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ATTACHMENT
DEC Analysis Section 66

Title V of the 1990 Clean Air Act(CAA) requires the US Environmental Protection Agency
to develop a uniform, nationwide permitting program for selected sources of air
contaminants. Congress also directed each state or local air management authority to
develop and manage an approvable permit program under the direction of EPA. The
executing regulations, presented in 40 CFR Part 70, establish specific criteria for an EPA-
approvable local or state permitting program. This permit program (referred to as Title
V permits) will provide an improved administrative framework to maintain healthful air in
areas currently meeting federal air quality standards and to improve air quality in areas
not meeting federal air quality standards.

The CAA mandates that permit fees cover both the direct and indirect costs of the
mandated air quality program. Section 66 contains language necessary to the
Department for expanded fee collection authority.

The fiscal note reflects additional operating expenses beginning FY95, which level off by
FY99. These increased costs will bring in an estimated $3,747.1 in program receipts in
FY95, with the amounts varying until a stabilization point is reached near FY99. It is
important to note that the fees collected will not exceed the total operational costs of the
expanded air quality program mandated by the Federal CAA.

Based on a Permittee Search Project, between 425 and 450 Alaska sources will be
required to obtain a Title V permit. There are currently 175 permitted sources within the
State handled by less than 22 staff. Permitting staff will be charged' ith development and
issuance of construction and operating permits. The Compliance Assurance Group is
charged with the responsibility of assuring that all permitted sources within the State are
in an optimal state of compliance. The Group will perform all facility inspections and
reporting activities statewide, and will train inspectors. The Act requires each state to
develop a Small Business Assistance Program (SBAP) to help small businesses comply
with the complex provisions of the CAA. The primary focus of the SBAP will be to provide
technical assistance to non-major sources subject certain provisions of the CAA. The
Program Planning and Development Group is slated to review and comment on proposed
federal regulations as they may apply to facilities in Alaska, revise Alaska’s air quality
control regulations as necessary to meet federal requirements, develop procedures to
implement Alaska’s regulations as well as provide guidance to permit applicants and the
public. The Administrative Group will establish and maintain the complex cost recovery
and permit fee tracking system. Accounting staff will assess, bill, and collect fees from
permitted facilities. The Monitoring/Modeling Group will continue to review the ambient
air quality demonstrations of complex permitting activities.



Position Title

Regulations Specialist

Time Status Staff Months

S5 FTE

TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
wSalary
llcncfils
Premium I*av
Other

Tidal Personal Scpioa
i Vavl
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment__
<>Jki

Itilal Cost

FUNDING SOURCE EOIt TOTAL COST

Federalik itillli  1(H)?

O F Match 06T e
I REH[ d IIFﬁI-

/AN 0 S e

CIP lk» ItL'U 1001

Ojhei

Request For

New Position

COMPONENT

AGENCY
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Environmental

Administration

Commissioner's

No. of Positions

location Election District
Juneau 1:3 S:B

Justification

This position is needed to.develop a fee structure and
regulations for the Program Development Component of
the SPAR Division. This position would also assist the
Division of Environmental Quality in developing their
needed regulations. Tile position would be limited to
6 months during FY94 and would be working under the
auspices of the Department's paralegal in the
Commissioner's Office.

Unless regulations are developed and adopted, the
Department cannot exercise its program receipt
authority and collect user fees.

An initial expenditure for equipment, supplies and
contractual services are anticipated position support
costs.

Conservation

Pajle 1 of 2.

Office ficvised Date:



1 Position Titl . - No. of Positions ~ Range/Step " llarg. Unit
osition Title Accounting Clerk FHt

0 Time Status Staff Months location Election District |
if 1 FTE 12 ; Juneau 11:3 S:B d
TYPE OK EXPENDITURE AnmunL __ Justification i
Salap’ 24.7
Hencfits 11.9 A additional staff person is essential for receiving,
IfLiiiiinn Iviv recording, and depositing fees collected under the
til I expanded user fee program. This position would also
Tidal Personal Scrv.ccs 36.6 36.6 issue invoices, track receipts and reports on
TVavi collections to program staff. During FY94, staff would
Contractual 1.0 aide in planning document flow and record keeping
Commodities 5 system/database.
Equipment 5.0 o . . .
Other An initial expenditure for equipment, supplies and
Thial Cost 43,1 contractual services are anticipated position support r
I'UNOINC. SOURCE FOR TOTAL COST costs.
| federal Kcccinls 1002
| <F Mail'll 100?
1 C.eoeral Fund 1004 43.1
S 1A Receinls 1007
8 ClI* Rm-inls 100)
iliiiil T Program receipts

Request For ACFNCY Department of Environmental Conservation

11
Neiv Position 2_ of 2_

Kim. tl Dale:
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Bill Version HB
(H) Foblish Date

FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department .Affected: Environmental
Title: An act relating to the improvement Conservation

of fctate finances... sec. 65 BRU: see attachment
Sponsor: Rults Committee Component

Requestor: Gove-nor

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.)attached
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES (Thousands of Dollars)
OPF'.ATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES
GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOT.AL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE: 1005

FUNDING

1002 FEDERAL RECEIPTS
1003 GF MATCH

1004 GF

1005 GF/PROGRAM RECPT
1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (*793) impact: S NONE
ANALYSIS (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

see attachment

Prepared by: Christine-Dndemode, / iinistrativeOfficer Phone:  465-5010
Division: Administrative Services Date: 1/13/93

Approved by Commissioner: Janice Aaair, Assistant Commissioner
Agency:  Department of Environmental Conservation Date: 1/13/93

Distribution (by preparer):Legislativc Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Aitcncy(ics)
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ATTACHMENT Page 1of 2
Analysis - Department of Environmental Conservation

Projected Revenues/Program Receipts from expanded authority to collect user fees:

Since these proposals would have to be implemented through the adoption of regulations,
there would be no program receipts realized until FY95. In future fiscal years, DEC would
like to see a funding source shift from general funds to program receipts.

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
Sanitation Component (#650)

Program receipt authority to collect fees for sanitation permits would generate an
estimated 11.6 in revenue. The type of facilities affected include: swimming pools,
spas, daycare/preschools, public accommodations, campgrounds, hotel/motels,
liquor stores, barber/beauty shops, public toilets, showers, laundromats, and
compressed air providers.

Palmer Lab Component (#651)

Revenue from pesticide product registration and drinking water lab certification and
training is estimated to be 155.0.

BRU SPILL PREVENTION AND RESPONSE
Program Development Component (#1814)

The Department would be authorized to collect fees from businesses which are
required to report information about hazardous substances to the State Emergency
Response Commission under SARA Title lll [42.USC 11001--11050]. Projected
revenues raised through such a fee structure will depend on its design. The final
fee structure would be established by regulation after further study. Estimated
program receipts start at 5.0 for FY95 and increase to 15.0 in FY99. Personal
services would need an increase in FY94 of 25.7 for a 0.5 FTE, Regulations
Specialist Il to promulgate the needed regulations under the auspices of the
Department’s paralegal in the Commissioner’s Office.

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Wastewater and Water Treatment Component (#1426)

Estimated receipt of 37.5 for subdivision plan reviews.



ATTACHMENT Page 2 of 2
Hazardous Waste Management (#142<;

For the one permit issued, 50.0 is estimated in program receipts. An estimated
one or two facility sitings per year would generate approximately 15.0 in revenue.

Water Quality Management Component (#645)
For the 401 permits issued, 30.7 is estimated in program receipts.

Solid Waste Management Component (#1427)

By placing a surcharge on each ton of waste 375.0 in program receipts is
expected.

Monitoring and Laboratory Support (#643)

Drinking water certifications would generate 20.2 in program receipts.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Commissioner’s Office Component (#633)

A 0.5 FTE Regulations Specialist Il (R-16) at a cost of 25.7 for FY94 only, wouid
be needed to develop a fee structure and regulations for the Program
Development Component of the SPAR Division. This position would also assist the
Division of Environmental Quality in developing their needed regulations. An initial
equipment cost of 5.0, .5 in supplies, and 1.0 in contractual services are
anticipated position support costs.

Administrative Services Component (#635)

A FTE Accounting Clerk Il (R-10) at an annual cost of 36.6 would be necessary
to handle billing procedures and collection of the user fees. This position would
begin in FY94 to aide in program development and recordkeeping procedures. An
initial equipment cost of 5.0, .5 in supplies, and 1.0 in contractual services are
anticipated position support costs.

1/13/93



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

(1)

Date Referred: March 1, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS Judiciary
Finance

Date of Committee Action

The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered:

HOUSE BILL NO. 65 FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION OF STATE GOVT.

"An Act relating to the improvement of state finances through reduction of operating costs of certain state
agencies and establishment of certain fees; and providing for an effecuve date."

RECOMMENDATIONS: [['] the same title
he replaced with HE£b- (>4 a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)

[ ]do pass

[ ]do not pass
p<] no recommendations
[ ] individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DepliDate)
[ ] fiscal impact _ <3 fiscal note(s) £Ac/p>cd
[ ] zero fiscal note [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
SIGNING DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAIRMAN'S.






hi6UAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected Public Safety
Title: _'An Actrelating fn registration nf BRU: Alaska State Tronners

sex offenders...’ Component: Criminal Investigation Bureau
Sponsor: -Representative Barnes
Requestor:  Representative Barnes__ COMPONENT SERIAL NO

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not i. eluded)

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND
SOURCE:

FUNn'MO fThnimnnrts nf Onl
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL

POSITIONS:

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY .93) impact: $ 0
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

See attached analysis.

Phone: 269-5691

Prepared By: Francis C Allan
Division: -Alaska StateJinnngt” Date: —U2E122,

Date: _2HiSLa

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency: Ricfiard |_Burtnn. Dept, nf Public Safety
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFHCE

For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office



Department of Public Safety
Fiscal Note Analysis - HB 69
Page 2 of 5

HB 69 establishes a sex offender registry within the Department of
Public Safety. The bill requires State Troopers to take the photographs
and fingerprints of sexual offenders and to maintain a central
repository of sex offender information.

The Criminal Investigation Bureau (CIB), Sex Crimes Unit, estimates that
there are approximately 300 persons convicted of sex crimes annually.
This is supported by data provided by the Department of Corrections,
indicating that over the past eight years the average of new inmates
sentenced for sex crimes 1is 231 per year. The majority of these
offenders are sentenced to serve at least some time in prison, and would
be subject to registration upon release from a correctional facility.
The Department of Corrections estimates that approximately 50 sex
offenders per year are released from custody, with another approximately
30 sex offenders a year transferring to Alaska under the Interstate
Compact. Adding to those convicted offenders who are not incarcerated,
the Department estimates that between 150 - 200 offenders a year will

have to register.

Although the bill does not specifically state, the Department 1is

assuming that the bill will be applied retroactively to all convicted
sex offenders who meet the terms of the bill and who are present in
Alaska at the time the Dbill becomes Ilaw. It is difficult to estimate

the number of such offenders, but estimates from the Department of
Corrections and the Department of Law indicate that around 1,000
offenders would have to register immediately after the bill becomes law.

Because failure to register 1is a crime, it is essential that there be
some notice to the public of the registration requirements if this bill
is adopted. First year costs include $10,000 1in contractual costs to
pay for pesters required under Section 6 of the bill and for a handful
of notices to be placed in newspapers around the state.

With some programming additions and data storage expansion, the DPS
Information Systems section anticipates that the Alaska Public Safety
Information Network (APSIN) can be adapted to meet the "Central

Repository” requirements of this legislation. This will involve
creating a new subsystem in APSIN which can take advantage of informa-—
tion already available on convicted offenders. The collection of
fingerprints will become part of the Alaska Automated Fingerprint
ldentification System (AAFIS) and APSIN. Information on these sex
offenders will then be available to Criminal Justice Terminals throug—
hout the state who are authorized to receive such information. Special

applications will be developed to supply the public information
authorized, vyet retain confidential data. The cost of designing,

coding, testing, installing, and documenting this application will cost
$4,000. Permanent disk usage will cost $1,000 for the first year and
every year thereafter. This will handle an initial database of

approximately 1000 offenders, and is capable of expanding yearly by an
additional 300 offenders.
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Department of Public Safety
Fiscal Note Analysis - HB 69
Page 3 of 5

To deal with the additional tasks necessary to implement this legis—
lation, including data entry for new felons added to the system (which
will involve updating APSIN with release, probation and escape
information), entry and dissemination of information, and the processing
of the fingerprint cards generated through the registration requirement,
a Clerk 1V position 1is needed 1in the Sex Crimes Unit of the Criminal

Investigation Bureau.

This position will provide a point of contact for all information
regarding the registration of convicted sex offenders for all state and

local law enforcement agencies. This will involve interaction with the
Department of Corrections, Alaska Court System, and local law
enforcement agencies. This position will also respond to all requests

for information from the public.

HB 69 calls for all AST posts to be available to takesex offenders”
fingerprints and photographs. Since not all AST posts are currently
equipped with adequate cameras, this requirement will necessitate some
purchases of new cameras ($2,500) to assure sufficient photograph
quality. Ongoing costs for fingerprint cards are 1included with the
supplies requirements for the Clerk 1V.

A significant number of offenders 1live 1in bush areas. It is highly
unlikely that they would voluntarily travelto locations outside their
villages to register. This fiscal note does anticipate actively

pursuing registration of these individuals due to the high cost.

The following is a summary of the costs that are anticipated to be
incurred during the first year of operations under this legislation:

Equipment & Computer

Public Notice Programming Clerk 1V TOTAL
Personal Services $ 0.0 4 o.o0 $ 38.5 $ 38.5
Contractual 10.0 24 .0 2.1 36 J.
Supplies 0.0 0.0 2.6 2 30
Equipment 11.8 0.0 0.0 11 ¢
TOTAL $ 21.8 $24.0 $ 43.2 $ 89,y

Costs not included after the first year in operation are the equipment
costs ($11.8), <costs of public notice ($10.0), and the initial
programming effort and storage space expansion ($24.0).



Department of Public Safety-
Fiscal Note Analysis - HB 69
Page 4 of 5

PERSONAL SERVICES:
Salary - Clerk 1V - Range 9, Step A,
including 120 hours of overtime 25,810
Benefits 12.666

Total Personal Services 38,476

CONTRACTUAL:

Printing of posters and public notices 10,000
Telephone and postage: $50 per month 600
Repair and maintenance on microcomputer 500
Contracted programming and
data storage space 25.000
Total Contractual 36,100

SUPPLIES & MATERIALS:

Film 500
Registration forms 1,000
Stationery, copy machine paper, etc. 1.100
Total Supplies & Materials 2,600
EQUIPMENT:
Desk 500
Chair 225
Computer table 600
Cameras 35 mm (x 10) 2,500
Microcomputer with printer 8.000
Total Equipment 11.825
TOTAL COST 89,001

This bill authorizes the Department of Public Safety to adopt fees to
implement this program. It is very difficult to estimate the revenue
that would be generated by these fees. If offenders were to be charged
$20.00 each for initial registration, and persons seeking information
from the central registry are charged a fee of $5.00, the revenue that
would be raised is estimated as follows:

FY93 1,250 offenders 1,200 inquiries
20 fee 5
25,000 6,000

FYo4 250 offenders 1,200 inquiries
X 20 fee 5

5,000 6, 000



Position Title Number of Positions Range/Stop Baigaining Unit

Clork 1V 1 9/A ASEA
Tima Status Staff Months Location Election Oistriot
PFT 12 Anchorage (statewide) 99
Justification
Type of Expenditure Amount This position will b« responsible for updating APSIN (Alaska
Public Safety Information Notwork) with release, probation, and
Salary * 25.8 escape information; entry and'dissomination of the information and
Bonef its * 127 the_proc_essmg of the fingorprint osrds_ genera_ted thro_ugh thg
Premium Pay (Included in Above) " i bsbbbs reglstra'tlon reqmremen_t. Task§ associated yw_th tho fmgerprm? oa_rd
processing ere monitoring reoeipt of the anticipated cords, reviewing
Other the osrds for accuracy and completeness, preparing the cards for
Total Personal Servioes 38.5 AAFI5 (Alaska Automated “"gerprint Identification System)
Traval processing and maintains te fingerprint file.
Contractual 2.1
Commodities 2.8 The position will act m *ho point of contaat for all information
Equipment regarding the registration of oonvioted sex offenders for all the
Other stato and looal law enforcement agencieo. This individual will file
Total Cost 43 2 all information and photographs after receiving them from the

trooper posts. Additionally, this will involve interaction with the
Department of Corrections, the Department of Health and Social

Funding Source For Total Cost Services, and the Alaska Court System.

