
Independent
Investigation of
United Bethel
Mennonite
Church

Final Report &
Recommendations
August 14, 2024



Table of Contents

I. Introduction..........................................................................................................................1
A. Background............................................................................................................................... 1
B. Related Entities......................................................................................................................... 3

II. Scope and Methodology.....................................................................................................3
A. Scope.......................................................................................................................................... 3
B. Methodology............................................................................................................................. 5

III. Evaluation of Allegations and Analysis of Credibility................................................... 6
A. Allegations Against David George and Paul Edwin George................................................ 6

1. Summary of RV1’s Allegations...........................................................................................6
2. Summary of RV1’s Reports of Allegations....................................................................... 7
3. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other Misconduct by David George...............................9

a) Possible Grooming Behaviors.....................................................................................9
b) Alleged Sexual Misconduct Against RV9................................................................. 10

4. Offender Responses to RV1’s Allegations..................................................................... 12
a) Responses of David George......................................................................................12
b) Responses of Paul Edwin George............................................................................ 13

5. Other Evidence Relevant to RV1’s Allegations..............................................................15
6. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV1’s Allegations............................................. 16
7. Determination of Credibility of RV1’s Allegations........................................................ 38

B. Allegations Against Shawn Miller......................................................................................... 39
1. Summary of Allegations of RV2...................................................................................... 39

a) RV2’s Attempts to Report.......................................................................................... 41
b) Impact on RV2............................................................................................................ 42

2. Shawn Miller’s Responses to RV2’s Allegations............................................................ 43
3. Other Evidence Relevant to RV2’s Allegations..............................................................43
4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV2’s Allegations............................................. 44
5. Determination of Credibility of RV2’s Allegations........................................................ 47

C. Allegations Against Manny Prado........................................................................................ 48
1. Summary of Allegations of RV7, RV14, RV3...................................................................48

a) Attempts to Report.................................................................................................... 49
2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other Misconduct by Manny Prado.............................50
3. Manny Prado’s Response to the Allegations................................................................ 50



4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to Allegations Against Manny Prado.................50
5. Determination of Credibility of the Allegations Against Manny Prado.....................50

D. Allegations Against Danny Kramer...................................................................................... 51
1. Summary of Allegations of RV4...................................................................................... 51

a) RV4’s Attempts to Report.......................................................................................... 55
b) Impact on RV4............................................................................................................ 55

2. Danny Kramer’s Responses to RV4’s Allegations......................................................... 56
3. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV4’s Allegations............................................. 57
4. Determination of Credibility of RV4’s Allegations........................................................ 60

E. Allegations Against Jerod Corbin.......................................................................................... 61
1. Summary of Allegations of RV5, RV6, RV8, and RV10.................................................. 61

a) Attempts to Report.................................................................................................... 62
b) Impact on RV5, RV6, RV8, RV10................................................................................ 63

2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other Misconduct by Jerod Corbin.............................. 64
3. Jerod Corbin’s Responses to the Allegations................................................................ 64
4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to Allegations Against Jerod Corbin.................. 65
5. Determination of Credibility of Allegations Against Jerod Corbin............................. 66

F. Allegations Against Richard Gingerich................................................................................. 67
1. Summary of Allegations of RV13.................................................................................... 67
2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other Misconduct by Richard Gingerich..................... 68
3. Richard Gingerich’s Responses to the Allegations.......................................................69
4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to Allegations Against Richard Gingerich......... 71
5. Determination of Credibility of RV13’s Allegations...................................................... 71

G. Allegations Against Doran Gingerich...................................................................................72
1. Summary of Doran Gingerich’s Admissions................................................................. 72
2. Second Hand Accounts of the Incident......................................................................... 74
3. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to Allegations Against Doran Gingerich............76
4. Determination of Credibility of Allegations Against Doran Gingerich...................... 79

H. Unnamed Offender................................................................................................................80
I. Named Offender......................................................................................................................80

IV. Assessment of UBMC’s Culture, Protocols, and Response to Allegations.................81
A. Introduction.............................................................................................................................81
B. SAMHSA’s Six Principles of Trauma Informed Practice.....................................................82
C. UBMC’s Policies and Protocols............................................................................................. 83

1. Church Policies According to Witnesses....................................................................... 83



2. Church Written Policies................................................................................................... 84
a) Develop the Written Biblical and Theological Foundation................................... 85
b) Expand Definitions of Abuse.................................................................................... 85
c) Develop Screening Practices.....................................................................................85
d) Specify Boundaries for the Whole Community..................................................... 86
e) Develop a Proactive Team Approach and Mechanism for Responding to Policy
Violations......................................................................................................................... 86
f) Develop Reporting Protocol...................................................................................... 87

3. Offender Support and Participation in Church Activities........................................... 89
D. Analysis of Investigative Findings Regarding UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to

Allegations............................................................................................................................. 92
1. Power Differentials...........................................................................................................92
2. Vulnerable Parties............................................................................................................ 95

a) Lack of Understanding About Key Concepts..........................................................95
b) Broad Mixing of Age and Maturity Levels...............................................................97
c) Unmet Need for Adult Attention.............................................................................. 98
d) Impact..........................................................................................................................99

3. Grooming and Pushing Boundaries............................................................................ 100
4. Failure to Recognize and Name Abuse....................................................................... 102

a) Environment and Culture Towards Women.........................................................103
b) Failure to Seek Information....................................................................................107
c) Normalization of Abuse...........................................................................................110
d) Minimization of Abuse............................................................................................ 111
e) Victim Blaming..........................................................................................................114
f) Lack of Transparency / Covering Up...................................................................... 115
g) Marginalization of Victims.......................................................................................118

5. Reporting Obligations and Cooperation with Investigations................................... 119
6. Cheap Grace vs. Genuine Repentance........................................................................121
7. Misuse of Spiritual Authority........................................................................................ 125
8. Public Support of Offenders by the Church............................................................... 126

V. Final Recommendations................................................................................................ 128
Appendix A: Methodology............................................................................................................. 132

A. Burden of Proof and the GRACE Evidentiary Standard...................................................132
B. Investigatory and Legal Principles and Rules of Evidence..............................................133

Appendix B: Important Concepts and Definitions..................................................................... 135



A. Delayed Disclosure...............................................................................................................135
B. Sexual Misconduct............................................................................................................... 137
C. Grooming...............................................................................................................................137

Appendix C: Potential Indicators of Child Abuse........................................................................139



I. Introduction
The leadership at United Bethel Mennonite Church (“UBMC”) engaged Godly

Response to Abuse in the Christian Environment (“GRACE”) after public criminal trials of one
member and his brother, a former member, revealed they had engaged in years of sexual
abuse of a younger, female relative. Since those allegations emerged, conflict among
members, former members, and leadership of UBMC grew over how UBMC handled those
and other allegations of abuse.

Over the course of GRACE’s investigation, GRACE identified a total of ten reported
offenders who were members or regularly attended UBMC while they allegedly committed
misconduct, often against other members. Ultimately, fourteen reporting or reported
victims were identified through GRACE’s investigation.1

This Final Report and Recommendations (“Final Report” or “Report”) presents the
scope and methodology of the GRACE process (Section II) and the investigative team’s
findings and analysis (Section III). This Summary also includes an analysis of themes
observed during the investigation and their relationship to UBMC’s response, protocols,
and culture (Section IV). Finally, this Summary concludes with GRACE’s recommendations
(Section V).

It is our sincere desire that this Report will serve as a means of providing
transparency and factual clarity, through which all parties involved can process and grieve
harm, and ultimately find steps towards accountability and healing. It is also our hope that
this Report can be used as a tool to evaluate leadership structures and policies, develop
best practices to promote safety and ultimately an ongoing dedication to cultivating a
congregational culture centered on trust and mutuality under the headship of Christ.

A. Background
United Bethel Mennonite Church (“UBMC”) is located in Plain City, Ohio. The

leadership team of UBMC currently consists of four ordained pastors, including the lead
pastor, as well as six elders, which includes a youth elder, for a leadership team of ten
men.2 Pastors are bi-vocational at UBMC. When the church needs new pastors, The
members of the church nominate men whom they believe may be called by God. For those
men who receive substantial support, if they feel called and are willing to serve and nothing

2 UBMC Leader 2 (“UBMC-L2”) Transcript at 5-6.

1 Although GRACE already uses pseudonyms for reporting and reported victims, GRACE has also used additional
anonymizing practices, such as not noting family relationships of certain witnesses to victims, other witnesses,
and/or offenders, and de-identifying victims of multiple offenders, including in the count of total reporting
victims, except where relevant to the analysis herein.
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discredits them from serving, and if there are multiple such candidates, they are chosen by
lot.3

Key Leader (or “KL”) became an assistant pastor in 1997 and served as the lead
pastor of UBMC from 1999 through approximately 2013.4 He was previously a teacher at a
local Christian School and had other jobs in addition to his pastoral roles.5 He now pastors
another local church (“Local Church”) about 40 minutes away from UBMC, and several
families from UBMC began attending there and/or became elders as well. Both churches
are also under the authority of the Biblical Mennonite Alliance (“BMA”).6

UBMC Leader 1 (or “UBMC-L1”) became the lead pastor of UBMC in 2015.7 Prior to
that, he had served as an elder of UBMC since approximately the late 1980’s and was
ordained as an assistant pastor in 1995, then served as co-lead pastor between 2013 and
2015.8

Current elders or pastors at UBMC are related to many other individuals and/or
families at UBMC and other entities described below. Many are also related by blood or
marriage to one or more of the accused offenders, witnesses, and/or reporting victims
within this Report.9

The youth group at UBMC starts at age 16 and some members go up to age 30.10 It
currently has approximately 15-20 members, but at its height, may have had up to 45
members.11 The youth group is led by two couples, where one man serves as youth leader /
elder and serves on the UBMC leadership team, and one as youth sponsor.

Membership at UBMC may sometimes remain even if a member is not attending
regularly, as efforts are made to transfer someone’s membership to another church if they
so request. Pastors approve and members vote on admitting and removing the
membership of others.

UBMC pastors shared that each of them have attended the Anabaptist Symposium
on Sexual Abuse prior to 2023, and one noted that it “has been so helpful in just learning
the fact that many victims aren't going to just walk up to the pastor and say, ‘Hey, this guy's
doing this,’ or something like that.”12

12 Id. at 28.

11 Id.

10 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 8.

9 The Report may not note family relationships of certain witnesses to victims, other witnesses, and/or
offenders, except where relevant to the analysis herein, in order to promote the anonymity of reporting and
reported victims.

8 Id. at 2.

7 UBMC Leader 1 (“UBMC-L1”) Transcript at 3.

6 W17 Transcript at 18, 19.

5 Id. at 5.

4 Key Leader (“KL”) Transcript at 1-2.

3 Witness 5 (“W5”) Transcript at 16.
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B. Related Entities
There are several entities in the area that had formal or informal connections with

UBMC and those connections are helpful to understanding some of the allegations
contained in this Report. Therefore, they are described below.

In 2014, Key Leader began pastoring Local Church.

“Bible School” is a Bible school program located in a neighboring state to UBMC that
certain pastors/elders/members from UBMC have taught at or worked over the years.13

Some young people from UBMC also attended school or short programs there and they
were involved in some of the disclosures described in this Report.

“Area Christian School” is a local Christian school in the area that was initially
founded and owned by UBMC and another area church until around 2003,14 but there is no
longer a formal connection with UBMC.15 Key Leader taught at Area Christian School for
seven years.16

“Local Christian School” is a local Christian K-12 school of approximately 100
students. A pastor of UBMC, until recently, was the administrator/principal and a teacher at
Local Christian School.17

II. Scope and Methodology
GRACE’s assessment was limited to the scope defined in the Engagement

Agreement and was conducted using semi-structured qualitative interviews,18 and
qualitative content analysis of collected relevant documents. The following section provides
a summary of the scope and methodology.

A. Scope
Pursuant to the Engagement Agreement:

18 Questions included a mix of open-ended, direct, and hypothetical prompts towards both factual and
policy-oriented subject matter.

17 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 6.

16 KL Tr. at 5.

15 KLW Transcript at 19.

14 UBMC Leader 3 (“UBMC-L3”) Tr. #2 at 6.

13 See, e.g., KL Tr. at 5.
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1. GRACE shall investigate allegations of sexual misconduct19 occurring
within the membership and/or past or present leadership of UBMC
(UBMC), regardless of when these events are alleged to have
occurred. Additionally, this process shall include:

1A. An investigation of allegations of sexual misconduct relating to
David George. This investigation will not focus on circumstances
relating to the criminal offenses for which David George has been
convicted and sentenced. However, the investigation will include
consideration of the criminal acts and related incidents to enable
1) evaluation of the corresponding actions of UBMC leadership
since 2021, and 2) factual findings to inform this evaluation.

1B. An investigation of allegations that the past or present leadership
of UBMC concealed sexual misconduct and perpetrators of sexual
misconduct, including allegations of knowledge, by youth leaders
and other church leaders, of an incident of sexual misconduct in
the youth group.

2. GRACE shall investigate whether and when UBMC (UBMC) had any
knowledge of each of these allegations, and if so, how UBMC
responded to the allegation. This may include but is not limited to
assessing: what information UBMC received; when UBMC received
such information; what UBMC did and should have done with
reported information, including its response to the allegations; and
how UBMC’s response compares to best practices, Scriptural
principles, and SAMHSA’s Six Principles of Trauma-Informed Practice.
As part of this investigation, GRACE may assess the existing policies
and procedures related to sexual misconduct and reporting, the
administrative environment and community culture of UBMC, and
how such may impact matters relating to sexual misconduct within
the organization.

19 Sexual misconduct is defined as any verbal, nonverbal and/or physical acts of an immoral, indecent,
improper, or sexual nature that are 1) unwelcome or 2) performed without consent or 3) committed by one in a
position of authority upon a subordinate or 4) committed by an adult upon someone under the age of 18
regardless of consent. Examples include, but are not limited to, derogatory or indecent statements about a
person’s body; slurs, epithets, anecdotes, jokes, or innuendos of a sexual or intimate nature; verbal advances,
propositions, or invitations of a sexual or intimate nature; suggestive or obscene gestures or communications;
unwanted attention such as leering or staring; ‘groping’ or any unwanted touches of a sexual or intimate nature,
adult sexual assault, and sexual abuse of a minor. ‘Without consent’ means that consent is not freely given or
obtained, and is accomplished through force, intimidation, violence, manipulation, coercion, threat, deception,
aggressive come-on, disregard for nonverbal cues of discomfort, or misuse of authority or power.
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B. Methodology
The findings of GRACE’s investigation were analyzed using the methods and

definitions described below or in Appendix A: Methodology and Appendix B: Important
Concepts and Definitions. Appendix A includes discussion of the burden of proof and
GRACE evidentiary standard, as well as relevant investigatory and legal principles and
rules of evidence. Appendix B includes discussion of such terms as delayed disclosure,
sexual misconduct, and grooming. Though this material has been moved to the
Appendices to present a more concise narrative, GRACE encourages readers to review
these Appendices as they include important contextual information that is relevant to and
supportive of GRACE’s findings and analysis.

When evaluating UBMC’s current policies and its response to the allegations
discussed herein, GRACE applied the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration’s Six Principles of trauma-informed response. These Six Principles are:
Safety; Trustworthiness and Transparency; Peer Support; Collaboration and Mutuality;
Empowerment, Voice and Choice; and Cultural, Historical, and Gender Issues.

These six steps are described in Section IV, which provides an analysis of themes
identified in the investigation and how they relate to UBMC’s culture, policies and
protocols, and response to allegations.

Important Biblical principles used in this Report include Scriptural instruction for
leaders to care for their flock, especially vulnerable populations.20 Also, Scripture is not
ambiguous about the importance of children and their protection.21 Ultimately, all
Scripture, analysis, and recommendations stem from the two greatest commandments:

21 Matthew 18:16; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2. “But whoever causes one of these little ones who believe in me to sin, it
would be better for him to have a great millstone fastened around his neck and to be drowned in the depth of
the sea.” Mark 10:13-16. “Let the children come to me; do not hinder them, for to such belongs the kingdom of
God. Truly, I say to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of God like a child shall not enter it.” And he
took them in his arms and blessed them, laying his hands on them.”

20 Ezekiel 34:1-6, “Then the word of the Lord came to me, saying, “Son of man, prophesy against the shepherds
of Israel. Prophesy and say to those shepherds, ‘This is what the Lord God says: “Woe, shepherds of Israel who
have been feeding themselves! Should the shepherds not feed the flock? You eat the fat and clothe yourselves
with the wool, you slaughter the fat sheep without feeding the flock. Those who are sickly you have not
strengthened, the diseased you have not healed, the broken you have not bound up, the scattered you have
not brought back, nor have you searched for the lost; but with force and with violence you have dominated
them. They scattered for lack of a shepherd, and they became food for every animal of the field and scattered.
My flock strayed through all the mountains and on every high hill; My flock was scattered over all the surface of
the earth, and there was no one to search or seek for them.” John 10:1-5, “Truly, truly I say to you, the one who
does not enter by the door into the fold of the sheep, but climbs up some other way, he is a thief and a robber.
But the one who enters by the door is a shepherd of the sheep. To him the doorkeeper opens, and the sheep
listen to his voice, and he calls his own sheep by name and leads them out.When he puts all his own sheep
outside, he goes ahead of them, and the sheep follow him because they know his voice.”
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“Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind”
and “love your neighbor as yourself.”22

III. Evaluation of Allegations and Analysis of
Credibility
This section will evaluate allegations of sexual misconduct against ten reported

offenders affiliated with UBMC. This Report evaluates each allegation for credibility and will
make determinations as to whether each allegation meets the GRACE burden of proof for
evidence that sexual misconduct or grooming behavior has occurred. GRACE has identified
sixteen reporting or reported victims of sexual misconduct as defined below, including
some victims of multiple reported offenders.23

A. Allegations Against David George and Paul
Edwin George

David and Paul Edwin George, brothers, grew up attending UBMC with their family.
In 2014 as an adult, David George began attending Local Church and transferred his
membership from UBMC to Local Church. In approximately 2014 as an adult, Paul Edwin
George moved to Illinois and began attending a Mennonite church there but his
membership remained at UBMC.24 Their parents remained members at UBMC.

In 2018 at approximately 24 years old, David George reached out to the youth elder
at UBMC requesting to join their youth group.25 David George remained a member of Local
Church as the allegations emerged in mid-2021, although David George was attending
UBMC. Paul Edwin George was a member of UBMC until sometime in 2023, while he was
attending a Mennonite church in Illinois from 2014 until 2022 and then began attending a
nondenominational church there.

1. Summary of RV1’s Allegations
David and Paul Edwin George were each convicted in 2023 of two counts of gross

sexual imposition on a child under the age of thirteen and were each sentenced to five

25 W9 Transcript at 3.

24 Paul Edwin George Transcript at 14.

23 The total count of reporting and reported victims is the overall victim count, which may reflect a fewer
number of actual individuals who were victims of multiple offenders, but anonymized in the pseudonyms and
overall count.

22 Matthew 22:36-40.
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years in prison.26 Although these were the crimes charged, RV1’s allegations included much
more severe actions including being raped hundreds of times starting around 2007 when
she was approximately 8 or 9 years old and when David and Paul Edwin were
approximately 12 and 14 years old. She alleged that the abuse continued over a 9-10 year
span until 2016 when she was 18 years old and David and Paul Edwin were approximately
22 and 24 years old, some of which occurred in the church building.27 Although David and
Paul Edwin’s abuse and crimes allegedly began when they were minors and typically GRACE
would not name minor offenders, because the alleged abuse continued after they were
already adults, they pled guilty and were sentenced as adults, and there was public media
coverage of the cases that named these offenders, GRACE has also named them in this
Report.

According to notes of a meeting with the prosecutor, David and Paul Edwin were not
otherwise charged with rape or other crimes because of the prosecutor’s concern over the
ability to get a rape indictment from the grand jury, which carries the possibility of life in
prison, as the abuse began when the men were at these younger ages.28

2. Summary of RV1’s Reports of Allegations
The allegations against David and Paul Edwin George were characterized or

understood differently by various individuals at various points. We refer to these
allegations as follows:

● Sexual Abuse Allegation: The allegation that RV1 was “sexually abused” by David and
Paul Edwin George without elaboration as to specific acts or events.

● Inappropriate Touch Allegation: consensual sexual exploration and/or inappropriate
touching at a young age.

● Full Allegation: sexual abuse that was extensive and went on for many years, more
specifically, including rape intercourse, beginning when RV1 was 8 or 9 years old and
continuing until she was close to 18 years old.

RV1 first reported any allegations in 2016 in response to a question on a ministry
volunteer application about whether or not she had been sexually abused.29

RV1 then reported allegations of sexual abuse (including intercourse) to a woman
purporting to be serving as a Christian mentor to RV1, who apparently reported the
allegations to police, and these were eventually forwarded to the Champaign County

29 RV1 Transcript at 2. The ministry is unrelated to UBMC.

28 W17 Tr. at 47-48.

27 RV1 Tr.2 at 25.

26 Ohio Offender Search, retrieved on 6/3/2024 at
https://appgateway.drc.ohio.gov/OffenderSearch/Search/Details/A809986 and
https://appgateway.drc.ohio.gov/OffenderSearch/Search/Details/A809983.
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police.30 A detective contacted RV1 and she confirmed relevant details about the allegations
including names and ages.31 RV1 was not aware of any results from that police
investigation.32

RV1 then reported the Sexual Abuse Allegation to a relative via a letter in 2016.33 A
draft of the letter provided by RV1 referred to it as sexual abuse from the time she was 8 to
17 years old. According to RV1 and the relative, David and Paul Edwin apologized to RV1
over the phone and RV1 began meeting with the female Christian mentor for several
months.34

RV1 then reported in 2017 that she had been sexually abused by David and Paul
Edwin George in response to a question on a different job application of a religious based
organization.35 The organization then called Key Leader’s home and spoke with Key
Leader’s wife, disclosing generally the Sexual Abuse Allegation.36 The wife shared the
allegations with Key Leader who asked her to meet with RV1.37

Key Leader’s wife met with RV1 at a coffee shop. Key Leader’s wife alleges that she
asked whether the sexual actions were still occurring and recalled that RV1 said no, but
provided a “vague timeline” as to when the abuse took place.38 In describing the same
meeting, RV1 stated that Key Leader’s wife only asked how her relationship was with David
and Paul Edwin George.39 Key Leader then met with David George, who was a member of
his church, who characterized the events as an Inappropriate Touching Allegation.40

On May 9, 2021, RV1 disclosed the Sexual Abuse Allegation to the wife of a UBMC
elder.41 UBMC’s response to this information will be discussed in a later section.

At a meeting with Key Leader and his wife in June or July 2021, RV1 alleges that she
disclosed the Full Allegation. Key Leader and his wife allege that RV1 did discuss the abuse
during the meeting, but “didn’t go into any details”42 and that they did not receive the Full
Allegation at that time and still understood the allegation to be an Inappropriate Touching

42 KL Tr. at 64.

41 W23 Tr. at 3-4.

40 KL Tr. at 11, 63.

39 RV1 Tr. at 20.

38 KLW Tr. at 6-7.

37 Id. at 6; KL Tr. at 62.

36 KLW Tr. at 5.

35 RV1 Tr. at 7.

34 W13 Tr. at 9; W5 Tr. #2 at 14.

33 Id.; W13 Transcript at 8.

32 Id.

31 Id. at 2.

30 RV1 Tr. at 2, 6.
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Allegation.43 However, a handwritten note from Key Leader’s wife to RV1 after that meeting
referred to a friend who had “suffered something similar to what you’ve gone through,”
suggesting knowledge that what RV1 experienced was not consensual.44

Key Leader disclosed the Inappropriate Touching Allegation to his church leadership
team in July 2021 who began asking for further details. Key Leader also disclosed the
Inappropriate Touching Allegation to UBMC Leader 1 (or "UBMC-L1"), and after being told
by UBMC Leader 1 to report to authorities, to a Champaign County detective in July 2021.45

RV1 disclosed the Full Allegation to several witnesses and to a Champaign County
detective in September 2021.

3. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other
Misconduct by David George

After UBMC learned of RV1’s allegations and during the course of its response,
additional allegations against David George emerged that included alleged grooming of
female children and sexual misconduct against another reported victim.

a) Possible Grooming Behaviors

A family at Local Church described their daughters sitting on David George’s lap, and
recalled that one child was approximately 8 years old at the time, and another was viewed
as David’s “favorite, riding alone with him in his truck and sitting on a tractor with him.”46 A
witness alleged that David offered to take one daughter hunting by himself.47 According to
one witness, there were a handful of other pre-teen or early teen girls that fit a certain
physical profile that David George favored and gave nicknames to.48 Witnesses provided a
number of photographs of David holding in his arms or engaging in activities with young
girls that appear to be similar in age to RV1 around the time her alleged abuse by David
George began.49 One of these children was interviewed by a child forensic interviewer and
did not report any allegations of abuse.

UBMC’s May 10, 2022 leadership team minutes describe the grooming allegations
and UBMC’s evaluation of them:

49 See 5 photos of David George with young girls provided to GRACE.

48 W17 Tr. at 86-87.

47 W9 Tr. at 16.

46 W5 Tr. at 8, 9.

45 KL Tr. Tr. at 70.

44 Handwritten letter from KLW to RV1, dated July 31, 2021.

43 KLW Tr. at 10; KL Tr. at 64. Key Leader’s wife stated, “we were under the assumption, even then at that
meeting when we talked with her… that whatever had happened was just some minor thing. Nothing like the
whole story that came out [later].” KLW Tr. at 10.
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With respect to the grooming allegations [against David], it was noted that
the DOJ definition of grooming involves a wide range of activities, from
inappropriate touching to seeming too interested in a child. Based on what
the pastors were told by [W11], the detective’s sole basis for concluding that
there was grooming was that he thought David George had shown inordinate
interest in one particular child. The pastors’ understanding was that [Key
Leader] had talked with the father of that child prior to the detective doing
so, and after talking to his family, the father did not believe that any
inappropriate behavior had occurred with any of his children. Further, in
response to allegations about David George riding on a tractor with a girl in
the youth group, [UBMC Leader 3] indicated that after talking with the girl’s
brother and father, it turns out that it was the girl who had invited David to
drive on the tractor, and neither the girl’s brother nor the girl’s father
understood there to be any form of sexual misconduct.”50

The church minutes also recorded that “After additional discussion, the leadership team
determined that there was no merit to the allegations in the letter from [W11] and did not
believe that a written response to [W11’s] allegations was necessary.”51

In a May 11, 2022 letter to UBMC leadership, W11 raised further concerns about
David’s interactions with children, perceived romantic interest in a youth-group member,
and the lack of a response from leadership to this situation:

We don’t know how [Key Leader] could look out from the pulpit and see [a
particular young girl] sitting on David’s lap nearly every Sunday and never
have a concern about what he knew of David…. David was able to quietly
melt away to [UBMC], get involved in the youth group, and we know that he
had his eye on [a particular teen girl], for years.52

Subsequent Church Minutes and responses to W11 from church leadership do not
show that these concerns about the youth group member or David using youth group
participation as an opportunity to develop romantic relationships with youth were directly
responded to.

b) Alleged Sexual Misconduct Against RV9 and
others

According to an interview with Champaign County detectives, additional allegations
of possible sexual misconduct against David George emerged in February 2022. Due to
documentation GRACE investigators received from a third party indicating that the

52 May 11, 2022 W11 Letter to UBMC Leadership.

51 Id.

50 UBMC Leadership Team minutes, 5/100/2022.
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reported victim did not wish to participate in this investigation, GRACE did not attempt to
interview the reported victim.

The reported victim, RV9, reportedly stated she was in a dating relationship with
David George when she was 16 and David was 21 years old.53 She described in her
interview with police that David exhibited “overbearing, controlling behaviors and
emotional manipulation and abuse” but that at the time, she didn’t understand such
behaviors to be red flags and thought it was normal.54 According to witnesses, RV9 was not
affiliated with UBMC.

According to a police interview with RV9, on one occasion, David brought RV9 to a
remote location where “he was very pushy” and oral sex and possibly intercourse occurred,
but she “‘blacked out’ and wasn’t sure if she could remember details of the encounter.55

However, she reported some extreme sexual acts and that she “was scared to tell him to
stop because [she] didn’t know where [she] was.”56 She described it as “miserable,” and
recalled one instance where she asked him to stop, David responded “Just a little more,”
and was unsure whether he stopped engaging in sexual activity at that point.57 In the years
after the encounter, she reported experiencing flashbacks, blackouts, lashing out with
statements using David’s name and asking him to stop, and other behaviors consistent with
sexual trauma.58

A witness alleged that RV9 described the encounter with David as “rape.”59 Another
witness confirmed seeing RV9 at the specific remote location with David once, with David
allegedly stating that he was preparing for a gathering.60

Another allegation was on social media regarding David George as the perpetrator
of a possible “peeping tom” incident at Bible School at a time when David was apparently a
student.61 Key Leader reported that the administration described the results of their
investigation of the incident as follows:

[O]ne of the girls had complained [to her RA] that David had been looking in
the window. And so they talked to David about it, and I think the stories lined
up, that David was actually about 35 or 40 feet away, walking on a path.
There's a campground right behind the girl's dorm, and he was walking on
that path, and he just glanced over that way, supposedly. He wasn't standing
right outside the window. And so the RAs talked with the administration at

61 KL Tr. at 88-89.

60 W11 Transcript at 28.

59 W17 Tr. at 42.

58 Id. at 4-5.

57 Id.

56 Id. at 3.

55 Id. at 1, 3.

54 Id. at 2.

53 Detective Kemp 2/22/2022 phone interview with RV9 at 4.
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the time, and they basically... And they talked to David, and David just denied
it, completely… at the time, they felt like there wasn't enough evidence to kick
him out. So they asked the girls to just be careful, that if you are changing or
something, that you pull the blind.62

A similar, but seemingly distinct, allegation of a possible “peeping Tom” incident also
involving David George during a workweek in 2013, was posted online and later deleted.
Information was also received that David George was not involved in UBMC’s workweeks or
youth group activities in 2013. GRACE did not receive a copy of the original post or other
corroborating evidence related to this allegation that meets GRACE’s evidentiary threshold.
However, during a review process, GRACE identified a possible lead related to these
allegations. GRACE is currently following up on this matter, and if additional information is
received that meets the evidentiary threshold, GRACE will prepare and release an
addendum to this report.

Additionally, one female member of the youth group shared that it was known in
the group that David George made sexualized jokes and stared at the young females when
they swam and their clothes stuck to their skin.63 Other witnesses confirmed David
George’s sexually inappropriate comments.64

Another incident allegedly related to a teenage girl being scared of David after riding
on a tractor with him.65 She reportedly told her mother that she was scared of David
sexually attacking her.66 When asked about the incident, one UBMC pastor said that the
father and brother dismissed the allegation as untrue; however, no one confirmed this with
the actual alleged victim or her mother whom she supposedly told.67 The teenage girl was
out of state at the time UBMC pastors learned of the alleged incident.68 The conflicting
accounts of this allegation made at least one UBMC leader also question whether an
advocate’s account of an advocate’s account of RV1’s allegations against David George were

68 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 24.

67 Id. at 23-24. UBMC-L3 clarified that he believed the brother was a credible source; however, the issue remains
that experiences and perceptions differ and given the initial allegation and other well-founded and consistent
allegations against David George, further inquiry would have been appropriate. UBMC-L3 clarified that he
believed the brother was a credible source; however, the issue remains that experiences and perceptions differ
and given the initial allegation and other well-founded and consistent allegations against David George, further
inquiry would have been appropriate.

66 Id. at 23.

65 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 23-24.

64 W17 Tr. at 35. W2 Tr. at 21: “One time, a group of us youth were going around and discussing strengths and
weaknesses. We were basically giving each other compliments, and then also ways we thought we could grow,
as just friends in the youth group. And one of my friends reminded me of this:, (I was there, but I forgot this).
When we wrote areas of growth for David, a lot of people mentioned that it seemed like he had a dirty mind or
a perverted mind, and encouraged him to try to clean it up and change the jokes and really pursue purity.”.

63 W2 Tr. at 21-22.

62 Id.
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true.69 GRACE communicated with the alleged victim, who did not elect to participate in an
interview. Therefore, these allegations could not be corroborated.

4. Offender Responses to RV1’s Allegations
David George and Paul Edwin George each responded to RV1’s allegations in

controlled calls performed under police supervision and in confrontations reported by
other witnesses. Paul Edwin George also agreed to an interview with GRACE investigators.

a) Responses of David George

David George did not respond to a request from GRACE for an interview, but three
accounts of his responses to the allegations were available. During the controlled phone
call facilitated by law enforcement, David George acknowledged that RV1 was telling the
truth in her allegations, but stated it was only “a couple [times]... it wasn’t very much,”
when asked whether he had engaged in oral or penetrative sex with RV1, David George
responded, “I’m owning what I did,” acknowledged that RV1 was telling the truth, and said
he lied to Key Leader when “he asked me how far we went. I just said there wasn’t
penetration, and that was wrong.”70 UBMC Leader 3, who met with David weekly, stated
that David disputed RV1’s allegations to the extent that: "It wasn't that many times. It
wasn't that long, and that it wasn't against her will."71 However, Key Leader stated that
sometime in the fall of 2021 after learning greater detail about RV1’s allegations, he
stopped by David George’s place of work and asked him why his story and RV1’s story “do
not line up.”72 David reportedly responded, “[p]robably hers is more true” and
acknowledged that he lied to Key Leader because their prior discussion was “in a public
place.”73

One witness described an admission from David in 2016 or 2017 and then again in
2021 that was repeated to them by Key Leader as a touching that happened only maybe
twice.74

b) Responses of Paul Edwin George

During a controlled phone call facilitated by law enforcement with RV1 and Paul
Edwin George, and in response to RV1’s questions, Paul Edwin acknowledged that he
perpetrated digital penetration and sexual intercourse on RV1 when she was 8 or 9, and

74 W5 Tr. at 11.

73 Id.

72 KL Tr. at 88.

71 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 27. Specifically, UBMC-L3 clarified that David disputed that the abuse occurred hundreds
of times over 8-9 years and that it was forcible.

70 Controlled phone call with David George, November 2021.

69 Id. at 22.
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that RV1 told him when she was 9 that she didn’t want to engage in sexual activity.75 Paul
Edwin stated, “I think about it every day. I wish I wouldn’t have done it. If I could go back
and change it, I would” and only denied remembering RV1’s claim that the sexual abuse
continued after he moved to Illinois around 2014.76

Paul Edwin George agreed to an interview with GRACE investigators. With respect to
the allegations of RV1 and the charges, he stated, “I don't know why she thought I was
doing all these things when I don't remember doing any of it. I mean, I remember touching
her one time, maybe one or two times, but that's it.”77

He alleged that he had few memories of his childhood, including any specifics
around RV1’s allegations. Paul Edwin elaborated that he has learned that memory loss can
be a trauma response, and said, “[I]n the back of my mind, I think there was something that
happened to me” although he could not point to any particular people, events, or
circumstances to suggest abuse and actively denied any abuse by his parents.78

Paul Edwin specifically stated his lack of sex education played a role in his abuse of
RV1 because, as he stated, “a boy going through puberty is going to find a way to figure out
what's going on with his body, at least I would think so. I mean, that's normal, isn't it?”79 He
also attributed the abuse at least somewhat to his addiction to porn, which he admitted to
beginning around age 15 or 16.80

Paul Edwin went on to admit that when his father first called him with RV1’s
allegations in approximately 2016, he believes his father “found out that we have been
touching her and doing stuff we shouldn’t be doing.”81 He did not believe his father asked
about any details of the abuse, but that, “[h]e just said that we need to apologize and do
whatever we can to go forward and help her with whatever she needs.82 Paul Edwin said
that his father said, “that he had contacted the sheriff and at that point they didn’t do
anything about it.”83

Paul Edwin said at some point in 2020 or 2021, RV1 cut off communication with him.
Then in 2021, as Paul was attending a Mennonite church in Illinois that had some
interpersonal connections to UBMC, he found out that the leadership at UBMC had
contacted his pastor and “told [his pastor] what was going on.”84

84 Id. at 19.

83 Id. at 15.

82 Id. at 14-15.

81 Id. at 14.

80 Id. at 35-36.

79 Id. at 12.

78 Id. at 12-13.

77 Paul Edwin George Tr. at 7.

76 Id.

75 Controlled phone call with Paul Edwin George, November 2021.
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According to Paul Edwin, he met with his pastor who had him write a letter to his
church that either he or the pastor read to the church at a members meeting, and
everybody there supported him.85 Paul Edwin said the letter referred to the fact that he did
some things when he was young but couldn’t remember anything else in the letter.86

Paul Edwin stated that UBMC Leader 1 reached out to him several months later and
Paul Edwin asked if he could withdraw his membership from UBMC since he had moved to
Illinois in 2013.87 According to Paul Edwin, UBMC Leader 1 said he’d have to talk to the
leadership team about it.88

Paul Edwin said that he and UBMC Leader 1 did not talk about the specifics of the
allegations, but that UBMC Leader 1 asked him if he would get an accountability partner,
although they did not speak about what that looks like other than it should be someone he
can trust and that’ll keep him accountable.89 Paul Edwin shared with GRACE investigators
that his girlfriend, approximately 21 years old at the time, served as his accountability
partner but that he did not share this with UBMC Leader 1.90 Paul Edwin disclosed that he
had met his girlfriend in 2016 when she was 16 years old, but that they did not get together
until she was around 20-21 years old in 2021.91

According to Paul Edwin, UBMC Leader 1 checked in with him every now and then
and eventually UBMC released him from membership but he was not clear when that
occurred.92

5. Other Evidence Relevant to RV1’s Allegations
Several witnesses, including RV1, described the environment of fear that existed

surrounding RV1’s disclosures and their participation in the investigation and prosecution
of her allegations. While fear surrounding abuse disclosures is not uncommon for a variety
of reasons, witnesses also described allegations of intimidation that were directed toward
RV1 and some individuals advocating for her. The environment in which disclosures occur
is relevant to consider when assessing a reported victim’s disclosures, willingness to
engage with investigators or third parties such as UBMC, and overall responses.

A witness who advocated for RV1 described that a relative of RV1 communicated
that unforgiveness would lead RV1 to hell or that if her abusers went to prison, they were
going to “become little girls in prison and that’s going to send them to hell.”93 The witness

93 W11 Tr. at 24.

92 Id. at 22.

91 Id. at 4-5.

90 Id. at 22.

89 Id. at 22, 23.

88 Id.

87 Id. at 21-22.

86 Id. at 20.

85 Id. at 19-20.
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also alleged that RV1’s relative stated that by them advocating for her, they were causing
her to “stray farther away from God.”94

One witness who advocated for UBMC and Local Church to get to the bottom of
RV1’s allegations and for transparency to the churches described alleged intimidation
tactics by the father of David and Paul Edwin George against them and another family,
including riding the bumper of their car, stopping in the middle of the road if they were
driving behind him, turning very slowly, sending a photo of a casket, honking in front of
their home, and calling their phone and not leaving a message.95 He also allegedly pulled
up to one witness’ car at a gas station and just stared down the witness without getting
gas.96

According to the witness, certain families advocating for RV1 were scared enough
that they had communicated plans to their family members for how to handle protecting
themselves if RV1’s abusers or their father showed up at their home and made sure their
young children never mentioned RV1 being at their home.97

6. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV1’s
Allegations

Although Section III.A.2 above summarized all of RV1’s alleged reporting of her
allegations, only some of those reports involved UBMC. Because the scope of this
investigation only includes evaluation of the response of UBMC leadership to RV1’s
allegations from 2021 onward, we will describe and later assess RV1’s and others’
disclosures to other parties only to the extent they inform disclosures to and responses by
UBMC leadership, specifically from 2021 to present.

