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Executive Summary

The Abuse, Neglect, and Exploitation (ANE) Unit received 1,797 substantiated reportsin the 2015 fiscal
year. In addition to sharing statistical datafor the reports received, thisannual report highlights waysin
which the Unit’ swork has resulted in intervention or investigation of the abuse of children and vulnerable
adults. Thislargely manifestsin situations where referral s have been lost in transition from one agency to
another or where progress stalled within an agency for avariety of reasons. The annual report also
highlights concerns identified as an impediment to the overall protection of children and vulnerable
adults, with case examples depicting the concern. Lastly, the annual report identifies changes needed to
ensure the ANE Unit receives essential information to review cases.

1. Lack of effective monitoring by the Department of Children and Families (DCF)
contractorsto ensure care and safety of children

The Unit has concerns about the level of monitoring happening in homes where children who are
aready in state custody reside, and are assigned to DCF contracting agencies. The Unit believes
in many cases, if the level of monitoring was appropriate, the conditions would be resolved or the
children would be removed from homes before the conditions deteriorated so severely that new
DCF investigations and findings are generated.

The Unit recommends stronger oversight of DCF contracting agencies and monitoring of children
who have been placed in state custody. Consequently, the Unit is concerned by the transferring of
foster care licensing from KDHE to DCF. Having a separate agency offered some measure of
oversight to the care of children placed in DCF custody that is no longer available.

2. Failuretoreport findings concer ning possible criminal actsto alaw enfor cement agency

The Unit believes DCF fails to report crimes, especially concerning child abuse, to law
enforcement authorities with any regularity or consistency. The Unit believesfailure to do so
prohibits criminal investigation and prosecution and as such, failsto hold perpetrators
accountable for their actions. This can also leave their victims, as well as other children and
vulnerable adults, open to further abuse.

The Unit recommends dua reporting of child and adult abuse to both the appropriate state
agencies and to local law enforcement when there is a belief a crime may have occurred. Those
agencies should also follow up on their initial reports to verify receipt by the law enforcement
agency. In absence of this, the Unit recommends DCF institute Rules and Regulations to
incorporate the use of lethality checklistsinto policy to determine whether child abuse reports
which constitute potentia crimes should be reported to law enforcement, regardless of whether
“serious physical abuse”’ occurs.
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3. Lack of agency communication

In some cases, it is apparent failure to fully communicate by investigating agencies is detrimental
to thorough investigation and prosecution of cases, reducing accountability by alleged
perpetrators and increasing risk to those who are, or will become, victims of abuse.

The Unit recommends that while each agency serves a separate function, they recognize the value
of joint, collaborative efforts, to work together in their individual capacities and improve
communication and notification in this regard.

4. Ineffectivereferral processfor findingsthat arereferred to law enforcement in adult cases

The Unit continues to see casesinvolving abuse of vulnerable adults “fall through the cracks’
when those cases are referred to law enforcement. While agencies are required to send notice to
law enforcement, such notices are often not followed up with contact to ensure receipt by the
receiving agency. This can result in significant delay or failure to criminally investigate these
Ccases.

The Unit recommends all state agencies providing information to local law enforcement agencies
develop policy requiring follow up on these referralsin atimely fashion to ensure the information
isreceived. If legidative action isrequired to create a statutory obligation, this should be
reviewed and considered. Further, local law enforcement agencies should develop interna
policies so staff who might receive such notification recognize the purpose and nature of the
forms and disseminate them appropriately for investigation. Law enforcement should make an
independent determination regarding initiating a criminal investigation based on the merits of the
report and the available evidence, rather than solely on the impression or opinion of a social
worker who is not trained to conduct a criminal investigation.

5. Findingsnot sent to the district or county attorney in the jurisdiction wherethe crime
occurred

The Unit has previoudly identified a concern where findings had not been sent by DCF to the
district or county attorney in the jurisdiction where child abuse had occurred. Though DCF has a
previoudly established policy requiring such, they have ceased to do so, citing state and federal
law. Tofail to notify the appropriate jurisdiction where a crime occurred can prevent proper
criminal investigation and prosecution of such crimes.

The Unit recommends DCF devel op policy to consistently require workers to send notice of
finding to the appropriate district or county attorney and (if a potential crime occurred) to filea
report with the law enforcement agency in the jurisdiction where the abuse occurred. Such
notification should be documented in the casefile. In the event that the abuse occurs out of state,
apolicy should be developed to minimally require areport to that state’ s child protection agency
and obtain verification of whether that agency reported crimes to law enforcement. If legidative




Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

amendment of pertinent statutesis required, this should be considered to ensure crimes against
children are reported to law enforcement, fully investigated, and considered for prosecution.

6. Sexual relations between caregiver s and vulner able populations

Of great concern isthe safety of citizens who are dependent on others for their care. The ANE
Unit continues to hear from constituents who worry about the well-being of their family members
when they are dependent on others to meet their daily needs. A long-standing concern has
involved the difficulty in prosecuting casesinvolving the sexual abuse of vulnerable adults dueto
guestions regarding the vulnerable adult’ s ability to consent.

The Unit recommends legidation which would legally prohibit caregiversin both residential and
facility settings from engaging in sexual relations with their patients/clients, regardless of that
person’ s ability to give consent. This may be effectively accomplished through modification of
the Unlawful Sexual Relations statute. The Unit recognizes there may need to be an exception
alowable for longstanding and marital relationships.

7. Ineffective use of abuseregistriesto protect vulnerable children and adults

The Unit has identified a concern whereby substantiated perpetrators of abuse may still have the
opportunity to obtain professional positions working with others who arein avulnerable state due
to afailureto cross-check similar registries maintained by other state agencies. This creates a gap
allowing perpetrators to continue to obtain employment in some fields working with children or
vulnerable adults.

The Unit recommends agencies and facilities currently required to screen employees only viathe
Kansas Nurse Aid Registry be required to also check the DCF Central Registry of perpetrators of
abuse, neglect and exploitation. Where consent of the employee is required, such should be a
condition of employment.

8. Failure of agenciesto submit findingsto the Unit in compliance with statutory requirement

K.S.A 75-723 requires agencies to submit their findings to the Unit within 10 days. Occasionally,
lack of submission has been attributed to atraining error. The Unit has found incidents where
substantiated findings have never been submitted to the Unit as required.

The Unit recommends agencies develop sufficient internal procedures to ensure compliance with
statutory requirements. This should include regular training for both new and existing staff so that
requirements are clear.
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9. DCF’slack of compliancewith timely findings

DCF policy requiresinvestigations be completed and findings be issued within 30 working days,
unless an exception meets specific criteriaidentified in policy. Policy also requires the reason for
the delay to be identified in the narrative basis for finding. The Unit reviews many findings where
this delay is not identified as required.

The Unit recommends DCF report the reasons for delay in issuing timely findings as required by
policy. Where those reasons are allowabl e exceptions, the specific exemption should be clearly
stated. Supervisors should ensure compliance upon review and approval of findings.

10. Failuretoreport by mandated reporters

The Unit has reviewed cases where there has been question of whether a mandated reporter failed
to report abuse of a child or a vulnerable adult. Failure to do so is a class B misdemeanor, per
K.S.A 38-2223(e)(1). The Unit is concerned in such cases that DCF has failed to ask any
guestions during their investigation in order to determine whether an individual is a mandated
reporter who failed to report and/or has failed to notify law enforcement or the district or county
attorney of this potential violation of law.

The Unit recommends implementation of policy requiring DCF workers to appropriately gather
facts, secondary to their investigation, when thereisinvolvement by a mandated reporter. When
thereis an indication the mandated reporter did not comply with law, DCF should provide notice
to the district or county attorney separate from an abuse finding.

11. Failureto provide accessto records and information within DCF

Exchange of information with DCF remains asignificant challenge and is often an impediment to
the Unit’ s mission. DCF has directed social workers not to respond to Unit inquiries directly and
as such, the process the department has established for communications is cumbersome. This
process often resultsin significant delay in the Unit receiving responses to inquiries and also
frequently resultsin the Unit receiving incorrect or incomplete information. In addition, Central
Office staff is no more successful in fulfilling these requests at quarterly meetings, which has
resulted in many inquiries being repeatedly staffed at consecutive meetings for ayear or more
when personnel are unprepared for discussion. Furthermore, DCF has refused access to records
the Unit believes should be provided in compliance with K.S.A 75-723, and in doing so, failsto
be accountable by ensuring proper and thorough investigation of an abuse according to policy.

The Unit recommends DCF staff increase efficiency, accuracy and timeliness of response to al
Unit inquiries and improve the transparency required by K.S.A. 75-723. Prompt, clear and
complete response reduces the risk of children and adults remaining in dangerous and vulnerable
positions.
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Acknowledgements

In an effort to improve the overall response to vulnerable adults and children in Kansas, the ANE Unit
works diligently to increase recognition, reporting and prosecution of cases involving abuse, neglect and
exploitation. Since the Unit’ s creation by statutory mandate in 2006, this remains our mission.

During this reporting period, July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015, the Unit received more than 1,800 reports.
These reports were in the form of substantiated findings by state agencies and were al so generated by
constituent concerns. The Unit is staffed full-time by a Director and a Secretary I11. In light of the extreme
volume of reports received, we would like to acknowledge the assistance of the Kansas Department on
Aging and Disability Services, Kansas Department of Health and Environment, Kansas Department for
Children and Families personnel, as well as the district and county attorneys, their support staff, and local
law enforcement agencies throughout the state, who routinely respond in atimely fashion to requests for
information. The Unit is dependent upon their cooperation to effectively track actions and outcomes
regarding reports received.

As we continue to strive to protect the welfare of our most vulnerable citizens, the value of collaborative
working rel ationships cannot be underestimated.
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K.S.A. 75-723
Chapter 75.—STATE DEPARTMENTS; PUBLIC OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES
Article 7.—ATTORNEY GENERAL

75-723. Abuse, neglect and exploitation unit; confidentiality of investigations; reportsforwarded
to unit; report to legisature; rules and regulations; prohibition on use of funds; contracting. (a)
Thereis hereby created in the office of the attorney genera an abuse, neglect and exploitation of persons
unit.

(b) Except as provided by subsection (h), the information obtained and the investigations conducted by
the unit shall be confidential asrequired by state or federal law. Upon request of the unit, the unit shall
have access to al records of reports, investigation documents and written reports of findings related to
confirmed cases of abuse, neglect or exploitation of persons or cases in which there is reasonable
suspicion to believe abuse, neglect or exploitation of persons has occurred which are received or
generated by the Kansas department for children and families, Kansas department for aging and disability
services or department of health and environment.

(c) Except for reports aleging only self-neglect, such state agency receiving reports of abuse, neglect or
exploitation of persons shall forward to the unit:

(1) Within 10 days of confirmation, reports of findings concerning the confirmed abuse, neglect or
exploitation of persons; and

(2) within 10 days of such denial, each report of an investigation in which such state agency was denied
the opportunity or ability to conduct or complete afull investigation of abuse, neglect or exploitation of
persons.

(d) Onor beforethefirst day of the regular legidlative session each year, the unit shall submit to the
legislature a written report of the unit's activities, investigations and findings for the preceding fiscal year.

(e) Theattorney general shall adopt rules and regulations as deemed appropriate for the administration
of this section.

(f) No state funds appropriated to support the provisions of the abuse, neglect or exploitation of persons
unit and expended to contract with any third party shall be used by athird party to file any civil action
against the state of Kansas or any agency of the state of Kansas. Nothing in this section shall prohibit the
attorney general from initiating or participating in any civil action against any party.

(g) Theattorney general may contract with other agencies or organizations to provide services related to
theinvestigation or litigation of findings related to abuse, neglect or exploitation of persons.

(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, nothing shall prohibit the attorney general or the unit
from distributing or utilizing only that information obtained pursuant to a confirmed case of abuse,
neglect or exploitation or cases in which there is reasonable suspicion to believe abuse, neglect or
exploitation has occurred pursuant to this section with any third party contracted with by the attorney
general to carry out the provisions of this section.

History: L. 2006, ch. 181, § 1; L. 2014, ch. 115, § 313; July 1.



Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

Activities, Investigations and Findings

For the period July 1, 2014, to June 30, 2015, the ANE Unit received 1,797 reports of substantiated abuse,
neglect or exploitation from the Kansas Department for Children and Families (DCF), Kansas Department
on Aging and Disahility Services (KDADS) and Kansas Department of Health and Environment

(KDHE). The reports consisted of 1,471 from DCF Child Protective Services (CPS), 283 from DCF Adult
Protective Services (APS), 39 from KDADS and 4 from KDHE.

State of Kansas Substantiated Cases
Received by ANE Unit
2014-2015

E CPS
81.86% @ APS

0.22% & KDADS
2.17%

DCF Child Protective Services (CPS) - Social workers, occasionally with the assistance of special investigators,
investigate reports of child abuse, including physical injury, physical neglect, emotional injury or sexual acts
inflicted upon a child. www.dcf.ks.gov

DCF Adult Protective Services (APS) - Social workersinvestigate reports and provide protective services to
adults, with their consent, who reside in the community, adults residing in facilities licensed/certified by DCF, and
to adults residing in adult care homes and other facilities licensed by KDADS when the alleged perpetrator is not a
resident or employee of the facility. APS also investigates caregivers providing services to home and community
based service (HCBS) clients. www.dcf.ks.gov

KDADS - Investigates reports of adult abuse, neglect and exploitation occurring in adult care homes (ACH).
Examples: nursing home facilities, assisted living facilities, boarding care. www.kdads.ks.gov

In addition, the Aging and Disability Resource Center (ADRC) is now available and is a trusted source of
information where people of all ages, abilities and income levels— and their caregivers— can go to obtain assistance
in planning for their future long-term service and support needs. The ADRC website is found at
http://kdads.ks.gov/commissions/commi ssion-on-aging/agi ng-and-di sability-resource-centers

KDHE - Investigates reports of adult abuse, neglect and exploitation occurring in medical facilities and non-long
term care facilities. Examples: hospitals, ambulatory surgery centers, home health agencies, hospice, rural health
clinics, outpatient physical therapy, portable x-ray units. www.kdheks.gov


http://www.dcf.ks.gov/�
http://www.dcf.ks.gov/�
http://www.kdads.ks.gov/�
http://kdads.ks.gov/commissions/commission-on-aging/aging-and-disability-resource-centers�
http://www.kdheks.gov/�
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In addition to the reports of substantiated abuse, the ANE Unit also received what have been classified as
“other” reports. These are reports where investigations may have been originally denied or hindered and
are generated by contacts from law enforcement, DCF, KDADS, KDHE, legislators or private citizens.
The ANE Unit frequently receives complaints, concerns or questions from the public. For the period of
July 1, 2014, to June 30, 2015, the ANE Unit received 23 “other” reports. Of the 23 “other” reports, 9
were child abuse related and 14 were adult abuse related. Reports of substantiated abuse combined with
“other” reports accounted for atotal of 1,480 reports of child abuse and 340 reports of adult abuse for a
total of 1,820 reports reviewed. Reports may involve more than one victim and/or more than one
perpetrator. Historically, the Unit has also received and counted corrective actions issued by KDHE.
These do not rise to the level of a confirmed or substantiated finding. However, for this reporting year, the
Unit did not receive any corrective actions. The Unit received or initiated more than 4100 contacts with
other individuals or agencies in the form of calls, faxes, emails or other correspondence in an effort to
carry out its mission.

