Departmental policy, or state law. There were 31 or 5.5% of the complaints
assessed as involving problems in establishing policies and/or statutes.

Forty or 7.2% of the complaints were assessed as being administrative decisions
which were either unclear or inadequately explained. Complaints involving
a current or impending danger accounted for 6 or 1.1% of the total.

The three remaining categories of assessment included complaints which
did not involve the Department of Corrections and/or could not be investigated.
Fifty-six or 10.0% of the complaints were assessed as being outside of the
Ombudsman's jurisdiction. In many of these complaints, information was provided
and/or the complainant was referred to an appropriate agency or individual.
Complaints assessed as not being conducive to investigation accounted for
58 or 10.4% of the total. This assessment was made when the Ombudsman Office
lacked the necessary expertise in the issue raised by the complaint, or when
staff members were not available to investigate the complaint. This assessment
in which the complainant did not have a sufficient stake in the issue, or
complaints which were frivolous. The remaining 21 or 3.8% of the complaints
were assessed as unknown, because the complaint was either withdrawn or solved
prior to the Ombudsman’s intervention.

Unfounded Complaints

O0f the 558 complaints closed during FY 1979, 61 or 10.9% were determined
unfounded. These complaints had no basis in fact and were totally without
merit. While this figure is slightly higher than in the past, the vast
majority of the complaints were either valid (355 or 63.6%), or closed prior
to a final determination of validity (142 or 25.5%).

Dispositions of Complaints

After gaining an understanding of the complaint and its relationship to the
Department of Corrections, the Ombudsman attempts to resolve the complaint
through either direct or indirect intervention between the complainant and the
Department of Corrections. (See Figure 13.)

In 273 or 48.9% of the complaints, the Ombudsman chose to intervene
directly between the complainant and the Department of Corrections. This
method of intervention resulted in the following dispositions:

1) In 99 or 17.8% of the complaints recommendations for corrective
action were made. The recommendations were fully accepted in 91
complaints, partially accepted in 5 complaints, and not accepted in
3 complaints.

2) Communication was facilitated between the complainants and
correctional staff members in 37 or 6.6% of the complaints.
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3) Interaction between the complainant and correctional staff
members was observed and monitored in 76 or 13.6% of the complaints.
This was done for the purpose of preventing deviations from policy
or preventing susceptibility of false allegations of such.

4) The final method of direct intervention involved determining
the complaint unfounded. As previously raported, this was deter=
mined in 61 or 10.9% of the complaints.

In 143 or 25.6% of the complaints the Ombudsman indirectly intervened by
providing information, and/or referring the complainant to the appropriate
agency or individual.

One hundred and forty-two or 25.5% of the complaints were closed
before the investigation was completed. Of these, 94 or 16.9% were withdrawn
by the complainant, and 48 or 8.6% were solved before the Office became
involved in the resolution of the complaint.

Management Levels at Which Complaints Were Resolved

The Ombudsman attempts to resolve complaints at the Towest possible
institutional level. As shown in Figure 14, 314 or 56.4% of the complaints
were resolved within the Department of Corrections. Of these, 241 or 76.8%
were resolved below the middle management level at either 1line, line super-
visor, or professional levels. Thus, the O0ffice was successful in resolving
a vast majority of the complaints at the lower management levels.

Forty-nine or 8.7 of the complaints were resolved through agencies
external to the Department of Corrections. The remaining 195 or 34.9% of
the complaints did not require contact with any of these levels.

Contacts Made in Resolving Complaints

The 3,744 contacts made in resolving the 558 closed complaints are a new
annual high for the Ombudsman Office. Of these contacts analyzed in Figure 15,

1,910 or 51.0% were with the complainants, 1,393 or 37.2% were with the Depart-
ment of Corrections' staff members, and 441 or 11.8% were with persons outside the

Department of Corrections. Included in these contacts were 2,091 personal contacts
(55.8%), 1,137 letter contacts (30.4%), and 516 telephone contacts (13.8%).

The average number of contacts per complaint increased from the 6.4
average for Fiscal Years 1977 and 1978 to 6.7 contacts per complaint. While
the number of complaints received from KSP during FY 1979 did not increase
significantly, the average number of contacts per complaint at KSP jumped
from 6.1 in FY 1978 to 7.1 for this reporting period.
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Summary

The statistics reveal important new developments in the Ombudsman 0ffice’s
complaint work. New higns were recorded in the number of complaints received,
days spent in the institutions, average number of contacts per complaint, and
total number of contacts made in resolving the closed complaints. By focusing
its presence almost entirely at KSP, the Ombudsman Office was able to provide
more direct and immediate services to inmates and staff at KSP. Unfortunately,
the Ombudsman Office did not have the capability to provide direct services to
the seven other Department of Corrections facilities on an ongoing basis.
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Figure 3

The 584 Complaints Received *
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

KCIW
44 or
7.5%

Other
50 or
8.6%

950r 16.3%

KSP
395 or 67.6%

* The addition of 42 complaints pending from_FY 1978 to the 584 complaints
received, means the Office handled a total of 626 complaints.

Figure 4

The 218 Days the Staff Spent in the Institutions
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 19/9)

185 days
or
84.8%
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Figure 5 ﬁ

The 558 Complaints Closed *

(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

58 or 10.4% /30 or 5.4% |

KSIR
87 or 15.6%

KSP
383 or 68.6%

* Included are 9 or 1.6% staff complaints. Excluded are the 68 complaints
pending at the end of FY 1979.

ALL OF THE FOLLOWING GRAPHS AND TABLES ARE BASED ON INFORMATION FROM THESE
558 CLOSED COMPLAINTS.
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Figure 6

Race of Inmate Complainants *
Compared to Inmate Population on June 30, 1979 **

Black Complainants '\\
162 or 36.1% \

Other!
20 or 4.4% |

White Complainants /
267 or 59.5%

Black Inmates
793 or 34.1%

~

120 or 5.2%

White Inmates
1413 or 60.7%

N\

. e

- N ————— .,‘-.._/

* Excluded are complaints from correctional staff members, volunteers, inmates
outside the Department of Corrections, and inmates whose race could not be
determined.

** These statistics were computed from data provided by the Kansas Department of
Corrections.
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Figure 7

How Complaints Were Initiated

(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

A11 Complaints* KSP Complaints KSIR Complaints KCIW Complaints

Direct Contact Number|Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent
Letter 259 46.4% 156 40.7% 58 66.7% 16 53.3%
Personal 165 29.6% 151 39.4% 3 3.4% 8 26.7%
Phone 11 2.0% i 3% 0 - 0 -~
Sub-total: 435 78.0% 308 80.4% 61 70.1% 24 80.0%
Third Party Contact
Letter ' 48 8.6% 26 6.8% 12 13.8% 5 16.7%
Personal 19 | 3.4% 15 | 3.9% 4 | 4.6% 0o | --
Phone - 36 6.5% 16 4.2% 9 | 10.3% 0 --
Sub-total: 103 18.5% 57 14.9% 25 28.7% 5 16.7%
Ombudsman Initiative 2 3.5% 18 4.7% 1 1.2% 1 3.3%
Total: 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100%
* This column incorporates complaints from all sources, as well as KSP, KSIR,

and KCIW.
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Figure 8

Who Made the 103 Referrals?
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

Initiator Complaints Received

Department of Corrections staff
members other than complainant

Inmates other than complainant 14

Referring agencies and law firms 15

17

Governor's office

Legislators and
Legislative Committees

Families and Friends
of complainants
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Figure 9

How the Ombudsman First Responded to Compliaints :
(WJuly 1, 1978 = June 30, 1979] ,

A11 Complaints* KSP Complaints KSIR Complaints KCIW Complaints

Number| Percent - Number|Percent Number|Percent Number!Percent
Letter 184 33.0% 71 18.5% 59 67.8% 11 36.7%
Personal 342 61.3% 297 77.6% 19 21.8% 18 60.0%
Phone 32 5.7% 15 3.9% 9 . 10.4% 1 3.3%
Total: 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100% 5
b
Figure 10

Ombudsman's Response Time
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

Calender Day: A11 Complaints* KSP Complaints KSIR Complaints KCIW Complaints

to First Res;insn: Number|Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent

0 - 7 days 488 87.5% 333 87.0% 78 89.7% 24 80.0%

8 - 14 days 51| 9.1% 40 | 10.4% 8 | 9.2% 1| 3.3%

15+ days 19 3.49% 10 2.6% 1 1.1% 5 | 16.7% )
Total: | 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100% |

* These columns incorporate complaints from all sources, as well as KSP, KSIR, and KCIW.
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Nature of the Complaints

Figure 11

(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

(a) (b) (c) (d)
A1l Complaints KSP Complaints KSIR Complaints KCIW Complaints
Categories: Number|{Percent Number| Percent Number| Percent Number{Percent
Care and Maintenance
Food 10 1.8% 6 1.5% 2 2.3% 1 3.3%
Medical 71 12.7% 57 14.9% 2 2.3% 3 10.0%
Recordkeeping 44 7.9% 36 9.4% 6 6.9% 0 --
Visiting 21 3.8% 18 4.7% 3 3.5% 0 -~
Physical Facilities 12 2.1% 11 2.9% 0 -- 0 --
Mail 19 3.4% 13 3.4% 2 2.3% 3 10.0%
Sub-total 177 31.7% 141 36.8% 15 17.3% 7 23.3%
Security and Safety
Physical 1hreat 26 4.7 % 19 5.0% 6 6.9% 0 -
Property Loss 52 9.3% 40 10.4% 10 11.5% 0 --
Sub-total: 78 14.0% 59 15.4% 16 18.4% 0 -
Maintenance of
Institutional Order
Disciplinary
Procedure 33 5.9% 20 5.2% 7 8.1% 1 3.3%
Daily Routine 18 3.2% 10 2,6% 1 1.1% 3 10.0%
Sub-total: 51 9.1% 30 7.8% 8 9,2% 4 13.3%
Rehabilitation
Inmate Activity
Group 2 A% 2 .5% § -— 0 --
Parole 22 3.9% 17 4.5% 1 1.1% 2 6.7%
Counseling,
Mental Health 3 .6% 2 .5% 1 1.1% 0 --
"Education, Work,
Training 13 2.3% 10 2.6% 3 3.5% 0 --
Custody Status,
Parole Eligihility,
Transfers 72 12.9% 47 12.3% 10 11.5% 8 26.7%
Sub-total: 112 20.1% 78 20.4% 15 17.2% 10 33.4%
Miscellaneous
Internal Grievance 16 2.9% 12 3.1% 2 2.3% 1 3.3%
Complaints Against
Staff 28 5.0% 21 5.5% 5 5.7% 1 3.3%
Legal 24 4.3% 11 2.9% 10 11.5% 0 -
Others 56 10.0% 22 5.7% 14 16.1% 6 20.1%
Unknown 16 2.9% 9 2.4% 2 2.3% 1 3.3%
Sub-total: 140 25.1% 75 19.6% 33 37.9% 9 30.0%
TOTAL: 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100%

*This column incorporates complaints from all sources as well as KSP, KSIR, and KCIW.
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Figure 12

Assessments of Complaints

(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

(a) (b) (c) (d)
A1l Assessments* KSP Assessments KSIR Assessments KCIW Assessments

Assessments: Number|Percent - Number|Percent - Number|Percent Kumber|Percent
Discrepant Action 346 62.0% 272 71.0% 45 51.7% 12 40.0%
Policy Issue 31 5.5% 20 5.2% 4 4.6% 3 10.0%
Explanation 40 7.2% 29 7.6% 5 5.8% 2 6.7%
OQutside

Jurisdiction 56 10.0% 21 5.5% 13 14.9% 3 10.0%
Not Conducive to

Investigation 58 10.4% 27 7.0% 14 16.1% 8 26.7%
Crisis 6 1.1% 5 1.3% 0 -- 0 -
Unknown 21 3.8% g9 2.4% 6 6.9% 2 6.6%
Total: 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100%

* This column incorporates complaints from all sources, as well as KSP, KSIR,

and KCIW.
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Figure 13

Dispositions of Complaints
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

(a) (b) (c) (d)