Federal Receipts 1002

G.F. Match 1003

General Fund 1004 43.2
Program Receipts/GF 1005

I-A Receipts 1007

CIP Reoeipta 1061

Other

Personal Servioes Salary end Benefits Costs are from PACS calculations.

AGENCY Department of Publio Safety FY 94
REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION BRU Alaska State Troopers Page 5 of 5
COMPONENT  Criminal Investigation Bureau Revised Date

'11/521 P65ITI6EN:ITEW



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILLNC. 1B 69
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: January 25, 1993 Department Affected: Department of Law
Title: *..registration of and information about sex offenders...* BRU: Prosecution, Legal Seivices
Component: Prosecution - Al

Sponsor:  Representative Bames
Requestor: Representative Barnes COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0085 through 0091

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

OPERATING FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0 -0 -0 -0- -0 -0

CAPITAL

REVENUE
. FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING:

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL -0 -0- -0 0 0 0

FULL-TIME -0- -0- -0 -0 -0 -0
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
Please see the attached analysis.

Prepared by: Richard I. Pegues, Direc.ir /1 ©) / Phone:  465-3672

division:  Administrative Services)Divijio 7 £/ Z 1T | tAD / Dater January 25, 1993
- K s - —

Approved by Commissioner: Charles E Cole. Attorney General (3

Agency: Department of Law Date: January 25, 1993

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

Rev 11/92 Page 1 of



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ,_?\LASléA BILL NO. HB 69

ANALYSIS (Continued):

This bill establishes a comprehensive program for the registration and
community notification of sex offenders. The department®s fiscal analysis
follows below.

Section 1. This section states the legislature®s findings and policy.

Section 2. This section amends AS 11.56 to make it a class B misdemeanor for
a person to knowingly fail to register as a sex offender, as required by
proposed AS 12.63.010. The department cannot predict the number of offenders

who might violate this provision.

Section 3. This section amends AS 12.55 to require that when a defendant 1is
convicted of a sex offense by a court of this state, that written judgment must
set out the registration requirements contained in proposed AS 12.63.010.

Section 4. This section establishes an offender registration program requiring
all sex offenders within the state to register with the Department of Public

Safety. Registrants would have to provide a variety of information including
ame, address, place of employment, aliases wused, <current photograph, and
fingerprints. This provision will not have a fiscal impact on the Department

of Law, but it will probably have a fiscal, impact on the Department of Public
Safety.

Section 5. This section provides that the duty of sex offenders to register
ends 10 years following the sex offender®s wunconditional discharge from a
conviction for an unclassified, class A, or class B felony sex offense. This

duty would also end 5 years following the sex offender®s unconditional discharge
for a class C felony, a class A misdemeanor, or a class B misdemeanor sex
offense. This section also provides that information about a sex offender that
is contained in the central registry 1is confidential and not subject to public
disclosure except the sex offender®s name, address, place of employment, date
of birth, crime for which convicted, date of conviction, place and court of
conviction,, and length of sentence.

Section 6. This section provides that the Department of Public Safety display
notice of the registration requirements in proposed AS 12.63.010 at a place

where the public may apply for a driver®s license, 1identification card, or
vehicle registration. This section will not have an impact on the Department
of Law.

Section 7. This section amends AS 33.30 to provide that the commissioner of

corrections shall, at the earliest possible date, or at least 10 days before
release, send written notice to the nearest Alaska State Trooper post and to the
thief of police in the community where a sex offender will reside. This section
will not impact the Department of Law. This section also provides that, 1if an
inmate convicted of a sex offense escapes, the commissioner of corrections shall
immediately notify the chief of police of the community and the state trooper
post closest to where the inmate resided immediately before the inmate®"s arrest
and conviction. There will not be a fiscal 1impact for the Department of Law.



FISCAL NOTE
TATE OF ,_?_\LASléé BILL NO. HB 69

ANALYSIS (Continued):

Section 8. This section amends AS 33 .30 to require that the Department of
Corrections provide written notice to a sex offender of the registration
requirements of proposed AS 12.63.010, and to require that the department obtain
a signed acknowledgment of receipt of notice from the sex offender at the time
of the sex offender®s release from a correctional facility, or immediately after
taking supervision of a sex offender under the Interstate Corrections Compact
or AS 33.36.110.

Section 9. This section amends AS 33.30.901 to provide the meaning of "sex
offense™ given in proposed AS 12.63.100.

Section 10. This section amends Alaska Rule of Criminal Procedure (1ll1lc) to
provide that when accepting a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, where the
defendant is charged with a sex offense, the court shall inform the defendant
in writing of the registration requirement under proposed AS 12.63.010. This
section will not have a fiscal 1impact on the Department of Law.

Section 11 and Section 13. These sections have the effect of changing the
\laska Rule of Criminal Procedure 32(b) to coincide with the notice requirements
of Section 3.

Section 12. this section applies the registration provisions based upon the
date of conviction and the effective date of the bill.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB69

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Onte: Dept. Affected: Corrections

Title: "An Act relating; tJ registration BRU Institutions
of sex offenders” Component: Institutions

Sponsor: Rep Barnes.
Requestor Rep Barnes COMPONENT SERIAL MO Lafin

Expendituran/Revenuas: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FYo4 FY95 FY% FYo7 Fyos FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPVENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. LAIVB
MSCHLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0— -0- -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE RUND SOURCE:

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 G- Metch
1004 GF -0- -0- 1 _0. -0- -isls  -O-
1005 GH/Program Receipts

1006 GHIVHTIA

Cther

TOTAL -0- -0- -0-

POSITIONS:
RULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPCRARY

Estimate ef curraat year (FY93) impact $ -0-

ANALYSIS: (Attach a sepsrate pigs ifnecessary) jt estimated that approximately 50 - 55 sex
offenders would require notification per year, or slightly over 4 a month. This
duty can be absorbed without additional staff since paperwork must be completed at
time of release. The bill also makes it a Class B misdemeanor for a sex offender to
knowingly fail to register as required. If 50 sex offenders are released each year,
it is estimated that 24% would fail to register, and of that number, 4 would likely
be sentenced to some 1incarceration. A more detailed analysis will follow.

Prepared by: Dana LaTour, Special Assistant S 2 | T Phone: 465-3376
Division: O ffice of the Commissioner Date: 1-26-93
Approved by Commissioner ~ L1dy¢ Rupp Datr. 1-26-93
Agency. O ffice of the Commissioner

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFRCE
For further distribution information call the Governor's legislative Office

(FUv 11102) O3lano.jtuDBR Page of



Alaska State Legislature

. Suite Cupilol
Official Business Speaker of the House of Representatwes Hilieuu, Alaska 99801-118

(907) 465-3T20

MEMQ.BAMP-UM

Representative At Vezey, Chair
House State Affairs Committee

FROM Representative Ramona L Barries—\
Speaker of the House A
SUBJECT: Scheduling of HB 69, "An Act relating to registration of and

information about sex offenders and amending
Alaska Rules of Criminal Procedure 11(c) and
32(b)."

DATE: January 27, 1993

This memo is a request to schedule HB 69 for hearing before the House State Affairs
Committee.

HB 69 requires all persons who are present in Alaska and have been convicted of sex
crimes in Alaska or any other state to register with the Alaska State Troopers and, for a
period of years, to provide the Troopers with updated information including their places
of residence and employment.

Of the information provided, the name, address, place of employment, date of birth,
crime for which convicted and date of conviction would be subject to public disclosure.
While technically much of this information is already available, as a practical matter it
is extremely difficult to obtain. This is particularly disturbing in light of the fact that a
recent report from STAR in Anchorage indicates that Alaska has the highest incidence o'
child abuse in the nation as well as the second highest incidence of sexual assault.

By improving the access to information regarding sex offenders that reside in Alaska, HB
69 will better enable employers, volunteer coordinators and others to effectively screen
those who may work around children or in any other position where people may be
vulnerable.

By requiring sex offenders to keep the State Troopers informed as to their whereabouts,
HB 69 will enable law enforcement personnel keep better track of them. This is
important because not only do sex offenders tend to have multiple victims, but they also
frequently repeat their crimes even after serving time in prison. By being required to
register, sex offenders may not only be less likely to commit such crimes again but, if
they do, law enforcement personnel will have a better chance of identifying them as well
as a better idea of where to find them.

Thank you for the prompt scheduling of HB 69.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Ramona Barnes

FROM: Douglas A. Wooliver
Staff Attorney.

SUBJECT: SectionafAnalysis of HB 69 (Sex Offender
Registration)

DATE: January 18, 1993

This is the sectional analysis of HB 69 that you requested.
Sec. 1 lists the legislative findings.

Sec. 2 amends AS 11.41 (relating to criminal law) by adding a new
section making it a class B misdemeanor for a covered person to
knowingly fail to register as a sex offender.

Sec. 3 adds a new section directing the Alaska courts to include in
the written judgement of a convicted sex offender the registration
requirements.

Sec. 4 amends AS 12 (relating to criminal procedure) to add a new
chapter (63) which will read; REGISTRATION OF SEX OFFENDERS.

Section 12.63.010 (a) lists the time requirements for registration;
basically 30 days for a person convicted in Alaska and 45 days for a
person coming in from outside.

Subsection (b) lists the information to be included in the
registration, including name, address, place of employment, date of
birth, crime for which convicted, date, place and court of conviction,
all aliases used and Alaska driver's license number. This section
also requires in-person registration at the nearest Alaska State
Trooper post.



Subsection (c) requires the registrant to notify the Alaska State
Troopers of any address change.

Section 12.63.020 (a) and (b) provide for the termination of the duty
to register; 10 years following an unclassified, class A or B felony
and 5 years following a class C felony or a class A or B misdemeanor
sex offense.

Section 12.63.100 defines the terms.

Sec. 5 amends AS 18.65 (relating to health and safety) by adding a
new section (.087) which reads; CENTRAL REGISTRY OF SEX
OFFENDERS.

Subsection (a) directs the Alaska State Troopers to maintain a
central registry of sex offenders required to register.

Subsection (b) describes the information about the sex offender that
can be released to the public. This information is limited to his/her
name, address, place of employment, dateof birth, crime for which
convicted, date of conviction, place and court of conviction and
length of sentence. All other information is confidential.

Subsection (c) authorizes the Department of Public Safety to adopt
fees for the registration itself as well as the costs of any requests
for information.

Sec. 6 directs the Department of Public Safety to display
registration requirements at a place where the public may apply for
a driver's license.

Sec. 7 amends AS 33.30 (relating to probation, prisons and
prisoners) by adding section 33.30.012 which reads; NOTICE OF
RELEASE, PAROLE, COMMUNITY PLACEMENT, WORK RELEASE
PLACEMENT, FURLOUGH, OR ESCAPE OF SEX OFFENDER.

Subsection (a) lists the law enforcement personnel who are to be
notified when a sex offender is out of custody for any reason. Notice
is to be at least 10 days prior to release and in writing.

Subsection (b) lays out the noticerequirements established to
respond to escaped sex offenders.



Sec. 8 amends AS 33.30 by adding section 33.30.035 which reads;
NOTICE TO SEX OFFENDERS OF REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT. This
section establishes the notice that is required to be given to sex
offenders upon their release from prison or upon their arrival in the

state.

Sec. 9 amends the definition section found si 32.30.901 to include a
definition of "sex offender".

Sec. 10 amends Alaska Rule of Civil Procedure 11(c) to prohibit the
court from accepting a plea of nolo contendere without adequately
assuring that the defendant knows the consequences. This section
also requires that a defendant charged with a sex offense is
informed in writing about the registration requirements.

Sec. 11 requires that a judgment containing notification of the
registration requirements be provided to anyone convicted of a sex
offense.

Sec. 12 makes this act retroactive to cover any sex offender whose
duty to register has not terminated under AS 12.63.020, added by

sec. 4.

Sec. 13 recognizes the Alaska Constitutional requirement of a 2/3
majority to enact sections 3 and 11 which change the Alaska Rules
of Civil Procedure.



Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

official Buiirxjs Speaker of the House of Representatives Jintiu, \laska 99801-1182

(907) 465-3720

SPONSOR STATEMENT

1Qi All Members, House of Representatives

EEQI\/i Representative Ramona L Barnes
Speaker of the House

SUBJECT; HB 69, "An Act relating to registration of and
information about sex offenders and amending
Alaska Rules of Criminal Procedure 11(c) and
32(b)."

M ill January 27, 1993

HB 69 requires all persons who are present in Alaska and have been convicted of sex
crimes in Alaska or any other state to register with the Aiaska State Troopers and, for a
period of years, to provide the Troopers with updated information including their places
of residence and employment.

Of the information provided, the name, address, place of employment, date of birth,
crime for which convicted and date of conviction would be subject to public disclosure.
While technically much of this information is already available, as a practical matter it
is extremely difficult to obtain. This is particularly disturbing in light of the fact that a
recent report from STAR in Anchorage indicates tha' Alaska has the highest incidence of
child abuse in the nation as weli as the second highest incidence of sexual assault.

By improving the access to information regarding sex offenders that reside in Alaska, HB
69 will better enable employers, volunteer coordinators and others to effectively screen
those who may work around children or in any other position where people may be
vulnerable.

By requiring sex offenders to keep the State Troopers informed as to their whereabouts,
HB 69 will enable law enforcement personnel keep better track of them. This is
important because not only do sex offenders tend to have multiple victims, but they also
frequently repeat their crimes even after serving time in prison. By being required to
register, sex offenders may not only be less likely to commit such crimes again but, if
they do, law enforcement personnel will have a better chance of identifying them as well
as a better idea of where to find them.

| would invite and encourage others to join me in support of this much needed legislation.



Alaska State Legislature

Sum Capitol

Official Boilrwii Speaker of the House of Representatives Jaacau. Vlatka 99801-1182
(907) 465-J720

MEMORANDUM

LQ Representative Al Vezey, Chair
House State Affairs Committee

EEQMi Representative Ramona L Barn£s™\
Speaker of the House

SUPJECT: Scheduling of HB 69, "An Act rotating to registration of and
information about sex offenders and amentfing
Alaska Rules of Criminal Procedure 11(c) and
32(b)."

DATE ; January 27, 1993

This memo is a request to schedule HB 69 for hearing before the House State Affairs
Committee.

HB 69 requires all persuns who are present in Alaska and have been convicted of sex
crimes in Alaska or any other state to register with the Alaska State Troopers and, for a
period of years, to provide the Troopers with updated information including their places
of residence and employment.

Of the information provided, the name, address, place of employment, date of birth,
crime for which convicted and date of conviction would be subject to public disclosure.
While technically much of this information is already available, as a practical matter it
is extremely difficult to obtain. This is particularly disturbing in light of the fact tnat z
recent report from STAR in Anchorage indicates that Alaska has the highest incidence of
child abuse in the nation as well as the second highest incidence of sexual assault.

By improving the access to information regarding sex offenders that reside in Alaska, HB
69 will better enable employers, volunteer coordinators and others to effectively screen
those who may work around children or in any other position where people may be
vulnerable.

By requiring sex offenders to keep the State Troopers informed as to their whereabouts,
HB 69 will enable law enforcement personnel keep better track of them. This is
important because not only do sex offenders tend to have multiple victims, but they also
frequently repeat their crimes even after serving time in prison. By being required to
register, sex offenders may not only be less likely to commit such crimes again but, if
they do, law enforcement personnel will have a better chance of identifying them as well
as a better idea of where to find them.

Thank you for the prompt scheduling of HB 69.
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THE OTNSTITOTSONALITY OF STATUTES RE\%UIRING CONVICTED
SEX OFFENDERS TO REGISTER WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT

As of December 1992, twenty-two fitatw bed pawed legislation requiring persons
convicted of certain crimes and/or certain enumerated sex offenses to register with the local and
state police. The person required to register must usually provide hie name and address within
one week of arriving in the jurisdiction,1 With tho exception of three cases, one involving no
children and a misdemeanor charge, another involving a prior statutory rvpe charge which
invoked registration, and one involving a legislative oversight in drafting the statute, all
challenges to these state laws have bees upheld For example:

Recently in Arizona v. Lammie. 793 P.24 124 (Arizona 1990) the state Court of Appeals
upheld the state statute requiring convicted sex offenders to register despite the fact that the
defendant's conviction was for cn attempted sexual assault, an offense not specifically mentioned
in the registration statute. In Lamrrde the defendant confessed to sexually assaulting a mother and
her 17 year old daughter after having gained access to their home at knife point However, the
defendant was convicted Ol the lesser included offense of attempted sexual assault due to a plea
bargain. In upholding the statute the Court found that lifetime registration was not unduly harsh
punishment and was not "cruel and unusual punishment™ prohibited by the Eighth Amendment.
"Registration for lifetime places a defendant On notice that when subsequent sexual crimes are
committed in the area where he lives, he may well be subject to investigation. This may well
have a prophylactic effect deterring him from future sexual crimes. Furthermore it is a proper
tool to be tfivea to police officers fe use in investigating criminal offenses,” ]&, at 139-140.