More than 96% of the reports received by the Child ANE comprised more than 80% of all
ANE Unit originated either with DCF CPS or reports received. The remaining reports were on
APS. Just over 1% came from various “other” vulnerable adults over age 18. (Figure B)

sources, more than 2% came from KDADS, and
less than 1% of the reports were from KDHE.

(Figure A)
Figure A Figure B
State of Kansas Total Reports Received State of Kansas Total Reports Received
by ANE Unit 2014-2015 by ANE Unit 2014-2015

® DCF @ Child
96.37% 81.32%

& KDADS
2.14%

©@ OTHER H  Adult
1.26% 18.68%

W KDHE

0.22%

In situations where unreported abuse is alleged, persons contacting the ANE Unit are encouraged to

report directly to the proper investigative entity. When appropriate, referrals are made to the correct

protection reporting center and to local law enforcement. Contacts such as these, where only simple
referrals are made, are not assigned as “other” reports within the Unit.

10
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Complaints and concerns are explored to determine whether areport was received by the appropriate
agency and whether the investigation is progressing as expected or could be aided by intervention.

The ANE Unit regularly serves as aliaison, coordinating with local law enforcement, district and county
attorneys, DCF, KDADS, KDHE and the genera public asis possible within state and federal
confidentiality restrictions. This exchange provides an important constituent service and oversight
function. However, it isimportant to note that where concerns are found, the Unit has no authority to
direct the actions of these agencies, nor isit empowered to impose any consequence or penalty for any
agency’ sfailure to act in accordance with established policy or the law. Nonetheless, the process allows
for considerable insight into the functioning of each partner and often serves to educate the public asto
the roles and responsibilities of each.

The ANE Unit consistently informs citizens that information obtained as aresult of inquiries on their
behalf cannot be shared with them, due to confidentiality restrictions. The follow up completed regarding
their report does provide a source of collateral information and an outlet for their concern. The interaction
and follow up information obtained also serves to help assess the impact of current policies and
procedures on victims and their families.

Ongoing discussions are held with state agency representatives to review policies, practices and
procedures and to discuss system improvement and staff performance.

Progress toward establishing and maintaining working relationships and devel oping consistent reporting
to meet statutory requirements continues. The ANE Unit would not be serving the citizens of Kansas
should it sSimply serve as arubber stamp for work already completed. Our inquiries revea that there
remains a need for system improvement and for the continued education and skill devel opment of
individuals who work within it. At the same time, it isimportant to clearly state that the magjority of cases
reviewed were handled within an expected range of outcomes.

The ANE Unit is dependent upon the information supplied by cooperating agencies as dataiis collected to
meet the statutory requirements of this unit. We continue to identify and refine variables for reporting,
especially as we continue to see an increase in reports received — something the Unit expectsto see a
significant jump in at the conclusion of the 2016 fiscal year —and will discussin detail later in this report.
We strive to cultivate positive working relationships with community agencies and we express gratitude
to those who, in addition to their daily duties, take time out of their schedulesto answer inquiries and
provide information on outcomes. We recognize each piece of the whed serves a different function while
maintaining a common goal: the protection and safety of children and vulnerable adults. Though we may
identify gapsin service and a need for system improvement, it is only through communication and
collaboration that we can al focus on keeping Kansas families safe.

Thisreport provides case examples to illustrate some areas of concern identified by the Unit during
this reporting year and is not intended to be an al-inclusive list of every such case identified.

11
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Findings recorded for the 1,471 substantiated reports of child abuse include: abandonment, emotional
abuse, lack of supervision, medical neglect, physica abuse, physical neglect and sexual abuse. Some
reports contained substantiations of more than one type of abuse or may have involved multiple victims or
perpetrators. Sexual abuse continues to be the most frequently substantiated form of abuse.

Substantiated Findings for Child Reports
July 1, 2014 - June 30, 2015

100%
90%
80%
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50%
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30%
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10%

0%

35.62%

N
o
-
N
X

21.21%

11.6Z27%

Abandonment Emotional Lack of Medical

Physical Abuse Physical Sexual Abuse
Abuse Supervision Neglect Neglect
* Finding percentages are based on 1471 substantiated reports received by the Unit.

** Whereas each report can have multiple findings, the above percentages may exceed 100%.

Compared to last year’ s findings, when 1,441 substantiated reports were received, the following variances

are noted:
Abandonment decreased 0.36%
Emotiona Abuse increased 1.56%
Lack of Supervision increased 0.11%
Medical Neglect increased 0.96%
Physical Abuse increased 0.35%
Physical Neglect decreased 0.92%
Sexual Abuse decreased 1.92%

12
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Findings recorded for the 326 substantiated reports of adult abuse include the following types: abuse,
explaitation, fiduciary abuse and neglect. Some reports contained substantiations of more than one type of
abuse or may have involved multiple victims or perpetrators. Nearly al the exploitation reports were
related to financial exploitation. Fiduciary abuse is another type of financia abuse. It is distinguished by

the perpetrator being a person who stands in a position of trust, very often someone given power of
attorney.

Substantiated Findings for Adult Reports
July 1, 2014 - June 30, 2015

20.567

32.52%
27.61% 20-86%
rAvY N /0

.;t\

Exploitation Fiduciary Abuse

Abuse Neglect

* Finding percentages are based on 326 substantiated reports received by the Unit.
** Whereas each report can have multiple findings, the above percentage s may exceed 100%.

By combining both financial exploitation and fiduciary abuse, the most frequently confirmed type of
abuse was financial abuse of vulnerable adults, most often seniors. Compared to the 2013-2014 reporting
year, when 422 substantiated reports of adult abuse were received, abuse findings increased 3.16%, while
exploitation decreased 6.04% and fiduciary abuse decreased 5.44%. Neglect findings increased 2.64%.

Substantiated Findings for Adult Reports
July 1, 2014 - June 30, 2015

2 £90/
26.38% ’

Abuse Financial Abuse Neglect

* Finding percentages are based on 326 substantiated reports received by the Unit.
** Whereas each report can have multiple findings, the above percentages may exceed 100%.

13
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The following are examples of investigations with which the ANE Unit became involved to facilitate
further action or affect changes in outcome:

Lack of Internal/External Agency Communication and Safeguar ds

In numerous cases the ANE Unit obtained and facilitated delivery of information that was needed by
DCF, KDADS, KDHE, local law enforcement, or county or district attorneys to assure that the case
recelved full consideration. In some cases, it was evident a breakdown occurred while information
transferred from one agency to another, whilein other cases, reports were found to be stalled within an
individual agency. Unit inquiry brought these cases back to the attention of persons who were able to take
additional action which, in some cases, furthered investigations toward completion, if not prosecution.

In support:

¢ In Douglas County, a mother was substantiated for lack of supervision of her two children,
while her partner was substantiated for physical abuse of those children. It was alleged the
mother’ s partner hit the children about the face, mouth and bottom with his hands and with an
object. The investigating socia worker observed bruising to the children. In follow up with
Douglas County Didtrict Attorney staff in May 2015, the Unit was advised the office had no
record of receiving the police report for thisinvestigation, or any other investigation
connected to the named parties.

When the Unit followed up with Lawrence Police Department as to the status of the
investigation, law enforcement reported the assigned officer was out of the office, but that he
appeared to have completed a report alleging Abuse of a Child. The supervising officer
indicated he would follow up with records staff as soon as possible to forward a report. Upon
further follow up, the supervising officer then notified the Unit that the reporting officer had
not completed an affidavit and would do so upon his return to the office. The following week,
the reporting officer notified the Unit he had not completed an affidavit as he had previoudy
determined the offense occurred in the county and outside of hisjurisdiction. As such, he had
forwarded his case to the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office. In June 2015, the Unit contacted
the assigned detective within the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office. As aresult of Unit
inquiry, the detective discovered a charging affidavit had not been submitted to the district
attorney’ s office. He indicated intent to do so and offered to notify the Unit when the process
was completed. In August 2015, as a result of further follow up, the Unit was advised the
case had been completed and submitted to the district attorney’ s office.

e InFord County, astep-parent was substantiated in two DCF investigations for the sexual
abuse of a child. While reviewing actions and outcomes of criminal cases, the Unit
discovered that according to online records, two criminal cases had been filed and dismissed.
The Unit contacted the county attorney’ s office to verify information and alerted staff, who
indicated only one of the cases should have been dismissed and concluded there was a
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clerical error in the second. Unit inquiry allowed county attorney staff to contact the clerk of
the district court and correct the record. The Unit also verified that this error did not result in
the release of the alleged perpetrator from custody.

¢ InLogan County, a Certified Nurse Aide (CNA) at a nursing facility was substantiated by
KDADS during a previous reporting period for the abuse and neglect of aresident when it
was alleged the CNA taped the resident’ s hand to the bar of a bath chair when the resident
failed to stop scratching herself. Though the KDADS finding noted the incident was reported
to law enforcement, when the Unit inquired of the responding officer, he indicated he
believed it was forwarded for prosecution, but could not remember. The Unit subsequently
inquired of the county attorney, who found no record of receiving areport in this matter. Asa
result, the county attorney requested a copy of the report from law enforcement and the CNA
was later charged with one count of Mistreatment of a Dependent Adult.

¢ In Montgomery County, a4-week-old child was substantiated as the victim of physical abuse
at the hands of an unknown perpetrator after he sustained a spiral fracture to the femur. This
occurred during a previous reporting year. When the Unit further researched outcomesin
2014, county attorney’s office staff reported a criminal case had been submitted to their office
naming the parents as suspects. Staff reported criminal charges had been declined; however
records indicated the Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) had sent the report back the local
police department requesting additional information. The office had no indication the
requested information was ever received.

The Unit subsequently requested and reviewed the Coffeyville Police Department report,
which indicated polygraphs administered to the child’s mother and to his babysitter showed
deception. The report noted that the KBI special agent declined to administer a polygraph to
the child' s father as the babysitter subsequently admitted to causing the injury to the child.
The Unit contacted a detective at the police department regarding any request for follow up
from the county attorney’ s office. As aresult, the detective searched and subsequently found
arequest for additional information which had been previously received from the county
attorney’ s office. He followed up with the Unit to explain that although the county attorney
reported the office was awaiting polygraph reports, police department records indicated
requested information had been submitted to the county attorney’ s office in February 2012
and again in March 2012. Though he could not explain why they were never received, he
indicated he would facilitate a resubmission of the records to the office.

In light of the evidence documented in the police report regarding the confession of an
alleged perpetrator who was not even named within the DCF narrative as a suspect in the
original investigation, the Unit contacted DCF regarding amendment of their finding to name
a perpetrator based on the police report and therefore place the alleged perpetrator on the
child abuse registry. Between December 2014 and February 2015, the Unit had no less than
14 contacts with various individuals and agenciesin effort to facilitate exchange of the police
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report between law enforcement and DCF. DCF eventually confirmed receipt of the police
report on January 28, but did not amend their finding and place the perpetrator on the registry
until June 12. The department did not explain the additional delay in amending their finding.

Sincethe end of this reporting period, the Unit again inquired about the charging status with
the county attorney. The county attorney indicated that it did not appear his office had
reviewed the file since the origina declination. He a so reported no record of receiving the
substantiation from DCF. He advised the Unit he would pull their file to determine whether
additional records had been received and would attempt to review the matter promptly.

e In Montgomery County, a mother’s boyfriend was substantiated for lack of supervision of her
1-year-old and 3-year-old children after the children were found alone in their apartment, in
the middle of the night, by law enforcement which responded to awelfare check. When
researching agency response, the Unit contacted the county attorney’ s office and was advised
by support staff that the office had no record of receiving a police report from Coffeyville
Police Department. The Unit followed up with law enforcement in April 2015 and the Chief
of Police reported the agency’ s records reflected the report was sent to the county attorney’s
office on August 15, 2014, and supplemental reports followed on August 18. The Unit
contacted the county attorney’ s office again. The Assistant County Attorney (ACA) handling
Child in Need of Care (CINC) cases referred the Unit to the county attorney after advising
she only had information pertaining to the CINC case. She advised she would submit her
copy of the police report to the county attorney. When the Unit subsequently attempted
contact with the county attorney on the same date, support staff then indicated they had in
fact received the report. Support staff aso advised they would print the report and provide
such to the county attorney for review. Five days later, the same support staff contacted the
Unit and indicated the case was ready to befiled. The alleged perpetrator was subsequently
charged with Aggravated Endangering a Child and Interference with a Law Enforcement
Officer.

¢ In Leavenworth County, amother was substantiated for lack of supervision of her children
after it was reported she was found passed out in her vehicle on the side of the road, while her
children were passengers in the car. This DCF finding was issued during a previous reporting
year. When the Unit initially inquired with the county attorney’s office asto a charging
status, support staff in the office indicated they had not proceeded with charges as the mother
had pending actions in other counties. When the Unit followed up again with the county
attorney’ s office during this reporting period, the office was aware of dispositionin one
jurisdiction, but not the other. The Unit was able to provide the county attorney’ s office with
disposition information from the second jurisdiction, upon which the office indicated their
case would be filed. The alleged perpetrator was subsequently convicted on counts related to
this finding in Leavenworth County.
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e InButler County, a brother was substantiated for fiduciary abuse of an involved adult (1A).
APS found the alleged perpetrator, who was an authorized signer on his brother’ s bank
account, was failing to consistently make payments to the nursing facility in which his
brother lived. In addition, APS found a sum of money debited from the A’ s account, for
which the alleged perpetrator could not account and which appeared to be used for expenses
other than those belonging to the IA. While reviewing actions and outcomes of thisfinding
during this reporting period, the Unit made multiple inquiries to Andover Police Department
regarding status or outcome of any criminal investigation. The Unit finally reached a
detective and learned that the detective originally assigned to the case was no longer with the
department. The detective reported their records showed the case was closed, but she was not
comfortable with that disposition as there was no information to indicate why it was closed.
Additionally, she had concern based on the history of the facility in unrelated reports. The
detective indicated intent to request and review bank records aswell asto interview the lA, in
order to resolve the case to her satisfaction. Upon interviewing the 1A, who declined to press
charges and indicated the funds had been repaid, and upon confirming the alleged perpetrator
was no longer DPOA and had no accessto the IA's funds, the detective completed her
investigation and closed the case without forwarding for prosecution. Unit intervention
appeared to bring this case back to the attention of law enforcement who further investigated
the case to ensure a complete and thorough review of the report.