A1l KSP KSIR KCIW
Dispositions* Dispositions Dispositions Dispositions
Dispositions: Number| Percent Number] Percent Number| Percent Number| Percent
Direct Intervention
Between Complainant
and the Department
- of Corrections:
Recommendation for
Corrective Action:
Fully Accepted 91 | 16.3% 76 19.84 6 6.9 4 13.4%
Partially Accepted 5 .9% 4 1.0% 0 -- 0 -—
Not Accepted 3 . 6% 2 .5% 1 1.2% 0 -
Faci]i@ateq
Communication 37 6.6 14 3.7% 17 19.5% 0 -
Observed and
Monitored 76. 13.6% 56 14.6% 8 9.2% 8 | 26.7%
Unfounded 61 10.9% 50 13.1% 6 6.9% 1 3.3%
Sub-total: 273 48.9%4 202 52.7% 38 43.7%. 13 43.4%
Indirect Intervention
Between Complainant
and the Department
of Corrections:
Information and
Referral 143 25.6% 79 20.6% 25 28.8% 9 30.0%
Incompleted
Intervention:
Withdrawn 94 16.9% 68 17.8% 13 14.9% 7 23.3%
Solved Prior 48 8.6% 34 8.9% 11 12.6% 1 3.3%
Sub-total: 142 25.5% 102 26.7% 24 27.5% 8 26.6%
Total: 558 100% 383 100% 87 100% 30 100%

* This column incorporates complaints from all sources as well as KSP, KSIR, and KCIW.
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Figure 14

Management Levels at Which Complaints Were Resolved
(June 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)

Levels within the

Department of A11 Complaints* KSP Complaints KSIR Complaiats KCIW Complaints
Corrections Number| Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent Number|Percent
Line 79 14.2% 59 15.4% 7 8.1% 3 10.0%
Line Supervisors 117 21.0% 96 25.1% 12 13.8% 2 6.7%
Professional Staff 45 8.1% 3% ; 9.1% 7 8.0% 2 6.7%
Middle Management 31 5.6% 18 4.7% 2 2.3% 3 10.0%
Directors 36 6.4% 27 7.1% 2 2.3% 4 13.3%
Secratary 6 1.1% 2 .5% 2 2.3% 0 -
Sub-total 314 | 56.4% 237 | 61.9% 32 | 36.84 14 | 46.7%
Levels External to

the Department of

Corrections 26 4.6% 15 3.9% 7 8.0% 1 3.3%
Referral Resources 23 4.1% 12 3.1% 4 4.6% 1 3.3%
Sub-total 49 8.7% 27 7.0% 11 12.6% 2 6.6% f
None 195 34.9% 119 31.1% 44 | 50.6% 14 46.7%
Total 558 100% 383 100% 8/ 100% 30 100%

* This column incorporates complaints from all sources as well as KSP, KSIR, and KCIW.
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Figure 15

Contacts Made in Resolving Complaints
(July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979)
(a)

Comparison of Number of
Complaints with Contacts

Total Number of _Average Percentage
Contacts Complaints Number of  of Contacts
per per Contacts per per
Institutions Institution Institution Complaint Institution
KSP 2,720 3 383 = 7.1 72.6%
KSIR 496 L 87 = 5.7 13.3%
KCIW 145 : 30 = 4.8 3.9%
Other 383 : 58 = 6.6 10.2%
Total: 3,744 s 558 = 6.7 100%
. (b)
Individual Contacts
Complainant DOC Staff Qutside DOC Total
KSP 1,382 + 1,103 + 235 = 2,720
KSIR 250 + 153 &+ 93 = 496
KCIW 88 + 36 21 = 145
Other 190 + 101 & 92 = 383
Total: 1,910 + 1,343 441 = 3,744
Percent: (51%) +  (37.2%) (11.8%) = (100%)
(c)
Form of Contact
Letter Personal Phone Total
KSP 658 + 1,804 + 258 2,720
KSIR 280 + 125 + 91 496
KCIW 61 + 67 + 17 145
Other 138 + 95 + 150 383
Total: 1,137 + 2,091 + 516 3,744
Percent: - (30.4%) + (55.8%) + (13.8%) (100%)

- B0 -



Appendix I

STAFF BIOGRAPHIES

Preston N. Barton, II -~ Ombudsman

Preston Barton is a member of the Board of Directors of the United States
Association of Ombudsmen, the Ombudsman Advisory Committee of the International
Bar Association and the Academy of Certified Social Workers (ACSW). He is a
Licensed Specialist Clinical Social Worker (LSCSW). He attended Willington
College in Willington, Ohio and holds a Bachelor's Degree (1965) with a concentra-
tion in Social Welfare from the School of Education at Temple University in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. He completed the two years Master's Degree program
in Social Work at the University of Pennsylvania School of Social Work, in
Philadelphia. During his senior year in college and two years in graduate
training, he did field training at the Pennsylvania Prison Society, also in
Philadelphia. At this now 192 year old private agency dedicated to prison
reform and the provision of direct services to prisoners and releasees, he
provided short and Tong term counseling with adult inmates and parolees, and
with some youthful offenders and their parents.

After graduation, he remained at the Prison Society as a staff member for
nearly a year before entering the U.S. Army with a direct commission as a captain.
Following two months of Medical Service Corps training, he was assigned to the
U.S. Arimy Correctional Training Facility at Fort Riley, Kansas, in May, 1968.
Two months later, this innovative facility began operations, with a capacity
of accomodating 2,000 prisoners at one time and involving over 10,000 men in its
program in a 12-month period. In addition to providing consultative and direct
social work services, he was one of the designers and developers of a self-help
counseling program. He became the military liaison afficer and supervisor of
the eight member staff of this program which was operated under a contract with
the 7th Step Foundation of Topeka, Inc.

Upon completion of his military obligation in March, 1971, Preston and his
wife, Jean, moved to Topeka where he became the Administrator and Social Work
Consultant to the ex-offender staff of the Topeka 7th Step Program. Additionally,
he was a part-time instructor in the Sociology Department at Washburn University.
In September, 1972, he received an appointment as Assistant Professor at the
University of Kansas School of Social Welfare. He was responsible for a field
training unit in Topeka, as well as having classroom teaching, administrative
and committee assignments. As a result of this experience, he co-authored an
article entitled, "Structuring Social Work Services in the Legal Setting," which
was published in the April, 1975, issue of Socjal Casework. After teaching for
two years, he left to accept a Social Work Fellowship in the 12-month Post
Master's Social Work Training Program in the Menninger School of Psychiatry. While
participating in this program during 1974 and 1975, he did his practicum in ciinical
social work at the C.F. Menninger Memorial Adult Hospital.

In addition to his formal work and training experience, Preston has been

“active in continuing education and community service programs. He has done study

and training in group dynamics, including such experiential seminars as "Human
Relations,” "Factors and Planned Change," "Theory and Practice of Training,"

and "Executive Seminars," sponsored by Temple University, The National Training
Laboratory Institute, and the Menninger Foundation. Other continuing educational
involvement has included such areas as "Institutional Techniques," "Social Research,"
“Pschopharmacology,” and a variety of programs relating to corrections including
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volunteers in corrections, hostage negotiations, inmate grievance procedures, and
negotijations and collective bargaining. Preston was a delegate to the First
International Ombudsman Conference in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada (1976), and the
First and Second U, S. Association of Ombudsmen Conferences held respectively in
Seattle, Washington (1977) and Dayton, Ohio (1978). He participated in the U. S.
Conferences as a panel reactor and workshop facilitator.

He was previouslyactive as a volunteer, consultant and board member of
various community organizations. These included the Shawnee County Community
Resources Council, the Kansas Council on Crime and Delinquency, the 7th Step
Foundation of Topeka, Inc., the Citizens' Jail Survey Project for Kansas, the
Shawnee County Youth Center and the Topeka Chapter of the Kansas Council on
Crime and Delinquency for which he served as Chairman. Currently, he is a
member of the National Association of Social Workers, the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, the Otto Rank Association, the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, and the American Correctionail Association.

It was with this background of having functioned in correctional, educa-
tional and psychiatric settings from the perspectives of institutional staff
members, offenders, ex-offenders, and community volunteers that he was
appointed Corrections Ombudsman on September 15, 1975, by the Corrections
Ombudsman Board. In this capacity he also functions as Executive Secretary
to the Board.

David R. Jensen -- Ombudsman Associate

David was appointed Ombudsman Associate in August, 1978. His duties include
handling complaints primarily at the Kansas State Penitentiary and the Kansas State
Industrial Reformatory, and compiling and presenting the Office's statistical
research.

David traces his career in corrections back to a series of chance events.
After graduating from high school, David had no idea where he wanted to attend
college, or what field he wanted to pursue. However, when the football coach
from Washburn Unijversity in Topeka offered David a scholarship to play football,
it was an easy decision. Once at Washburn, David happened to overhear another
student talking about a psychology practicum with the Shawnee County Adult
Probation Office. His curiousity aroused, David enrolled in the course. After
finding the work to be challenging and rewarding, he checked around and found
that Washburn actually offered a major in Corrections. David signed up for a
Corrections internship with the same office, but his internship was shorter than
expected because he was hired as an adult probation officer in March, 1973.
Working full-time, David hung on to complete his requirements for a Bachelor
of Arts degree with a double major in Psychology and Corrections in August, 1974.
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David worked for three and a half years as an adult probation officer
for Shawnee County Adult Probation, which became a part of the consolidated
Shawnee County Court Services. As an adult probation officer, David's
primary duties were to prepare pre-sentence investigations, and to counsel and
supervise adults convicted in the magistrate and district courts. From
May, 1976 until the end of August, 1976, David also worked weekends as a
juvenile intake officer with Court Services. His responsibilities were to
evaluate and make decisions as to detention and/or processing youths through
or outside the court system. While with Court Services, David also served as
a volunteer probation sponsor, went on a week-long canoe trip to Minnesota
with a group of court-referred youths, and worked with a drug "rap group"
as a volunteer Jeader.

In August, 1976, David resigned from Court Services to attend the
two-year Social Work graduate program at the University of Kansas School
of Social Welfare. As a part of his requirements for the first year,
David spent two to three davs a week in field training in the Ombudsman
Office. His work included handling complaints at the Kansas State Peniten-
tiary, and assisting in the preparation of the "Report on the Adjustment ;
and Treatment Building at the Kansas State Penitentiary." During his 1
second year, David gained clinical experience by spending three days :
a week in field work training with Shawnee County Mental Health Services
in Topeka. David provided indjvidual, marital, and family counseling; and
co-led a couples group. In order to survive while attending graduate school, :
David worked the following part-time jobs: graduate research assistant, E
Criminal Justice Department, Washburn University; summer field supervisor, :
Topeka Department of Labor Services; administrative assistant, Unjversity
of Kansas, School of Social Welfare; and GED instructor for Court Services.

After graduating in May, 1978 with a Masters Degree in Social Work,
David returned to Washburn University's Criminal Justice Department, and
spent an enjoyable summer serving as correctional intern coordinator and
teaching an introductory course to Corrections. He Teft Washburn University
at the end of the summer to accept the Ombudsman Associate position.

In addition to his formal educational experiences, David developed
his skills prior to joining the Ombudsman Office by participating in the (
following workshops and seminars: drug education, reality therapy, '
gestalt therapy, alcholism, group work, assertiveness training, and !
probation and parole techniques. While with the Ombudsman 0ffice, David ‘
has attended the following wurkshops and seminars: "Introduction to
Personnel Policies and Procedures,” "Investigations in Ombudsman Offices",
“Managerial Probiem-solving and Decision-making," "Correctional Management
Training", "The Microcomputer Revolution and the Small or Medium-sized
Agency", and "Effective Report Writing".
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Pamela S. Goodman -- Administrative Secretary

Pam has served the O0ffice of the Ombudsman for Corrections as Administrative
Secretary since September, 1978. Besides the more fulfilling office tasks --
sharpening pencils and cleaning the coffee area -- Pam's responsibilities include
things such as secretarial support, maintaining the Tibrary, assisting in the
compilation of the Office's statistical data, and financial recordkeeping. One
major responsibility Pam handles jointly with the Ombudsman is assisting the
Corrections Ombudsman Board. The two also tackle such things as writing grants,
budgets, and annual reports.