One year later the Arizona. Court again addressed £constitutions! challenge to registration.
In State v. McCuln. 808 P.2d 332 (Ariz.App.199I) the court upheld the statute even though it
was applied retroactively to a defendant who plead guilty to two felony counts of engaging In
sexual conduct with his minor daughter. He was sentenced to a term of imprisonment on one
count and placed on probation for the second. A condition of the probation was th it he register
as a sex offender. The registration statute had been enacted after his illegal conduct The court

‘Ala. Cods $ :*A-11-200to 13A 11.203;Arts, Rev. Sm.Aan. § 13-3821P) 13-3824; Ark. Stot. Annf 12-12-901
to 12-12-909; Cat. Pern!Cods 1290and290J;Col.Rev.Stot. $18-3-4125;Fla.8m. Am i 775.13;La.Rev. Sun.
Ann. Tit. 15 $540; IU. Rev. Stot. ch. 38, para. 221 to 230; Mi. Rer, Sm, Ann. Title 34A $11001; Minn. Stot. $
243.166; Mont. Cods Ann. $ <6-18-254 and $ 46-25-501 to 507; Nev. Rev. Slot, ¥ 207551 to 207.137; N.H.

Stot. Am . $213:1; NJ>. Cent. C&t 912.1-20-18 et todah vied™). & i 12.1-32-13 (child victim);
Cods Ann. $ 295001 to 2950J08; Okie. Stat. ch. HR$561 to 587; Ore. Stal, 181518 to 181519; RJ.

$ 11-37-15; Term Code Ann. $38-6-110; Ttx. Penal Cods Ann, Title 11QA AN, 6252-13c.1; Utah Code Ann.
27-215; Wesh. Rev. Codt, $5 9AA4.150 A 9AA4.140,
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sexual conduct with hi* minor daughter. He was sentenced to a term of imprisonment on one
count and placed on probation for the second A condition of the probation wat that he register
as a sex offender- The registration statute had bean unacted after his illegal conduct The court
ruled that the statute was regulatory in nature not penal and served a legitimate government
purpose by providing assistance to law enforcement officials in investigating sexual offenses.
In addition, the csxrtconcluded the eamse did not affirmatively inhibit or restrain an offender 3
movement or activities and therefore was not punitive.

In IUinois v. Tavlor. 561 NB 2d 393 (UL App.4 Dirt. 1990) an IHirois Appellate Court
upheld a lower court 3 certification of a defendant as a habitual chilld sex offender several mouths
after sentencing. The defendant had challenged the law arguing that (1) die trial court lost
Jurisdiction 30 days after sentencing and (2) he was not advised of the certification provision
prior to pleading quilty. In upholding this defendant®s certification as a habitual child sex
offender, the Appellate Court held that ouch certification was an administrative court function
over which the court does not lose juristiction. The certification b not punishment and therefore
Is not part of the sentencing procedure. The Act requiring registration is for the protection of the
gereral public from those prone to sex offenses against children. &

In another Ilinois care, Ulinoll v. Adams. 555 NB 2d 761 (UL App-2 Dim. 1990) the
defendant appealed the order of the Circuit Court finding him to bo a habitual child sex offender
end subject o the registration requirerent. The Court held that (1) registration was not
punishment for Eighth Amendment purposes, (2) that even If itwere considered punishment, it
was not "cruel and unusual™ punishment and (3) the registration requirement for sex offenders
under the act did not violate due process or egs*al protection, If the statute under consideration
affects a fundamental right or discriminate? against a suspect class, legislation will be subjected
1o a strict m tu tiny analysis; however where reither is involved, the proper standard for judging
the statutes validity is a rational basis test Here the regktration requirement did not affect any
fundamental rigt, nor did timplicate any right of privacy since itmandated confidentiality. The
Court also stated it failed to see how the registration requirement affected the defendant 3 righit
to trawel or any other fundamental right at 768.

The Court also found no equal protection problems. The legislative purpose of enacting
this Act in Hllinis was to protect children from sex offenders and aid law enforcement. The
registration of habitual child sex offenders ia rationally related to the legitimate purpose of
protecting children and in so doing keep local police authorities abreast of potential threats t©
chilldren ofa particular community which might be posed by the presence of a child sex offender.

These two cases ore distinguishable from ElInob v. Rogers. 555 NB 2d 53 (UL App.2
Dist1990) where the Circuit Court, after certifying the defendant aa a habitutl child sex offender,
was overruled by the Appellate Court which held that defendant did .tut foil within the
registration act. The defendant”s prior act which would have brought him under the statute was
a charge of contributing to the delinquency of a child which was based on an allegation that he
had sexual intercourse with a 15-year old girl when be was 17 years old. The Appellate Court
held that the earlier conviction under the 1984 statute which was no longer the law and which
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wu amisdemeanor did not qualify defendant to be included ta a Habitual Child Sex Offender.

Several dcdsioru have been rendered In Califomia which have also upheld the validity
of its sex offender registration statute. In People v. Mills, 146 CalRptr. 411 (1978) the Court
upheld the statute requiring registration of enumerated sex offender*. Hie Coart found that the
statute was not unconstitutional a* cruel and unusual punishment, that itdid not violate the equal
protection clause and that reither the defendant™s right to privacy nor his right to trael were
impeded. Mills held that the requirement to register was not disproportionate t the offense
committed. "Registration * viewed apart from the crime committed by Mills - is not by any
stretch of reason or common experience to be placed in a category of severity with the imposition
of the death penalty, or a prison term for petty theftor for acts subseguently declared noncriminal
by the Legislature.” Mills, at415. Contrary to other cases that have found no interference with
the defendant”s right to trawel or Mb right to privacy upon registration, the Mills Court did find
C deprivation of these ngis, However the Court found the deprivations reasonable and the
defendant®s arguments without merit. "Any person...who physically molests, in a sexual sense,
a seven year old child, has waived any privacy right and may absolutely forfeit for a considerable
time ... his right t travel” MiU& at 417. The Court here also found a ratiomal besis for the
collection of sex offender registration information. The retention of such information and Its
public availability to some extent may invade a defendant”s right to privacy, yet was held to be
a proper exercise of the states fundamental right to enact laws which promote public health,
welfare and safety.

The Califomia Supreme Court held in In re Reed. 663 P.2d 216 (CalL 1983) that the
mandatory registration of sex offenders convicted of misdemeanor disorderly conduct violates the
creel and unusual provision of the state constitution. The defendant was convicted of a
misdemeanor for boliortin[, lewd and dissolute conduct™ from in undercover vice officer in a
public restroom. The rational of the Court for not applying the registration requirement was that
the Court did not feel that this defendant posed a serious danger to society for which registration
was a proper sanction. The consensual nature of the behavior without any coercion or violence
and ti.a fact that no children were involved seemed to play an important role in the Courts
decision.

More recently however, a Califomia Court of Appeals held that a defendant who was
convicted of masturbating in front of two young boys had to register even thought the conviction
was a misdemeanor. In In re DeBecme. 260 CalLRptr, 441 (CalLApp-4 DIst 1989) Use court
recognized that the object of the misdemeanor registry statute "is to protect children from sex
offenders and to permit apprehension and segregation of such offenders.” The legislation as
applied to this misdemeanant was proper because children are a class of victims who require
paramount protection and the purpose of the law is t make certain that persons convicted of
such a crime as molestation of children sall be readily available for police suneillance.

Four years before DeBeoue. a Califomia Appellate Court in People v. Hue. 210
CalRptr. 117 (Cal .App.5 Dist 1985) disagreed with a trial court order that the defendant did not
have to register. The defendant there had been charged with lewd and lascivious actaupon achild
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under the age of 14 years, enhanced by the fact that the child was under the uge of 11 years and
that the defendant occupied a position of special trust. Defendant was convicted of annoying or
molesting a child under the age of 18 years ina nob contendere plea. The cppeQote court held
that the registration requirement for annoying or molesting a child under age 18 yean iavalid
and the trial court erred in ordering that the defendant not register.

Also inPeople v. Monroe, 215 CalRptr. 51 (OLApp.-S Dist 1985) the Court noted that
great deference Is paid to legislation designed to protect children who all too freguently are
helpless victims of sexual offenses. Here the defendant who had been convicted of child
annoyance and molestation filed a petition seeking to strike the requirement that he register as
a sex offender. The registration requirement was upheld. However, inPeople v. Sanndera. 284
Cal Rptr. 212 (CalApp.5 Diat 1991) the court overturned the registration requirement because
of what appeared t be a legislative oversight The statute listed son® of die specific offenses
which triggered the registration requirement, but omitted the particular offense to which the
defendant had pled quilty. Although the court pointed out several Inconsistencies in the offenses
requiring registration that indicated the omission of the defendant 3offense was an oversight, they
stated the language of the statute was unambiguous and struck down the registration requirement
for Saunders, The Califomia Legislature amended the language immediately after the court 3
decision to correct the problem.

Conclusion

The consensus of tho cases examined above upholding mandatory registration of sex
offenders is that registration is not a form of punishment and therefore is not subject to the
Eighth Amendment prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment Where courts have
examined registration as a form of punishment and subject to the Eighth Amendment, ithas not
been found t be cruel and unusual punlslunent Due process and equal protection challenges
have also failed with Endings that rerther a defendant™s right to privacy nor his rigit © trael
have been unreasonably infringed by the requirement to register.

The cases point aut, though,« need to include attempted sexual assaults and convictions
far crimes such as criminal child enticement In some cases the courts have had to look at the
legislative intent of the registration statutes to determine whether a particular defendant had to
register even though the actual crime he was convicted of was not enumerated in the registry
statute. Consideration should probably be given to whether attempts and enticement ought to be
included within the purview of a registration statute.
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Conclusions
Based on the findings of this study, three maior conclusions were reached:

1 Approximately three out of every four sex offenders in recent years required to register in
tact become registered.

2. Sex offenders as a group are highly recidivistic, particularly among those who commiit rape

3. Although there is widespread support for registenng sex offenders, there is a need for
improving the system.

Problems/Recommendations

Based on the seven maior problem areas identified in the survey, the following are
recommendations for improving the sex registration system in California:

1 Lack of time and manpower at the focal agency level to devote to enforcement of
registration requirements.

The Department can assist local agencies with awareness programs on the sex registration
process, and the services available through the Sex Registration Unit. The Department will
continue to do this through information bulletins and training programs.

2  Lack of astatewide automated sex registration system and up-to-date information.

Efforts directed towards development of statewide automated capabilities are under way in
two areas, if SB 2282 (Presley) passes, it will require the Attorney General to establish and
maintain a Violent Cnme Information Center to assist in the identification and apprehension
of persons responsible for specific violent cnmes. The Center includes an Investigative
Support Unit and a statewide automated Violent Crime M.O. system to facilitate the
identification and apprehension of persons responsible for violent felonies. Sex offenses
are to be included in the system.

A second area is creation of the Senous Habitual Offender Project (SHOP). This project is
proposed as legislation in SB 2334 (Lockyer). If approved, this bill will require the
Department of Justice to conduct a five-year pilot project in ten bay area counties, it will
create a file of senous habitual sex offenders and require the Departn. it to distnbute
information in a timely fashion to law enforcement agencies, correctional institutions,
probation/parole departments, prosecutors, and courts so they can aggressively and
effectively identify, arrest, and convict sex crime offenders.

3. Lack of a,statewide M.O. (Modus Qperandi) information system on sex registrants.

SB 2282 (Presley) will require the Attorney General to establish and maintain a Violent
Crime Information Center as reported in number 2 above. The Center will establish an
investigative Support Unit and an automated violent cnme M.O. system.

4  Lack of knowiedge or cooperation on the part of the offender to register and/or provide law
enforcement with address changes.

The Department of Justice is committed to exploring other avenues for a more effective
system to get sex offenders registered in California. Such an exploration will include
studying the possibilities of accomplishing registration at other stages in the cnminal justice
process, such as by the courts upon sentencing of an offender or later by probation
departments. If the current system of registration remains unchanged, the Department will
explore ways to better communicate sex registration requirements, especially to local jails
where the greatest problems of registration exist.



eLack of Training- and familiarity with the sex registration process

The Department will continue to emphasize the use ol bulletins, and training programs. DQJ
is presently prepanng a detailed users guide which will prove very useful to local sex cnme
investigators.

Lack of appropriate punishment (or sex registration violators

During the last session of the Legislature, several bills were introduced to improve sex

registration and/or assist in investigating sex cnmes in California (i.e.. SB 2282 - Presley. AB

I%{975 -) Ferguson, AB 2037. La Follette. AB 2396, Stirling, SB 761, Deddeh. and SB 1283.
oyce).

SB 2282 (Presley) as mentioned, requires the Attorney General to establish and maintain a
Violent Crime Information Center. SB 761 (Deddeh) would reduce the penod within which a
person must register when entenng a new jurisdiction. SB 1283 (Royce) would provide for
enhanced fines for failure to register, would require probation and parole officers to ensure
that their clients properly register and would provide for increased penods of probation and
parole lor specified sex offenses. AB 1875 (Ferguson) would require a study analyzing the
use of computenzed state income tax returns and drivers' license data as a means ol
venfying and updating the addresses of sex offenders. AB 2037 (La Follette) would raise
the penatty for failure to register to provide for a potential felony punishment and would
authorize the employment of private contractors to venfy sex offender registration records.
Finally, AB 2396 (Stirling) would make additional sex offenses registrable and would
authorize limited registration for persons convicted of misdemeanor indecent exposure.

Only SB 2282 and AB 2037 are currently pending before the Legislature.
Lack of information shanng among criminal justice agencies in general.

It is recommended that local agencies on a county or regional basis develop a local task
force on sex cnmes to coordinate information sharing and investigative activities. Should
the Serious Habitual Offender Program be implemented, it could serve as a model program.
Through its outreach activities, the Department Sex Registration Unit will continue to
encourage formation of these types of programs at the local level.



SECTION I: INTRODUCTION
A Background

Since July 1. 1947, individuals convicted in California of a registrable sex offense have been
required to register for life under Section 290 of the Penal Code. A person must register if, since
July 1, 1944, that person has been convicted of sex registrable offenses such as rape, sodomy,
molestation, incest, etc. A person determined to be a mentally disordered sex offender or
convicted in any other state of offenses is also required to register. Registration with a local law
enforcement agency must occur within 14 days after moving into any city and/or county in which
the offender resides or is temporarily domiciled. If an individual subsequently changes his/her
address, he/she is required under the law to keep the local law enforcement agency aware of the
change ol residence. Inturn, the police department or sheriff's office which has jurisdiction over
the sublet's place of residence must submit all updated information to the Depaitment of Justice
(DQJ) Sex Registration Unit.

Upon receipt of completed registration forms, the DOJ Sex Registration Unit places the
information (registrant's physical description, photograph, convicted offenses, etc.) into its off-line
computer system. This system is utilized by the Registration Unit to provide listings of suspects to
agencies and assist in the investigation and prosecution of sex offenders.

B. The Case for Sex Registration

Sex registration is a process that is controversial. Opponents consider the process an
unwarranted violation of an individuals rights. Others argue that sex registration is necessary for
protecting society. Aside from the controversy, sex registration has assisted in the investigation of
thousands of cases. Two recent cases of great importance have included cracking two major
Orange County murder cases. One included William Bonin, the "Freeway Killer," who was
identified as a suspect because ol his registered sex offender status. Bonin is currently on death
row for the murders of 14 victims. Another Orange County case in which the sex registration
process aided in the solution involved Robert Jackson Thompson, convicted of the 1981 murder

of a 12-year old boy.
C. Study Objectives

Senate Bill 888 (Seymour) was passed by the Legislature on October 2,1985 and became law
January 1,1986. The bill requires the DQOJ to:

e Study the effectiveness of statutory requirements lor the registration cl sex offenders.

0 Evaluate the registration of juveniles under 647a for the two years between 1-1-83 and
1-1-38.

A copy of the bifl can be found in Appendix A
D. Overview of Study Methodology

In order to evaluate the objectives listed above, the DOJ Bureau of Criminal Statistics and Special
Services (BCS/SS) focused on three measures of effectiveness. These measures included:

(i) compliance or the extent to which those required to register in fact do register as sex
offenders. (2) recidivism in order to describe patterns of offending among sex offenders, and

(3) information utilization by local law enforcement investigations.