May 2021 - RV1 Shares with UBMC Elder Wife

The wife of a UBMC elder first learned from RV1 that David and Paul Edwin had
abused RV1 for many years as a child in May 2021.98 Since RV1 was an adult, the wife stated
that she believed she needed RV1’s permission to come forward or report the abuse.99 She
was concerned with David George attending the UBMC youth group.100

100 Id.

99 Id. at 4.

98 W23 Tr. at 3.

97 W11 Tr. at 23; W17 Tr. at 6, 16-17.

96 W17 Tr. at 10.

95 W11 Tr. at 23; W17 Tr. at 12-13. In a 2023.11.28 Email to the GRACE team, regarding the casket photo, W11
said that it was “Completely out of character for [David and Paul Edwin’s father] and I to text stuff like that to
each other, but doesn't seem direct enough to qualify as a threat. Almost more mind games of -is this a threat?
No, maybe, I don't know what this means. But weird enough to throw me for mental loops...I [...] tried to reply
as if I didn't think anything of them.”

94 Id.
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June 2021 - July 2021 - RV1 Communications with Local Church Leadership

In early 2021, RV1 sought to withdraw her membership from Local Church and
reached out to Key Leader.101 RV1 met with Key Leader and his wife in June of 2021 and
stated she disclosed the full extent of the allegations to them.102 While both Key Leader
and his wife recalled RV1 discussing the allegations in part during this meeting, they
reported remembering few details about sexual abuse from the meeting and that they
were “under the assumption that whatever had happened was just some minor thing,”103

despite recalling that RV1 told them she had spoken to a detective during this meeting.104

In July 2021, Key Leader communicated details reported to be inconsistent with
RV1’s narrative to the Local Church leadership team.105 One member of the team then
brought forward concerns that David George was attending UBMC without anyone’s
knowledge of this issue, that he was commonly seen holding one particular female child
and also with her sitting on his lap when he attended Local Church, and that the allegations
should be made known to RV1’s mother and reported to authorities.106 According to the
witness, Key Leader expressed reservations about telling anyone, stating that David George
and RV1 were “embarrassed,” reported that David “was in a good place spiritually,” and
offered to speak with David to see if he had “accountability.”107 Key Leader did speak with
David, who reportedly said he did not engage in intercourse with RV1 and only touched her
twice.108

Late July 2021 - Allegations Shared From Local Church to UBMC

In late July 2021, Key Leader met with UBMC Leader 1 to share about RV1’s
allegations about David and Paul Edwin George.109 He stated that at that time, he
characterized the allegations as inappropriate touching when they were young.110 He stated

110 KL Tr. at 72. UBMC-L1 Tr. at 5. “So [Key Leader] said that David had been involved with [RV1], and at that
point he said that it was his touch and yeah.”

109 Id. at 71. UBMC L-1 Tr. at 5. “And [Key Leader] said it had ... The last that it had happened was, what, six or
seven years prior to that, and said that they had confessed at that point it had been reported, and it was just
within the family, I guess, where the confession was made and given…”

108 KL Tr. at 63, 68-69.

107 W11 Tr. at 5-6. Key Leader reported that beginning in early 2018, some time after he had confronted David
George about RV1’s initial allegations, Key Leader began meeting with David George every few months to see
“how he was doing with purity and his relationship with God.” KL Tr. at 70.

106 Id.; see also Local Church leader letter to Local Church leadership, July 15, 2021.

105 A witness reported at that meeting, Key Leader mentioned that RV1 and David George “had mutual,
consensual, not sex or anything like that, but touching when they were teenagers a couple of times, but nothing
like sex or anything like that. And they're best friends," but that RV1 was “not really happy with how [Key
Leader] handled things.” W11 Tr. at 4, 8. According to the witness, Key Leader reported that it occurred “when
they were teenagers,” mentioning the age of 19, that RV1’s mother did not know, but that RV1 had reported it to
the authorities. Id.

104 Id.

103 KLW Tr. at 11.

102 Id. at 14.

101 RV1 Tr. at 9. “In that meeting, I told him it was everything…. Intercourse... You name it.” Id. at 14.

17



that RV1’s mother should know and should hear it from their pastor, that Paul Edwin was
also involved, and wanted UBMC Leader 1 to follow up with the parents.111 According to
UBMC Leader 1, Key Leader also mentioned that the last event was six or seven years prior,
they had confessed, and forgiveness was sought and given.112

A few days later, according to UBMC Leader 1, he met with the father who admitted
the allegations were true and that the boys talked to RV1 and it “had been taken care of.”113

UBMC Leader 1 asked him to tell his wife about the allegations, which he understands the
father then did.114

In July 2021, Key Leader also reported RV1’s allegations to Champaign County police
detectives.115According to Key Leader, sometime around July 2021, UBMC had allegedly
taken responsibility for David George because he had been attending UBMC and because
his relationship with Key Leader was allegedly not good after Key Leader had reached out
to him again about the allegations.116

August 2021 - Local Church Leadership Learns More and Updates UBMC

In August 2021, a Local Church leader listened in on a phone call with RV1 where
RV1 disclosed the extent of the allegations.117 The leader notified UBMC Leader 1 of the
information on the call.118 UBMC Leader 1 confirmed that a Local Church leader called him
in August 2021 and said that “there was more involved in what they had thought or what
they were told and said that there was penetration….”119

In August 2021, UBMC Leader 1 also received a copy of an email from a Local
Church leader to BMA Leadership and Key Leader that he forwarded to at least two UBMC
leaders.120 The email mentioned other cases of abuse (unrelated to UBMC), but also
specifically allegations against David George.121 One UBMC leader noted that UBMC’s past
experiences with the email author as a “controlling person” and that the email was “very
super bold and red,” angry and frustrated, and made accusations about the leaders of

121 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 4-5.

120 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 4-5; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 3; Local Church leader email to Local Church leadership, August 22, 2021.

119 Id.

118 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 6.

117 Id. at 75.

116 Id. at 77.

115 KL Tr. at 74. According to Key Leader, a detective stated that it had been reported earlier, that it had been
open for approximately eight months, and no charges came out of it. Key Leader later called the detective back
to ask how long the abuse had been going on and the detective allegedly said he didn’t know and that the case
was still open because the victim had refused to testify. Key Leader states that he left a message for RV1 after
that call to ask her about it but did not hear back. Id.

114 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 6.

113 Id. at 6; see also W13 Tr. at 13; W11 Tr. at 13; W17 Tr. at 5.

112 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 6.

111 KL Tr. at 71-72; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 6.
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UBMC that the leader believed to be untrue, influenced their understanding of and
response to the email.122

At some point in August 2021, UBMC Leader 1 also learned from Key Leader that
there was an investigation ongoing and then UBMC Leader 1 received a call from a
Champaign County detective in fall 2021.123

On August 27, 2021, RV1 disclosed that she was sexually abused by David and Paul
Edwin George to a member of Local Church.124

The next day RV1 heard from a relative and David and Paul Edwin George asking to
talk.125 She also received a message from a local unlicensed counselor who runs a ministry
and was,, at one time, at one time, a member of UBMC. The message suggested that
someone was trying to stir things up about “weighty matters from many years ago.”126

Fall 2021 - Lack of Clarity re: Allegations and Responsibility for David George

At least one UBMC leader expressed that they felt as if Local Church were heading
up any response, that the two entities should not be competing in responding, and that
UBMC should play a supporting role.127 Another UBMC leader learned that Key Leader had
been aware of it and had talked to the parents.128 They understood that UBMC Leader 1
and Key Leader were communicating and that “every once in a while [UBMC Leader 1]
would say something in [their] meetings.129 Some of that involved giving the UBMC leaders
a “little more understanding” of the allegations against David and Paul Edwin.130 One UBMC
leader notes that in approximately October or November 2021, they learned it was “more
than just touching” but “weren’t aware that it was actual sex per se.”131

A UBMC leader understood one request from Local Church was that one of the
UBMC leaders meet with David since he was attending UBMC even though he wasn’t a
member.132 He understood the purpose of the meetings to be both for accountability and
to discern the level of risk for others.133 According to one UBMC leader, David specifically

133 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 8.

132 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 8; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 10.

131 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 13.

130 Id. at 8.

129 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 7.

128 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 3.

127 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 7; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 6.

126 RV1 Tr. at 31; W5 Tr. #2 at 15; W17 Tr. at 5.

125 RV1 Tr. at 31; W5 Tr. #2 at 15.

124 W14 Transcript at 7-8. Time-Stamped WhatsApp Messages RV1, W-14. RV1: “Everything has been reported… I
was sexually abused by my brothers…” [...] W14: “[Y]ou don’t need to answer but was it touching in forbidden
places or penetration?” [...] RV1: “I was 9 when it started. It was everything.”

123 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 7.

122 Id. at 5-6.
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chose the UBMC leader he wanted to meet with who agreed to meet with David weekly,
beginning in the fall of 2021 until he was sentenced 14-15 months later.134

Regarding supporting RV1, one UBMC leader expressed that because RV1 was not a
member of UBMC and had not attended in a long time, he believes that if she had been, it
would have changed the church’s response at the time.135 According to one UBMC leader,
they believed at least two couples were helping RV1, that Local Church was also leading the
response and supporting her as she most recently attended there, and they saw it as their
role to address David since he was attending UBMC.136

It was reported that in early September 2021, one UBMC leader, who knew of the
allegations, asked a youth leader how David was fitting in with the youth group, but did not
share the allegations.137

A UBMC member learned about RV1’s allegations from members of Local Church in
September or October 2021.138 He was unsure if he learned all the details at that time, but
believes he learned the timeframe of the abuse and the kinds of abuse RV1 had
experienced.139 He reported that he spoke with UBMC Leader 1 in mid-October 2021, but it
is unclear whether he relayed any specific details of what he knew about RV1’s
allegations.140

A leader at Local Church reached out to the leadership of UBMC beginning in
October 2021 to attempt to set up a meeting to share what they’d learned from RV1 about
the allegations, but because of sickness, the holidays, and an alleged desire for UBMC to
have all of the pastors present for the meeting, the meeting was delayed until January
2022.141

November 2021 - UBMC Leader Weekly Meetings with David

Starting in approximately November 2021, one of the UBMC leaders, UBMC Leader
3 (or “UBMC-L3”) began meeting weekly with David.142 He stated that in those meetings, he:

started talking with him about the allegations, and what would be helpful,
what I could do to help in processing that, and seeing where he was at, in
spiritual life. And so quickly we decided we would start doing the Valiant Man

142 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 16. UBMC Leader 1 describes the meetings as weekly “for accountability” and believes that
the meetings began in late November or early December 2021. UBMC-L1 Tr. at 8.

141 W11 Tr. at 30; W17 Tr. at 24.

140 Id. at 4.

139 Id.

138 W9 Tr. at 3.

137 W7 Transcript at 4.

136 Id.

135 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 8.

134 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 8; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 11.
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program… which is a program geared toward sexual purity / sexual sin
generally, but does not focus specifically on sexual abuse.143

UBMC Leader 3 also stated that he was asking David accountability questions like “Have
you been in the Word, have you been sexually pure? What sort of thoughts, other
things?”144

When GRACE investigators asked if David confessed to him, he initially declined to
answer and expressed a desire to honor that David had spoken to him about the
allegations in the context of approaching UBMC Leader 3 as his pastor, a context in which
some confidentiality could be appropriate or expected. He later said David disputed many
of RV1’s allegations and did not confess to all of the allegations made by RV9.145 He also was
not sharing specifics of what he learned from David with UBMC’s other pastors or elders
because he believed the January 6, 2022 meeting was sufficient for them to understand the
gravity of what was being alleged.146 Another UBMC leader understood that UBMC Leader 3
believed David was being “very forthcoming” and therefore he stated that he “didn’t want to
undermine that by sharing anything confidential” with them.147

UBMC Leader 3 said that at times he shared things with the other UBMC pastors
about his meetings with David, “to help them understand where he was coming from, and
not necessarily defend him, but for example, tell them ... Well, he's told me, for example,
some other things that I didn't hear from [RV1]'s side…. just in his own thought life or
whatever… That made me think he was being transparent.”148

A former member and a former leader of UBMC each represented that there are no
expectations of confidentiality among the pastors and leaders in the tenets of their faith,
even if something shared confidentially with one of them might potentially be expected not
to be shared with the whole church.149

UBMC Leader 3 reported that in early 2022, he also checked into several potential
residential treatment programs for David.150 He reported to have shared with one of the
program directors the allegations that had been brought up by W11 from RV1 and that
“David dispute[d] the allegations in terms [...] of almost all the specifics [and] in terms of

150 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 17-20; UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 18-19. According to the websites of the programs UBMC-L3 named
to GRACE investigators. these programs focus mostly on “sexual sin” and altogether included resources and
testimonials related to sexual purity, pornography addiction, sexual addiction, adultery, alcohol and substance
abuse, depression and anxiety, anger management, eating disorders, homosexuality, and court mandated
counseling (DUI, domestic abuse, distracted driving, theft).

149 W5 Tr. #2 at 25-26; W11 Tr. at 35.

148 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 16-17.

147 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 6.

146 Id. at 15.

145 Id.

144 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 12.

143 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 11; UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 18.
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the dates, [...] that he was involved for the period of time that they were talking about… and
the hundreds of times [...].”151 UBMC Leader 3 detailed the allegations to a local
nouthetic/biblical counselor who reportedly advised him that David did not “necessarily
nee[d] a residential program, given that there had been no allegations of any sexual
misconduct outside of [RV1], or within the last five or seven years or whatever it was.”152

Therefore, UBMC Leader 3 set up weekly counseling sessions for David with that counselor,
then sat in on the sessions that occurred for several months over the summer of 2022.153

When asked about indicators from those meetings that made him feel like David
was repentant, UBMC Leader 3 summarized (1) David’s willingness to do what they had
asked him to do as far as the participation agreement (see below), youth events, etc., (2)
David’s disclosure to him of things UBMC Leader 3 didn’t feel like he had to disclose, and (3)
expressions of sorrow and tears.154

December 2021 - UBMC Pastors Meet with Youth Leaders

Witnesses reported that UBMC pastors met with youth leaders in approximately
December 2021 to share that David had been “accused of some things” but gave few
specifics other than it was “sexual in nature.”155 Witnesses reported that when they
questioned whether they should be worried about their kids, they were assured that "David
has changed. This was all stuff in the past. We don't need to be worried,” with one pastor
mentioning that David was around his own children all the time.156

A witness reports that he was discouraged from telling his wife or to share only a
“dial-downed version” because “women just don’t tend to understand things like that.”157

One UBMC pastor described why they felt that David should continue in the youth
group, as they hadn’t heard of any other inappropriate behavior and had not been given
reasons why David should not attend. The pastor stated the youth leaders were informed
to promote accountability as information “contin[ues] to develop.”158

158 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 14.

157 W7 Tr. at 6.

156 Id. at 5-6.

155 Id. at 5.

154 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 29.

153 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 20; UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 19.

152 Id. at 18. UBMC Leader 1’s notes in anticipation of the June 2022 members’ meeting confirmed this
communication: “We asked several counselors for their opinion on what type of counseling would be the best fit
and informed them of the very serious allegations involving incest and statuatory rape within the family over a
number of years. Both of them had basically the same response. Why would you send him to a residential
program since the current allegations had ended six years ago and there are no current sexual addictions.
Those programs are for those who are currently struggling with addiction. They believed that a residential
program would not be a good fit given that David is not currently struggling with a sexual addiction.”

151 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 19.
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January 2022 - UBMC Meetings

UBMC Leader 1 described the January 6, 2022 meeting as when “we found out that
there was a lot more involved.”159 A former leader at Local Church alleged that he
attempted for several months in the fall of 2021 to set up a meeting with UBMC leadership
but was put off.160 The meeting finally took place on January 6, 2022 for over three and a
half hours.161 UBMC pastors were allegedly told that RV1 had been “raped hundreds of
times” starting at eight to nine years old, and were told details about the abuse and about
their concern for David George, at twenty-seven years old at the time, “with that kind of a
perversion,” being in the youth group.162 Mandatory reporting requirements were
discussed with different perspectives and legal sources about whether clergy were
required to report abuse, and UBMC Leader 3 shared a legal opinion that clergy only have
to report other clergy for abuse.163 One witness reported that to emphasize this opinion,
UBMC Leader 3 “came up out of his seat, leaned across the table and said, ‘I am an
attorney.’”164 Another rationale against reporting was an avoidance to “put that sort of
reputation out there” as a “serious claim” in the “Me Too environment.”165

Two couples, including a Local Church leader, met with UBMC leaders about a week
after this meeting with one describing the meeting as “contentious” and feeling as if the
pastors were unhappy that they knew about the abuse.166 One witness indicated they were
told that UBMC leaders were “reeling from a conversation” and had learned “a ton more
details about the situation… some of the heavier stuff.”167 Specifically, notes from the
meeting describe that the:

pastors realized incest was more involved. Pastors have not done it alone,
reached out to … a pastor in our conference that a lot of people respect and
then [another pastor with experience in this area]. They also contacted the
youth sponsors. Paul Edwin has lived in Illinois, and I think [UBMC Leader 1]
has contacted his pastor, and trying to discern the way forward. [UBMC
Leader 1] has talked with him on several occasions.168

168 Id. at 17.

167 W9 Tr. at 5.

166 W23 Tr. at 26-27.

165 Transcript of UBMC Meeting, January 6, 2022.

164 W17 Tr. at 25. The statement was confirmed by an audio recording of the meeting in which UBMC Leader 3
also raised his voice noticeably in this portion of the meeting. Transcript of UBMC Meeting, January 6, 2022.
UBMC Leader 3 disputed that he stood up.

163 Transcript of UBMC Meeting, January 6, 2022.

162 Id. at 22.

161 W17 Tr. at 25.

160 W11 Tr. at 21, 39.

159 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 8; see also W17 Tr. at 29.
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The witness indicated that UBMC pastors cautioned them to keep what they were
speaking about confidential and that there was concern for gossip.169 Another reported
that although the witness clearly used the word “rape” to describe the events, the pastors
questioned whether some of the allegations were true.170

Another witness in the meeting reported challenging UBMC pastors that David
George should be removed from the youth group and instead attend a residential
treatment program.171 The witness described feeling like they were left hanging at the end
of the meeting, without a specific plan for David or to reach out to RV1 to hear her side of
the story.172

UBMC leadership indicated that they understood from this meeting that they should
not reach out to RV1 as two families communicating / advocating on her behalf were trying
to protect her and UBMC leadership understood they should just “lie low.”173

February 6-7, 2022 - Men’s Meeting and David’s Confession

UBMC’s elders were informed on February 6 that David and Paul Edwin George had
been “involved in sexual sin with [RV1].”174

On February 7, 2022, UBMC held a meeting for the men of the church where David
offered to voluntarily confess.175 Prior to the meeting, RV1 had given a member of UBMC at
the time specific permission to speak candidly about her allegations at the meeting.176

However, according to that witness, “they did not give us an opportunity to really ask
questions or make any comments “ and little was discussed about the reporting victim.

One witness described David’s words as “vague. Sexual contact, sexual something….
with a family member,” and that there was “no longer an active investigation.”177 The

177 Id. at 8. Another described “sinful sexual contact with a family member to where some people asked if it was
homosexual.” W5 Tr. at 40. Another described it as the “vaguest of vague apologies. Basically, ‘I had a whoopsy
daisy back in the day, and so sorry about that. I don't plan to have more whoopsy daisies, and let's keep going.’
Then he sat that back down and there were ... I think everybody gathered around him, or whoever wanted to
…and prayed for him.” W7 Tr. at 8. The witness reported that “the confession didn’t feel genuine, and everything
was so contrived and so manipulated.” W7 Tr. at 13.

176 W9 Tr. at 7.

175 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 33-34.

174 February 6-16, 2022 Leadership Team Minutes. “The pastors called a special meeting of the leadership team
on Sunday, February 6, 2022 after the evening church service in the large Sunday school room on the north side
of church. The purpose of the meeting was to make all of the elders aware that David George and Paul Edwin
George were involved in sexual sin with [RV1] in years past and that David planned to make a confession to the
men of the church on Monday evening, February 7. All of the ministers and elders were present except for [one
named elder].”

173 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 9.

172 Id. at 9.

171 Id. at 8.

170 W23 Tr. at 30, 27.

169 Id. at 5, 6.
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witness asked about the reporting victim and commented on the lack of discussion about
her. The witness reported that David’s father “blew up,” became “very loud, frustrated,
[and] angry,” and while upset, revealed the identity of RV1.178

One witness shared that UBMC pastors were asked about the safety of other
children and one pastor responded by defending David and saying that he had changed.179

The witness reports that a week later, that pastor again cautioned him to think carefully
about his words at the upcoming congregational meeting.180

UBMC leadership understood that David’s “confession” was given against the advice
of his attorney, and “it meant something that, in spite of making his legal case worse, he
opted to go ahead and make a confession,” despite the confession not being as detailed as
at least one pastor would have expected.181

One member criticized this perspective: “it was like he was being held up highly
because he was brave and confessed. He went against what his attorney was
recommending. This was a noble thing he did, because he went against his attorney.”182

One witness notes that Paul Edwin was not mentioned at this meeting, even though
he was still a member at UBMC, but had not attended for some time, and the men later
had another meeting to discuss Paul Edwin.183

February 9, 2022

A youth group elder reported to the Leadership team that, at a low-attendance
youth group meeting on February 9, youth leaders “shared some suggestions with the girls
as to how to interact with David George.”184

February 12, 2022

On this date, according to UBMC Leadership Team minutes,

The pastors called a special meeting of the leadership team at 9:00 a.m. E.T.
on Saturday, February 12, 2022 to address questions and concerns regarding
the situation with [David George and RV1] and talk about the path forward.
Each of the leadership team and their wives were present for this meeting….

184 March 1, 2022 UBMC Leadership Team Minutes.

183 W17 Tr. at 31-32.

182 W16 Tr. at 10.

181 UBMC-L4 Tr. #1 at 14. Notes from one person present at the meeting described the purpose as giving David
“an opportunity to confess and to introduce what happened.” W16 Transcript at 10.

180 Id. at 10.

179 W7 Tr. at 9.

178 W9 Tr. at 8. Another witness described comments by the offender’s father suggesting that RV1 had “all these
people influencing her in a bad way. Everything was fine until these people came along and convinced [RV1]
that she should press charges.” W7 Tr. at 8.
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The pastors provided the elders with significantly more detail regarding the
timeline of events and what had been done with respect to each of the
members of the George family, and [RV1]. They also noted that BMA was
asking each church to have a sexual abuse policy in place by the BMA
convention this summer. The leadership team discussed questions and
concerns regarding this situation at length. It was suggested that we send a
letter to [RV1] from the church or the leadership team expressing our care
and concern.185

February 16, 2022 - First UBMC Congregational Meeting

A week and a half after David’s “confession,” UBMC pastors gave a report to the full
church.186 UBMC Leader 1 read from an announcement.187 Based on written notes by UBMC
Leader 1 and recorded notes by a congregant, “At that time, we were informed that the
incest was more serious than was originally thought and also that sexual abuse had
occurred over a number of years.”188

However, notes from UBMC Leader 1 in preparation for the meeting also stated,
“We believe David's repentance is genuine, and that he is walking in victory. This does not
mean there should be no consequences or restrictions.”189

At least one church member, a female member of the youth group with David at the
time, was left confused about the actual allegations and what the church knew and when.
She described the announcement as “vague” and left the meeting with “more questions
than answers.”190

One youth leader described being unsure of David’s role in the abuse, and stated “I
felt like we were led to believe that… [David’s] brother was the main abuser and he just
[went] along.”191

One person’s notes from the meeting suggested the UBMC leaders cautioned about
interaction with others outside the church including the authorities.192 In response to a
question of what to do if contacted by the authorities, one witness reviewing notes
described: “The church was advised to be careful to those outside of church. Don’t hide it.

192 W16 Tr. at 13. The witness described the notes as stating, “comply but don’t give extra” and “answer
questions but not extra info.” Id. UBMC leadership disputed this characterization.

191 W4 Transcript at 6.

190 W15 Transcript at 3.

189 UBMC-L1 notes in preparation for February 16, 2022 members’ meeting.

188 “Final Draft Meeting in Fellowship Hall” Feb 16, 2022

187 Id.

186 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 15.

185 February 6-16, 2022 UBMC Leadership Team Minutes.
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Acknowledge we’re dealing with it, but don’t spread details around…. I believe it was [UBMC
Leader 1] who said- ‘comply, but don’t give extra. Answer questions, but not extra info.’”193

Another member’s notes indicate what wasn’t addressed: “was this rape? [UBMC
Leader 1] called it incest. Was this rape or was this teenage curiosity, what was this? How
long did this go on? How old was she when this went on?”194

After this meeting, one member challenged one UBMC pastor about why David was
not turning himself in and reported that the UBMC pastor responded, “sometimes it’s been
so many years that… [it] doesn’t necessarily make sense. Or sometimes it might be a family
situation where you might really break up a family.”195

At this or another meeting, one UBMC pastor stated that they “specifically asked
them to let us know if they know of anything that would've been inappropriate or any kind
of flags or anything like that that people had” about David.196

One witness said that UBMC Leader 1 discouraged anyone from sending letters or
cards to RV1.197

March 2022 - David George Civil Protection Order

RV1 was granted a domestic violence civil protection order against David George on
March 3, 2022. While the document stated that the respondent “shall not abuse, harm,
attempt to harm, threaten, follow, stalk, harass, force sexual relations upon, or commit
sexually oriented offenses against the protected persons named in this Order,” the Court
made “no findings as to whether domestic violence occurred in this matter and makes no
findings as to the truthfulness of the allegations made in the Petition as the final
evidentiary hearing was not completed.”198

The UBMC pastor who was meeting with David stated that RV1’s petition for the
protective order stated, “length of time, which [David] disputed…hundreds of times of
sexual intercourse, which he disputed…. I repeatedly asked him to make sure I understood
what he was saying or not. He was disputing those, the main thrust of the restraining order
or the civil protection.”199

199 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 22. GRACE did not receive a copy of RV’s petition for a civil protection order.

198 Domestic Protection Order, March 3, 2022.

197 W19 Transcript at 1, 4. UBMC leaders reported to GRACE that their goal was to prevent hurtful inquiries and
to respect the wishes of those who were supporting and advocating for RV1.

196 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 21.

195 Id. at 12.

194 Id. at 21.

193 Id. at 13.
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April 2022 - David George Participation Agreement

According to one witness, David George was permitted to attend at least one
overnight youth group event with men and women in 2021 or 2022 after UBMC leadership
learned of RV1’s allegations.200

In spring 2022, a UBMC pastor drafted a participation agreement from templates
that he had found.201 He stated that he remembered principles he’d learned from an abuse
seminar to decrease isolation and increase accountability for an offender.202 Another leader
described “a significant part of [their] decision-making at that point… allowing David to
continue at church” was leadership’s rationale that although they knew that sexual
offenders had “a very high repeat rate of offending,” that they believed they’d reviewed
“credible studies” suggesting that “if a person is involved in a community, an accountable
community, as opposed to being isolated and shoved off on their own, that the recidivism
rate would drop dramatically.”203 The Participation Agreement outlined a number of
requirements and prohibitions.204 When the supervision of a chaperone for David was
mandated, this person was to be “a mature adult over the age of 30 years,” male, and not a
relative. Pastors, elders, and “any other person serving as a chaperone” were to “be given a
copy” of the agreement and “advised of its contents” and “appropriate protocols should
concerns arise” (these are not outlined in the participation agreement).205 The agreement
also stated that the church could place additional conditions/restrictions, in their sole
discretion, at any time.206

According to another witness, a UBMC leader described the agreement as “harsh…
almost too harsh” on David.207 According to one witness, David was very willing to sign the
participation agreement.208

208 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 11.

207 W7 Tr. at 31.

206 Id.

205 Id.

204 The Participation Agreement included, among other things, requiring that David Participation Agreement
included, among other things, requiring that David use “the most direct route from the parking lot to the main
entrance,” and prohibited him from “linger[ing] in areas where Minors are being taught,” going “to any area
where ministries for Minors are being conducted” (including children’s Sunday School without a
church-appointed chaperone), sitting next to a person younger than 16 (David would be responsible for moving
on such an occasion), “tak[ing] the initiative to sit next to a female of any age in the Church youth group,”
“taki[ing] a child home … or transport[ing] a child anywhere except in the case of an emergency and then only
with another adult present at all times,” “invit[ing] any Minor into [his] home as a visitor or develop[ing] any
special relationships with any Minor,” “go[ing] to a church member’s home where a child under the age of 16 is
present … unless the father of the Minor consents and either the father … or a pre-approved Chaperone is
present…” David George Signed UBMC Church Attendance and Participation Agreement, dated April 7, 2022.

203 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 9.

202 Id. at 24.

201 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 24-25.

200 W17 Tr. at 85.
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UBMC leaders informed small groups / house fellowships about the participation
agreement and that David had signed it.209 Multiple witnesses indicated that they were not
permitted to retain a copy of the agreement but instead were told they could meet with
one of the UBMC leaders to see it.210

Although the youth leaders were listed as ones responsible for ensuring that David
was abiding by the agreement, according to reports, they did not participate in drafting it,
and at least some who were responsible for implementing it were not asked about their
willingness to monitor compliance or their capability of doing so, and were not given a copy
of the agreement when it was signed.211 In fact, witnesses reported that they did not learn
that they were tasked with the responsibility of monitoring David’s compliance until
approximately three weeks after the agreement was signed (April 2022) and did not
eventually receive a copy until May 2022.212

If a youth event was to be held at a church member’s house who had children, the
youth leaders understood that a youth leader was supposed to reach out to them to see if
they were comfortable with David being there.213 A pastor remembers that one or two
families refused to allow David to come into their homes in this context. 214

David was asked not to participate in VBS that summer which consisted of youth
ages five to fifteen years old.215

Alleged Violations of the Participation Agreement

Several witnesses confirmed that the leadership of UBMC had to reiterate the
requirements of the agreement to David after apparent violations.216 Another youth leader
reported observing “numerous violations” by David of the agreement.217 One member
stated that he questioned David’s level of sincerity and repentance after being confronted
about violations.218

Several violations were reflected both in witness interviews and UBMC Leadership
Team Minutes. One incident involved David allegedly not remaining with one of the two
individuals (youth leaders) that were charged under the participation agreement with
accompanying him at youth events.219 However, even this requirement apparently came
about only after a situation where the youth group split into smaller groups and David

219 W4 Tr. at 11; UBMC-L2 Tr. at 34.

218 W9 Tr. at 12-13.

217 W7 Tr. at 32.

216 W9 Tr. at 12-13; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 12; UBMC-L2 Tr. at 15.

215 Id.

214 Id.

213 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 29.

212 W7 Tr. at 31.

211 W7 Tr. at 31; see also W4 Tr. at 9.

210 W16 Tr. at 33-34; W7 Tr. at 31.

209 W9 Transcript at 16; W7 Tr. at 31.
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initially joined one consisting only of young women.220 The specific violation later occurred
by not joining a small group with one of the two specific male leaders, although it allegedly
had other mid-to-late-twenties men in it.221

A second incident involved David getting up from a chair and then when he returned
and there was a young lady sitting next to his empty chair, he continued to sit down next to
her.222

The June 2, 2022 Leadership Team Minutes record that the leadership team became
aware that, although David had agreed to not “initiate sitting by girls, whether in the youth
group or the church” and had been asked by [youth leader] “to make sure to be with one of
the youth group leaders or the President or Vice President of the youth group when groups
are divided,” and “there were infractions of those rules.”223

UBMC pastors described an additional incident where David allegedly helped a
young child recover a toy from under a washing machine while he was at a house
fellowship.224 One pastor minimized the risk by noting that the area “wasn’t a closed area or
anything like that” and that “it feels like kind of an innocent thing.”225 This breaking of the
participation agreement was discussed at the June 2nd meeting. The unnamed individual
who reported the laundry room infraction was unsure if David was “permitted” to be alone
with a child in this context or not.226 By June 7th, UBMC Leader 1 had asked David for an
explanation, which was recorded as follows:

David said a boy had asked David to get a toy car that had gone under the
dryer, so he quickly retrieved the toy and left the laundry room. There were
adults in the proximity with visibility into the laundry room, and the child
knew David from interactions outside of church functions.

The leadership team approved reminding David that “he cannot be alone with
children at any church activity” and enforcing two new rules: “David should not be in any
room other than the room in which the group is meeting without [one of 3 named male
individuals] present, except to use the restroom; and David should not go to the basement
or second floor of a house without [1 named male individual].”227

227 June 7, 2022 UBMC Church Leadership Meeting.

226 2022.06.02 UB Leadership Team Minutes at 1-2.

225 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 15.

224 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 15; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 41; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 27-28.

223 2022.06.02 UB Leadership Team Minutes at 1-2.

222 W9 Tr. at 18; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 41; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 28.

221 W9 Tr. at 18.

220 W4 Tr. at 11.
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One leader described that when David participated in large community events, with
hundreds of people including many children, no one was specifically assigned to watch
David and they felt the need to keep their kids safe.228

A youth leader describes that David offered an excuse for violating the agreement
and that the leaders had to sit down and decide the consequences for his violation, which
he remembers as David being unable to attend a bigger youth event.229

Spring 2022 - UBMC Reaching Out to RV1

According to one pastor, UBMC reached out to RV1 during 2022 to apologize for
their handling of the allegations and also to offer to pay for counseling.230 He described that
a UBMC leader’s wife who had been through some training in trauma attempted to
maintain contact with RV1 to offer support.231 The UBMC leadership team also sent RV1 a
letter expressing their sorrow over the situation, their understanding and submission to
the investigation, and the steps they were taking with David and Paul Edwin George.232

June 15, 2022 - Second UBMC Congregational Meeting

One member indicated that at this meeting, more clarity about the allegations was
given to the congregation. Specifically, that UBMC leaders said something to the effect that:
“We want people to understand that if [David George] was over 18 and [RV1] was not, it's
considered rape.”233

Notes of one attendee at the meeting indicate comments suggesting that it wouldn’t
be good to push David away by not allowing him to go to VBS and their softball games and
that the allegations relate to events that were “so long ago” so people shouldn’t be too
concerned about it.234

At this meeting or the earlier one, one witness described how UBMC leaders spoke
about communicating with counselors regarding treatment for David, and received
recommendations that residential care would not be a good fit for him as he was not
currently experiencing “sexual addiction.”235

235 W16 Tr. at 39. See previous subsection titled, “November 2021 - UBMC Leader Weekly Meetings with David,”
and specifically footnotes 149 and 151.

234 W9 Tr. at 15; W16 Tr. at 16.

233 W16 Tr. at 24-25.

232 Letter from UBMC leaders to RV1, dated April 8, 2022.

231 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 56.

230 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 56; Letter from UBMC leadership to RV1, dated April 8, 2022.

229 W4 Tr. at 10.

228 W7 Tr. at 32.
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Summer 2022 - UBMC Reaching out to Paul Edwin George

At some point after learning of the extent of the allegations, UBMC Leader 1
reached out to Paul Edwin and the pastor of his church, seeking for Paul Edwin to confess
to his church.236 According to UBMC Leader 1, Paul Edwin prepared a statement, it was read
at the church, but thereafter Paul Edwin began attending a different church.237 According to
notes for a member’s meeting on June 15th, UBMC leaders then informed that church as
well, communicating after a phone call that Paul Edwin “was involved in sexual abuse a
number of years ago” and twice requesting another conversation. The other pastor
ultimately did not agree to this request, saying that they would be “keeping confidence”
with Paul Edwin “moving forward.” The church sent a letter to UBMC two months later
communicating that Paul Edwin was a consistent attendee and regularly met with the
pastor.238

Youth Group Meetings and Events

In the fall of 2021, a church member told a youth leader that there were serious
allegations against David, but the youth leader questioned whether it was accurate and
considered that maybe there was a motive for slander.239 The leader described that
because he had also heard that the pastors were hiding things, an allegation he didn’t
believe to be true at the time, that possibly contributed to his skepticism about the
allegations against David George.240

The leader learned sometime in spring 2022 that there had been years of abuse by
David of RV1, but that it had been “a decent time in the past.”241 Upon speaking with David,
he also felt as though David never wanted to be open about his actions.242 The witness
believes he remembers one UBMC pastor suggesting that David may not want to be open
“so that it doesn’t get him in deeper trouble in court by having to have one of [them]
testify.”243

Youth leaders met with the youth group sometime in spring 2022 after David’s
confession.244 According to witnesses, however, the youth leaders were discouraged from
doing so and were initially told that the pastors did not agree to this.245 According to one
witness, a pastor expressed concern over sharing too many details and required youth

245 W7 Tr. at 21-22.

244 Id.

243 Id.

242 Id.

241 Id. at 7.

240 Id. at 16.

239 W4 Tr. at 6.

238 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 15; September 12-October 04, 2022 UBMC Leader emails to Paul Edwin George's Pastor.

237 Id. at 14; UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 30; Paul Edwin George Tr. at 18-20.

236 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 13-14.
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leaders to get approval by the pastors for what they were going to say.246 A pastor allegedly
later chastised the leader for being willing to defy the pastors’ directive not to hold the
meeting with the youth women.247

Youth leaders proceeded with the meeting, and at this meeting or thereafter, girls
expressed that they had been uncomfortable with David for some time.248 However, one
female member of the youth group described the announcement as “vague” and stated
“they were not answering my questions.”249

At some point that spring, the participation agreement was allegedly read to the
youth group.250

According to a pastor and one youth group member, David George was permitted to
attend the overnight youth group retreat in the spring of 2022, spending the night in the
same house with everyone else.251 He was later not permitted to go on the mission trip in
July 2022, work with VBS in the summer of 2022, or spend the night at the fall 2022 retreat
(although he did not leave until after sunset and was back early in the morning).252

However, according to multiple witnesses, until leaders questioned the pastors about
David’s participation in the mission trip and there was social media uproar about VBS, the
pastors expressed no objection to David’s participation.253 Some witnesses expressed that
it felt like the pastors’ responded to restrict David more when something “didn’t look good”
for the church versus “anything to do with integrity, honor, protecting people.”254

In summer 2022, one of the youth leaders expressed that women were
uncomfortable with David being in the youth group, but the UBMC leadership team did not
believe what the female leader said because of past disagreements on the youth
leadership team and because they believed she should have provided more specifics.255

255 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 31-34. Specifically, UBMC-Leader 3 stated that youth leaders expressed, “Well, we're hearing
that there's a couple people that aren't comfortable with it." And when we kind of tried to get, "Well, what do
you mean? What do you mean by that?" They didn't really have any sort of explanation, and it came across to us
as if they were just making it up. No one had actually said anything. I don't mean making it up, but I mean that it
was not, they weren't going on facts or conversations to say that, they were just, she was just, [the female
leader] was just kind of thinking that.” UBMC-L3 at 33. Further, he stated, “I, for sure one, thought [the female
leader] was imagining things in the statements she was making….” Id.

254 Id. at 35.

253 See, e.g., W7 Tr. at 34-35.

252 W2 Tr. at 19.

251 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 50; W2 Tr. at 19.

250 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 45.

249 W15 Tr. at 3.

248 Id. at 22.

247 Id. at 28. While some UBMC leaders contend that the intended delay of holding the youth meeting was so
that more youth could be present, this still does not address the alleged seeking of approval of what to say and
chastisement for being willing to defy the directive on holding the meeting at that time. The allegation that the
message was constrained within certain parameters was consistent with statements by at least one youth
member present for the meeting who felt that what was being communicated about David was unclear.