After graduating from high school, where her wgior interests included
debate, forensics and music (vocal, instrumental and theory), Pam attended a
year of college at Faith Baptist Bible College in Ankeny, Iowa. Since that
time she has furthered her studies in many diverse areas -- from auto mechanics
to wood carving. Before beginning with the Ombudsman O0ffice, she attended
seminars on assertiveness training and time management. She has since attended
seminars on "Investigations in Ombudsman Offices", "Effective Report Writing",
and "The Microcomputer Revolution and the Small or Medium-sized Agency."

Pam's previous job experiences include sales work, and secretarial work
with the city and county. Her county governmental experience was with the Shawnee
County Treasurer's Office. Her city experience was with the Topeka Public
Schools where she was the secretary for the Instructional Specialist of Music
and the Instructional Specialist of Foreign Languages. Some things unique
to this position were maintaining the system's Central Music Library,
learning to type on a Russian typewriter (and not being able to read -- never
mind proofread what was just typed), trying to relate to an overseas telephone
operator who spoke only Spanish, knowing all the while her only foreign
language training was in French, and being a 1ittle green elf for some
elementary school children during the Christmas season!!

Her interests 1ie in many fields. She enjoys participating in sports Tlike
basketball, football, tennis and swimming; creating and 1istening to music;
making crafts; cooking; and spending time with her family and friends.

Pam has found her work with the Ombudsman Office both fulfilling and
rewarding. She is looking forward to learning much more about Ombudsmanry,
the corrections system, people in general, and mostly herself while serving
with the Office.

Mary A. David -- Graduate Student

Mary David joined the staff of the O0ffice of the Ombudsman as a graduate
student of Kansas University's School of Social Welfare. During the academic i
year of 1978 - 1979, she provided assistance for complaint handling at the
Kansas State Penitentiary for men.
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Before coming to work at the Ombudsman Office, Mary had been employed by
the Hutchinson, Kansas, Community College. In the position of College Counselor,
she was located at the Kansas State Industrial Reformatory for the purpose of
advising inmates participating in the Reformatory's Asscciate of Arts degree
program. As the program was contracted by the Community College, Mary was
responsible for providing special student services to the inmates, such as
personal counseling, liaison between the student and instructor, coordination
of the curriculum, and the schedule and organization of the awards and graduation
ceremony.

While 1iving in Hutchinson, Mary also became involved as a volunteer
"parent-aide" for the local Social and Rehabilitative Services O0ffice. As a
parent~aide, she was assigned to several Protective Services cases to provide
intensive support services to the family. Other experiences of Mary's include:
being a houseparent in d residential treatment facility, substitute teaching
and working as a hospital pharmacy technician.

Aside from school and work, Mary has a wide range of interests -- making
pottery, quilting, reading, music, and sharing good times with close friends.
One of her greatest loves is traveling. In the past few years, she has
traveled to several European countries and the Asian countries of India and
Nepal. Mary finds that experiencing another culture helps her to gain a better
perspective of her own culture.
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Appendix 11
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Categories of Complaints

A. Care and Maintenance:

1.
2.

(3

4.
5.
6.

Food - Preparation and serving of food.

Medical (Physical) - Availability of medical staff, medical facilities, and
treatment. (Includes only somatic and not psychiatric ailments.)

Recordkeeping - Compiling of financial records, computation of sentences,
Tocation of records, and any other recordkeeping procedures.

Visiting - Management of inmate visiting Tlists and visits.
Physical Facilities -~ Condition of physical facilities at an institution.
Mail - Sending and receiving correspondence and packages.

B. Safety and Security:

7.
8.

Physical Threat - Threats or incidents of bodily harm.

Property Loss/Physical Disability - Loss, destruction or theft of personal
property; and permanent disability injuries.

C. Maintenance of Institutional Qrder:

9.
10.

Disciplinary Procedures - Inmate rules and the disciplinary process.

Dajly Routine - Practices, expectations, scheduled activities, and the 1ike
which govern institutional 1ife and conditions.

D. Rehabilitation:

11,

12.
13.

14,

15.

Inmate Activity Group - Institutional and Departmental relations with
inmate self-help groups and their outside sponsoring organizations.

Parole - Complaints relating to the Kansas Adult Authority.

Counseling and Mental Health - Availability of professional counseling and
services, and utilization of psychopharmacological medications and psychiatric
evaluations.

Education, Work, Training - Assignment and termination of work or educational/
vocational training programs; the development and carrying out of rehabilita-
tion programs.

Custody Status, Parole Eligibility, and Transfers - Process of forming and

reporting decisions about custody Tevel, certification to see the Kansas
Adult Authority, home furioughs, funeral visits, and institutional and
cell house transfers.
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E.

Miscellaneous:

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

Internal Grievance Procedure - Management of inmate complaints through
informal and formal steps of the Department of Corrections' Inmate
Grievance Procedure

Complaints Against Staff - Prejudicial and arbitrary behavior.
Legal - Court procedures and the processing of legal documents.

Other - Complaints which do not fit within any of the above categories,
or are from staff (except for property loss).

Unknown - Withdrawn or solved prior to the collection of sufficient
information to categorize.

Assessments of Complaints:

A.

o

O

Discrepant Action - Behavior, decisions, and actions allegedly discrepant

from the policy and procedures or the state law.

Policy Issue- Rules, regulations, guidelines, procedures, policies or laws
which are allegedly problematic. :

Explanation - Administrative decision unclear or inadequately explained.

Qutside Jurisdiction - Beyond statutory power to investigate.

Not Conducive to Investigation - Beyond current capacity to handle, beyond

current Tevel of expertise, global in nature, data not conducive to verifi-
cation, frivolous, date of occurrence too old, or complainant does not have a
sufficient stake in the issue.

Crisis - A current or impending danger, requiring usual Ombudsman procedures
to be set aside.

Unknown - Withdrawn or solved prior to the collection of sufficient

information to assess.

Dispositijons of Complaints

A.

Direct Intervention Between Complainant and the Department of Corrections:

1.

Recommendation for Corrective Action - A verbal and/or written recommendation
for some administrative action. Three possible responses: a) Fully
Accepted; b) Partially Accepted; and c) Not Accepted.

Facilitated Communication - Direct or indirect bridging of communication
between parties.

Observed and Monitored - Ombudsman presence in a situation for the purpose
of preventing deviations from policy or preventing susceptibility of false
allegations of such.

Unfounded Complaints - No basis in fact; totally without merit.
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B. Indirect Intervention Between the Complainant and the Department of Corrections.

5. Information and/or Referral - Complainant provided with information on how
to solve problem, and/or referred to other resources. Also, information
provided about operation of Ombudsman Office, Department of Corrections,
and other agencies.

bithdrawn - Complainant requested Ombudsman take no further action, or failed
to follow through with requests or recommendations made by Ombudsman.

7. Solved Prior - Resolved before completion of Ombudsman's investigation and
report of his findings.

()]

Management Levels within the Department of Corrections involved in the
Resolution of Complaints

=

Line Staff - Main institutional work force; clerical staff; Correctional Officers
T and I1; detail officers and maintenance staff.

B. Line Supervisors - Correctional Supervisors I and II {Lieutenants and Captains),
and all Unit Team members.

C. Professional Staff - Staff members operating in a professional or para-professional
capacity in the medical, legal, mental health, religious, educational and training
fields.

D. Middle Management - Supervises two or more Tine supervisors, and/or has
major programmatic responsibilities.

E. Directors - Institutional Directors and Deputy Directors.
F. Secretary - The Secretary of Corrections and Deputy Secretaries.

G. Referral Resources - Legal Services for Prisoners, Inc., the Kansas Adult Authority,
and other resources.

H. External to Department of Corrections - 0ffice of the Governor, the Legislature,
and the press.

I. None - None of the above Tevels were involved in the resoiution.
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Appendix III

STATUTORY CITATIONS

.

Article 74.—CORRECTIONS
OMBUDSMAN BOARD

Cross Reference to Related Sections:

Department of corrections, correctional institutions, see
ch. 75, art. 52.

74-7401. Corrections ombudsman board;
composition; appointment; terms; vacancies;
officers; compensation and expenses; powers
and duties; access to corrections records and
facilities. (a) There is hereby established and
created as an independent agency within the
executive branch of state government, the
corrections ombudsman board, Prior to
September 1, 1980, such board shall consist of
fifteen (15) members, three (3) of whom shall be
appointed by the governor; three (3) of whom
shall be appointed by the attorney general; three
(3) of whom shall be appointed by the chief
justice of the supreme court; three (3) of whom
shall be appointed by the speaker of the house of
representatives; and, three (3) of whom shall be
appointed by the president of the senate. Onand
after September 1, 1980, such board shall consist
of ten (10) members, two (2) of whom shall be
appointed by the governor, two (2) of whom
shall be appointed by the attorney general; two
(2) of whom shall be appointed by the chief
justice of the supreme court; two (2) of whom
shall be appointed by the speaker of the house of
representatives; and, two (2) of whom shall be
appointed by the president of the senate.

The members of said board shall hold their
respective offices for a term of four (4) years and
until their successors are appointed and
qualified. On September 1 of each fourth year
thereafter, the governor, attorney general, chief
justice of the supreme court, speaker of the
house of representatives and the president of the
senate shall each appoint one member to sich
board. On September 1, 1980, and on
September 1 of each fourth year thereafter, the
governor, attorney general, chief justice of the
supreme court, speaker of the house of
representatives and the president of the senate
shall each appoint one member to such board.
Members serving on such board on the effective
date of this act shall serve as members of the
corrections ombudsman board for the
remainders of the respective terms for which
appointed. In case of a vacancy on such board,
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the person appointing the member creating the
vacancy shall appoint a successor who shall
serve for the remainder of the term of the
member creating such vacancy. The members of
such board shall be selected as far as practicable
so that they will be residents of different parts of
the state,

(b) The board shall select a chairperson from
among its members. The board shall meet upon
the call of the chairperson, or upon the call of the
majority of the members of such board. A
majority of the members of such board shall
constitute a quorum to do business.

(c) Members of the board attending meetings
of such board, or attending a subcommittee
meeting thereof authorized by such board, shall
be paid compensation as provided in subsection
(a) of K.S.A. 75-3223, and amendments thereto,
and in addition thereto the amounts provided in
subsection (e) of K.S.A. 75-3223 and
amendments thereto.

(d) the board shall have the following powers
and duties:

(1) Appoint and supervise the activities of the
ombudsman of corrections and establish the
amount of compensation to be paid to such
ombudsman as provided by K.S.A. 1978 Supp.
74-7403 or any amendments thereta.

(2) Adopt and file with the division of budget
its budget estimates for the operation of the
board and the office of the ombudsman of
corrections.

(3) Make recommendations to the secretary of
corrections concerning policies, procedures and
administrative actions of the department of
corrections, which recommendations shall not
be binding upon the secretary.

{e) The secretary of corrections shall provide
members of the board with access to records not
otherwise privileged by law and with reasonable
access to facilities and persons under the
jurisdiction of the secretary subject to conditions
and time limitations the secretary may establish
in order to insure the orderly operation of the
correctional institutions.

History: K.S.A. 75-5230; L. 1978, ch. 370, § I,
July 1.

Revisor's Note:
Section transferred from 75-5230.




74-7402. Same; approval of expenditures;
personnel and accounting services provided by
the secretary of corrections. All vouchers for
expenditures from appropriations to the
corrections ombudsman board shall be
approved by the chairperson or by the
ombudsman when the same is authorized by the
board. The secretary of vorrections shall provide
the board and the office of the ombudsman with
necessary personnel and accounting services.