¢ In Ellis County, an adult was substantiated for the sexual abuse of an unrelated 8-year-old
child. The abuse was reported to have occurred when she was 4 years old. In researching
actions and outcomes, the Unit learned the investigation originated in Barton County, where
the child resided at the time of the report, but law enforcement in that jurisdiction forwarded
their findings to the appropriate agency in Ellis County when they determined the abuse
occurred in that location. The Unit contacted the investigating officer in Hays who reported
he was in the process of finalizing his report to submit to the county attorney. The Unit
advised the investigator that online records indicated the alleged perpetrator, who was
incarcerated in another matter, was due to be released from custody the following month. The
Unit further followed up multiple times with personnd at the county attorney’ s office, who
pulled the report to ensure the matter had atimely review.

e In Sedgwick County, a step-father was substantiated in 2012 for the sexual abuse of achild.
Upon review of the DCF finding, the narrative noted law enforcement and the assigned social
worker made multiple attempts to interview the step-father, but were never able to locate him
for aninterview. Upon initia review of thisfinding, the Unit’ s research revealed the step-
father had appeared in court in another matter in the month prior to this finding being issued.
Furthermore, online records indicated he was on probation in at least two criminal cases and
had athird pending at that time. The Unit contacted law enforcement to ensure they were
aware of the step-father’ s whereabouts and that they were able to complete an interview for
thisinvestigation. In the interim, law enforcement reported they located the step-father and
planned to work through his attorney to attempt an interview before submitting the case to the
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district attorney the following week. Due to the volume of reports the Unit receives requiring
review, aswell as staff turnover, the Unit was unable to verify the outcome of this report at
that time. When the Unit contacted the assigned detective during this reporting period, after
the digtrict attorney’ s office denied receipt of an investigation, the detective reported that
because he was originally unable to locate the step-father, he lost track of the investigation.
Asaresult of the Unit’s recent inquiry, the detective searched and determined the step-father
was currently incarcerated and due to be released soon. He indicated a desire to work with
facility staff to schedule an interview with the aleged perpetrator prior to hisrelease. The
Unit’s contact prompted the investigation to be completed and submitted to the district
attorney for review.

e InButler County, a son who was the durable power of attorney (DPOA) for his mother was
substantiated in a previous reporting year for fiduciary abuse. APS determined that while the
IA was hospitalized and later residing in a care facility, her son failed to pay her nursing
home obligation, as well as bank loans his mother had taken out. In addition, there were
multiple transfers and withdrawal s from her account which were not expenses to meet her
needs. The Unit left messages for the investigating law enforcement officer with Andover
Police Department to inquire as to status of a criminal investigation, but no response was
received. During this reporting year, the Unit again contacted law enforcement to determine
outcome of thisinvestigation. At that time, the investigator originally assigned to the case
reported he had been unable to interview the son because he had |eft the state. Though
records submitted to the Unit indicated notice of substantiation had been sent to law
enforcement at the time of finding, the investigator denied ever receiving such from APS and
indicated any interview the social worker may have completed with the aleged perpetrator
would be useful for hisinvestigation. The investigator advised the Unit he would contact APS
to request a copy of their investigation and if there was sufficient evidence, he would
complete a charging affidavit for the county attorney to review. The Unit has contacted the
investigator again in March, April, June and August 2015. Messages were left which have not
been returned. The Unit has attempted additional contacts with alternate personnel since that
time and has been assured messages have been left for the investigator. The Unit continues to
monitor outcomes in this matter.

¢ In Johnson County, an adoptive parent was substantiated for the sexua abuse of achild
during a previous reporting period. The adoptive parent was subsequently charged with rape,
but the case was dismissed. When the Unit inquired with the district attorney’ s office, the
prosecutor handling the case reported the child was in therapy and that she planned to refile
the case when the child was better prepared to testify. Asaresult of Unit inquiry, she reported
initiating contact with the child’s mother to verify the child’ s status and planned to continue
to monitor progress. Likewise, the Unit continues to monitor outcomes in this case as of the
writing of this report.
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In Montgomery County, parents were substantiated for physical neglect of their children after
law enforcement responded to the home and determined the conditions to be unsafe. The
initial report was for physical abuse, lack of supervision and sexua abuse. The Unit followed
up with law enforcement regarding outcomes and brought the case back to the attention of the
assigned officer so an investigation could be completed. In doing so, the officer also indicated
he had been unaware DCF had completed and closed their investigation with a substantiated
finding. In addition, he reported he had requested DCF records, as well as a second forensic
interview with the alleged victim of sexual abuse, but indicated neither request had been met.
When the Unit contacted DCF to follow up on this and to verify additional information, DCF
steff reported only that the finding “was handed” to the assigned officer and they denied any
further contact. When the Unit last inquired of law enforcement regarding status, the assigned
officer reported gaining additional evidence through search warrant, but the case remained
active and ongoing.

In Dickinson County, a man was substantiated for the sexual abuse of two children. In August
2014, the Unit began inquiry into the status of any criminal proceedings with the county
attorney’ s office. Support staff in that office initially advised the Unit their records did not
reflect receipt of any case for review. The Unit then contacted Abilene Police Department,
where a supervising officer reported an assistant county attorney signed for the report in April
2014. Throughout 2015, the Unit made multiple follow up inquiries to the county attorney’s
office, where it was consistently reported the case was under review. The Unit was unable to
speak with a prosecuting attorney until September 2015, when the attorney reported she was
awaiting a new probable cause affidavit, as none had been received, despite law enforcement
previoudy reporting one had been sent. The Unit continues to monitor outcomes in this
matter.

In Crawford County, a mother was substantiated for the physical abuse of her 15-year-old
child during a previous reporting year after it was alleged the child’ s mother spit on her,
grabbed her by the hair, hit, kicked and attempted to strangle her. The child was observed
with scratches and abrasions, while no injuries were observed to the mother. When the Unit
inquired as to charging status after initially receiving the finding, the county attorney’ s office
reported the case had been received to review for CINC only and no criminal case had been
forwarded. The Unit requested and reviewed the police report, which contained an allegation
of Battery. Asaresult of Unit contact, support staff in the office pulled the file and indicated
the county attorney would be regquested to review the matter for crimina charges. Thiswas
confirmed with the county attorney who reported the matter was not entered in their office as
acriminal case, but would be processed as such and subsequently reviewed. Due to casel oad
volume, the matter was not reviewed again by the Unit until this reporting year. Upon further
contact with the county attorney’s office, the Unit learned a charging decision had never been
made. As aresult of continued contact, the case was ultimately further reviewed for a
charging decision.
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¢ InBarton County, a mother’s boyfriend was substantiated for the sexual abuse of her child.
The DCF narrative basis indicated the report was assigned for investigation within the
department in January 2013, yet the finding was not made until May 2014, significantly
outside the 30-day timeframe allowed in statute. In explaining the delay, DCF wrote such was
“due to waiting for law enforcement reports and interview with (the alleged perpetrator).”
The department wrote that the alleged perpetrator was not located by law enforcement or
DCF and he did not respond to letters sent to him by mail.

Upon review of thisfinding, the Unit contacted law enforcement in November 2014, where
the investigating detective indicated she had been unable to locate the alleged perpetrator for
an interview. She reported she would like to complete her investigation, but had exhausted
her optionsto locate him. The Unit researched available records online and |learned the
alleged perpetrator had been arrested on another matter in February 2014. He subsequently
made a court appearance in May 2014, where he was sentenced to probation and then
incarcerated in July 2014 after violating that probation. The Unit advised the detective of the
alleged perpetrator’ slocation at Larned and she indicated intent to arrange an interview.

The Unit inquired with the detective three more timesin March, April and June 2015, upon
which the detective reported she still had not interviewed the alleged perpetrator and his
location was once again unknown. The Unit searched the Department of Corrections website
for an update and learned that in the interim, the alleged perpetrator had been moved twice
more to different facilities. The detective was contacted again to share this information and
messages were |eft for her in June, July, August and October 2015 with no further response.
On two of those occasions, the messages advised her of a newly reported location within the
Department of Corrections. As of the writing of this report, an additional call was made to the
detective. She once again reported she was unable to locate the alleged perpetrator and he
was not on probation supervision. The Unit advised her that according to the Department of
Corrections website, he has been in custody since the summer of 2014 and is currently
housed at Ellsworth Correctional facility, with an earliest possible release date of May 2016.
The detective has once again indicated intent to arrange a courtesy interview at the facility in
order to complete her investigation. The Unit continues to monitor this investigation for
outcomes.
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Failureto I ssue Findings

While reviewing findings in some cases, Unit inquiry to DCF resulted in substantiated findings being
issued in investigations which were previously unsubstantiated or where certain victims or perpetrators
failed to be added to existing investigations.

In support:

In Harvey County, a grandmother was substantiated for lack of supervision of her 1-year-old
grandson after it was alleged the boy and his 3-year-old cousin microwaved foil packing and
got into chemicals while the grandmother was sleeping. The children’ s grandmother admitted
she woke up to smell something burning and asked the 3-year-old about it, but when the child
did not answer her, she fell back to deep. The children then proceeded to the second floor of
the home, where they opened a bottle of bleach and a bottle of Pine Sol and poured both onto
the floor. The Unit only received a substantiated finding pertaining to the 1-year-old and not
the 3-year-old and therefore, inquired of DCF.

The department originally responded that they did not substantiate the 3-year-old as an
aleged victim because there was no harm and she was not injured. It should be noted PPM
0160 defines “lack of supervision” as follows:

Acts or omissions by a parent, guardian, or person responsible for the care of a child
resulting in harmto a child, or presenting a likelihood of harm, and the acts or
omissions are not due solely to the lack of financial means of the child’ s parents or
other custodian. This term may include the following, but shall not be limited to:
failure to provide adequate supervision of a child or to remove a child froma
situation which requires judgment or actions beyond the child’'slevel of maturity,
physical condition or mental abilities and that resultsin bodily injury or a likelihood
of harmto the child. K.SA 38-2202.

In their response, DCF quoted policy questions used to determine a substantiated finding. The
department provided answers to those questions which appeared to support substantiation,
including indicating a likelihood of harm to the children through potential for fire, potential
for burnsto the children and the potentia for poisoning due to accessing cleaning chemicals.
They aso concluded the children were too young to have adequate self-care skills for the
situation and they were left in a situation requiring judgments or actions beyond the
children’slevel of maturity, physical condition or mental abilities. Furthermore, while the
social worker was in the home interviewing the alleged perpetrator, the worker observed

medi cation bottles on the stove within the reach of a child present in the home and had to
redirect that child away from the microwave when the grandmother was not paying attention.
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Direct supervisors, region supervisors and Central Office staff were copied on DCF sinitia
response and offered no intervention or correction to the outcome. As aresult, the Unit
forwarded the matter again to Central Office staff and expressed concern at the inconsistent
application of policy in finding the same facts were present to meet the clear and convincing
standard with regard to one child, but not the other, especialy in light of the worker’s
answers to the questions quoted which appeared, more often than not, to support
substantiation. One week later, the Unit received a second finding naming the 3-year-old as a
substantiated victim.

L ack of Effective Monitorina by DCF Contractorsto Ensure Care and Safety of Children

The Unit continues to see reports where concerns arise for the level of monitoring and supervision given
to children who are receiving services through DCF contractors, whether due to placement in foster care,
or when receiving services in the home, sometimes while in DCF custody. When necessary, such
concerns are tasked to DCF to review for appropriate action and response.

In support:

e InFranklin County, afinding was issued in 2013 concerning lack of supervision of two
children by their father. At the time the report was assigned for investigation in July 2013, the
children were placed in the home, but had been in state custody since 2011. Though the
conditions of the home were cited as contributing to their removal, DCF reported a physica
neglect allegation was not added because it was not seen as an ongoing issue and KVC
Behaviora Healthcare services were in place in the home to address the conditions. DCF
reported KV C workers should have been in the home monthly while providing aftercare
services, but DCF files did not contain records of those dates. The children were removed
from the home in August 2013.

The Unit received a second finding on these children in July 2014. In this event, both parents
were substantiated for lack of supervision and physical neglect. DCF reported the family had
been receiving services “non-stop” since September 2011. After being removed in August
2013 as aresult of the previous finding, the children were returned home in October 2013 and
remained in DCF custody with KV C servicesin place. DCF indicated KV C reported their
workers were not alowed in the home unless avisit was scheduled in advance. A review of
KV C logs contained in the DCF file reflected KV C was last in the home the week before this
second report was received by DCF. The DCF finding described the home as having living
conditions which were “ atrocious with multiple safety hazards, including broken glass on the
floor and food smeared all over.” On the day law enforcement and DCF were in the home,
one of the children had cut himself on this broken glass. DCF documented deplorable
conditions which included piles of clothes on the floor and furniture, moldy food on the table
and floor, prescription medication on the floor, a hole in the kitchen floor the size of an adult
foot, ahole in the wall the size of afist, dirty dishes stacked on the counter and stove, trash
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on the floors and overflowing the trash cans and cupboards and a refrigerator without any
food. The bathroom was described asfilthy. The children’ s bedroom was reported to have a
floor covered in trash, toys and clothes, with dried paint on the walls, on the curtains and on
the floor and a used potty chair also on the floor. The Unit reviewed photos taken by both
DCF and law enforcement which documented deplorable conditions that did not occur
overnight. Y et, the notes from the KV C worker, who was in the home the previous week,
made no mention of the conditions in the home at al, either good or bad. This second report
originated because the children were observed to be walking down the street a one and
“poorly dressed” and not because of a new report made by the KV C staff responsible for
monitoring the home.

This concern was highlighted in the report produced by the Unit last year. The matter
continued to be staffed with DCF Central Office at quarterly meetings throughout this
reporting year —in October 2014, January 2015 and April 2015. In April, DCF reported the
matter had been reviewed by the department’s Deputy Director of Foster Care and was being
addressed with the region contractor. However, when asked, DCF could not indicate with
which specific concern the department concurred or the manner in which it was being
addressed.

DCF’sFailureto Respond Effectively in Child Abuse Investigations

The Unit routinely attempts to engage DCF region staff, as well as Central Office, in discussion to
examine the department’ s response to investigations — especially where such appears contradictory to
policy and/or best practice — and ways in which responses can be improved in order to better protect
children and vulnerable adults.

In support:

¢ In Shawnee County, a step-father was substantiated for physical abuse of a child. It was
alleged he pushed, slapped, choked and threw the child into the couch, then attempted to hit
her in the face with a belt. Though DCF noted the child was reported to have a bloody lip, the
child was not observed with injury as she was not interviewed by DCF until almost three
weeks after the incident. Police were never notified, the safety of the child was not verified
timely and any opportunity to observe injury was lost.