246 Id. at 27.
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One UBMC member confirmed that once women in the youth group had learned more
details of RV1’s allegations and then especially after David pled not guilty, they expressed
“uneasiness” about David to him and/or his wife.256

In December 2022, one of the female members of the youth group approached
leadership and expressed concerns that “there has been radio silence” about David despite
the ongoing legal proceedings, that “his presence could be very hard for anyone who has
ever been abused,” and “we feel uncomfortable having him in the youth group.” The female
youth asked for permission to “process it as a group” and whether it was an option for
David to no longer attend youth group.257 The witness reported that the leadership thanked
her for sharing, that they would think about talking to the ministers and elders, and stated
something to the effect, “We want him to feel comfortable in the group. We don’t want to
be gossips. We don’t want to tell other people in the youth group because it’s not our story
to tell.”258 The witness stated that leadership did not follow up with her after this
conversation.259

She stated that she had written a letter expressing her concerns but did not send it
because she was afraid of receiving backlash and because she had little hope that it would
make a difference because other women had spoken up and it had not mattered.260

She noted that the women in the youth group worked to stay aware and look out for
one another while David George attended once the allegations became public:

We women talked about it privately all the time. He was there everywhere,
we all just tried to stay away from him, not talk to him. He would still come
over and join our conversations and go out of his way to talk to us. Someone
even recommended that we not leave Bible studies after dark by ourselves,
but go in groups, although I don’t think we ever practiced that real
intentionally.261

According to one witness, some women stopped attending youth group and/or
church at UBMC because of David George’s presence.262 One witness described that by
2023, she was feeling complacent and helpless about David George continuing to attend
youth group, having no confirmation that David would be “prosecuted” and receiving “radio
silence from the church for months.”263 She also described a sense from UBMC leadership
that the women’s safety and security didn’t matter:

263 Id.

262 Id.

261 Id. at 6.

260 Id.

259 Id.

258 Id.

257 W2 Tr. at 5.

256 W19 Tr. at 19.
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another sad thing was just this idea that for a girl to be uncomfortable having
a known rapist at youth group is not a good enough reason to have him stop
coming. The message was, "If you feel uncomfortable, that's just your
feelings, and you shouldn't be selfish and make so that somebody can't
come, because that's unwelcoming."264

However, another woman in the youth group at the time did not remember any girls
expressing concern about David George’s presence and personally did not feel scared of
him.265 From what she could understand of the allegations, they did not square at all with
her experience of him as a friend that she enjoyed hanging out with.266

One youth leader expressed regret that they did not understand or may not have
taken the young womens’ concerns about David being in the youth group seriously enough:
“And that's another big regret I would have is that I think we maybe ignored that. Or we
didn't intentionally ignore it, but it became a bigger deal as time went on and we maybe
didn't realize how big of a deal it was until it was too late.”267 The leader admitted that some
youth group members may have actually known more about the allegations than the youth
leaders did at the time and that the leaders did not fully understand the seriousness of the
allegations until the sentencing hearing.268 One leader stated that had they known what
they learned at the sentencing hearing back when they were presented with the
participation agreement in early 2022, there’s no way they would have allowed David to
participate in the youth group.269

One member of the youth group reported that from May 2022 until the meeting the
day after David George was convicted, March 15, 2023, there was no formal
communication about the issue from church leadership to the youth group.270

Summer 2022 - Potential Youth Leaders Declined Because of Concerns About David

Two witnesses described UBMC’s solicitation of a couple to possibly serve as new
youth sponsors.271 According to the witnesses, one couple refused to accept the role if
David was permitted to remain a member of the youth group due to their concerns for the
young women and their own daughters.272 One witness indicated that the husband offered
to meet with David and other young men in the youth group instead but the UBMC leaders
decided that it was not an option for David to be removed from the youth group.273

273 W16 Tr. at 33.

272 W16 Tr. at 33; W23 Tr. at 13.

271 W16 Tr. at 33; W23 Transcript at 13.

270 W2 Tr. at 8.

269 Id. at 14.

268 Id.

267 W4 Tr. at 12.

266 Id. at 4, 6.

265 W15 Tr. at 6.

264 Id. at 8.
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When the UBMC leaders communicated candidates to the youth group, they
indicated that the couple had declined but did not share that they would have accepted but
for David’s participation.274 Witnesses felt this was not transparent but deceptive on the
part of leadership.275 The couple no longer attends UBMC.276

March 2023 - Confrontation with David

A former UBMC leader reached out to UBMC leaders over concerns that David had
pled not guilty and one UBMC leader suggested reaching out to David directly.277 The
individual did so in an attempt to assess David’s state of repentance.278 Knowing about an
additional allegation by RV9 and allegations of grooming, this individual asked David about
any other sexual contact or interest with anyone other than RV1 which David denied.

March 14, 2023 - Sentencing Hearings

According to many witnesses, the courtroom was “packed” at David’s sentencing,
with most of the attendees sitting behind the defense table. At least one UBMC leader
stated that he had heard beforehand that you could choose which side to sit on based on
who you supported and he chose to sit behind the prosecution’s table, noting that
approximately twenty members of UBMC attended the hearing.279 UBMC Leader 1 stated
that he sat on the side where the parents were sitting, which was behind the defense table,
but believes it was misconstrued.280

One attendee and leader at UBMC confirmed that pretty much, “everyone sat on
David's side. Just looking back, that's just such a terrible witness and just totally not God
honoring, and just so many regrets as far as that goes.”281 A former UBMC member noted
that “it was very, very obvious that they were there for him or her, and that was
heartbreaking like to see…. I thought once people realize what happened, they’re going to
rally around this girl, but then I thought, are you kidding me? Like the pastors, you’re not
going to rally around her? ...And to see her heartbreak through all that was hard.”282

A witness who supported the defendants confirmed that “you had her side and our
side.”283 Another witness who did not attend the sentencing hearing confirmed that people
looking to attend likely knew there was a choice of a side to sit on for who to support, “I

283 W21 Transcript at 27.

282 W11 Tr. at 29.

281 W4 Tr. at 19.

280 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 22.

279 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 23.

278 W9 Tr. at 26-27.

277 Id. at 41.

276 W16 Tr. at 33.

275 W16 Tr. at 33; W23 Tr. at 13-14.

274 Id.; W23 Tr. at 13.
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didn't know which side... I would want to sit on both sides…. By where you sat, it kind of
indicated who you supported.”284

According to one witness, the people who were at the hearing to support RV1 all sat
together and most wore t-shirts or buttons that said, “I stand with survivors,” so it was easy
to see who was there for RV1.285

Several witnesses said that they realized when sitting in the sentencing that they
had never learned many of the details or the seriousness of the allegations before that
time. UBMC Leader 4 stated he “realized when I sat in on the trial that I really didn't know a
lot.”286 One witness expressed seeing a “change of heart” after many learned more details
that day.287

One UBMC pastor expressed his disappointment that David never apologized to RV1
or expressed regret at the sentencing.288

According to one witness, most of the attendees at David’s hearing, with the
exception of his parents and Paul Edwin’s girlfriend, left before Paul Edwin’s hearing at Paul
Edwin’s request.289

Letters Written by UBMC Leadership On David’s Behalf

At least three members of UBMC leadership wrote letters at David’s request,
including a youth leader, the lead pastor (although his letter specifically did not ask for
leniency and apparently was not included in the package submitted by the defense
attorney), and an associate pastor.290 Letters in support of David attested to his
forthrightness in speaking to “the degree of purity in his sexual life,”291 his consistent
attendance at UBMC and adherence to the participation agreement, and his “giving heart”
and efforts to help his father and a handicapped friend.292 One UBMC Leader wrote in
conclusion of his support letter, “As you decide on an appropriate sentence for David,

292 UBMC Leader letter to Judge, March 4, 2023. Also see UBMC member letter to Judge, March 11, 2023; UBMC
member letter to Judge, February 27, 2023.

291 One letter expounded, “Based on his responses to me as well as my observations of his actions, I believe that
God has transformed his sexual life and that David is consistently living a pure, celibate life that honors God.”
UBMC Leader letter to Judge, March 4, 2023.

290 W19 Tr. at 24-25.

289 W17 Tr. at 37-38; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 23.

288 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 39.

287 W23 Tr. at 22.

286 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 7; see also W19 Tr. at 3 (“I was looking over to the other side where all the supporters for
David were sitting from our church, and who had wrote letters for them. And I was looking for jaws falling down
on the floor, because they might be finally hearing how bad it really was.”).

285 W17 Tr. at 37-38.

284 KL Tr. at 87.
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please consider David’s demonstrated humility, generosity, willing submission to church
authority, faithful church attendance, and spiritual transformation during recent years.”293

One writer (the youth leader) expressed that he didn’t know the letter would be
public and acknowledged that he didn’t think about the victim at the time.294 At the time, he
believed David had “put up with a lot as far as with all the restrictions and stuff … He
seemed like he was, for the most part, following the rules,” although he now believes David
had pulled the wool over all of their eyes.295

On March 15, 2023, several UBMC leaders led a meeting with the youth group
during which they discussed letters written to the court on David George’s behalf.296 One
youth group member described one leader expressing he “deeply regret[s]” writing a letter
on David’s behalf, then describing David’s “genuine sense of repentance” and lack of
“conflict” between David and the youth group; another leader stated “I actually stand
behind everything I said in the letter, and I’m glad I wrote it” and advocated for unity and a
positive outlook towards those providing support to David; and a third leader
acknowledged that “We wanted David to have a social life, and we wanted him to not be
isolated and to keep having spiritual nourishment, and so that's why we had him keep
going to youth. And we realize now that the youth girls bore the brunt of that choice and
bore some of the burden of us doing that,” and thanked the youth girls for bearing the
burden rather than offering an apology.297

2023 - UBMC Leaders Learn of Additional Allegation

According to UBMC leaders, sometime after David’s sentencing, they learned that
David had allegedly engaged in non-consensual sexual acts with a woman298 that he had
not disclosed to them, even after direct questioning about other sexual activity.299 They
reviewed notes from a detective on the case to attempt to substantiate the allegations.300

This made them question if David was lying to them all along.301

According to one UBMC pastor, they questioned David about any sexual contact
with this alleged victim and he denied it,302 although after learning more, the witness stated
that it didn’t seem likely that she would lie about this.303

303 UBMC-L2 Tr. at 23.

302 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 58.

301 Id.; UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 59.

300 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 17.

299 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 16-17; UBMC-L3 Tr. at 39-40.

298 Later referenced in this report as RV9. UBMC leaders contend that they did not know the allegations
related to non-consensual sex acts, although the police were involved, indicating the seriousness of said
allegations.

297 Id. at 8-9.

296 W2 Tr. at 8.

295 Id.

294 W4 Tr. at 18.

293 UBMC Leader letter to Judge, March 4, 2023.
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Reflections on the Church Meetings

One member describes a third congregational meeting after David’s sentencing as a
brief Wednesday evening meeting regarding the update of having a confirmation vote for
GRACE to start the investigation. But otherwise, the member felt that the church had “radio
silence” and even when offering encouragement, not being specific that this specifically was
the hard and heavy challenge the church was facing.304

One church member stated that the seriousness of RV1’s allegations were not
communicated to the church until much later and that contributed to their acceptance of
David and the church’s response: [I]twas the third meeting till [UBMC Leader 1] finally said
it was rape, and it went on for some years… I think if parents with little children would've
known at the very beginning how bad it was, they would've [said] there is no way that this
guy should be here in this church house, or…not with the youth group.305

7. Determination of Credibility of RV1’s
Allegations

Evaluating RV1’s credibility with respect to the crimes for which David George was
convicted are outside the scope of this engagement; however, David and Paul Edwin
George were only convicted of two counts of gross sexual imposition of a child under
thirteen years of age, but RV1’s victim impact statement and the court’s comments
(according to witnesses) reflect allegations of much greater crimes, specifically consistent
and repeated sexual abuse for almost ten years beginning when RV1 was approximately 8
or 9 years old.306 To the extent GRACE’s engagement includes evaluating uncharged
criminal conduct alleged by RV1, GRACE finds RV1’s Full Allegation of sexual misconduct by
David and Paul Edwin George to be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the
GRACE evidentiary standard. RV1’s credibility is supported by each of David and Paul
Edwin’s admissions on controlled phone calls, as well as to others, including Paul Edwin’s
admissions to GRACE investigators.

RV1 disclosed sexual abuse in general, the time period of the abuse, and additional
specifics in multiple disclosures over time, with consistency, although some disclosures
understandably involved greater detail as reflected in the type of relationship and RV1’s
level of understanding of her own trauma and abuse dynamics at the time. RV1’s

306 RV1 stated that one of the reasons for the lesser charges was possibly related to her conversation with a
prosecutor, wherein RV1 was asked what length of a prison sentence she would find acceptable, and RV1
responded “Three to five years; no less than three, but up to five.” RV1 Tr. at 18. RV1 stated the prosecutor then
offered a plea deal, which she understood to include charges which carried sentences similar to RV1’s estimate.
RV1 further reflected her intentions with the prosecution: “I didn't want a trial, but I was also at the point where
if that's what it took to make the world a little bit safer, I would do it.” RV1 Tr. at 19. To be clear, RV1 was not the
party to bring charges against her abusers – charges were brought and prosecuted by the State of Ohio.

305 W19 Tr. at 2.

304 W16 Tr. at 21.
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disclosures involved specific details, many of which were confirmed by David and Paul
Edwin George in controlled calls. Further, GRACE received no indicators that RV1 has a
motive to fabricate these allegations, but reflected a patient desire for repentance on the
part of her abusers.307

Based on the prior consistent statements by RV1, the lack of evidence of any motive
for RV1 to lie, and multiple admissions by David and Paul Edwin George to police and third
parties, GRACE finds RV1’s Full Allegation of sexual misconduct by David and Paul Edwin
George to be credible.

B. Allegations Against Shawn Miller

1. Summary of Allegations of RV2
Reporting Victim 2 (“RV2”) grew up attending UBMC and her father eventually

entered leadership at the church.308 In approximately 2007, RV2 was in her mid-teens and
began babysitting for another family at the church as well as assisting the father, Shawn
Miller, with a side business with operations in a room in the basement of the home.309

RV2 described that Miller, estimated by RV2 to be in his mid-late thirties at the
time,310 would sometimes come home during the day while RV2 was babysitting and the
baby was taking a nap, stating that since they were already paying RV2 to be there, she
could help with his business while the baby napped.311

RV2 alleged that approximately six months into babysitting for the family, Miller
began rubbing her shoulders after she complained they hurt from performing certain tasks
related to the side business.312 Although RV2 reported that she initially declined, she also
felt confused, did not know what to do, and was fearful because Miller was a large man and
stored guns in the room.313 A witness reported that Miller had “hundreds of guns, rifles” as
well as many knives in his basement and that it was “pretty intimidating.”314

314 W11 Tr. at 18.

313 Id. at 5.

312 Id.

311 Id. at 4.

310 Id. at 29.

309 Id. at 4.

308 RV2 Transcript at 1.

307 Relatives of David and Paul Edwin George alleged that individuals supporting and advocating for justice for
RV1 controlled her, possibly wrote her victim impact statement, forced RV1 to report, and abused her
emotionally and mentally. W21 Tr. at 20, 21, 27-29; W13 Tr. at 6, 20, 22. They also alleged that the goal of some
of the advocates was to have Key Leader never preach or teach because he “stepped on their toes one time in a
sermon.” W13 Tr. at 18. Those advocating for RV1 specifically deny writing her victim impact statement. See,
e.g., W14 Tr. at 37. RV1 made no allegations that those advocating on her behalf acted abusively or
inappropriately and witness testimony and documentation generally reflected efforts to empower and protect
RV1.
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RV2 alleged that the shoulder rubbing happened on a regular basis after it began
and that she would try to mention his wife in conversation to get him to leave the room or
stop.315 RV2 alleged that the contact progressed to foot rubs then to regularly touching her
breasts under her shirt,316 then to touching her thighs,317 on top of her pants, and then
attempting to touch inside her pants which she would push away.318 RV2 alleged that Miller
kept trying to get her to go into a room in the basement that had a bed.319

RV2 alleged that on one occasion while she was babysitting, Miller called her into the
bedroom in the basement then shoved her down on the bed.320 RV2 expressed that she
was afraid at the time that Miller would make her take her clothes off, and that upon her
seeing a phone in the room, she contemplated calling 911.321 The situation was allegedly
interrupted when Miller’s child entered the room and she got up.322

RV2 described an exchange that highlighted her confusion about the nature of what
was happening:

[Miller] would say, "You know this is our little secret, right?" And I would say,
"Why is it a secret? You don't tell [your wife]?" Because in my mind, I thought
me being uncomfortable with the shoulder rubs and the foot rubs was just
me coming from a family that wasn't really overly affectionate, and my
shoulders did hurt. So I was trying to shove down the uncomfortable feeling
because I thought this was something that was normal that I just wasn't used
to or didn't know about. I know one time he said, "Well, it's like I'm the big
brother you never had," or something like that. I was like, that's weird
because I wouldn't ask my brothers to rub my… That’s weird. But you’re
raised to respect authority, whatever that may look like.”323

RV2 alleged that before she left town for an extended period of time, Miller stressed
her importance to their family with statements like: "You're the oil to our family, you're the
oil that keeps this car running, we need you, we're going to miss you."324

Describing an occasion where RV2 was at the zoo with Miller and his wife and child,
RV2 alleged that if they fell behind while walking, Miller would touch her butt and back and
she would speed up walking, afraid that others would see and realize what was

324 Id. at 7.

323 Id. at 33.

322 Id. at 41.

321 Id. at 32, 41-42.

320 Id. at 32, 41.

319 Id. at 5.

318 Id. at 5, 6.

317 Id. at 33.

316 Id. at 30-31.

315 RV2 Tr. at 5.
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happening.325

After the zoo outing, RV2 reported that she was attempting to leave Miller’s house
without further engagement with him, but that he “grabbed the hood” of RV2’s sweatshirt
“yanked [RV2] back up the stairs, and forcefully kissed [RV2] a few times.”326 RV2 stated this
incident occurring later prompted her to tell a relative and leader at UBMC, which is
discussed more fully below.

a) RV2’s Attempts to Report

RV2 reported Miller’s actions in some form on several occasions. First, during the
period of time she was babysitting for Miller, she described to a friend that Miller had tried
to kiss her.327 RV2 stated that this was to gauge her friend’s reaction to see whether or not
what Miller was doing was wrong.328 RV2’s friend said that RV2 should tell someone, but
RV2 reported that she was afraid of how her parents would react.329

According to RV2, she was at a fall program, paid for by Miller, during a group Q&A
session when someone asked the question of what you should do if you were sexually
abused.330 RV2 stated that at the time, she was unsure what sexual abuse was, but decided
to report to her team lead at the program, and then the directors, that the man of the
family she babysits for had kissed her. RV2 recalled that she was scared to tell the details
and worried she would get in trouble.331 She described that they then had her call her
father and tell him.332 She stated that she had wanted to tell Miller’s wife but didn’t want to
hurt her because she liked her.333

After her report to her parents, RV2 alleged that they continued to pressure her to
babysit for Miller and suggested she was being dramatic until she relented and agreed to
babysit the child at her family’s home.334 However, she described that she still had to give
reports to Miller when he would pick them up.335

335 RV2 Tr. at 8; see W12 Tr. #2 at 18 (confirming that RV2 continued to babysit Miller’s child(ren) at their home).

334 Id. at 7, 8; see W12 Tr. #2 at 18 (confirming that RV2 continued to babysit Miller’s child at their home).

333 Id.

332 Id.

331 Id. at 8.

330 Id. at 7.

329 Id.

328 Id.

327 Id. at 6.

326 Id.

325 Id. at 7. “[T]he whole time at the zoo, if I wasn't walking with [Miller’s wife], he was stepping back to walk with
me and touching my butt and touching my back and whatever. And so then I would have to speed up and walk
with her, because I'm like, these strangers are going to see the obvious wife and child, and then their babysitter.
This is weird, dude. Don't touch me. But I couldn't say that, because I was scared he would get mad, and we
were in a public place, and they would cause a scene, and how dare I, whatever.” Id.
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In approximately 2009, RV2’s friend reported some of RV2’s allegations to her own
principal at Area Christian School.336 RV2 herself thereafter reported allegations to the
principal.337 When RV2 met with the principal, she “told him everything that happened to
me.”338 According to RV2, the principal then met with her father and Key Leader and told
them what she reported.339 Then the principal filed a full report with the police with the
support of RV2’s parents.340

According to RV2, after speaking with her and her parents, the Union County police
detective informed her that charges could not be pressed “because [RV2] was under 18
when it happened” and RV2’s parents did not “want to press charges.”341 RV2 also recalled
the detective stating that she was over “the age of consent” and if RV2 “didn’t tell him to
stop” and if “he didn’t actually rape [RV2]” that there was “really not much of a case.”342

According to multiple witnesses, the police officer offered to give Miller “a stern
talking to,” and also put something on record related to Miller. RV2 warned the officer
about Miller’s shotgun above the door in anticipation of him speaking to Miller.343

At a later point due to RV2’s ongoing struggles, RV2’s parents took her out of state to
see Biblical counselors.344 According to RV2, a recurring theme in the counseling was for her
to forgive and forget, and stated, “[I]f you truly forgive and you're a good Christian, then
you're going to act as though nothing ever happened. Why would you try to ruin their
reputation? Why would you go to law enforcement…?345

b) Impact on RV2

RV2 described that when she felt forced to continue to babysit for Miller and
interact with him when he picked up his child after she had reported the abuse, RV2

345 RV2 Tr. at 17.

344 RV2 Tr. at 17; see also W12 Tr. at 33. An internet search for the specific counselors mentioned appears to
identify a couple without any indication of counseling licenses or credentials who lead counseling and
conferences related to “emotional healing through compassionate care, prayer, and freedom from sin through
repentance.”

343 Id. at 14; see also W12 Tr. at 34.

342 RV2 Tr. at 13, 14.

341 Id. at 13, 14. RV2’s father did not convey to GRACE that the parents were unwilling to press charges, but
stated that the police said they could not press charges since RV2 was over the age of consent, 16 years old.
W12 Tr. at 34.

340 RV2 Tr. at 12-13.

339 Id. A witness confirmed this meeting took place. W12 Tr. #2 at 25.

338 Id. at 12.

337 Id.

336 RV2 Tr. at 10, 12.
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began to self-harm.346 She also notes that she “was in a dark place, felt alone, struggled to
think and retain information, and that it felt like her brain wouldn’t work.347

2. Shawn Miller’s Responses to RV2’s
Allegations

Shawn Miller did not respond to an interview request from GRACE investigators.
However, certain statements and actions by Miller were reported from other sources in
reference to RV2’s allegations.

RV2’s father allegedly initially confronted Miller for touching RV2’s breasts under her
shirt, what he believed to be the extent of the allegations at the time, and stated that Miller
admitted those actions but “didn’t necessarily provide more details.”348 Key Leader, after
allegedly learning the full extent of RV2’s allegations from the Area Christian School
principal, described that when confronted, Miller “didn't downplay it. He didn't act like it
didn't happen. He seemed to own it.”349

Another witness described how the relationship was characterized to the witness by
Miller’s wife: “Shawn had this kind of emotional affair with [RV2] that led to this kiss at some
point. But he's repented, he's worked with the pastor at the time, I think would've been
[Key Leader]. And that kind of settled it. So it was just kind of like this affair is how it was
presented to me and that they were working through it with their marriage.”350

3. Other Evidence Relevant to RV2’s Allegations
One witness present at Miller’s home one day saw RV2 take Miller’s child (that she

was babysitting) down into the basement where the witness knew Miller was also.351 The
witness expressed that she was concerned at the time about RV2 and Miller being down
there alone together.352

352 Id.

351 W1 Transcript at 1.

350 RV3 Transcript at 16.

349 KL Tr. at 46.

348 W12 Tr. at 32; W12 Tr. #2 at 16.

347 Id. at 10. “I was in such a dark place, and I felt so alone and so isolated and whatever, that I would read my
schoolwork and then go to answer the questions and forget everything I just read. My brain would... It just
didn't work. I couldn't retain anything. So, my parents were mad that I wasn't caring about school, and I was
mad that they didn't understand why I couldn't focus enough to even try to do well at school. And this whole
time, Dad just talked to [MIller, told] him not to do that.” Id.

346 Id. at 9. “They said, "Why would you do that?" I said, "Because I'm angry." They're like, "Well, you know you
shouldn't do that, right?" I was like, "Nobody seems to care whether I do or don't, so why does it matter? You
don't care about what happened to me? Why do you give a crap about this?" And then that would just make
Dad mad.” Id.
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4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV2’s
Allegations

Key Leader and RV2’s father, who was serving as a UBMC leader at the time,
allegedly learned the extent of the allegations in 2009 and that they had been reported to
authorities.353 Key Leader, however, described his memory of the allegations as “emotional
crossing barriers…. emotional connection, and then some hugging, maybe some kissing.
But I don't remember it being on the lips, and I don't remember it being more than that.”354

He does not believe he had any conversations with RV2 specifically about the allegations.355

RV2’s father reported that at some point he learned that Miller “had reached inside
[RV2’s] clothes and touched her breasts,” but that more may have happened.356 He
reported that although he now realizes that offenders and even victims “don’t always
disclose everything,” he confronted Miller and believed at the time that “he admitted
everything.”357

Key Leader stated that after he confronted Miller and heard Miller’s admission, he
believes he told RV2’s parents that there should not be any interaction with Miller’s family
and RV2 should not babysit for them anymore.358 Key Leader stated that he assumed the
law was going to get involved because it had been reported.359

Key Leader also told RV2 that he would be “having weekly bible study meetings” with
Miller.360 According to another UBMC leader, Key Leader met with Miller regularly for some
time, but the leader was not sure how frequently or for long.361 Key Leader stated that he
and Miller met for two or three months and went through a book on sexual purity and our
relationship with God and it seemed like Miller “responded well.”362

Key Leader later learned that Miller was not being prosecuted, but he felt like the
detective appreciated that Miller was being held accountable by meeting with Key
Leader.363

RV2’s father described feeling constrained by what he understood as the teachings
of Matthew 18: “Well, okay, so I would've personally felt like, okay with the Matthew 18
teaching that I had confronted him, [Key Leader] had confronted him, he had fessed up, I

363 Id. at 45.

362 KL Tr. at 41, 49.

361 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 32: UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 17.

360 RV2 Tr. at 14.

359 Id. at 44.

358 Id. at 43.

357 Id. at 31, 32.

356 W12 Tr. at 30, 32.

355 Id. at 46.

354 KL Tr. at 41-42.

353 KL Tr. at 41; W12 Tr. #2 at 16.
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guess. And so I guess I kind of felt like, ‘Well, what can I say beyond that? So, just go and do
your part.’”364

Miller continued to attend UBMC and RV2’s father, a UBMC leader, soon realized “it
was just not helpful at all for her to go to the same church while he was there” and RV2
stopped attending UBMC.365 RV2 alleged that although her parents allowed her not to
attend UBMC, she could not attend another nearby Mennonite church as it might “ruin [her
father’s] reputation,” but had to attend one that was an hour to an hour and a half away
and pay her parents 35 cents per mile for use of the car.366

One UBMC leader does not remember anything being shared about Key Leader’s
plan for Miller or parameters for Miller at church.367

One witness stated that nothing related to Miller and RV2 was disclosed formally in
church.368 Key Leader confirmed that he doesn’t believe anything was said publicly,
explaining the basis as Miller was not in a leadership position, it could have been
embarrassing for RV2, and it seemed like Miller was genuinely repentant.369 Also, Key
Leader expressed that since the authorities dropped an investigation, they felt like that was
confirmation that it “wasn’t any more serious than what I had understood before,” so they
would not have spoken publicly.370

RV2’s father took a sabbatical from leadership at UBMC soon after RV2’s disclosures.
One witness reported that he understood that the sabbatical related to RV2 being “wild”
and leaving the church and he had no idea about allegations against Miller or any trauma
that RV2 experienced.371

RV2’s father now believes that people should have been made aware of the
allegations to the extent RV2 was comfortable and that Miller should not have been
allowed to continue to attend UBMC.372 He indicated that if he had to do it over, he would
have been more vocal about disclosing to the church and expelling Miller.373

W11’s concerns about UBMC’s response to RV2 (specifically, the responses of Key
Leader and RV2’s father) was discussed in leadership meetings on May 5 and May 12, 2022
as recorded in the church minutes. According to the May 5, 2022 minutes, a letter sent to
UBMC on April 30, 2022 was described as making “various assertions against several of the

373 W12 Tr. #2 at 29.

372 W12 Tr. at 33.

371 Id.; W11 Tr. at 20.

370 Id.

369 KL Tr. at 47-48.

368 W19 Tr. at 7: “We found out, but it was not disclosed in church at all. I mean, that guy left eventually.”

367 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 19.

366 RV2 Tr. at 9.

365 Id. at 17.

364 W12 Tr. #2 at 29.
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pastors on a personal level” and “stat[ing] or impl[ying] that the pastors as a group are
fearful cowards hiding behind feigned ignorance, proud men choosing reputation over
repentance, and criminals covering up known sexual abuses in our church, among other
things.” Additional letters from W11, as well as a letter and visit from RV2’s mother who
shared that “there could have been more communication to the congregation regarding
the person who abused [RV2]”, were subjects of discussion on May 26, 2022.374 Some
statements from W11’s May 12 letter375 (characterized as “allegations against RV2’s father”
in the May 26, 2022 church minutes were):

Did you report? Did anyone else? [Key Leader] has referred to an abuse
situation in which [the principal of Area Christian School] made a report to
authorities, from which [Key Leader] made the unilateral decision to pattern
his lack of response to [RV1]’s abuse, but we do not know if he was referring
to [RV2]’s case, or another. Even if someone else did, in your capacity as a
pastor you are a mandatory reporter, and it isn’t too late. Even if you doubt
that you are a mandatory reporter, [a relative of RV2’s] is.

[W]e have been told that you had to make a choice between [RV2] leaving the
church or you stepping down. If that is true, with the incomplete information
that we have, our opinion is that you did not make the right choice.

We were also told that there was a choice to be made between [RV2], and the
man who abused her, being the party to leave. The common understanding
is that [RV2] was chosen, as her departure would be less disruptive to the
church, and less embarrassing to the other family involved.376

The church minutes read in response:

[UBMC Leader 1] acknowledged that the situation would have been handled
differently today. [RV2’s father] stated that there were no deliberations that
he had to choose between [RV2] leaving the church or him stepping down.
then left the meeting. After further discussion, the leadership team
determined that there was no merit to the allegations against [RV2’s
father].377

377 May 26, 2022 Church Minutes at 1.

376 May 12, 2022 Letter from W11 to [Father of RV2]. While the question of whether or not there was an explicit
choice between RV2 or Miller leaving UBMC is disputed and not clear, the fact that Miller was allowed to
continue attending UBMC after RV2’s abuse was known, despite her experience, police report, and feelings of
discomfort, this could reasonably be experienced by RV2 and others as a choice between the two.

375 “[W]e will tell you the things we have heard that are said of [RV2’s] situation. We do not wish to further the
spread of false information, so please understand: we are clearly stating that we have not been able to verify
the information in this paragraph pertaining to [RV2’s] situation.”

374 May 26, 2022 Church Minutes. May 12, 2022 Letter from W11 to Father of RV2. May 11, 2022 Letter from
W11 to UBC Leadership.
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A UBMC leader wrote W11 in response for the UBMC Leadership team:

Although the case with Shawn Miller was not publicized to the church body,
that would have been best. That situation was reported to law enforcement,
and everybody cooperated in the investigation. There was honest admission,
accountability, and cooperation with all authorities. Since then we have more
safeguards in place, and we continue to work on policies and other ways to
increase safety in all situations.378

5. Determination of Credibility of RV2’s
Allegations

GRACE finds RV2’s allegations of sexual misconduct by Miller to be credible and to
meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary standard. RV2’s credibility is
largely supported by Miller’s reported admissions to several witnesses. These reported
admissions are confirmed by RV2’s prior consistent statements. She first described Miller
as attempting to kiss her, then as kissing her, then groping her breasts, then eventually
offered multiple consistent statements to her parents, a principal, her pastor, counselors,
and to GRACE. This testing of the waters to evaluate whether a listener is a safe party is
common in abuse reporting and GRACE received no indications of inconsistent statements
by RV2, though it appears that RV2 justifiably did not provide every detail of her experience
to each person she disclosed to. RV2 specifically noted her confusion over whether what
was happening to her was inappropriate or whether it was sexual abuse after initially not
even understanding what that was, as well as her fear that she would get in trouble.

RV2’s recall of events, other than the specific physical acts of abuse, is largely
corroborated by other witness testimony, including the period in which she babysat for
Miller, her going down into the basement, and her reluctance to continue babysitting for
his family after her initial report to her parents. RV2 also offered specific unique details
related to physical characteristics of Miller and the environment during the abuse, such as
songs he would play, that evoked a strong negative response.379

While the specific acts of sexual misconduct by Miller were not witnessed, this is also
common in sexual abuse and does not cast doubt on RV2’s credibility, given the admissions
of Miller, corroboration of other aspects related to these events, and persuasive evidence
of sexual misconduct. RV2’s description of a pattern of behavior consistent with grooming,
gradual reporting over time, prior consistent statements of RV2 to multiple parties, multiple
reports of admissions by Miller to third parties, specific unique details related to the
offenses described by RV2, and RV2 displaying harmful effects at or around the time of the
events that are consistent with trauma.

379 RV2 Tr. at 30, 36.

378 Undated Letter from UBMC leader to W11. May 26, 2022 UBMC Leadership Team Minutes. The leadership
team minutes document the decision to communicate with W11 on these matters.
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Further, GRACE received no indicators that RV2 has a motive to fabricate these
allegations, but instead cared enough about Miller’s family to continue babysitting for them
despite her expressed desire not to interact with Miller, and wrote a letter to Miller’s wife
“apologizing and telling her how sorry I was, but that I still really cared about her.”380 RV2
expressed her motive for reporting at the time as: "I just don't want him to do anything else
to any girls at church."381

Based on the prior consistent statements by RV2, the lack of evidence of any motive
for RV2 to lie, persuasive evidence consistent with sexual misconduct by Miller, and Miller’s
reported admissions, GRACE finds RV2’s allegations of sexual misconduct by Shawn Miller
to be credible.

C. Allegations Against Manny Prado
Manny Prado attended UBMC in the early 2000’s.382 He was a barber/hairstylist and

also believed to be teaching assistant at Area Christian School where many UBMC children
attended at the time.383 Prior to moving to Plain City, Ohio, in 1985, Prado had been
charged with a sex crime in Wyoming, but the case was dismissed.384 According to RV3,
Prado was “kind of transferred out of wherever he came from, knowing that he had
problematic behaviors” before he came to teach at Area Christian School.385

In 2015 at the age of 69, he pled guilty and was sentenced to eight years in prison
for raping a child under the age of 10, the incidents occuring between 2014 and 2015.”386

Prado died in prison sometime after 2017.

1. Summary of Allegations of RV7, RV14, RV3
RV7 described an incident when Prado was spending time at her family’s home. She

described her parents as people who “love people” and who were “good at befriending
people who needed to have friends” which led them to befriend Prado.387

387 RV7 Transcript at 4.

386 Plain City man Manuel Prado sentenced for raping child, Madison Press (10/15/2015),
https://web.archive.org/web/20161230122148/http://madison-press.com/news/3486/plain-city-man-manuel-pr
ado-sentenced-for-raping-child.

385 RV3 Tr. at 11.

384 Plain City man Manuel Prado sentenced for raping child, Madison Press (10/15/2015),
https://web.archive.org/web/20161230122148/http://madison-press.com/news/3486/plain-city-man-manuel-p
rado-sentenced-for-raping-child.

383 Id. at 11, 12; RV14 Transcript at 3.

382 RV3 Tr. at 11.

381 Id. at 16.

380 Id. at 37.
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She alleged that Prado touched her inappropriately when she was approximately
five or six years old while in her family’s living room.388 She describes how he touched her:

[I]t was [through] my shirt, my nipple. He was sitting with his arm around me
and other arm around my sister, just rubbing and rubbing and rubbing while
he talked with us. I did not like it, but I didn't know that I was supposed to or
allowed to tell an adult no, because he was an adult and adults, they know
what they're doing.389

According to RV14, her father was also a “great befriender of societal outcasts” and
that is how he befriended Prado while he attended UBMC.390 She shared that when she was
between 7 and 9 years old (between 1999 and 2001), Prado sometimes did “creepy stuff”
like rubbing her hands, but that once when he was leaving their home, as she was standing
near the door, “he just grabbed [her] face and very briefly kissed [her] on the mouth.”391

Somewhere between 2000 to 2002, when RV3 was approximately 12 or 13 years old,
she began working for Manny Prado at his hair salon, sweeping and cleaning up.392 She
noted that although her memory is vague, there was a “weird tickling incident” and she
remembers that “at some point just feeling that things were inappropriate.”393 She states
that Prado built her family a computer and set it up in her room and during that time, she
remembers being alone with him.394

She describes that even upon hearing his name, she “immediately felt like crying”
and having a “very intense emotional reaction and this heaviness that hit [her] pelvis” upon
learning of Prado’s death in prison.395 She also described a “visceral reaction” when
someone mentioned him.396 She interprets these reactions as her body telling her that she
doesn’t want to remember whatever specifically happened involving Prado.397 She stated
that her reaction “tells me everything I need to know. I don't intend to dig up anymore.
Whatever happened, happened, and I'm just going to try to heal from that, not remember
that.”398

398 Id.

397 Id. at 5.

396 Id. at 10.

395 Id.

394 Id. at 5.

393 Id. at 4.

392 RV3 Tr. at 4.

391 Id.

390 RV14 Tr. at 4.

389 Id. at 8.

388 Id.
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a) Attempts to Report

RV7 states that she “didn't tell anyone because [she] didn't know he wasn't
supposed to [touch her that way]” and that only recently, more than twenty years later, has
she put together that what he did was wrong “because I had never thought about it at the
same time as sexual assault.”399

RV14 also did not tell anyone about the “generally inappropriate” behavior of Prado
or the kiss on the mouth at the time.400 She remembers telling her parents when she was
around 11 years old, around the time incidents with Jarod Corbin (see Section III.E. below)
became known in 2003 or 2004.401

RV3 stated that she did not tell anyone about Prado’s inappropriate behavior but
believed that there were signs.402

2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other
Misconduct by Manny Prado

Prior to moving to Plain City, Ohio, in 1985, Prado had been charged with a sex
crime in Wyoming, but the case was dismissed.403 RV3 also expressed that she believes
people were aware that Prado had “problematic behaviors” before he moved to Ohio.404

3. Manny Prado’s Response to the Allegations
Manny Prado died in prison before this investigation and therefore did not

participate in an interview with GRACE investigators.

4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to
Allegations Against Manny Prado

There is no indication that UBMC leaders had knowledge of any allegations by RV3,
RV7, or RV14 against Manny Prado. While it has been reported that Prado was charged with
a sex crime prior to attending UBMC, the case was dismissed and there is no indication that
UBMC had any knowledge of that charge, other than RV3’s general allegation that someone
had knowledge of Prado’s “problematic behaviors.” It is unclear who or what information
was known or available, but there is no specific allegation that UBMC knew about

404 Id. at 11.

403 RV14 Tr. at 4.

402 RV3 Tr. at 4.

401 Id. at 7.

400 RV14 Tr. at 4.

399 RV7 Tr. at 4.
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allegations, prior charges in Wyoming, or other abuse or charges in Ohio prior to Prado’s
conviction in 2015, after he had stopped attending UBMC.

5. Determination of Credibility of the
Allegations Against Manny Prado

GRACE finds the allegations by RV7, RV14, and RV3 of sexual misconduct by Prado to
be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary standard.

RV7 and RV14’s allegations are specific in nature and neither individual has reported
inconsistent statements or has any reason to fabricate these allegations, especially given
the death of the offender. RV7 and RV14 were also similar in profile to the victim for which
Prado was eventually convicted of rape, a female child under the age of 10 years old.

