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History of Sex Offender Registration and Notificatic

(SORN)

A 1994: Jacob Wetterling Act

A Required sex offenders to register with local law enforcement so th:
such criminals could be tracked and their whereabouts known.

A'1996: Megands Law

A Amended the Wetterling Act, requiring all states to implement
community notification.

A Upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court in 2003, in 2 cases (CT & Alaska)

A PROTECT amendment require all states to develop Internet registries
2006.

A Adam Walsh Act (2006)

A Expanded registration durations, increased penalties, standardized
classification, mandates juvenile registration
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Recidivism Rates

A 5.3% over 3 years (Bureau of Justice Statistics,
2003)

A 14% over 46 years (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998;
Hanson & MortorBourgon, 2005)

A 24% over 15 years (Harris & Hanson, 2004)
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A Sex offender is a legal term.

A All sex offenders are not the same.

A Sex offenders are a heterogeneous group.

A Sexual deviance and dangerousness exist on a
continuum.

20 year old with 15 Predatory repeat
year old girlfriend pedophile with 20
child victims
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US Maltreatment Trends
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Rape rates

Adjusted wictirmzation rate

per 1,000 persons age 12 and over
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http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/tables/viortrdtab.htm

Treatment

A Hanson, R. K., Gordon, A., A SOTEP: |
Harris, A. J. R., Marques, J. K., A No overall differences

Murphy, W., Quinsey, V. L., & between treated and

Seto, M. C. (2002). untreated groups, but:

A 17% untreated A Sex offenders wheuccessfully
A 10% treated completedhe SOTEP treatment

-Equivalent to a 40% reduction program reoffended at lower
ratesthan those who did not

A Losel, F., & Schmucker, M. demonstrate th:
(2005). (Marques, Wiederanders, Day,
A Recidivism reduced by nearly Nelson, & van Ommeren,
40% 2005).
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Can they be cured?

A Treat ment wonoA
well for everyone, and 100%
success should not be expected.

A

Sex offender treatments, like
many other types of medical

and mental health interventions,
donot f ocus on
reduction of symptoms. A

Sex offender treatment teaches
clients how to change their
thinking and their behavior, and
many are able and willing to do
so and avoid reoffense.
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Tweakmeqguafby di
the disease, it manages the diseas

Treat ment for sc
cure psychosis, it reduces sympton
and allows people to function more
adequately.

a cure but

Chemotherapies may not ultimately
prevent all cancer fatalities but may
increase life expectancy and qualit
of life for many patients.
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SORN laws target predatory attacks by strangers.
7% of child sexual abuse cases are perpetrated by strang

A About 40% of sexual assaults

take place 1n
own home, and 20% take
7% strangers place in the home of a friend,

neighbor or relative (BJS,
1997).

93% of child sexual abuse

victims know their abuser; A About .7% of all murders
349% family members involve sexual assault.

59% acquaintances (BJS,

A The prevalence of sexual
murders declined by about
hal f bet ween t
and the mid 19
1997).

A About 75% of sexual murder

victims are over the age of
18 (BJS, 1997).
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

A Washington Institute for

|\P/|l|1|l|3c!|;,: Izgg%_(scmam S A No statistically significant

difference in recidivism

rates between
A Compared 125 released adult & offenders who were

sex offenders who were subiject to notification

subject Lo Was highfebidhvii)S
Ighest level of notification
with a randomly selected A and those who were not

control group of 90 offenders  (22% recidivism).
released before the law went
Into effect.

A Follow-up periods 1 4
years.
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

A (Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2005).

A After controlling for generally decreasing crime trends, sex offense recidivis
rates dropped nearly 70% after 1997, when community notification procedu
In Washington were standardized across the state.

A The absolute recidivism rates were low; 5% to <1% respectively.

A While the authors acknowledged they were unable to account for other
possible explanations for this reduction (e.g., more severe sentencing
guidelines, or improved probationary superV|S|on) they concluded that
community notification has likely contributed to reductions in sexual
offending.