Thisinvestigation was highlighted in the Unit’ s report last year due to a concern that this
physical abuse was a criminal act which was not reported to law enforcement for
investigation and possi ble prosecution. The concern continued to be raised with DCF Central
Office at quarterly meetings throughout this reporting year — in October 2014, January 2015
and April 2015. The department finally responded in April of this year. While DCF Central
Office staff do not waver in the opinion that policy does not require the department to report
to law enforcement in cases such as this (in fact, staff stated it was the school’ s responsibility
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to call) the department did concur the worker erred in not responding to the home and that the
reported issue would be addressed with supervisors through coaching and mentoring.

¢ InJohnson County, afacility staff person was substantiated for the physical abuse of a child
after it was reported the staff person grabbed the child, backed him into a corner, put his
forearm under the child’ s chin and was strangling him. A nurse on staff found the child to
have bruising to his arms and legs with ared area on his upper back. The DCF finding did not
indicate other witnesses were interviewed. The finding reported this alleged perpetrator “has
had prior incidents where this has occurred in other facilities”, including a 2008 incident
where, while working in what is only identified asa KV C facility, he “put (a) kid in ahold.”
After multiple inquiries by the Unit, DCF reported this facility was not alicensed KDADS or
KDHE facility but did not identify its nature more clearly. Further, DCF denied investigating
the previously-referenced 2008 incident and reported neither the facility nor DCF reported
this current possible crime to law enforcement. The Unit requested and reviewed the DCF file
and noted the department identified the facility as a Psychiatric Residential Treatment
Facility (PRTF) facility licensed by KDADS and did notify a representative of the agency of
the report. However, naotice of finding did not appear to be sent to KDADS asisrequiredin
policy, per PPM 2544 C.

Thisinvestigation was a so highlighted in last year' s annual report, categorized separately as
concerns both due to failure to report possible crimes to law enforcement and due to
difficulties in communications with DCF while attempting to receive information. Last year's
report identified additional questions and concerns the Unit found and which DCF had, up
until the writing of that report, failed to answer. Those concernsincluded:

o DCF'sinitid denia the involved facility was a licensed one, contradicted in their file
which reflectsthe facility isa PRTF licensed by KDADS. DCF hasfailed to address
whether they sent natice of finding to KDADS asis required in policy, though KDADS
staff has denied receipt of such notice.

o DCF sapparent failure to follow up on areport that the same alleged perpetrator in this
case may have committed similar behavior against another child while working at an
unspecified KV C facility in 2008.

o Failure of DCF to view and/or secure a copy of an available video recording of the
incident by the facility; the existence of which is not noted in their basis for finding, but
isreflected in the investigative file.

e DCF sapparent failure to conduct interviews of witnesses present during the incident or
to cite any portion of statements those witnesses gave to the facility in their narrative
basis for finding.

The Unit escalated these concerns from region staff to Central Office by raising this matter at
the quarterly meetings beginning in June 2014 and continuing through October 2014, January
2015 and April 2015 meetings. Ultimately, DCF did acknowledge the PRTF was a facility
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licensed by KDADS and as such, a notice of finding should have been sent to KDADS, an
error which they subsequently reported correcting. The Unit remains concerned the region
denied this was required when initially asked by the Unit and that this error took the
department a year of repeated inquiries to correct, despite the facility being appropriately
identified in the department’ s own file at the outset of their investigation. Central Office staff
again maintain there is no requirement in policy to report to law enforcement and in fact,
reported to the Unit that while it was “not the social worker’sjob” to notify law enforcement
of crimes, they do notify law enforcement “where they believe law enforcement should file
charges’ and noted the PRTF facility also could have called law enforcement and did not.

Collabor ation with Other AG Divisionsfor | nvestiaation/Prosecution

While receiving and reviewing substantiated findings as well as concerns from constituents, ANE Unit
involvement resulted in identification of certain cases which were not being actively investigated or
prosecuted. When such cases met the requisite criteriafor the Attorney General’ s Office to become
involved, the Unit was able to refer these matters to the appropriate division within the Office of the
Attorney General. The Unit continues to receive referrals from other divisions or requests for assistance
aswell.
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this discretion, the Unit would encourage law enforcement not to overlook the possibility of submitting
criminal affidavits as well, where warranted.

Recommendation: The Unit continues to recommend dual reporting of child and adult abuse to both the
appropriate state agencies and to local law enforcement when thereis a belief a crime may have
occurred. Those agencies should also follow up on their initial reportsto verify receipt by the law
enforcement agency. In absence of this, the Unit recommends DCF institute Rules and Regulations to

incorporate the use of lethality checklistsinto policy to determine whether child abuse reports that
constitute potential crimes should be reported to law enforcement, regardless of whether “serious

physical abuse” occurs.
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Lack of Aaency Communication

In some cases, it is apparent failure to fully communicate by investigating agencies is detrimenta to
thorough investigation and prosecution of cases, reducing accountability by alleged perpetrators and
increasing risk to those who are, or will become, victims of abuse.

In support:

In Montgomery County, parents were substantiated for physical neglect of their children after
law enforcement responded to the home and determined the conditions to be unsafe. The
initial report was for physical abuse, lack of supervision and sexua abuse. The Unit followed
up with law enforcement regarding outcomes and brought the case back to the attention of the
assigned officer so an investigation could be completed. In doing so, the officer also indicated
he had been unaware DCF had completed and closed their investigation with a substantiated
finding. In addition, he reported he had requested DCF records, as well as a second forensic
interview with the alleged victim of sexual abuse, but indicated neither request had been met.
When the Unit contacted DCF to verify additional information, DCF staff reported only that
the finding “was handed” to the assigned officer and they denied any further contact. This
finding was previously discussed on page 19.

In Miami County, afamily member was substantiated for the sexual abuse of a child. Upon
review of the finding received from DCF, the department denied sending notice of their
finding to law enforcement, though they noted law enforcement wasinvolved in the
investigation. When the Unit contacted law enforcement to determine the status of a criminal
investigation, the assigned detective noted she had not been notified by DCF that their
investigation had been substantiated and had only been aware of the outcome when the
alleged perpetrator sent her a copy of his notice. The detective reported to the Unit she
seldom receives natice of the outcomes of joint investigations, but is frequently “inundated”
with requests for information regarding the status or outcomes of her investigations by DCF.

Recommendation: The Unit recommends that while each agency serves a separate function, they
recognize the value of joint, collaborative efforts, to work together in their individual capacities and
improve communication and notification in this regard.

Ineffective Referral Processfor Findings That Are Referred to
Law Enforcement in Adult Cases

The Unit continues to see a significant opportunity for cases involving abuse of vulnerable adults to “fall
through the cracks” when those cases are referred to law enforcement. For APS and KDADS, thisreferral
process involves sending written notice to a law enforcement agency. However, for the most part, thereis
no follow up to these documents to verify they were received, let alone acted upon. For the Unit, two
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concerning patterns have emerged: 1) law enforcement cannot verify receipt of any notice, or 2) they
express concern at not being brought into the process at the outset of an investigation.

APS is mandated by law to report possible criminal actsto law enforcement (K.S.A 39-1404). In
accordance, APS workers complete awritten Natification to Law Enforcement. This may be sent to law
enforcement at the outset of an APS investigation (Form 10210) and again upon completion of that
investigation to inform of afinding (Form 10350). This form may include alengthy summary, with
supporting documentation attached, or more often contain only a few sentences with instructions for law
enforcement to contact the worker to receive additional information. Notices may simply be directed to
the agency, to a division within the agency, or occasionally, to the attention of a specific individual. APS
does not have a consistent process by which all workers submit notice to their local law enforcement
agency. The process varies within the regions and may be submitted in any manner, including by fax, by
mail or by email. Though some workers are excellent at following up with law enforcement about
documenting a report, others believe the act of sending notice fulfills their reporting requirements
according to policy and are resistant to doing anything further.

Tracking further actions by law enforcement has proven difficult for the Unit. Often we are receiving the
information after some significant time has passed. If there is not a documented report on file, the law
enforcement agency’ s ability to locate information and verify any responseislimited. The Unit has al'so
not been able to determine a consistent contact point within law enforcement agencies designated to
receive such information. Though APS has agreed to supply copies of fax transmittal formsin cases
where the reports are referred by fax, these are not always received and provide no assistance when
notices are sent in another format.

When workers do not follow up with law enforcement to ensure the information is received, referrals

can often belost in transition and hinder efforts at addressing abuse.

In the past, there has been similar difficulty tracking actions on cases referred by KDADS. However,
changesin federal regulations in recent years require certain individual s employed or contracted by long
term care (LTC) facilities to make areport of any reasonable suspicion of a crime committed against a
resident or person receiving care from the facility. This has resulted in the Unit receiving a higher number
of KDADS substantiations where actual police reports have already been made and report numbers are
ableto be provided to the Unit.

The Unit remains highly concerned the referral process between APS and law enforcement creates a
significant opportunity for cases alleging abuse against adults to get lost in the system and to have no
action taken. Nonetheless, there is a clear reluctance by APS to require staff to follow up on these
referrals or to advance policy beyond what they believe is minimally required by statute.

In addition, when APS failsto notify law enforcement as soon asit becomes apparent there is a possihility
acrime was committed, it can further hinder acriminal investigation. Time passes, evidence may be lost
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or destroyed, witness statements may become tainted, and victim statements can be lost altogether when
victims pass away in the course of an investigation or their physical or mental health deteriorates.

The ANE Unit does not believe all cases resulting in findings of abuse, neglect or exploitation will rise to
the level of acrime. Even if the cases meet criteria set forth in a criminal statute, there may be extenuating
circumstances that may justifiably cause a prosecutor not to charge a crimina offense. However, law
enforcement agencies should be allowed to make that determination. They, and subsequently, the district
or county attorney cannot act with regard to criminal penaltiesif the information is not presented to them
in atimely fashion.

Recommendation: The Unit recommends all state agencies providing information to local law
enforcement agencies develop policy requiring follow up on these referralsin atimely fashion to
ensure the information is received. If legislative action is required to create a statutory obligation, this
should be reviewed and considered. Further, local law enforcement agencies should devel op internal
policies so staff who might receive such notification recognize the purpose and nature of the forms and
disseminate them appropriately for investigation. Law enforcement should make an independent
determination regarding initiating a criminal investigation based on the merits of the report and the
available evidence, rather than solely on the impression or opinion of a social worker who is not trained
to conduct a criminal investigation.

Findings Not Sent to the District/County Attorney in the Jurisdiction wherethe Crime Occurred.

The Unit has previoudly identified a concern where findings had not been sent by DCF to the district or
county attorney in the jurisdiction where child abuse had occurred. In recent years, there was a DCF
policy requirement that workers issuing substantiated findings send notice to the district or county
attorney both in the jurisdiction where the child resided and in the jurisdiction where the abuse occurred.
However, citing state statutes and Federal law, DCF reversed this position as of July 2012, and revised
policy. PPM 2547 currently requires only that “notice shall be promptly provided to the county or district
attorney for consideration of a child in need of care petition.”

The Unit does not believe it would be the intent of any law, or within the spirit of the law, to restrict a
child protection authority with knowledge of crimes against children from reporting those crimes to alaw
enforcement agency or a prosecutor’ s office with jurisdiction to investigate those crimes.

Recommendation: The Unit recommends DCF develop policy to consistently require workers to send
notice of finding to the appropriate district or county attorney and (if a possible crime occurred) to file
areport with the law enforcement agency in the jurisdiction where the abuse occurred. Such
notification should be documented in the casefile. In the event the abuse occurs out of state, policy
should be developed to minimally require a report to that state’s child protection agency and obtain

verification of whether that agency reported crimes to law enforcement. If legidative amendment of
pertinent statutes is required, this should be considered to ensure crimes against children are reported to
law enforcement, fully investigated, and considered for prosecution.
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Sexual Relations Between Car egiversand Vulnerable Populations

Of great concern isthe safety of citizens who are dependent on others for their care. The ANE Unit
continues to hear from constituents who worry about the well-being of their family members when they
are dependent on others to meet their daily needs.

Though those who hold professional licenses may face disciplinary action and loss of license for any act
of abuse, neglect or exploitation confirmed by agencies like DCF and KDADS, criminal prosecution may
be hampered regarding a vulnerable adult and hisher ability to give consent.

The Unit has long recommended |egislation which would legally prohibit caregivers from engaging in
sexua relations with their patients/clients, regardless of that person’s ability to give consent. It would
seem most logical to do so through modification of K.S.A 21-5512, the criminal statute prohibiting
Unlawful Sexual Relations. In 2014, section 7 of this statute was modified as follows:

(7) the offender is an employee of the department-of social-and-rehabilitation-services

Kansas department for aging and disability services or the Kansas department for
children and families or the employee of a contractor who is under contract to provide
services in asecial-and-rehabititation-services an aging and disability or children and
familiesinstitution or to the departrment-of-soetal-ang-rehabHitation-services Kansas
department for aging and disability services or the Kansas department for children and
families and the person with whom the offender is engaging in consensua sexua
intercourse, lewd fondling or touching, or sodomy is a person 16 years of age or older
who is a patient in such ingtitution or in the custody of the secretary of-soecial-and
rehabiitation-serviees for aging and disability services or the secretary for children and
families;

This modification makes it a crime for employees of KDADS, aswell astheir contracting employees, to
engage in these specific sexual acts with a patient in any aging and disability ingtitution. However, these
protections still do not extend to residents of long term care or nursing facilities, which — even though
they are licensed by KDADS — are privately owned institutions. Presumably, the intent of these
modifications was to simply accommodate facilities which were previously under the direction of the
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services, but have since been reorganized by Executive Order to
fall under thejurisdiction of KDADS and to also recognize the renaming of these agencies.

Recommendation: The ANE Unit continues to encourage legidation that would legally prohibit
caregivers in both residential and facility settings from engaging in sexual relations with their
patients/clients, regardless of that person’s ability to give consent. This may be effectively

accomplished through modification of the Unlawful Sexual Relations statute. The Unit recognizes there
may need to be an exception alowable for longstanding and marital relationships.
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I neffective Use of Abuse Registriesto Protect Children and Vulnerable Adults

In previous reporting years, the Unit identified a concern whereby substantiated perpetrators of abuse may
still have the opportunity to obtain professional positions working with others who are in a vulnerable
state.

When a perpetrator is substantiated by DCF for abuse against a child or a vulnerable adult, his or her
name is placed on the Central Registry maintained by DCF. Those who are subject to investigation and
finding by KDADS are entered on the Kansas Nurse Aide Registry (KNAR) when they are identified as
perpetrators.