In RV3’s case, some of the allegations are less specific; however, to the extent the
allegations can be interpreted to suggest inappropriate, sexual touching during an act of
tickling and other events of inappropriate touching, GRACE finds RV3’s allegations of sexual
misconduct by Prado to be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE
evidentiary standard. RV3 was only 12 to 13 years old and was regularly alone with Prado, a
previously charged and later convicted sex offender, with a span of at least thirty years
between these events (arrest in 1985 and rapes for which he was convicted occuring in
2014-15), suggesting the likelihood of other offenses in between such as these, hitting right
in the middle of that span of time (around 2000-02). RV3 has made no inconsistent
statements and there does not appear to be any reason to fabricate the allegations. In fact,
RV3’s strong negative reaction to Prado and avoidance of mining her memory for more
specific allegations suggests the existence of some type of traumatic event or pattern of
behavior by Prado.

D. Allegations Against Danny Kramer
At the time of the sexual misconduct alleged below, Danny Kramer was

approximately thirty years old, married, and serving as an elder of UBMC.405 He was “good
friends” with the lead pastor and their families went camping together.406 He and his
family eventually left UBMC and according to one witness, he later became a founding
member of a non-Mennonite church.407

407 W17 Tr. at 58.

406 Id. at 13.

405 KL Tr. at 12-13.
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1. Summary of Allegations of RV4
RV4 is a former member of the Amish community who came to stay with Danny

Kramer and his family for approximately six months in late March 2007.408 At the time, RV4
was 19 and her sister was 17.409 They had recently left an unhealthy, fearful situation in
their family.410 Kramer knew RV4’s brother and met her through her brother. Kramer later
offered for her and her sister to move in with his family temporarily and even offered to
drive them back to an Amish church if they wanted.411

When she moved in with Kramer and his family, RV4 said she was very shy,
struggled to have conversations with anyone, and was dealing with her physical and mental
health issues for the first time on her own.412 She also described being “terrified” of men,
especially male authority figures, but she alleged that she had learned never to stand up to
them even if they made you uncomfortable.413 She also described the confusion she lived in
after leaving her family and community by stating, “For two years straight it felt like I was in
nothing but culture shock. Every day you're facing things that… you've never been
in…before.”414

While living with Kramer, RV4 and her sister were dependent on them for housing
and food.415 RV4 alleged that Kramer and his wife started having “little counseling sessions”
separately with her and her sister.416 At one of these meetings, she describes an interaction
with Kramer:

I don't even remember what we were talking about. It's been a long time. And
he just puts his hand on mine, and I don't know, I got this creepy crawly
feeling, and I just was [sic] just froze. I didn't know what to do or say. And his
wife was right there. So my brain was like, “This is fine. His wife is right there.”
But my senses were just like, “There's something off here. I feel
uncomfortable.”417

The next incident RV4 described occurred on a Sunday morning as everyone was
getting ready for church: “And I came up to use [the] restroom and literally almost run [sic]

417 Id.

416 Id. at 3.

415 Id. at 8.

414 Id.

413 “And every time, when you said, ‘Oh, this guy made me uncomfortable, that guy made me uncomfortable
growing up.’ My parents, they would watch you interact with that person and they would shame you for not
being friendly enough. And that just trained me.” Id. at 3.

412 Id.

411 RV4 Tr. at 1-2.

410 KL Tr. at 17-18.

409 Id. at 4.

408 RV4 Transcript at 1, 3.
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into him. And out of the blue, he just grabs me and it was this icky hug…. he squeezed me
against himself. He was holding me against himself, like front to front.”418

She alleged that it was a long hug that felt “icky” and “gross”, that it made her feel
nauseous, and that Kramer asked her something to the effect of “You just want to be held,
don’t you?”419 She stated that she thinks she “probably hugged him back because of just all
the training and stuff” but that “[i]t was almost like he eventually had to let me go because
we were about to get ready for church.”420 She stated that she believes he may have had an
erection.421

RV4 alleged that on another occasion, she was in bed alone in the basement of
Kramer’s home, which had been set up surrounded by curtains for privacy. While she was
still half asleep, RV4 alleged that Kramer walked into the curtained area, talking as he
entered, and “sits down on the edge of the bed and he leans across me and puts his elbow
on the other side of me.”422 She described his body as literally being on top of hers as he
continued to “babble” about sexual abuse in her childhood that her father had recently
shared with Kramer without RV4’s permission.423

RV4 further alleged:

He had almost this grin on his face and this look in his eyes, that was just, it
was like a predatory look. And I just felt like at the time… oh, wow, he's
enjoying this. He's enjoying talking about himself, and it felt like, oh, he liked
the idea of me having been exploited before or whatever. And it was like he
was enjoying that thought, and I felt so sick. I felt just disgusted.… I was just
in complete shock.424

RV4 does not remember telling anyone, including her sister, about these events
when they occurred as she and her sister were not very close and RV4 knew they were
dependent on Kramer and his family.425 She thought about moving out, but also didn’t want
to have to explain to anyone in the church as to why:

[H]ow do you say at that point he's creeping on me. He's making me
uncomfortable. A lot of people probably wouldn't believe that. He's this
upstanding member of the community. He provides so much money for the

425 Id.

424 Id.

423 Id. at 12.

422 Id. at 11.

421 Id.

420 Id.

419 Id. at 6.

418 Id. at 4, 5.
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church or whatever. And I think he was part of the … part of the leadership….
he was always talking about it.426

RV4 alleged that some time later, when she was speaking with Kramer about her
upcoming decision over whether to return to the Amish community, Kramer then:

All of a sudden he just grabs me, puts both his hands on my butt, and he,
again, squeezes me against himself, pulls me against himself. And if I
remember correctly, I think he picked me up like that and held me a little
bit... And then that time… he puts me down and he apologizes, and he keeps
apologizing and I'm just frozen. I don't don't know what to say. I don't know
what to do. I don't know. I don't remember even walking away from there. It
was just like, what just happened?427

According to RV4, Kramer told his wife that evening what he had done.428 After that, RV4
alleged that Kramer’s wife grew distant and it became very awkward.429

RV4 stated that she decided at that point to leave and also told her sister about the
encounter.430 They sought out a woman in the community to live with but also didn’t tell
anyone else about Kramer’s actions.431 Before they moved, she described that she called
the house, needing to speak with Kramer’s wife about something, but when Kramer
answered, he said something like, “‘You just couldn't get enough of me,’ [and then]
something to the effect of, I had better be careful because I was going to slip and fall
because I was slobbering so much, obviously over him.”432

RV4 described the impact on her at the time:

I just froze. And I remember just trying to get off the phone as fast as I could.
I just probably said a couple of things and I just hung up. And I remember
being in that store and just, everything is just, it feels like your world is
spinning. You almost don't know where you are, you don't know where
you're going. I mean, I just remember feeling completely, I was out of body. I
was seeing myself there with a shopping cart and just going, ‘What am I even
doing? I don't know what I'm doing next.’ I don't know.433

433 Id. RV4 described the impact of those words, the insinuation of inappropriate intentions on her part when
she was actually trying to get away from Kramer, as bothering her as much as what he did to her physically
because it was so disgusting to her. Id. at 16.

432 Id. at 15.

431 Id.

430 Id. at 15.

429 Id. at 23.

428 Id. at 16.

427 Id. at 13-14.

426 Id. at 12-13.

55



She was still attending UBMC at the time, as was Kramer.434

RV4 alleged that after she and her sister moved out, Kramer also kept calling her
and leaving voicemails, inviting her to spend time with his family on weekends or special
occasions, which would create disagreements with her sister because RV4 refused to go,
stating things like, “I’m not getting my butt grabbed again. I’m sorry, I’m not putting myself
in that situation.”435 Kramer’s voicemails became more harassing, according to RV4:

And then because I didn't respond, he starts leaving angry ones, and he's
calling me selfish for not just putting this behind me, and just hanging out
with them anyway. And again, I didn't respond.… he escalates it, and he starts
yelling at you, and just saying just really nasty cold things, and basically
blaming me, and shaming me. And I was like, "I haven't done a thing wrong."
But then he starts calling [my sister], and he starts harassing her, and trying
to get her to force me to talk to him, or come over and hang out with him, at
least talk to him.436

a) RV4’s Attempts to Report

According to RV4, she continued to attend UBMC off and on after moving out of the
Kramer home and until approximately February 2008, although she did her best to stay
away from Kramer or surround herself with friends so he could not approach her.437

In 2008 while attending Bible School, RV4 had what she describes as “almost a
breakdown.”438 When another girl saw her in the dorm, RV4 shared what had happened
with Kramer whereupon the woman said she had to tell the dean.439 According to RV4,
upon hearing the allegations, the dean said that if she didn’t tell the church or the Bible
School’s leadership, he would.440 RV4 alleged that this resulted in a meeting at Bible School
of some leaders at UBMC including another witness who verified the meeting and received
the allegations along with Key Leader441 and leaders at Bible School.442

RV4 alleged that sometime after Kramer was removed from leadership, a member
of UBMC convinced RV4 to be counseled by her and her husband, although RV4 believes
they were not licensed counselors.443 RV4 stated that she shared about the incidents with
Kramer during one of their sessions, and the husband reportedly responded, “I trust

443 Id. at 27; see also W25 Tr. at 18.

442 RV4 Tr. at 20.

441 W1 Tr. at 23.

440 Id.

439 Id.

438 Id. at 19.

437 RV4 Tr. at 22.

436 Id.; see also W25 Tr. at 18.

435 Id.

434 Id. at 18.
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Danny’s heart” and also assigned equal responsibility for the events to RV4, stating that she
was an adult.444

b) Impact on RV4

After moving out of the Kramer home, RV4 described dealing with depression and
suicidality.445 She described her reflections on the events with Kramer and the response of
certain individuals to her allegations:

[A] part of me wants to go back and confront some of those people and go,
what you did, that was really hurtful to me. I just feel like that wasn't right.
You should know how much you hurt me through that extremely vulnerable
time. I wish, part of me wants to do that. At the same time, but the rest of me
wants to just leave it in the past.”446

2. Danny Kramer’s Responses to RV4’s
Allegations

Danny Kramer declined to be interviewed by GRACE investigators, but sent an email
in response to the interview request. Certain statements and actions by Kramer were also
reported from other sources in reference to RV4’s allegations.

When he was confronted by UBMC leadership, one witness described Kramer as
having “a hard time really embracing responsibility for it. He downplayed it, acted like it
wasn’t as bad as what [RV4] said.”447

At the request of UBMC leadership, Kramer stood up in front of the men of UBMC
and offered confessions twice; the second one was requested because UBMC pastors felt
the first one was not clear, but then the second one wasn’t either.448 One witness described
Kramer’s confession to the UBMC men as Kramer admitting that “he hugged a woman with
lust in his heart … and that she was uncomfortable.”449

According to Key Leader, Kramer’s perspective about the events was so different
from what was reported by RV4 and how the church leadership perceived the events.450 He
stated that within a few months after Kramer’s confession and removal from eldership,
Kramer’s family left the church and when he stood up in front of the church and said they

450 KL Tr. at 19.

449 W11 Tr. at 16.

448 Id. at 14, 21-22.

447 KL Tr. at 14.

446 Id. at 30.

445 RV4 Tr. at 17.

444 RV4 Tr. at 28; see also W25 Tr. at 18.
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were leaving, he “wanted the church to know that he forgave the leadership team for what
they did.”451

Kramer’s email to GRACE investigators stated in pertinent part:

All I would care to say is when we would’ve been there, I know some things
were not handled like I thought should’ve been but that doesn’t always mean
it was handled wrong because I know I’m not perfect and I don’t proclaim to
be perfect.

To confirm that I wasn’t off my rocker is that a previous Pastor would have
apologized to what I would have seen.

All this to say is the approach I would have taken and did take is that I just
left United Bethel and continued with a forgiving heart (you need to do this
multiple times as only Christ can help you with that).

I have no desire to address and make a big issue but if you can help them to
see that it’s not okay to in some circumstances address things and then other
things (depending who it is) you just push things “under the carpet” and go
on.

My thought would be whatever you do in openness to shame someone then
you should also do in openness when you realize that you were wrong in
your approach. (walk your talk).

What I had seen was a leadership that thinks they are above the law. Oh I
know they would say no that’s not correct but when you do something that’s
not legal in the laws of the land and then the approach is like “well they
would understand if they know”. Well if that is the case just go to the law and
inform what happened so that your conscience can be cleared?

Hopefully there can be resolution to follow your own manmade laws and the
laws of the land in the same way you would require your members to follow
and should.

Our testimony is dead if we can’t walk our talk.452

452 Email correspondence from Dan Kramer to GRACE investigator, dated 4/17/2024.

451 Id. at 19-20.
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3. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to RV4’s
Allegations

Key Leader was teaching at Bible School when a Bible School leader who was also a
member of UBMC reported to him that RV4 had made allegations about Kramer.453 Key
Leader remembers the allegations as:

My understanding would've been that he would've sat on the edge of her
bed. I don't think there was more than that, but she felt uncomfortable with
the closeness of it. And then at another point, apparently, they were
embracing and he was kissing her neck. Now, he would've said he was just
blowing on her neck.454

Key Leader described that when he went home from Bible School, he and an
associate pastor spoke to Kramer.455 He described Kramer as having “a hard time really
embracing responsibility for it. He downplayed it, acted like it wasn’t as bad as what [RV4]
said.”456

UBMC leadership asked Kramer to step down as an elder and share a confession
with the men of the church.457

On a Sunday after that meeting with Kramer, Key Leader announced that a men’s
meeting would be held in the basement.458 At the meeting, according to one witness,
Kramer was in the center of a circle with Key Leader, and the men of the church formed a
circle around them several people deep, and Key Leader said that Kramer had a confession
to make, “but it wasn't that he had an affair or anything like adultery.”459

A witness described Kramer admitting that “he hugged a woman with lust in his
heart … and that she was uncomfortable” and that at the time, the witness felt bad for him
because, “man, he's being removed from being a leader in the church because… he hugged
her?... I didn't understand that.”460

Key Leader described that in Kramer’s confession, he wasn’t clear and it “almost
seemed like it muddied the situation,” making people confused as to why he was being
disciplined.461 Key Leader remembers they then held a second meeting for Kramer to

461 KL Tr. at 14.

460 Id. The witness said that at the time, Kramer being removed from leadership felt “extreme” to him
considering what Kramer had confessed to. Id. at 17.

459 Id.

458 W11 Tr. at 16.

457 Id.

456 Id.

455 Id.

454 Id. at 14.

453 KL Tr. at 14, 16.
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address the issue again, but both times, Kramer wasn’t very clear and Key Leader now
wishes they had come up with a statement together or that the leadership team had
spoken.462

Sometime after the confession to the men, the issue was apparently addressed to
the entire congregation. One witness describes that Kramer stood up and confessed “that
he had had inappropriate thoughts or something like that” and then the men of the church
gathered around him. She alleged that the church did not tell everything that Kramer had
done, but he said “he had inappropriate thoughts or too long of a hug or something along
those lines. And then he had a weak moment, let's all gather around and pray for him.”463

Another witness described “this announcement that these young Amish girls who didn't
understand family dynamics had misinterpreted some of Danny's actions. Nothing had
happened, because of that, Danny was going to step down as being elder.”464 She
remembered wondering, "If nothing happened, why is he stepping down?"465

One witness described a church leader commending Kramer for apologizing to RV4
(at home with his wife), although the witness was disturbed by the fact that Kramer’s wife
was present and that the witness understood that Kramer was holding RV4’s hand when he
apologized:

One of the things that I remember [the pastor] bringing up was, "Okay, I
understand that he apologized to her. Let's give him credit for having done
this." And I said to him, "Well, he was holding her hand the whole time. Like
that was not appropriate." … It wasn't Danny saying, "I have wronged you. Go
get counseling. This is so wrong.", Maybe having his wife there with him. It
was more him wanting to be okay with [RV4], you know?466

One UBMC leader at the time said he was told, “there had been an incident” that
“was like he gave her a hug and lingered too long. And there may have been more, but
that's what I understood, at least.”467 A current UBMC leader shared that in his memory it
was described as a “lustful hug.”468

One witness notes that Kramer was going to step down from being an elder as a
result of the allegations, but soon left UBMC.469

469 W25 Tr. at 16-17.

468 W4 Tr. at 24.

467 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 35.

466 W1 Tr. at 30.

465 Id.

464 W25 Tr. at 16.

463 RV2 Tr. at 20.

462 Id. at 21-22.
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RV4 alleged that UBMC leadership never informed her of how her allegations were
handled: “[T]hey never said a word to me. Nothing.”470 She stated that she felt pressured by
the leadership of UBMC to become a member.471 According to RV4, she refused, in part
because she did not want to continue to attend church with Kramer and she had no idea
that he had been removed from leadership and/or the church (or if he even had been at
that time) due to her allegations.472

Eventually, RV4 described that she heard:

about some meeting that they had where I later found out, I don't think that I
was told by anybody what they specifically said, just that they really watered
it down, and didn't really tell anybody exactly what had happened, and
everyone was confused. It wasn't until I talked to [redacted] about this
recently that I actually found out that they labeled it an inappropriate lustful
hug, or whatever the phrase was.473

In his interview with GRACE, Key Leader still described that he believed Kramer was
trying to help RV4 or thought he was helping her, but that his behavior “would [not] be
appropriate in any given situation if it's not your daughter,” that he crossed at least some
emotional and physical boundaries, and she “felt invaded or uncomfortable with how close
he was.”474

Key Leader also shared that somewhere around 2020, he reached out to Kramer to
apologize for being harsher than maybe he should have and he wanted Kramer to feel like
he was “for him.”475

4. Determination of Credibility of RV4’s
Allegations

GRACE finds RV4’s allegations of sexual misconduct by Kramer to be credible and to
meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary standard. RV4’s credibility is
supported by Kramer’s reported admissions to others, even though they were not
admissions equivalent in scope to RV4’s allegations. Kramer’s admission of an apology to
his wife shows consciousness of guilt and an admission of inappropriate behavior toward
RV4.

Multiple witnesses who heard RV4’s allegations much closer in time to the events
(within a year at most) and who knew both RV4 and Kramer considered the allegations

475 Id. at 13.

474 KL Tr. at 15, 17.

473 Id. at 22.

472 Id. at 21-22.

471 Id.

470 RV4 Tr. at 21.
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credible, such that they expected Kramer to confess publicly, relinquish his eldership, and
even confess again because they believed he was not taking responsibility and was
downplaying his actions. Given that Kramer was a peer to those in leadership, their
assessment of credibility and Kramer’s and RV4’s demeanor at the time as to who was
more credible holds weight.

RV4’s allegations of Kramer’s actions were specific, involved sensory details, and
were consistent over time to other witnesses. Further, GRACE received no indicators that
RV4 has a motive to fabricate these allegations, but instead delayed and avoided reporting
the allegations until she was told she must report or others would do so.

Based on the prior consistent statements by RV4, the lack of evidence of any motive
for RV4 to lie, and Kramer’s reported admissions, GRACE finds RV4’s allegations of sexual
misconduct by Danny Kramer to be credible.

E. Allegations Against Jerod Corbin
According to witnesses, Jerod Corbin worked as a dishwasher at a local restaurant

when Key Leader was the assistant manager in his early twenties.476 Corbin then served 10
years in prison for aggravated arson or aggravated assault and maintained contact with the
Key Leader and his wife by calling them while he was in prison.477

1. Summary of Allegations of RV5, RV6, RV8,
and RV10

Corbin was released from prison in his late twenties to early thirties, began
attending UBMC, and allegedly even became a member.478 Corbin was also part of the
UBMC youth group at that time.479

RV5 described her parents as being intentional about welcoming people in the
community, “especially people who are a little bit more misfits,” so Corbin was often invited
to their home, spent a night each week with them as part of church ministry, and also went
on a family vacation with them.480 According to RV5, Corbin played games with the children
and even gave them gifts and took them out for ice cream.481 One of his victims described
the attention from an adult to kids from a big family as kind of like the “jackpot.”482

482 Id. at 9, 10.

481 RV8 Transcript at 9.

480 RV5 Tr. at 1; W6 Tr. at 2; W10 Transcript at 3.

479 W6 Transcript at 6.

478 RV5 Transcript at 1; KL Tr. at 27.

477 KLW Tr. at 23; KL Tr. at 26-27.

476 KL Tr. at 26; KLW Tr. at 22-23.
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One evening sometime between 2000 - 2003, when RV5 was between five and seven
years old, she alleged that Corbin was at her home and she was sitting on his lap.483 RV5
noted that at that age, it was not uncommon for her to sit on the laps of loved ones like her
parents, uncles, etc.484 RV5 alleged that Corbin reached under her dress, inside her
underwear, and touched her vagina.485 RV5 stated that her siblings were all around them
and she does not remember Corbin saying anything at the time or asking her not to tell.486

RV5 stated that Corbin admitted to molesting her and two of her sisters.487

RV6, a younger sister of RV5, alleged that she was approximately five years old when
Corbin inserted his fingers into her vagina and had her touch him.488 She stated that she
“has some pretty vivid memories of instances of the abuse, but [she did not] have a clear
timeframe of how long it went on.”489

RV8, an older sister to RV5 and RV6, was 11 or 12 in the timeframe when she
remembers Corbin regularly visiting with their family.490 She alleged that his abuse of her
was ongoing but also described two specific incidents.491 According to RV8, they were
playing a game where Corbin would chase her and then when he would catch her, he
would restrain her arms and put his hand between her legs, on her vagina over her
clothes.492 RV8 also described a game with Corbin and her younger sisters where he was
carrying them from one hay bale to another, and specifically carrying RV8 in a way where
one of his hands was on her vagina.493

RV5 and RV6 each stated that they have seen Corbin recently in the Plain City
area.494 RV5 said that she saw him at the library and went to hide in a different section.495

According to RV6, she regularly sees him out walking.496

Similar to the family of RV5, RV6, and RV8, RV10 shared that her parents kind of
“adopted” Jared Corbin into their family because they sought to befriend those who needed
friends.497 She alleges that when she was 12 or 13 years old, she was sitting on a stool in

497 RV10 Transcript at 4.

496 RV6 Tr. at 8.

495 RV5 Tr. at 3.

494 RV5 Tr. at 3; RV6 Tr. at 8.

493 Id.

492 Id. at 8.

491 Id.

490 RV8 Tr. at 7.

489 Id.

488 RV6 Transcript at 2.

487 Id. at 2.

486 Id.

485 Id.

484 RV5 Tr. at 1.

483 W6 Tr. at 1, 6.
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her family’s living room and Corbin reached his hand up under her skirt.498 According to the
RV5, this event happened after the abuse and disclosures to UBMC leadership made by
RV5, RV6, and RV8 and Corbin remained part of UBMC.499

a) Attempts to Report

RV6 described telling RV5 about an act of Corbin’s abuse and that she didn’t like it.500

According to RV6, RV5 then told their mother about the abuse that day.501 RV5 confirmed
that she disclosed Corbin’s abuse of her and her sister to her mother.502 According to RV8,
after RV5 and RV6 disclosed, their mother asked her if Corbin had ever touched her
inappropriately, to which she replied "Well, yeah." She alleged that, “that was, as I recall, the
first and only time that an adult ever spoke to me about that.”503

RV5’s mother corroborated that RV5 confirmed to her at the time that Corbin had
“touched her private parts.”504

RV10 did not tell anyone about Corbin’s actions although she understood at the time
that they were inappropriate.505 She states that she “backed off the chair and ignored it.
Didn't address it with him or with anyone else, because in my head, oh, guys just do things
like that and whatever, and that's just how guys are, and it wasn't as big of a deal as it
should have been.”506

b) Impact on RV5, RV6, RV8, RV10

After the disclosure of the abuse, RV6 alleged that Corbin continuing to be involved
in the UBMC community had a negative impact on her; she stated, “my best friend was
going to babysit his kids while I was staying with her family and I just felt way too
uncomfortable to say no…. That should never have been allowed to happen where he was
just still actively a part of the same community and I ended up babysitting his children.”507

RV6 also described her frustration with Key Leader that Corbin did not receive any
consequences for his abuse and that others weren’t protected, stating, "You did this to so
many of us, not directly, but because you let these men get off with meetings and nothing

507 Id. at 2.

506 RV6 Tr. at 9.

505 RV10 Tr. at 9.

504 W6 Tr. at 3.

503 RV8 Tr. at 13.

502 RV5 Tr. at 2.

501 Id.

500 RV6 Tr. at 9.

499 RV5 Tr. at 2-3.

498 Id.
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else and they just kept on being part of the community, they did it. How many victims did
you allow to happen because you just didn't?"508

RV5 describes similar emotions, as it being “very upsetting” that Corbin was able to
continue accessing families within UBMC and victimize another young girl, RV10, after
UBMC leaders had learned of the abuse of her and her sisters.509

RV10 described the slow dawning of realization about what Corbin did to her and
that she had no idea what to do:

more of a slow progression of 17, 18, 19, 20, I'm like, "Wow, that was really
inappropriate." … realizing how uneducated I was and how ill-equipped I was
to know what to do in something like that. Because the fact that I, at 12 years
old or whatever, knew that he shouldn't do that and just had no idea that I
should have told an adult.”510

According to RV8, her experience of abuse by Corbin affected her comfort around
men:

[A]s I got older feeling so uneasy in the presence of men, particularly older
men. I mean, generally, it wasn't with men my own age because that wasn't
my experience as much, but I would get picked up to go babysit for a family
of some of our friends, and I would feel so uneasy just riding with him back
to his house. He was always completely respectful and courteous, but just
that uneasiness that this could happen at any time.511

RV6 described that in 2018, she had a sort of breakdown from having to drive by
Corbin’s house regularly.512

2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other
Misconduct by Jerod Corbin

The mother of several reporting victims stated that she had been concerned at the
time that Corbin was also spending too much time with one of her younger daughters.513

According to the mother, she questioned two of her youngest daughters, younger than
RV5, who would have been approximately one and three years old at the time, and they
also responded affirmatively that Corbin had touched them inappropriately.514

514 Id. at 4.

513 Id.

512 Id. at 9-10.

511 RV8 Tr. at 18.

510 RV7 Tr. at 8.

509 RV5 Tr. at 3.

508 Id. at 12.
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One of Corbin’s victims alleged that people had stated that because Corbin was in
prison from age 18 to age 30, that he was “practically 18 because he had those years
robbed from his life,” as a way of explaining his known attraction to a girl at UBMC who was
approximately fourteen years old.515 One witness remembered that Corbin and the girl
were affectionate at times in front of her family.516

3. Jerod Corbin’s Responses to the Allegations
Jerod Corbin did not respond to an interview request from GRACE investigators.

However, certain statements and actions by Corbin were reported from other sources in
reference to allegations of RV5, RV6, and RV8.

Key Leader and the parents of those reporting victims confirmed that Corbin
admitted to the allegations upon being confronted.517 According to the father of those
reporting victims, Corbin told them that “this is not something that... This is not a thing with
him. It's not an ongoing problem. This was an incidental thing because of that, because of
his bitterness and whatever of that situation.”518

RV5 also stated that she remembered hearing that he had admitted the abuse.519

One of the victims’ parents also described a confession by Corbin that the reason he
abused the victims was that he was mad that their older sister (approximately fourteen
years old) that he was interested in had fun at camp with boys her own age.520 One witness
alleged that Corbin suggested the abuse was his way to get back at them.521 Corbin was in
his late twenties to thirty at the time.

According to Key Leader, after GRACE investigators reached out to Corbin for an
interview, Corbin called Key Leader asking what he knew about GRACE and what the
inquiry was about.522 When Key Leader responded that it was likely related to the
allegations of RV5, RV6, and RV8, Corbin allegedly responded that he “felt very much like
[the victims’ parents] had completely forgiven him.”523

523 Id.

522 KL Tr. at 33.

521 W10 Tr. at 4.

520 W6 Tr. at 4.

519 Id. at 2.

518 W10 Tr. at 5.

517 KL Tr. at 29; W10 Tr. at 4; W6 Tr. at 4.

516 Id. at 11.

515 Id. at 10.
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4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to
Allegations Against Jerod Corbin

According to Key Leader and the father of three of the victims, they met with Corbin
who initially denied the allegations.524 Corbin’s concerns about going to jail came up in the
conversation, and Key Leader remembers them wanting him to admit his actions, but
doesn’t remember if they promised him he wouldn’t go back to jail to get him to admit that
he touched one of the victims inappropriately.525

One witness alleged that Corbin said this wasn’t an ongoing problem and that he
had abused the girls because he was bitter that their parents wouldn’t let him date the
14-year-old daughter, and that Key Leader and the victims’ father believed him.526

Thereafter Corbin did not come to their home anymore.527

Key Leader told GRACE investigators that at the time, he didn’t understand the
extent of Corbin’s actions and thought he simply poked one child on the bottom.528 He
admitted to being naive, but said he was trying to be supportive that the father of the
victims did not want Corbin to go back to prison.529

Two of the reporting victims describe that their father and Corbin and Key Leader
met together for several months but the victims were unaware of the focus of the
meetings.530 According to the reporting victims’ mother, Key Leader wanted the victims and
their father to meet with Key Leader and Corbin so that Corbin could apologize, but the
victims’ mother refused to allow this.531

According to Key Leader, “we set up parameters then that he's not going to be
around anymore. But we didn't even think about reporting. I felt like that [the victims’
father] really were [sic] very much not interested in seeing him go back to jail at that
time.”532

After the abuse disclosures, according to multiple witnesses, Corbin continued to
attend UBMC.533 According to RV5, Corbin was allowed into the homes of friends who RV5
believes would not have done so had they known of Corbin’s abuse of RV5 and her

533 W6 Tr. at 8; RV8 Tr. at 14.

532 KL Tr. at 29.

531 RV5 Tr. at 2; W6 Tr. at 9. RV’s father said it was Corbin who wanted the face-to-face meeting with the girls to
apologize. W10 Tr. at 5.

530 RV5 Tr. at 2; RV8 Tr. at 13.

529 Id.

528 KL Tr. at 28.

527 RV5 Tr. at 2; W6 Tr. at 5; W10 Tr. at 4.

526 W10 Tr. at 5; KL Tr. at 30.

525 KL. Tr. at 29.

524 Id. at 29; W10 Tr. at 4.
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sisters.534 The reporting victims’ mother does not believe that she was specifically told not
to tell about Corbin’s abuse, but that her not speaking was more “understood” and that
“the implication was certainly very much hoped that I wouldn’t talk to other people about
it.”535 The reporting victims’ parents expressed that at the time, they were concerned about
the possibility of Corbin going back to prison.536

One of the reporting victims’ parents stated that Key Leader said at one point that
Corbin “was wondering why I hadn't forgiven him, because I was ignoring him.”537

According to RV5, she was unaware of anything being communicated to the
congregation about Corbin’s abuse.538 Key Leader does not remember that anything was
communicated to the church, noting that Corbin may not have been “regularly attending”
at the time and that it was “one of those cases where you’re trying to help somebody.”539

5. Determination of Credibility of Allegations
Against Jerod Corbin

GRACE finds the allegations of sexual misconduct made by RV5, RV6, and RV8
against Corbin to be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE
evidentiary standard. The credibility of these three victims is largely supported by Corbin’s
reported admissions to multiple witnesses. These reported admissions are also confirmed
by prior consistent statements of the victims. Given the young age of the victims, their lack
of understanding at the time that Corbin’s actions were wrong, and unequivocal responses
to questioning by their parents, it appears that their earlier consistent statements are
reliable.

Further, GRACE received no indicators that the victims had any motive to fabricate
these allegations, given their young age, and lack of insistence upon consequences to
Corbin.

GRACE also finds the allegations of sexual misconduct made by RV10 against Corbin
to be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary standard.
Although Corbin did not admit RV10’s allegations, RV10 made a prior consistent statement
to another victim, the alleged behavior is consistent with the allegations made by the other
victims, Corbin obtained access to RV10 after he lost access to the other victims once his
abuse was reported, and GRACE received no indicators of any motive for RV10 to fabricate
the allegations.

539 KL Tr. at 35.

538 RV5 Tr. at 2.

537 W6 Tr. at 7.

536 W6 Tr. at. 7, 8; W10 Tr. at 5.

535 W6 Tr. at 6.

534 RV5 Tr. at 2.
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Based on the prior consistent statements by the victims, the lack of evidence of any
motive of the victims to lie, and Corbin’s reported admissions, GRACE finds the allegations
of sexual misconduct by Jerod Corbin to be credible.

F. Allegations Against Richard Gingerich
Richard Gingerich began attending UBMC as a child and his father was a deacon.540

He moved out of state in 2019 and stopped attending UBMC at that time.541 His brother is
one of the current pastors of UBMC.542

1. Summary of Allegations of RV13
RV13 reported that around 2011, when she was 15 years old, she “had a big crush”

on Richard, who would have been approximately 23 or 24 at the time.543 She alleged that
around that time, Richard began messaging her on Facebook “all the time,” including sexual
comments such as stating that he “got a boner super easily.”544 She alleged that she had to
google what that was.545 She described that Richard asked her for “secrets” then often
would share his own that involved something sexual or that he would “insert sexual
elements” into the conversation.”546

According to RV13, the relationship between her and Richard “turned physical” a few
months after her seventeenth birthday in 2013.547 Richard would have been approximately
25 or 26 years old. She described instances of her stating to him, “‘No, please don’t put your
hands under my shirt,’ and then he would anyway.”548 RV13 alleged that “there were
instances I remember being like, ‘No, I don't want this to happen.’ And then whether it
happened that time or the next time, he would still do stuff.”549

RV13 alleged that she remembers at least three distinct instances where she said
no, that she didn’t like something and that it made her uncomfortable and Richard would
initially apologize then do it again.550 These instances included removing his shirt, soliciting
and attempting to give her bare backrubs, putting his hands up her shirt, and touching her

550 Id. at 3-4.

549 Id. at 3.

548 Id.

547 Id. at 2.

546 Id.

545 Id. at 5.

544 RV13 Tr. at 2, 5.

543 RV13 Transcript at 2; see also Richard Gingerich Tr. at 4 (confirming his age as “hitting 30 at 2018”).

542 Id. at 3.

541 Id. at 1.

540 Richard Gingerich Transcript at 3.

69



bare back and stomach.551 According to RV13, Richard had a key to the church and they
would sneak out and meet there late at night in either the foyer or the stairs to the Sunday
School room.552 These interactions all allegedly occurred when RV13 was 17 years old.553

Another witness confirms that some years afterward, RV13 told her about Richard
attempting to “get his hand into her shirt” once or twice.554

RV13 stated that she never reported the events to leadership at UBMC as she did
not believe anything would be done after Jarod Corbin received no real consequences for
his abuse.555 She stated she believed a disclosure would not be received well socially or
addressed because of her age:

I never said anything to leadership about [Richard] just because how the
[abuse by Jerod Corbin] was handled directly informed what I did… [and
thought], “Well, if what happened when a grown man was this extreme with a
five-year-old with meetings, what's the point? Nothing's going to happen.”556

2. Other Evidence of Sexual or Other
Misconduct by Richard Gingerich

According to RV11, in approximately 2008 when she was 17 and Richard was 19,
they were messaging because she had a crush on him.557 RV11 alleged that Richard
“basically he was like, ‘Oh, you should just come over and we can make out and just think of
it as practice.’ And I was like, ‘Well, I don't think I should do that because I have a crush on
you and it doesn't seem like you, like, whatever, do.’”558 RV11 did end up meeting with
Richard and she describes that “it started with kissing and led to him talking me out of my
shirt, but nothing else.”559

According to RV12, in approximately 2010 when she was 16 or 17 years old and
Richard was approximately 21 years old, they started chatting online.560 Because Richard
had a key to the church, they started sneaking out at night to meet and “make out” at the
church, which she considered to have been “pretty consensual.”561

561 Id.

560 RV12 Transcript at 21.

559 Id.

558 Id.

557 RV11 Transcript at 14.

556 RV13 Tr. at 3.

555 Id.

554 W15 Tr. at 14-15.

553 Post-interview email from RV13.

552 Id. at 4.

551 Id. at 4. “[H]e was like, ‘Oh, I want a back rub so I'm going to take my shirt off.’ And then like, ‘I want to give
you a back rub.’ I'm like, ‘Well, no, I don't want to take my shirt off.’ And he is like, ‘Oh, okay.’ So then he went
but then he'd put his hands under my shirt, I'd be like, ‘No, I don't want that and stuff like that.’” Id. at 5.
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3. Richard Gingerich’s Responses to the
Allegations

In an interview with GRACE investigators, Richard Gingerich initially denied “dating,”
“casually dating,” or being in a relationship with anyone within the UBMC youth group
throughout his time there.562

However, Richard eventually admitted several key facts of RV13’s allegations and the
corroborating accounts of RV11 and RV12, specifically that he had a key to the church563

and he had picked up and brought or met at least two young women at the church while
others were not present at the church building.564 At first, he maintained that the women
were “just my friends,”565 but then later admitted that these were romantic encounters.566

According to Richard, with one young woman, he picked her up multiple times and took her
to the church and with another, it occurred at least once.567 When asked where they would
be in the church, he responded that they’d be in the sanctuary, in the pews, all over, or on
the roof if it was nice out.568

He claimed that the two young women he was involved with were approximately
18-19 years old569 and the encounters occurred around 2009 and 2012/2013,570 making him
approximately 21 and 24/25 years old. These admissions do not specifically correlate to
encounters described by RV13, RV11, or RV12 by age or years. When asked how he
communicated with these women, he responded, “that’s a hard question to answer.... I
tried to keep most of my relationships actually in person,”571 but did admit to texting with
girls within the youth group.572

Despite multiple requests, Richard refused to provide the names of any of the
young women involved in these encounters.573 He maintained that his encounters at the
church “would not really have any bearing to any of the investigations here going on...

573 Id. at 26, 27, 31. Gingerich’s repeated refusal to identify any of the young women by name included
comments like, “I don’t feel like telling somebody else’ story here,” “there wasn’t anything sexual that
happened,” “I don’t want to tell their story,” and that he had a clear conscience related to any sexual abuse or
misconduct. Id.
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568 Id. at 33.
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566 Id. at 28-30.
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[b]ecause there wasn’t anything sexual that happened,” as the main rationale for not
providing further information.574

Richard admitted that the encounters did include him putting his hands underneath
one young woman’s shirt “a little bit” after he allegedly forgot that she had previously asked
him not to do that.575 This admission is consistent with an allegation of RV13. Richard
claimed that he then immediately stopped and denied that he or a female ever had their
shirts off in these encounters. He also denied that he ever engaged in sexual behavior such
as kissing, giving a massage, or removing someone’s shirt, after he had been told “no.”576 He
admits that he did not actively seek consent but said that he didn’t “perceive there to be
any uncomfortability” and that because they were “doing it” to him, he was “guessing
they’re okay with doing the same.”577 He admitted to giving and receiving backrubs and
massages,578 but denied a girl’s shirt being off, was “pretty sure” his own shirt was never
off,579 and claims nothing was uncovered “that you wouldn’t see at a beach.”580

He also admitted, “I feel more like I was playing with emotions more than I realized I
was, in the sense of not being fair emotionally.”581

Throughout the interview, Richard maintained that he had a “clear conscience …
when it comes to anything sexual abuse related, anything like that” and that these young
women were his “good friends” at the time.582

4. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to
Allegations Against Richard Gingerich

There is no indication that UBMC leadership had knowledge of the allegations
against Richard Gingerich at the time they occurred or prior to GRACE’s investigation.

5. Determination of Credibility of RV13’s
Allegations

GRACE finds the allegations of sexual misconduct made by RV13 against Richard
Gingerich to be credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary
standard. The credibility of RV13 is supported by a prior consistent statement to another

582 Id. at 27, 31.

581 Id. at 29.

580 Id. at 30.

579 Id. at 33.

578 Id. at 29.

577 Id. at 30.

576 Id. at 28.

575 Id. at 28.

574 Id. at 27.
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witness, similar allegations with specific consistencies made by victims of a similar profile,
and admissions by Richard Gingerich of certain unique key points of RV13’s allegations.