The methods used to measure effectiveness included:

Compliance. Three different data files were used, including a file of offenders released from
prison m 1981. and two DOJ OBTS files for the years 1973 and 1981. Each of these three files



was compared to the Department of Justice Sex Registration file to estimate the dearee ol

compliance with sex registration. y

BfiCidivism- A study was conducted ol recidivism patterns of sex offenders over a 15-vear Denod
and compared to other types ol offenders. y

inlaiTOlion Utilization- a survey was conducted of criminal justice agencies in California to assess
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Executive Summary

Senate Bill 888 (Seymour), which passed in 1985, mandates that the Department of Justice study
the effectiveness of statutory requirements (or the registration of sex offenders. In order to
measure the effectiveness of sex registration in California, the Department designed a study to
determine: (1) the level of compliance in California with sex registration requirements, (2) the
recidivism patterns of sex offenders, and (3) the extent to which sex registration assists in the
investigation of sex crime cases.

Compliance

Compliance among a group of convicted sex offenders in 1973 and another group of convicted
sex offenders in 1981 was examined by using complementary data sources. Compliance was
found to range from a low of 54 percent among the 1973 group to a high of 72 percent among the
group from 1981. While the compliance rate has improved, it still falls short of acceptable levels.

Another leve] of analysis measured compliance of those released from prison in 1981. Among this
group, compliance was higher at nearly 89 percent. Since the 1973 and 1981 groups included
offenders receiving local dispositions (e.g., probation, jail, jail and probation, etc.). it is concluded
that compliance of those released from jails is considerably lower.

Recidivism

To evaluate the recidivism patterns of sex offenders, the Department conducted a 15-year
followup of sex offenders first arrested in 1973. An analysis of subsequent arrests over the 15
year period (1973-1988) found that nearly half (49.4 percent) were rearrested for some type of
offense and almost twenty percent (19.7) for a subsequent sex offense. Sex offenders whose
first arrest was for rape by force or threat had the highest recidivism rate, 63.8 percent for any
offense and 25.2 percent for a subsequent sex offense.

Investigative Assistance

To measure the extent to which sex registration assists in the investigation of sex crime cases a
survey of all law enforcement agencies and a sample of other criminal justice agencies was
conducted. Six-hundred-and-eighty-two (682) questionnaires were sent to police and sheriff's
departments, county probation departments, county district attorneys, and state parole offices.
Four-hundred-and-twenty (420) questionnaires were returned to DQJ, thus giving a sample
return of 61.6 percent. This is an excellent response rate and reflects confidence in the findings

of this survey.

The two major findings of the survey were that nearly 97 percent of law enforcement respondents
believe that sex offenders should be registered in California and 83 percent believe that the sex
registration process aids in the apprehension of suspected sex crime offenders. The responses
given by other criminal justice agencies were quite similar.

Despite the strsitQ support for registration and the value the registration process has to
investigation the survey results indicated that a number of problems eiiist with the current system.
Similar problems were identified across every type of criminal justice agency.

Seven major problems were identified, including (1) lack of time and manpower at the local agency
level to devote to enforcement of sex registration requirements. (2) lack of a statewide automated
sex registration system and up-to-date information, (3) lack of a statewide M.O. (modus operandi)
information system on sex registrants, (4) lack of knowledge or cooperation on the part of the
offender to register and/or provide law enforcement with address changes, (5) lack of training and
familiarity with the sex registration system. (6) lack of punishment for sex registration violators, and
(7) lack of information sharing among cnminal justice agencies in general.
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SECTION I FINDINGS ON SEX REGISTRATION COMPLIANCE

A Background

This section deals with compliance or the extent to which individuals required to register as sex
offenders are entered on the California DOJ Sex Registration Fle and the degree to which
address information is kept up-to-date.

Under the law. confining institutions (prisons, jails, mental institutions) are required to inform a sex
offender of his responsibility to register. Upon release the sex offender is required to report within
14 days to the local law enforcement agency having junsdiction over the offender's place of
residence. Once the offender is registered, a copy of the registration, two photographs and two
fingerprint cards are required to be forwarded to the DOJ. Once the documents are received, the
Department of Justice Cnminal History System and Sex Registration Hie are updated.

8. Findings

in order to estimate the degree of registration compliance, data on the Sex Registration Fle were
compared with two years (1973, 1981) of the Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) Hle
on individuals who had been convicted of sex registrable offenses. Only 54.3 percent of those
with the longest follow-up period (i.e., 1973 cohort) were found on the Department's Sex
Registration FHle. However, among those convicted in 1981 the data showed compliance at 722
percent. Over this eight year penod compliance increased nearly 20 percentage points. While 72
percent shows improvement, full compliance is not an unreasonable goal.

Using another source of data from the Department of Corrections, compliance among those
released from pnson in 1981 was examined. Data showed that those released from pnson had the
highest rate of compliance, i.e.. 88.7 percent. These data suggest that jails have the greatest
need and opportunity to improve in notifying sex offenders of their responsibility to register.

Ancther aspect of compliance is the degree to which address information on sex offenders is kept
up-to-date. Based upon the criminal justice agency survey results, criminal justice agencies felt
that the current system of sex registration in California is effective in following the whereabouts
(residence address) of sex registrants. Hcwever, in the problem identification section of the
survey, lack of up-to-date address information was considered a major problem of the system.
Although findings are contradictory, the survey and other indicators suggest that address
compliance is probably quite poor. Sex offenders, like other tvpes of offenders are a mobile group
and, given the inconsistent approach to offender registratr .. it is unlikely that offenders more
likely to offend are those keeping their residence address information up-to-date with law
enforcement.
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SECTION Il RECIDIVISM OF SEX OFFENDERS

A Background

One ol the most critical questions surrounding sex registration is the recidivism ol sex ollenders.
Presumably the more recidivistic a group the greater the need for monitoring their activities.

Recidivism thus addresses the issue ol appropriateness for registration. Basically, this analysis
(ocused on how specific types of sex offenders differ with respect to recidivism. Recidivism for
purposes of this study refers to the number of subsequent arrests and charges that occurred in a
group of individuals first arrested in 1973 for a sex registrable offense. To look at this pattern,
offenders whose first arrest for a sex registrable offense occurred in 1973 were selected and their
subsequent offense history was followed for 15 years (i.e., 1973-1988),

B Findings

Sex Offender Recidivism Patterns

Atotal of 1,362 sex offenders whose first anrest occurred in 1973 were analyzed. The data in
Table 1 shows that nearly half or 49.4 percent did recidivate over the 15-year followup penod. The
data also show that 19.7 percent of this group went on to recidivate with a subsequent sex

registrable offense. Among those whose first arrest was for rape. 25.2 percent subsequently
went on to commit a sex registrable offense.

TABLE 1
RECIDIVISM PATTERN BY TYPE OF SEX OFFENSE

Recidivism pattern

Did recidivate

With

Did not Any criminal subsequent
Type of initial offense recdivate offense sex offense
Total =>1,362 50.6 49,4 19.7
Rape (attempted) 43.4 56.6 23.3
(N-129)
Rape (by force or threat) 36.2 63.8 25,2
(N*318)
Incest, sodomy, oral copulation,
lewd and lascivious behavior 58.4 41.6 17.7

(N-462)

Indecent exposure, annoying or
molesting, loitering in or about toilet, etc. 54.7 45.3 16.8

(N=453)



Comparison with Other Offenders

In Table 2. patterns of recidivism are compared between sex offenders (described in Table 1
above) and other offenders whose first arrest was for some other type of offense (e.g., violent,
property, drugs, other). The data show that the recidivism rate of sex offenders is quite similar to
those whose first arrest was for property or drug offenses, all at the 49th percentile.

However, it can be observed in Table 2 below that approximately one out of every five sex
offenders (19.7 percent) in the study recidivated with a subsequent sex offense. By comparison,
for those offenders whose first arrest was for a drug offense, only 1.6 percent recidivated with a
sex offense. Of those whose first arrest was lor a property offense, approximately 2.7 percent
recidivated with a sex offense. For violent offenders approximately 3.7 percent recidivated with a
sex offense and for all other offenders combined, approximately 3.0 percent recidivated with a
sex offense.

Sex offenders who recidivated were approximately 5to 12 times more likely to recidivate with a
subsequent sex offense than were other types of offenders.

TABLE 2
RECIDIVISM PATTERNS BY OFFENSE GROUPINGS
Did recidivate
With

Did not Any criminal subsequent
Type ol initial offense recidivate offense sex offense
Total - 68,981
Sex offenses 50.6 49.4 19.7
(1,362)
Violent 41.2 58.8 3.7
(9.394)
Property 51.0 49.0 2.7
(22,417)
Drugs 50.6 49.4 1.6
(11.324)
All other 34.0 66.0 3.0
(24,484)

In conclusion, sex offenders do not differ significantly in terms of overall recidivism from most
other types of offenders. However, among sex oflenders in the study, there was a significant
proclivity toward recommitting sex offenses. In fact, the analysis revealed a particular amount of

specialization in the offender groupings.



SECTION 1V: RESULTS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY SURVEY
A introduction

A survey of criminal justice agencies was used to measure perceptions of the effectiveness of the
sex registration process. Six hundred eighty-two (682) questionnaires were sent to police and
sheriff's departments, county probation departments, county district attorneys, and state parole
offices. Four hundred and twenty questionnaires were returned to the DOJ thus giving us a
sample return of 616 percent (420 out ol 682 questionnaires). The obtained sample size of 61.6
percent is considered to be representative of criminal justice agencies in California.

The survey results were organized into two areas: Assessment Evaluation Information and
Problem Identification.

Emphasis in the survey focused on questions of how effective the system is viewed by all criminal
justice agencies and the problems which various criminal justice agencies found with the sex
registration process. The findings are presented in the following two sections (B and C).

B. Assessment Evaluation Information

The following addresses four questions common to all agencies and their responses.

Do you believe that the current system of sex registration in California is effective in preventing
sex offenders from committing sex or other crimes?

Agency Type Yes No No Opinion/Don't Know
Law Enforcement 23.2 51.5 25.3
Probation 18.6 48.8 32.6
Slate Parole 27.3 52.3 20.4
County DA's 25.0 53.1 21.9

In general, criminal justice agencies do not view sex registration as effective in preventing sex or
other type of crimes.

Do you believe that the current system of sex registration in California is effective in following the
whereabouts (residence address) of sex registrants?

Agency Type Yes No No Opinion/Don't Know
Law Enforcement 62.9 28.8 8.3
Probation 59.5 31.0 95
State Parole 75.5 15.6 8.9
County DA's 68.7 18.8 125

The majority of criminal justice agencies believe the current system is effective in following the
whereabouts of sex registrants.

Do you believe that the current system of sex registration in California aids in the apprehension of
suspected sex crime offenders?

Agency Type Yes No No Opinion/Donl Know
Law Enforcement 82.7 6.7 10.6
Probation 76.2 71 16.7
State Parole 86.7 8.9 4.4
County DA's 719 9.3 18.8



A large majority of criminal justice agencies believe that the current registration system is effective
in aiding the apprehension of suspected sex crime offenders.

Do you believe sex offenders should be registered in California?

Agency Type Yes No No Opinion/Don't Know
Law Enforcement 96.7 10 2.3
Probation 100.0 :
State Parole 95.6 2.2 2.2
County DA's 83.9 129 3.2

Ehalefvas_t majority of respondents to the survey believe that sex offenders should be registered in
ifornia.

Conclusion

The data suggest very strongly that the majority of respondents in criminal justice agencies
believe that we should have sex registration in California, a large proportion believe the current
system aids in the apprehension of suspected sex crime offenders, and is effective in following

the whereabouts of sex registrants. However, approximately half of the respondents do not
believe that the sex registration system is effective in preventing sex offenders from committing

sex offenses or other crimes.
C. Problem Identification

Open ended questions were used to identify problems various criminal justice agencies raised
about the sex registration process.

_Se\lleg r(?ajor problem areas were identified by respondents to the survey. These problem areas
included:

Lack of time and manpower at the local agency level to devote to enforcement of sex
registration requirements.

Lack of a statewide automated sex registration system and up-to-date information.
Lack of a statewide M.O. (Modus Operandi) information on sex registrants.

» Lack of knowledge or cooperation on the part of the offender to register and/or provide law
enforcement with address changes.

» Lack of local agency training and familiarity with the sex registration system.

9 Lack of appropriate punishment for sex registration violators.

* Lack of information sharing among criminal justice agencies in general.

Collectively, these identified problems were reported time and time again by the vast majority of

respondents to the survey. Recommendations for addressing these problems are reported in the
Executive Summary.

10



SECTION V: REGISTRATION OF JUVENILES UNDER 647a

A. Background

SB 888 (Seymour, 1985) required the Department of Justice to conduct a study of sex
registration law 647a as applied to juveniles committed to the California Youth Authority fromthe
juvenile court. The registration law applied to those juveniles convicted of annoying or molesting a
cigigjfaunder 18. The law stipulated that this registration requirement would sunset on January 1,

B. Findings
No assessment of the effectiveness of this registration law is warranted. Data from the California

Youth Authority showed that only two juveniles were affected by the law, both of whom were still
incarcerated in the CYA on January 1,1988.
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ADULT SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION
IN WASHINGTON STATE:
INITIAL COMPLIANCE, 1990

SUMMARY

This report examines early compliance of adult sex offenders with a new registration
requirement enacted as part of the Community Protection Act of 1990 (Chapter 3, Laws
of 1990). The analysis compares Washington State Patrol records of registered adult
sex offenders as of November 9, 1990, with records of sex offenders released from
correctional or mental health institutions, or sentenced to supervision, on or after the
effective date of the law. Juvenile offender registration is not included in this analysis.

Findings indicate that:

e La the first eight months of sex offender registration under the Community
Protection Act, the most serious adult offenders released from prison registered
at a higher percentage (73 percent) than adult sex offenders released from jail or
mental institutions (56 percent). The owerall rate of registration for all adult sex
offenders was 57 percent; a total of 2,383 adult sex offenders were registered at
the time of this study. Percentages are shown in Figure 1 (see page 2).

e Sex offenders notified both verbally and in writing had a higher rate of com—
pliance. The manner in which sex offenders are notified of the requirement to
register, whether in person or by mail, may explain the difference iIn registration
rates.

e The effectiveness of the registration law has been enhanced by cooperation
between the Washington State Patrol and the Department of Corredions. The
names of sex offenders released by the Department of Corrections are supplied to
the State Patrol and placed on the law enforcement computer database, thus
allowing local law enforcement officers to identify both offenders who have and
have not complied with the registration law. Local law enforcement can use this
information when identifying potential suspects for a sex offense, as well to
pursue actions against offenders not in compliance.

e The state of California has required sex offender registration since 1947.
Compliance for Washington in 1990 was lower than California3 compliance rate
for 1981 convictions, but higher than California3 rate for 1973 convictions.

e The constitutionality of sex offender registration is under review. Recent court
cases regarding this topic are identified in this report.

Findings contained in this report should be considered preliminary. Publicity regarding
penalties 1mposed on offenders who fail t register could change registration rates, as
could reports of negative citizen reaction when identified sex offenders move into
neighborhoods. .Als, because of the relatively small size of groups available for analysis,
eﬁpecial ly the most serious offenders, the percentages reported are susceptible to
change.



PERCENT OF ADULT SEX OFFENDERS
REGISTERED IN WASHINGTON STATE
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DEFINITION OF GROUPS

Registration percentages of four groups of adult sex offenders were analyzed. Defini—
tions of these groups follow.

Most Serious Sex Offenders Released From Prison: Adult sex offenders released
from prison after the Community Protection Act was passed (February 28. 1990),
whose criminal history or institutional behavior indicates they present a signifi—
cant risk to the community. For these offenders, Notifications of Release
("special bulletins’™) were issued by the Department of Corrections, under the
direction of the End of Sentence Review Committee. Total Number=60,
Registered =44

Other Sex Offenders Released from Prison: Adult sex offenders released from
Department of Corrections fecilities after February 28, 1990, without special
bulletins. Total Number=185, Registered =112

Sex Offenders Released from Jail or Mental Institutions: Adult sex offenders on
community supervision status with the Department of Corrections following
release from jail, or who received a court order for supervision, or were released
from state mental institutions, on or after February 28, 1990. Total
Number=398, Registered=221



e  Sex Offenders Retroactively Required to Register Adult sex offenders who, as
of February 28, 1990, were on active supervision by the Department of
Corrections, as well as those on deportation, abscond, or escape status from
Washington State prisons or jails. [See discussion below for clarification of
supervision definition.] Total Number=3528, Registered=2006

THE REQUIREMENT TO REGISTER
The Law: Applies to Convicted Sex Offenders Residing in Washington State

With passage of the Community Protection Act of 1990, sex offenders residing in
Washington were required to register with the sheriff in their county of residence. The
law applies to adults and juveniles who "have been found to have committed or have
been convicted of any sex offense” (Chapter 3, Laws of 1990). Sex offenders have 30
days to register following their release from confinement, and 45 days to register after
moving to Washington State. When relocating, offenders are required to update their
registration within 10 days of a move.