While nursing facilities are required to check the KNAR regarding the licensure status for certified nurse
aides (CNAYS), certified medication aides (CMAs) and home health aides, they are not required to check
the DCF Centra Registry. In the past, APS has reported sending notices of finding to KDADS. However,
APS Central Office staff believes these findings are not acted upon or responded to with regard to
existing or prospective employees. In follow up with KDADS, it was reported “few” referrals were nurse
aides and the requirements for substantiation between the nurse aide registry and the DCF registry made it
difficult to ssmply add those on the DCF registry to the KNAR registry.

The Unit continues to believe this process creates a gap whereby, for example, perpetrators who are
substantiated by DCF for abuse, neglect or exploitation of children or vulnerable adults, are able to go on
to obtain positionsin health care facilities. This exposes a new group of potential victims to those who
have already been known to perpetrate upon individuals who cannot necessarily protect themselves.

Recommendation: Agencies and facilities currently required to screen employees viathe KNAR
registry only should be required to also check the DCF Central Registry of perpetrators of abuse,
neglect and exploitation. Where consent of the employee is required, such should be a condition of
employment. Staff of the Office of Attorney Genera continues to participate in discussions with

relevant agenciesin order to collaborate on ways to address this identified gap.

Failure of Agenciesto Submit Findingsto the Unit in Compliance with Statutory Requirement

The Unit has continued to monitor case findings to ensure they are received timely. K.S.A 75-723
requires agencies to submit their findings to the Unit within 10 days. Though the language does not
specify whether such is required to be calendar days or business days, in the interest of good faith and
allowing the maximum timeframe, the Unit has considered this requirement to be business days. While
staffing and database abilities, along with caseload volume causes difficulty in ensuring thisfactor is
documented for every finding received, the Unit has been able to determine that during this reporting
year, aminimum of 88 findings submitted by agencies were received outside statutory requirement.
Seventy of those were submitted late by DCF-CPS staff, while 16 were from DCF-APS staff. The
remaining two were submitted by KDHE. This equatesto arate of at least 4.76% for CPS and 5.65% for
APS.
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In past years, the Unit has discovered findings have not been submitted timely for such reasons as social
workers mistakenly waiting for the perpetrator’ s appeal period to pass, or for completion of corrective
action plans. Other cases were discovered to have never been sent until the Unit discovered them as a
result of receiving subsequent investigations or as a result of inquiries from other divisions.

In support:

In Douglas County, a mother was substantiated for lack of supervision of her children. Review of
the narrative basis for finding in this event revealed the existence of two previous substanti ated
findings for thisfamily in 2011 — one for sexua abuse and one for lack of supervision. Whilethe
Unit had record of receiving the sexual abuse finding, no record was found for receipt of the lack
of supervision finding. The Unit inquired of DCF and subsequently received the second finding
which had been previoudly issued in 2011. Though DCF had a cover sheet dated accordingly, the
department could offer no verification this finding was submitted timely to the Unit in the form of
email, fax transmittals or other notesin thefile.

In Shawnee County, a woman was substantiated for fiduciary abuse of her mother-in-law in
December 2014, based on an APS report received in October 2014. The Unit was unaware of this
finding until a notice was received in May 2015 which reversed the previously substanti ated
finding based on the alleged perpetrator’ s completion of a Corrective Action Plan (CAP). The
Unit subsequently requested and received the original finding, wherein it was identified the
alleged perpetrator used nearly $1,500 of the |A’s funds for her own benefit. In addition, notices
of this report and finding were also not sent to law enforcement until May 2015.

In Johnson County, a woman was substantiated for the medical neglect and physical abuse of her
2-year-old child after it was aleged the child suffered burns and bruises to his body which were
left untreated. The narrative basis for finding indicated the burns were discovered when a DCF
social worker traveled to the home to pick up the child after he was placed in DCF custody “due
to prior concerns’. The Unit inquired and learned DCF had issued an earlier finding for an
investigation of lack of supervision during roughly the same time period. The lack of supervision
reportedly occurred when the child was found alone on a curb. A passerby spent 30 minutes with
the child before contacting law enforcement. When the child was found, he had a bruise on his
face, afull diaper, and wet pants. DCF reported the worker had departed the agency and their file
did not contain any documentation to support the finding had been previoudy submitted to the
Unit in accordance with statutory requirement.

In McPherson County, amother and step-father were substantiated for emotional abuse of a child
after it was reported the mother alowed the step-father back in the home after he was previously
substantiated for sexually abusing the child. It was reported the child had been coerced and
manipulated to lie and recant her disclosures and the mother had failed to get the child therapy.
Upon review of thisfinding, the Unit noted we had no record of receiving the previous sexua
abuse finding and inquired of DCF. The department subsequently forwarded the finding for
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review and indicated although their file had record of the finding being sent to the county
attorney’ s office, there was no record it had been previously submitted to this Unit in accordance
with statute.

¢ In Sherman County, a mother was substantiated for medical neglect of a4-year-old child dueto
what was reported to be untreated, rampant tooth decay. The finding noted the child was
scheduled for treatment after custody was subsequently granted to a family member. The Unit
found nothing otherwise noteworthy upon initial review of thisfinding. However, in the routine
course of investigating whether any criminal actions were pursued as aresult of this DCF
investigation, the Unit discovered this child’'s parents had been previoudy charged with
Aggravated Child Endangerment in 2012. The Unit had no previous history on the parties and as
aresult of this discovery, inquired about family history with DCF.

Subsequently, DCF reported issuing two previous substantiationsin 2012. The Unit found no
record of receiving these from DCF in 2012, per statutory mandate, and DCF could find no
documentation in their file to corroborate submission of the findings as required. Furthermore,
DCF initialy reported its own hard copies of the investigatory files for these events could not be
found and only submitted those documents which could be reproduced by their database. Review
of these two events determined the first investigation was open beyond timeframe allowed in
policy when the second investigation was received. The second investigation alleged a child death
due to similar circumstances which were present in the home and caused the first investigation to
be opened. These cases were discussed earlier in the report in detail on pages 30-35.

DCF Centra Office staff isprovided with alist of cases every quarter which are submitted outside the
statutory requirement. While APS has incorporated questions regarding this factor in quality management,
we have received no information regarding any steps being taken to correct this concern with CPS staff.
The Unit remains concerned whenever an agency appearsto fail to comply with statutory requirements
for no reason other than social worker error.

Recommendation: The Unit recommends agencies develop sufficient internal procedures to ensure
compliance with statutory regquirements. This should include regular training for both new and existing
staff so requirements are clear.

DCF’s Compliance with Timdy Findinas

DCF policy with regard to child findings (PPM 2511) directs that a case finding shall be made within 30
working days from the date the report was accepted for assessment. Policy cites specific exceptionsto this
regquirement as follows:

o A delay isrequested by law enforcement, a county or district attorney, the court, health care
professionals, mental health professionals or for similar exceptional circumstances documented in
the casefile.
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e Failureto receive medical or mental health information which has been requested from
professionals or other relevant person may be considered exceptional circumstance justifying a
delay in finding.

PPM 2511 also directsthat for any investigation held open beyond 30 days due to outstanding requests
for information, the case will be reviewed by a supervisor every 60 days and documented in the case file.
The Unit sees many instances where such has not occurred.

PPM 2531 further states that for any finding issued outside of the established timeframe, an explanation
will be givenin the basisfor the decision. It also states if the finding is delayed for a reason not alowable
in policy, “the following statement shall be documented on the PPS 2011; ‘ The case finding is delayed
due to a non-allowabl e reason per policy.’”

Despite these requirements, the Unit continues to receive findings issued outside of the timeframe
established in policy which contain no explanation, or contain an explanation which contradicts other
information obtained. The ANE Unit provides DCF with alist of cases received every quarter where this
policy requirement does not appear to be met. Recently DCF Central Office staff has reported in the
quarterly meeting that workers are now instructed to not identify areason for delay if that reason is non-
allowable, and has requested the ANE Unit assume the reason is non-allowable when no statement is
indicated. This appearsto bein direct contradiction with written policy.

While some delays may ultimately still occur for reasons allowable in policy, others may not. In many
cases, where workers did not follow policy in stating the reasons for delay, the Unit had to request this
information. In some cases, where reasons for the delay are stated in compliance with policy, the listed
reasons have turned out to be inaccurate or incorrect. Such situations test the credibility of information
provided to the Unit by DCF.

In fulfilling its mission of examining the systemic response to abuse, neglect and exploitation, it is helpful
for the Unit to be awareif the lack of cooperation by other involved agencies causes socia workersto
delay findings beyond the established timeframes. In a case where this occurs, it isimperative that DCF
clearly and correctly indicate the reason for delay.

With policy revisions that went into effect in July 2013, DCF made changes to the cover sheet socia
workers use to send substantiated findings to the Unit. A check box was added to the form in an effort to
prompt workers to ensure the findings clearly state the reasons for delay where applicable. However, the
Unit continues to see cases where workers fail to check the box, the box is checked incorrectly, or where
workers continue to use out-of -date forms where this prompt is not included at all.

Recommendation: The Unit strongly encourages DCF to report the reasons for delay in issuing timely
findings where required by policy. Where those reasons are all owabl e exceptions, the specific
exemption should be clearly stated. Supervisors should ensure compliance upon review and approval
of findings.
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Failureto Report bv Mandated Reporters

K.S.A 38-2223(a) specifies an identified group of individuals are required to make a report whenever that
individual “has reason to suspect that a child has been harmed as aresult of physical, mental or emotional
abuse or neglect or sexual abuse...” Section (€)(1) of the same statute specifies “willful and knowing
failure to make areport required by this section is a class B misdemeanor. It is not a defense that another
mandatory reporter made areport.” While the consequence of failing to report is clearly established in
statute, the Unit has a growing concern the failure of mandated reportersto file such reportsis itself, often
unreported.

Defining “reason to suspect” is difficult to do. Available evidence of such is subjective in many cases and
determining where the lineis for cases that are not so egregious as to be obvious isimpossible. One often
ascribes to the old adage: Y ou know it when you see it. It seems reasonabl e to expect mandated reporters
to err on the side of caution. The question then becomes, how does one know if a mandated reporter fails
to report? The Unit has reviewed cases in the past where questions have been raised as to whether parties
involved should have made abuse reports at earlier stages. Whileit isright and appropriate that
investigating the act of abuse should be a priority for entities like DCF, the Unit questions whether
altogether ignoring the possibility of afailureto report isthe best recourse. DCF Central Office staff have
indicated there is no requirement in policy for social workersto report the failure of a mandated reporter
to law enforcement or the district or county attorney and that these facts are evaluated on a case-by-case
basis between the worker and DCF legal staff.

Recommendation: The Unit recommends implementation of policy requiring DCF workersto
appropriately gather facts, secondary to their investigation, when there is involvement by a mandated
reporter. When there is an indication the mandated reporter did not comply with law, DCF should
provide notice to the district or county attorney separate from an abuse finding.

Failureto Provide Accessto Records and | nfor mation within the
Department for Children and Families

Exchange of information with DCF remains a significant challenge and is often an impediment to the
Unit’s mission. As stated in past reports, theinternal process established by DCF Central Office for
responding to Unit inquiries is cumbersome, with questions and answers being funneled through multiple
staff viaemail, while the social workers who have handled the investigations are prohibited from
responding directly to the Unit. This has significantly extended the time it takes for information to be
shared with the Unit. It has also resulted in the Unit having to make repeated inquiries to DCF staff when
responses haven't been received at all. The delay in receiving clear, correct and sufficient information to
determine a further action plan extends the amount of time required by the Unit to subsequently follow up
with other agencies and contributes to cases being open for review for an excessively long period of time.
Thislack of timely response could leave children and adults in a compromised position vulnerable to
further abuse and hinders accomplishment of the Unit’s mission to provide athorough and timely review
of every report.
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As reported previoudly, examples of information the Unit commonly has to request upon receipt of
finding includes:

e Confirmation of the safety and custody/placement of the child or vulnerable adult.

e Inlieu of any indication of court action, whether services were recommended or accessed.

o Cover sheets designed to provide basic information are often incomplete or incorrect. For
example, they may indicate alack of law enforcement involvement where there isindication
of such in anarrative. Thisrequires further follow up and inquiry by the Unit for
confirmation or clarification. There have also been cases where law enforcement contact or
report is not indicated at al, but when the Unit inquires, the social worker will indicate
otherwise.

e Narratives establishing a basis for finding may reference additiona events with no action,
status, or outcome of those events noted. Inquiring further in these instances has revealed
earlier findings that should have been received by the Unit, but were not found in our records.

The Unit continuesto find inconsistencies in the parties’ names on documents sent by DCF or pages
missing from the packet of documents. All of this requires further follow up by the Unit with DCF in
order to have the most basic complete and accurate information from which to begin areview of the
finding and the subsequent systemic response. However, the Unit is not staffed sufficiently to confirm
such basic facts on each and every caseit receives.

We do appreciate those workers and region supervisors who are eager to provide prompt, accurate and
complete information. These individuas are invaluable.

The Unit continues to meet quarterly with DCF Central Office staff to discuss ongoing concerns. Though
in the past, this has resulted in such changes as implementation of revised cover sheets used by DCFin
order to include custody and placement information regarding children, aswell as the af orementioned
prompt regarding the reasons for delay in issuing finding, the Unit continues to see workersfailing to
compl ete this information or many who continue to use older, outdated forms which do not contain these
prompts. DCF and the Unit could reduce communications based on these factors alone if workers become
consistent in using current forms and compl eting them thoroughly and accurately.

The Unit has continued to see occasions where requests for information are not resolved at the quarterly
meetings despite detailed agendas being provided in advance. It is not unusual for these requests to be
repeatedly carried over from one meeting to the next, for ayear or longer. Such resistance by DCF
Central Officeto attend these meetings prepared to discuss the cases which have been identified on the
agenda, as well as provide the information requested results in a significant waste of aready thin Unit
resources and is hardly in the spirit of compliance with a statutory mandate to provide information. There
has been no significant improvement in the daily communications on a case-by-case basis such as those
which have been discussed in this report. The Unit hopes improvement in communication and
cooperation by Central Office will progress and will aso result in improved cooperation and collaboration
on an agency-wide basis.
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In support:

¢ In Johnson County, awoman was substantiated for the medical neglect and physical abuse of her
2-year-old child after it was aleged the child suffered burns and bruises to his body which were
left untreated. Upon review, the Unit learned DCF had issued a previous finding for this child,
which had never been received by the Unit. Though it was subsequently received upon request,
the Unit inquired as to whether DCF records indicated it had been previously sent in compliance
with statute and if so, when and in what manner. This request to the region in February 2015 went
unanswered and therefore, the Unit placed the item on the agendafor the April 2015 quarterly
meeting and requested Central Office staff to provide this information. None was forthcoming at
the meeting. A third inquiry was sent in June 2015 before the region confirmed the worker had
departed the agency and their file did not contain any documentation to support the finding had
been previoudly submitted to the Unit timely. For that reason, this case was previously cited in the
report on page 46.

e In Crawford County, a child was substantiated for medical neglect by afoster parent after it was
alleged the foster parent ignored the medical advice of the nurse providing in-home care for the
child. The DCF report indicated the nurse made her supervisor and KV C staff aware of her
concerns regarding the foster parent, but these seemingly went unaddressed. Thisfinding was
discussed in last year’ sreport in greater detail due to this concern and further addressed in
another portion of that same report due to difficulty acquiring information from DCF. The Unit
had requested to review the complete DCF file for thisinvestigation in April 2014. Upon receipt
and review in May 2014, multiple questions were sent to DCF to clarify the factsin this case. It
was also raised with Central Office at quarterly meetings in June 2014 and October 2014, while
answers to those questions failed to be provided.