Further, GRACE received no indicators that RV13 had any motive to fabricate these
allegations, especially given that they were not reported to UBMC leadership at the time,
and that UBMC’s behavior toward another offender, Jarod Corbin, allegedly affected RV13’s
willingness to report.

The allegations against Richard Gingerich by RV11 and RV12, while they did not
reflect the disparity in age and reported lack of consent exhibited in the allegations of
RV13, each exhibited particular consistencies with RV13’s account in terms of online
chatting, using a key to meet at the church to engage in intimate activity that would have
otherwise been frowned upon by parents and UBMC leaders, Gingerich talking the girl or
young woman into him or her removing her shirt, and questions of how consensual the
interaction was.

For example, RV13’s specific description of how Richard attempted to manipulate
her into removing her shirt, by removing his own to request a massage then suggesting
that RV13 do the same for him to give her one, appears consistent with RV3’s description of
his behavior of “talking me out of my shirt” and appears coercive. His admission of playing
with their emotions, given his almost ten year age difference versus RV13 suggests some
current appreciation of manipulation on his part within these relationships.

Richard Gingerich’s admissions of having a key to the church, using the key to meet
young women alone in the church, communicating with them over text, giving and
receiving massages and backrubs, and reaching under a young woman’s shirt after she had
previously denied consent are consistent with allegations of RV13 and corroborating
allegations of RV11 and RV12. His initial denial / obfuscation of any relationship with young
women within the young group, failure to mention the age/time period of alleged
encounters with RV13, and refusal to give the names of any of the young women suggests a
lack of transparency at least and a specific intent to hide information or deceive at most.

Therefore, GRACE finds RV13’s allegations credible based on the lack of any reason
to fabricate, a consistent statement describing some of the allegations to another witness
prior to this investigation, similar behaviors by Richard Gingerich in the same general
period of time reported by other young women of similar age, relevant admissions by
Richard Gingerich, and reduced credibility of Gingerich due to obfuscation and withholding
information during the interview.
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G. Allegations Against Doran Gingerich
Doran Gingerich began attending UBMC as a child and his father was on the

pastoral team at UBMC.583 He is a current associate pastor at UBMC having been ordained
in 2014.584 Until recently, he was also employed as the administrator and a teacher of the
high school of Local Christian School since 2009.585

Prior to his role as an elder in approximately 2006, Doran served UBMC in roles of
Sunday school superintendent, youth sponsor along with his wife, and assistant youth
leader as well, beginning around 1999.586

1. Summary of Doran Gingerich’s Admissions
In his initial interview with GRACE investigators, Doran Gingerich brought up an

incident from 2001 while he was serving as the assistant youth leader at UBMC.587 He was
approximately 25 years old, married, with one child, and his wife was pregnant at the
time.588 He described working his day job for a lumber company, and while returning from
a job site, he stopped at a Meijer grocery store on October 31, 2001.589

Doran’s admissions about the event expanded over the course of the first interview,
a phone call initiated by Doran to a GRACE investigator that same day after the interview,
and a second interview approximately three weeks later.

Doran initially described the event as:

I was at a store and made an inappropriate comment to a lady … Just
inappropriate in the sense of something about her physique or something
like that, which was not okay at all. So that's what took place, and I knew ... I
was about 21 or 22 or something, I was rather naïve about how a lady would
maybe respond to something like that. Anyway, I knew right off the bat from
her response that she did not appreciate it.590

When asked if he remembered what he said, he replied: “Something like, ‘Nice butt,’ or
something like that.”591

When asked if there was any inappropriate touching or hugging, he replied: “No. I

591 Id.

590 Doran Gingerich Tr. #1 at 25.

589 Id. at 3-4.

588 Doran Gingerich Transcript #2 at 14.

587 Id. at 24-25.

586 Id. at 3-4.

585 Id. at 3, 39.

584 Id.

583 Doran Gingerich Transcript #1 at 2.
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don't think there was inappropriate touching.”592 When asked to clarify, he replied, “I don't
remember for sure. And I don't remember ... Yeah, I know her back was turned, so I don't
know if I touched her at all to get her attention, that kind of thing, but it wasn't like that was
grabbing her or anything like that.”593

In his second interview, he added that he was “pretty sure her back was turned … I
may have touched her to get her attention.”594 Upon further questioning about specifics of
how he would have gotten her attention, he replied, “Like tapping her on the rear or
something maybe. As I remember, she was bending over.”595 He admitted that he “possibly”
tapped her on the rear.596 He later admitted, “Yeah, I came up behind, and like I said a little
bit ago, I likely got her attention by tapping her on the rear or something.”597

After the first interview, Doran called one of the GRACE investigators to add that
after the event, he “went back to [the security at the store] and said, ‘Hey, here’s what
happened,’ and so on. So I met with them about it.”598 He notes that he also later told the
UBMC pastors that he had already spoken with security because “I didn't want to paint
them in a light that they didn't report something if they felt like they maybe should have or
anything like that, because I had already talked with security.”599

When asked why he spoke with security, he responded:

Well, it was pretty clear to me from her response that... So after it happened,
I went ahead and purchased whatever... I was there to purchase some fishing
line, I think, and I went ahead and got it. And in that process… I just realized
that it was a bigger deal than I thought. And so I just reached out to them and
said- …. I apologized and so on, which looking back on it now, was probably
lame, but that's what I did-.... then they sat down and asked me questions
and things like that.600

He admitted that seeing the woman with security or some uniformed store
employee is what prompted him to go to security at the store,601 and that he actually had
gone out to his truck then went back in to speak to security.602 At the second interview,
Doran admitted that the woman was actually leaving the security office and passed him

602 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 11.

601 Id. at 3; Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 11.

600 Id. at 2.

599 Id.

598 Doran Gingerich phone call to GRACE investigator, 11/06/2023, at 1.

597 Id. at 10.

596 Id.

595 Id.

594 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 6.

593 Id.

592 Id.
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and he apologized.603 He stated that the woman was angry and “wasn’t receptive.”604 He
was then interviewed by security and stated that there may have also been a police officer
present.605 He said they took his picture and summed it up by saying that ‘You could be
liable for charges here,’ that kind of thing.”606

He admitted in his phone call and second interview that they didn’t want him to
come back to the store607 and that “there was a chance that I'd be hearing from authorities
about something.”608

He stated that after he left the store, he went back to his work and “sat down with
[his boss], told him the situation, what happened and so on.”609 He does not believe he had
any consequences from his work, and stated that he was not later contacted by police,
there was no court case, no civil litigation, and no settlement related to the incident.610

He stated that after he returned home, he told his wife and then called the lead
pastor at UBMC, Key Leader.611

Doran stated that people from the church reached out to him and his wife in
support afterwards and they were questioned about how their relationship was and
whether there had been any similar incidents once he was up for elder or ordination as
well.612

2. Second Hand Accounts of the Incident
There were a number of different second-hand accounts from witnesses about the

events surrounding these allegations. It was unclear whether the various uncorroborated
allegations are true, characterizations, details omitted from the accounts by Doran and/or
UBMC leaders to GRACE, or faulty memories. There were also a number of statements that,
at the time of Doran’s initial confession to the men of the church, they didn’t understand
what happened and that more facts emerged later, even some in the course of the last few
years, that they did not know previously.

612 Doran GIngerich phone call to GRACE investigator, 11/06/2023, at 5.

611 Id. at 18.

610 Id. at 17-18.

609 Id. at 18.

608 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 16.

607 Doran Gingerich phone call to GRACE investigator, 11/06/2023, at 3; Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 12.

606 Id. at 12; Doran Gingerich phone call to GRACE investigator, 11/06/2023, at 2.

605 Id. at 11.

604 Id.

603 Id. at 11-12.
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According to one witness, a man at the meeting where the incident was discussed
said that he “couldn't figure out exactly what had happened from the confession,” but that
it felt like “flirting.”613

One man who was in the men’s meeting described it: “In church, it was very vague in
what he actually did.”614 His impression at the time was that Doran was “walking down the
aisle and brushing against a lady inappropriately…. intentionally brushed against private
parts…. I think… the lady reported it to the store manager and the store manager called
Doran’s company.”615

Another witness said that ​​early on, he didn’t have a clue what had happened, but
that more recently, he’d learned it was “touching somebody” in a store and “the police were
called, a police report was made but then, I think, she was convinced to drop the
charges.”616

According to one witness, their understanding of the events was that Doran
“grabbed a woman, groped her sexually.”617 She further described her understanding:
“Doran was on work time when it happened, he came back to work, told his boss, went
home, told his wife, and told UB leadership/pastors because I think his dad was one of the
pastors at the time.”618 The witness reported that Doran was asked to “step back” from his
youth leadership duties for a while but later became the youth leader.619

Another witness described their second-hand understanding from what was
confessed at the men’s meeting as that Doran “harassed a woman at the grocery store”;620

“touched her rear, I believe, and said something suggestive.”621 Further:

They ended up at customer service talking to Meijer. And it does sound right
that the police were probably called there, but I especially know that Meijer
told him he's not allowed back in the store for five years, I think it was. That
seemed big to us. It might've been 10. I don't know how long it was, but yeah,
I wouldn't have been able to tell you for sure if the police were called in, but
at least Meijer security, I guess.622

622 Id.

621 Id. at 10.

620 W1 Tr. at 9.

619 Id. at 22.

618 Id.

617 W17 Tr. at 19.

616 W5 Tr. at 19.

615 Id. at 4.

614 W18 Transcript at 2.

613 W25 Tr. at 23.
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One witness described their understanding that “Doran groped a woman…. I know
that he was a youth pastor at the time, and then stepped down from that, but then
obviously went on to become a pastor.”623

Another second-hand account heard that Doran “propositioned a lady in Meijer and
the police were called.”624

3. UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to
Allegations Against Doran Gingerich

According to Doran, he disclosed his actions on the evening it occurred in 2001, by
calling the pastors of UBMC and sitting down with them before their Wednesday men’s
meeting, as a confession of sin.625 He stated that he believes the pastoral team at the time
consisted of UBMC Leader 1, Key Leader, and Doran’s father and that they asked if
anything else like this had happened before to which he denied.626

Doran stated that he then confessed to the men at the meeting, but “probably didn’t
go into as much detail.627

Key Leader stated that he remembered Doran admitting being in Meijer and
commenting something inappropriate to a lady on how she looked or a part of her body,
but he does not remember there being any actual contact, although he says Doran “may
have brushed by her.”628 According to his memory, Doran shared that the lady said “she
was going to sue him for harassment or get him in trouble for sexually harassing her,” that
the security people spoke to Doran, and that there was the potential that it could be
public.629

Doran described that the pastors later asked him to take a three-month sabbatical
from his duties as an assistant youth leader and to meet with a counselor to “talk about
what happened.”630 He stated that he met with a local counselor in the area one time at the
request or suggestion of the lead pastor, although it was not required.631 He may have also
met with one or more of the pastors, including his father, to pray.632

632 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 30; UBMC-L1 Tr. at 30.

631 Id. at 24; Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 23. As far as GRACE could verify, it does not appear that this was a
licensed counselor but was someone who was connected with UBMC.

630 Doran Gingerich Tr. #1 at 27.

629 KL Tr. at 50.

628 KL Tr. at 50, 52, 54. UBMC Leader 1 remembered that there “might have been” touch involved. UBMC-L1 Tr.
at 29.

627 Doran Gingerich Tr. #1 at 24, 26; Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 20.

626 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 18-19.

625 Doran Gingerich Tr. #1 at 26.

624 W25 Tr. at 22.

623 RV5 Tr. at 9.
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Key Leader stated that although Doran’s father was on the leadership team, he
believes he would have recused himself from the decisions regarding his son.633 He also
remembered that they met with Doran and his wife about the incident.634

According to one female church member, the consequences she understood at the
time involved Doran meeting with his father.635

In 2014, when Doran was ordained, according to Key Leader, he believed the
incident was only brought up to the extent of asking about walking in sexual purity and
Doran’s wife being supportive of him being a minister.636 Key Leader noted that pastors
have to be called in their church and that he believed Doran had shown the fruits of
repentance since the incident.637

However, one witness felt that the church was not transparent about these events
and thus, that that lack of transparency did not inform the congregation in making future
decisions about Doran’s leadership qualifications:

I mean, I still to this day don't know exactly what he did, and I don't need to.
But it sounds like, how can a married man that's a youth sponsor in a public
store grope or touch a woman wrongly? And if it would've been exposed,
would people have voted for him to become a minister or a principal? … it is
pretty serious to have someone as a principal in the high school classroom
with all those girls….638

In 2022, reference to the incident, specifically referring to “Doran’s history of sexual
assault,” was made in a letter to the UBMC leadership that also included RV1’s
allegations.639 Doran stated that after UBMC leadership received the letter, he voluntarily
shared about the incident with the current UBMC leadership team so they would
understand what the letter was referring to, but does not think he shared “as many details”
as what he shared with GRACE.640 He shared that one of the elders made a comment to the
effect of, “why do we need to dig up the past… if it was taken care of.”641 In response to the
concerns raised by W11 in his letter, an elder “writing for the “United Bethel Leadership
Team” responded,

641 Id. at 27.

640 Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 25, 27-28.

639 W11 Letter to UBMC leaders, dated April 30, 2022; see also Doran Gingerich Tr. #2 at 25.

638 W19 Tr. at 8, 9.

637 Id. at 56.

636 KL Tr. at 55.

635 W1 Tr. at 13. “That one of their steps for accountability was, we're going to have Daniel meet with Doran, I
don't know for how long, for kind of accountability. In my mind, now, looking back, I'm thinking ‘really, his
dad?’” Id.

634 Id. at 54.

633 KL Tr. at 53.
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In Doran’s case, he immediately repented, voluntarily cooperated with all
authorities, and was completely open to his wife, his employer, and the
church, all within hours of the incident. It was taken very seriously, and at
that time he stepped away from his responsibilities and positions at church,
and went through an appropriate process of dealing with the situation that
included accountability and counseling. Doran has not hidden it later either;
I’ve heard him reference that time in his life, during different sermons. That is
not to say his sin wasn’t serious—he and everyone took it very seriously, and
he allowed God to change his heart and soul. You mentioned that nothing
was said publicly when he was ordained fourteen years after that incident, or
when he became principal at [Local Christian School], and you seemed to
infer that the incident was hidden or ignored. That incident wasn’t hidden
from those who screened and confirmed the qualifications and character of
the pastoral applicants in the ordination process. There were many of us,
probably a majority, who were completely aware of what had happened and
believed he was qualified for these positions because we saw the power of
the gospel and the Holy Spirit change his life. Do you think that during that
selection process of prayer and seeking God for direction, God failed our
church?

That is not to say we should not be aware of our human weaknesses and
tendencies. For people like David, who for years was involved in deep, dark,
sin that caused serious trauma and pain to someone else, there are realities
and consequences that will follow them their entire lives, even though God’s
redeeming power can change them. We understand those realities, but to
compare Doran and David's situations is baffling. And to say it was hidden
and “quieted away” just because not everybody that came to our community
after that event did not find out is not accurate.642

One current UBMC leader described that Doran spoke with the UBMC leaders after
the letter detailed allegations against him.643 According to this UBMC leader, Doran:

did not go into any details about what actually happened other than he said
something to a lady and it was wrong…. I didn't get much clarity, and I felt like
there was a little bit of a defensive attitude towards us even asking. So I don't
know why that was, but I think Doran felt like things had been taken care of,
and it was in the past.644

644 Id.

643 W4 Tr. at 25.

642 Undated Letter from UBMC leader to W11; May 26, 2022 UBMC Leadership Team Minutes. The leadership
team minutes document the decision to communicate with W11 on these matters.

80



The witness did not remember for sure if Doran shared that any police were
involved.645 When Doran was asked for more information, the witness stated that he did
not feel like Doran was forthcoming and felt like he did not want to be open about it.646

4. Determination of Credibility of Allegations
Against Doran Gingerich

GRACE finds allegations that Doran Gingerich committed sexual misconduct to be
credible and to meet the evidentiary threshold of the GRACE evidentiary standard. Doran’s
admissions alone support a finding of sexual misconduct.

According to Doran’s admissions over the course of three interviews:

1) He made an inappropriate and sexually suggestive or objectifying comment
about a woman’s intimate body part

2) To a woman who was a complete stranger to him
3) In a public location
4) “Likely” touched that body part (her rear) without her consent
5) Was reported to store security (and possibly the police)
6) Was questioned and photographed by store security
7) Was ordered not to return to the store for a period of years
8) Considered the allegations to be serious enough that he may hear further

from police and that the incident may become public.

These admissions alone qualify as sexual misconduct. Further, Doran’s description
of the events changed and expanded over the course of three interviews, suggesting some
level of deception, minimization of his conduct, and/or failure to take responsibility for his
actions. Therefore, the actual incident may have involved even more serious actions that
Doran has never admitted.

Given that Doran was married and had a child, served as an assistant youth leader
at the time, and his father was a pastor at UBMC, he had incentives to deceive and
minimize his conduct, both to himself and to others. While his prompt admission of some
inappropriate conduct to UBMC leadership at the time was the minimum level of
accountability, witnesses reported a lack of clarity from his admission, suggesting some
level of obfuscation and failure to take full responsibility for his actions.

Therefore, GRACE finds the allegations of sexual misconduct by Doran Gingerich to
be credible.

646 Id.

645 Id. at 26.
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H. Named Offender 1
During the course of the investigation, a female witness disclosed incidents of

sexual abuse, specifically touching on the upper thigh on three or maybe four occasions, by
a male reported offender647 upon an approximately eight-year-old female victim, who is
related to both the offender and the witness.648 According to the witness:

● the alleged abuse was eventually reported to authorities by both the counselor to
the victim and the counselor to the offender when the victim was in her twenties;

● no further communication from or investigation by authorities occurred as a result
of the reports;

● although the alleged abuse occurred while they were members of UBMC, it was
never reported to or, as far as the witness is aware, known by UBMC leadership;

● the reported offender has disclosed it to the pastor at their current church;
● the reported offender intentionally avoids being alone with children;
● the witness’ knowledge comes through both conversations with the reported victim

and the reported offender.

We were unable to corroborate the allegations as the reported victim, through third
parties, declined to speak with GRACE.

I. Named Offender 2
After interviewing with GRACE, W11 shared,

There was a woman named [redacted] at United Bethel sometime before …
2004. She was supposed to have some psychological issues, and claimed that
men in the Mennonite community had sexually abused her, including [a
former UBMC leader and active member].649

W11 did not state who had shared this information. It is unclear whether or not
UBMC Leader 1 and Key Leader would have been in leadership at UBMC at the time of the
alleged abuse. GRACE is not aware of any mentions of these claims in UBMC Church
Minutes. To date, GRACE has not received additional information related to these
allegations.

649 Received November 25, 2023. W11 Post-Interview Info. Due to the limited evidence received, this alleged
offender is not named.

648 W6 Tr. at 11-13.

647 Due to the limited evidence received, this alleged offender is not named.
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IV. Assessment of UBMC’s Culture, Protocols, and
Response to Allegations

A. Introduction
The findings of GRACE’s investigation at UBMC call for analysis of applicable

Scriptures, UBMC’s existing policies, best practice standards, general legal principles, and
principles of trauma informed practice. We recognize the sensitive and often painful places
this Report addresses and requires UBMC to engage with. Our hope is that UBMC and its
future generations will find deep satisfaction in glorifying God in truth, goodness, and
justice. We invite UBMC to review the following assessment with a new sense of its need
before a compassionate and holy God knowing that in Christ all things, even the most
painful, can be made new.650

As Section II “Scope and Methodology” and GRACE’s Engagement Agreement with
UBMC describes, GRACE was contracted to investigate whether and when UBMC had any
knowledge of the allegations described above, and if so, how the organizational culture of
UBMC impacted the way UBMC responded to allegations. This includes assessing: (a) what
information UBMC received; and (b) when UBMC received such information; what UBMC
did and should have done with said information, including its responses to any allegations;
and how UBMC’s responses compare to best practices, Scriptural values, and SAMHSA’s Six
Principles of Trauma-Informed Practice.

Section IV lays out SAMHSA’s Six Principles in depth, then conducts an analysis of
UBMC’s current written policies, as well as UBMC’s general practice of offender support and
participation in church activities, making recommendations for improvement to protocols
and procedures. Section IV then analyzes the findings related to the various Reporting
Victims’ disclosures to UBMC leaders and evaluates the actions taken by UBMC leaders
following these disclosures.

Numerous actions taken by UBMC leadership indicate a gap in understanding of
trauma informed principles as described in subsection B, as well as certain principles within
Scripture. Key concerns raised during the investigation warrant individual analysis, and will
be discussed in the subsections below:

● Power differentials
● Vulnerable parties
● Grooming and pushing boundaries
● Failure to recognize and name abuse
● Reporting obligations and cooperation with investigations
● Cheap grace vs. genuine repentance

650 See II Corinthians 5:17.
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● Misuse of spiritual authority
● Public support of offenders by the church

As the following analysis is considered by UBMC leaders, it is important to keep in
mind that a thorough understanding of past wrongs, while painful and sorrow-laden, is
necessary to achieve accountability, true repentance, and an informed path forward. By
examining these issues and by working to rectify past harms and prevent future harm,
UBMC may enable themselves to promote the healing of those affected and to create a
safe, nurturing, and trusted environment.

B. SAMHSA’s Six Principles of Trauma
Informed Practice

Analysis of what UBMC leaders knew and how they responded will be conducted
and viewed through the lens of the Six Principles of a trauma informed approach, as
developed by the National Center for Trauma-Informed Care. The Six Principles include 1)
Safety, 2) Trustworthiness and Transparency, 3) Peer Support, 4) Collaboration and
Mutuality, 5) Empowerment, Voice, and Choice, and 6 ) Cultural, Historical, and Gender
Issues.

For an organization to be one of Safety, staff members and congregants alike,
whether children or adults, feel physically, psychologically secure; the physical setting is
safe and interpersonal interactions promote a sense of safety. Understanding safety as
defined by those served is a high priority.651

An organization that is Trustworthy and Transparent is one where organizational
operations and decisions are conducted with the goal of building and maintaining trust
with congregants, among staff, and with others involved in the organization through
honesty and following through on commitments.652

Peer support and mutual self-help are key vehicles for establishing safety and
hope, building trust, enhancing collaboration, and utilizing individual stories and lived
experience to promote recovery and healing. The term ‘peers' refers to individuals with
lived experiences of trauma, or in the case of children, this may be family members of
children who have experienced traumatic events and are key caregivers in their recovery.
Peers have also been referred to as ‘trauma survivors.’653

Collaboration and mutuality within a congregation are evident by a leveling of
power differences between staff and the congregation and among organizational staff at
any level of authority, demonstrating that healing happens in relationships and in the

653 Id.

652 Id.

651 See SAMHSA’s Concept of Trauma and Guidance for a Trauma-Informed Approach (July 2014).
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meaningful sharing of power and decision-making.654

Empowerment, Voice, and choice are reflected in churches that understand the
importance of power differentials and ways in which members, historically, have been
diminished in voice and choice and were often recipients of coercive treatment. Staff and
leadership are facilitators of recovery rather than controllers of recovery. Staff and leaders
are empowered to do their work as well as possible by adequate organizational support,
recognizing a paradoxical Biblical truth that individuals make up one body that possesses
individual and communal capacities for resilience and healing.655

Cultural, historical, and gender considerations are characterized by the church
actively moving past cultural stereotypes and offering equitable access to responsive
services and incorporating policies, protocols, and processes that are responsive to the
needs of individuals served and recognizes and addresses historical trauma.656

C. UBMC’s Policies and Protocols

1. Church Policies According to Witnesses
Prior to UBMC’s adoption of the United Bethel Mennonite Church Sexual Misconduct

Policy and the Code of Conduct for Church Workers in December 2022, with an effective
date of March 1, 2023, there were no formal policies related to sexual abuse, reporting
allegations, and/or background checks.

No witnesses described informal policies, practices, or understandings among the
leadership or church membership regarding these matters. However, one member of
UBMC’s leadership team stated that at the church membership meeting regarding the
allegations against David George, held on February 16, 2022:

We made it very clear at that meeting and at multiple ones after that, even
before the policies in place, that, "Hey, if anybody has any sort of concerns
about anything, please let us know, even if the concerns are from the past."
So we did plenty of that messaging after that, but not... That was before the
policy was in place, but it was after this whole thing came away. Not like we
don't have a longstanding policy established on it.657

In practice, there appeared to be some confusion about how to address
accountability for patterns of sexual sin depending on one’s status as a member of the
church, a regular attender, etc. For example, multiple witnesses described that after
learning of RV1’s allegations, UBMC leadership felt an initial deference to Local Church as

657 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 44.

656 Id.

655 Id.

654 Id.

85



the primary entity to take responsibility for David George and his accountability, apparently
because his membership remained at Local Church (although he had been attending UBMC
regularly for several years). The fact that the allegations originally came to Local Church
leadership may also have been a factor.

Contrast that with the fact that Paul Edwin George remained a member of UBMC
when RV1’s allegations surfaced, but was not regularly attending and in fact had moved out
of state several years prior. There was a distinct difference in UBMC’s response to the
allegations against David versus Paul Edwin, which could be assumed to be attributable to
David’s regular attendance at UBMC were it not for their initial deference to Local Church,
as well as another situation involving sexual misconduct of a regular attender who was not
a member.

According to one witness, a UBMC leader, when asked to address a longstanding
pattern of sexual sin by a regular attender who was not a member, stated: “[I]t’s hard to
know what to do with [redacted] since he’s not a member.”658 The witness allegedly
responded:

I simply pointed out that Scripture seems to have more to say about how to handle
sexual sin than it does with membership. I asked if a man-made ‘tradition’ is keeping
us from upholding Scripture, should we consider throwing it out? I said I’m not
advocating for that entirely. But I do struggle to hear my pastor act like their hands
are tied in dealing with [redacted]. He’s been a regular attender for [decades]. If he’s
not accountable here, where else? Where is he more accountable than here?”659

2. Church Written Policies
UBMC has taken steps to develop safeguarding training and policies, including

current requirements that all who work with children undergo a background check, watch a
training video, and answer questions through Protect My Ministry.660

All of the current UBMC pastors have attended a symposium on sexual abuse.661

Two UBMC leaders’ wives have taken the Restore Training.662 Additionally, in December
2022, effective March 1, 2023, UBMC adopted a Sexual Misconduct Policy and the Code of
Conduct for Church Workers. GRACE offers the following observations and
recommendations related to UBMC’s safeguarding policies to assist UBMC in future efforts

662 UBMC-L1 Tr. at 19. See Restore Training, https://www.restore.training/ (“Restore Training is an online,
self-paced training program for Anabaptist women interested in engaging in anti-trafficking and restoration
efforts.”)

661 UBMC-L3 Tr. at 21.

660 W23 Tr. at 23-24. According to their website, https://www.protectmyministry.com/ the Protect My Ministry
Child Safety Training Course covers the following topics: Defining Child Sexual Abuse, Victim Behavioral
Characteristics, Characteristics of Child Molesters, Making a Difference, Responsibility & Reporting.

659 Id.

658 W16 Tr. at 5.
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to protect the vulnerable.

a) Develop the Written Biblical and Theological Foundation

Scriptures are filled with evidence of God’s heart for the vulnerable. Integration of
this perspective into policy can further God’s call to leaders to protect the vulnerable and
hold those who abuse power accountable.

While UBMC has included scripture following the “Non-Binding Sexual Misconduct
Response Procedures” clause of the Sexual Misconduct Policy, the scriptures included do
not reference protection of the vulnerable, Jesus’ direct statements about abuse, or a
leader’s use of power to protect others from harm and/or dangerous persons. Specific
connections between policy expectations and guiding biblical principles can enhance
understanding that the policy is more than words on a page, but a core way to live out faith
as a Christian community.

b) Expand Definitions of Abuse

The policy currently focuses on forms of sexual abuse. Too often, churches narrowly
focus on sexual exploitation as it is perceived as the greatest liability. While it is important
to clearly define and address sexual abuse, polyvictimization research highlights the need
to address other forms of abuse, as it is common for survivors to experience multiple
forms of abuse.

UBMC should consider expanding policy definitions to include other forms of abuse,
such as emotional abuse, physical abuse, spiritual abuse, and abuse of power. Further,
forms of abuse already named within the policy (sexual abuse, rape, sexual battery,
molestation, and sexual harrassment) should be clearly defined to set forth response
expectations and deter bad actors.

At its core, abuse involves someone using power and trust to violate or exploit
someone more vulnerable. Abuse is a deep betrayal of Scripture’s directive to use power in
the way of Jesus.663 UBMC should develop the policy to articulate the power dynamics at
play in abuse, such as within the current policy provision “If a credentialed pastor allegedly
crosses sexual boundaries with a congregational participant or a member, it becomes an
immediate Church Leadership Team agenda item.”664

c) Develop Screening Practices

GRACE recommends that UBMC develop screening practices for any employee or
volunteer that serves the vulnerable within UBMC. Screening practices should include not
only background checks, in-person interviews, reference checks, and internet/social media

664 UBMC’s Sexual Misconduct Policy, Effective March 1, 2023.

663 Mark 10:42-43.
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checks.

Unfortunately, most bad actors can easily navigate a screening process because
they can pass a background check and they are skilled at hiding concerning behaviors from
others. Therefore, it is important to use the onboarding process to screen for individuals
that are in denial about abuse, by asking each applicant whether they have abused or have
been accused of abusing another person. Any offenses against the vulnerable should
disqualify an applicant from serving vulnerable individuals.

d) Specify Boundaries for the Whole Community

UBMC currently sets out expectations within its Code of Conduct. GRACE
recommends that the code of conduct be expanded to include expectations surrounding
sexualized conversations, physical touch, isolation, and use of technology/virtual
messaging. For example, according to best practice standards, any structured or
unstructured activity should be supervised by two screened adults. The current provision,
“An adult should endeavor to never be alone with a child of the opposite sex,” should be
expanded to require two adults even with children of the same sex.

Further, GRACE recommends the addition of language clarifying that safe and
respectful physical touch must be welcomed by the child, visible, and accountable to
others. Within these policies, it is important to specify that certain types of touch to more
intimate areas of the body are completely inappropriate.

Many bad actors test physical boundaries to look for opportunities and
vulnerabilities so that they can take physical contact past what is appropriate. Stating this
clear boundary that healthy touch is welcome and accountable, and then stating what
touch is acceptable vs. unacceptable gives a bad actor much less room to test boundaries
without being noticed.

The code of conduct should set forth boundaries that apply in both structured and
unstructured ministry settings. Boundary violations are more likely to occur in unstructured
settings, such as in the hallways, in the restrooms, or in homes. Healthy boundaries should
be applied at all times in interactions between both adults and minors.

e) Develop a Proactive Team Approach and Mechanism for
Responding to Policy Violations

GRACE recommends establishing a Safeguarding team within the church that is
responsible for abuse related issues, concerning behaviors, and promoting positive
engagement with safeguarding policies. Certain administrative or leadership duties should
be clearly assigned to a team that ideally includes men, women, and at least one survivor of
sexual abuse. This team should be visible to the whole community so that if there are any
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questions, concerns about safety, or a need to respond, the adults in the community know
who to talk to and will be heard and helped.

Possible duties of a Safeguarding Team are to:

● Implement and oversee compliance with safeguarding policies and codes of conduct
● Maintain rigorous familiarity with safeguarding policies and codes of conduct
● Brief all staff, volunteers, and members on the application of the policy on a regular

basis
● Receive, Document, and Respond to any policy violations or concerning behavior

and to keep this information secure with access limited to a core group
● Lead in responding to any allegations of abuse
● Conduct or coordinate screening of pastors, officers, staff, and volunteers.
● Complete continuing education from a qualified organization on an annual basis

and help leaders with a training plan for the church
● Work towards implementing training for all within the congregation, not just staff

and volunteers.

Clarification of a clear mechanism for anyone to raise a safety concern or boundary
violation can empower others to speak up. Additionally, leaders should foster a culture that
permits this type of information to be shared. Each person should be empowered to speak
up about issues of safety as a matter of responsibility to care for others, especially the
vulnerable. A safety team can document any safety concerns and policy violations in a
secure manner. Passing down this institutional knowledge is critical in recognizing and
responding to patterns of concerning behavior and boundary violations. Those who groom
and manipulate others often reveal a pattern of concerning behavior over time, and yet, if
this is never seen or documented so as to see a pattern, a church is not in a strong position
to reinforce or implement further boundaries that are often necessary to prevent abuse.

f) Develop Reporting Protocol

GRACE recommends that UBMC’s policies clearly state that all adults should report
potential abuse against children and vulnerable adults to legal authorities, regardless of
any legal requirement or lack thereof. All Christians have an ethical obligation to speak up
for the vulnerable who cannot speak for themselves (e.g. Proverbs 31:8-9; Psalm 82:1-4;
Isaiah 1:16-17).

Disclosed or suspected abuse should be reported immediately and first to CPS and
law enforcement, though it is acceptable to seek out assistance in making a report, prior to
notifying internal leadership. Therefore, GRACE recommends that UBMC revise the current
protocol to organize a response team “within three days of receiving a report of sexual
misconduct for the purpose of coordinating an objective response to such report, reporting
to governmental authorities when required” to prioritize immediate external reporting.
Social services and law enforcement have a broad purpose to assess whether a child or
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vulnerable adult is in a safe environment, and to enforce the law and hold bad actors
accountable. Proactive and immediate reporting can serve to enhance the safety of
vulnerable persons, and should be prioritized.

Currently, the policy includes some guidance on identifying signs of abuse. GRACE
recommends that the signs listed be expanded to include additional signs of abuse (see
Appendix C for common examples of these signs). One sign of abuse listed by the policy is
“seductive behavior.” This phrasing may imply that a child will endeavor to initiate sexual
acts like an adult, which contradicts the child’s inability to consent to sexual activity. As one
reference to “acting out” sexual behavior is included, establishing problematic child sexual
behaviors as a sign of abuse, GRACE recommends removal of the reference to “seductive
behavior” within the policy.

It should also be noted that behavioral signs can be difficult to assess without
thorough training, as some behavioral signs can be caused by circumstances other than
abuse (e.g. anxiety or depression related to loss of a loved one, moving and losing contact
with friends, etc.). It is also true that significant challenges in attempts to be objective are
posed by an internal response to abuse. Grooming is very often directed at church leaders
and all those in the community on some level, not just targeted victims and their
caregivers. Objectivity is critical for those who occupy the role of investigator and judge, but
not for those who are seeking to provide care. The policy helpfully states that the role of
the response team is not to take on the roles of legal, medical, or psychological counsel.
The response team should also not take on the role of investigation. GRACE highly
recommends incorporating options to utilize independent consultation or investigation in
certain cases, particularly where law enforcement has been contacted but has elected not
to pursue an investigation, or when there remains a lack of factual clarity about what took
place or whether there are additional victims.

Further, the policy currently provides “The alleged offender shall be informed about
the accusation by a person selected by the Response Team and will be given opportunity to
respond in writing. The Response Team shall then investigate the allegations if there is
significant discrepancy between the written statements. The Response Team will conclude
the investigation as soon as possible, no longer than 30 days.” As previously stated,
investigation of abuse should be referred to law enforcement first, and then to a third party
investigator if there remains a need for factual clarity. Churches are not qualified to
investigate disclosures or evidence of abuse, which is particularly true regarding
interviewing suspects. A skilled investigator is trained to ask questions geared towards
obtaining the truth and assessing the credibility of the alleged offender’s statements.
Informing an alleged offender of allegations before involving a skilled investigator can invite
negative actions such as retaliation, development of a plan to obscure the truth, destroying
evidence, or otherwise hindering or obstructing an investigation.

UBMC’s policy also includes a requirement to contact the church’s insurance
attorney after receiving allegations of abuse. GRACE is not opposed to seeing legal counsel
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or having insurance. However, it is important that the church’s response is not driven by a
narrow insurance/legal perspective that prioritizes limiting liability and protecting the
institution. The church must prioritize a godly response that seeks the best for survivors
and other vulnerable persons first as well as accountability for any who have abused
power. When the church does seek legal counsel, it is recommended to make it clear to
legal counsel that serving the best interest of the church includes doing what is right,
prioritizing the safety of the vulnerable, and holding bad actors accountable.

GRACE also recommends the creation of a process for what will occur after a report
of abuse is received. For example, a detailed protocol for interacting with victims post
reporting may include providing pastoral support, community support, and possibly
therapeutic support, or it may involve the creation of a care team that offers support and
care among other things.

3. Offender Support and Participation in
Church Activities

In response to several allegations of sexual misconduct within this Report, UBMC
continued to support the participation of credibly accused or confessed sexual offenders in
church fellowship and/or activities. Most notably, UBMC sought to support David George by
attempting to identify appropriate treatment options and by implementing a participation
agreement for David George to continue participation in church and youth activities despite
their knowledge of serious, credible allegations of long-term sexual abuse against him.

In identifying potential treatment options for David George, and ultimately in
deciding that a UBMC pastor engage with David in nouthetic/Biblical counseling, UBMC
conflated sexual abuse with other forms of sexual sin. The programs identified by UBMC
through UBMC Leader 3 focused on sexual purity or abstinence, sexual addiction or other
forms of addiction, adultery, or other sinful patterns, which are fundamentally different
than long-standing patterns of criminal sexual abuse of a child. Sex offender rehabilitation
is a distinct therapeutic and criminal court intervention,665 and while recognizing that God
can heal a variety of sinful patterns, the same treatment or consequences is not necessarily
appropriate for different patterns or types of sin. Accountability for behavior, a call to
repentance, and protection of the vulnerable call for distinct, wise, and discerning
responses to different types of offenses and sin.

Specifically with respect to David George’s participation agreement, UBMC Leader 4
described leadership’s rationale that although they knew that sexual offenders had “a very

665 See, e.g., Sex Offender Treatment at U.S. Probation and Pretrial Services, E.D. Tenn.,
https://www.tnep.uscourts.gov/content/sex-offender-treatment; Tyler N, Gannon TA, Olver ME. Does
Treatment for Sexual Offending Work? Curr. Psychiatry Rep. 2021 Jul 1;23(8):51. doi:
10.1007/s11920-021-01259-3. PMID: 34196839; PMCID: PMC8249288,
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8249288/.
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high repeat rate of offending,” that they believed they’d reviewed “credible studies”
suggesting that “if a person is involved in a community, an accountable community, as
opposed to being isolated and shoved off on their own, that the recidivism rate would drop
dramatically.”666

Various resources on recidivism, sexual offenders, and spiritual care are reviewed in
Section IV.D.5 (Reporting and Cooperation with Investigations) and Section V
(Recommendations) of this Report. While GRACE was not provided with the studies UBMC
reviewed, resources do exist that stress the importance of community integration on
recidivism rates. For example, one mainline Mennonite ministry praised a particular
volunteer-based model of reintegration for sexual offenders (“Circles of Support and
Accountability”, or CoSA) that aim to reduce risks that might be exacerbated by
anti-sociability on the part of the offender or social exclusion, citing that this service was
tied with a 73% reduction in sexual or any kind of violent reoffending and a 71% “overall
reduction in all types of reoffending in comparison to matched groups” who did not
participate in a circle of support.667 It is also important to note that this program does not
seem to be tied to a particular model for integration into a religious community or other
type of community beyond the circle of volunteers.668

UBMC clearly delineated boundaries in the Participation Agreement, only for them
to be actively violated by David George, necessitating the assertion of further parameters
and the naming of specific supervisors. These violations created an atmosphere in which
evading accountability appeared permissible. David George took advantage of this leniency.
UBMC’s overall minimization of the allegations against David, in the adoption and
implementation of the Participation Agreement, confused others, leading them to believe
that what David must have done couldn't have been that bad, suggesting explicitly and
implicitly that David was a safe and trusted person. It is important for current leadership to
understand that the actions of the past cannot be changed, but that God promises to meet
His people, as in Romans 6 where the people of God are commanded to put right what has
been done wrongly, in restoration of all things to God’s order.