History: L. 1978, ch. 370 § 2; July 1.
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74-7403. Ombudsman of corrections;
appointment; - duties; compensation: office
space; employees; complaints forwarded to
secretary of corrections. The board shall appoint
an ombudsman of corrections who shali serve at
the pleasure of such board. Such ombudsman
shall act as secretary of such board and-shall
perform such other duties and functions as may
be required by the board. The compensation
paid to such ombudsman shall be fixed by the
board subject to approval by the governor, The
secretary of administration shall provide the
ombudsman with office space at Topeka. The
ombudsman may appoint such employees as
may be necessary to carry out the duties of the
office of ombudsman of corrections and as are
within available appropriations, and such
employees shall be in the unclassified service
under the Kansas civil service act. Any
misfeasance or discrepancy in administration or
any unreasonable treatment of inmates in the
custody of the secretary of corrections which
such ombudsman discovers or the inmates bring
to his or her attention shall be brought to the
attention of the secretary of corrections and shall
be made known in periodic reports and in an
annual report issued by the ombudsman to the
board. The ombudsman shall forward
complaints and grievances directly to the
secretary of corrections for consideration by the
secretary.

History: K.S.A. 75-5231; L. 1978, ch. 370, § 3;
L. 1978, ch, 330, § 41; July 1.

Revisor’s Note;
Section transferred from 75-5231.
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Appendix IV

Distances in Miles o Department of Comrections' Adult Cornectional Facillities
grom the Ombudsman Of4ice in Topeka

Topeka 65 KSP

keuT
KRDC
TUR

THC

KC1W

KCIW - Kansas Comnectional Institution for Women, Lansing
KCVUTC - Kamsas Correctional-Vocational Thaining Center, Topeka
KRDC - Kansas Reception and Diagnostic Centern, Topeka

KSIR - Kansas Industrial Reformatorny, Hutchinson

KSP
THC
TWR
WwR

i

1

Kansas State Penitentlany, Topeka
Toronto Honor Camp, Toronto
Topeka Work Relfease, Topeha
Wichita Work Release, Wichita
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL FOR GENERAL
JURISDICTION STATE OMBUDSMAN

Session of 1979

HOUSE BILL No. 2281

By Representatives Gibson, Cooper, Eddy, Foster, Heinemann,
D., Hensley, Hess and Sughrue

1.31

AN ACT creating the office of ombudsman; authorizing the
investigation of certain administrative acts of certain state
agencies and establishing standards and procedures therefor;
providing for reports of opinions and recommendations with
respect to such administrative acts; prohibiting certain acts
and prescribing penalties therefor.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the Staie of Kansas:

Section 1. As used in this act:

(a) “‘Administrative act” means any action, omission, deci-
sion, recommendation, practice or procedure of a state agency,
but does not include the preparation or presentation of legislation
by a state agency.

(b) “‘Stage agency” means any state officer, office, depart-
ment, institution, commission, board, authority or other govern-
mental entity, or any officer, employee or member thereof acting
or purporting to act in the exercise of his or her official duties, but
does not include:

(1) The legislature or any committee, council, officer, member
or employee thereof;

(2) any justice, judge, commissioner, council, commission,
officer or employee of the judicial branch; or

(3) any political subdivision of the state or any agency, officer
or employee thereof.

Sec. 2. (a) There is creuted in the legislative branch of the
state government the office of ombudsman.

(b) The ombudsman shall be appointed by the ombudsman
selection committee as provided in section 2. subject to confir-
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HB 2281
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legislature. The first person appointed to the office of ombuds-
man under this act shall be appointed on or before January 1,
1980, and shall take office on that date, subject to confirmation by
the legislature.

(¢) The ombudsman shall serve for a term of four (4) years
from the date he or she takes office. No person shall serve as
ombudsman for more than th-ee {3) terms. If the term of an
ombudsman expires prior to the appointment of a successor, the
incumbent ombudsman may continue in office until a successor
is appointed. If a vacancy occurs in the office of ombudsman for
any reason other than expiration of a term, the deputy ombuds-
man shall become acting ombudsman until a successor is ap-
pointed, and such successor shall be appointed for a full term.

(d) The ombudsman shall be in the unclassified civil service
of the Kansas civil service act and shall receive an annual salary
equal to that paid by the state to district judges.

See. 3. (a) There shall be appointed, at the times provided in
subsection (b), an ombudsman selection committee which shall
be composed of three (3) state senators, to be appointed by the
president of the senate and three (3) state representatives, to be
appointed by the speaker of the house of representatives. At least
one member from each house shall be of the minority party.

(b) The ombudsman selection committee shall be appointed:

(1) Not less than ninety (90) days prior to January 1, 1980;

{2) notless than ninety (90) days prior to the expiration of the
term of any ombudsman; and

(3) not more than fifteen (15) days after a vacancy occurs in
the office of ombudsman for any reason other than expiration of
the term of an ombudsman.

(¢) Upon appointment, the ombudsman selection committee
shall organize by electing from among its membership a chair-
person and vice-chairperson.

(d) The ombudsman selection committee shall meet on call of
the chairperson during the legislative session when authorized by
the president of the senate and the speaker of the house of
representatives and in the interim when authorized by the legis-
lative coordinating council.
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(e) Any four (4) members of the ombudsman selection com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum for action by the committee, and
such action may be taken by a majority of those members present.

(f) Members of the ombudsman selection committee shall
serve until an ombudsman appointed by the committee is con-
firmed by a majority of the members of each house of the
legislature.

(g) The joint ombudsman selection committee shall examine
the qualifications and ability of persons who are candidates for
appointment to the office of ombudsman. The committee shall
appoint a person to such office and shall submit the appointment
to the legislature for confirmation at the next legislative session
following such appointment. A person appointed as ombudsman
may take office pending confirmation by the legislature.

Sec. 4. (a) No person shall serve as ombudsman:

(1) While such person is a candidate for or holds any other
national or state office; or

(2) while such person is engaged in any other occupation for
which such person receives compensation.

(b) No person who serves as ombudsman shall become a
candidate for any national or state office within two (2) years
from the date such person vacates the office of ombudsman.

(¢) It is essential that the nonpartisan mnature, integrity and
impartiality of the ombudsman’s functions and services be
maintained. The ombudsman and members of the ombudsman’s
staff may not join, support or otherwise participate in a partisan
political organization, faction or activity, including, but not lim-
ited to, the making of political contributions. However, this
subsection shall not restrict the ombudsman or members of the
ombudsman’s staff from expressing private opinions, declaring a
party affiliation or voting.

Sec. 5. The legislature, by a concurrent resolution adopted by
aroll call vote of two-thirds of the members in each house entered
in the journals, may remove or suspend the ombudsman from
office, but only for neglect of duty, misconduct or disability.

Sec. 6. (a) The ombudsman may employ a deputy ombuds-
man and shall employ such assistants and clerical personnel as
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necessary to carry out the provisions of this act. At least one of the
ombudsman’s assistants shall be an attorney licensed to practice
law in this state.

(b) The ombudsman may delegate to his or her deputy or
assistants any of his or her duties except those specified in section
17 and subsections (a) and (b) of section 18; however, during the
ombudsman’s absence from his or her office, the ombudsman
may delegate the duties specified in section 17 and subsections
(a) and (b) of section 18 to his or her deputy for the period of the
absence. Duties specified in section 17 and subsections (a) and
(b) of section 18 shall be performed by the deputy when such
deputy is serving as acting ombudsman under section 2.

(¢) The office of ombudsman shall be under the direct super-
vision of the ombudsman. All employees in the ombudsman’s
office shall be in the unclassified civil service of the Kansas civil
service act and shall be employed by and responsible to the
ombudsman, who shall fix the compensation of each employee,
within appropriations available therefor.

(d) The ombudsman and employees in the ombudsman’s of-
fice shall be covered by the state group health plan and Kansas
public employees retirement system to the same extent as other
state employees and shall receive travel expenses and subsistence
allowances as provided for other state employees.

(e) Thebudget estimate of the ombudsman shall be submitted
by the office to the director of the budget as other budget
estimates are submitted.

(f} The office of the ombudsman shall be located in the city of
Topeka. The legislative coordinating council shall provide suit-
able office space and equipment for the ombudsman and the
ombudsman’s staff.

Sec. 7. The ombudsman shall establish procedures for re-
ceiving and processing complaints, conducting investigations,
and reporting findings. The ombudsman shall not charge any fee
for the submission or investigation of complaints.

Sec. 8. (a) The ombudsman shall have jurisdiction to inves-
tigate the administrative acts of state agencies.

(b) The ombudsman may exercise his or her powers without
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regard to the finality of an administrative act.

Sec. 9. The ombudsman shall investigate any complaint
which is an appropriate subject for investigation under section
12, unless the ombudsman reasonably believes that:

(a) There is presently available an adequate remedy for the
grievance stated in the complaint;

{b) the complaint relates to a matter that is outside the juris-
diction of the ombudsman;

{c) the complaint relates to an administrative act of which the
complainant has had knowledge for an unreasonable length of
time before the complaint was submitted;

(d) the complainant does not have a sufficient personal inter-
est in the subject matter of the complaint;

(e} the complaint is trivial or made in bad faith; or

{f) the resources of the ombudsman’s office are insufficient
for adequate investigation.

Sec. 10. The ombudsman may investigate the administrative
act of any state agency on his or her own motion if the ombuds-
man reasonably believes that it is an appropriate subject for
investigation under section 12,

Sec. 11. (a) If the ombudsman decides not to investigate a
complaint, the ormmbudsman shall inform the complainant of that
decision and shall state the reasons therefor.

(b) If the ombudsman decides to investigate a complaint, the
ombudsman shall notify the complainant of his or her decision.

(¢) 1If the ombudsman decides to investigate a complaint, the
ombudsman shall notify the agency of his or her intention to
investigate unless the ombudsman believes that advance notice
will unduly hinder the investigation or make it ineffectual.

Sec. 12. (a) An appropriate subject for investigation by the
ombudsman is an administrative act of any state agency which
the ombudsman has reason to believe might be:

(1) Contrary to law;

(2) unreasonable, unfair, oppressive, arbitrary, capricious,
and abuse of discretion or unnecessarily discriminatory, even
though in accordance with law;

(3) based on a mistake of fact;
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(4) b sed on improper or irrelevant grounds;

(5) unsupported by an adequate statement of reasons;

(6) performed in an inefficient or discourteous manner; or

(7) otherwise erroneous.

(b) The ombudsman may investigate to find an appropriate
remedy.

Sec. 13. The ombudsman shall not have the jurisdiction to
investigate or take action upon any matter which is within the
jurisdiction of the ombudsman of corrections under K.S.A. 1578
Supp. 74-7403 and amendments thereto unless such matter is
referred to the ombudsman by the ombudsman of corrections.

Sec. 14. (a) In an investigation, the ombudsman may:

(1)  Make inquiries and obtain information as the ombudsman
considers necessary;

(2) enter without notice to inspect the premises of any state
agency, but only when agency personnel are present; and

(3) hold private hearings.

(b) The ombudsman shall maintain confidentiality with re-
spect to all matters and the identities of the complainants or
witnesses coming before the ombudsman except insofar as dis-
closures may be necessary to enable the ombudsman to carry out
his or her duties and to support his or her recommendations.

Sec. 15. (a) Subject to the privileges which witnesses have in
the courts of this state, the ombudsman may:

(1) Compel by subpoena, at a specified time and place, the
appearance and sworn testimony of a person who the ombuds-
man reasonably believes may be able to give information relating
to a matter under investigation; and

(2) compel a person, by subpoena, to produce documents,
papers, or objects which the ombudsman reasonably believes
may relate to the matter under investigation.

(b) If a person refuses to comply with a subpoena issued
under (a) of this section, the district court of any county may, on
application of the ombudsman, compel obedience by proceed-
ings for contempt in the same manner as in the case of disobedi-
ence to the requirements of a subpoena issued by the court or
refusal to testify in the court.

- 70 -

e s g g ey



0246

0251
0252
0253

0255
0256
0257

0259

0261
0262
0263
0264
0265

0267

HB 2281
7

Sec. 16. Before giving an opinion or recommendation which
is critical of any person or state agency, the ombudsman shall
consult with that agency or person.

Sec. 17. (a) The ombudsman shall report his or her opinion
and recommendations to a state agency if the ombudsman finds,
after investigation, that:

(1) A matter should be further considered by the agency;

(2) an administrative act should be modified or canceled;

(3) a statute or regulation on which an administrative act is
based should be altered;

(4) reasons should be given for an administrative act;

{8) any other action should be taken by the agency;

{6) there are no grounds for action by the agency; or

{7) the agency’s act was arbitrary or capricious, constituted an
abuse of discretion, or was otherwise erroneous or not in accord-
ance with the law.