On September 9, 2014, the Unit received a subsequent finding on this child for medical neglect
by yet another foster parent in Shawnee County. Prior to that investigation, initiated May 9, the
child died. Thisinformation had not been previoudy shared with the Unit by DCF during our
attempts to review the earlier finding.

The Unit requested to review the DCF file for this latest finding and requested DCF provide such
at the quarterly meeting in October 2014. A file was sent electronically on October 3, but it was
the wrong file. Despite being made aware of this, the correct file was not provided at the meeting
on October 7, nor were the answers to the previously-directed questions of May 28. These
requests were reiterated at the January 2015 quarterly meeting, via email requests throughout
February and March 2015, and again at the April 2015 quarterly meeting. DCF continued to fail
to provide the requested information. On April 14, prior to the meeting on that date, DCF Central
Office staff forwarded afile viaemail, but it was for an event other than that which was
requested. Central Office was advised this was the incorrect file and asked to review the request
contained in the agenda. Immediately before the meeting, another file was sent, but that file was
also incorrect, asit pertained to adifferent child. Extensive discussion was had with Central
Office staff during that meeting to once again explain what information the Unit awaited.
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Nonetheless, DCF continued to fail to provide this information through the June 2015 quarterly
meeting and up until it was once again placed on the agenda for a September 2015 quarterly
meeting. The requested file was ultimately received on September 30, afull year after the request
was initiated.

e In Crawford County, a grandmother was substantiated for lack of supervision of her 5-year-old
grandchild after it was reported the child was playing and riding her bike in a heavily-trafficked
street alone. It was reported the grandmother had not checked on the child for 45 minutes to an
hour. A review of the narrative basis for this finding indicated the child was in DCF custody at
the time of the incident and suggested an unknown level of involvement by a contracting agency,
KV C. This case was previously discussed on page 35 regarding a concern involving the child

placing agency.

Upon initial review of this finding, the Unit had questions surrounding the family history and the
level of services being provided by KV C. Inquiry was made to DCF in August 2014. Though a
prompt reply to the inquiry was received, not all questions were fully addressed and requested
notes from KV C were not provided. These questions were redirected to DCF in September and
the department was asked to provide the DCF file for this event, if KV C log notes were not
available. The request was placed on the agenda for the October 7, 2014, and January 27, 2015,
guarterly meetings. On neither of those dates did Central Office staff provide the requested
information. Likewise, no information was received in response to additional inquiriesin the
intervening months before the April 2015 quarterly meeting. DCF failed to provide the requested
information on that date and ultimately did not deliver any file until June 2015.

On that date, the Unit appeared to receive the KV C file, which included the log notes originally
requested almost a full year earlier. On June 22, 2015 the Unit advised Centra Office staff of
gaps in the KV C recorded visits and that examination of the records suggested the children were
residing in alocation which had not been approved by KV C. DCF was asked to review and
confirm these facts at the June 30 quarterly meeting, and the matter remained on the agenda for
that date. In the interim, region staff submitted a reply and referenced Significant Incident
Reports supposedly contained in the file. However, no such reports were included in the copy of
the file DCF had submitted to the Unit. DCF was advised of this and also asked to provide the
DCEF intake for this event. At the June 30 meeting, Central Office staff again came unprepared
and indicated they did not have the requested information. During the meeting, staff attempted to
gather this, but ultimately provided an intake for the wrong event.

Thisincorrect event was discovered to be a sexual abuse report for the same family from the
week before, which caused further examination by the Unit in regard to the DCF response to the
earlier report, given the indication neither agency knew of the family’ s whereabouts until a week
later. Sexual abuse reports where the alleged perpetrator is in the home require a same day
response time, per PPM 1521. In September 2015, the Unit requested the DCF log notes and the
narrative basis for finding regarding the sexual abuse report. The Unit was provided a narrative
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basis, but advised by DCF that the worker did not complete any log notes regarding the
investigation. It should be noted this narrative basis did not identify dates for activities like
interviews and exams or otherwise document atimeline of response or any contact with KV C.
The Unit highlighted this for Central Office staff at the quarterly meeting in September 2015,
during which supervisory staff expressed surprise that there were not log notes for the
investigation. The Unit requested the worker’ s response to the sexual abuse report be reviewed.
The Unit also requested DCF provide any information which might document the timeline of the
worker’ s response and explain why KV C was not made aware of the child' s whereabouts until a
week |ater, after another report was made by a neighbor.

DCEF responded in October 2015 by submitting additional KV C documents which were not
contained in the original submission, but nothing explained why KV C was not notified
immediately upon receipt of the sexual abuse report. In addition, some of the documents provided
appear to be log notes now covering the time period in question, but the majority of which are
redacted. At the writing of this report, the Unit has again expressed concern to Centra Office
staff regarding the failure to provide complete and un-redacted records upon request. No further
response has been received.

¢ InBarton County, a mother was substantiated for the physical abuse of two of her children after it
was reported “their mother hit (one child) and threw her up against a cabinet, and that they were
going back to the old ways of discipline of mom drowning the kids in the bathtub.” DCF went on
to state, “the report indicates the mother would stick the children’s heads in atub filled with water
as punishment...the report further alleges mother tells the children she didn’t want them and has
threatened to dlit their throats if they tell.” This report was originally assigned by DCF in
September 2014 and unsubstantiated in November 2014, despite disclosures to family and
multiple school staff. This case was cited earlier in the report on page 35.

Upon receipt of the amended finding in February 2015, in effort to understand how such a
significant lapse in communication occurred, the Unit requested to review this DCF file on
February 25. On February 27, the region responded the file had been forwarded to Central Office
for review and further submission to the Unit. When the file was not received a month later, the
Unit submitted a second request on March 30. A third file request was made on April 8 when the
matter was placed on the agendafor a quarterly meeting to be held on April 14. DCF
subsequently forwarded afile on April 8. Thisfile was reviewed by the Unit and remained staffed
at the April 14 quarterly meeting requesting clarification regarding the discrepancy between the
SFCS record and the DCF record of the case plan meeting where the mother disclosed her
actions. Though Central Office staff agreed to review and respond further, no such information
was provided. Nor was this information provided at subsequent quarterly meetings on June 30 or
September 30. DCF finally responded on October 10, though no further explanation in the
breakdown of communication could be offered other than to advise that the DCF socia worker
did not attend the full meeting — afact not stated in the worker’ s notes regarding the meeting.
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In Sedgwick County, adoptive parents were substantiated for the physical abuse and physical
neglect of achild. On June 25, 2014, the Unit requested to review the DCF files pertaining to this
family. The region immediately responded and indicated their files were at Central Office.
Despite Central Office legd staff being copied on the request and response from the region, the
request was redirected to legal staff the following day. Legal staff responded the same day and
indicated arrangements would be made to forward a copy of the file to the Unit. On July 10,
2014, legal staff again contacted the Unit and indicated she would confirm “no later than” the
following day as to when the department would provide the files. No further response was
received from DCF.

In December 2014, the Unit was forwarded an email concern from a constituent that pertained to
this investigation. The Unit again contacted DCF to advise these files had never been received.
Central Officelegal staff advised she would be out of the office for another six days and would
respond further after her return to the office. Again, Central Office staff failed to respond or to
produce the requested files. On July 17, 2015, the Unit sent an additional request. DCF Centra
Officelegal staff responded the same day and advised the files were contained in her office. Due
to the volume of records, the Unit requested a hard copy of thefile, rather than an electronic
copy. DCF advised the files were amix of original copies and photocopies and such could not be
delivered to the Unit until July 20 in order to photocopy the original documents. The Unit
responded that this time frame was sufficient as we absolutely would not want to receive original
DCF documents. The Unit did not receive the files until July 23 after inquiring asto their
whereabouts on July 20.

Upon examination, the Unit found the box contained more than 2,000 pages of documents, most
of which appeared to bein no particular order. More concerning was that despite previous
communication, many of these documents appeared to be originals. The Unit contacted DCF
Central Officelegal staff immediately, who responded “there maybe [sic] some origina
documents’ and “while | understand that you don’t like to have the originals at this time we do
not have staff here to copy the files.” DCF advised they did have the files scanned, however, and
therefore retained copies “ currently available on our computer.” It required more than a week for
the Unit to inventory the documents.

The Unit is concerned that once again, DCF took more than a year to comply with afile request
and in doing so, released original documents to another agency.

In Shawnee County, parents and a grandparent were substantiated in July 2013 for lack of
supervision and physical neglect of a child. The child was removed from the home by law
enforcement after a parent and the grandparent were found to be intoxicated and the home
conditions described as “ disgusting and in total disarray.” The Unit received a second finding
pertaining to this child during this reporting year, in July 2014. Again, the same perpetrators were
substantiated for physical neglect after law enforcement was called to the homein referenceto a
fight. These findings were discussed earlier in this report on page 28.
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Due to concerns regarding the level of services and monitoring in the home, the Unit requested
and reviewed KV C logsin the DCF file. The last log made available for review documented a
visit to the home 17 days before the child was placed in police protective custody, though the log
indicated the therapist would continue to meet with the family once aweek until August. Asthere
were no other logs provided to document any visits between June 4 and when the child was
placed in police protective custody on June 21, the Unit sent afollow up inquiry to DCF on
September 30, 2014 in order to determine whether any additional logs existed and if so, to obtain
them. Such was requested multiple times via email, in addition to being raised at repeated
guarterly meetings in October 2014 and January 2015.

Additional logs were ultimately received on April 1, 2015, from one member of DCF Central
Office who indicated she had previously forwarded them to a member of DCF slegal team (to
send on to the Unit) back on October 8, 2014. This same Central Office staff person was present
at the quarterly meeting the following January and both she and the af orementioned staff attorney
were the recipients of multiple emails inquiring as to the status of the Unit’s request for these
records throughout October, November, January, February and March. At no time was it
acknowledged the records had been compiled nor was an explanation given asto why they were
not made available at an earlier date. In the end, the additional logs received did not address the
gap in service. Many of the logs were duplicates of those aready provided as aresult of theinitial
request. Though eight logs were provided which had not been provided before, they addressed
contacts with the family on earlier dates and did not address the gap in contacts after June 4. No
records were provided to document KV C contacts between June 4 and June 21.

At the conclusion of this reporting period, DCF Central Office staff did implement a new
communications procedure, as it pertains to child abuse cases only. The department has designated a
liaison: one person to whom the Unit isto send all inquiriesfor all investigations across the state. As of
the writing of this report, there is continued concern this process further dilutes the accuracy of the
information being provided by filtering it through yet another party who was not directly involved in the
investigation. The Unit has been explicitly directed by this liaison on more than one occasion not to
communicate with the regions directly and there have continued to be occasi ons where incorrect or
incompl ete information has been provided in response to requests. The Unit has expressed concern about
this process to Central Office and will address thisfully in the next year’ s annual report.

Of even more significant concern isthe denia of accessto records by DCF Central Office. In response to
a constituent concern, the Unit requested to review recordsin May 2015 which pertained to an allegation
of child abuse. DCF Central Office first refused this request on the basis that the report was the subject of
an open investigation and contended that the Unit’ s statutory authority did not extend to such records,
despite the Unit’ sreceipt of pending investigation records in past cases. Upon passage of the allowable
timeframe, the Unit again submitted the request. On this occasion, DCF Central Office refused the request
on the basis that the investigation was unsubstantiated — al so records the Unit has requested and reviewed
in past investigations.
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Thefull text of K.S.A 75-723 is available for review on page 3 of this report. However, it provides, in
part:
Upon request of the unit, the unit shall have accessto all records of reports, investigation
documents and written reports of findings related to confirmed cases of abuse, neglect or
exploitation of persons or casesin which thereis reasonable suspicion to believe abuse, neglect
or exploitation of persons has occurred which are received or generated by the Kansas
department for children and families... (emphasis added)

The Unit contends that to deny access to records of a DCF investigation violates the plain language of the
statute, aswell asthe spirit of the statute. PPM 1300 in the Prevention and Protection Services Manual of
DCEF states, in part:
The Initial Assessment is to deter mine when there are reasonable grounds to believe abuse or
neglect exists and immediate steps are needed to protect the health and welfare of the abused or
neglected child. (emphasis added)

PPM 1301, Initial Assessment by the Protection Report Center, goes on to direct that a Protection Report
Center worker shall assess “to determine if there are reasonable grounds to believe abuse, neglect or non-
abuse/neglect issues exist, and whether the report should be assigned for further assessment, not assigned
for further assessment, or placed on preliminary inquiry.”

The Unit interprets this regulation to mean that once areport is assigned for investigation, DCF staff have
determined there are “reasonabl e grounds to believe” abuse, neglect exists and therefore entitles the Unit
to review any investigation records per statutory language allowing for review of records where thereis
“reasonable suspicion.” More so, the purpose of the Unit’ s creation was to act as a measure of oversight
to the systemic response to reportsin order to ensure concerns are fully and completely investigated to
their fullest extent. To deny accessto any report received by DCF circumvents the Unit’ s authority to
examine the systemic response to allegations of abuse, neglect and exploitation and allows the very thing
the Legidature aimed to prevent in 2006: for the most vulnerable citizens of Kansas to get lost, for their
voicesto fail to be heard and for them to fall through the proverbial cracks.

As of the writing of this report, DCF continues to fail to produce the requested file for the Unit's
inspection.

Recommendations: The Unit recommends that DCF staff increase efficiency, accuracy and timeliness
of response to all Unit inquiries and improve the transparency required by K.S.A. 75-723. Prompt,

clear and complete response reduces the risk of children and adults remaining in dangerous and
vulnerable positions.
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In the Coming Year...