A Notably, Washington reserves its most aggressive community notification fc
its highest risk Alevel 1110 offe
generalized only to those states with similarly crafted policies.
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

(Walker, Maddan, Vasquez, VanHouten, & ErilcLarty,
2005).

A An interrupted timeseries analysis involving 10 states investigate
the impact of registration and notification laws on sexual assault
rates.

A 5states experienced arcreasdn sexual assault rates, with one o
those states being statistically significant

A Trends in3 states revealed a significadecreasén sex crime
rates.

A The authors concluded that registration and notification policies
did not appear to have a systematic influence on decreasing se»
crime ratesacross the ten states as a group.
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

A (Adkins, Huff, & Stageberg, 2000).

A In lowa, researchers tracked 223 sex offenders for
about 4 years. ApproximateBfo of the registered
sex offenders were rearrested for a new sex crime,
compared witl8.5% of sex offenders who were not
required to regqister.

A This difference was not statistically significant.
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

A (Zevitz, 2006)

A In Wisconsin, 47 higltisk sex offenders subject to aggressive
public notification had higher (though not statistically
significant) rates of recidivisni@%)than 166 higfrisk sex
offenders about whom the community was not inforniexd/(

recidivism).

AZevitz concluded that fiext e
for sex offenderséhad | itt!]
204).
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Does SORN Reduce Recidivism?

Recidivism Type Notification
Group
Sexual Rearrest 5.2
Sexual Reconviction 3.2
Sexual Reincarceration 2.6
NonSexual Rearrest 13.5
Non-Sexual Reconviction 11.6
Non-Sexual Reincarceration 7.1
Any Rearrest 18.7
Any Reconviction 14.8
Any Reincarceration 9.0
\ 155

Levenson, 2008

Duwe & Donnay, 2008, Criminology

Minnesota

Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Group

Pre-Notification
Group
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Non-Notification
Group
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8.8
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To I

Does SORN Reduce Recidivisn

Prescott & Rockoff (2008)
15 states (NIBRS); 328,260 sex offenses

Registration laws did not deter first time offenders but did reduce
recidivism, presumably by increasing monitoring.

Notification laws reduced sex crime frequency by deterring potential
criminals, but not necessarily recidivists.

Beneficial effect of registration may be dampened by the use of
notification

States should consider a narrow notification scheme, in which all or mos
SOs are required to register but only a small subset are subject to
notification.
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AWA

Tier I: Misdemeanor registration offenses and child pornography
possession.

10 years

Tier II: Most felonious sexual abuse or sexual exploitation crimes
Involving victims who are minors.

25 years

Do o o Do P>

Tier 1ll: Sexual assaults regardless of victim age, sexual contact
offenses against children below the age of 13, nonparental kidnappi
of minors, and attempts or conspiracies to commit such offenses.

Lifetime registration

To

Levenson, 2008 18



Adam Walsh Act

A Requires offense based classification

A Requires juveniles as young as 14 to
register.
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Risk-based classification systems

A Uses empirically derived and validated ris}
assessment instruments (e.g. Stafg

A Employs Risk Factors known to be
associated with recidivism
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AWA

A Offensebased categories are likely to inflate risk in many
cases, but will also underestimate the risk of offenders w
pleaded down to lesser offenses.

A The result will be a registry with so many seemingly high
ri sk offenders that the
sexually dangerous persons is significantly diluted.

