
 

 

SCOPE STATEMENT 
 

Larned State Hospital:  Reviewing the  
Operations of the Sexual Predator Treatment Program  

 
 Kansas’ Sexual Predator Treatment Program was established in 1994, and has been 
provided primarily through the Larned State Hospital.  The program provides treatment for 
convicted sex offenders who have completed their prison sentences but have been determined by 
the courts to be violent sexual offenders in need of involuntary inpatient treatment.   
 
 In 2005, Legislative Post Audit issued a report on the Sexual Predator Treatment 
Program.  In that report, we estimated that the size of the offender population could increase to 
about 235 offenders or more by 2015.  The reasons for this included the continuing commitment 
of new offenders to the program and Kansas’ stringent requirement that the risk of a re-offense 
be reduced to “practically nil.”   
 

As of January 2011, the Sexual Predator Treatment Program at Larned State Hospital had 
almost reached full capacity with 200 of 214 available beds filled.  SRS officials estimate that, in 
the coming years, the program will grow by about 18 offenders per year.     
 

Legislators have expressed concern about the growing size of the offender population, 
employee workload, and working conditions at the Larned facility.  They would like to know 
how Kansas’ program compares to other state programs in terms of cost and treatment, what 
actions could be taken to limit program growth, and whether the Larned facility is being 
adequately managed.   

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

 
1. How does Kansas’ Sexual Predator Treatment Program compare to similar 

programs in other states and best practice?  To answer this question, we would work 
with Larned State Hospital Officials to determine the program’s statutory requirements, 
its cost, admission and exit criteria, treatments provided, and the effectiveness of those 
treatments.  As part of that work, we would determine whether the program provides 
services to offenders that are not required by the Kansas Constitution.  Further, we would 
review program data to determine how many offenders have been committed, released, 
returned, or are still in the program since it began.  We would work with officials in a 
sample of other states to collect similar information.  We would also review academic 
literature and contact officials from relevant organizations such as the Center for Sex 
Offender Management to identify best practices or benchmarks related to sex offender 
programs.  Based on that cumulative information, we would assess how Kansas’ program 
compares to other states and best practices in terms of its structure, cost, treatment, and 
results.  We would perform additional work in this area as needed. 
 

2. What actions could be taken to reduce the number of offenders committed to 
Kansas’ Sexual Predator Treatment Program?  To answer this question, we would 
assess possible long- and short-term options for reducing offenders committed to the 



 

 

program.  One long-term option we would assess is amending Kansas Sentencing 
Guidelines to lengthen the time that a convicted offender stays in prison.  We would work 
with officials from the Department of Corrections, the Kansas Sentencing Commission, 
and any other relevant agencies to determine how changing sentencing guidelines for sex-
related crime might affect the program’s offender population over time.  A short-term 
alternative we would assess is making changes to the process for committing a sex 
offender to the Sexual Predator Treatment Program.  We would work with officials from 
the Attorney General’s office and any other relevant agencies to determine the 
consequences of adopting stricter screening criteria and other similar program changes.  
To the extent possible, we would develop cost estimates for any long- or short-term 
options we identify.  We would perform additional work in this area as needed. 
 

3. Is the Sexual Predator Treatment Program appropriately managed to ensure the 
safety and well being of program staff and offenders?  To answer this question, we 
would look for or would work with other states to develop acceptable workload standards 
and staffing ratios.  We would compare the program’s current staffing level to those 
standards and identify any potential problem areas.  We would also survey program staff 
and review offender complaints to identify issues concerning employee and offender 
safety, as well as employee working conditions.  To the extent possible, we collect 
program information relevant to any potential issues we identify such as security or 
safety incidents, regulatory citations, offender complaints, and program accreditation 
results.  For concerns raised by staff or offenders that have merit based on information we 
are able to collect, we would follow-up with program managers to determine what actions 
they have taken or plan to take to address these issues.  We would perform additional 
work in this area as necessary. 

 
Estimated Resources: 3 LPA staff  
Estimated Time: 6 months (a) 
 
(a) From the audit start date to our best estimate of when it would be ready for the committee.  

This time estimate includes a two-week agency review period.   
 