DCF has reported a plan to implement significant changes at the conclusion of the 2016 fiscal year. Asit
pertains to child abuse investigations, the department plans to lower their burden of proof in an
investigation from “clear and convincing” to “a preponderance of the evidence’. Thisis alower standard
and should result in an increase of substantiated findings. In addition, they have reported to this Unit they
plan to switch to athree-tier finding system where they will no longer only “ substantiate” or
“unsubstantiate” areport, but any investigation meeting the “preponderance” burden will either be
“affirmed” or “substantiated”. Only substantiated perpetrators will be placed on the Child Abuse Registry
prohibiting perpetrators from working, residing or volunteering in afacility licensed by KDHE. It will be
DCF s discretion to determine whether to place a perpetrator on the registry. Finaly, they plan to alter the
definition of “unsubstantiated”. Currently, per PPM 2502 (A), the definition reads as follows:

The facts or circumstances do not provide clear and convincing evidence to meet the K.SA and
K.A.R definition of abuse or neglect

This means that while it may be believed abuse occurred, thereis not sufficient evidence to meet the
standard of proof —much like finding someone “not guilty” inacriminal court proceeding.

However, DCF proposes to change the definition to read asfollows:

A reasonable person weighing the facts or circumstances would conclude it is more likely than
not (preponderance of the evidence) abuse and/or neglect per applicable Kansas Satutes
Annotated (K.S.A) and Kansas Administrative Regulations (K.A.R) definition did not occur.
(emphasis added)

The Unit finds this highly concerning; that a social worker would conclude the abuse did not occur, rather
than find there is not enough evidence available to say it did occur. What message will children receive if
their disclosures are essentially branded as lies? How likely are law enforcement authorities to complete
their own criminal investigations if DCF first informs them “it didn’t happen”? As the saying goes, “Y ou
don’'t know what you don’t know.” The Unit finds this application of the term to be dangerous with far-
reaching and potentially unforeseen consequences.

Central Office has also advised the Unit they intend to submit both “affirmed” and “ substantiated”
findings to the Unit for review, so aong with the application of alower standard of evidence, they

project thiswill easily double the number of child abuse findings the Unit will receive.

Given that child abuse findings from DCF account for, on average, 80% of what the Unit receives for
review, and that the Unit is dangerously under-staffed at current report levels, it will beimpossible to
fully review every report the Unit will receive in order to ensure all are properly investigated.

57



Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

In Conclusion...

The Unit recognizes each agency within the system serves a different function and yet a common goal:
the protection and safety of children and vulnerable adults. In atime of reduced manpower and increased
casel oads, thisis often difficult to accomplish to its fullest extent.

The Unit hasidentified multiple areas of concern, which include:

o Lack of effective monitoring by the Department of Children and Families' (DCF) contractors to
ensure care and safety of children

e Failureto report findings concerning possible criminal actsto alaw enforcement agency

e Lack of agency communication

o Ineffectivereferral processfor findings that are referred to law enforcement in adult cases

e Findings not sent to the district or county attorney in the jurisdiction where the crime occurred

e Sexua relations between caregivers and vulnerable popul ations

e Ineffective use of abuse registriesto protect vulnerable children and adults

¢ Failure of agenciesto submit findings to the Unit in compliance with statutory requirement

e DCF'slack of compliance with timely findings

e Failureto report by mandated reporters

e Failureto provide accessto records and information within DCF

The one factor that is a common thread through al areas of concernisthe need for clear and consistent
communication. Thisincludes not only providing information to other agencies, but following up to
assure that information is received by the person or agency which is best suited to effectively address the
abuse, neglect or exploitation. Social workers, service providers, law enforcement officers and district or
county attorney staff may give their best individua effortsin many cases. But it isimperative to
understand no single agency is the best means or the only means to keep children and vulnerable adults
safe. Only by working together in these agencies’ individual capacities, can the system as awhole offer
the best protection. A clear message must be sent that abuse to our most innocent and vulnerable will not
be tolerated and effective action will be taken.

While this Unit works diligently to bring gaps in the systemic response to abuse to light, it isimportant to
note in its statutory capacity, the Unit has no direct authority over any of the involved agencies. In
addition, while there are appropriate and necessary rules of confidentiality, these same protections for
victims and perpetrators involved in these investigations create alack of transparency in agency response.
Therefore, the public does not recognize the impact of certain policies. specifically that some policies
remain counterproductive to the efforts to protect children and vulnerable adults. Unless these agencies
remain committed to joint collaborative efforts which focus on victim safety and perpetrator
accountability, with awillingness to engage in creating policy change where necessary, deficiencies will
remain.
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CHILD REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015
KC METRO REGION

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDINGS
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"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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CHILD REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015
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SOURCE DCF REGION FINDINGS
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"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical
areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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CHILD REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015

WEST REGION
SOURCE DCF REGION FINDINGS
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6 - 6 0.02% McPherson 29,241 1 1 - 1 - 3
1 - 1 0.02% Meade 4,357 - 1 - - - -
4 - 4 0.06% Mitchell 6,284 - - - 1 - 3
4 - 4 0.07% Morris 5,698 - 2 - - 1 1
- - 0 0.00% Morton 3,110 - - - - - -
- - 0 0.00% Ness 3,105 - - - - - -
1 - 1 0.02% Norton 5,560 - - - 1 - -
3 - 3 0.08% Oshorne 3,756 - 1 - - - 2
3 - 3 0.05% Ottawa 6,065 - - - 2 - 1
7 - 7 0.10% Pawnee 6,916 1 1 2 1 1 1
2 - 2 0.04% Phillips 5,533 - 1 - 1 -
- 0 0.00% Rawlins 2,584 - - - - -
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1 - 1 0.05% Wichita 2,176 - - - 1 - -
485 g 488 0.07% | WEST 730,798 42 | 103 | 23 | 111 | 60 | 189

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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CHILD REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015
WICHITA REGION

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDINGS
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17 - 17 0.03% Butler 66,227 - 1 5 6 4 2
8 - 8 0.02% Cowley 35,963 - - 2 1 4 1 2 -
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3 - 3 0.03% Pratt 9,850 - - 1 - - 2 1
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2 - 2 0.01% Sumner 23,528 - - - - - 1 1
200 0 200 0.03% WICHITA 671,806 0 10 25 3 57 20 94 0

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical
areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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CHILD REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015

STATEWIDE

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDINGS
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373 1 374 0.04% | KC Metro 947,803 | 5 | 69 | 81 | 16 | 93 | 24 | 118 | 1
413 5 418 0.08% | East 553614 | 3 | 50 | 103 | 16 | 124 | 53 | 123 | 5
485 3 488 0.07% | West 730798 | 4 | 42 | 103 | 23 | 111 | 60 | 189 | 3
200 - 200 0.03% | Wichita 671,806 | - 10 | 25 | 3 | 57 | 20 | 94

1471 | 9 | 1480 | 0.05% | STATEWIDE 2,904,021| 12 | 171 | 312 | 58 | 385 | 157 | 524 | 9

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit

July 1, 2014 —June 30, 2015

ADULT REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015

KC METRO REGION

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDING
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- 3 0.02% Atchison 16,513 3 -
4 1 5 0.00% Douglas 116,585 3 1 1 -
24 3 1 1 29 0.01% Johnson 574,272 8 3 4 15 1
6 - 6 0.01% Leavenworth 78,797 3 1 2 1 -
11 1 - 1 - 13 0.01% Wyandotte 161,636 3 5 1 3 1
48 5 1 2 0 56 0.01% KC METRO 947,803 | 14 12 11 20 2

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.

Population figures taken from:

Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division

Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

ADULT REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015
EAST REGION

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDING
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2 1 - - - 3 0.02% Allen 12,909 - 1 1 1 -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Anderson 7,883 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Bourbon 14,772 - - -
2 1 - - - 3 0.03% Brown 9,815 - - 2 1 -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Chautauqua 3,481 - - - - -
- 1 - 1 - 2 0.01% Cherokee 20,787 - 1 - - 1
- - 1 - 4 0.05% Coffey 8,433 1 1 1 - 1
4 - - - - 4 0.01% Crawford 39,290 1 - 2 1 -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Doniphan 7,874 - - - - -
1 - - - - 1 0.00% Franklin 25,611 - - 1 - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Jackson 13,5639 - - - - -
3 - - - - 3 0.02% Jefferson 18,855 1 2 - 1 -
2 - - - - 2 0.01% Labette 20,960 1 - - 1 -
1 - - - - 1 0.01% Linn 9,502 - - - 1 -
1 1 - - - 2 0.02% Marshall 10,006 1 1 - - -
1 1 - - - 2 0.01% Miami 32,822 1 - - 2 -
1 - - 1 - 2 0.01% Montgomery 34,065 - - 1 - 1
1 1 - - - 2 0.02% Nemaha 10,148 - 2 - - -
3 - - 1 - 4 0.02% Neosho 16,416 - 1 2 - 1
2 - - 1 - 3 0.02% Osage 15,936 1 - 1 - 1
- - - - - 0 0.00% Pottawatomie 22,897 - - - - -
48 2 2 - 52 0.03% Shawnee 178,406 | 15 8 8 21 2
- - - - - 0 0.00% Wabaunsee 7,022 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Wilson 9,028 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Woodson 3,157 - - - - -
75 8 0 7 0 90 0.02% EAST 553,614 | 22 17 | 19 | 29 7

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical
areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

ADULT REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015

WEST REGION
SOURCE DCF REGION FINDING
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0 0.00% Barton 27,385
0 0.00% Chase 2,692
0 0.00% Cheyenne 2,693
0 0.00% Clark 2,144
1 1 0.01% Clay 8317 | 1 - - 1
2 2 0.02% Cloud 9385 | 1 - 1
1 1 0.05% Comanche 1,954 - - 1
0 0.00% Decatur 2,908
1 1 0.01% Dickinson 19394 | 1
0 0.00% Edwards 3,030
2 2 0.01% Ellis 29,013 - 1 1
1 1 0.02% Ellsworth 6,392 - - - 1
1 1 2 0.01% Finney 37184 | 1 1 - 1
0 0.00% Ford 34,795
1 1 0.00% Geary 36,713 - 1
0 0.00% Gove 2,727
1 1 0.04% Graham 2,566 - - - 1
0 0.00% Grant 7,816
0 0.00% Gray 6,082
0 0.00% Greeley 1,301
0 0.00% Hamilton 2,603
4 4 0.01% Harvey 34,820 - 2 - 2
0 0.00% Haskell 4,106
0 0.00% Hodgeman 1,916
0 0.00% Jewell 3,043
0 0.00% Kearny 3,915
0 0.00% Kiowa 2,513
0 0.00% Lane 1,687
0 0.00% Lincoln 3,167
0 0.00% Logan 2,794
2 1 3 0.01% Lyon 33,212 - 1 1 - 1
1 1 0.01% Marion 12208 | 1 - - 1
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

3 2 - - - 5 0.02% McPherson 29,241 3 1 1 1 -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Meade 4,357 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Mitchell 6,284 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Morris 5,698 - - - - -
- 1 - - - 1 0.03% Morton 3,110 1 - - 1 -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Ness 3,105 - - - - -
- 1 - - - 1 0.02% Norton 5,560 - 1 - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Oshorne 3,756 - - - - -
1 - - - - 1 0.02% Ottawa 6,065 - - 1 - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Pawnee 6,916 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Phillips 5533 | - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Rawlins 2584 | - - - - -
9 1 - - - 10 0.02% Reno 63,794 | 5 6 1 - -
2 - - - - 2 0.04% Republic 4803 | - 2 - - -
3 - - - - 3 0.03% Rice 10,015 | - - 3 - -
3 - - - - 3 0.00% Riley 75194 | 1 1 1 - -
- 1 - - - 1 0.02% Rooks 5155 | 1 - - 1 -
1 - - - - 1 0.03% Rush 3197 | - - 1 - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Russell 6,956 | - - - - -
7 - - - - 7 0.01% Saline 55,755 | 3 2 2 - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Scott 5080 | - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Seward 23,465 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Sheridan 2,539 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Sherman 6,110 - - - - -
2 - - - - 2 0.05% Smith 3,769 - - 1 1 -
- - - 1 - 1 0.02% Stafford 4,297 - - - - 1
- - - - - 0 0.00% Stanton 2,111 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Stevens 5,801 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Thomas 7,891 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Trego 2,902 - - - - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Wallace 1,506 - - - - -
3 2 - - - 5 0.09% Washington 5,598 1 3 1 - -
- - - - - 0 0.00% Wichita 2,176 - - - - -
50 11 0 2 0 63 0.01% WEST 730,798 | 20 | 22 | 16 | 11 2

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical
areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit

=,

July 1, 2014 —June 30, 2015

ADULT REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015
WICHITA REGION

SOURCE DCF REGION FINDING
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- 0 0.00% Barber 4,897 - -
9 3 12 0.02% Butler 66,227 3 2 -
6 - 6 0.02% Cowley 35,963 2 3 -

- 0 0.00% Elk 2,694 - -

- - - - 0 0.00% Greenwood 6,328 - - - - -
3 - 3 0.05% Harper 5,818 2 1 - -
1 1 - - - 2 0.03% Kingman 7,698 2 - - 1 -
2 - 2 0.02% Pratt 9,850 1 - 1 -
86 10 3 3 102 0.02% Sedgwick 508,803 | 21 29 18 37 3
3 1 4 0.02% Sumner 23,528 2 - 2 -
110 15 3 3 0 131 0.02% WICHITA 671,806 | 30 | 39 | 22 | 46 3

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit

July 1, 2014 —June 30, 2015

ADULT REPORTS RECEIVED JULY 1, 2014 - JUNE 30, 2015

STATEWIDE
SOURCE DCF REGION FINDING
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48 5 1 2 56 0.01% KC METRO 947803 | 14 | 12 | 11 | 20 | 2
75 8 7 90 0.02% EAST 553,614 | 22 | 17 | 19 | 29 | 7
50 11 2 63 0.01% WEST 730,798 | 20 | 22 | 16 | 11 | 2
110 15 3 3 131 0.02% WICHITA 671,806 | 30 | 39 | 22 | 46 | 3
283 | 39 | 4 | 14 | 0 | 340 | 0.01% STATEWIDE 2,904,021| 86 | 9 | 68 | 106| 14

"Other" may include reports from legislators, the community at large, other agencies, or any non-standard source.
Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division

Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical

areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include ALL reports received by the ANE Unit, not only those that are substantiated.
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 CHILD CASES BY COUNTY
KC METRO REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as a Percentage of Reports Received
©
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4 | Atchison 16,513 - 25% - - - 50% - - - 50%
36 | Douglas 116,585 - 17% - - % | 6% 3% 6% - 2%
195 | Johnson 574,272 | 2% 2% | 1% 1% 2% | 7% 2% 2% 1% 76%
41 | Leavenworth 78,797 | 2% 15% 2% 2% | 5% 5% - - 76%
118 | Wyandotte 161,636 | 1% 16% | 1% 1% 1% | 8% 3% 1% 1% 75%
394 | KCMETRO 947,803 | 2% 14% | 1% 1% 2% | 8% 2% 2% 1% 75%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas,

micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May
2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 CHILD CASES BY COUNTY