The requirement to register was applied prospectively to all sex offenders released from
custody or prison on or after the law was passed (February 28, 1990). In addition, it
was applied retroactively to all persons who committed sex offenses prior to February =28
who were "under the custody or active supervision™ of either the Department of
Corrections or the Department of Social and Health Services on or after the law3
effective date,

The term "active supervision™ was not defined in the Community Protection act and has
been subject to interpretation. Originally, the Department of Corrections interpreted
the term to include offenders placed on Conditional Discharge From Supervision
(CDFS). primarily offenders discharged from parole. The department has since
redefined the term to exclude these offenders. The department also interpreted the
term as including offenders on supervision strictly to monitor compliance with financial
obligations. This interpretation has recently been found invalid by a Kitsap County
court ruling. Because the legal definition of active supervision is not clear, this analysis
did not distinguish among offenders based on their supervision status. Whether such
distinctions would alter the findings is not clear.

Failure to register s, by law, a Class C felony for persons convicted of a Class A felony
sex offense; otherwise, the failure Isa gross misdemeanor. Registration is for life if
convicted of a Class A felony sex offense, 15 years if convicted of a Class B felony sex
offense, and 10 years if convicted of a Class C felony sex offense, unless a court waiver
can be obtained by the offender.

THE MOST SERIOUS SEX OFFENDERS
Notification of Release: Applies to the Most Serious Sex Offenders

For those sex offenders believed to pose a significant threat to the community, the
Department of Corrections issues a document entitled Notification of Release (*'special
bulletin™) to inform authorities that potentially dangerous individuals may be moving to
their communities. Adult sex offenders with special bulletins had the highest rate of
registration of the groups in this analysis, with most of these offenders registering
within 30 days of their release. [See Figure 2, page 4.) Since the number of offenders
In this category is relatively small (60), these findings are considered subject to change.



Figure 2

MOST SERIOUS OFFENDERS RELEASED
FROM PRISON: REGISTRATION UPDATE

73% HAVE REGISTERED

Of Those That Have Registered:

® 80% Registered In The County
They Said They Would Live

e 66% Registered Within 30 Days
After Their Release

e The Average Time It Took To
Register Was 36 Days

Most serious offenders are those released from prison with »
special notification of release to local law enforcement. N nO U
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The decision to issue special bulletins is made by the End of Sentence Review
Committee based upon offenders =criminal history, institutional behavior, and other
relevant information. The committee consists of:

e One member appointed by the Director of the Division of Prisons, Department of
Corrections.

e One member appointed by the Director of Community Corrections, Department
of Corrections.

e One member appointed by the Indeterminate Sentence Review Board Chair.

e Three members appointed by the Assistant Secretary of the Department of Social
and Health Services representing Mental Health, Developmental Debilities, and
Child Protective Services.

The Director of the Division of Offender Programs appoints the chairperson for the
committee. The End of Sentence Review Committee chairperson is responsible for
staffing the committee and initiating the committee recommendations, including issuing
special bulletins to law enforcement and developing recommendations to the prosecutor
in regard to the filing of civil commitment petitiuns (Policy 350.500, End of Sentence
Reviews. Department of Corrections, May 15, 1990).



Special bulletins are forwarded to: 1) the chief of police and county sheriff in the
jurisdiction that the sex offender intends to reside, 2) the prosecuting attorney of the
county where the offender was convicted, 3) the Washington State Patrol, and 4) the
Homicide Information Tracking System. The bulletins include a recent photograph and
describe the offender’s prison behavior and prior criminal conduct. Local chiefs of
police and county sheriffs then have the discretion to circulate information about the
offender to other agencies, groups, or persons in the community. The Washington
Association of Police Chiefs and Sheriffs developed recommended policies for law
enforcement agencies. Three levels of dissemination are recommended depending upon
the offender’s determined level of risk.

HOW OFFENDERS ARE NOTIFIED ABOUT THE REGISTRATION LAW

Notification of registration requirements varies depending on the offender"s status. The
manner in which an offender is informed may influence registration compliance; groups
notified both verbally and in writing had the highest rate of compliance in this study.

Sex offenders released from prison, jail, or mental institutions are notified of registra—
tion requirements iIn person, both verbally and in writing, prior to their release.
Offenders are served with a "Registration Notification” form and are informed by
Community Corrections or mental health staff about requirements of the iaw.

Sex offenders under supervision in the community are notified both verbally and in
writing when they report to their Community Corrections Officer, but only if they are
required to report on a regularly scheduled besis. If they are not required to report on
a regularly scheduled besis, sex offenders are mailed a certified letter (containing a
return-addressed envelope) which contains information about registration requirements.

Sex offenders whose whereaboutc may be unknown are also sent certified letters to
their last known address. These are generally returned undeliverable. Offenders who
cannot be located are considered "un-notified" and may not be aware of their require—
ment to register.

Sex offenders who move to Washington State are notified about the registration law
only 1f they read signs posted at Department of Licensing driver 3 examination offices.

IDENTIFICATION OF SEX OFFENDERS NOT IN COMPLIANCE

Because of cooperative arrangements between the Washington State Patrol, Department
of Corrections, and Department of Social and Health Services, local law enforcement can
identify both sex offenders who have registered as well as those not in compliance.

Information on all sex offenders released from the Department of Corrections and the
Department of Social and Health Services is included as part of ACCESS, the law
enforcement information system. Through ACCESS, local police officers who want to
check an individual 3 criminal history can obtain information from the offender locater
file. All released sex offenders are flagged in the system; counties where offenders
stated they would live upon their release are also indicated. Based upon this informa—
tion. officers can pursue legal action in cooperation with the prosecutors “office if they
identify a released sex offender who has not registered. The Appendix to this paper
illustrates how information about sex offenders is transferred among state agencies.



LEGAL ISSUES

Both civil and criminal cases related to the registration law are in progress. In Kitsap
County, a judge recently dismissed a case against a sex offender charged with failure t
register because, In the court™s view, the offender was not on “active supervision,” and
instead was being supervised only for financial obligations.

Three cmvil law suits have been filed related to registration. One in Kitsap county was
recently dismissed by the plaintiffs. The two remaining cases were filed in King County
and will probably receive hearings later this spring.

SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION IN CALIFORNIA A COMPARISON

The state of California has required sex offender registration since 1947 (the law was
applied retroactively to persons convicted of registrable sex offenses since 1944;
California Penal Code. Section 290). Registration is for life, unless the sex offender can
obtain a Certificate of Rehabilitation and waiver from the requirement.

A report to the Califomia State Legislature on sex offender registration (“Effectiveness
of Statutory Requirements for the Registration of Sex Offenders,” California Department
of Justice, 1988) compared registration rates of adult sex offenders released from prison
in 1973 and 1981 with the overall percentage of registration by all sex offenders
convicted In those years.

FINDING L1 In California the highest rate of registration was among sex offenders
released from prison. This finding is true for Washington as vell.

e Califomia. Registration by adult sex offenders sentenced to prison in 1981 was
89 percent. Owverall, the compliance rate for all sex offenders (both prison and
non-prison releases) was 72 percent. (For 1973, prison rates were not calculated
independently.)

e \Washington. Like Califomia, the highest registration rates were for adult sex
offenders released from prison. In 1990, the most serious offenders in
Washington registered at a rate of 73 percent. Other offenders released from
prison registered at a rate of 61 percent. Offenders released from jails and
mental institutions had the lowest compliance of 56 percent.

FINDING 2. Compliance for Washington in 1990 was lower than in California for 1981,
but higher than California for 1973. These percentages are shown in Figure 3 (see
page 7). Note that data for California are for individuals convicted of registrable sex
offenses during 1973 and 1981. Only these two years were examined in the published
report. Washington data represents offenders required to register in 1990 and convicted
in previous years:

e Califomia. 72 percent of adult sex offenders convicted in 1981 were registered at
the time of the study. 54 percent of adult sex offenders released in 1973 were
registered,

e \Washington. Overall, 57 percent of all adult sex offenders required to registered
had complied by November 1990.



Figure 3

SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION:
A WASHINGTON/CALIFORNIA COMPARISON
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Washington data represent offenders required to register In 1990 and convicted In
previous years. California data represent Individuals convicted In either 1970 or 1981.
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FINDING 3. Based on a survey of 420 criminal justice agencies in Califomia, the
Califoria study concluded:

e A large proportion of California criminal justice agencies surveyed believe that
the current system is effective in locating sex offenders and apprehending
suspected sex crime offenders.

e The vast majority of law enforcement agencies believe the registration require—
ment should be continued.

e But, about half of the agencies did not believe that the system was effective in
deterring offenders from committing future sex offense crimes.

A survey of law enforcement agencies on this topic has not yet been done in

Washington. After further experience with the registration law, a similar survey in this
state may be beneficial.



RESEARCH METHODS

Data Sources

By law. the Washington State Patrol s required to maintain a central registry of all
registered sex offenders. To identify sex offenders who have not complied with registra—
tion requirements, the State Patrol obtains names of all sex offenders released from the
Department of Corrections.

Data for this analysis was obtained from the Washington State Patrol, Department of
Corrections, and the Department of Social and Health Services. State Patrol data
consisted of a printout dated November 9, 1990, which listed the names of juvenile and
adult sex offenders who: a) had been released, but had not registered; and b) had
registered. There were 4,309 names originally contained on this report which identified
1.899 individuals as not registered, and 2,481 as registered.

The Department of Corrections supplied listings of: a) the most serious offenders
released from prison, b) other sex offenders released from prison, and ¢) sex offenders
starting supervision. Statistics on 23 sex offenders released from mental institutions
were provided by the Department of Social and Health Services. The registration status
of each group was then verified by manually matching names against the State Patrol
printout. Juveniles were dropped from this analysis (115 individuals) and will be the

subject of a later report.

In the case of the most serious offenders, a more detailed analysis was performed by
examining individual records on the Department of Corrections Offender Based Tracking
System (OBTS) file to obtain the counties in which offenders said they intended to
reside and dates of release. The information was compared with the county of registra—
tion found on the State Patrol central registry and the number of days it took offenders
o register. Note that Notifications of Release are also issued by the Department of
Corrections on persons deemed dangerous to the community, but who were not
convicted of a sex offense. Because these persons are not required to register, they
were not included in the group of most serious sex offenders.

Data Editing

Before the data was reviewed, names on the State Patrol printout were verified for
obvious duplications. Seventy-one duplications were found and removed from the list
Most resulted from discrepancies in name spellings, or because middle initials were
included when released, then subsequently excluded upon registration, or visa versa. |t
Is possible that more duplications exist than were found on the printout through
manual screening. Duplications result in the over-reporting of the number of released
sex offenders who did not register, because offenders show up in each group when they
should be included orly In the registered group.

By law. sex offenders are granted 30 days to register with the sheriff in their county of
residence. Offenders are consequently given this time period to comply before being
considered non-registered. Therefore, 47 individuals whose release date was within 30
days of the State Patrol printout were dropped from this analysis, regardless of whether
they had registered.



Because of the manner in which registration information is maintained on the
Washington State Patrol central registry, distinctions between sex offenders required to
register retroactively, and those who have been released or sentenced since February 28.
1990, cannot be made. In addition, identifying individual groups of offenders is arduous
and time consuming because of the manual examination required. The Washington
State Patrol and Department of Corrections are improving their computer systems to
facilitate future analysis of registration rates.

We extend acknowledgements to the Washington State Patrol, Department of Corrections,
and the Department of Social and Health Services for their assistance in compiling data

for this report.



APPENDIX

S E X OFFENDEHR REGISTRATION

Tracking the Offender

Offender is released from: Or is on:
MENTAL j' JUVENILE PRISON LOCAL J SUPERVISION |
FACILITY It FACILITY :‘J " AL STATUS

11 | i
T_
T I
DSHS DEPARTMENT OF
ot . CORRECTIONS NOTIFIED BY
® Sends names -
to State Patrol* Sends names DOC OR DSHS

to State Patrol * TO REGISTER

REGISTERS

WITH COUNTY
SHERIFF

WASHINGTON
STATE PATROL SHERIFF

«Sends names
Tracks offenders who are: to State Patrol
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January 4, 1993

M b.Barbara Felver

Washington State Irwtitute for Public Policy
Tho Evergreen State College

3162 Seminar BldgJ, MS: TA-00

Olympia, WA 0860$

Dear Barbara:

We recently Obtained a copy of registration statute information compiled by the
National Center far*the Prosecution of Child Abuse which I have enclosed for your
reference. They combined DNA testing statutes with sex offender registration statutes on
their chart. We did identify from their material Dome states who had offender registration
that woro not on our chart.

1 have already faxed the Colorado information toyou. Tennessee has a statute
(copy enclosed), but; have not funded the program as yet North Dakota also has two
statutes depending on whether the victim is an adult or a child (copies enolosod). 1 spoke
with the person in the Attorney General"s office who handles the information ifa child is
the victim. She Indicated they were going to seek modification of tho legislation this year

to correct problems they have encountered.
|

Virginia plarts on drafting legislation this year to be introduced in 1994. This
action comes out of recommendations made by task force headed by the Lt. Governor that
recommended several changes with regard to sexual crimes against children.

Please letmfe know 1fyou have heard whether Alaska will be reintroducing their
legislation this year. Also, please provide me with the name of the gentleman from
Michigan who contacted you for information.

Happy New Year,

ARG CBITEL
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SUMMARY OF SKX OFFENDER REGISTRY STATUTES BY STATE
Alabama

e Required to register within 30 days of relesse.
« Roster maintained jby Sheriffand State Dept of Public Safety.
* Registry information accessible to law enforcement only,
* Penalty for failure to register is imprisonment of not less than one year or more than five years
and a in addition tiiay be fined.
Ala. Code $ J3A-11-200 to 13A-11-203

Arizona

e Required to register within 30 days of coming to county of residence.
» Required to noiify regarding change of address.
* Registry information ucccjwible to Jaw enforcement only.
e Failure to comply jisclass 6 felony.
Ariz. Rev. Stilt. Ann.§ 13-3821 to 13-3824

Arkansas

» "Habitual Child Sx Offender Registration Act'".
e Required to register with Chief of Police within 30 days of coming to county of residence.
 Notified regarding duty to register at time of discharge or parole.
e LocaJ law enforcement relays Information to State Police and pertinent local law enforcement
of change of address.
« Written notaficatiojn of change of address within 10 days,
= Required registration period of 10 years.
« Can apply to Circuit Court for relief of duty to register,
* Registry Infcrmatibn accessible to law enforcement only.
« Failure to comply-is class A misdemeanor,
Ark. Stai. Alin § 12-12-901 to 12-J2-909

W
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Califomia

 Required to registejr with Chief of Police or Sheriff within J4 days of coming to county of
residence. i

Must also register vjdth Campus Police of University of Califormnia or Califomia Sate University
it iving on campus of its fecilities.

* Registration infonhation of Juveniles must be destroyed when person reaches age 25
or has records satfad.

= Notified regarding iduty to register at time oP discharge or parole,

« Written notificaliori of change of address within 10 days.

eLocal law enforcenicnt of last registry relays information to Slate Department of Justice, which
in tum notifies toofcd law enforcement of new place of residence.

« Registry information accessible to law enforcement only,

e Failure to comply jsamisdemeanor with aMinimum Mandatory sentence of 90 days and one
year probation, j

e Duty to register cotiplad with mandate to provide blood and saliva sample of DN A typing.

Cal. Penal C{)de § 290 and 2902

Colorado

»Required to register with Chief of Police or Sheriff within 7 days of coming to city or county

of resicence, ;

» Required to notifyjof change of address.

« Failure to comply Is a misdemeanor and a second or subsequent conviction for failure to
comply with registration requirement Is a felony.

« State central rogisgry to be established. No central data collection point at thiB tune.

* Registry Information accessible to law enforcement only.

= Bxpiration of requirement o register varies depending on crime for which offender convicted

Colo. Rev. Sllat. § 18-3-412J

Florida :

 Applies to any felony conviction.
» Required t register with Sheriff within 48 hrs. of entering county of residence.
« Failure to comply Is second degree misdemeanor .