(b) The ombudsman may request the agency to notify the
ombudsman within a specified time, of any action taken on the
ombudsman’s recommendations.

Sec. 18. (a) Within a reasonable time after the ombudsman
reports his or her spinion and recommendations to a state agency,
the ombudsman may present his or her opinion and recommen-
dations, which shall be accompanied by, any reply of the state
agency, to the governor, the legislature, a grand jury or the public,
as the ombudsman deems appropriate.

(b) If the ombudsman believes there is a breach of duty or
misconduct by an officer or employee of a state agency in the
conduct of official duties, the ombudsman shall refer the matter
to the chief executive officer of the agency or, when appropriate,
to a grand jury or to another appropriate official or agency.

{c) Within a reasonable time after the ombudsman reports his
or her opinion and recommendations to a state agency, the om-
budsman shall notify the complainant of the actions taken by the
ombudsman and by the state agency.

Sec. 19. On or before December 1 of each year, the ombuds-
man shall submit to the legislature and the public an annual
report of the ombudsman’s activities under this act. The om-
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budsman may issue such other periodic or special reports as he or
she deems appropriate.

Sec. 20. No proceeding or decision of the ombudsman may
be reviewed in any court, unless it contravenes the provisions of
this act, and the ombudsman shall have the same immunities
from civil and criminal liability as a judge of this state. The
ombudsman and his or her staff shall not be required to testify in
any court with respect to matters coming te their attention in the
exercise or purported exercise of their official duties.

Sec. 21. Any letter to the ombudsman from a person in the
custody or care of a state agency shall be forwarded immediately,
unopened, to the ombudsman. Any letter from the ombudsman to
aperson in the custody or care of a state agency shall be delivered
immediately, unopened, to the person.

Sec. 22. This act in no way extends the time limit in which
judicial review of agency action must be sought.

Sec. 23. A person who willfully hinders the lawful actions of
the ombudsman or the ombudsman’s staff, or who willfully
refuses to comply with their lawful demands, or who willfully
violates section 21, is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by a
fine of not more than one thousand dollars ($1,000).

Sec. 24. This act shall take effect and be in force from and
after its publication in the statute book.
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Appendix VI

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING GRIEVANCE FORMS
Aprtl 6, 1979

Hu, Patnick D. MeManus
Secretanyy of Corrections
Department of Cornections
535 Kansas Avenue, Suite 200
Agency Mail

Re: Lack of inmate access to gnievance forms at the Kansas State
Industrial Re4ormatory

Pean Mr. MeManus:

This Letten L8 a statement of concern Aegarding fhe formally
established vractice at the Kansas Stute Industaial Refoamatony fe
provide Undit Team membens with the discretionary authonity to
deteanine whethexn on not fo provide an {nmate with an Inmate Grievance
Repont Form. This policy 435 articulated in an intendepartmental
memorandum from Mr. Gary Rayl, Directen, to an L{nmate on Decemben 29,
1978, The memorandum carxies Mn. Rayl's signature bfock although {%
was apparantly sianed by Mn, Josewh A. Ruskowitz, Deputy Director cf
Programs. The following sentences are contalned <n that memorandum:

May T nemind you that gricvance foams are not arbitharnily

passed to (nmates without significant neasor.,., Sheuld a

fegitimate neason anise .in which a grievance L3 warranted,
I am sune the Unit Team will work with you {n dealing with
the matten,

This delegation of authority to the Unit Team to determine whether
on not to alfow an {nmate to f4fe a grievance defeats the veny essence
ok the grnievance pruvecedune, which 44 designed to provide senion administra-
tive neview ¢f the actions of Line and midd€e management staff. I1¢ also
appears To be unnecessary because an inmate £s required to document .in
the grievance his effoats to nesoluve the problfem with Line and middle
management staff membens on to explain why such an effort would be
dnmpractical on endangeting to him.

The Ombudsman 0f4ice has worked closely with the Department o4
Connections in an effont to refine the Deparitment's internal grlievance
procedure in a practical and nealistic mannen. During these conversa-
tions, 1 was assured that inmates were fo recelve Inmate Grievance.
Repont Forms upon wequest, 1 neported that T had neceived nrepeated
but undocumented allegations from inmates at all nstitutions, 4n which
I had been Lnvolved, that they had frem time to fime been refused
Inmate Galevance Repent Foams. The Okfice ok the Secretary of
Conrections stated that such practice was not Deparitmental policy and
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M. Patrnicl D. MeManus Page Twe Manch 25, 1979

tollets. In talking with stag4q on Mawch 12, 13, 14, and 19; Mu. Jensen
Cearned that once the {nmates annive fon thein wecqreation period they cannot
retunn to thedn cells unless peamdission 45 obtained from the Captain's 0444ce.
It was understood that needding to use a toflet {5 not reascen fon an {nmate

to netuwn to his cell. T was atso Ceawed that (4 peamission 5 given and
an {nmate retuns to his cell, that he has t¢ nemain {n his celd and Lose

the privilege of having a 4ull recreation petiod.

Oun investigation shows that thewe {5 a dedinite preblem. This problem
has been (dentiqied by both staff and dmates and effects, with few excep-
tions, the 8§77 immates at KSIR [total inmate population cn Febuuany 2§, 1979
according to Department of Cornections stati{stics). Whife {t {5 a question-
able practice to schedule necreaticon {mmediately aften the evening meal,
Lt 8 centainly an unrealistic practice to expeet the {nmates fo be able
to exencdse forn edthen twe on three houns adter having eaten and not need
to use a toilet. Inmates should not have fo miss reereation perded, o be
returned to thedin cells eanly simply beecause theu ane unabfe to control
thein digestive system and need to wse a teilet. Thus, {t {5 necommended
that access to toilets be provided to dnumates ¢n both the gum and outsdde
tand.  Your consideration o4 this concetn ad xecommendation wiff be
appreciated.

Sincenely, —

Preston N, Batton
Cmbudsman
24

C: Mr. Canl Thamel,
Deputy Secnetany of Management Seqvices
Me. Gany . Rayl,
Dinector of Kansas State Tndustiaial Redonmatory

—
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Department of Corrections

State of Kansas PATRICK D. McMANUS, SECRETARY
535 Kansas Avenue—Suite 200 RECEIVLD
Topeka, Kansas 66603
013 296-3317 Jut 26 1979
OQof ©@

July 24, 1979

Mr. Preston N. Barton II, Ombudsman
Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections
503 Kansas Avenue -~ Suite 539

Topeka, Kansas 66603

Dear Mr. Barton:

This letter will serve to formally confirm the resolu~
tion of the problem you raised relating to lack of inmate
access to grievance forms at the Kansas State Industrial
Reformatory. I am in complete agreement with you that any
effort to impede the smooth and easy access of inmates to
the grievance procedure is a serious matter indeed. The
staff at KSIR agreed completely and the memo which you cited
in your letter was withdrawn and superceded by an institution
order indicating that no staff, at any time, are to refuse
inmates access to the grievance procedure.

In addition, as you know, the temporary regulations
issued by the Department of Corrections contains a very
clear statement in Section 44-13-101 on how grievance report
forms shall be made available. 1In relevant pvart the rule
states in Section B, "Inmate grievance report forms shall |
be made available to all inmates or shall be provided by the |
Unit Team member upon the request of any inmate. No staff
member or employee shall refuse to give an inmate an inmate
grievance report form when such inmate desires to file a
grievance". Section C goes on to state, "No staff or employee
shall refuse to sign and return a Form 9 or the inmate grievance
report form showing that the inmate came to such person for
assistance".

I trust that this will satisfactorily resolve the situa-
tion. I thank you for bringing to our attention an apparent
deviation from this Departmental policy.

Sincerely,

oy o

PATRICK D. McMANUS
Secretary of Corrections
PDM:dja
cc Mr. Carl Tramel, Deputy Secretary
Mr. Bernard J. Dunn, Legal Counsel
Mr. Gary D. Rayl, Dire%%or, KSIR
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RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING TOILET FACILITIES
‘ March 2%, 1979

My, Pasiick D, MceManus
Spenetany o4 Cornrections
Tepantment o4 Correcilons
535 Kansas Avenue, Suite 200
Aaeney Mall

Pean Mq, MeManus:

This {5 a neport of oun Lnvestigaticn into the complaint that
{nmates at the Kansas State Industrial Refoxmatorny (KSIR) do wnot
have access fo foilfets during theirn necreation pendiod.

This situation was necently brought to curn attention when we
necefved Letftens 4rom a total of seven Lumates from KSIR. The
inmates complained that not having access fo foilets duning thein
necheatior perndied 05 unreasonable, and has caused scme Lnmates to
choese net to go to thedr necteation period.

White visditing KSIR duning the week of Marnch 12, 1979, M.
David Jenscn, Ombudsman Associate, {nvestigated and Learned that
{nmates are pmeéentfy abfowed fto Go fo the {nstltution's gym twlice
a week 4en thein necreatfion pendiod. General population inmates
go fo the gym Lin two s$hi{4ts elthen fhom 4:30 p.m. fo 6:30 p.m. or
fnom 6:30 p.m, fe §:30 p.m. Those inmates on the finst shift go
dcnectfu to the gym affen eating thein evening meal, hen the
outside yand owens on Apnil 28, 1979, the inmates sELLL will have
recreation twice a week, but it witl be drnom 4:30 p.m. unddl 7:30 p.m,
ALL o4 the general population Lnmates would then go directly Zo
the Outé&de yand aften eating thedin evening meal. Segregation
and crientation inmates have theirn own necheation schedufes, but
use. the same facllities as othern Linmates.

In touning the qym and outsdide yard areas, Mr. Jensen confinmed
that {nmates do not have access to toilels. There Ls a hestroom
and showen area behind a deorn at one end of £the gym, but staff and
inmates indicated that the doorn was kept Locked because the area
was teo Lsofated and thene had been probfems with homosexual
behavion. Mhile denied access Zo follets, inmates are alfowed to
wse wiinals which are avadilable in the outside yard and in the
avm beiind a hald walf, The Linmates previously had access Zo a
tedlet which was Located next to the wiinal behind the half wall;
but the toilet has sinrve heen nemoved.

Since no todllets cre avallable fon inmates An either the gym
on outsdde yard areas, Mu. Jensen investigated the possibility of
Anmates being allowed to nefunn to thein cells to use their
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Me. Patnick D. McManus Page Two March 28, 1979

tollets, 1In talking with staf4 on March 12, 13, 14, and 19; Mr. Jensen
Leanned that once the inmates awviive forn thein recreation period they cannct
netunn to thein cells unless permission L5 obtained from the Captain's 0444,
It wrs understood that needing to use a follet L8 not reasen fokh an {nmate

to netean to his cell. T1i was also Learned fhat Lf permission {5 given and
an Lnmate retuwns Lo his cell, that he has to nematn in hiis celf and Pose

the privilege of having a 4ubl recheation period.

Our Lnvestigation shows Lhat Therne {4 a definite problem. This prcblem
has been ideatified by both staff and inmates and effects, with few excep-
tions, the 877 inmates at KSIR (total immate population on February 2§, 1979
according to Department o4 Cornections statistics). While Lt 45 a question-
able practice fo Aschedule recreation immediately aiten the evenina meal,
£t 48 centainly an unrealistic practice to expect the inmates ¢ be able
fo exencise fon eilthern two on three howrs agften having eaten and net need
fo use a follet. TInmates should not have fo miss recreation period, or be
neturned fo thein cells early simply because they are wiabfe to control
thein digestive system and need fo use a ftodlet. Thus, 4t {5 recommended
that access to foilets be provided te inmates in beth the gym and cutside
yard. Your consideration of this concern and recommendation will be
appreciated.