July 1, 2014 —June 30, 2015

EAST REGION
DCF REGION Outcome as a Percentage of Reports Received
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o S c

4 S )

12 > o &

5 - 5 g o -

& 5 e 3| | 8| 2| £| & 9 o

x 2014 7 L = Q £ O = < 3] =

8 Population 3 2 > El g o 2| O < =

2 | County Estimate | & 3 < A a Q s e S >
4 Allen 12,909 - 100% - - - 50% - - - -

1 Anderson 7,883 - 100% - - - - - - - -
16 Bourbon 14,772 | 13% 25% - - 19% 13% - - 50%
12 Brown 9,815 - 8% - - 17% - - - 83%
3 Chautauqua 3,481 - 33% - - - - - - - 67%
20 Cherokee 20,787 5% 5% - 5% 5% - 5% - 80%
4 Coffey 8,433 - 25% - - - - - - - 75%
45 Crawford 39,290 - 11% - 4% 11% 2% - 2% 76%
7 Doniphan 7,874 - 14% - - - - - - - 86%
16 Franklin 25,611 - 13% - 13% - 25% - - - 63%
14 Jackson 13,539 - % - - - 7% - 7% - 86%
10 Jefferson 18,855 - 10% - 10% - 20% - 10% - 70%
16 Labette 20,960 - 6% - - - 6% 6% 6% - 81%
7 Linn 9,502 - 29% - - - 14% - - - 71%
3 Marshall 10,006 - - - - 33% 33% - - - 67%
21 Miami 32,822 - 10% - - 10% 5% - 5% - 71%
41 Montgomery 34,065 - 17% 2% - 5% % - 78%
2 Nemaha 10,148 - 50% - - - - - - - 50%
17 Neosho 16,416 6% - 6% - - - - - 88%
7 Osage 15,936 - 14% - 14% - - - - - 1%
11 Pottawatomie 22,897 - 9% 9% 9% 27% - - 64%
162 | Shawnee 178,406 - 12% - 2% 1% 6% 3% 1% 1% 80%

3 Wabaunsee 7,022 - - - - - - - - - 100%
14 Wilson 9,028 - 21% - - - 21% - - - 79%

3 Woodson 3,157 - - - - - 33% - - - 67%
459 | EAST 553,614 1% 13% - 2% 2% 9% 3% 1% 0% 76%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas,
micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May

2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.

* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 CHILD CASES BY COUNTY

WEST REGION
DCF REGION Outcome as a Percentage of Reports Received
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8 Population 3 2 > El g o 2| O < =
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30 Barton 27,385 - 17% - 3% 10% 7%
0 Chase 2,692
Cheyenne 2,693
Clark 2,144 - 100%
2 Clay 8,317 - 0% - - - - - - - 100%
12 Cloud 9,385 - 25% - 25% - - 8% - - 42%
0 Comanche 1,954
3 Decatur 2,908 - - - - - - - - - 100%
16 Dickinson 19,394 6% 19% - - - 13% - - - 69%
0 Edwards 3,030
8 Ellis 29,013 13% 25% - - 13% - - - - 63%
1 Ellsworth 6,392 - - - - - - - - - 100%
27 Finney 37,184 - 11% - 4% - 11% 4% - - 81%
24 Ford 34,795 - 25% - 4% 4% 13% - 4% - 63%
10 Geary 36,713 - 30% - - 10% 20% - 10% - 40%
1 Gove 2,727 - - - - - - - - - 100%
1 Graham 2,566 - - - - - - - - - 100%
3 Grant 7,816 - - - - - - - - - 100%
7 Gray 6,082 - 29% - 29% - 57% - - - 29%
3 Greeley 1,301 - - - 33% - - - - - 67%
2 Hamilton 2,603 | 50% 50% - - - 50%
18 Harvey 34,820 - 28% - 6% - 6% - 6% - 56%
3 Haskell 4,106 - - - - - - - 33% - 67%
0 Hodgeman 1,916
1 Jewell 3,043 - - - - - - - - - 100%
4 Kearny 3,915 - 25% - - - 25% - - - 75%
0 Kiowa 2,513
0 Lane 1,687
1 Lincoln 3,167 - - - 100%
1 Logan 2,794 - 100%
27 Lyon 33,212 7% 22% - 4% - 22% 4% - - 67%
3 Marion 12,208 - 33% - - - - - - - 67%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

7 McPherson 29,241 - 29% - 14% - - - - - 57%
3 Meade 4,357 - - - - - - - - - 100%
7 Mitchell 6,284 - 14% - 29% - - - - - 57%
5 Morris 5698 | 20% 20% - - - - - - - 80%
1 Morton 3,110 - - - 100% - - 100% -
1 Ness 3,105 - - - - - - - - - 100%
2 Norton 5,560 - 50% - - - - - - - 50%
5 Oshorne 3,756 - 40% - - - - - - - 60%
3 Ottawa 6,065 | 33% 67% - - - 33% - - - -
4 Pawnee 6,916 - - - - - - - - - 100%
4 Phillips 5,533 - - - - - 25% - - - 75%
2 Rawlins 2,584 - 50% - - - 50% - - - 50%
17 | Reno 63,794 - - 6% - - 6% - - - 88%
2 Republic 4,803 - - - - - - - - - 100%
5 Rice 10,015 - 60% - - - - - - - 40%
17 | Riley 75194 | 6% 18% - 6% 6% 18% 6% - - 59%
9 Rooks 5,155 - 11% - - - - - - - 89%
1 Rush 3,197 - - - - - - - - - 100%
2 Russell 6,956 - - - - - - - - - 100%
38 | Saline 55,755 - 32% - 3% - 5% - - - 66%
5 Scott 5,080 - - - - - - - - - 100%
19 Seward 23,465 - 21% - 5% - 16% 5% - - 63%
0 Sheridan 2,539 - - - - - - - -
4 Sherman 6,110 - - - - - - - - - 100%
2 Smith 3,769 - - - - - - - - - 100%
0 Stafford 4,297 - - - - - - - - - -
2 Stanton 2,111 - - - - - - - - - 100%
3 Stevens 5,801 - 33% - - - 33% - - 33% 33%
5 Thomas 7,891 - 20% - - - - - - - 80%
0 Trego 2,902 - - - - - - - - - -
3 Wallace 1,506 - 33% - - - - - - - 67%
1 Washington 5,598 - - - - - 100% | 100% -
1 Wichita 2,176 - - - - - - - - - 100%
389 | WEST 730,798 | 2% 20% 0% 5% 1% 10% 2% 1% 0% 67%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division

Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas,
micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil Divisions), May
2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 CHILD CASES BY COUNTY
WICHITA REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as a Percentage of Reports Received
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1 Barber 4,897 - - - - - - - - - 100%
14 | Butler 66,227 - - - - - 29% - - - 71%
5 | Cowley 35,963 - 20% - - - - - - - 80%
0 | Ek 2,694 - - - - - - - - - -
4 | Greenwood 6,328 - 25% - - - 25% - 25% - 25%
2 | Harper 5,818 - - 50% | 50% - 50% | 50% - - -
6 | Kingman 7,698 - 17% - 17% - - - - - 67%
0 | Pratt 9,850 - - - - - - - - - -
163 | Sedgwick 508,803 - 30% - - 1% 9% 3% 1% - 68%
4 | Sumner 23,528 - 25% - 25% - - - - - 50%
199 | WICHITA 671,806 - 21% 1% 2% 1% | 10% 3% 1% - 67%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil

Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 CHILD CASES BY COUNTY

STATEWIDE

DCF REGION Outcome as a Percentage of Reports Received
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394 | KC Metro 947,803 | 2% 4% | 1% 1% 2% | 8% 2% % | 1% | 75%
459 | East 553,614 | 1% 13% - 2% % | 9% 3% 1% | 0% | 76%
389 | West 730,798 | 2% 20% | 0% 5% 1% | 10% | 2% 1% | 0% | 67%
199 | Wichita 671,806 | - 2% | 1% 2% 1% | 10% | 3% 1% - 67%
1441 | STATEWIDE 2,904,021| 1% | 17% | 0% | 2% | 1% | 9% | 2% | 1% | 0% | 2%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil

Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 ADULT CASES BY COUNTY
KC METRO REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as Percentage of Reports Received
e]
(O]
>
2
& S
0 I3
e <
2 c ° - 3 IS
3] o 2 Q o kS o 2 o)
2 @ Sl E| o el £ 2 £
IS 2014 Population o 2| 3| E S O | x e
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1 | Atchison 16,513 - - - 100%
8 | Douglas 116,585 - - - - - - - 100%
48 | Johnson 574,272 - 8% - - 2% - - 90%
4 Leavenworth 78,797 | 50% - - - - - - 50%
17 | Wyandotte 161,636 - 6% - - - 6% - 88%
78 | KCMETRO 947,803 | 3% 6% - - 1% 1% | - 88%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil

Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 ADULT CASES BY COUNTY

EAST REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as Percentage of Reports Received
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1 | Allen 12,909 - - 100%
0 Anderson 7,883 - - - -
4 | Bourbon 14,772 - - - - 100%
3 Brown 9,815 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Chautauqua 3,481 - - - - - - - -
5 | Cherokee 20,787 - - - - - 20% - 80%
1 | Coffey 8,433 - - - - - - - 100%
7 | Crawford 39,290 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Doniphan 7,874 - - - - - - - 100%
6 Franklin 25,611 - - - - - 17% - 83%
3 Jackson 13,539 - 33% - - - - - 67%
5 Jefferson 18,855 - - - - - - - 100%
6 Labette 20,960 - 17% - - - - - 83%
0 Linn 9,502 - - - - - - - -
0 Marshall 10,006 - - - - - - - -
2 Miami 32,822 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Montgomery 34,065 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Nemaha 10,148 - - - - - - - 100%
4 Neosho 16,416 - 50% - - - - - 50%
7 Osage 15,936 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Pottawatomie 22,897 - - - - - - - -
49 Shawnee 178,406 - - - - - 6% - 94%
0 Wabaunsee 7,022 - - - - - - - -
0 Wilson 9,028 - - - - - - - -
1 Woodson 3,157 - - - - - - - 100%
109 | EAST 553,614 - 4% - - - 5% - 92%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division

Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil
Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.

* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
App. 4-2



Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 ADULT CASES BY COUNTY

WEST REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as Percentage of Reports Received
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10 | Barton 27,385 - - - - - 30% - 70%
0 Chase 2,692
0 Cheyenne 2,693
0 | Clark 2,144
0 | Clay 8,317
3 | Cloud 9,385 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Comanche 1,954
0 Decatur 2,908
5 Dickinson 19,394 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Edwards 3,030
2 Ellis 29,013 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Ellsworth 6,392
2 Finney 37,184 - - - - - - - 100%
4 Ford 34,795 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Geary 36,713 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Gove 2,727 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Graham 2,566 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Grant 7,816
0 Gray 6,082
0 Greeley 1,301
0 Hamilton 2,603
6 Harvey 34,820 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Haskell 4,106 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Hodgeman 1,916
1 | Jewell 3,043 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Kearny 3,915
2 Kiowa 2,513 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Lane 1,687
0 Lincoln 3,167
1 Logan 2,794 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Lyon 33,212 - - - - - 50% - 50%
5 Marion 12,208 - - - - - - - 100%

App. 4-3



Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

9 McPherson 29,241 - - - - 22% - - 78%
1 Meade 4,357 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Mitchell 6,284 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Morris 5,698 - - - - - - - -
0 Morton 3,110 - - - - - - - -
1 Ness 3,105 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Norton 5,560 - - - - - - - -
0 Oshorne 3,756 - - - - - - - -
1 Ottawa 6,065 - 100% - - - - - -
1 Pawnee 6,916 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Phillips 5,533 - - - - - - - -
0 Rawlins 2,584 - - - - - - - -
16 | Reno 63,794 | 6% - - - - - - 94%
1 Republic 4,803 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Rice 10,015 - - - - - - - 100%
2 Riley 75,194 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Rooks 5,155 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Rush 3,197 - - - - - - - -
1 Russell 6,956 - 100% - - - - - -
11 | Saline 55,755 - - - - - - - 100%
0 | Scott 5,080 - - - - - - - -
2 Seward 23,465 - 50% - - - - - 50%
0 Sheridan 2,539 - - - - - - - -
0 Sherman 6,110 - - - - - - - -
0 Smith 3,769 - - - - - - - -
1 Stafford 4,297 - - - - - - - 100%
0 Stanton 2,111 - - - - - - - -
0 Stevens 5,801 - - - - - - - -
0 Thomas 7,891 - - - - - - - -
0 Trego 2,902 - - - - - - - -
0 Wallace 1,506 - - - - - - - -
0 Washington 5,598 - - - - - - - -
0 Wichita 2,176 - - - - - - - -
99 | WEST 730,798 | 1% 3% - - 2% 4% - 90%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division

Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil
Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 ADULT CASES BY COUNTY
WICHITA REGION

DCF REGION Outcome as Percentage of Reports Received
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2 | Barber 4,897 - - - - - - - 100%
22 | Butler 66,227 - 14% 9% 7%
13 | Cowley 35,963 - 38% - 15% 38% - - 8%
0 Elk 2,694
2 | Greenwood 6,328 - - - - - - - 100%
1 Harper 5,818 - - - - - - - 100%
3 Kingman 7,698 | 67% 33%
2 Pratt 9,850 - - - - - - - 100%
87 | Sedgwick 508,803 - 2% - 1% - 1% - 95%
4 | Sumner 23,528 - - - - - - - 100%
136 | WICHITA 671,806 | 1% 8% = 2% 4% 2% = 82%

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical
areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil

Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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Abuse, Neglect & Exploitation (ANE) Unit July 1, 2014 — June 30, 2015

DISPOSITION OF 2013-2014 ADULT CASES BY COUNTY
STATEWIDE

DCF REGION Outcome as Percentage of Reports Received
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78 | KC Metro 947,803 | 3% 6% - - % | 1% | - 88%
109 | East 553614 | - 4% - 5% | - 92%
99 | west 730,798 | 1% 3% - | oow | aw | - 90%
136 | Wichita 671,806 1% 8% - 2% 4% 2% - 82%
422 | STATEWIDE 2000021 | 1% | sw | - | 1% | o | 3w | - | ssw

Population figures taken from:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2014. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical

areas, micropolitan statistical areas, metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, March 2015. For Cities and Towns (Incorporated Places and Minor Civil
Divisions), May 2015.

* Numbers reported include all substantiated reports received by the ANE Unit plus any KDHE Corrective Actions received.
* Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Those reported as 0% are under 0.5%
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