A Because AWA tier levels are not based on empirically
derived risk assessment, many lower risk offenders will |
erroneously classified as high risk and publicly identified

A while a number of dangerous offenders with more
favorable court outcomes will have less limits placed upc
them.
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AWA Nevada

A Nevada Sex Offender Registry had abou
160Tier Il offenders under the
Individualized risk assessment law

A Will have approximately,500(Tier )
should the Adam Walsh Act be upheld.
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Sex offender reports

physically assaulted

household members affected

property damage
threats or harassment
had to move - neighbors
had to move - landlord

lost job
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Mercado, Alvarez, & Levenson (2008) SAJRT
NJ (n = 138)
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Levenson, DoAmora & Hern (2007

"no one believes | can change so why try?" H—‘
less hope for the future _
shame and embarrassment _&
afraid for my safety _%

lost friends

alone and isolated M
causes more stress in my life “_

BIN&CT O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
O FL percentage
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Zevitz & Farkas (2000)

Wisconsin
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Sex Offenders’ Reports of Negative Consequences Associated with
Registration/Notification in Kentucky

Lost a friend =

Harassed in person
Loss/denial of housing

Loss of job

Received harassing/threatening phone calls

Received harassing/threatening mail

A ssaulted

Askad to leave a commercal establishment

””"ﬂ

{ i L 0% ¥

#

( Adapted from Tewksbury, 2005
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Impact on RSO family members
n =575, 50% spouse, 33% parents

.embarassed ] 49
afraid for safety ] 32
prop damage ] 27
assaulted e 7
threatened/harassed ] 44
had to move ] 29
offender lost job ] 53
offender hard to find job ] 82
subject to residence restrictions | 75
hard to find housing | e /()
0 20 40 60 80 100
percentage
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Impact on children of RSOs (n=132

fearul (I I S 62

anxious __ [

depressed __ 76

ridiculed __ 59

stigmatized __ 71
friendships impacted __ 7

treated different at school F 57

0 20 40 60 80 100

percentage
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Legislative History of Sex Offender
Residence Restrictions

A 19957 First statewide law in Florida

A In 2004, 14 states had residence restrictions, most
commonly 500 1000 feet.

A By 2007, 30 states had residence restrictions

A Hundreds (thousands?) of local jurisdictions (cities,
towns, and counties) nationwide have passed zoning
laws, often2500 feefabout onehalf mile).
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State Residency & Mobility Restrictions: First

AR N7 —F—jx
2000 20007 .

2004 o0 2000
pa——

ANAE:
205

Grayd Convicted
Levenson, 2008 Blued Community-Based Sanctions
Yellowd Mobility Restrictions
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Colorado Department of Public Safety. (200R@port on safety issues
raised by living arrangements for and location of sex offenders in the
community Denver, CO: Sex Offender Management Board.

A In Colorado, 130 sex offenders A Recidivists were randomly

: scattered throughout the study
on probation were tracked for area, and did not seem to live

15 months (Colorado closer than nomecidivists to
Department of Public Safety, schools or child care centers.
2004).
A Researchers concluded that
_ . residence restrictions are
A Fifteen (12%) were rearrested unlikely to deter sex offenders
for new sex crimes, and all from committing new sex

were fihands of f ocrirges ans fat gugh policies
(peeping, voyeurism, or should not be considered viable

. strategies for protecting
iIndecent exposure). communities.
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Minnesota Department of Corrections. (20Q03vel three sex
offenders residential placement issugs Paul: author.

Mi nnesot a: 329 nl evel t hreeo sex

offenders (those considered to be
at highest risk for reoffense) A Eefsefarechnerg (éopclsu%ed trhaé SSG)E

tracked for 3 to 6 years
: to schools or parks was not a
(Minnesota department of factor in recidivism, nor did it

corrections, 2003). Impact community safety.

4 S
4%letidiviSmiCEicases) A They advised that blanket
policies restricting where sex
None of the offenses occurred in offenders can live are unlikely to
or near schools. benefit community safety.
Two of the offenses did take A They did suggest that cabg-
place near parks, but the park case restrictions may be an
areas were several miles from the appropriate supervision strategy
of fender s6 homes awheénbédéséden the risks and
offender used a car to drive to the needs of each individual

crime scengo.08 offender.
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Duwe, G., Donnay, W., & Tewksbury, R. (2008). Does residential
proximity matter? A geographic analysis of sex offense recidivism.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 8%, 484504.

