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Brief Summary: The federal explains that governmental agency employee owes the public the specific duties described in their line of work. In cases where an individual seeks to take legal action against a governmental agency for negligence of the Public Doctrine Policy, establishment of liability to the given agency demands that the appellant be able to establish the facts that the defendant owed them a duty, show evidence of breach of duty among showing that the identified breach of duty leads to the injury of the plaintiff. Kirk and Mullin challenged the City of Shawnee for the negligence of the public duty doctrine when they state police failed to protect the deceased Kathryn Stewart when she was murdered by her husband.  The incident occurred days after the deceased had continuously requested the sheriff department for protection from her aggressive husband. The state department on its side had responded to the requests stating that the sheriff department had no power to keep officers at her house past working hours. The court confirmed the previous court ruling in favor of the City of Shawnee that the police department owed not individualized duty to protect the deceased.
	The first case was filled in 1998, a wrongful death and survivor case was filled to challenge the liability of the City of Shawnee in the events leading to the death of Kathryn. The appellant claimed that the city police department breached the duty owed the plaintiff in regards to protection against domestic violence. The ruling was delivered that the city was immune from the claimed liabilities. The second appeal was filed to challenge the court's ruling. The ruling provided focused on the language used in the PFA order obtained by Kathryn. The court held the ruling that the City was once again immune from the liabilities based on the PFA order that allowed Rolland, the killer to be in the premises at the time of the shooting.
Primary Issue: The Kansas Tort Claims Act (KTCA) requires that in order for an appellant to demonstrate possible liability and negligence against a governmental officer and or institution, they have to establish that the defendant owed duty to the plaintiff, show that duty was breached and that the breach of duty was the ultimate cause of the plaintiffs’ injury (Kansas Opinions, 2000). In addition to this, the appellant must show evidence that the plaintiff sustained damages from the above-mentioned negligence. Based on the definitions of this act, can a government official be liable for an alleged tort if the conditions leading to the incident were allowed in different official documentation?

Facts About the Case
The ruling of the case was defined by a selection of rules that had been in existence at the time of the challenge. The KTCA rolls out the situations under which government officers and institutions are liable to torts (Hall, 2012). The provision states that a governmental entity is not liable in way, for the damages that are bound to result from the adoption, enforcement and or failure to adopt and enforce any personnel policy which is meant to protect a person’s safety and health unless a duty to provide care is owed to the injured person and has been described in a different policy which is totally independent of the personal policy already mentioned. 
In addition to this, the conditions that have to be followed to prove the liability of a government institution being involved in an alleged tort have to be satisfied as described in the KTCA regulations.  The challenger has to provide evidence and demonstrate involvements of the mentioned agency or officer in owing a particular duty to the plaintiff, and the duty was breached leading to the cause of an incident that inflicted injury and pain to the plaintiff. Lastly, the KTCA requires the appellant to provide evidence of the injuries caused by the alleged neglect.  Based on the fact that in this case, the police department owes its public a duty to serve and protect, the department, to a significant extent was expected to provide security to Kathryn. However, the protection in this context does not translate into engaging in practices that require the officers to work past their working hours. In addition to this, the scenarios leading to the death of Kathryn were allowed by the personal document obtained from the police department. The PFA allowed Rolland to be in the house at the time of the shooting, therefore, as much as the police department might have owed Kathryn a duty to serve her, the department had no power to restrict Rolland from gaining access to the house hence there was no breach of duty.
The previous day before Kathryn was murdered by Rolland, she had requested for officers to be sent to her house (Kansas Opinions, 2000). Given the working time requirement and policies of the department, Sergeant Rob Moser assured Her that two officers will be sent to the premise a few minutes before and after the arrival of Rolland. This assurance was subject to the availability of the mentioned officers. Although Kathryn also made this request twice this day, there were no signs of Rolland being around the premise during the requests. As a matter of fact, the shooting occurred the next day, a day that Kathryn had not requested for officers to be sent to her home. If at the time the incidence occurred officers had been requested but failed to be dispatched, then the city’s police department would have breached the duty owed to its citizen Kathryn.
Courts’ Decision: The court ruled that the City, through its police department, owed no individualized duty to Kathryn. And through that, the city was immune from liability of her death.
	This decision was based on the KTCA discretionary policy. This was a result of the failure of the appellant to satisfy the conditions stated under the above-mentioned act. Based on the situations that a special duty can be said to have been owned to a plaintiff, the scenarios leading to the incident that led to the challenge did not fall in any of them. These situations include; where a special relationship existed between the government agency and the wrongdoers, and one where a special relationship existed between the government and the injured.
Reflection
In this selected case, the court unanimously established that the City did not owe any particular individualized duty to Kathryn based on the facts provided for the case. This was as a result of the obtained PFA lacking directions that possibly tied the City to the specific obligations that the appellant sought to impose on the defendant. In addition to this, failure to provide evidence that the police department promised constant protection to Kathryn led to this particular ruling.
	As a public administrator in the police department, this particular ruling would impact the way in which administration and service delivery activities are conducted. Given the fact the ruling relied majorly on the specific descriptions contained in the PFA, the police department will need to ensure that all the requirements of any legal document generated from the department is clear and does not in any way implicate the quality of service to be provided to the citizens.
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