668

667 Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA) - Alberta,
https://mcc.org/opportunity/circles-support-and-accountability-cosa-alberta (“[T]eams of two or three
community volunteers meet with individuals with histories of sexual offending to hold them accountable for
their actions and support them as they reintegrate into community after release from prison. Circle volunteers
are committed to enhancing public safety by supporting community re-entry with a focus on support and
accountability. Circles include a holistic approach to support individual community reintegration needs,
strengths and goals.”) It is relevant that one review of studies on the effectiveness of CoSA showed that this
sort of representation of CoSA’s effectiveness is not as meaningful as presented. See Clarke M, Brown S, Völlm
B., Circles of Support and Accountability for Sex Offenders: A Systematic Review of Outcomes, Sex Abuse. 2017 Aug;
29 (5):446-478, https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26369806/. They write, “If the effectiveness of Circles is
measured solely by a reduction in sexual recidivism for CMs, again one would have to conclude that data are
not yet available to support their effectiveness. This does not mean that Circles are not effective— rather, we
need studies with a sufficiently long follow-up” (p 469).

666 UBMC-L4 Tr. at 9.

92

https://mcc.org/opportunity/circles-support-and-accountability-cosa-alberta
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26369806/


It is important to acknowledge that a church can provide meaningful community for
an offender outside of a church service where children are present, and ensure constant
vigilance regarding sexual re-offense.669 Cory Jewell Jensen (a sex offender treatment
provider and a trainer and consultant on Child Abuse Prevention, and Sex Offender
Behavior and Risk Management) has written:

For religious organizations, the best stance is to assume that all sex
offenders present a moderate or higher risk of re-offending because
believing someone poses a “low risk” may inadvertently predispose the
organization to gradually allow the person to engage in risky behavior, which,
in turn, increases the possibility an offender will harm another child. [...] No
one knows what the re-offense rates for sexual offenders truly are. The only
thing we know is the percentage of offenders who get caught a second time.
A landmark study from the ’80s indicated that only 3 percent of what the sex
offenders in the sample had done was ever detected and there is little
reason to believe things are much better in today’s world. Therefore,
although the recidivism (re-arrest/reconviction) rates are moderately low (5
to 24 percent), these numbers only reflect the people who were caught a
second time.670

GRACE recommends that UBMC develop a policy that provides a clear process for
evaluating whether a known or alleged offender would be a candidate to participate in the
life of the church. The best way to care for an abuser is through accountability. A clear sign
of a lack of accountability is continued use of cognitive distortions (common examples
include denying, minimizing, excusing, blaming others, and using language of the faith,
such as “grace” and “forgiveness” to try to deflect consequences and accountability). If a
known or alleged offender is allowed a level of participation, it is important to establish
expectations that apply in both structured and unstructured settings. In a church
community where an offender is a visible part of the community, it is important to carefully
consider communications surrounding the offender’s involvement. In most cases, safety is
increased by transparent communication with the community, and particularly safety
personnel, about the nature of the abuse or abuse allegations, the expectations
established for the offender’s participation, and a plan for accountability. Weighty
consideration should also be given to the negative impact that a known or alleged
offender’s presence has on the psychological safety of survivors of abuse, either
perpetrated by the offender or otherwise. A repentant abuser will understand and respect

670 Jensen, Cory Jewell, “Understanding and Working with Adult Sex Offenders in the Church,” Currents in
Theology and Mission 45:3 (July, 2018), p. 39-40,
https://currentsjournal.org/index.php/currents/article/view/133/152. Jensen has commented elsewhere,
“Treatment requires lifetime intervention and safety/behavioral rules.”
https://www.akronchildrens.org/inside/2018/11/14/protecting-children-from-sexual-offenders-series-part2/

669 Langberg, Diane, How Should the Church Respond to Abusers (Jan. 6, 2020)
https://www.dianelangberg.com/2020/01/how-should-the-church-respond-to-abusers/.
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that their absence from the congregation is a way they can show care and promote the
healing of those they victimized and the church community.

D. Analysis of Investigative Findings Regarding
UBMC’s Knowledge and Response to
Allegations

As Section II “Scope and Methodology” and GRACE’s Engagement Agreement with
UBMC proscribe, GRACE was contracted to investigate whether and when UBMC had any
knowledge of the allegations of sexual misconduct described above, and if so, how the
administrative environment and community culture of UBMC may impact the way UBMC
responded to the allegation and other matters related to sexual misconduct within UBMC.
This includes assessing: (a) what information UBMC received; and (b) when UBMC received
such information; (c) what UBMC did and should have done with said information, including
its response to the allegation; and (d) how UBMC’s response compares to best practices,
Scriptural values, and SAMHSA’s Six Principles of Trauma-Informed Practice.

This analysis highlights specific themes that emerged over the course of the
investigation and describes how those themes played out within individual instances of
alleged sexual misconduct and within UBMC’s response to them. These themes include: 1)
power differentials, 2) vulnerable parties, 3) grooming and pushing boundaries, 4) failure to
recognize and name abuse, 5) reporting obligations and cooperation with investigations, 6)
cheap grace vs. genuine repentance, 6) misuse of spiritual authority, and 7) public support
of offenders by the church.

1. Power Differentials
Understanding the nature and function of power is important to responding well to

abuse disclosures. Power is the potential to influence others.671 There are many bases or
sources of power and/or authority in relationships, and these are often multi-layered. For
example, each of the following can confer a type of power on someone who holds it: a role
or job title within a hierarchy, specific expertise, respect or trust within a community, the
ability to control resources or rewards, the use of fear/force/punishment, charisma, control
of information, relationships or connections, age and level of maturity, and/or spiritual
position and authority.

Dr. Langberg states that there are several types of power a person can use either to

671 Power is defined as “having the capacity to do something, to act or produce an effect, to influence people or
events or to have authority.” Langberg, Diane. Redeeming Power: Understanding Abuse and Power in the
Church 4 (2020). Langberg further states, “It can also have harsher meanings: to master, dominate, coerce, or
force.” Id.
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build and cultivate or to do harm: physical,672 verbal,673 emotional,674 educational,675 and
economic power.676 Dr. Langberg describes how many types of power that can intersect in
complex ways when it is abused in the context of the church. Power can find its source in
words, emotions, physical size and strength, personality, positions of authority, spirituality,
and culture. How one uses their power impacts others and tells us something about the
person in power.677

Abuse often occurs in the context of a power differential in which someone with
greater power misuses that power to control or manipulate someone with less power. In
the case of sexual misconduct, that power is misused to engage in some form of sexual
activity or gratification. Several instances of sexual misconduct described in this Report
involve one or more layers of differences in power that contributed to the ability of the
offender to perpetrate his misconduct.

For example, Miller was in multiple layered positions of power relative to RV2: he
was her employer; he was approximately twenty years older than her as a 16-year-old; he
was a physically imposing man with an accessible cache of weapons; he was a friend of her
parents; and he was a respected adult male member of her church, where men have
greater power serving as the pastors and elders, and access to power, given the occurrence
of male only meetings where women had to hear information from their fathers and/or
husbands. In contrast, as discussed further in subsection 2 below, RV2 was a 16-year-old
girl who did not understand appropriate physical boundaries, sex, sexual abuse, consent,
and the appropriate right to disobey an adult and/or employer.

At least one witness reported Miller’s wife describing the allegations as an “affair,”
suggesting equal perceived responsibility of RV2. This terminology has historically been
prevalent in Christian environments, often influenced by the perspectives of the church,

677 Langberg at 11. Langberg states, “Our responses to the vulnerable expose who we are. This is an important
principle to keep in mind as we consider the use--and misuse--of power.” Id. at 4.

676 Economic power “promises and often delivers a certain measure of security.” Langberg at 67-68. Abuse
occurs when “the one in control can use their economic power to enforce conformity to demands, no matter
how extreme.” Id. at 68.

675 Educational power can be used through the combination of knowledge, intellect, and skill. Langberg at 66.
Dr. Langberg uses the example of taking her car to the mechanic: “[M]y lack of knowledge, intellect, and skill in
this area puts me at his mercy.” Id. Dr. Langberg asserts that we assume that those in positions of leadership
who have his combination of knowledge, intellect, and skill are trustworthy. Id. at 67. Unfortunately, this
combination “increases the likelihood that a leader will be granted unfiltered, sometimes automatic authority
by the people they lead.” Id. at 66.

674 Similar to verbal power is emotional power. Having to “walk on eggshells” in fear of an outburst causing the
“governing force” of the space to be the “emotional state of a single person.” Langberg. at 64. Another example
would be “damaging and crushing responses to another’s feelings.” Id.

673 Dr. Langberg describes verbal power in the following way, “Words have the power to build up or tear down a
person’s sense of self.” Langberg at 64. Words easily become verbal abuse when “using words, our God-given
verbal power to control, manipulate, demean, or intimidate.” Id. at 64-5.

672 Physical power is “embodied power” and can be seen in someone’s physical size (how they fill a room) or by
their physical presence (charisma). Langberg at 62.
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surrounding cultures, and traditions. In some situations, use of this terminology may stem
from the inclination to frame abusive actions as mere moral failings necessitating swift
forgiveness and restitution. The use of this terminology raises concerns about a potential
lack of awareness regarding various power dynamics within relationships, especially those
between an adult and a child, despite being at or barely above the legal age of consent in
Ohio.

Because Miller was someone in a position of authority over RV2 as her employer, as
well as holding other layers of heightened power, it is important to understand that
positions of power and authority like what Miller held over RV2 make meaningful consent
impossible. In the context of clergy sexual abuse, even where one party is a legal adult,
Patricia L. Liberty writes, “It is assumed that because two people are adults that there is
consent. In reality, consent is far more complex. In order for two people to give authentic
consent to sexual activity there must be equal power.”678 It is also important to note that
just because an offender influences a victim to believe they are an equal partner, that does
not make it so. The actual characterization by an offender to someone with substantially
less power than them (such as teenage babysitter, child of family friends, female teen
within their male-led church body) that they are equals is often part of the grooming
process itself, to convince the victim they share equal responsibility for the abuse and thus
shaming them into silence.

In several of the other cases, the power differential stemmed from the offender
being an older, stronger, more mature male, in a culture where males had greater privilege
and authority. In addition, many of the victims were vulnerable for a variety of reasons, as
more fully discussed in subsection 2 below. For example, David George held the ability to
influence RV1 to both submit to his sexual abuse and to not reveal it until she had grown to
an older age and level of maturity and was outside his sphere of influence socially and
spiritually. Similarly, Richard Gingerich was a much older and more mature male, with
connections to church leadership, versus RV13. Jerod Corbin was also an adult male versus
the children he sexually abused.

Power held within UBMC leadership, unless collaboration and mutuality are
promoted in other ways to empower non-leaders and to encourage the leveling of power
differences, also potentially affects the willingness of victims to come forward or
congregants to express disagreement with leadership. For example, one witness aptly
described the difficulty for young females in the youth group to come speak to a pastor
about their discomfort with David George being in the youth group, which would have been
expressing disagreement with the leader’s already expressed approval of David being
there:

[When one pastor said], "I have an open door you can come to me," is that
puts the burden of proof on the youth group. And so then you can turn

678 https://www.advocateweb.org/publications/articles-2/clergy/affair/.
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around and say, "Well, no one approached me. No one said that they had
anything wrong. I said that I have an open door." I feel like maybe one
negative thing was not understanding any kind of power differential. I mean,
in any group of adults in the church, the young women in the youth group
are at the bottom of the totem pole, that's just how it is. And so to expect
that a young adult woman in the youth group can have an equal
conversation with a male pastor of the church, ignores the status difference
between those people and how much courage it takes to approach that type
of authority.679

2. Vulnerable Parties
Just as it is important to understand the nature of power when responding to abuse

disclosures, it is also important to understand the nature of vulnerability. Many of the
reported victims were especially vulnerable to sexual abuse for a variety of reasons,
including: a) a lack of education or understanding about their bodies, boundaries, sex,
sexual abuse, and/or consent, b) a broad mixing of age/maturity levels within the youth
group, and c) a possible unmet need for adult attention.

a) Lack of Understanding About Key Concepts

Victims, witnesses, and one reported offender described a lack of education about
sex and appropriate physical boundaries and touch. According to one victim:

I had no sex education. I literally didn't know anything more than the
definitions of words I had found in the dictionary when I was trying to figure
stuff out…. [Also,] I was labeled as a problem child or troubled child by my
parents, because in trying to figure this out, I tried to look up porn on their
computer, and they got an email….I was trying to figure out what it was."680

Another victim said she was 19 years old before she understood sex and had just a lack of
sex education.”681

One victim also described how she did not understand that certain physical touch
from an adult man was inappropriate and when combined with being raised to respect
authority, led to her pushing down feelings of discomfort:

I thought me being uncomfortable with the shoulder rubs and the foot rubs
was just me coming from a family that wasn't really overly affectionate, and
my shoulders did hurt. So I was trying to shove down the uncomfortable

681 RV10 Tr. at 6.

680 RV2 Tr. at 4-5; see also RV3 Tr. at 17, describing that victim’s vulnerability: “She didn't know anything about
sex or anything. She didn't know anything about her own body.”

679 W2 Tr. at 10.
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feeling because I thought this was something that was normal, that I just
wasn't used to, or didn't know about. I know one time he said, ‘Well, it's like
I'm the big brother you never had,’ or something like that. I was like, that's
weird because I wouldn't ask my brothers to rub my... That's weird. But
you're raised to respect authority, whatever that may look like. If you're
trying to decide, it can be as simple as you're trying to decide where to go to
eat. Well, they're two years older than you, so go wherever they want to go.
That's your elder. Two, if somebody does something that you don't agree
with, well they must know better.”682

One male offender stated that, “there was no sex ed whatsoever. My sex talk was,
‘Girls will try to do stuff, don't do it.’ That's it.”683

Several victims described hearing or reading the term “sexual abuse” as older
teenagers and questioning whether that might be what happened to them. One victim first
heard the term in a group setting:

[S]omebody asked a question, “What do you do if you've been sexually
abused?" And I was like, what's that? I know abuse is people hurting you, or
being incredibly mean to you, or beating you up or whatever. And I have kind
of, sort of figured out what sex is, but is that what was happening to me?”684

One victim described how the use of the term “sexual abuse” on a form triggered
her body’s response, altough her brain didn’t understand what it was: “[O]ne of the
questions on [the application] was, have you ever been sexually abused? And I read that
question and in my brain, I had absolutely no clue what that meant, but I burst into tears. I
was bawling.”685 Similarly, another victim described that in leaving an Amish community,
without knowledge about so many areas of life, including sex and sexual abuse, even as an
older teen, she “was as vulnerable as a child basically at that point.”686

Multiple witnesses reported that they did not understand the issue of consent - not
only their right to autonomy over their own bodies, but also their right to stand up for
themselves in general. This was part of them not recognizing that certain physical contact
was inappropriate, or even if they did recognize it, to feel unable to object and/or unable
to report the misconduct. Specifically, one reporting victim described that she learned not
to stand up for herself by watching her parents’ relationship:

“It severely bothered me how controlling that I saw [my father] was, and
Mom just didn't know how to stand up for herself, and she hated conflict. So,

686 RV4 Tr. at 29.

685 RV1 Tr. at 2.

684 RV2 Tr. at 7.

683 Paul Edwin George Tr. at 11.

682 RV2 Tr. at 33.
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even if we tried to stand up for each other or her, it was shot down real
quick, because she's like, ‘No, we can't… We just have to listen to Dad.’ … And
so I was really … scared to stand up for myself.”687

b) Broad Mixing of Age and Maturity Levels

The structure of the youth group at UBMC, which mixed the age and maturity of
sixteen-year-olds with some members up to thirty years old,688 placed the younger
members at risk of emotional and sexual exploitation and manipulation.

Sixteen-year-olds, in most cases, are still going through puberty, experiencing
changes in their bodies, and are not developmentally mature, either cognitively or
psychosocially. One recent scientific study, consistent with prior studies, found that in a
U.S. sample, cognitive ability, which undergirds logical thinking in the absence of emotional,
exciting, or risky stimuli, and includes abilities like working memory and verbal fluency,
increases to reach its peak around age 18.689 Psychosocial maturity, which comprises
individuals’ ability to restrain themselves in the face of emotional, exciting, or risky stimuli,
however, on average continues growth until at least age 22 in the U.S., or until age 30
across the nine countries studied (which later age may be more similar to the Mennonite
community given the other factors discussed herein).690

The psychosocial maturity measured in the study has particular relevance to sexual
development, dating, and the potential for sexual exploitation within the age population of
the UBMC youth group. The measures of psychosocial maturity in the referenced study
looked at sensation seeking (which reduces as one matures), future orientation (willingness
to forgo an immediate smaller reward for a more valuable future reward), cost sensitivity
(ability to resist potential rewards that also carry high costs), and resistance to peer
influence.691

All of these factors of psychosocial maturity come into play when creating an
environment that essentially levels the social interaction of, and potential dating
opportunities between, sixteen-year-olds and twenty-five to thirty year olds. Applying the

691 Id. at 11-14.

690 Id. at 16, 28. Given the unique environment of the Mennonite community, the other vulnerabilities explored
even just in this section of the report including anecdotal reports herein, GRACE hypothesizes that the
psychosocial maturity in this community grows at a slower rate than the U.S. data and thus, more similar to
ex-U.S. data, making it closer to peaking toward age 30.

689 Icenogle, G. et al., Adolescents' cognitive capacity reaches adult levels prior to their psychosocial maturity:
Evidence for a "maturity gap" in a multinational, cross-sectional sample. Law Hum Behav. 2019 Feb;43(1):69-85.
doi: 10.1037/lhb0000315.

688 According to one member of the youth group, but confirmed by a number of other witnesses including
UBMC leadership, you “start coming when you turn 16, and then you pretty much stop attending when you get
married, stop attending the church, or just age out. So I would say practically it's about 16 to 30.” W2 Tr. at 2;
see also RV2 Tr. at 47-48.

687 RV2 Tr. at 3, 5.
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conclusions of the study, a sixteen-year-old on average has a reduced ability to resist
sensation seeking offered by physical touch or intimate or sexual activity, a reduced ability
to choose to delay such activity if placed in a situation where it evolves, a reduced ability to
consider the risks of engaging in such activity, and a reduced ability to resist peer pressure
of an intimate partner. These factors place the younger person at a significant
disadvantage in appreciating their choices versus the older individual, even more so if that
older individual has a tendency toward exploiting those disadvantages.

Because young people often look up to older teens and twenties as models for how
to act, they also become susceptible to peer pressure and manipulation if those older
models are inappropriate. For example, one reporting victim stated, “I just thought it was
cool because I got to hang out with the older people when I was 16 because I was
innocent.”692 Wanting to be “cool” with the older population of the youth group, and having
less self-control and ability to resist peer pressure, places the younger population at a
distinct vulnerability.

In the case of RV13, Richard Gingerich was able to exploit the difference in
psychosocial maturity to continue pushing through RV13’s lack of consent without her
understanding until many years later that violations against her had occurred.

A similar maturity leveling is seen in the case of Jerod Corbin, who was in the UBMC
youth group and spent ten years in prison, and was referred to as “practically 18,” ignoring
the inappropriate nature of a man in his late twenties to thirties being interested and
pursuing a relationship with a 14-year-old girl. That reduced perception of his maturity
possibility contributed to his ability to access small children and not be held accountable
despite accounts of sexual abuse from multiple children.

Placing a known or accused sexual offender in social settings where younger people
are vulnerable and looking up to the offender, who has likely engaged in deceptive and/or
manipulative behavior regarding relationships or sexual activity in the past, risks the well
being of younger participants.

c) Unmet Need for Adult Attention

One victim specifically described how in large families, a common dynamic within
UBMC, receiving specific attention from an adult was special and a privilege.693 Other
victims alluded to this dynamic as well. This factor potentially allows a sexual abuser to
enter a community of large families, befriend them, and pay special attention to one or
more children which both occupies children and might seem like a blessing to the family,
and feels like a privilege to the children.

693 RV8 Tr. at 9.

692 RV2 Tr. at 48.
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This dynamic can be part of the grooming process for both a child and their parents.
For example, Jerod Corbin played games with children of a particular family, gave them
gifts, and offered the young children focused attention, while at the same time abusing
them sexually.694 One victim reported that this resulted in a confusing array of emotions
because the attention was wanted and satisfied an unmet need within a large family.695

d) Impact

These vulnerabilities even further reduced the power of populations, specifically
children and young women, that already hold less power within the formal and informal
structures of society in general and UBMC in particular. As such, expectations by UBMC
that victims would understand behavior to be inappropriate or abusive and come forward
with allegations of inappropriate behavior to anyone, or agree to report or discuss
allegations with UBMC leadership, reflects an underappreciation for the trauma-informed
principle of empowerment and voice.

Specifically, children and young people need to feel empowered with age
appropriate knowledge and the supported ability to decline physical contact that makes
them uncomfortable. When they do speak up about even minor situations that may not
necessarily equate to abuse, that voice should be acknowledged and respected,
appropriate to the situation, and not diminished. To the extent they don’t have that
knowledge, the power differential between them and potential abusers is magnified. They
are also unable to play their age appropriate role in collaborating with the entire
community to recognize and respond to abuse.

The mixing of a wide range of ages and maturity within the youth group hampered
safety and the potential for peer support. Close interpersonal activity and the
normalization of dating or romantic relationships in such a broad age and maturity range
created a risk of emotional and psychological manipulation by older members of the group.

An environment with vulnerabilities such as those described is a prime target for a
sex offender. Especially given several victims’ descriptions of their families as kind and
welcoming of societal outcasts such as those who don’t seem to fit in or who have been
released from prison, it is a challenge to manage both our call as believers to care for those
who might be considered the least of these in society, but also within our families and
churches. As one reporting victim observed:

The Bible says, "Put a millstone around their feet and throw them in the
river." Don't let them go to your church. If you're worried about these men
that are having these inappropriate thoughts and a hard time resisting their
urges, have a few of your elders or a few other men from the, men from the
church, go sit in their home with them and watch the live stream. There's still

695 Id.

694 Id.
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fellowship. They're still being held accountable. They're still able to be
present to worship. We don't want to take the freedom to worship away from
them. They could still have all that, but instead you're choosing to allow them
in the church building where there's umpteen amount of kids that don't
know any better. And who's keeping those kids safe?"696

3. Grooming and Pushing Boundaries
The allegations within this Report contain multiple accounts of grooming behaviors,

including gaining the trust of the victim and those around them, filling a need and isolating
the victim, and desensitizing the victim and maintaining control. Several offenders were
described as just friendly people697 and their accounts of abuse included playing games
with children. However, those accounts also involved close physical contact such as lap
sitting, carrying, and physical games with young children who were not their own. Those
behaviors served as both desensitization to physical contact by the abuser and as a means
to engage in quick, hidden, and/or seemingly accidental sexual touch.

For example, in the case of David George, there were numerous reports of him
having children sitting on his lap or carrying them around, or certain children being his
favorite, identifying them by given nicknames.698 All of these can be a part of targeting
particular victims, gaining their trust, and desensitizing them to physical, non-sexual touch
in anticipation of sexual touch. For someone accused of long-standing sexual abuse of a
young child, these behaviors should be suspected as possible grooming. Indeed they were
suspected by individuals who brought them to the attention of UBMC leaders, who
purported to evaluate allegations of grooming against David George and according to
minutes, according to minutes, appeared to find them to be unfounded. While it is
impossible to know David George’s specific intentions around these interactions, the
consistent interaction and physical touching of one or more female children similar in age
to RV1 at the time of her abuse should not have been dismissed.

In a different way, David’s selection of a particular UBMC pastor for “accountability,”
his seeming transparency about certain sexual struggles including porn (while failing to
disclose other credible allegations of sexual misconduct), his compliance with signing the
Participation Agreement and apparent submission in being held accountable for violations
of that agreement (while still violating it numerous times), appear to be a pattern of
engendering loyalty on the part of someone that held responsibility for reporting his state

698 See, e.g., W11 Tr. at 4; W17 Tr. at 86. See also UBMC-L3 Tr. at 51-52.

697 For example, one UBMC leader described that David George “has always been friendly with just about
everyone, including kids. He's just got a personality that's more that way than a lot of other guys.” UBMC-L3 Tr.
#2 at 48. Not surprisingly, that leader believed David was being truthful and repentant with him and was
skeptical of allegations of grooming about David. Id. In another interview, David was described as “jolly and
good natured.” Richard Gingerich Tr. at 22.

696 RV2 Tr. at 21.
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of repentance within UBMC leadership, and but for criminal proceedings, possibly held the
key to David’s freedom of activity within the church.

RV2 described behaviors by Shawn Miller that are consistent with grooming. He was
significantly older than her and was also her employer, so she was already inclined to
follow his instructions. By initially then continually directing her to come down into the
basement alone for a seemingly legitimate purpose, he isolated her in his home to an area
where he had even greater control, as well as intimidation given that he stored his
significant array of guns and knives in that area as well. Over time, he initiated non-sexual
touch in the form of rubbing shoulders, again offering a seemingly legitimate justification of
her shoulders being sore while doing this work that he personally requested. He slowly
increased the touch to more intimate parts of the body, then to more obvious sexual
touching and attempts to urge her into a bedroom space. Miller also encouraged her to
keep the behavior a secret, and even suggested he was like a brother figure,699 although
she did not have a context to understand that these behaviors were inappropriate.

Certain behaviors by Manny Prado also appear consistent with grooming. Notably,
RV3 labeled one encounter a “weird, tickling incident,” – tickling being a common, seemingly
non-sexual form of touch sexual offenders often use to either desensitize potential victims
or to engage in “accidental” sexual touch. RV7 and RV14 each also describe Prado gaining
the trust of their families such that he was invited into their homes, allowed to hold them
on his lap as small children, and allowed into the bedroom of RV14. Prado was able to gain
access to sexually abuse RV7 and allegedly her baby sister as well, while sitting in a
common area of their home because of that trust. Similarly, RV14 described “creepy stuff”
Prado did, which also included physical contact, apparently in front of others or in common
areas, that creates confusion in a victim as to whether that behavior is permissible even if
they feel uncomfortable. Given Prado’s other behaviors and later conviction for sexual
abuse of a child, RV14’s allegation that Prado mentioned the idea of taking her and her
friends to a concert is consistent with an attempted isolation for an opportunity for sexual
abuse of children once that trust is solidified.

RV4’s descriptions of Kramer’s initial physical contact are consistent with
desensitizing a potential victim to physical touch, including Kramer placing his hands on
hers in front of his wife. As mentioned above, even if the alleged victim feels
uncomfortable, they can be convinced that the behavior is not problematic since it is in
view of others. Kramer’s physical contact increased over time, from a hug squeezing
against her, to approaching her in her bed and leaning over top her while speaking about
her sexual abuse, finally culminating in blatant sexual touching of grabbing her butt and
lifting her in a hug/hold. Kramer was entirely aware of RV4’s background and that similar to
his own Mennonite community, close physical contact between men and women who are
not married or family would be considered inappropriate. His consciousness of guilt was
apparent in his confession to his wife in front of RV4. The later attempts to shift blame to

699 RV2 Tr. at 33.
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RV4 by Kramer suggesting that she had an interest in him, to shame her with suggestions
that she was “slobbering” over him, and to repeatedly attempt to contact her directly or
through her sister suggest efforts to silence her and discredit her account even within her
own mind, which are common tactics of manipulation and grooming.

Similar to Manny Prado, Jared Corbin ingratiated himself to families within UBMC,
with Corbin becoming a common visitor as part of the youth group and someone playing
games with the younger children of the family. This established trust and allowed him to
identify who might be an easier target of sexual abuse. Through those games, Corbin also
could and did also engage in desensitization to physical touch and then seemingly
accidental touch, that was actually sexual, when he would pick up and carry the younger
children. Corbin also was able to portray himself as younger than he was, and thus possibly
gain greater access to children, either through his own suggestion or through the naivete of
the families, with the idea of his maturity being ten years less after him spending ten years
in prison. Instead of his prison time being a caution and call to discernment, it served to
allow him to normalize affection for a fourteen-year-old girl, which further characterized
him as a familial type persona for whom close physical contact with the younger children
was normalized.

Richard Gingerich’s initiation of online communication with a fifteen-year-old, when
he himself was 24 or 25 years old, combined with use of sexually suggestive language,
broke down barriers to eventual initiation of physical, sexual contact after a period of
approximately two years. Capitalizing on the crush of a young girl both cognitively and
psychosocially less mature by almost ten years, Richard was able to implement a pattern
that had occurred with allegedly at least two other young women within the youth group,
and slowly increase the physical contact despite her denial of consent to multiple acts on
multiple occasions. The manipulation of removing his shirt to request a massage then
suggestions for RV13 to do the same is consistent with RV11’s description of him talking her
out of her own shirt. Richard’s admission that he “forgot” that RV13 had previously said “no”
to a certain act reveals that pushing the physical limits of RV13’s consent was more
important than an intention not to violate established boundaries. RV11’s description of
Richard “talking me out of my shirt,” combined with RV12’s characterization of the physical
acts as “pretty consensual,” and repeated, explicit violations of RV13’s consent, suggests an
emotionally and verbally coercive pattern.

4. Failure to Recognize and Name Abuse
One former UBMC leader expressed that early in his career, he had thought sexual

abuse did not happen in their circle, but was more likely in faith traditions that focus more
on outward appearance and less on relationship.700 He stated that because he thought
UBMC “emphasized transparency and honesty and integrity,” he naively thought they

700 KL Tr. at 8.
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wouldn’t have those sorts of struggles.701 There is an unfortunate foundation of pride in
that perspective, one that serves to ignore the sinful nature of humanity and sacrifice the
vulnerable on the altar of that pride.

This report contains numerous accounts where sexual misconduct and abuse was
not recognized as such. It was generally not recognized by the victims, for many of the
reasons discussed above, but foundationally in many cases because the victims were
young children. However, the failure to recognize and name abuse by adults to whom it
was described or reported was often a combination of many failures: to be educated about
abuse, to believe victims, to discern lies and manipulation, to accept the existence of the
sinful nature, to seek the truth, to hold others accountable, to be transparent, and to seek
justice for the oppressed.

Numerous factors contributed to those failures, were addressed by witnesses and
documentation, and are examined in turn. They include a) environment and culture
towards women, b) failure to seek information, c) normalization of abuse, d) minimization
of abuse, e) victim blaming, f) lack of transparency/covering up, and g) marginalization of
victims.

a) Environment and Culture Towards Women

A number of people interviewed by GRACE stated their belief that UBMC dismissed
the perspective of women generally or specifically the concerns of women when they
reported problematic behavior or misconduct.

One female member at UBMC expressed her experience that women “do not have a
voice” at UBMC and that at one point in her life, she felt like she was considered a “bad
Mennonite” because she “would not be quiet like most of the women are supposed to
do.”702 Another witness alleged that the leaders of UBMC did not stand with survivors, but
instead these women were “expendable … sacrificial lambs.”703

Several witnesses described how women may feel that speaking up is pointless
when a man’s countervailing perspective has already been established or is generally what
is believed. Specifically, one witness described why women might not have spoken up
about their discomfort with David George’s participation in the youth group:

The problem is, before they gave them the opportunity to, they spent six,
eight months telling everybody what a good person David is, how he's
changed and all that stuff. So as a human being, you feel like, "I am bad. I
have to be wrong. Everybody says he's good and he's changed. So I must be
weird for feeling like clearly I haven't forgiven him because I still feel like he

703 W11 Tr. at 32.

702 W7 Tr. at 24.

701 Id.
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still creeps me out or I still feel uncomfortable by it, but everybody else is fine
with him."704

Another witness described an accusation that was countered by fairly unbelievable
explanations by a man, but the man’s explanations were believed. Specifically, the witness
related that a UBMC pastor believed a man’s explanation of incriminating emails despite
their consistency with his repeated pattern of infidelity over a decade and leaders allowing
his continued participation in church and communion.705

One witness noted that she did not speak up more about David George remaining in
the youth group because of how she had seen other women treated, especially those who
spoke up about abuse:

I was scared to. I was scared that I would just receive a lot of backlash, and be
that woman who has to loudly express her concern to the pastors, and that it
would just create all this drama. And from hearing how other women who
were speaking up were being treated and not listened to, I didn't have much
hope that it would do much. And I think that that feeling unfortunately was
probably accurate.706

She noted that in addition to fearing the church response were she to be more bold
about David’s participation in the youth group, she believes that if the situation were
reversed gender-wise, the church’s response would have been different:

Let's be honest, if a girl was dressing really immodestly, people would
probably tell her that she's making the guys uncomfortable and should be
wearing other clothes. I mean, I don't want to put words in leaders’ mouths
because I've never seen that specific situation, but I think that if the roles
were reversed and women were making men uncomfortable for sexual
reasons, it would probably be a less lenient response.707

One witness described feeling unable to approach a specific UBMC leader:

No [I do not feel like I could go speak to him]... I've heard accounts of how he
handles conflict with women in the church, and in a conversation, I think that
I might verbally shut down and wouldn't be able to have an equal, good-faith
conversation. I've been warned to be highly cautious in engaging with him in
a confrontational way as a woman.708

708 W2 Tr. at 9.

707 Id. at 8.

706 W2 Tr. at 5.

705 W25 Tr. at 11-12; see also W5 Tr. #2 at 24.

704 W7 Tr. at 25.
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On the other hand, one former leader at UBMC states that he would have talked
with his wife about almost everything he learned in the all male meetings and that he
valued her opinion. He reflected that his wife is “a lot more sensitive” than him and he
“valued her input very much.”709

However, the perspectives above are supported by specific statements and
practices of UBMC. For example, one witness described a comment by a UBMC leader,
discouraging others from telling their wives about the allegations against David George
initially, stating: “women just don’t tend to understand things like that.”710

One male church member commented in an interview with GRACE investigators,
“You mean there's a woman that ran out of questions?”711 Although the comment was
communicated in a joking manner, jokes do convey perspective, are processed by listeners,
and especially when communicated in an environment where women hold less power,
serves to reinforce that place in the hierarchy, instead of elevating them to co-equal heirs
of God’s grace.

Another witness spoke about a pastor suggesting that a wife’s actions might be
contributing to her husband’s serial infidelity and that women talking about problems
within the church like abuse exacerbate or even cause the problems themselves:

[One pastor] would say that it was not uncommon for [church problems] to
be exacerbated by women talking about the problems, or maybe even
caused by women and that kind of thing, like he kind of carried that feel, like
if the women would just be quiet things would go better, just sort of... I
remember in one setting a woman expressed kind of a strong opinion and he
came back at her with some anger….712

In a number of the cases detailed herein, UBMC leaders did not speak to women
directly in order to understand the allegations, but did speak to men involved, specifically
the accused and/or the father of the victims. Sadly, this likely played a role in a minimized
understanding of the serious nature of the allegations and the culpability of the offenders.

For example, leaders of UBMC did not actively attempt to speak to RV1 for many
months after learning of the allegations from leaders of Local Church,713 but did speak to
David George, attempted to speak to Paul Edwin George, and spoke to RV1’s father. Despite
their knowledge that the police were involved, and second-hand accounts of the very
serious nature of RV1’s allegations, it appears the statements of the male offenders and

713 One witness highlighted that RV1 had the same phone number for many years, but that UBMC leadership
did not reach out to her between first learning of the allegations in July 2021 to February 2022, and by then,
that had lost her trust and she was unwilling to engage. See W5 Tr. #2 at 4.

712 W1 Tr. at 30.

711 W13 Tr. at 26.

710 W7 Tr. at 6.

709 KL Tr. at 7.
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RV1’s father were given greater weight in assessing the likely truth of the allegations and
the risk posed by David George to others within UBMC.714

In the case of RV2, Key Leader heard allegations second-hand from the offenders’
father and the male principal. Later on, when finally meeting with RV2, although RV2
admitted she didn’t want to rehash the allegations with Key Leader, Key Leader clearly did
not have a complete understanding of the serious nature of the allegations, insofar as he
described from memory of the events.

This theme continues with respect to the allegations against Jerod Corbin, where
Key Leader heard the allegations from the father of three victims and, according to his
memory, thought it was simply poking one on the bottom. This minimized understanding
of the serious nature of the allegations was at least in part due to a failure to communicate
with the female victims (re: RV1 and RV2) and/or the mother who heard detailed accounts
of the allegations from female children (re: allegations against Jerod Corbin).

In another second-hand, uncorroborated allegation involving David George, neither
the teenage girl who had an encounter with David George riding on a tractor, nor her
mother (to whom she allegedly reported the encounter) were approached by UBMC
leaders, who instead, spoke to the girl’s father and brother, who dismissed the allegations.
A UBMC pastor, when questioned, noted that the brother had said to David something to
the effect, “Hey, that’s inappropriate,” but it did not seem important to gain the first hand
account of the women involved.715

It was also reported by one witness that when women seek support and help from
their elders or pastors – “they don't interview wives separately. That's something you
should know. A wife doesn't get the chance to talk about her husband without him being
there.”716 Whether or not this is true in all cases, a practice that generally avoids giving a
woman an opportunity to consult with church leadership outside of the presence of her
husband can miss potential allegations involving him or that he does not want her to share.

In an environment like UBMC, and in many other churches, where by rule and
tradition, men hold the highest positions of power - pastors and elders, and where the
information flow, especially in cases of misconduct and abuse, goes primarily or initially
through men, such as the male-only confessional meetings for David George, Danny
Kramer, and Doran Gingerich, women are naturally at a disadvantage. Unmarried women
do not have a husband from whom to receive information or advocate for them in all male
spaces and women with husbands who do not communicate well, are controlling, or who

716 W1 Tr. at 32.

715 According to one witness, this event occurred prior to the Participation Agreement (which it would have
violated at least the spirit if not the letter of same). However, if so, it is still concerning that the brother would
have identified the behavior as “inappropriate,” but yet David was willing to engage in it prior to the reprimand.

714 UBMC leaders note that in January 2021, advocates for RV1 suggested giving her space and they were trying
to be respectful of her apparent wishes and did not intend to cause more harm.
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look down on their wives also place their wives at a disadvantage in knowledge and
advocacy for themselves.

Pointing out these challenges is not meant to challenge or denigrate doctrines that
are important to UBMC and its Mennonite culture, or other churches who hold to
complementarian beliefs. However, a failure to acknowledge and consider them does not
allow for a thoughtful response of how to accommodate these concerns to empower
women, the highest percentage of abuse victims, and give them an equal voice when they
have experienced abuse as well as in preventing, reporting, and responding to abuse. Men
and women each bring unique and helpful gifts in dealing with abuse in trauma-informed
ways.

UBMC should understand that the road to healing is paved with acknowledgement,
accountability, and genuine transformation. The healing process necessarily entails the
elevation of the voices of women and survivors, and active education and training that
promotes a culture of belief, support, empathy, and appropriate reporting. It is imperative
to implement comprehensive training programs that challenge existing biases, promote
empathy, and equip leaders to respond effectively to all reports of misconduct regardless
of the gender of the reporting party. By embracing the teachings of love, compassion, and
justice that lie at the core of Scripture, UBMC can work towards creating a space where
women and survivors are not just heard, but fully supported and cared for.717

b) Failure to Seek Information

Section IV.D.3.a above details examples where UBMC leadership failed to seek
information about the exact nature of the abuse that occurred. Whether that failure
occurred because the victims or reporters were female (as some feel that UBMC leadership
discounts the voice of women), because of a lack of knowledge about abuse, because of a
naivete about abusers and their tactics, or some other reason, there was a pattern in these
cases of failing to seek information that would have enabled UBMC leadership to better
evaluate its reporting obligations, its risks related to alleged abusers within their
membership, and its God-given calls to seek justice and to care for children and the
oppressed.