Minnesota DOC analyzed 224 recidivistic sex offenses and
concluded that

not one of the 224 sex offens
residency restriction | awo (

QD

The majority of the sex offenders (79%) victimized someone
known to them, and half of the assaults against strangers occurred
more than one mile from the of

Of the 16 unknown juvenile victims with whom contact was
established within one mile of
relationships were cultivated near a school, park or playground.
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There Is no research indicating that sex
of fender so proxi mit
their likelihood of recidivism, or that
residence restrictions are successful in
preventing sexual abuse or protecting
children.
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Orange County, FL
Housing Availabllity
Zandbergen, P. A., & Hart, T. C. (2006).

A 93.0% of residential properties fall within 1,000 feet of a bus stop
and 99.6% within 2,500 feet)

daycares (24.2% and 55.4%),
schools (19.7% and 55.8%),

parks (15.9% and 38.2%)

p ST ST S

When considering all 4 restrictions combined, the number of
available residential properties in the county drops to 37
dwellings within the 2,50@eet buffer zones.
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Camden Cou nty Nhggoba, Levenson & McKee,

Levenson, 2008

ress CJPR

Locations of % of sex % of citizens

interest offenders living within
living within 1,000 feet
1,000 feet

Schools 26%

Daycares 37%

Parks 16%

Churches 6%

Any 58% 36%

= \ 37
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Locations of % of sex % of citizens

Camden Co. NJ ™ & winn

Levenson, 2008

within 2,500 feet
2,500 feet

Schools 71%

Daycares 80%

Parks 40%

Churches 18%

Any 88% 80%
Ahot spot o
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Chajewski, M., & Mercardo, C. C. (2008).

A In Newark, New Jersey, 98% of sex
offenders live within 2,500 feet of a school
and 65% live within 1,000 feet.

A93% of Newar kods | iv
located within 2,500 feet of a school and
would therefore be unavailable to sex
offenders.
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Mow restrictions work
in Broward County SN e

Under state and municipal |aw
certain sax ofender and predat
whrse victums wete Chilldrd o s s
at beast 1,000 feet frorm ool

Cowral Springn

stops, parks and other chilcse Y .

L aupche i il

Cooper City

Fembroke Sherridan S
Pirves

Femibrodes R
f [ T ]
A A

SOURCE: Broweard ShedfT s Office, South Flivide Sure Sentmel,
vbieh imechuchesd sl 14000 sotussd bt thigs @ eralbyi
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Conclusions

A In densely populated areas, there are more schc
and daycare centers to serve the needs of the
citizenry, and residences will naturally be within
closer proximity to these targets than in more
sparsely populated (and perhaps more affluent)
areas.

A Dwellings situated farther from schools and
daycare centers are located in more affluent are
with lower density and larger properties.
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Sex offender reports of consequences of Residence Restriction
Levenson & Cotter (2005) n = 135

Levenson & Hern (2007) n = 148

OFL 04
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
BFL 06 . . . . .

S

70

1IN 05 Had to move - owned _H

Had to move (rent)

Unable to return home after incarceration
y 1 1

Unable to live with supportive family
Unable to live with dependent family
Difficult to find affordable housing #
- | | |

Financial Hardship

Landlord refused to rent _*
Landlord refused to renew lease i

farther from social services or mental health tx ]
farther away from employment opportunities _h
farther from supportive family/friends _h

L : |
farther Fr\f)er%sgﬂbﬁ%otigransportatlon, no car #
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Mercado, Alvarez, & Levenson
(2008) SAJRT
NJ (n = 137)

100;
Impact of 90-
Residence 801
Restrictions 101 L=

in NJ 60
50
40-
30
20-

TN UANERANERN
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Levenson, J. S. (2008). Collateral consequences of sex
offender residence restrictior&riminal Justice Studies,
21(2), 153166.