Sincenely
doo ) /

Presten N. Barton
Ombudsman
Pag
C: Mr. Canf Thamel,
Deputy Secntilany o4 Management Services
Mr. Gary D. Rayt,
Dinecton of Kansas State Industrnial Redormatony
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Department of Corrections

State of Kansas PATRICK D. McMANUS, SECRETARY

535 Kansas Avenue—Suite 200

Topeka, Kansas 66603
913 206-3317 July 24, 1979

Mr. Preston N. Barton II, Ombudsman
Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections
503 Kansas Avenue - Suite 539

Topeka, Kansas 66603

Dear Mr. Barton:

This is my response to your report on the complaint that
inmates at the Kansas State Industrial Reformatcry do not :
have 2zcess to toilets during their recreation period. §

After considering your report and the institution's
response I have determined that we are not in a position to
respond to that particular situation at this time. While
the situation may cause inconvenience to a few inmates on 1
occasion, it does not seem to be significant enough to justify i
the financial cost or staff commitment necessary to remedy it. l

Thank you for your continuing interest in improving
corrections in Kansas.

Sincerely,

//¥;2E24=<;i2?é;>76¢Wwv,// ;

PATRICK D. McMANUS
Secretary of Corrections

PDM:dja f

cc Mr. Gary Rayl, Director
Kansas State Industrial Reformatory

Mr. Carl Tramel, Deputy Secretary
Kansas Department of Corrections
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SUMMARY

This report is a study of 65 inmate property loss claims received by the
Ombudsman for Corrections from November 1975 through December 1977. Data is
presented describing how these complaints originated, what kinds of personal
property were claimed to be damaged or lost, how damages or Tosses allegedly
occurred, and what was done in response to these claims by the Kansas Depart-
ment of Corrections, the Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections and the
Joint Legislative Committee on Special Claims Against the State. Also an
effort is made to assess delays in reporting losses, delays in reimbursing
valid claims dnd the cost of this reimbursement procedure.

It was found that the cost in terms of the amount of people and number
of agencies involved in the reimbursement procedure is disproportionate
to the value of valid claims. The average amount of money reimbursed to
inmgte claimants was $75.60. The range of reimbursements was from $10.00
to $360.00.

Another concern identified is the Tength of time it takes to reimburse
inmate claimants for Tlegitimate claims. The average amount of time for
those claims studied varied from 11.2 months to 25.4 months. This is not
seen as being adequately responsive to the damages and losses suffered by
the claimants.

Considerable date is presented which suggests that many staff members
and inmate are not aware that redress is available for the damage to or loss
of personal property when in the possession of the state. Indeed, no general
announcement or policy statement has been made regarding the existence of the
claims procedure.

mecommendations for remedying these and other prob]emé in the claims
procedure are recommended to the Secretary of Corrections. Secretary
Jim J. Marquez's response to the study and recommendations is attached to

the report.
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INTRODUCTION

Between November 1975 and December 1977, inmates of the Kansas adult
penal system registered 65 complaints with the Ombudsman Office regarding
losses and damages to their personal property. This study examines the
process by which these personal property complaints were investigated, and
considered for reimbursement by the State.

The State's response to inmates' personal property complaints is an
important issue because of the special significance personal property
takes on when one is confined. Property such as televisions, radios, and
reading material may be an inmate's sole connection to the free world.
Craft tools provide oneof the few means of self expression. The items
of personal property allowed to an inmate may become his symbols of personal
identity. If the State is unresponsive to inmates' losses, it reinforces
an attitude among inmates that they are victims of the correctional system.

Three governmental bodies have a primary role in dealing with inmates’
property loss complaints. These are the Kansas Depariment of Corrections
(DOC), the Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections, and the Joint Legislative
Committee on Special Claims Against the State (Claims Committee). How
property loss complaints were processed by these three bodies will be the
focus of this study. In addition, recommendations will be made for the
re-allocation of responsibilities in the handling of inmate property loss
complaints. The recommendations at the end of this study are seen as means
for making the claims process less expensive to the state and more responsive
to claimants.

PARTISIPANTS IN THE PROPERTY LOSS CLAIMS PROCESS

I. Department of Correction's Role

The Department of Corrections does not have a policy or procedure for
the reimbursement, recovery, or repair of lost or damaged inmate property.
It, therefore, is not able to rectify inmates’' losses, in cases in which
the institution is responsible. In fact, the Department of Corrections
denies any responsibility for Tost or damaged inmate property. According
to the Department of Correction's Administrative Procedure 309, Item #4:
"A11 personally owned inmate property will be at the owner's risk, a
stipulation of which he/she shall be informed.” (sic)

Although the Department of Corrections does have an Inmate Grievance
Procedure through which inmates can file property loss complaints, there
is no provision in the procedure for processing property loss claims through
the Claims Committee.
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I1. Claims Committee's Role

The only recourse ait inmate has for recovery of property which is
lost or damaged by the institution is to forward a notorized claim form
(see Appendix 1) to the Claims Committee. The Claims Committee is a
joint legislative committee composed of 12 state legislators, five from
the Senate, and seven from the House of Representatives. The function of
the Claims Committee is to consider reimbursement of claims against the :
State. It then makes recommendations to the Ways and Means Committee, ;
the conmittee that drafts appropriation bills. Claims are then submitted ?
for approval by the House and the Senate in the form of a bill, when the
Legislature convenes the following year. The Governor must then sign the
bi1l into law. Claims which have been approved at all the preceding levels
are reimbursed by the Division of Accounts and Reports. This process of
reimbursing inmate claims entails a considerable expenditure of time,
manpower, and money by the State.

111. Office of the Ombudsman's Role

The 0ffice of the Ombudsman became involved in the property loss claims
process in October, 1975 (one month after the Office's establishment) at the
request of the Claims Committee., The Ombudsman's contributions to the
process include having provided independent, impartial investigations of
property loss claims, and having created a procedure whereby inmates
could more readily process theiyr claims. This latter contribution was
particularly important in 1ight of the absence of a Department of Correction's
procedure,

To clarify procedures for handling property loss claims, the Ombudsman
sent a memorandum on March 23, 1977 (see Appendix 2) to the Secretary and
the Deputy Secretaries of Corrections, institutional Directors and Deputy
Directors, and the Claims Committee Chairman. The essence of the Ombudsman's
procedure for handling property loss claims is outlined in the following
functions*:

1) Make inmates aware of the procedure by which they can apply for
reimbursement for lost or damaged personal property.

2) Request the institution provide an investigation report regarding
the loss.

3) When the institutional investigation report is deficient, or there
is a discrepancy in the inmate's and institution's versions of the
claim, conduct an independent investigation, seeking:

a) verification of ownership of claimed property,
b) verification of the property's value, and,
c) verification of the circumstances surrounding the loss.

4) Make an assessment of the State's responsibility for the loss.

5) Make the facts under #3 and #4 known to the Claims Committee, the
complainant, and the institutional Director.

6) When deemed appropriate, make a recommendation regarding reimbursement.

* See Appendix 3 for an example of the Ombudsman Office's Claims Case Work Sheet.
PL-5



EXAMINATION OF DATA ON ALL 65 PROPERTY LOSS COMPLAINTS

I. Complaint Sources

The data examined in this study was derived from 65 property loss
complaints received from the Kansas State Penitentiary (KSP) and the Kansas
State Industrial Reformatory (KSIR) during the 26 month period of
November, 1975 through December, 1977. The following table is a breakdown
of these complaints by institution and by the year they were registered.

Institution Number of Cases Year Number of Cases
KSP 40 1975 4
KSIR 25 1976 24
Total 65 1977 37
Total 65

IT1. Complainants' Awareness of the Property Loss Procedure

Property Toss complainants either initially contacted the Ombudsman's
Office directly, or indirectly through referrals. Table 1, (at the end of
the report), shows that 47 or 72.3% of the complaints were initiated directly
with the Ombudsman Office. Referrals were made in 18 or 27.7% of the cases.
Of the referrals, 11 or 16.9% were from the Claims Committee, 4 or 6.1% were
from attorneys of State and private agencies, and 3 or 4.6% were referred
by the Department of Corrections. The low number of referrals from the
Department of Corrections would appear to be a product of its policy of
not taking responsibility for the loss of inmates' property.

The importance of the Ombudsman Office's role in the property complaint
process is measured by the high number of direct contact complaints and third
party referrals received. This pattern of complaint intake is not surprising
in that the Ombudsman Office simultaneously created and became the procedure
through which inmates could process their complaints with the Claims Committee.
There is a problem, however, with the procedure having become wedded to the
Ombudsman Office: the Office is too small to assure access to all inmates
in the corrections system.

This fact becomes even more a matter of concern when one examines the
relatively close correlation between Ombudsman staff's presence in the
institutions, and the number of property loss complaints received from them.
As seen in the following table, during the 26 month reporting period,
Ombudsman staff spent 66.8% of its field time at KSP and received 62% of
the property loss complaints from that institution. Ombudsman staff devoted
33.2% of its field time to KSIR from which the Office received 38% of
the property complaints.

Number of Property Number of Days Ombudsman
Institution Loss Cases Percent Staff Spent in KSP & KSIR | Percent
KSP 40 62% 167 66.8%
KSIR 25 38%. 83 33.2%
Total 65 100% 250 100.67
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One implication of this data is that property loss complaints may be missed
during periods when Ombudsman staff are not active in a particular
institution or from institutions in which the Ombudsman Office is not
maintaining services.

I1I. The Losses

As seen in Table 2 (at the end of the report), inmates' personal
property loss claims encompassed a broad range of items. Many of the cases
involved loss of multiple jtems of property, such as the case in which the
institution mailed an inmate's personal property to a wrong address; two
wedding rings, a watch, a pair of pants, and a shirt were lost.

Table 3 (at the end of the report) shows the circumstances under which
inmates claimed the losses or damages occurved. According to the inmates'
claims, 21 or 32.3% of the losses resulted from intra-institutional transfers
(such as moves between cell houses). Fourteen or 21.5% of the claims involved
Tosses through the mail (5 of which involved the United States Postal Service,
and 9 involved the institutions' mail rooms). Nine or 13.8% of the complain-
ants alleged property had been lost after it was confiscated. The
institutions' receiving rcoms were named as the location of the property
when it was lost in 7 or 10.8% of the complaints. Claims of losses during
inter-institutional transfers, occurred in 6 or 9.2% of the complaints.

Four or 6.2% of the complaints involved claims that property was stolen
from inmates' cells during their absence. The remaining 4 or 6.2% of the
complaints did not fall in any of the above patterns of losses.

IV. Disposition of Property Loss Complaints

As is seen in Table 4 (at the end of the report), 33 or 50.7% of the
property loss complaints were closed without the involvement of the Claims
Committee. The breakdown of the dispositions of these complaints is as
follows:

1} In 7 or 10.8% of the cases, the property was found after the inmate
had registered a complaint with the Ombudsman Office.

2) In 3 or 4.6% of the cases, the complainant was reimbursed by U.S. Postal
Insurance.

3) In 1 or 1.5% of the cases, the complainant was reimbursed by the
merchant.

4) In 22 or 33.8% of the cases, the complainant withdrew, feeling the
claims process took too long, or that apparently there was not
adequate information to support his claim.

Table 4 also presents a breakdown of 32 or 49.3% of the property Toss
claims which were considered by the Claims Committee. The dispositions of
these claims are as follows:
1) In 11 or 16.9% of the cases, the Committee recommended full reimbursement.

2) 1In 12 or 18.5% of the cases, the Committee recommended partial
reimbursement.

3) In 9 or 13.9% of thekcases, the Committee disapproved any reimbursement.
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THE OMBUDSMAN OFFICE'S ROLE IN THE 32 PROPERTY LOSS CLAIMS CONSIDERED BY THE
CLAIMS COMMITTEE

A critical question posed during this study was how important is the
Ombudsman Office's role in the property loss handling process? Is an
independent investigation necessary in all cases? Could the Department of
Corrections perform many of the came functions outlined in the Ombudsman
Office's procedure for handling property Tloss complaints {see page 3)? To
answer these questions, particular attention js focused on the 32 claims
cases actually considered by the Claims Committee.