Fla. Slat,Anh § 775.13
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Ilinois

 "Habitual Child Sex Offender Registration Act".
» Required to register with Chief of Police within 30 days of coming to county of residence
e Informed of duty at time of release, discharge or parole.
e Written notification of change of address within 10 days,
» Required reglslratibn period of 10 years.
e Failure to comply isClans A Misdemeanor.
I1l. Rev. Stal. zri1. 3d, pom. 221 to 230

o |
Louisiana

« Required to register within 30 days of conviction or release, or 43 days of establishing
residence. [
« Written notificatiod of change of address reguired within 10 days.
« Penalty for failure ™ register is a fire, one year imprisonment or both for first time offenders.
» Required registration period is 10 years.
* Registry information available to the public only when necessary for public protection.
La. Rev. Stat. ®15:540-549, and § 15:578(AX7)

Maine <

e Required to registdr within 15 days of probation or discharge.
Required ragistrati >n period is 15 years from sentencing or discharge.
Required notificatli>n of change of address within 5 days of moving.

* Penalty for failure o register Isa Class E crime.

Maine Rev. Sai. 34-A c. 11 § 11001 to 11004

Minnesota

e Informed of duty at time of release, discharge or parole.
»Registered by Commissioner of Corrections upon release, who relays information within 3 days
1o State Police
e Required to register with Probation Officer within 14 days of supervised release from prison.
« Written notification of change of address within 10 days.
« Failure to register change of address may require registration for five additional years.
» Required registration period of 10 years.
Minn.SI<US 273.106
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Montana

* Required o register with law enforcement within 14 days of coming to county of rcsideaice.
@lInformed at time cf sentencing, release, of duty to register,
« Written notification of change of address within 10 days.
- Required registration period of 10 years.
» FaJlure t comply fesults in Incarceration of not less than 90 days, and a fine or both.
Mom. Code § 46-J8-254 and § 46-23-501 to 507
t

Nevada

* Required to regisitr within 48 hrs. of coming t county of residence.
« \Wr.rten notification of change of address within 10 days.
= Informed at time or release, probation, parole or discharge of duty to register.
» Can apply to Distr cl Court for relief of duty.
e Failure to comply smisdemeanor,
* Registry information accessible to law enforcement only.
Nev. Rev. Sult. § 207.151 to 207.157
{
Now Hampshire j

I

» Required to registrir annually within 30 dey of the amniversary of release,
e Written notificatioh required within 10 days of changing residence.
* Roster maintained iby Sreriffand the Municipal Police,
 Required registratibn period w for life.
* Registry information available to law enforcement only.
« Penalty for noncorhpliance is a misdemeanor.

New Hamp. Re|\ Slat. 5 632-A:Jl to § 632-A]9 (effective January J, 1993)

North Dakota ]

e Two statutes, one fconceming child victims, and one concerming only adult victins.
e Child Victims:
» Required to register with Sheriff within 30 days of entering county of residence.
« Written notiflcatio 1 required within 10 days of changing residence.
« Registration rogtiirsnenl must be stated in court records at time of sentencing.
* Registration perioc s for 5 or 10 ycare depending on offense.
e Failure to comply d misdemeanor.
ND. Cent. Ctrde 812.1-32-/5
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Ohio

"Habitual Sex Offander Registration”,
Required t regis  wlUi Chief of Police within 30 days of coming to county of residence.
Informed prior to discharge, release, parole or probation of duty to register.
e Written notification of change of address within 10 days.
e Required period ofi registration is 10 years.
“Registry informath n accessible to law enforcement only.
Ohio Rev. Cod4 Ann. § 2950.0J to 2950.08

Oklahoma

eRequired to registe/ with Depu of Corrections, within 10 business days of conviction/suspended
sentence.

 Register with Sheriff, District Attorney upon release.

 Required period oflregistration is 10 years (reduced to two if successfully complete treatment
program). j

 Written notification of change of address within 10 days.

* Registry information accessible to law enforcement only. Some law enforcement records
specified as open 1>the public.

e Failure to comply__s misdemeanor .

Okla. Stat. Cfi. 88 § 581 to 587

Oregon

* Registration upon Release.
= Notification of change of address within 30 days, or once a year 1fno change has taken place.
e May_apply to Cin§‘uit Court for relief of duty to register after 10 years.

Oregon Suu. 3118151810 319

Rhode Island

e Required to register with chief of police within 30 days of coming to city/town of residence.
« Notification of duty to register prior to time of discharge/pnrolc.
« Juvenile offenders lduty to register expires at age 25 at which time records shall be destroyed.
e Written notificatloji of change of address within 10 days.
» Registry information accessible by law enforcement only.
e Failure to comply a misdemeanor.
e Relief from duty to register upon granting of petition for expungement of records.
55

RJ. Gen. 11-3-16
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SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATIO N:
A REVIEW OF STATE LAWS

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, slate legislatures across the country have examined their sexual assault
laws to find ways o increase community protection. Many have attempted to strengthen
existing laws by requiring released sex offenders to register with law enforcement or state
agencies. Currently, one*third of the states have such a requirement, and a law isnow
before Congress to establish a national index of registered sex offenders.

Do registration lawB actually Increase community protection? This paper describes the
policy debates eurirounding registration laxB, summarizes tho features of legislation in
sixteen states, die :u3sos the origins of four states Maws, and reviews efforts to evaluate

registration laws.1

LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Supporters of sex offender registration argue that it contributes to public safety by; 1)
creating a registry to assist law enforcement in investigation, 2) establishing legal grounds
to hold offenders found in suspicious circumstances, a).deterring sex offenders from
committing new o [Tensss, and 4) offering citizens information so thoy can protect

themselves.
The typical logislaLive galfl are summarized well in Alaska 3 proposed law;

The icgtalatire finds Ihal: 9 sex offenderspose a high risk of reoffending
after releas tfrom custody, (2)protecting the public from sex offenders is a
primary governmental interest, 9 the privacy interests ofpersons convicted of.
sex offenses” arc less important than the government's interest in public safety,
and (4) release of information about sex offenders topublic agencies and the
generalpublic will assist in protecting the public safety*

Information was CHeeled between March 9 and April 14 by telephone to 1C nates known to have ttx offender
registration laws, and o four states with laws proposed during iheir 1982 legislative sessions: Alaska, Kentudiy,
Louisiana, and New b mpthlrc. Penone supplying information were administrators, legislative research staff,
legal counsel, or lower;forcement officials, as appropriate, in all, 39 people supplied Information, Accompanying
tables give the Informatiomn In detail

1Alaska Slate Houfr of Representatives, Seventeenth Legislature (1982), Second Session, House BUI Number
440, Section J.



Law Enforcement In"regtlgation

A sex offender registration law requires offenders to supply their address to stato or local
law enforcement, Typi“ally the offender must register following release from confinement
and/or during ayerviaijon in the community. Laws inmost states apply to convicted sex
offenders; some state$ aws also apply to individuals found by a judge to hove committed
the offense (for Instance under a finding of not guilty by reason of insanity).

Information maintained on the registry varies by state, but ata minimum includes the
name, address, and a lav enforcement identification number. A few states collect very
detailed Information which may Include blood samples, employment information, residence
history, and vehicle reg stration numbers. In all cases, the offender is responsible for
supplying accurate information, and ispenalised for noncompliance.

Once created, the registry becomes a tool that law enforcement uses to solve-or, ideally,
prevenfc-crimos. Ifa sgjx offense lacommitted and no suspect is located, tho registry can
bo used to identify potential suspects who live In the area, or who have a pattern of similar
crimoa. States vary in tlhcir decision on which offenders to Include in the registry: some
register child molesters only (Arkansas and Ilirois); some register only the rooBt serious
categories of sex offenders (Florida and Illinis); and some register all sex offenders,
regardless of tho type o "crime. Califomiaand Montana register arsonists in addition to
sex offenders; Califomir aleo registers narcotics offenders.

Legal Grounds to Intervene

Registration lawB also create legal grounds to hold sox offenderswho do not comply with
registration and are later found in suspicious circumstances. For example, ifa convicted
sex offender is observed] lurking around a playground, and when stopped by the police is
found not to have registered, that porson can be charged and prosecuted for failure to
register, Law enforcement representatives often argue that registration laws thus prevent
crimes because the police can Intervene before a potential victim isharmed. Thus, some
states pass registration laws without expecting high rates of voluntary compliance but
while stall anticipating a law enforcement benefit

Deterrence

Registration also is intoadod to psychologically affect the offender. Once registered,
offenders know thoy nr< being monitored. Many Lawmakers hope that this knowledge will
discourage sex offender! from committing further crimes. Also, some lawmakers hope to
deter potential sex offenders: a long-term registration requirement inaddition to other
penalties may discourage individuals from committing sexual assault.

Citizen Sclf—Protectici

In many states, access Ip registries is restricted to law enforcement, but in somo stales
citizens can obtain the fist of registered offenders in their community. These states



Justify citizen tea tea to the registry as a means for citizens to protect the public,
particularly youn* children, from sex offender*. Ifa parent knows that someone in the
neighborhood isa convicted sox offender, "chances are higher that the children will be
warned to avoid contact with that person and therefore will be less wilnerable.

f
CONTROVERS IRS

Several argument}againBt sex offender registration often surface during legislative
deliberations. Thessa arguments can be summarized as folloss;

Civil Liberties

Registration programs are inconsistent with a society committed to protecting individual
liberties. Sox oftender,iwho leave prison have paid their debt to society and should not
receive additional punishment Registration isviewed as another stop toward a *Big
Brother" society.

Offendor Motive don

By forcing sex offfenders to register, society sends a message to these individuals that they
are not to be trustod, that they are bad and dangerouspeople. Opponents believe these
messages work against offender rehabilitation efforts and inadvertently encourage anti-
social behaviors ' lie offender can use the law to rationalize further crimes, for example;
“ITsociety thinks m % permanent threat, Iguess lam and there 3 nothing I can do to stop

myself*

KRegistration laws incourage sac offender* to try towade the attention oflean enforcement
Some sex offenders will chooBe not to comply with the law and will attempt to conceal
their whereabouts!. Law enforcement will therefore have a more difficult time
investigating sexukl assault crimes.

Public Safety

Registration creak s a false sense ofsecurity. Citizenswho learn that someone isa
registered sex offender will likely stay away from that person. However, tho majority of
sex offenders never appear on registration lista The reasons are many: only a small
proportion of lex (rimes are reported, and an even smaller number result in convictions;
many offenders pi ta-bargain down to non-aexual offenses; sex offonter registration laws
can apply to limit*d categories of offenders; and many offenders were convicted prior to
passage nfthe law In addition, not all offenders register. For all those reasons, only a
small percentage cfsex offenders actually appear on any list. Thus, for a citizen to limit
contact with registered offenders may slightly reduce the riak of a sex offense, but it does

not guarantee safety.



Registration of sex gf (l)‘endcrs im g,hes that these offe,nEers arc the most dangerous, whereas
other types ofoffend*. %present Similar or greaser risks. How helpful Is it for someone to
know that a convict* 15X offender hvee next door, as compared to knowing that a
neighbor ifa convicted murderer, drug dealer, or armed robber?

Registration will encourage dlitzn vigHantisnu For stateswhere the registration list is
public information, gtlzens may threaten and take action against offenders. The
harassment also mayjbe extended to family members of offenders.

Victim Consequences

[f made public, a R sivfregistered sex offenders could invade theprivacy ofvictims. In
cases of Intra-fanaillgj sex offenses, a list of offenders also identifies likelyvictims. Thus,
victim trauma may be increased.

Efficiency ;

Rather than expending public fends, on registration, resources should instead be directed
toward other criminaljustice activities. A listofnames and addresses ofall convicted sex
offenders is oxpensivj to create and maintain, Funds could be more effectively used in
areas such os treatment of incarcerated sex offenders, or Intensive supervision ofa small
group of sex offenders.

OVERVIEW OF REpiSTRATION LAWS

Sixteen states now have sex offender registration lawKk Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Califomia, Florida, Illirois, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Texas, Utah, and Washington, Of these states, 11 have laws thatwere passed after 1985.
States with the oldest laws are Califomia, 1944, and Florida, 1957, Four additional states
proposed sex offender .registration laws in their 1992 legislative sessions: Alaska, Ken —
tucky, Louisiana, and New Hampshire. A proposal now before Congress would establish a
national index containing identifying information on persons convicted of child abuse

crimes, including sexual abuse crimes.8

Administration

Administration of the registry is generally overseen by a state agency such as the Depait-
ment of Corrections, hstitutions, or Probation and Parole, Local law enforcement often
has a central role in collecting information and forwarding it to the administering state
agency, Exceptions are Ohio, where all information ismaintained at the local lowel, and
Utah and Oregon, who re the state is responsible for both the collection and administration
of information.

'U.S. Houtt of Representatives, Conference Report 102-405, -Violent Crime Control ana Law Enforcement M i
uflBSI,*10id Congrext, 1 t Session, November 27,1991.



Information Collected and Time Periods

Generally, state; obtain an offender”s name, address, fingerprints, photo, data of birth,
Identification numbers, and criminal history information at the time of registration- In
some states, fingerprints and photographs are already on filewith the administering
department, so other information issimply updated. Oklahoma collectsmore extensive
information bocadse their Department of Corrections was authorized to request any
informvtion necessary to track an offender upon release. Thus, chtoycan record the
offender 3 employment history, vehicle information (make, model, tag number), residence
history, and Intended length of stay at a particular residence. Two states collect DNA
information; Califomia collects blood and saliva samples, and HIinois is beginning to collect

blood samples upon registration.

The amount of tiAie an offender isgiven to register, upon sentencing or release, ranges
from "immediately toamaximum of 30 days. Five states grant a fUU 30 days, and the
remainder requir<| the oifender to register within 14 days or less.

The duration of registration requirements varies from 10 years to life. In Texas, the
requirement ends"when released from parole. In Utah, the requirement extends fiveyears
beyond parole or discharge from supervision. In Minnesota, the requirement begins 14
days after release from supervision, then extends 10 years beyond the effective date.

Eight states have ja lifetime provision. In some states, the requirement varies depending
on the severity ofjthe crime.

Access to Registries

Moat states make Iilislaof registered offenders available only to local law enforcement,
Investigating agencies, and other specific agencies or school districts. In Washington State,
law enforcement b given authority to release "relevant information* about sex offenders,
and the list of registered offenders Is considered public information; some newspapers
print the names or offenders registered in their counties. In Ohio, tho information isalso
public; however, the records are kopt at the local level by county officials. Oregon allows
limited release of information tovictims who certify their status with the state, and
information Is released only about their specific assailait. In Montana, where the law does
not specifically prohibit the release of Information, the public has not-to date-requested

access to the registry from state or county officials.

Notification Programs and Criminal Background Checks

Concurrent with registration laws, legislators have passed other measures designed to
protect communities from convicted offenders. These include notification programs and
criminal history background checks. Notification programs can be directed at three
different audiences; 1) victims and witnesses connected to specific offenders, 2) law
enforcement, and 3) citizens in a particular neighborhood or community. Some states
allowvictims and witnesses to enroll in a programwhich lets tho individual know where
the offender is located during confinement, and where and when the release occurs.
Other Btates instruct the department of prisons or parole to inform local law enforcement



wbon on offender believed to be dangerous is released from pmcm and intenda to reside in
a specific community.

In Washington State, ; otification programs ore expanded beyond these groups.
Washington®s law, knotvn os "'community notification/ authorizes law enforcement to
release "relevant” infoi motion about convicted sex offenders to the public/ The
notification activities 1svo included front-page news articles, flyers and posters, and
canvassing of neighborhoode.

In many states, crirain il history background checks are required when individuals apply
for jobs or volunteer positions that involve interaction with children. In some states, these
background checks are linked with sex offender registries (Califormia and Washington).
Other BtateB do not have this capacity either because the systems are administered
independently, or because state confidentiality laws prohibit dissemination of registration

information.

Juvenile Xlegistratioa

Most Btates with registration laws require registration of juveniles only ifthey are
convicted under adult statutes. States that routinely seal or destroy juvenile records are
generally unable to im lose a registration requirement upon juveniles because of confiden—
tiality laws. In Ohio, for example, registration of juveniles is not considered viable for this
reason. Even the fingerprinting ofjuveniles is prohibited unless a judge S signature
appears on the back of the fingerprint card. Thus, the administrative complexities of
collecting identification Information are considered prohibitive.