Percentage reporting being homeless for two39%
or more days:

Average number of moves 2

Percentage reporting 3 or more moves 22%
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Which places create most difficulty

finding housing? (FL)

Bus stops

28%

Schools

22%

Swimming poolgother place where children congregate)

20%

Daycare centers

15%

Parks & Playgrounds

15%

Other: Churches, fast food playgrounds

Levenson, 2008
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Perceptions about utility of residence restrictions frfndorsing

hagreeo or

preventing recidivism (n = 109) istrongly
agreeo
| am more able to manage my risk factors 17%

Residence restrictions are successful in limiting 9%
access to children

| believe that residence restrictions help meto 7%
prevent offending

| believe that residence restrictions protect childrdi2%
from sex offenders

If | wanted to reoffend | could do so despite 714%

residence restrictions
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Transience and recidivism

In Georgia, residential instability was found to be a robust predictor of
reoffending; the likelihood of rarrest increased by 25% each time a parolee
moved (Meredith, Speir, Johnson, & Hull, 2003).

Released prisoners living in temporary shelters in New York were more likely
to use drugs and alcohol, to be unemployed, and to abscond from probation or
parole (Nelson, Deess, & Allen, 1999).

An unstable living arrangement was the strongest predictor (r = .29) of parole
absconding in a sample of over 4,000 parolees in California (Williams,
McShane, & Dolny, 2000).

National sample (n = 2,030): Probationers who moved more than once during
probation were almost twice as likely to have had a disciplinary hearing
(Schulenberg, 2007).
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Stability and crime desistance

Housing

Community connections and positive interpersonal relationships
Employment

Family relationships, particularly marriage (Laub & Sampson, 2001).

Lifestyle instability is a risk factor for general and sexual recidivism
(Andrews & Bonta, 2003; Hanson & Harris, 1998)

Sex offenders with positive support systems are less likely to reoffend ¢
violate probation than those who have negative or no support (Colorad:
Department of Public Safety, 2004).

Thus, housing instability and subsequent disengagement from family al
community appear to increase the risk for recidivism.
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CNN public opinion poll

A Created: Thursday, April 05, 2007, at
19:43:21 EDT

A s it okay to have laws
that mean child sex
offenders cannot live

anywhere legally?

B YES
B NO
A Yes- 46%
A 31483 votes
A No- 54%
A 37503 votes
A Total: 68986 votes
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Do you think the following strategies are
effective in reducing sexual offenses?

Community notification

Restricting where sex
offenders can live

Treatment in prison

Treatment in the
community

Community education
Chemical castration
Restitution

Prison

Electronic monitoring
Levenson, 2008

% answering
nyeso

83%
58%

/1%
65%

55%
51%
38%
67%
62%

| would support these policies
even if there is no scientific
evidence showing that they
reduce sexual abuse. (73%)

Partially true 24%

Completely true 49%

Levenson, J. S., Brannon, Y., Fortney, T., &
Baker, J. (2007). Public perceptions about
sex offenders and community protection
policies.Analyses of Social Issues and
Public Policy, 1), 1-25.
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lowa County Attorneys Assn (2006

A Called to rescind the law, asserting that as more sex
offenders become homeless and transient, law
enforcement authorities are less able to monitor their
day-to-day activities (lowa County Attorneys
Association, 2006).

A fidamage to the reliabildi
does not serve th Il nt er
Afithere is no demonstrate
justifies the drainage o
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lowa County Attorneys Assn (2006)

AfAthe categories of crimes incl
restrictions on many offenders who pose no known risk to children i
the covered | ocationso (p. 2).

A Have caused a decline in confessions and plea agreements,
overwhelming the criminal justice system with trials and leading to
some sex offense charges being dropped. As a result, many sex
offenders will go unpunished and without treatment.

A Recommended sex offender risk assessment so that housing
restrictions could be applied only to those who pose a threat to
unknown children in public places.
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