I. Recommendations for Reimbursement

Table 5 represents a breakdown of the 32 claims cases, comparing the
Ombudsman staff's recommendations and the Claims Committee's actions. 1In
16 of the 32 claims the Ombudsman Office recommended the claimant be fully
or partially reimbursed. The Claims Committee acted accordingly. In 6 of
the 32 claims, the Ombudsman Office recommended the claims be disapproved.
The Committee agreed with the Office in all cases, with one exception that
it would recommend partial reimbursement for the sixth based on information
the claimant submitted after the Ombudsman's investigation and recommendation
had been submitted. 1In 10 cases the Ombudsman Office made no recommendation.
The Office did, however, supply the Claims Committee with as much information
as was available, to assist it in making its determination regarding reimbursement.
The Claims Committee determined that, of the 10 cases, it would recommend
either full or partial reimbursement in 6 and disapprove 4.

11,  The Basis of the Recommendations

The information used in preparing the Ombudsman Office's reports and
recommendations was the same information available to the institutions’
investigation units when they prepared their reports on the losi or damaged
property. The institutions’ reports, however, seldom provided all of the
information found in the Ombudsman staff's reports. The major weaknesses
in the institutions' investigation reports was in their inadequacy in answering
the critical questions of ownership, value, circumstances of the loss or
damage, and the degree of the institutions' responsibility. Sometimes these
questions went ‘dnanswered, because there was not sufficient documentable
information upon which to base an answer,

Qur data indicates, however, that most of the above information was
available to the institutional investigators, in a majority of cases. For
example:

1) In 22 of the 32 cases considered by the Committee, the Ombudsman
Office found sufficient information to make recommendations either
for or against reimbursement. With one exception, the Claims
Committee followed the Office's recommendations.

2) In 3 of the 10 cases in which the Ombudsman staff made no
recommendation, the Department of Corrections did answer all
of the above questions, and recommended reimbursement for all
the claimants. The Committee acted accordingly.
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The 22 recommendations of the Ombudsman Office, together with the three
recommendations of the Department of Corrections, meant that in 25 or 78% of
the claims heard by the Committee there was sufficient information available
to the institution to clearly document whether or not the claims were valid,
and to make recommendations accordingly.

In these cases, it appears that the Ombudsman Office's role as an
independent investigator was not as important as its role as a facilitator
for processing the claims. This latter role would not have been necessary,
if the Departmert of Corrections had had a procedure for handling property
loss claims.

In the remaining 7 or 22% of the 32 claims cases, neither the Ombudsman
staff's investigations nor the institution's investigations could produce
sufficient information to either support or refute the claim. In these
cases, the Ombudsman Office did offer an important resource to the Claims
Committee by providing it with an impartial understanding of institutional
operations and inmate 1ife. This information assisted the Claims Committee
in determining it would recommend 3 of the 7 cases for full or partial
reimbursement and disapprove the remaining 4.

111, Use of the Ombudsman Office's Time

The purpose and function of the Ombudsman’s role is to intervene in
situations which call for an impartial, third party investigator of facts,
reporter of problems, recommender of changes, and mediator of conflicts.
Questions must be raised therefore, when the Ombudsman Office's role
becomes one of filling in for the absence of a Department of Correction’s
procedure. The above data suggests this is what occurred in the Ombudsman
Office's involvement in a majority of the property loss claims.

This became a matter of concern to the Office, when it reviewed how
much of its iimited resources were being expended on the claims process.
One measure of the amount of activity the Ombudsman Office expends to handle
complaints is the number of contacts its staff makes with the complainants,
the corrections system, and persons outside it. During both Fiscal Year 1977
and Fiscal Year 1978, the Office averaged 6.4 contacts per complaint case.
The 32 property loss claims cases the Ombudsman processed through the Claims
Committee, however, involved an average of 22.3 contacts per case; almost
four times the average number of contacts for normal complaint cases.

TIME DELAYS IN THE CLAIMS PROCESS

I. Delays in Reporting Losses

One of the delays experienced in the lengthy property claims process is
a result of inmates not being aware of the claims process and/or the Ombudsman
Office's role in it. Many months often pass between the time the complainant
discovers the loss and when he complains to the Office about it.

Our data indicates that the average delay between inmates' discovery of
their losses and their registration of complaints with the Ombudsman Office
was 4.1 months. Five claims were reported over one year after the Joss was
discovered and nine others were reported more than six months after the
discovery.
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One problem which results from these delays is the circumstances
surrounding the losses become more difficult to substantiate as inmates
and correctional staff tend to forget times, dates, locations and persons
associated with the property losses. The creat1on of a Department of
Correction's procedure for handling property loss complaints could
provide more timely responses to complaints, increasing the possibility
of actually recover1ng Jost property. In addition, such a procedure would
mean events in the cases wou]d be recorded and documented while they are
still current.

1I. Delays in Reimbursing the Claimants

A central problem in the claims process is the length of time it takes
to reimburse Tegitimate inmate claims. Of the 32 claims considered by the
Claims Committee, 22 were recommended for reimbursement, Thirteen of
the 22 claims were reimbursed with money appropriated from bills submitted
during the 1976 and 1978 Tegisiative sessions. These 13 claims averaged
11.2 months from the time of the report of the loss until the time of
reimbursement, The nine claims recommended for reimbursement during the
1977 legislative session averaged 25.4 months from the time they were
reported until the time of reimbursement. This latter delay was due
to a controversy unrelated to inmate claims which delayed passage of the
1977 Claims Bill until the 1978 Legislative Session. {(See Table 6)

The problem with these delays is that inmates' requests for reimbursement
usua1]y are based on immediate need situations. Many inmates sole source
of income is the 35¢ to 90¢ daily wages they can earn working on
institutional details. The loss of only a few cartons of cigarettes can
be experienced as a tremendous hardship by those who must rely on these
wages for replacement.

COST OF THE CLAIMS PRQCESS

The cost involved in processing inmates' property loss claims is
seen as being disproportionate to the reimbursement value of most of
their claims. The average reimbursement for the 22 recommended claims
was $75.60. Reimbursements of $10.00 were made in two cases. The highest
reimbursement was $360.00. The next highest reimbursement was $135,19.
(See Table 6)

The time and effort involved in processing many losses is cleariy
out of proportion to the amount claimed. An example of this is seen in
the following case summary. An institution wmail room lost six pairs of
an inmates' underwear valued at $10.00. The Ombudsman's role in
processing the claims required one phone call, sixteen letters, and eight
personal contacts. The twelve member Claims Committee cousidered the
claim and recommended payment. The time delay between the report of the
claim and its actual reimbursement was eighteen months. The ciaim was
valid and the inmate deserved reimbursement, but the cost to the State
was enormous compared to the value of the c]a1m

CONCLUSION

This study examined the manner in which 65 innate personal propert;
loss compiaints were processed by the Department of Corvections, the
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Ombudsman Office, and the Claims Committee. This issue is significant,

because an unresponsive procedure reinforces an attitude among inmates

that they are victims of the correctional system. Special attention has

been drawn to the roles each of the three governmental bodies has taken

in the property loss handling process. The data presented on the property

Toss complaints indicates a need for shifting the responsibilities the

three bodies currently assume in the process. Such shifting of responsibilities
would make the process less expensive to the State and more responsive

to complainants.

The first level of shifting responsibilities should be for the
Department of Corrections to assume the principle functions the
Ombudsman Office is currently performing in its handling of inmate
property loss claims (See Page 3). The Ombudsman Office has assumed
these functions because there is not a Department of Correction's procedure
for processing property loss claims through the Claims Committee. The
absence of such a Department of Correction's procedure is consistent
with the Department's Administrative Policy #309, which denies responsibility
for lost or damaged inmate property.

Several problems are seen, however, in the Ombudsman Office's "filling
in" for the absences of a Department of Correction's policy and procedure.
This is not in accordance with the purposes and functions of an Ombudsman
O0ffice. An Ombudsman program's critical contribution to government is
its ability to intervene in situations which call for an impartial
third party investigation of facts, repcrter of problems, recommender of
changes, and mediator of conflicts. These vital functions become bogged
down when the Ombudsman program takes over procedures which shauld be
handled internally and routinely.

The complications incurred with the Office displacing an internal
procedure are more than simply theoretical. On a functional level, the
Ombudsman Office is too small to assure access to all inmates in the
corrections system. Furthermore, by the time inmates become aware of
the Ombudsman's role in the process, their losses are often many
months old and the circumstances such as dates, locations, and persons
associated with the losses have been forgotten.

While the Ombudsman's role as an independent investigator can be
important in some property loss cases, it is clearly not needed in all
of them. In fact, this study's data indicates that in a majority (78%)
of the inmate claims cases presented to the Claims Committee, there was
sufficient information available to the Department of Corrections to
clearly document whether or not the claims were valid and make a
recommendation accurdingly. Processing claims which could otherwise be
handled by the Department of Corrections is a growing concern for the
Ombudsman Office as it finds it expends almost four times as much
activity on claims cases as it does on all the other forms of complaint
cases it receives. The Ombudsman Office's continued involvement in the
property loss claims process in 1ieu of a Department of Corrections
procedure is seen as an inefficient use of the State's time and money.

A second level of shifting responsibilities regarding the processing
of inmate personal property ioss claims would be to give the authority
to reimburse legitimate property loss claims to the Secretary of Corrections.
Such a shift would curtail the problem of slowness in reimbursing claims
and would curtail some of the disproportionate costs involved in the
current process. PLo11
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO SECRETARY OF CORRECTIONS

1)

3)

It is recommended that the Department of Corrections adopt a policy
consistent with that of the Kansas Legislature which acknowledges
responsibility (within defined parameters) for inmate property loss
and damage.

It is recommended that the Department of Corrections establish a
procedure for responding to inmate personal property loss and damage
claims.

It is recommended that a similar policy and procedure be established
for staff, volunteers, contractors and vendors to respond to property
losses ana damages which may be related to inmate contact or staff
responsibility.

It is recommended that the Department of Corrections propose and
work for the adoption of legislation which will establish a
mechanism for more timely responses to property loss and damage
claims.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CORRECTIONS OMBUDSMAN BOARD

1)

2)

It is recommended that the Ombudsman Office continue to coordinate
the processing of property loss claims only until such time as
*he Department of Corrections assumes this role.

It is recommended that the Ombudsman Office continue to be available
to the Claims Committee to function as a third party intervenor in
those claims cases in which there are discrepancies between the
report of the claimant and the Department.

It is recommended that legislation be supported which will establish
a_mechanism for more timely responses to property loss and damage
claims invoiving the Department of Corrections.

Preston N. Barton, II, Ombudsman

August 29, 1978
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Table 1

Mode of Initial Contact by Property Loss Complainants
(November 1975 - December 1977)

Number Percent
Inmate Contacted Ombudsman Office Directly 47 72.3%

Referral Sources
Claims Committee 11 16.9%

Legal Services for Prisoners, Inc. 2 3.1%
Private Attornay 1 1.5%
Attorney General's Office 1 1.5%
Department of Corrections Staff 3 4.6%

65 100.0%
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Table 2

Distribution of Items Claimed by Property Loss Complainants
(November 1975 - December 1977)

Number of Cases* Involving

Items the Preceding Items
Wrist Watches 19
Articles of Clothing 13
Radios 10
Television Sets 9
Personal Papers, Magazines and Books 8
Leather Tools and Goods 8
Tape Players 6
Electrical Fans 5
Jewelry 5
Bilifolds 4
Cassette and 8-Track Tapes 4
Money 2
Other** 14

* Many cases involved the loss of multiple items of property.
** Includes miscellaneous items such as electrical cords, razors, tape

measures, cups, coffee pots, drafting pencil sets, cigarettes, head
phones, paintings.
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Table 3

Alleged Circumstances of Losses Reported by Property Loss Complainants
(November 1975 - December 1977)

Reported Circumstances of Losses Cases
Number Percent
During Intra-Institutional Transfer 21 32.3%
W¥hile in Mail Room or After Mailed 14 21.5%
After Confiscation 9 13.8%
While in Institutional Receiving Room 7 10.8%
During Inter-Institutional Transfer 6 9.2%
Stoien from Inmate's Cell 4 6.2%
Other 4 6.2%
Total 65 100.0%
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Table 4

Distribution of Dispositions of Property Loss Complaints
(November 1975 - December 1977)

Dispositions Number Percent
Property Found 7 10.8%
U. S. Postal Service Reimbursed Claimant 3 4.6%
Reimbursed by Merchant 1 1.5%
Withdrawn 22 33.8%
Subtotal of Cases Not Heard by Claims Committee 33 50.7%
Claims Committee Recommended:Full Reimbursement

of Claim 11 16.9%
Claims Committee Recommended Partial

Reimbursement of Claim *12 18.5%
Claims Committee Denied Reimbursement 9 13.9%
Subtotal of Cas=s Heard by Claims Committee 32 49,3%

Total Cases 65 100.0%

* In one case the inmate's property was found after the Claims Committee
had determined it would recommend partial reimbursement. The claim
was withdrawn prior to being submitted to the Ways and ileans Committee.
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Table 5

Distribution of Ombudsman's and Claims Committee's Reimbursement

Recommendations for 32 Property Loss Claims

(November 1975 - December 1977)

Ombudsman Staff Recommendation

Claims Committee Recommendation

Disapprove |

_ Claims | Reimburse Reimburse Disapprove | No Reimburse | Reimburse
Case for Full for Partial Claim Recommenda~ || for Full for Partial| Claim
Amount of Amount of tion Amount of | Amount of
Claim Claim Claim Claim
1 X X
2 X * X
3 X * X
4 X * X
5 X
6 X X
7 X X
8 X X
9 , X X
10 X X
11 X X
12 X X
13 X X
14 X X
15 X X
16 X A
17 X X
18 X X
19 X X
20 X X **
21 % X
22 X X
23 X X
24 X A
25 X X
26 X X
27 X X
28 X X
29 X X
30 X X
31 X X
32 X A
TOTAL 10 6 6 10 11 12 9

*  DOC recommended reimbursement.