Because churches are not trained to investigate abuse, the most appropriate party
to initially seek relevant information and to pursue justice for a victim is the authorities.
Therefore, reporting helps the church initially fulfill some of its duties in that regard. While
it is not recommended that churches specifically investigate allegations of abuse, for the
reasons listed above, creating an environment where victims and/or family members feel
safe to disclose allegations, understanding how to listen and ask questions, if appropriate,
in a trauma-informed way, prioritizing accessing publicly available documentation or

717 John 15:12-13, Roman 12:9-10, Ephesians 4:32, Colossians 3:12-13, Isaiah 1:17, and Luke 11:42
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information, and offering to listen to victim’s stories is the responsible and compassionate
course.

When allegations do come to light, however, it is incumbent upon a church to seek
available appropriate information. That did not happen in many of the situations described
herein. Witnesses struggled to account for the reasons behind UBMC leadership’s failure to
ask the hard questions, dig deeper, or seek publicly available information other than the
false belief that sexual abuse did not happen in Mennonite circles and/or the desire to
believe alleged offenders because they couldn’t imagine they would lie to them.718

Key Leader agreed with some of these possible reasons that their community may
avoid seeking more information in allegations of sexual abuse, and added another: (1)
naivité or believing such things don’t happen in their circles, (2) not wanting to know
because you believe offenders won’t lie to you, and (3) the Anabaptist perspective of two
kingdoms - the feeling that the church (versus the state) should have the role of discipline
and that it should be redemptive.719

Another pastor suggested that leaders may not ask more questions because of
being conflict avoidant, not knowing the questions to ask, or a culture of dealing with things
privately and hoping for the best.720

Some have pointed out that seeking details regarding sexual abuse could seem in
some ways, voyeuristic; however, if the church is to be about the truth, it is difficult to know
the truth without at least some level of detail. One example is the understanding in 2017
that RV1 had been sexually abused which then, only from the account of David George,
became teenage exploration or inappropriate touching. Even after it was communicated to
UBMC leadership by September 2022 that the abuse was extensive and had gone on for
years, there appeared to be little further inquiry into exactly what that meant. At one point,
UBMC Leader 1 stated that in the context of finding out that the abuse of RV1 was
extensive and for years, he “had no desire to know all of the little details” and suggested to
one of the individuals advocating for RV1 that the examination of whether the matter was
handled correctly may be unhealthy and unwarranted.721 The failure to seek and know the
severe and extensive nature of the abuse, then the failure to timely communicate that in
some way to the church body likely contributed to people’s inability to appreciate the risk
of David George’s participation or identify any other potential victims.

One witness described a sermon about finding the truth and speaking the truth that
was delivered after finally understanding the extent of RV1’s allegations.722 The witness said
it was difficult to sit under that sermon when it felt as if the elders had not searched for the

722 W16 Tr. at 37.

721 Transcript of telephone conference between UBMC-L1 and Local Church member, 03/04/2022, at 3-4, 8.

720 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 37-38.

719 KL Tr. at 37-39.

718 W5 Tr. #2 at 22.
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truth about RV1’s allegations or adequately or timely communicated them to the
congregation.723

Church leaders also discouraged members from seeking out additional information
related to RV1’s abuse,724 as one member described it, they:

very strongly cautioned members about outside influences, people that were
no longer a part of the church that were trying to stir up trouble. And we
were told that these people, they just had it in for David…. They don't know
what all's going on here at church. They don't understand what all we’re
doing. So be very careful listening to them, and just keep this all in house.”725

Such statements or impressions characterize honest searching for information, for the
truth, or attempting to process that information in community, as defying leadership, as
going against God, as sinning. They promote keeping one’s head in the sand and silence,
and ultimately a lack of justice for victims and accountability for offenders.

In several instances, UBMC leadership failed to seek appropriate information where
information was public or otherwise accessible and relevant to their response in
supporting victims and/or holding offenders accountable. In the case of Doran’s
misconduct, although he reportedly confessed to some type of misconduct that day, it
appears that leadership simply accepted his version of the story without any verification.
Given that store security and possibly the police were involved, and that Doran was in a
place of leadership, and specifically over young women within the youth group, a follow-up
attempt to verify Doran’s confession would have supported truth and transparency,
promoted safety for those under his leadership, and allowed leaders and members to
make a more informed decision when evaluating Doran’s (continued or future) fitness for
leadership.

In the case of David George, as the criminal case emerged, UBMC leadership were
often made aware by other individuals regarding significant events in the case, such as
David pleading not guilty. To the extent that UBMC elected to take responsibility for the

725 W7 Tr. at 36.

724 UBMC Leader 1’s notes in preparation for the February 2022 members’ meeting stated, “Caution against
gossip and misuse of language including not passing info to others outside of church.”

723 Id. According to multiple witnesses, this failure to search for the truth exists with how UBMC handled even
some non-abuse cases. For example, several witnesses described a consensual affair where the impression was
that the woman involved was more at fault, but that upon further questioning, one witness understood that the
married man involved had sexually approached at least one other woman in the church and also had a
conviction for public indecency, which under Ohio Rev. Code 2907.09 involves public exposure of private parts
for sexual arousal or gratification or to lure a minor, masturbation, or sexual conduct. See W25 Tr. at 24 (2004
guilty plea and conviction was independently verified via background check). Another situation involved the
acceptance of excuses regarding inappropriate emails from a husband who had engaged in repeated adultery.
See W25 Tr. at 11-12; W5 Tr. #2 at 24.
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ongoing risk that David posed to others within UBMC, they then assumed the ethical
responsibility to seek easily available and relevant information regarding that risk.

c) Normalization of Abuse

Multiple victims described the sense that sexual abuse within the Mennonite
community and/or their experience within UBMC was a typical one that many had
experienced.

For example, one reporting victim remembers hearing a female relative discussing
the situations involving two of the other reporting victims described herein, when they
were disclosed to the church, and saying something to the effect, “Well, but doesn’t that
kind of thing happen to everyone?”726

Another reporting victim expressed the same sentiment, that she didn’t know at the
time that what was happening was abuse, but also, that it was common: “I knew so many
people growing up who had experiences like mine that I did not consider it abnormal to
have been abused or assaulted as a child or a teenager.”727

RV10 did not report the abuse by Corbin of reaching up under her skirt “because in
[her] head, oh, guys just do things like that and whatever, and that's just how guys are, and
it wasn't as big of a deal as it should have been.”728 She feels much different now that she is
a mother: “I have a daughter and I'm like, oh my word. Yeah. That stuff needs to be taught
better.”729 She in fact didn’t realize what happened to her was sexual abuse until she
learned that Prado had gone to prison for abusing a child and thought, “‘Oh yeah. That’s
what that was.’” It was very shocking.”730

Even with an understanding that Corbin’s behavior was inappropriate, without it
being understood as abuse, RV10 also didn’t know that she should have done anything.731

She states, “realizing how uneducated I was and how ill-equipped I was to know what to do
in something like that. Because the fact that I, at 12 years old or whatever, knew that he
shouldn't do that and just had no idea that I should have told an adult.”732

One witness described a UBMC leader stating upon referencing David and Paul
Edwin’s abuse of RV1, his wife asked, “Why do you guys do stuff like that? That's just gross.”
This suggests that abuse is simply something men do versus it being criminal and harmful
conduct for which God would desire justice.

732 Id.

731 Id.

730 Id. at 8.

729 Id.

728 RV10 Tr. at 4.

727 RV8 Tr. at 15.

726 RV5 Tr. at 8.
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This perception or reality among victims that many young women within the
Mennonite and/or UBMC community have experienced sexual abuse, often not necessarily
labeled as sexual abuse as a child due to lack of knowledge and realized later in life, is
possibly due to a normalization of sexual abuse as not significant, or something that is
common or expected among men. This is in contrast to the perception among some UBMC
leaders that sexual abuse was unlikely to happen in Mennonite circles. This disconnect
plays a role in allowing abuse to flourish exponentially where victims think the abusive
behaviors are common and normal and therefore, not abusive, and leaders may not
believe behaviors are happening, don’t dig to unearth the truth, and therefore, also believe
sexual abuse isn’t happening.

d) Minimization of Abuse

The responses of UBMC’s leadership and others to various allegations within this
Report involve a pattern of minimizing the conduct through their use of language and their
responses. Minimization occurs when the serious nature of abuse is not conveyed, when
abuse or its impact is treated or described as minor or in a reductive way,733 or when the
response is wholly inadequate to the misconduct or abuse.

Allegations of abuse that did not include overt sexual acts such as penetration were
often described or treated by UBMC leadership as relatively minor. For example,
characterizing Kramer’s actions as simply a “lustful hug” or impure thoughts, the
description recounted by multiple witnesses,734 minimized the existence of multiple acts,
the physically inappropriate nature of the individual acts, the significance of a pattern over
time, and the harm to RV4. Whether UBMC leadership used those terms themselves or
whether their handling of the matter allowed Kramer’s minimized description to dominate
does not matter. The minimized description led many to question why Kramer was
removed as an elder and allowed RV4 to suffer further harm.

The initial acceptance by UBMC leadership of David George’s characterization of his
sexual abuse as “inappropriate touching” or youthful sexual exploration, despite the
four-year age difference between himself and RV1 greatly minimizes the nature of sexual
abuse and the harm to RV1, even without considering the much more extensive abuse that
actually occurred. While UBMC leaders did at times use the descriptor of sexual abuse to
describe RV1’s allegations, they also used milder terms such as incest, statutory rape, and
sexual addiction that minimized David George’s actions such as in their conversations with

734 See, e.g., RV2 Tr. at 20.

733 While this Report focuses on sexual misconduct, one witness’ description of a conversation with the wife of a
UBMC leader about her experience of domestic abuse in her marriage is illustrative of minimization: “[H]e's
mean. He yells, he breaks [stuff].’ And she's like, "Well, does he hit you?" And I'm like, ‘No, he doesn't hit me.’ But
she's like, ‘Well, if he's not hitting you, then you just need to pray more, and you need to try harder, and try
having sex with him a little more.’” [Witness redacted] This perspective misunderstands and minimizes the
nature of domestic abuse and the harm to victims, including children involved in these dynamics.
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counselors to determine appropriate treatment for David George.735 Similarly, accepting
the characterization or assumption that Jerod Corbin’s abuse simply involved poking a child
on the bottom reflected a minimized view of both the mind of a sexual offender and the
harm of sexual abuse.

Another example of minimization was David George being referred to as a “young
man,”736 suggesting immaturity and possibly diminished culpability for his actions, although
he was in his late twenties at the time. A consistent downplaying of the risk David posed to
others, both through a minimized description of his crimes and an emphasis on his
repentance or change, minimized his abuse of RV1. One witness described a perception of
the elders’ view of RV1’s allegations: “Sometimes it feels like people/our pastors just think,
Oh, but this is David. We know what a good guy he is. Yes, the statistics apply for the
random perpetrator in ‘the world’ but this is David. I think our church believes he is
somehow different from the other abusers.”737

Similar to viewing David as younger than he was, the characterization of Jerod
Corbin as “practically 18,” ten years younger than his actual age (late twenties) because he
had spent ten years in prison,738 minimized the inappropriate nature of his attraction to a
fourteen-year-old girl.

Multiple witnesses described situations where they reported to adults their feelings
of discomfort with the behavior of others and having their concerns minimized or
dismissed. For example, RV2 alleged that at ten years old, when she told an adult relative
that David and Paul Edwin George made her uncomfortable, she was told not to say such
things, with suggestions that it wasn’t loving, kind, or respectful, that such comments ruin
reputations, and she could make others feel badly.739

The suggestion to RV2 that she was being “dramatic” when she expressed that she
no longer wanted to see Miller if she continued to babysit Miller’s child740 also minimized

740 RV2 Tr. at 8.

739 RV2 Tr. at 16. According to RV2, when she told her parents that David and Paul Edwin made her
uncomfortable, she was told something to the effect, "Well, you can't be saying that about people. Just because
they're not the type of people we usually hang out with, you don't need to be saying you don't like them. That's
not kind. It's not respectful. We need to be kind to everybody…. Well, you're just going to need to get over that
because we need to love everybody and we don't need to be ruining reputations or making others feel badly
about themselves." Id.

738 RV8 Tr. at 10, 11. “I remember several times people saying that, "Oh, well, he's practically 18 because he had
those years robbed from his life." Id. at 10.

737 W16 Tr. at 36.

736 W9 Tr. at 23. The witness, in describing his challenge to UBMC leaders that David was being referred to as a
“young man,” notes that by David’s age, he had been an elder for two years. Id.

735 UBMC-L1 notes in preparation for June 15, 2022 members’ meeting. The use of terminology that minimized
David George’s abuse of RV1 may have contributed to the counselors’ reported response that the residential
treatment programs were not appropriate for David because they were for someone “currently struggling with
a sexual addiction.” Id.
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the abuse that occurred by suggesting that her response was out of proportion to the
harm.

The reported description of Miller’s abuse of RV2 as an “affair” minimized the
serious nature of grooming and sexual abuse of a teenager by an adult male employer
twice her age. This description may have originated with Miller himself, as it also reportedly
reduced the entire course of misconduct as “an emotional affair with [RV2] that led to a kiss
at some point.”741 However, the disproportionately minor response of UBMC to the
allegations also served to minimize its seriousness,742 as if it were only worthy of a few
meetings with the pastor.

Similarly, in many of the cases of abuse described herein, the common response
was some combination of private confession to a pastor or father of the victim, confession
to the men of UBMC, regular meetings with a pastor, possible confession to the church,
and possible suspension or removal from leadership. While some or all of these might be
appropriate for certain types or patterns of sin and/or offenses within a church body, they
minimize the seriousness of sexual abuse, especially criminal sexual abuse, where
reporting and safety for the victim and others at risk should be primary, and other
trauma-informed principles such as transparency, empowerment, peer support,
collaboration, and gender considerations should be involved.

For example, in the case of Jerod Corbin, a private confession to a pastor and the
victim’s relative and meetings with a pastor minimized the very serious and likely criminal
nature of multiple instances of sexual abuse of multiple children. The lack of transparency
with the congregation also sacrificed the safety of others, placed others at risk including
another victim, and resulted in a loss of trust of RV13 which directly impacted her decision
not to report a later occurrence of sexual misconduct.

Moreover, if an individual who engages in sexual misconduct serves in a church
leadership role, over and above potential direct harm they may cause by their own
misconduct, additional harm is possible by either mishandling allegations of abuse against
someone else because of a tendency to minimize their own misconduct and/or by
reflecting to the congregation that leadership sees sexual misconduct as a minor infraction
that can be outweighed by other leadership qualities.

Doran Gingerich’s role in church leadership remained despite his confessed sexual
misconduct and then actually grew over time. This occurred despite confusion on the part
of those who heard the confession about exactly what happened, reflecting a likely lack of
full confession and consistent with slowly emerging details to GRACE investigators. Because
the misconduct was known in some capacity by members of the church, despite further
clarification apparently needed and offered after W11’s April 30, 2022 letter to UBMC

742 It was reported by the witness as described: “But he's repented, he's worked with the pastor at the time, I
think would've been [Key Leader]. And that kind of settled it." RV3 Tr. at 16.

741 RV3 Tr. at 16.
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leadership, this could play a role in a lack of trust of leadership on the part of victims that
they take abuse seriously, as well as a lack of trust in Doran Gingerich specifically by victims
given his own conduct, resulting in an unnecessary barrier to disclosure of other
allegations.

e) Victim Blaming

One especially harmful response to abuse is to place blame on the victim for not
preventing their sexual abuse, not stopping the abuse, or not speaking up (sooner) about
the abuse. While there are factors that make some individuals more susceptible to abuse,
these factors only attempt to explain, in part, how some abuse occurs, but should never be
used to place responsibility on the victim much less excuse the actions of the abuser.

One example of victim blaming is to level the responsibility for sexual acts between
someone of greater power who manipulates someone of lesser power. This occurred, for
example, when one UBMC leader questioned whether RV1 may have consented to her
abuse since it continued into her teen years, despite it beginning around age 8 or 9 and
perpetrated by two older, stronger male individuals.743 This ignores power differentials and
the abuse dynamic, including the grooming, dysfunction, and manipulation employed by an
abuser to normalize the abuse in the mind of their victim to enable its continuation and
prevent disclosure. This leveling of responsibility was also suggested by the notion that RV1
was, or should have been, somehow embarrassed to speak about the abuse when her
allegations were first emerging.

Similarly, the description of RV2’s abuse as an “affair” attempts to lay equal blame
on the victim for the manipulation of her offender when he was her employer and in his
late thirties and she was approximately 16, vulnerable, and unaware of her body and sex.744

RV4 also endured victim blaming when she was allegedly being “counseled” by a
couple who attended UBMC who suggested that simply because RV4 was an adult, she was
equally responsible for Kramer’s actions.745 This was especially harmful to RV4 given that
one member of the couple allegedly had previously acknowledged, “He preyed on you. You
didn't do anything to encourage this. It's not your fault.”746

Another example of victim blaming is to place blame on the victim for the
consequences rightfully received by the offender due to their actions. This often occurs
when the victim reports the offender or speaks publicly about the abuse and the offender
then receives accountability and consequences from the justice system or others such as
their employer, church, friends or family. Some might argue that the victim is responsible
for bringing about the consequences; however, the victim simply shined a light on the

746 RV4 Tr. at 28.

745 Id. at 28.

744 RV3 Tr. at 16-17.

743 UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 46-47. This echoed David George’s allegation that the abuse was consensual. Id.
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behavior that deserved consequences. For example, RV2 described that a Biblical counselor
suggested that by her reporting abuse, it would be her attempting to ruin someone’s
reputation.747 One UBMC member also described victim blaming that occurred in letters
written to the judge on behalf of David George at his sentencing:

Frankly I am concerned by the blame shifting occurring throughout these
letters. Various authors reference the victim herself, members of her former
church, and members of David’s church as the parties who are to blame
here. For example: “The two couples you see every time are the ones
bringing havoc to our family and community.” “[David] felt like people were
on something of a witch hunt to remove him from church.” Let us not forget
that the survivor is never to blame, and church members seeking justice for
the survivor should also not be blamed for the results of the actions of the
perpetrators.748

Blaming a victim for their sexual abuse or for the consequences for the abuser’s
actions is an attempt to shift responsibility for one party’s misconduct (the abuser) to
another person (the victim). This dynamic can also be evident in the context of marital
affairs and one witness spoke about a skepticism of women’s stories and a UBMC pastor’s
suggestion that their behavior might contribute to their husband’s affairs:

Later, there was another time where we were helping to deal with a couple,
where a man was repeatedly cheating with his wife, having repeated affairs,
and I remember [one pastor] saying to me just the idea that we need to
consider also what the wife might be doing to help make this likely to happen
or make harder for him to be faithful.749

Blaming victims for their abuse or for the rightful consequences placed on an
abuser erodes psychological safety of victims who can become conflicted about their own
role in the abuse and diminishes their voice in their own healing. It also reduces the voice
of future victims and the likelihood of reporting future misconduct as victims will
consciously or subconsciously expect to be blamed if they tell someone who has blamed
other victims. It erodes trust that leaders will seek the truth and hold abusers appropriately
accountable. Victim blaming also isolates victims and reduces peer support when their
support system hears them as bearing responsibility. In the end, victim blaming also
reduces the physical safety of those in the environment as abusers will have continued
access to victims if they are not reported or if their actions are seen to be equally the
responsibility of their victims.

749 W1 Tr. at 30.

748 Letter from UBMC member to Judge at David George sentencing hearing.

747 RV2 Tr. at 17.
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f) Lack of Transparency / Covering Up

A lack of transparency can occur by omission, in failing to disclose information
needed by others to make informed decisions, or by commission, in actively hiding,
obfuscating, or deceiving others about acts of abuse. Both seemingly occurred in the
course of UBMC’s handling of instances of abuse.

The known abuse by each of Miller and Corbin was not disclosed to the UBMC
congregation despite the risk that they might reoffend (and Corbin in fact did) within UBMC
members and their families. Even worse was the fact that each individual continued to
attend UBMC for some period and their victims were forced to choose whether to stop
attending their own church or interact with their abuser. Both of these factors reduced the
safety of all involved, reduced the trust of victims in UBMC leadership, and eliminated peer
support and victims’ voices as others did not know about the abuse and victims expressed
that they did not feel free to share because leadership had not.

Corbin’s abuse was also intentionally not reported to authorities, despite UBMC
Leader 1 and Key Leader knowing about the abuse, out of an express goal of Corbin not
returning to prison. Whether or not they had a legal obligation to report in Ohio,
attempting to assist Corbin with avoiding legal accountability for his abuse does not reflect
transparency or the safety of future victims.

With regard to Kramer, UBMC leaders did not speak up even when they felt that
Kramer mischaracterized his behavior in two meetings. Transparency could have corrected
misimpressions and offered validation for RV4. Instead, she lost trust in UBMC leadership
and a sense of safety and stopped pursuing membership and attending UBMC altogether.

Key Leader recognized that having men choose to confess and not otherwise state
clearly what has happened, allowed confusion to exist.750 He stated, “But I think my
tendency is to err on the side of not speaking as clearly, respecting people, which I think is
good, but truth also needs to be said. So I do think I've learned something from that.”751

In the case of David George, there were significant facts known by UBMC leadership
that were not shared with the congregation. Even to the extent that the allegations were as
serious as they were and had some foundation, even if one might claim that they were not
necessarily known to be absolute facts, they were necessary for transparency to the UBMC
congregation. Therefore, it is difficult to discern where a lack of transparency ends and
active concealment begins. Many witnesses noted the lack of transparency by UBMC
leadership in the George case.

Given that at the latest, at least some UBMC leaders understood by approximately
August 2021 that it was not teenage exploration and instead allegedly long-term, extensive

751 Id.

750 KL Tr. at 22.
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abuse, which was described in more specific and horrific detail at the January 6, 2022
meeting with the former leader from Local Church, the fact that the confession to the men
did not occur until February 2022 and the congregational meeting until March 2022, is
significant. And even at those meetings, the extent of the allegations was not
communicated. Although one might argue that leadership did not share more with the
congregation earlier because they did not know whose account, RV1’s or David’s, was true,
one witness then makes a keen observation:

Personally, I believe that several months is plenty of time to get a fairly
accurate picture of what happened. If there were inconsistencies, it would’ve
provided accountability to David. And by all means, if they couldn’t say,
confidently say what happened, they surely could’ve found a kind way to
share the two stories and let the church know things weren’t all as they
presented it. But instead we beat around the bush, further hurting [RV1],
sending some sad messages to others who have been abused.752

Another member felt as if the pastors were protecting David and expressed it as,
“You can't be transparent and only give us half-truths. That's not transparency.”753 Another
member put it succinctly: “it's been hard for our pastors to be forthright and just say what
happened. In an odd sort of way, it's refreshing to sit at sentencing and hear the judge just
say, matter-of-factly, this is what happened. So then we as adults can handle it. We can
process it. But until then, you're left with all this confusion and questions.”754 A former
youth leader, in describing the church’s handling of RV1’s allegations:

I just feel like the forthrightness and the transparency I personally think were
very lacking, but I never felt like it was malicious. I just feel like it was just not
knowing how to handle the situation…. as far as even just bringing things up
to a church in general, it was shallow, is a good way of putting it.755

On the Sunday after David George’s sentencing, one member notes that nothing
was said until the end of the service when the family asked for prayer and one pastor
acknowledged it and prayed. However, the witness described the silence as “deafening”
after the difficulty of the week, the facts clearly stated at the sentencing, and that those
who had not attended would have no idea what happened.756

Although most witnesses recognized transparency as a good thing and an area for
needed improvement for UBMC, one relative of a named offender spoke of transparency in
a negative light, as running your mouth and thinking everything ought to be told to

756 W16 Tr. at 22.

755 W9 Tr. at 12.

754 W16 Tr. at 21.

753 W23 Tr. ar 10.

752 W16 Tr. at 25.
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everybody.757 This negative characterization of transparency unfortunately was partially
supported by communications by UBMC leadership that suggested that sharing the
information outside the church constituted gossip.758

One UBMC pastor admitted that in the case of RV1, it probably would have been
better if the pastors had reached out to the elders sooner and maybe even have told the
members sooner as well.759

Several members of UBMC leadership wrote letters as requested by David George’s
attorney. When those letters were made public at the sentencing hearing, some expressed
regret and remorse that the letters being made public caused additional pain to RV1 and
reflected poorly on UBMC as supporting an offender over a victim. They expressed that
they did not realize the letters would be made public. However, the expectation that they
could say these words in secret shows a lack of transparency that further eroded victims’
(especially RV1’s) trust in UBMC leadership.

g) Marginalization of Victims

One pattern that emerged across many of these cases was the marginalization of
the victims – their exclusion, whether intentionally or unintentionally, from their former
community as a result of their abuse, its disclosure, and how it was handled by UBMC.
Marginalization is the opposite of the trauma-informed principles of peer support and
collaboration and mutuality.

For example, with respect to RV1, although she wasn’t currently a member of UBMC,
she had very close ties to current members and a long history of attending UBMC herself
prior thereto, but as a result of UBMC’s focus on supporting one of her abusers, a failure to
seek information or appreciate the serious nature of the abuse, a lack of transparency with
the congregation, and a failure of support, RV1 lost trust in UBMC leaders and after many
months, was unwilling to engage due to lack of trust and a sense of emotional safety.

After Miller’s abuse became known to UBMC leadership, RV2 left to attend another
church over an hour away, losing support and a sense of community. This was because
Miller continued to attend UBMC and, despite several members of UBMC leadership
knowing the seriousness of the grooming and abuse, they did not empower RV2 or seek
collaboration with her to offer transparency, as appropriate, to the congregation.

RV4 also left UBMC, despite the fact that she was previously pursuing membership,
when Kramer continued to attend and was allowed to obfuscate his actions in two
confessions, although he was removed from leadership.

759 Doran Gingerich Tr. at 31.

758 One pastor admitted that they probably said something to the effect that, “You don't need to go spread this
outside of the church everywhere. Don't gossip for no reason.” UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 50.

757 W13 Tr. at 4.
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5. Reporting Obligations and Cooperation with
Investigations

Leadership at UBMC and witnesses appear to have conflicting understandings of
their legal and/or moral obligations to report and cooperate with investigations.760 GRACE
does not offer a legal opinion about the reporting obligations of specific UBMC leadership
under Ohio law, although it appears at least some individuals involved who knew of
allegations or suspected abuse may have had legal obligations to report and did not do so.

Faith communities serve as sanctuaries for spiritual growth, support, and guidance.
However, when criminal conduct and/or sexual misconduct occurs within these sacred
spaces, it challenges the very essence of trust and safety. Faith leaders and communities
are bound by moral, and in most cases, legal obligations to promptly report suspected
abuse. Even in the absence of legal responsibilities, there exists a profound moral duty to
ensure the safety and well-being of congregants. The failure to report criminal acts, such as
incest, sexual battery, and rape, may not only violate the law but also erodes the trust that
congregants place in their spiritual leaders and the religious institution, fails to stand up for
the vulnerable, and helps offenders avoid the opportunity to plainly see their sin and
repent.

Although experts agree that recidivism studies (which measure rates of arrest or
conviction) likely significantly underreport actual reoffending (rates of actually
recommitting the same or similar sexual offense),761 research suggests a 30 percent
recidivism rate at year 10 of offender’s release from prison and 52 percent by year 25.762 In
light of the underreporting of sexual abuse and the relatively high rates of reoffense, the
moral obligation of the church to report suspected abuse and cooperate with
investigations to protect the vulnerable and find justice for victims should be compelling.

762 Prentsky, Robert, Knight, Raymond, and Lee, Austin, Child Sexual Molestation: Research Issues, Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice (1997).

761 When polygraph examinations were administered to a sample of imprisoned sex offenders who had
admitted to assaulting one victim, the results showed the offenders actually had an average of 110 victims and
318 offenses. Sean Ahlmeyer et al., The Impact of Polygraphy on Admissions of Victims and Offenses in Adult Sexual
Offenders, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment 12(2): 123–138 (2000).

760 Multiple witnesses stated their understanding that clergy do not have a legal obligation to report sexual
abuse in Ohio unless it is committed by a clergy member. One witness reported that Key Leader has admitted
at least on one occasion that he knew he had a legal obligation to report although at other times deferring to
advice from others that he did not have the obligation or otherwise should not report. W5 Tr. #2 at 21. A BMA
representative stated that it was his understanding that clergy who hear confidential allegations do not have an
obligation to report unless the allegations are against a clergy member. W call with W5, 2/25/2022. However, he
also indicated that if “sexual abuse” is alleged or for example the allegations of RV1 against both David and Paul
Edwin George as detailed at the sentencing hearing, he would see an ethical obligation even of clergy to report.
Id. Other witnesses stated that it was their understanding that clergy are mandatory reporters in Ohio. See.,
e.g., W11 Tr. at 35; RV2 Tr. at 21.
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In the course of the police investigation of David George, with one UBMC leader, the
detective reached a point where he threatened the leader with being called before a grand
jury to answer questions that the leader would not answer, because the leader said he did
not have first hand information.763 The fear expressed by the leader was that the detective
“was only going to try to use it against” the leader.764 The detective aptly noted, “I'm getting
the impression … that people are fearful. They don't want to be truthful with me. They're
fearful of fallout, because this wasn't initially reported.”765 Sexual abuse cases can be
complex to unravel, and the leader’s defensive posture and refusal to be forthcoming with
the detective,766 as part of a typical line of investigative questioning, is deeply concerning.
Some of the specific statements included:

UBMC Leader 3: [D]o I need to invoke my fifth amendment rights here? Am I a
suspect at this point?

UBMC Leader 3: If you're coming after me, I want to talk to a lawyer, and I
want to invoke my right to silence.

Detective: So what did [UBMC Leader 1] tell you specifically?
UBMC Leader 3: Yeah, but I just defer to him. I'm going to remain silent on
that one. This is getting to the point where I frankly was surprised you asked
me, because to my earlier answer, I know basically nothing that I feel like is
credible, because I've heard conflicting things from third hand…

Detective: So you don't want to talk to me in regard to your conversation with
[UBMC Leader 1], is that what you're telling me?
UBMC Leader 3: Yeah, because it's like money, it's all third hand and you're
only going to try to use it against me.
Detective: What would I use against you? I just want to know what he said that
… may have said.
UBMC Leader 3: Right. So you can ask him that.

Finally, the exchange culminated in:

Detective: You understand that you may be receiving a summons to grand
jury to testify before nine grand jury members in regard to those
conversations?

766 While the leader contends he told the detective what UBMC Leader 1 told him and “gave him all the
information [he] had at that time” (UBMC-L3 Tr. #2 at 43), the transcript of his interview with the detective is
clear that UBMC Leader 3 did not answer the questions about what he had been told by UBMC Leader 1
regarding the allegations or respond to several of the detective’s questions. UBMC-L3 Tr. 9/17/2024 Interview by
Champaign County Detective Kemp.

765 Id. at 9.

764 Id. at 8.

763 UBMC-L3 Tr. 9/17/2024 Interview by Champaign County Detective Kemp, at 6-9.
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UBMC Leader 3: If that happens, I will testify. That's no problem.
Detective: I say if you refuse, you risk being in contempt and going to jail.
UBMC Leader 3: Exactly. You can get this ... If you have a reasonable suspicion
and then you have a probable cause, and you can get a warrant and
subpoena that, I'm happy to do that.
Detective: Yeah, I don't need probable cause to do that. I just need to have the
subpoena issue.
UBMC Leader 3: Exactly. You need to get a subpoena.
Detective: So that's fine. Okay. Maybe we'll go that route. Our grand juries are
once a month. I can't guarantee how long you'll sit there to wait to testify.767

One witness suggested that some in the Mennonite community may see
cooperating with the legal system such as reporting suspected abuse as incompatible with
forgiveness.768 However, as more fully discussed in the context of cheap grace and
repentance in subsection IV.D.6 below, reporting suspected abuse in compliance with legal
and/or ethical obligations and in order to protect vulnerable populations and hold
offenders accountable is supportive of a call to repentance and not otherwise related to
forgiveness.

Even cooperating with GRACE investigators struck one witness as a risk to being
viewed as distrusting of UBMC leadership, noting:

[O]ne of the hindrances to people, with word of mouth passing around and,
"Hey, why don't you talk to Grace?" is that as soon as anybody talks positively
to someone else about talking to you, they've kind of defined themselves as
being supportive of what you're doing and possibly distrusting of the
leadership. And some people - Some people are not sure they want to be in
that camp. They would maybe be... First of all, they'd be hesitant to talk to
you because they don't want to be those people that are distrusting of our
leadership. Mennonite tradition is very much that you need to be supportive.
They might make the step of talking anonymously to you, but to go to
someone else at church and say, "You should talk to them," now you're out in
public as being supportive of Grace.769

6. Cheap Grace vs. Genuine Repentance
When one person commits an offense against another, especially an offense as

serious as sexual misconduct or abuse, what happens next – between them as individuals,
among the offender, victim, and the church or other Christian institution involved (if there
is one), and between each party and God – implicates multiple Biblical concepts. At the very

769 W1 Tr. at 15.

768 W11 Tr. at 32.

767 UBMC-L3 Tr. 9/17/2024 Interview by Champaign County Detective Kemp, at 6-9.
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least, these concepts potentially include: consequences, repentance, forgiveness, grace,
reconciliation, and trust.

It is important to understand these concepts, such as what constitutes genuine
repentance, what is the meaning of grace, and what forgiveness might look like in different
contexts, in order to wisely interact in relationships throughout life, much less serve as a
spiritual leader in a church setting. In addition to understanding these concepts, it is
important to distinguish instead of conflate them, as they are separate themes in the Bible.
For example, just because an offender is repentant does not mean they avoid
consequences. We see examples with Israel, King David, and others. Also, even if someone
is forgiven, employing wisdom often means they do not receive the same level of trust as
they previously held or are restored to a position of leadership.

Unfortunately, offenders versed in spiritual language, especially those with spiritual
authority, may seek to manipulate these concepts in efforts to conceal their actions,
minimize harm, avoid consequences, force forgiveness, and retain or regain power and
privilege in the face of allegations. If church leaders who receive allegations and interact
with victims and alleged offenders do not appreciate distinctions between these important
concepts, they can be susceptible to deception within their own hearts and to the
manipulation of offenders.

Offenders commonly employ secrecy and blame as strategies to maintain their
control and silence victims.770 It is typical for abusers to downplay their actions, shift blame,
and avoid taking responsibility, such as when Danny Kramer told RV4 that she was
slobbering over him and wanted their interaction, and then UBMC leadership recognized
that he was unwilling to take responsibility when privately confronted by Key Leader or
when they twice sought for him to confess to the men of the church.

David George also hid his extensive and long-term abuse of RV1 for over a decade,
then mischaracterized it as teenage exploration or inappropriate touching, then described
it as consensual although it is impossible for an eight year old to meaningfully consent to
sexual conduct. This minimizing and blame shifting behavior not only confuses, degrades,
and further abuses the victim, but also works to conceal the offender’s behavior, further
habituating their sin, ultimately hindering genuine repentance in the offender and putting
the community at risk.771

771 Langberg, Diane, Sexual Abuse in Christian Organizations, presentation at Forum of Christian Leaders,
https://www.dianelangberg.com/videos/: “The Scripture is also clear that sin is the worst thing in the world – not
exposure, not getting caught, not the loss of all things. It seems we do not believe what we teach. If we did we
would know that an abuser is a slave and cannot simply stop. We would understand that the narcotic of
self-deception has become so powerful in his life that he not only cannot stop lying; he does not even know
when he is and has lost his capacity to tell truth from lies, good from evil. We would know that habituated sin
has roots and tentacles and has long done damage to the soul so it is not easily routed out. And we would know
that exposure, consequences and treatment are necessary if there is ever to be freedom from the cancer that
has sent out tentacles all through his life.”

770 Brickman, Jeffrey H., Investigation and Prosecution of Abuse, 40 (3rd ed. 2004).

124

https://www.dianelangberg.com/videos/


UBMC Leader 3 summarized his belief in David George’s repentance based on
David’s compliance with their requests, his offering of additional information, and
expressions of tears and remorse. David George’s father also mentioned tears and
expressions of sorrow in David and Paul Edwin’s initial apologies to RV1. These episodic
responses are insufficient alone to constitute repentance, especially in light of longstanding
deception and denial of well founded allegations, causing more pain to RV1. UBMC Leader
1 then affirmed that believed repentance to the entire UBMC membership which missed an
opportunity to model the balance of grace and assessment of repentance and also created
a false sense of safety around David.

Scripture states a repentant person is appalled by sin (Isaiah 6:5); makes amends
(Luke 19:1-10); accepts consequences (Luke 23: 40-43); does not expect or demand
forgiveness (Genesis 32); feels the depth of the pain they’ve caused (Isaiah 64:6); changes
behavior (Acts 9); and grants space to heal (Gal. 5:22).772

Authentic repentance necessitates sincere and complete confession. Any attempt to
downplay, blame others, or conceal the wrongdoing does not reflect true repentance.
Furthermore, just as rushing to judgment is inappropriate, a hasty acceptance of even good
words of repentance is unwise. Words coupled with consistent actions over time are
integral to genuine repentance. Time and actions reveal the heart (1 Sam. 24 - David and
Saul; 1 Cor. 4:5 “So don’t judge anything prematurely…”). Demands on the part of an
offender, whether demands for forgiveness, for access to the church or a position of
leadership, or to restored relationships with their victim and/or their families, reflect a
sense of entitlement, which is not consistent with humility, an acceptance of consequences,
and an understanding of their harm. In fact, as many parents know, natural consequences
often are what point us back to God and to true wholeness (e.g., Heb. 12:8 regarding God’s
use of discipline; Luke 15 regarding the parable of the prodigal son).

A misunderstanding of the concept of forgiveness also could result in cheap grace
for offenders, shame for victims, and exposing the vulnerable to known offenders. One
witness described the culture of forgiveness at UBMC as “returning back to original or to
what the relationship was before,” which conflates the concepts of forgiveness versus
restoration of trust and relationship, which may not be wise or discerning given the
offender’s patterns of behavior.773 Another witness described their early understanding of
forgiveness as “you don't ever mention it again” and that if you don’t forgive, “you are in
danger of losing your salvation.”774

Multiple cases reported herein reflect what appear to be hastily accepted
repentance and cheap grace. One witness described their perspective on how repentance
and forgiveness was handled in the case of RV1:

774 W17 Tr. at 6.

773 W6 Tr. at 7.

772 Jennifer Greenburg, 8 Signs of True Repentance, The Gospel Coalition (Oct. 4, 2019),
https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/article/8-signs-true-repentance/.
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So, if you say you repent and someone doesn't quickly say, "I forgive you,"
well, then you have a problem with unforgiveness. So, the people that want
quick forgiveness, of course, prey upon that, and so David, he was sorry... but
[David and Paul Edwin] were told to apologize. And then the next thing you
know, there's [another allegation of sexual abuse against David]. Well, you're
going to apologize about that, and then each time there's another apology
and asking for forgiveness, but never is there a repentance and actual... So,
how are you really repenting if you're hiding this for so many years? That
doesn't make any sense either. Plus, you're lying about it.775

One UBMC leader noted that with respect to David George:

I don't think I understood repentance and how it should look. I think I
would've pushed him to tell me what exactly happened, because I just don't
think the longer things went on towards his court date and everything, the
less I felt like he was actually truly repentant, just from what I was seeing. I
was not seeing him coming to us, there was never any mention other than
the times when he had to say something about this abuse that he had been
accused of. There was never any voluntary admission of guilt ever.776

Although some believed that the process of Matthew 18:15-17777 applied and was
fulfilled in David and Paul Edwin George’s initial apology to RV1,778 this is problematic,
however, in light of the inherent power differentials, distorted responsibilities, and trauma
responses often present in abuse cases, and also misses the entire first half of Matthew 18
about the protection of children and dealing with sin. Tragically, Matthew 18 “has all too
often been a justification for 1) not reporting abuse disclosures to the authorities and 2)
convincing victims to privately confront their perpetrators. Needless to say, this misreading
and misapplication of Jesus’ words is incredibly harmful on a number of fronts. More
importantly, it’s simply not consistent with the person and character of Jesus.”779

Matthew 18 mandates a process for addressing personal offenses within the local
church, but sexual misconduct “is not merely a personal offense…. [and] does not even fit
into the paradigm of what Jesus was speaking about in this passage. Jesus never intended
these statements to be twisted into the required method for handling murder, rape,

779 Tchividjian, Boz. “‘If Your Brother Sins Against You…’ and He’s a Sex Offender,”
https://www.netgrace.org/resources/if-your-brother-sins-against-you.