Only three states, Cali omia, Montana, and Washington, have imposed a registration
requirement on Juvenile sox offondore. Washington registers juveniles and keeps records
indefinitely, requiring >oth adult and Juvenile Class A felony Bex offenders to register for
life, Class E sex felons for 16 years following release, and Class C nox felons for 10 years.
Califomia registors serious juvenile nox Offenders, but drops the requirement when the
offender reaches 25 years ofage. Montana required Juvenile sex offenders to register with
the passage of 1959 legislation, but because juvenile records are confidential inMontana,
application of tho law to juveniles has not been enforced.

Legal Challenges

Sex offender registrantn Jaws have been subject to legal challenges in at least four states
(Arizona, Califomia, 111 noia, and Washington)/ In the majority of cases, the courts have
found that registration isnot a form ofpunishment and, therefore, isnot subject to the
Eighth Amendment pr ihibition against cruel and unusual punishment. Where regiatra-
tlon has been examined aa a form of punishment, the courts hove found rtnot to be cruel

'Revised. Coda of Wathine(on, 4J24,0B0(1).

National Center far Miliinf drExploited Children, The Constitutionality of Statutes Requiring Convicted sex
Offenders to Register with L uv enforcement,” January 1952



and unusual . Challenges on the basis of due process and equal protection also have failed.
Registration lias no ;been found to unreasonably Infringe on the defendant 3 rights to
travel or privacy.

Costa

Some stateswere at an advantage when Implementing their laws because existing
electronic systems were easily adapted to accommodate registration information, Other
states created entirely new information systems. The coots of implementation In states
with existing systems was nominal (Oklahoma and Oregon). In Washington State, whore a
now systemwas crohtcd in 1990, tho state initially paid $39,000 for special equipment.
Annual hosts in Washington now approach $100,000 per year for registration, most of
which ispaid to loc™ sheriffs departments to offset administrative costs.

Nonoompliance; PenaltiesVary

Penalties for noncompliance range from misdemeanors to lesser felonies. Utah imposes a
mandatory confiner lent of 90 days and one-year probation for noncompliance. Other
states impose confinement of one to five years, or a fine of up to $1,000. Califomia
Increases the severity of the penalty each time the person fails to register-the first failure
isa misdemeanor ahd the third a felony.

Addressee must bo updated in order for the registry to maintain its useftuness to law
enforcement and the public. Most states rely upon offenders to notify authorities of all
new addresses; the pffender generally has 10 days to notify of any change in address.
Oregon adds a regi Jrement that offenders affirmatively update their addresses once a
year. The Federal Violent Crime Control and Law Enfbrcement Act of 1991, now before

Congress, also carries a provision for annual verification.9

ORIGINS OP FOIMR STATED LAWS

.
Sex offender registration laws are frequently passed in states offer a particularly brutal sox
offense occurs. Examples in four states follow

*U3. Houtc ofRepirt tc]Uatlvet, Conference Report 102-405, “Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act
of 1881/ Subtitle C-ilj'h_ Jacob WtUcrlng Crimet Againtt Children Registration Act." On each anniversary of a
perton't initial regUIrali 71t date, the offender it mailed « non-forxvordable verification form to the last uddnms urt
flk. The offender it rtqglred to tign and retum the form within 10 dayt of receipt verifying they irill raidc ut
that addrexu. tf the person failt to retum the form, they are in violation ofthe law |mlectr'1%ey anprove they itiu

retlde at tho tame addratsi



Washington;

In June 1989, a ftrven-yeax-old Tacoma boy was brutally assaulted, stabbed, and had his
penis severed by 1t man with a long record of violent assaults on children. In the previous
year, awoman was brutally raped and murdered in downtown Seattle by a twice-convicted
aex offender on w ark release fromprison. Both incidents sparked widespread outrage that
the criminal justice and mental health systems did not adequately protect citizens from
sex offenders.7 T le governor responded by appointing o Task Force on Community
Protection which recommended a comprehensive law passed by the Washington State
Legislature in 1980. The law carried many new provisions, one of which was sex offender
registration.

Montana:

In 1988, a sex offender was released from a Montana state prison where he served
approximately thr ieand one-halfyears ofa five-year sentence for molesting a 13-year-old
boy in the town of Libby. During his incarceration, the offender reported fantasies of
raping a small, bioad-headed boy when released, Baying he wanted to "'get even with the
town ofLibby."4 Less than 10 weeks after his release, the offender left the body ofa
small, eight-yoar-o d blci\d boy, sexually m ideated, beaten, and choked in the underbrush
near the Libby cemetery.® Spurred by the brutal murder, the Montana legislature passed
a sex offender regi stration law in 1989. In a letter to Senator Eleanor Vaughn dated
January 16,1989, uupportors of the hill stated, ""We feel that ifthe provisions in this hill
had been law, perhaps this terrible tragedy would have been avoided."10

New Hampshire:

In 1991, a 75-yoar-nld Now Hampshire widow was raped twice and bound up naked with a
telephone cord by n convicted sex offender. Upset that her perpetrator®s crime was plea-
bargained to a redi ced charge, the woman went national with the story. She appeared on
the Oprah Winfrey show, and caused sufficient concern that the governor appointed an ad-
hoc committee to address the issue of sexual assault.1l Three of the committee §
recommendations are now before the New Hampshire Legislature. Ifpassed, the laws will
lengthen sentences of convicted sox offendors, integrate training into police and judicial
system programs, and require sex offender registration.

‘Jor R. Conit et aL. "An Evaluation of State Seruuet to Victims of Sexual Assault,” Washington State Institute
for Public Policy, June 1391.

*lawtiiib State Ft (Itd to Trxot Box Offender,' The Mlstouiian, March 17. 1989.
*Moa Andrews, "Chid Killer Qttt 900 Yean," The MIxzouUan, March 8,1988, pp. 1JL

Pant L, Bain, Dor%M. Davit, Vetva Shaver, Earl F. Batite, Linda J. Meyer, Exhibit Number 8 to the
Senate Judiciary Comml tec, January 30,1989.

ﬂRepresentative Alrfjc Ziegra. telephone conversation with Barbara Felver, March 18,1999.
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Maine:

The town of Gorhan, Malno, enjoys one of tha lonest per capita crime rates In

Cumber land Count; r, even though it lieswithin the largest metropolitan area of the state.
But since 1989, the small town of 11,900 dtiaons has experienced six incidents involving
convicted sexual of enders who sexually assaulted children. In a letter addressed to the
House of Representatives inMarch 1992, Gorham ChiefofPolice Edward J. Tolan stated,
"While the state ofMaine does an excellentJob in identifying persons convicted of
Operating Under tlie Influence of Intoxicating Liquor, we have no law in place to track
convicted sexual offenders."12 The Maine Legislature passed a sex offender registration
law in April 1992.

EVALUATING REGISTRATION LAWS

To date, evaluation” of registration laws have been limited. Except fora few states
(Califomia, Florida, Nevada, and Ohio), most of the laws were recently enacted and have
not been evaluated. Only Califomia and Washington have produced Written evaluations.
A 1988 study by thn California Department of Justice found that adult sex offenders
released from prisoa in 1973 and 1661 had compliance rates of 54 and 72 percent,
respectively.’5 In 1591, the compliance rate for adult sex offenders in Washington State
was calculated at 7( percent.14 In theBe two states, three out of every four sex offendors
required to register actually did register. This compliance rate ismuch higher than is
usually predicted i critics of rer~Eratiott lans.

Significantly, high rates or voluntary compliance are not essential for a registration law to
have law enforcement benefits. Ifa complete listof released sex offenders who should
have registered is rmtinely produced by tho state prison system, then law enforcement
can affirmatively pi rsue those not in compliance, or wait to pursue charges rfindividuals
come to the attend m of law enforcement. In several Washington State counties, local
authorities are com ucting thorough background checks on all released offenders and using
the information-regardless of coropKance-aa an investigative tool

In addition to meas rring compliance, Califomia has studied the recidivism rates of sex
offenders, and has ~xamined the extent towhich registration actually assists in the
investigation of sex crimes. A 16-yea*" follow-up study was conducted of sex offendors first
arreatod In 1973. h early half (49 percent) of this group were rearrcsted for some type of
offense between 19 3 and 1988, and 20 percent were rearrested for a subsequent sex
offense. Those wht se first offense was rape by force or threat had the highest recidivism
rate-64 percent for any offense and 25 percent for a subsequent nox offense.

Edward J. Tolan, ChUfofPolice, Toiun. of Gorham, letter to Representative Anne Larrtuce, Haute of
Representatives, March ~ 1909.

“*california Department of Justice, 'Effectiveness of Statutory Requirement* fir the Registration of Sex
Offenders," 1988.

Washington Stale metitute fir Public Policy, "Sex Offender Registration In Washington State.- Compliance,

1901 ,*January 1000.



Baaed on tho responses of420 criminal Justice agencies, tho Califormnia study found that a
largo proportion of criminal justice investigators believe the current registration system s
effective in locating sex offbndors and apprehending suspected offenders. For this reason,
the vast majority cf those surveyed believed the registration requirement should be
continued. About ane*half of the respondents believed that registration, deterred offenders
from committing new sex crimes.

SUMMARY

Sex offender registration has been adopted by one-third of the states as a means of
increasing community protection from sax offenders living in the community. These laws
are justified on the Jrounds that they assist in law enforcement investigation, deter new
crimes, and allow citizens to protect themselves from kncrwn offenders. Many people
argue that registration is ineffective, a waste of resources, and inconsistent with a society
dedicated to protec Log individual liberties. Although no research has yet quantitatively
measured the broad issue of effectiveness, relatively high rates of voluntary compliance
have been found in Califomia and Washington. Logal challenges to registration laws in
four states have resulted iIn derisions that have up-held their constitutionality.
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INFORMATION
tiOH-SCTtO

Kama and address only

Fingsrpdaa, ptv to, address, and

othernooeswuy Identifying Infb

Fingerprints, photo, addreas. and

other rvpoaaary Identifying info

Fingerprint*, address, photo,
criralnel history Infb, other ruse*
ooeajy identifying inf® IndutHng

Wood and saliva sam plss

Fingerprints, photo, address, and

othernsoem iy Identifying W b

Addnus enngerprinu and other

W b is on ill*); will bo collecting

DMA toon

W ill be adopted with

adm inistrative rules

Fingerprint*, photo, address, and

othernootesaiy Idontifybg W o

Address, date « fbirth, and
deaoiption of ofibnpe (photo and
fingerprints an Ilia)

|
Fingerprints, photo, address, and

other necessary identifying W o

Address, photo, and type of orinw

(fingerprint* ca f)k)

Fingerprint*, photo, physical
dascripUea, data ofbirth, crim inal
W atery, em ployment, reltfcta,
length ofresidence and Intended
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Addratf, and description ofo ften*

(other Infb on Ole)

Address, raune, type and dale of
conviction, rehldo liocmaanumber,

blood type

Address, name, vehicle, crim inal
history, date ofbirth, other

necessary Identifying W o

Fingerprints, photo, crime, date of
conviction, social security number,

fate ofbirth, place ofemployment
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TABI£2
States with Sex Offender Registration law s

m E FRAME FOR
REGISTRATION

DURATION O f
f&oow&treNT

Atcbjms W ithin 90 days ofrclo*.**; 90 d«y* of Felony; 1 w t5yc*r» Imprisonment
eisu-.ging i~Kklr+*» and taaj be fined up to 81,000
Arizona W Itldn 80 day* uf ctmricUcn or anta* Omni 0 Oriony Oowoet ioret Mony,
Ing state; 'promptly* upon changing can also be ctssriflod u>a Ifaus 1
adddte ntisdancanar)
Arkansas CKm A misdemeanor; »p to lyear
!Flia” and roey b* fined up to
00
CaSfomla W ithin 14 days ofreJouo; 10 day* of Life (Juvwiil* records firs t and second failure e
chsnpng »tldrt« destroyed when el age IS) misdemeanor; third failure a
[fctoay-ann La arraigned and must
terra 00 days.
Florida W ithin 48 hours; not required In notify
ofchjtngo of address
Illinois W ithin 30 days of release; 10 day* of Class A misdcmectner
changing address
Main)) Wllh]n ZBdaysofreIease; fi daysof Class E trim s (misdemeanor)
changing address
Minnesota 14 day* tffar supervision ends Misdemeanor, and r'ds 6 yearn to
the registration requirement
Montana Within ]< days or release; 10 day* of Minimum 00 doye Incarceration,
changing address orup to $380 One. or both
Nevada W ilhtn 48 hours ofraloata; 10 days «T Grots misdemeanor: 1-yenr
changing address nwimum In countyhdl
WHh”n 30 days ofrelease; 10 days of 10yum after r*loose or first ftDure afirst dogma
changing address dhchorgp mkdamaaivor; sacoad failures
fourth (kgrre fahmy
Oklahoma Bcgtficvt within 10 days ofasnvietiun
with iha Department of Owrectfcmf
ikon jmreotMaUly upon minute with
sheriff; 10 days of charging address
Oregon Ragrtimuon la tunesnath upon relew* Ufa mgypettUanfbr daw C Edaty iTffclimj Offense;
or disjeharge (supervising officer flits srelvar after 10 years otherwise a Class A misdemeanor
pafmY, 90 dsyi to notify of ohango of d"™isunrefala 1«7)
addrda. tnfcrmation updated annually
Taxes T days of receiving notiHcstion Direiica ofparole; first failure a Clast A
homtvtr. nit mtiateioM fntedammnon second failere a
Indofiu third degree fatay
I'mmtwIintdy foilowing conviction or. Oysars after panda nr Mandatory 90 digs confinement
entering prison, faoflhy, or program; 10 and J year probation
day cjf changing address ’
Washington Wi ithin 24 hours ofroleMi; immediately  Life if Clare A felony; Clare C ffelony if Class A fclorty

offense; otherwiua grore
misdemeanor

16yarn if Clare B ftlony;
10years if Clare C falorgr

If notponfhwd; 30 days ofbecoming
nmrsUte resident; 10 days of change of

*A tnkn, Kmntuoky, leu/*Jtrn} and N *w Ham pahtr*h fM ature* ptuppaad a** atftndar raffiatraifan tew * fn ih ttr 1692 taaehm .
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ACCESS TO INFOftMATtON

AveiUdde to lew onforeemontand tavaatigatiro
aulhijrities only

Available to law enforcement and brreaUyUva
oulWiUss »njy

J

Avallible to law enforcement and IrtreadyUva
authcfriUo* only
i

8<au Information is confidential, but tome
local Information oau ba released with
dlaem”or.

j

Avsilsfble fa law enftrvement, invrerigatiro
authorities, and specified agendea

AmbDolbki to law enforcement and investigative
authorities only

Name,; adirasa, and conviction available to
publici

Available to law enforocmonl and Invtrtigativa

authorities only
1

1
Somo inform ation canetltuttoftony protected;
public pould theoretically acwou the list (but
hot not attempted)

Available to law enforounertt and investigative

cuthc.4tks only
1

Crimlrid histojy toformaUon confidential, but
ptibUo ton read Hating

AvaQaljla to law enforcement and tortsligaUve

authorities only
|

Limited infKkmatiea endtsile to ipedTls
rioUrmii remainder available to law =
enforcement and InvefUguUve euihoriUos only

Areliaido io law aafbreemwit and InTeatlytlva
Mthcdy«d anly

AvelBbb to law enforcemeat, Invtellgailv*
author! lies, and Department of Education

AvaUab a to the general public and prase

«
o

Har*pMrw tarfwiwturm pcopotad *M etTtn&u

Laws*

NUMBER P&tCtINT
HEO/STEREB* CG&FUANCE
Netknown N ot known

6,105 Not known

Starting work cn acentral registry, may turn numbers in
1993

57,000 73% for tkctia released in 1381,
54% for these released in 1070
a 9*8 study)

Not known Notknown

U Not known, betievad to be very
low

New taw New kw

6 N et known

Net known Not known, believed to be high

Sterling work on a central registry, may have number* in
1M344

Notknown, allraoorth keptat the county level

*
1

S09 to data, writing for rtiaasa of those convicted after

November 1089

Data oollectdcn began October 1991; number and
comjiltanet will In irelUU* at th* end of 1093

Not known, b«l*v*d to be
approximately HWI

Not known

Adults 78%, JuvenliM 67%
(1991 data)

Over t,000

itwatn their 1992 teuton*.
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The Anchorage Times

Juneau B dirty laundry

N O NEED toswmt for aJj th» aordid dateils leedfcg np to

SraGocegeJadnftdenacnstratlopafpoofjudgmant.
N outreg”oue behwviflr the otkcrmeroins. Ole im i el-
ready ta ugly aad fm barreskng. [}

A ("nlc nscbt My H taonfybecxaM <S9Otm aeniftnm r»*
dro Bay bsteayod hi* party byjoining Itepubhcans to
tho Senate thatho duw find* him edfbtipg eaatigated in tbs
press by coflwguM Hka Sonata M inority Loader Jta Dtmcaa

PoHtfcs rnightabo woountfor vfbyth*o>*utiior<rftha
new ethics law, Rep. David FInkclatein, proclaimed San.
Jad® "ju ih y — bafcre any ethka axnmitUe Inquiry end In
omatradicton ofthe new law.