Ombudsman monitored cases at Claims Committee request.

#k  Tnmate withdrew claim after television set was found.
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Table 6

Reimbursement Delays and Amounts for 22 Property Loss Claims

Number of Months
Between Report of
Property Loss to

The Year the Claims the Ombudsman and Amount of
Claims Bill was Introduced Reimbursement Reimbursement
1 1976 7 $70.00
2 1976 7 $70.00
3 1976 7 $38.33
4 1977 22 $49.81
5 1977 28 $360.00
6 1977 26 $34.00
7 1977 28 $100.00
8 1977 20 $16.80
9 1977 25 $49.00
10 1977 28 $130.48
11 1977 21 $38.25
12 1977 31 $35.00
13 1978 5 $100.00
14 1978 12 $125.00
15 1978 15 $25.00
16 1978 18 $10.00
17 1978 10 $50.00
18 1978 10 $70.00
19 1978 13 $32.50
20 1978 13 $113.95
21 1978 13 $135.19
22 1978 16 $10.00
Total 22 claims $1,663.31 *

* Average Reimbursement - $75.60.
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CL ATIM F OR M

PERSOMAL INJURY OR
PROPERTY DAMAGE

JOINT COMMITTEE ON SPECIAL, CLAIMS AGAINST THE STATE

LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF KANSAS

NO. .
IN THE MATTER OF THE CLAIM OF
NOW, On this day of , 19 , comes the under-
signed and makes claim against ,
(Name of Agency)
of the State of Kansas, in the amount of 8§ , for injuries
and/or damage sustained on the day of , 19 , at

(Location)

1. The injury and/or damage resulted from the following occurrence:
(Describe occurrence generally -- detailed statement may be
attached.)

2. The injury and/or damage which claimant sustained is as follows:
(Describe injury and/or damage generally —-- detailed statement may
be attached.)
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3. As a result of said injury, claimant sustained the following
monetary damage (itemize fully.)

4. Claimant has been paid, by insurance or recovery from third

parties, the sum of §$ . Claimant has the following

claims pending for recovery against Insurance Companies or third

parties

5. Claimant (does) (does not) desire a hearing before the Committee.
(strike out one)
Claimant is represented by __

(Name of Attorney, if any)

whose address is

/s/

(Name)

(Address)

STATE OF KANSAS,
SS:

COUNTY OF ’

» being first duly sworn, states
that he has read the above and foregoing claim and knows the contents
thereof and the same are true and correct.

(Claimant)
Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, this

day of , 19 .

(Notary Public)

My Commission Expires: PL-20
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Appendix #2

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN
FOR CORRECTIONS

(UTIZENS' ADVISORY BOARD
ON (CORRECTIONS

509 Kansas Ave., Suite 543
Topeka, Kansas G5603
(418) 296-5296
KANS-A-N B-A01-6200

H03 Kansus Ave., Suite 543
Topeka, Kansas 66603
(913) 296-5295
KANS-A-N 8-561-5245

STATE OF KANSAS

BOARD OFFICERS: March 23 , 1977

};r” Jlnmca w\.' Mclétl'mley. Chairman Preston é"l(-e gxugs:n.qg;emgudsmun
il Lurson, Vice Chairman 1 §

dune F. Sieverllin;: Seeretury Qf The Citizens' Advisory Board

ROARD MEMBERS:
Megatar Panl Bad Burke
Lillian_R. Harrsun

tienn E. Hoffman MEMO TO: Mr. Robert R. Raines, Deputy Secretaries for Corrections,
Harbwra A, Owenaby y @ o .
:wmmtAkﬁ%g and Institutional Directors and Deputy erectors
tey, enn L. 08¢
‘l'ruf\][hwl‘n‘] L.lﬁy;:n {) .Y, 2 -
e Kip ¢ # [ B
frohert B Titon FROM: Preston N. Barton, Ombudsman /.
Praf. Paul . Wilsen
: Procedures for Property Loss Claims

There have been some misunderstandings and even annoyances expressed
concerning this Office's involvement in processing property loss
claims. T would like to explain the history of our involvement |
in this and to describe the procedures involved in reimbursing |
" staff members and iamates for the loss or destruction of personal
property.

I had been Ombudsman for less than a month when the Joint
Legislative Committee for Special Claims Against the State
approached us for assistance in investigating and processing
claims from correctional institutions. Since that time, the
majority of cases coming from correctional institutions have
been automatically referred to this Office for investigation
prior to that Committee's deliberation on the claim. In view
of this practice, we have attempted to simplify and expedite
processing by accepting claim forms directly from the claimant
and forwarding them along with our report and recommendation to
the Claims Committee.

In accovdance with the policy of the Ombudsman office to
present a complete picture from all parties involved in any
complaint, we always request an investigation report from the
concerned institution. Whenever possible we also interview the
claimant. Should there be significant deviation hetween the
claimant's version of what occurred and that described in the
institution's investigation report, we may interview other
persons, who might have significant information relating to the
claim, When this process has been completed, a letter is sent
from me to.the chairman of the Claims Committee with a copy to
both the Director of the institution and to the claimant, as well
coples to all other persons involved.

Our recommendations to the Claims Committee have varied from

recommending full allowment of the claim, partial allowment of the
claim to no reimbursement for the claim. In some instances when
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Mr, Raines, Deputy Secretarices, Institutional Directors
March 23, 1977
Page 2

it has become clear to the claimant that we will be making a recommendation
against allowing the claim, he will withdraw his claim, thus ending our
investigation.

There is one significant deviation in the way in which we handle claims
as opposed to other complaints. In the normal handling of complaints, we
will determine whether or not a complaint is frivolous, too old or in other
ways not conducive to investigation. In those instances we will not accept the
complaint. However, the Joint Legislative Committee on Sepecial Claims
Against the State has adhered to a very strong principle of being available
to anyone in the state who wishes to file a claim and to allow that person
to be physically present during a hearing. 1It, thus, is quite possible that
we will investigate a claims case under conditions that we would not normally
agree to involve staff time and resources. One surh Trecent case has involved
a claim dating back to July, 1974, which dates back even before the existence
of this office. Normally, by definition we do not handle complaints this
old, but since this was a property loss claim which was to be filed with the
Claims Committee we thought it appropriate to make an exception.

As you may be aware, the Claims Committee is just a beginning of a
rather lengthy and arduous process for a claim. If the Claims Committee
decides to recommend a claim favorably, the recommendation goes to Ways
and Means Committee for a finmal determination as to whether or not it
should be put in the form of an appropriations bill. Should that occur,
then both houses must vote to allow the claim and the Governor must sign
the bill into law before the claimant can be reimbursed. There is then as
much as a two month delay before the paper work is completed and the claimant
actually receives reimbursement.

Before the 1977 Legislative Session, this Office and the Office of the
Secretary of Corrections presented to the Claims Committee a proposed bill
which would have permitted the Secretary or his designee to authorize
relmbursement to a staff member or an inmate of up to $50 for the loss or
damage of personal property in the line of duty or due to the responsibility
of the institution. The bill would have authorized the Secretary to set
forth a policy for investigating and determining the legitimacy of a claim,
I had originally proposed this bill so as to increase the responsiveness of
the system to the legitimate claims by staff and inmates; as it is now, it
can take as long as a year and a half before an individual is reimbursed
for a legitimate claim,

(Incidentally, personal injury claims are handled in a similar manner
for inmates, Disability claims on the part of staff members, however, go

through the normal channels for Workmen's Compensation.)

If you should have any ideas as to how we might be more effective and
efficient in handling claims cases, I would most appreciate hearing from you.

cc: Rep, Fred W. Rosenau, Chairman, Legislative Claims Committee
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Appendix #3
State of Kansas

Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections

CLAIMS CASE WORK SHEET

Name:
Address:
Phone No.:

Claimant's Version

Amount of Claim:
For:

Occurred:

Discovered:

Institution's Findings

Investigation
Verification of Ownership:

Verification of Value:

Verification of Loss and State's Responsibility:

Recommendation:

PL-23

Institutional #:
Reg. #: Face Sheet #:
Claims Committee Case #:
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Appendix #4

Department of Corrections

JIM J. MARQULA, Secretary

535 Kansas Avenue - Suite 200
Topeka, Kansas 66603

(913) 296-3317 | November 17, 1978

Mr. Preston Barton, Ombudsman

Office of the Ombudsman for Corrections
503 Kansas Avemue - Room 539

Topeka, Kansas §6603

RPE: PROPERTY LOSS REPORT
Dear Mr. Barton:

Your report states the Deparitment does not have a policy or
procedure for reimbursement recovery or repair of lost or damaged
property. This is an accurate statement, but it also implies we
do not have a procedure, especially for reimbursement, out of
choice. I think the report should reflect that we do not have
the statutory authority to reimburse inmates for losses, hence
the present method of investigation and reimbursement by the
legislative claims committee. There is need in the Department
effectuate a procedure on dealing with lost or damaged inmate
property and that matter is presently being addressed. It may
be a few months before that is finalized.

The question of direct reimbursement by the Department of
Corrections to inmates for either damaged or lost property is
a vepry sensitive question. As you recall, the legislature did
not agree with your proposed legislation several years ago. I
can understand their concern about oversight and I am reluctant to
initiate proposed legislation to authorize the Department to make
direct reimbursement to inmates. If legislation is proposed, we
will most certainly study it, consider its ramifications in tTerms
of staff, ete., and support it if it is reasonably possible we
can carry out the duties required by that proposed legislation.

T will be gone for a few days, but upon my return I will be
happy to discuss this matter with you further if you desire.

oy 5 ,,/
Secretary of’C ections

JdM:dja
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FORMER CORRECTIONS OMBUDSMAN BOARD MEMBERS

James Buchele, J.D. 5
Lynn Cole ‘
Charles Durfee /
Pete Farabi, I1, J.D. , &
Lillian Harrison i
James B. Kent \
Senator Billy McCray ;
Senator Jan Meyers ;
Josephs Charles Plumb, Jr. :
Thomas Regan, J.D.

Jane Sieverling, M.P,A.
Paul E, Wilson, J.D.

Senator Wint Winter, LL.B. !

FORMER STAFF MEMBERR

Ombudsman Associate
Philip A. Ringstrom, MSW }
Administrative Secretaries ‘
Dorothy A. Cowley i
Nancy R. Grant i
Janice M. (Laidler) Murray
Staff Assistant
Bernadine J, Ferrell
Graduate Students
David R. Jensen, MSW
Gary W. Templeton, M3'W
Typist i
Wanda L. Bean |
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