778 W21 Tr. at 6, 7; W13 Tr. at 3.

777 Matthew 18:15-17 lays out a framework to address when a “brother or sister sins.” The framework teaches
Christians to first approach a brother or sister and address the sin, attempting to resolve it privately. If that
does not work, Scripture states to bring along one or two other church members, so that the matter can be
established with “two or three witnesses.” If the brother or sister who has sinned still does not address the
issue, the next step would be to bring the matter to the entire church. Finally, if that does not work to resolve
the issue, Matthew 18:17 mandates treating the sinning brother or sister as a “pagan or tax collector.”

776 W4 Tr. at 10.

775 W11 Tr. at 24.
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torture, kidnapping, or genocide.”780 In addition, the prescriptions in Matthew 18
contemplate parties on equal footing, whereas so much of the nature of abuse is a
differential in power, and often, especially in child sexual abuse, a lack of apprecation on
the part of the victim for many years (supported by long delays in disclosure) of the nature
of the harm has been done to them.

Applying Matthew 18 to cases of child sexual abuse like RV1, RV2, RV4, etc. leaves
other vulnerable potential victims at risk, ignores our call to compliance with criminal
statutes, helps offenders avoid potential consequences that might urge true repentance
and protect others, and pressures forgiveness which should be a process between the
victim and God.

Jerod Corbin initially denied his sexual abuse of multiple victims once confronted
then only admitted and expressed remorse when it appeared he could avoid any real
consequences like being reported, possibly returning to prison, or exposure. This is not
consistent with repentance. And while it may have benefitted the relative of several victims
who sought an admission from Corbin to know that the alleged abuse was real, it did
nothing to seek justice for those victims, protect future victims, or hold Corbin accountable
and point him toward genuine repentance to respond with pastoral meetings. Corbin’s
excuse of any reason for his sexual abuse, much less his anger over the unreturned
affections of a 14-year-old girl, and his reported suggestion that the victim’s family member
hadn’t forgiven him because he was being “ignored” at church highlight this lack of
ownership for his actions and repentance.

With respect to RV4 and Danny Kramer, given that according to witnesses, the
description of events from RV4 at the time and Kramer’s admissions differed so widely
suggests less than full confession on the part of Kramer. An unwillingness to give full
confession and repeated downplaying of events, despite two confessions before the
men/church, even to the point of suggesting the leadership team needed his forgiveness
when he was leaving the church, and so much so that Key Leader indeed sought it more
recently, is troubling. While the leadership held him accountable by removing him from
eldership, the lingering confusion, lack of full confession, Kramer’s apparent indignance
and avoidance of accountability by leaving the church do not comport with genuine
repentance. Such events then further distort repentance and responsibility for abuse when
combined with statements like, “I trust Danny’s heart” and assigning equal responsibility for
Kramer’s misconduct to RV4 by an individual purportedly counseling RV4 after the
events.781

While Doran initiated some form of confession to UBMC leadership at the time of
his misconduct, it is unclear whether this was motivated, at least in part, by fear that the
misconduct would become known given the involvement of store security (and possibly

781 RV4 Tr. at 28.

780 Id.
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police as well), being banned from the store for years, the woman’s claim of being
harassed, and the suggestion by store security that the incident could result in charges.
Confession out of fear versus grief over our sin, the confusion of witnesses who heard the
confession at the time, and Doran’s own emerging story over time to GRACE investigators,
suggest less than full confession and responsibility for his actions.

When church leadership, those in positions of holding offenders accountable,
seeking justice for victims, and providing a safe environment for congregants offer cheap
grace, it reduces safety and erodes trust. Instead of modeling God’s compassion for the
oppressed, it suggests God cares more about offenders and image. It lacks transparency
for witnesses to appreciate the seriousness of the harm and future risk and steals the voice
of victims, suggesting short-circuited forgiveness is the way, despite a lack of
acknowledgement of the actual harm caused.

7. Misuse of Spiritual Authority
Church leaders are held to a higher standard of accountability, to be watchful for

wolves that might devour the flock of the church (Acts 20:28-31), to teach, to restore, and to
lead. They hold spiritual power and authority and can be perceived by their congregation
as speaking for God. Therefore, how they discuss and handle allegations of abuse holds
great weight and to the extent their spiritual authority is misused in that regard, it can
further harm victims, reflects poorly on God’s compassion and justice, and erodes trust.

When UBMC Leader 1 framed allegations of abuse involving David George as a
spiritual battle against the George family,782 this worked to (at least partially) shift
responsibility from David George for the abuse, and possibly others for offering cheap
grace to offenders, to the demonic spiritual realm. It also suggested that by speaking up
and pressing forward with criminal accountability, RV1 and those advocating on her behalf
might be aligning themselves against God.

In designing and implementing David George’s participation agreement, UBMC
leadership used their spiritual authority to suppress the voice of those who believed that
having David involved in the youth group placed others at risk and also sent the wrong
message to RV1 and other victims of abuse. At least some youth leaders were made
responsible for its implementation, including supervising David and reporting violations,
without their input or consent, and members of the youth group were forced to choose
between being around David (which carried the UBMC leaders’ imprimatur of the spiritually
appropriate thing to do) or foregoing their participation in the youth group.

782 UBMC Leader 1’s notes in preparation for the February 2022 members’ meeting stated, “There is an enemy
who wants to destroy each one of us, each member of the George family, and the church as a whole, and he
wants to shame the name of Christ.” (emphasis in original). “Spiritual battle” was handwritten next to the typed
text. Id.
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Further, UBMC leadership’s discouragement or outright disapproval of youth
leaders meeting with the youth about the allegations and then requiring leadership’s
approval for the contents of that communication,783 displays an unhealthy level of control
of information, violating the principles of transparency and collaboration. Then chastising
the youth leaders for being willing to defy UBMC leadership in desiring to hold such a
meeting lorded spiritual authority over them, violating Jesus’ design for spiritual leadership
in Matthew 20.784

UBMC leadership’s silencing of victims also misused spiritual authority, as well as
violated the principles of transparency, foreclosed the option for peer support, and
suppressed empowerment and voice of victims. For example, RV8 remembers being told
that when her parents met with Key Leader about Corbin’s abuse of her, that “he was
insistent that it be kept in that room… and that they not share it with other people.”785 She
recalls the culture of following the directives of the pastors as reflective of God’s will: “They
were these humble servants of God, and their decisions both individually and collectively
were ordained and to be adhered to…. So, there was a feeling of, well, the pastor is
supposed to know how to direct us, and this is what he's doing.”786

8. Public Support of Offenders by the Church
There is specific and unique additional harm to survivors when church leaders fail to

take allegations of abuse seriously, privately support an accused offender, and/or minimize
sexual misconduct. However, that harm is compounded when those actions by a church or
its leaders are public. They can bring further confusion and shame to a survivor and a
perception to them and to the watching world that God also takes the same position, as
aligned with abuse, in opposition to the survivor, neglecting, and even justifying their pain.

Consider this scene: Religious leaders are in the courtroom to support a
father accused of sexually abusing his 12-year-old daughter. When the girl
sees her mother, siblings, and church leaders, all seated behind her father,
she pulls on the prosecutor’s arm and whispers, “Does this mean God is
against me too?”787

787 Peters, Robert J., Deafen the Silence: How Vocal Christian Opposition to Child Sexual Abuse Will Change the
World, Christian Ethics Today (Sept. 14, 2016),
https://christianethicstoday.com/wp/deafen-the-silence-how-vocal-christian-opposition-to-child-sexual-abuse-w
ill-change-the-world/.

786 Id.

785 RV8 Tr. at 13.

784 “Jesus called them over and said, “You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and those in
high positions act as tyrants over them. 26 It must not be like that among you. On the contrary, whoever wants
to become great among you must be your servant, 27 and whoever wants to be first among you must be your
slave; 28 just as the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for
many.” Matthew 20:25-28 (CSB).

783 W7 Tr. at 21-22, 27.
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Church leaders should be very cautious before publicly lending their support,
thereby the support of the religious institution they represent and the perceived support of
God, to an accused abuser. Even though caveats might express their words to be on behalf
of themselves personally, this does not obviate their role as a perceived spiritual leader in
the eyes of their congregants or others in the community, especially children and
nonbelievers.

God is consistently described as a god of justice who is on the side of the oppressed
(Ps. 9:9, Ps. 10:18, Ps. 103:6), and thereby calls on us to do justice and correct oppression
(Isa. 1:17, Mic. 6:8). Therefore, when church leaders publicly advocate for an accused
abuser at the expense of victims, it is not surprising that victims and the public would ask
whether the church even believes the accusations and instead thinks the offender is the
one oppressed and deserving of vindication. Specific examples in this Report include:

● Implementing a participation agreement for David George
● Sitting on David George’s side of the courtroom at his sentencing hearing
● Writing letters in support of David George, whether or not they requested

leniency, for his sentencing
● Prayers and circles of support for men confessing sexual misconduct at

men’s and congregational meetings such as what allegedly occurred for
David George and Danny Kramer

Assuming church leaders believe accusations are credible, spiritual guidance,
compassion, and care of the accused offender do not dictate public support or requests for
leniency of a court or other public sphere, even in a church service.

In the case of David George, UBMC leadership went to great lengths to care for
David’s social and spiritual needs through the participation agreement, regular pastor and
counseling meetings, and church confessions, all the while affirming to the church that he
was safe to be around and minimizing his sexual abuse. These private and public displays
of support without a balanced or significant show of care and support for his victim, further
isolated RV1 and testified to her a warped perspective of God’s care for her as a victim.

Further, the public displays of support at the sentencing hearing and the letters
written on David’s behalf reflected this continued support in an adversarial process where
one was either supporting the victim or the abuser. While we certainly care for the
offender, and especially his relatives who are often damaged by actions as well, a public
display of support on his behalf is not necessary. Multiple witnesses noted that it was
obvious who you were supporting at the sentencing hearing and the letters by leaders of
the church on David’s behalf only emphasized that support.

Three leaders from UBMC wrote letters to the judge in support of David George.788

One later apologized to the youth group and confessed he did not realize how the letter

788 W2 Tr. at 8-10.
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would be used.789 Two also apologized personally to one witness who was very upset by the
letters and said they did not think through the implications of the letters.790 The witness
expressed how much it meant to her to receive these apologies.791 This is in contrast to
how she describes the other writer told the youth group that he stood behind everything
he wrote in his letter of support and that he was glad he wrote it, that some people worked
to help RV1 and he was working to help David and that taking sides is divisive and the
church needs to be unified.792

In multiple situations described in this Report, men confessed to allegations of
sexual misconduct to meetings of UBMC men or of the whole congregation. While such
confessions might be part of a process of repentance, as discussed in Section IV.D.6 herein,
it is only one statement on one day, made especially worse if the offender is given full
control over what exactly is told to the men/congregation, whereas true repentance is
reflected over time. Therefore, to conclude such a confession with public statements and
displays of support and affirmation for the offender, as some witnesses described,
especially absent any such verbal or noted support for their victim, does not reflect God’s
desire for justice and care for the oppressed. Instead, they wrongly suggest that the matter
is concluded, all is forgiven, and the offender is restored within the body, even if their
leadership position was taken away, as occurred with Danny Kramer. This confusion then
allowed him an opportunity to still reframe the events when he decided to leave the church
and “forgive” the leadership for how the situation was handled.

V. Final Recommendations
We acknowledge UBMC’s efforts to listen to the call of survivors in evaluating their

responses to these allegations. One member expressed thanks that the leadership
supported an independent investigation, stating “I am very proud of them for getting you
guys in here… that they actually did it. Especially with the cost and all that.”793

Our understanding from UBMC leadership is that they have been going through the
SBC Caring Well, “Becoming a Church That Cares Well For the Abused” curriculum since late
2023.794 This was prompted by two women receiving some training about supporting
trauma victims.795 We commend leadership for both actions.

Several witnesses described their desires for UBMC through this process. One
witness expressed:

795 Id.

794 UBMC-L4 Tr. #2 at 1.

793 W19 Tr. at 11.

792 Id. at 8-11.

791 Id.

790 Id. at 10-11.

789 Id. at 8.
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I just want transparency. I want honesty. I want this to be, even if it makes for
difficulty for some people, even if it makes difficulty for our pastors, even if it
humbles us in United Bethel. United Bethel has always been, quote, a
strong... I feel like a strong church, for good or bad, I guess. But there's been
a lot of wounded people. There's been a lot of things that United Bethel has
done well. I think it's been a strong church in the community. But if this
brings us to our knees and really humbles us and it shakes up the status quo
of how we deal with these things, that's what I want. I obviously don't want
this kind of thing to ever happen again, but I want our church to have the
tools, resource, understanding, and just even the spirit in knowing how to go
about addressing this.796

Another expressed their hopes for UBMC and the result of this process:

I would love for... I want the name of the Lord to be glorified, obviously. I
would love for us to become known as a model church that has dealt with
this, and has been strengthened by it. I think if we can keep that in mind,
yeah, the investigation is painful. Yes, this hurts. Look, bringing this stuff into
the light actually has made us stronger and safer and more godly, and not
less. Changing that culture of forced forgiveness, and not valuing women's
stories, I think that's one of the ways to increase a woman's voice.797

In a previous section on UBMC’s Policies and Procedures, GRACE has offered
recommendations to UBMC on ways to enhance their existing policies. These
recommendations include:

● Develop the written biblical and theological foundation;
● Expand definitions of abuse to include other forms of abuse, such as emotional

abuse, physical abuse, spiritual abuse, and abuse of power;
● Develop screening practices for any employee or volunteer that serves the

vulnerable within UBMC. Screening practices should include not only background
checks, in-person interviews, reference checks, and internet/social media checks;

● Specify boundaries for the whole community, expanding the code of conduct to
include expectations surrounding sexualized conversations, physical touch,
isolation, and use of technology/virtual messaging.

● Develop a proactive team approach and mechanism for responding to policy
violations, including development of a Safeguarding Team;

● Clearly state within reporting protocol that all adults should report potential abuse
against children and vulnerable adults to legal authorities, regardless of any legal
requirement or lack thereof. All Christians have an ethical obligation to speak up for

797 W25 Tr. at 30.

796 W9 Tr. at 33.
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the vulnerable who cannot speak for themselves (e.g. Proverbs 31:8-9; Psalm 82:1-4;
Isaiah 1:16-17).

● Create a process for what will occur after a report of abuse is received. For example,
a detailed protocol for interacting with victims post reporting may include, providing
pastoral support, community support, and possibly therapeutic support, or it may
involve the creation of a care team that offers support and care among other things;
and

● Develop a policy that provides a clear process for evaluating whether a known or
alleged offender would be a candidate to participate in the life of the church, taking
into consideration the risk of reoffense, any present cognitive distortions, and the
negative effect on the psychological safety of survivors of abuse and the church
community.

GRACE further recommends:

● Provide generous funding to assist any reporting victims of the alleged offenders
named in this final report, including any past therapy costs that a reporting victim
paid.

● Develop a comprehensive plan that demonstrates sincere repentance to the
reported victims, those who were hurt by UBMC’s response to the sexual
misconduct allegations, and to the full congregation that includes but is not limited
to the shortcomings of leadership mentioned in this report and the effects caused
by those shortcomings.

● Collaborate with the reporting victims, should they desire to collaborate, to
determine the best plan for communication and distribution of this report.

● Share relevant and appropriate information from this report directly with other
organizations UBMC believes the reported offenders would have had any authority
over children or others who are vulnerable.

● Host a service of lament related to the sexual misconduct and pain addressed by
this investigation. A service of lament can be an opportunity for prayer and for
honoring those who chose to come forward with their stories.

● Review training for all staff and volunteers to assure it incorporates and provides
annual updates on: the use and abuse of power; grooming, boundaries, and
misconduct; understanding, identifying, and responding to issues related to abuse,
perpetrators, and victimization; and internal and external reporting requirements.

● Provide ongoing training and education to the entire community on issues related
to abuse recognition, prevention, and response. Additional training may include:
shepherding congregations through announcements of alleged misconduct; ways
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Scripture has been used to justify abuse or a poor response to abuse; and
implementation of trauma-informed principles in faith communities. 798

● Explore ways to limit the risk that having predominantly male leadership presents
for missing important gender-related considerations and insights.799

● Develop a plan to ensure this incident remains in UBMC’s institutional memory,
which may help decrease the likelihood of similar incidents.

● Develop or utilize age-appropriate curriculum to educate children on body parts,
boundaries, appropriate touch, and sexual abuse.800 Inform children regularly of
multiple staff persons to speak to if they witness or experience abusive or
boundary-crossing behavior. Work towards a culture that provides an open space
for children and vulnerable people to speak about abusive or boundary-crossing
behavior.

● Ensure parents are well-informed about child protection policies and are actively
involved in their implementation and adherence, while also equipping them with the
knowledge and skills to discuss these important topics with their children.801

● Develop collaboration efforts with social services, law enforcement agencies,
children’s advocacy centers, mental health services, and other relevant
professionals and agencies to effectively address and respond to the needs of
maltreated children.

● Address the challenges facing individuals who may seek to disclose allegations
within an organization such as UBMC, especially when it involves misconduct by
individuals in positions of influence within the church.

● Provide training to pastors, elders, accountability partners, and others on
indications of true repentance.

● Connect with peer support groups such as Empower Survivors (child sexual abuse)
and Restored Voices Collective (adult clergy sexual abuse) to include survivor
perspectives and lived experiences in decision-making processes.

801 UBMC noted that the church held an educational seminar for parents to help equip them and their children
to not be easy targets for abuse. They note that they “provided a list and samples of books for parents to read
with their children to empower the children for safety and inform the parents.” While GRACE has not reviewed
this program or the specific resources provided, this kind of support can serve as part of an overall
safeguarding effort.

800 One example is the book God Made All of Me by Justin and Lindsay Holcomb.

799 All beliefs and practices have some level of risk. The risk does not automatically mean that the belief or
practice is wrong, but it does mean that the individual or organization adopting the belief or practice should
assess the risks and take proactive steps to mitigate those risks to the degree possible.

798 For example, Singer, P. (2021, November 5). A Trauma-Informed Church: Equipping Faith Communities to
Prevent and Respond to Abuse. [Conference Presentation]. 18th Annual Seminar in Forensic Sciences, South
Padre Island, TX, United States. https://fsseminar.com/.
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Appendix A: Methodology
The findings of GRACE’s investigation were analyzed using the methods and

definitions described below or in Section II.B., Methodology.

A. Burden of Proof and the GRACE Evidentiary
Standard

GRACE adopts a holistic approach to conducting its investigations and writing its
reports and recommendations. While GRACE does not consider its work purely or primarily
through a legal lens, it does apply certain fundamentals and principles of U.S. legal theory
to inform its investigations and reports. One such fundamental is the application of a
“burden of proof.”802

A common burden of proof used in U.S. legal proceedings is called “preponderance
of the evidence” or “the greater weight of the evidence.”803 This burden of proof imposes a
much less stringent standard than a “beyond a reasonable doubt” standard typically used
in criminal proceedings.804 A common analogy for this burden is a two-sided scale; if
evidence is produced to tip the scales ever so slightly in the direction of the party with the
responsibility to prove the wrongdoing, this burden of proof has been met.805

GRACE understands that it is not a judicial body; similarly, GRACE is not a charging
party or plaintiff. However, in order to thoroughly analyze the credibility of allegations

805 See United States Courts, supra.

804 With respect to criminal offenses, the most common burden of proof is “beyond a reasonable doubt.” In re
Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970) (concluding that Due Process demands a burden of proof of “beyond a reasonable
doubt” when imposing criminal liability on someone). This burden of proof imposes a high standard on the
charging party (typically the local, state, or federal government in criminal actions) to prove wrongdoing, given
that criminal conviction places the defendant’s liberty and sometimes life in jeopardy. It is the highest burden of
proof used in U.S. jurisprudence. See United States Courts,
https://www.uscourts.gov/glossary#:~:text=In%20civil%20cases%2C%20a%20plaintiff,of%20proving%20the%20
defendant's%2 0guilt.

803https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/preponderance_of_the_evidence#:~:text=In%20Karch%20v.,for%20prepond
e rance%20of%20the%20evidence”.

802 “In civil cases, a plaintiff generally has the burden of proving his or her case. In criminal cases, the
government has the burden of proving the defendant's guilt.” See United States Courts,
https://www.uscourts.gov/glossary#:~:text=In%20civil%20cases%2C%20a%20plaintiff,of%20proving%20the%20
defendant's%2 0guilt. Under U.S. law, every actionable offense or liable action has an applicable burden of
proof. Critically, GRACE’s analysis is fundamentally distinct from the analysis of legal liability. Nothing in this
Report is, or is intended to be, legal advice or the evaluation of current or potential legal claims. GRACE is not a
law firm; and has no attorney/client relationships. To the extent legal concepts are referenced, it is for the
purposes of illustrating evidentiary considerations related to GRACE’s definitions of misconduct, and not any
civil or criminal statute.
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based on the evidence collected, GRACE finds it useful to impose an evidentiary standard
on its investigation. GRACE closely considers all evidence collected and finds credible only
those allegations that GRACE feels are supported by evidence sufficient to exceed a simple
“greater weight” test. Conversely, GRACE is not so stringent as to find credible only those
allegations that are proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Throughout this Report, this
evidentiary standard may be referred to as the “GRACE evidentiary standard.”

B. Investigatory and Legal Principles and Rules
of Evidence

Before a burden of proof can be applied, individual pieces of evidence are analyzed
for credibility. There are many factors to be examined and weighed in determining
credibility of a witness. These factors include the consistency and specificity of their
statements, any present motivation to lie or lack thereof, any complete or partial
admissions of the accused, and corroboration by other witnesses or through
documentation evidence.

Looking at the Federal Rules of Evidence, there are several principles that GRACE
utilizes in analyzing the above factors.

Prior Bad Acts. In the legal system, evidence of a person’s prior bad act is generally
not admissible to prove that, on a subsequent occasion, the person acted in that same way.
This avoids the pitfall of arguing “once a _____, always a _____.” However, a person’s prior
bad acts may be used to show that on a subsequent occasion there was “motive,
opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, absence of mistake, or lack of
accident.”806 Another, similar, rule of evidence allows for prior acts to be used as evidence
that a person acted consistently with those prior acts, if the acts amount to a “habit.” This
rule may seem like the opposite of the first rule discussed above, but has an important
clarifying detail: instead of showing evidence that a person acted the same way in the past,
this evidence is only allowed if the person acted the same way consistently and repeatedly,
such that the act could be considered a habit.

Extraneous Evidence and Child Statements. States have also codified enhanced
admissibility of extraneous evidence that tends to show that an accused person has
engaged in sexual conduct with multiple minors. Finders of fact are allowed to consider
such extraneous evidence of sexual abuse against a different child as further evidence that
an accused committed the offense against the child in question. Similarly, multiple states
have also allowed for increased admissibility of statements made by child victims to adults
concering child sexual abuse. Out of court statements are generally barred from testimony

806 For instance, if a person is convicted of stealing a vehicle in 2010, that conviction cannot be used to prove
that the person again stole a car in 2012, during the trial for that 2012 theft. However, the 2010 conviction could
be used as evidence to rebut the defendant’s argument that the 2012 theft was a mistake or accident.
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under the rules of hearsay. However, many jurisdictions affirm the importance of allowing
statements of a child regarding sexual abuse to be offered evidence in a criminal
proceeding.

Hearsay Exceptions. Seminal to any discussion of rules of evidence is the concept
of hearsay, which is defined as “a statement offered for the truth of the matter asserted.”
Generally speaking, a witness cannot utter in a proceeding what someone else said or told
them. There are multiple exceptions to this rule. Of most importance in investigations is an
exception to the rule for things an accused or “party-opponent” said. Generally speaking, a
witness is permitted to utter words that purport to have been previously said by an
accused.

Statement Consistency. In addition to evidentiary rules concerning someone’s
actions, there are also rules that help determine someone’s truthfulness. One such rule
allows for evidence and testimony of a witness’s character of truthfulness or
untruthfulness. Another helpful tool to determine truthfulness is to examine a witness’s
prior statements. The rules of evidence allow a party to offer evidence of a witness’s prior
statement to show that the witness either changed or did not change their testimony. This
is referred to as “prior inconsistent” or “prior consistent” statements. Of course, should
evidence show that a witness’s testimony is consistent with their own prior statements, this
tends to prove that they are truthful. Conversely, if a witness changes their testimony, this
may show that they are not being truthful. Another important aspect of prior consistent
statements is how many consistent statements/acts there are and what sources are
confirming them. For instance, if multiple witnesses report the same prior consistent
statement or act from various different times, it lends more veracity to the claim.807

Delayed Disclosure. Another important investigatory principle that has an impact
on credibility analysis is delayed disclosure dynamics. In the past, delayed disclosure by
victims was used as a way to discredit those victims. As is the case with many other crimes,
immediate disclosure was expected. However, research is consistent that delayed
disclosure is commonplace when it comes to sexual abuse. In fact, this research shows that
the average age of reporting child sexual abuse is 52; this means that despite enduring
sexual abuse as a minor, victims often do not disclose until well into their adulthood, if at
all. Delayed disclosure should not be used to discredit allegations. Indeed, Child USA states
that delayed disclosure of abuse is statistically a better diagnostic measure of whether
abuse occurred than a medical exam. Other factors that contribute to delayed disclosures
are: age (the younger the victim, the longer it may take to disclose); gender (males are
typically less likely to disclose quickly or fully); and relational proximity to the offender (a

807 This concept is similar to one of the reliability arguments used to articulate the veracity of the Bible. The
Bible was written by 40 authors of differing backgrounds, in three different languages, on three different
continents, over the course of 1,500 years. Despite this, the consistencies throughout Scripture demonstrate its
veracity. In this way, receiving the same or similar information from various sources over an extended period of
time tends to prove the credibility of that information.
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close relationship with the offender may lead to the victim not fully understanding the
abuse and choosing not to disclose the abuse for some time).

Appraising Victim Inconsistencies. Lastly, one common error in investigations of
sexual misconduct is an over-emphasis on inconsistencies in the memory, reactions, and
demeanor of alleged victims. Often, explanations for these inconsistencies may be found in
the dynamics of trauma itself, either from the immediate offense or prior victimization.

Appendix B: Important Concepts and Definitions

A. Delayed Disclosure
While some allegations of abuse contained within this Report were first disclosed in

close proximity to the alleged abuse, others were not disclosed until years after their
occurrence, some disclosures first occurring to GRACE or to individuals who were known to
have received and stewarded other allegations of abuse related to UBMC just prior to the
GRACE investigation. As mentioned previously, a delay in disclosure does not speak to the
potential veracity of allegations.

Delayed disclosure of abuse by victims is common, even expected, and occurs for a
variety of reasons. Some of these reasons are based on the abuse itself and the behavior of
the abuser (normalization of abusive behavior, grooming to protect the abuser and
encourage silence about the abuse - see subsection 3 below regarding grooming), and
some of these reasons are based on (rational) fears and expectations of the victim (fear of
not being believed, fear of being blamed, fear of being seen as a likely predator themselves,
fear of losing relationships or their reputation, fear of being seen as homosexual (in the
case of same gender abuse, especially male-male abuse), a desire to protect the abuser or
the institution where the abuse occurred, an expectation of loyalty or submission, etc.).

In the case of the victims described herein, many disclosures were initially delayed
because of a failure to understand healthy and unhealthy sexual behavior and sexual
abuse in particular. At least one disclosure was also allegedly delayed based on the victim’s
perception of prior (mis)handling of allegations.

The fears and perspectives that are part of delaying disclosure are often grounded
in and reinforced by past and current behaviors of the environment where the abuse
occurred, in this case family systems and/or UBMC leaders. For example, how other abuse
generally or victims specifically (of the same offender or of any kind of abuse or
mistreatment) is viewed, spoken about, and/or treated, will likely affect how a victim
perceives their own experience and their subconscious or conscious choice of whether,
what, how, and to whom to disclose. Therefore, because of the ingrained normalization and
psychological and relational incentives to remain silent, how initial disclosures are received
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and handled, especially publicly, can positively or negatively impact whether further
disclosures occur or additional victims come forward. As discussed below, the handling of
initial disclosures by UBMC leaders not only further traumatized known victims but also
likely played a role in delaying further disclosures and gaining an earlier full understanding
of the scope of any other abuse.

Although most offenders follow a specific victim profile (victims within a specific
gender), this is not always the case and the dynamics of abuse victimization differ
significantly between boys and girls, leading to distinct challenges in disclosure.808 Research
indicates that boys are much less likely to report abuse compared to girls, with studies
showing an average delay of 21.38 years before disclosure, and a full discussion of the
abuse not occurring until 28.23 years later.809

Several factors contribute to the barriers preventing boys and men from disclosing
child sexual abuse. Since the experience of abuse “violates masculine norms such as
self-protection, many [boys] felt weak, frightened, confused, or guilty around the time of
the abuse.”810 Instead of seeking help and support by disclosing the abuse, boys frequently
adhere to cultural expectations, adopting responses like "toughing it out," displaying
machismo, remaining stoic, and handling the situation on their own. Other dynamics
include “difficulty trusting others,”811 “fear that disclosure [will] lead others to suspect them
of becoming a future perpetrator or predator,”812 concerns related to “their own basic
safety and security… and physical wellbeing,”813 inability to recognize the acts as abusive,814

and “fear of unknown consequences” of disclosure.815 Another barrier to disclosure is the
fact that modern culture minimizes the sexual abuse of boys, as demonstrated by a
comedian’s quip lamenting the absence of sexually abusive female teachers when he was
in school, or a Saturday Night Live sketch in which a judge congratulates a high-school male
for his experience.816

B. Sexual Misconduct
Sexual misconduct refers to any verbal, nonverbal and/or physical acts of an

immoral, indecent, improper, or sexual nature that are 1) unwelcome or 2) performed
without consent or 3) committed by one in a position of authority upon a subordinate or 4)

816 Vieth, Victor I., “Preparing Children for Court,” Zero Abuse Project (2020).

815 Id. at 465.

814 Id. at 466.

813 Id. at 465.

812 Id.

811 Id. at 464.

810 Eastin, Scott D., et al., Would You Tell Under Circumstances Like That? Barriers to Disclosure of Child Sexual Abuse
for Men, 15 PSYCHOLOGY OF MEN & MASCULINITY 460, 463 (2013).

809 Easton, Scott D., Disclosure of Child Sexual Abuse Among Adult Male Survivors, 41 CLINICAL SOCIAL WORK
JOURNAL 344-355 (2013).

808 1in6. "Statistics." 1in6, https://1in6.org/statistic/ (accessed March 1, 2023).
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committed by an adult upon someone under the age of 18 regardless of consent. Examples
include, but are not limited to, derogatory or indecent statements about a person’s body;
slurs, epithets, anecdotes, jokes, or innuendos of a sexual or intimate nature; verbal
advances, propositions, or invitations of a sexual or intimate nature; suggestive or obscene
gestures or communications; unwanted attention such as leering or staring; ‘groping’ or
any unwanted touches of a sexual or intimate nature, adult sexual assault, and sexual
abuse of a minor.

‘Without consent’ means that consent is not freely given or obtained, and is
accomplished through force, intimidation, violence, manipulation, coercion, threat,
deception, aggressive come-on, disregard for nonverbal cues of discomfort, or misuse of
authority or power.

C. Grooming
Grooming, in the context of sexual abuse, refers to the manipulative tactics

employed to deceive a victim, encouraging compliance with sexual abuse while preventing
disclosure. While not all behaviors associated with grooming are necessarily, considered by
themselves, sexual misconduct, various forms of boundary-crossing and the frequency and
persistent practice of these behaviors can be a “red flag,” possibly showing intent to
sexually abuse a child or vulnerable adult. This harmful process has three main objectives:
establishing conditions for easier perpetration of sexual abuse, enabling future acts against
the victim, and reducing the likelihood of disclosure.817 Numerous interpretations of
grooming exist, with researchers Georgia Winters, Leah Kaylor, and Elizabeth Jeglic offer
this definition:

Sexual grooming is the deceptive process used by sexual abusers to facilitate
sexual contact with a minor while simultaneously avoiding detection. Prior to
the commission of the sexual abuse, the would-be sexual abuser may select
a victim, gain access to and isolate the minor, develop trust with the minor
and often their guardians, community, and youth-serving institutions, and
desensitize the minor to sexual content and physical contact. Post-abuse, the
offender may use maintenance strategies on the victim to facilitate future
sexual abuse and/or to prevent disclosure.818

According to a recent study, "The fourth stage [of grooming] ‘involves gradually
increasing physical contact to desensitize the victim.’”819 Physical touching tends to be

819 Peters, Robert J., Technology-Facilitated Child Abuse, in Geffner, Robert et al., (Eds), Handbook of Interpersonal
Violence Across the Lifespan (2020); Key study was: Spraitz, J. D., & Bowen, K. N., Examination of a nascent

818 Id. at 8.

817 Winters, Georgia M. et al., Toward a Universal Definition of Child Sexual Grooming, Deviant Behavior, (2021), DOI:
10.1080/01639625.2021.1941427.Georgia et. al., analyzed thirteen distinct definitions. Despite this variety, none
have gained widespread acceptance. In their recent paper, they synthesized prevalent themes from previous
definitions to propose a comprehensive definition that presents the most essential themes.
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utilized prior to sexual touching. In 1988, one study observed that “75% of intrafamilial and
56% of stranger perpetrators in their sample used accidental touching as a grooming
strategy. It was the abuser’s intent that the purposeful touch appears to be an accident.”820

In the context of the church, literature on clergy sexual misconduct defines “grooming” as
behavior by spiritual leadership seeking to develop a close relationship with targeted
individuals, including flattering language, affection, sharing private information, religious
language, and erosion of boundaries.821 According to the U.S. DOJ, grooming behaviors
involve a series of concerning actions by an adult towards a child. These behaviors typically
include an adult displaying an unusually high level of interest in a child, frequently seeking
opportunities to be alone with them or multiple children. The adult often becomes fixated
on the child, granting them special privileges such as providing rides to and from activities.
They may go so far as to befriend the child's family, prioritizing their relationship with the
child over relationships with the adults in the family. Groomers also find opportunities to
lavish the child with gifts and tailor their actions to cater to the child's interests, potentially
creating situations where the child or the child's parent initiates contact with the
offender.822

Another study evaluating “red flag child sex grooming behaviors” concluded that:

behaviors in the desensitization to sexual content and physical touch stage
were four to 34 times more likely to be present in cases of [Child Sexual
Abuse (CSA)]. This is the stage likely to immediately precede the actual CSA
and the one in which the individual who perpetrates the abuse is pushing the
physical comfort and sexual content limits of the child, testing whether they
will be able to engage in the abuse without the child reporting it. Importantly,
these boundary violation behaviors are significant regardless of the
relationship between the child and the male adult. As such any sexual
touching, exposing of the adult’s nude body, excessive touching of the child,
exposure to sexual content such as pornography or discussion of sexual
behaviors should be considered red flags and investigated immediately.823

The U.S. Department of Justice provided 13 examples of “[a]ctivities that can be
sexually arousing to adults who have a sexual interest” in minors.824 Some of these

824 U.S. Dep’t of Justice, National Sex Offender Public Website, SMART Program. “Get Answers about Sexual
Abuse and Associated Risks: Common Questions.” See

823 Elizabeth L. Jeglic, Georgia M. Winters, Benjamin N. Johnson (2023): Identification of red flag child sexual
grooming behaviors. Child Abuse & Neglect 136 at 10.

822 U.S. Dep’t of Justice, National Sex Offender Public Website, SMART Program. “Get Answers about Sexual
Abuse and Associated Risks: Common Questions.”

821 See Garland, Diana & Argueta, Christen, How Clergy Sexual Misconduct Happens: A Qualitative Study of
First-Hand Accounts, Social Work & Christianity, 37 (2010).

820 Id.

taxonomy of priest sexual grooming, Sexual Abuse, 31, 707–728 (2019).
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063218809095.
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behaviors include: “tickling and ‘accidentally’ touching genitalia, activities that involve
removing clothes (massage, swimming), wrestling in underwear, playing games that include
touching genitalia, [discussing] sexual development, discussing sexually explicit information
under the guise of education, [and telling] sexually explicit jokes.”825

An offender often grooms not only potential victims, but also the community
surrounding the offender and/or victims, using appearances and tactics to gain the trust of
parents, congregants, and other colleagues, to camouflage the abuse, and to prevent
investigation and disclosure. According to Dr. Anna Salter, “The front that offenders
typically offer to the outside world is usually a ‘good person,’ someone who the community
believes has a good character and who would never do such a thing. Sometimes if the
molestations and rapes are occurring outside the home, they even portray the same image
to their family.”826 Salter also speaks of the difficulty in distinguishing offenders from
entirely moral colleagues.

Appendix C: Potential Indicators of Child Abuse
Consider the possibility of sexual abuse if a child has:

● Torn, stained, or bloody underclothing
● Difficulty, pain or blood in the genital area when walking, sitting, or using the

bathroom
● Discharge from the penis or vagina
● Injuries (e.g., bruises, tearing, bleeding), itching, or swelling in the genital,

vaginal, or anal area
● Urinary tract infections, yeast infections, sexually transmitted diseases
● Pregnancy

It is atypical for children to engage in the following sexual behaviors:

● Placing mouth on sex part
● Asking others to engage in sexual acts
● Trying to have intercourse or imitating intercourse
● Undressing others, especially if done forcefully
● Imitating sexual positions with dolls
● Inserting an object into vagina or anus, especially if child continues to do so

despite pain
● Manually stimulating or having oral or genital contact with pets
● Making sexual sounds
● Inserting tongue in mouth when kissing

826 Salter, Anna C., Predators: Pedophiles, Rapists, and Other Sex Offenders, 35 (2003).

825 Id.

https://www.americanbar.org/groups/public_interest/child_law/resources/child_law_practiceonline/child_law_pr
actice/vol-34/november-2015/understanding-sexual-grooming-in-child-abuse-cases/
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Consider the possibility of physical abuse if you notice:

● Frequent injuries of any kind (e.g., bruises, cuts, fractures, burns), especially if
the child is unable to provide an adequate explanation of the cause of injury

● These injuries may appear in distinctive patterns such as grab marks, human
bite marks, cigarette burns, or impressions of other instruments

● Pay particular attention to injuries that present on both sides of the head or
body, as accidental injuries typically only affect one side of the body

Consider the possibility of neglect if a child:

● Is obviously malnourished, listless, or fatigued
● Begs, steals, or hoards food or complains frequently of hunger
● Is consistently dirty or has severe body odor
● Lacks sufficient clothing for the weather
● Untreated illness, injuries, health (e.g., unfilled cavities) or serious

educational needs
● Broken or missing eyeglasses, hearing aid, or other necessary aids or

equipment
● Has an untreated need for glasses, dental care, or other medical attention
● Is inappropriately left unsupervised
● Abuses alcohol or other drugs
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