MeatAlaskans, however, wifl j*y the Jocko affair; 01-con-
caived police eafland a i isiuctono more place c fthe Le ria*
toreb disgusting, dirty laundry that gets aired from time to
dm*, The debauchery asaocteted with a tyelcaleeeaicn In cur
tute capital lalegendary.

Usually aterie* ctfextramarital oflhirs maks t£ co farther
than the gossip column, reported as which stafferhapjxna to
be the “main squeeze’ efwhich legislator, orwhol a oiveling
companion (wini-wink) ofwhen, or a snide remark about
which lawmaker is spending time an another” couch. Lobby*
icesend reporter* makait into the rumormiill, tea

Add to this, thojonkete, tho fund-nrieor* aad tho wheeling
dealing between lawmakers and tho tat cats who writs tho
big checks — and ycu wind up with enough dirty Uundry to
sink a Laundromat.

It's laughed oK. It shouldnb bo.

Certainly, notoil lcgUlatoro or riaffparticipate In the hoc-
chonalrircua, nor are tho indiscretion* limited to oocupante of
the state Capitol building,

B utthe attention now being giver, tho Jacto Incident pro-
vides on opportunity (brlegislators to taka a good look at
dvnzuelveo. theirimago and thoir purpose— than to do
something aboutit

The nsw cthia law is where to ita rt

The Lcginlature ahould expedite confirmation o f9m mam*
bore ofthe ethics panel and empowerthan to dothair job.

Alaakanc wfll be watching to &€ how the panelhandles
thi* mesaanwefl as investigating allagaticno by afennargtri
friend againstSan. Dave Donley.

Rnbuilalng public bustin state gavamraeptmay vrefl
hintf* on how won the now ethics committee dose ita job.

L. a\."\3

Registration tim e
A tool for controlling sex offenders

Last yaw. Rep. Fran Ulm sr'of Juneau Introduced a
hill requiring sox offenders to register with the
noareal state trooper offke once they gat out of
prison. The b ill passed the House but never mads it to
tlie Senate floor, though It reportodly bed itrong
support there.

About Wi: Of Aloika'9 2600 prison Inmates are sex
offenders, mostly child molesters and mplsts. Some,
t-jt not ail, go through treatment, but, no one can say
fur certain that treatment "cures" these criminals of
their dsvlant behavior. So how, whan they're released
— and they ate, eventually, released —do we atop
them from raping and molesting again?

Registration Is not mcure, but It Is a tooL Police In
other states (about a third require registration)
balleva that registration can deter offenders from
committing another crime, or allow law. enforcement
to Intervene before a potential victim Is harmed. Sex
offenders who don't register and are found under
suspicious circumstances can bo prosecuted for failure
to register. And, In e worte-case scenario, the
Inform ation from registration can help troopers
Investigate crimes that hive taken place.

Registration laws, for tho most part, are new. We
don't know bow well they’'ve worked to prevent or
help solve mx Crimea. We do know that theyVn
withstood legal challenges and that compliance la
surprisingly high. And we believe, given the
seriousossa and prevelanre of sex crimes, they're
worth trying.



By AJ.HOSTETLER m

The Associated Press

PHILADELPHIA - A man with AIDS
who may have paid hundreds of boys and
young men lo have sex ,with him was
rearrested Saturday night after two more
teen-agers made allega-
tions against him, police
said.

The man known .to
many as “Uncle Ed," was
back In custody Saturday
evening, less than a day
after he posted 10 percent
of his $3 million bail. He
was first arrested Wednes-
day. . .

Lt. James Mooney of the
Sex Crimes Unit said the
two latest accusers were
identified Friday. They
bring to four the number of teen-agers who
have made allegations.

Mooney said police have Identified other
youths and he expects additional charges
will oe filed as the Investigation continues.

District Attorney Lynne Abraham, who
Friday announced the arrest, said her office
signed an agreement with the suspect and
his lawyer letting officials :ay he was an
~ANDS  victim so tiiose who had sexual

"Uncle Ed"

— nnr.

L. Alleged m olester freed, ;rearrested

contact with him could take appropriate
steps.

Abraham.wouldn’t release the suspect's
name because, of a state AIDS confidentiali-
ty law,"” but a court official speaking on
condition of anonymity identified him as
Edward Savitz, 50, and one of his lawyers,
Steve Lacheen, confirmed that Saturday.

AIDS telephone hot lines were inundated
after Friday’s announcement. A police mug
shot of the man was released, and a hot line
operator said some callers recognized the

.man as Someone they knew more than a

decade ago as “Fast Eddie."

One of the Suspect's, lawyers on Saturday
disputed allegations of dangerous sexual
conduct and complained that reports of the
arrest were feeding "AIDS hysteria."

Savitz faces a preliminary hearing
Wednesday on charges of involuntary devi-
ate sexual intercourse, sexual abuse of chil-
dren, indecent assault and corrupting the
morals of a minor.

Neighbors gave authorities Information
that led to his arrest, Abraham said. After-
ward, he admitted he has had AIDS for at
least one year.

Local AIDS hot lines were jammed.

"There were 300 to 400 calls packed into a
couple of hours,” Francis L. Stoffa Jr.,
executive director of the AIDS Taak Foret
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laire ind
>teve pilkjngton
ZHITER

grand jury indicted a 36-
old Anchorage man Tuesday
| rhnrgea of sexual abuse, ex-
itinn nnd pronding drugs to
hen in recent months.

usrpll ). Haire, who was ar-
"d earlier this month, re-
ts in custody on $20,000 bail
hires more than 20 addition-
nrgcs of sexual abuse of mi-
and tampering with a wit-

nsecutoro have said they
tile more charges related to
molestation.

icted on

10

sex ual

Prosecutors said the ages of the alleged victims

range from 7 to 13,

Prosecutors said the ages of
the alleged victims range from 7
to 13 and include boys and girls.
Three children were listed as
witnesses before the grand jury
Tuesday.

The case began after police
said a 10-year-old girl on Feb. 4
told the principal of North Star
Elementary School that she wit-
nessed Haire having sex with
some of her friends. The charges

accuse Haire ofcriminal conduct
between November 1991 and
February 1992.

Haire is accused of taking
nude photographs of some of the
children, having sex with them,
showing them pornographic
movies in his Campbell Place
home and distributing marijua-
na to a minor.

Haire told police when he was
arrested two days later that he

JLV~JL

abuse charges

had pictures of nude children in
his possession, but he denied)
taking them, court records show.

Prosecutors said Haire even-
tually could face charges of crim-
inal conduct with as many as 17
children.

A District Courtjudge on Feb.
11 refused to release Haire to
his father’s custody. The judge
also refused a prosecutor's re-
quest to raise Haire’a bail.

Haire iB scheduled to be ar-
raigned today on the 10-count
indictment in Anchorage Superi-
or Court before Judge Rene Gon-
zalez.

i fmmt
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Russell D. Haire
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N umerous sex
JLG'I {
offendersreside

in Sno. county

The Snohomish County Sheriffs
Office recently reported that 350 sex
offenders are registered in the county.

A bill was passed in February re-
quiring sex offenders to notify local
law enforcement agencies when they
are released from custody and take up
residence in a community. Offenders ,
have been and will be arrested for -
failure to register in Snohomish
County.

Of the 350 sex offenders registered
in the county, 160 live in unincorpo-
rated areas and 190 live in various ci-
ties and towns. Tne vast majority of
the sex offenders reside along the 1-5
corridor, where the majority of the
general population also resides.

The sex offender law accomplishes
several things. It provides, through
registration, a degree of sex offender
monitoring after the offender is no
longer in state custody or under some
sort of state supervision. The law
provides a forum through which the
public can be reasonably: informed'
about sex offenders and about spe-
cific offenders who nay pose a con-
tinuing threat to the cooimunity.

The data bank o f registered offend-
ers also provides investigators with
potential resource information if a
registered offender should re-offend.

The sheriffs office said the public
should not be lulled into a false-
sense of security by assuming that
all sex offenders are either in custody
or registered with a law enforcement
agency. Sex offenders, known and
unknown, remain at large and still
pose a threat within their own family
circles and within the community at
large.

Nacoma. VVA
1p "erc®Co.)

KL o0

tnt "Ca

V-J8»*

-—area group 1

strikes a
with sex

By Gestln Suttia
The News Tribune

A Kent-area block-w.itch group
has ftruck a deal with a convicted
sex offender living in its neighbor-
hood: find him a job, and he will
obey the rules.

The 22-year-old man arrived at
the Timberlane community this
month after serving about 1V4,
years'’ha ™ sute* penltemiary'-foi—-
raping a IK-year-old girl at knife
point in 1988, said King County LL
David Maehren.

’The man’s arrival alarmed com-
munity members, who formed the
block-watch group primarily to fig-
ure out what to do about his pres-
ence, said Lori Herrboldt, one of 22
captains in the neighborhood group.

Biock-watch members decided to
help the man instead of shun him
because "if he’s chased out of the
area, he’s just going to go some-
where else," Herrboldt said.

“If we can turn him around, that
will make him an asset tp us rath-
er than a threat.” she added.

The man has agreed not to go
near children for any reason, and
he will accept counseling if a coun-
selor can be found. Herrboldt said.

In return, community members
will do their best to find him a job.

deal 1
offender

| Herrboldt will accompany him
on interviews next week to show
potential employers he has com-
munity members' support, she said,
i Although the agreement has a lot
of support, some block-watch
members "still want to shoot him,"
Herrboldt said.

| But most residents agree it is in
their best interest that the offender
s working; that way, he is easier
to keep track d,-the stride—

"We wanted to know he was be-!
having himself how he was
spending his time,” she said.

Maehren commended the block-!
watch group’s response to the of--
fender's presence. Many neighbor-'
hoods, he said, would attempt to
drive the man out of town.

The Timberlane group's response
Is "much more constructive, and'
we're pleased with that,” he said. -

Maehren also said the group's
display of optimism is necessary
because "when you're dealing with
difficult problems, you often have
to be optimistic.”

But Maehren cautioned that the
community 'should not be so opti-
mistic that it fails to guard against
the offender’s presence.

The group should "temper that
(optimism) with some realism,” he
said. ‘
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Judge upholds
sex-offender

registration

By Christepfatt'Jarvta
JOurnal Arrwxan Susff Writer

The state’s sex-offender registration lav applies to
people convictSTof sex cnmes before the law went into
effect, a’King County Superior Court judge ruled Tues-
day. .«AXfcKTEt

The decision by King County Superior Court Judge
Arthur Piehlcr cleared the way for the trial of Kenneth
James White, ti 26-year-old man convicted of molesting a
6-year-old boy in 1987, two years before the requirement
became law.

When White was released from the Washington State
Penitentiary in November 1990. he told authorities he
planned to move into a bouse in Bellevue.

He did not register with the King County police. Since
lis release, he has lived primarily on the streets or in
shelteis. He currently is in the King County Jail.

White now becomes the first petson to goto trial in King
County accused of afelony charge of failing toregisterasa
sex offender.

Defense attorney Gary Nacht had argued that White
shouldn't have to register because his crime occurred
before the Community Protection Act of 1990 went into
etfecr. P — — » =V

He said the law is unconstitutional if it applies to people
convicted before the law was on the books, becauseit adds
punishment to the 31-month prison sentence White
served.

To register is an added burden that cculd draw public
attention. That, Nacht argued, could bring about addi-
tional punishment in the form of harassment, as it has in
other cases.

‘"These things have happened and you have to speculate
they will happen again,” he said. To apply it to people
convicted before the law existed amounts to a “ scarlet
letter” being pinned unfairly on White, Nacht said.

Increasing punishment after the fact, he said, has been
ruled unconsti rutional in court decisions daring back to tbe
18th Century.

Upon White’srelease from prison, "he was to be a free
man. He was to be able to put this incident behind him and
get on with his life,” Nacht said.

King County Deputy Prosecutor Kyle Aiken disputed
Nacht's contention, saying the law is not punishment but
merely allows police to know the whereabouts of former
offenders.

In addition, it is no more punishment than the state
Department of Licensing's regulation that people should
report a change of address.

Among other things Nacht is expected to argue in the
trial, which is being heard without ajury, is that White
failed to receive adequate notice upon his release that he
was required to register.
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Hearing setfor molester

BETHEL-A public hearing before a state professional bond is set for
convicted child molester John Hawkins, Ph.D, who seeking his license to
practice as apsychologist, according to The TundraDrus.

The Board of Psychologist and Psychological Associate Ex*miners will
hear there-licensing caseinBeihel February 17.The hearingwas originally

,scheduled for last November in Anchorage.

Hawkins, 72, had his psychologist's license revoked following a 1984

conviction of sexually abusing a 13-year old girl He spent two years in
' prisonandunderwent several yeanofcourt-ordeiedsexoffcnder treatment.

Prior to his conviction. Hawkins was a clinical psychologist for the
Yukon-Kuskokwim Health Corporation andthe Lower KuslcokwimSchool
District.

This is Hawkins' second attempt to get his license back. He was denied
it by the board in 1989. .

, Hawkins' public statements about child-molestation have been contro-
versial . .-
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Ketchikan man charged with sexual abuse ofoninorsf

N sorATTf) mfsq

KFTTYIIKAN A gmn<ljury
bn* rhnrgptl n Ketchikan man
~ith 24 count* of *ccornd<lcgTP*
wxualnimt*ofmeminor and rrlat-
<lcimrgrw

Kirhard Dunker* 39.
‘“Imrgrd with bringing nix boys,
“god Il tn 16, to bin *r«rtjnfut,
giving thrm almhol, tobacco and
iiwrwy and trying tn get them to
hnvp arx with him and pone for
vnkiitAping

The gmnd jury returned the

wrr

Revamp of

indictment* on Friday.

Hunker wax mrrated March
19. Hr wa jailed nn $100,000
bail Ifronvirtrd, hr
ceived more than 70 you* in jail.

‘Hie chargra included wciond-
degree arxunl nbuap of n minor,

attempted aexual nhur* of a mi-

nor, indecent expwmrr. oontribuU
ing to tfie drtinquency of minora,
unlawful exploitation of minora

and attempted exploitation nfmi-

nora
Five minor* (ratified to tho
grand jury, nloug with Ketchikan

could re-

Fkilio* O ffker Dale Young and pry i
tiro 14. Mirhnrl Hunter

According to on affidavit filed

In aupporl of m tearch warrant,’

the Inveatigating officer inter- |i

viewed »t leiurl two of the boy* t

One Mid Hunker geve him wine J

J

*

- o

cooleriend paid him to be on the
floor naked with enother teen-
eged boy end alt In hit under-
wrnr. The boy ae-d Dunker would
mhow pornographic videotape* In
the boyo in Ilie apartment

Dunkei peiu one boy 120 tor
watch a video ofmen engnged in f

aei net* end aaked the hoy if he
would like tn do Uaaie thing* with
him.

U wee not immediately known
ifany ofthe minora agreed In the
=exude.

H e tnid (the boy) that it wiwnT
ao bed," Jacuhaon wrote. Dunker
paid the boy tn allow Hunker to
videotape him with hia dotliea on,
theboyaaid.

Hunker h»d the boy viait hia
apartment B0 tirma, the boy luiid,
but alan told him to come to hia
boat.

“Hunker wanted hia relation,
ehip with the bova to be aecret
from hie girlfriend wilii wliom he
aharee an apartment,” Jncobeon
wrote.

m » boy)told methat Dunker
mejilurbgtm while the boyn ere
prevent.and doea thla while
watching the pornographic
videoa. Ilj- waa naked in front of
(the hoy) on one oocaaicn and on
enotiier oocaaion he flxnhed him
ahowing hia genitala,” Jscotwon
wrote.

According to court record*.

Hunker tnld two of the Ixiye that
if they knew any pretty young,
girla that wanted to lie video-'

IaEei,lo bring them tn tlie apart- i\?r

"He requeated pretty young*'l
nnea that were nhout 6- or 7-""
yeaneold,” Jacobenn wrote. s

Another young Ixiy tnid detec-'
tive Young that he had been of-f
feted beerbutdid notdrink it. He"
-aid he waa offered S26 to be
videotaped nude on arveral oeae' =

butdid notagree toit ?



