Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:07 PM

To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Docket No. OAG 121: comments to Proposed Guidelines (SORNA)
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From: AMY BORROR [mailto:Amy.Borror@OPD.OHIO.GOV]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 2:40 PM
~ To: GetSMART
Subject: Docket No. OAG 121: comments to Proposed Guidelines (SORNA)

Director Rogers,

Attached to this email as a pdf file, please find comments regarding the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification, Docket No. OAG 121.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions or need additional information.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
“—incerely,
\my Borror
Public Information Officer

Office of the Ohio Public Defender
614-644-1587

 8/6/2007



July 31, 2007

Director Laura Rogers

U.S. Dept. of Justice, SMART Office

810 7th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20531

Transmitted via email: GetSMART @usdoj.gov

Re: Docket No. OAG 121: Comments on the Proposed Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification

Dear Director Rogers:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments to the Proposed National Guidelines for
Sex Offender Registration and Notification, which guide Ohio and other states as they work
to implement the Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006.

The Ohio General Assembly spent much of this year working on Senate Bill 10, which is
intended to implement the Adam Walsh Act in Ohio. Most of the debate in the legislature
and among interested parties centered around three issues: the retroactive application of
the bill's classification, registration, and notification requirements; the inclusion of juvenile
sex offenders on a public registry; and the question of what constitutes “substantial”
compliance with the guidelines.

Several lengthy committee hearings and meetings of interested parties resulted in a final
version of the legislation that was marginally more acceptable to the various interested
parties than was the as-introduced version of the bill. The final version, however, signed
into law on June 30, continues to be laden with issues that will be challenged in Ohio’s

court system for many years to come, -

We offer suggested changes to the Proposed Guidelines below. We believe these changes
will assist other states in their legislative processes as they work to implement the Adam
Walsh Act, and will result in legislation and registration systems that are less likely to face
lengthy and costly legai challenges. :

Retroactivity

The Adam Walsh Act itself is not retroactive. Instead, it delegates authority to the
Department of Justice to interpret and administer the Act's registration provisions, and to
determine the applicability of those provisions to offenders who were convicted prior to the
enactment of the Act.' The Guidelines for implementation of the Adam Walsh Act require

- that the Act be applied retroactively to persons with convictions for sex offenses who are

incarcerated or under supervision; who are already subject to a pre-existing sex offender
registration system; and who re-enter the justice system because of another crime,
regardless of whether it is a sex offense.

' 42 U.S.C. Sec. 16913(d) provides that “[tlhe Attorney General shall have the authority to specify
the applicability of the requirements of this subchapter to sex offender convicted before July 27, 2006
or its implementation in a particular jurisdiction, and to prescribe rules for the registration of any such
sex offenders and for other categories of sex offenders who are unable to comply with [the initial
registration provisions] of this section.”




Congress did not mandate that all sex offenders be reclassified, and certainly did not
require that those offenders who have completed their period of registration be re-
registered under the new provisions of the Adam Walsh Act. Applying the Adam Walsh
Act's classification, registration, and notification requirements retroactively as outlined in the
Proposed Guidelines will unnecessarily subject states to lengthy and expensive
constitutional challenges that could be avoided simply by applying the Act prospectively

only.

Retroactive application of the Adam Walsh Act presents separation of powers issues, as
state legislatures, acting on a directive handed down by the executive branch of the federal

. government, will be reversing decisions made by judges. In Ohio, the retroactive

application of Senate Bill 10 means that thousands of legal decisions of trial court judges, to
not label offenders as sexual predators, will be overturned by the legislature—simply
because the offenses underlying those decisions, which were committed many years ago,
fall into a certain Tier, as defined by the Act.

Plea deals that predate the enactment of the Adam Walsh Act and states’ implementation
legislation raise additional legal problems. There are thousands of offenders in Ohio who,
since the enactment of Ohio’s current sex offender registration system ten years ago, have

- plead guilty to sex offenses. Many of them plead guilty to offenses that would, under the

Adam Walsh Act, be Tier lll offenses. But those offenders were labeled, by a judge, as
sexually oriented offenders (similar to Tier 1), not as sexual predators (similar to Tier Ill). In
many cases, that label of sexually oriented offender was part of a plea bargain, agreed to
by the State of Ohio, through the office of the county prosecutor.

Those plea deals are contracts: the defendant agreed to give up his or her right to trial and
agreed to go to prison, and in exchange, the State agreed that the defendant would not be
labeled a sexual predator. But now, with Senate Bill 10 being applied retroactively,
thousands of offenders will be notified that, because of the offense to which they plead
guilty, they are being reclassified as Tier lll offenders, with registration and verification
duties lasting a lifetime. The State of Ohio, which years ago entered into these contracts
and agreed to less-severe labels, is now unilaterally altering thousands of contracts. And,
as a result, making onerous changes in thousands of people’s lives, changes that were

neither anticipated nor necessary.

Ohio's current sex offender registration system was also applied retroactively when it was
first established. That retroactive application was later found to be constitutional by the
Supreme Court of Ohio, which declared the registration requirements to be remedial, as
opposed to punitive. But most of the factors that made that legisiation remedial are missing
from Ohio’s implementation of the Adam Walsh Act: the ability of a court to remove a sexual
predator label; the right of an offender to live anywhere in the community; limited
notification, now that all offenders are on internet registries; and procedural safeguards,
including a court hearing, with counsel, the right of confrontation, the right to present
witnesses and experts, the requirement that the State have the burden of proving not only
that a person committed a sexually oriented offense, but also that he or she is likely to
commit another sexually oriented offense in the future, and the right to appeal an adverse

ruling.

The cost to states and their court systems of the retroactive application of the Adam Walsh
Act could take many forms: class action lawsuits; thousands of motions to withdraw pleas;



lawsuits for damages after offenders lose their jobs, are forced to move, or appear on an
internet registry after being told they would not. And, perhaps most costly, defendants’
unwillingness to enter into future plea agreements, knowing that at any time, any branch of
government at any level may choose to breach the State’s obligations in that contract.

The retroactive application of the Adam Walsh Act's classification, registration, and
notification requirements runs afoul of fundamental fairness. It will unduly burden court
systems and prove costly for the states. Congress, with its one-sentence delegation of
authority to the Department of Justice, surely did not intend to levy such a cost on the

states and their courts.

Accordingly, we urge you to adopt guidelines that will allow states to apply the Act
prospectively only, and to deem those states to be in substantial compliance with the
implementation requirements of the Adam Walsh Act.

Juvenile offenders
This year marked the 40" anniversary of /In re Gault, the landmark U.S. Supreme Court

decision that granted many basic due process rights to children in juvenile court, including
the right to advance notice of the charges, the right to a fair and impartial hearing, and the

‘right to be represented by counsel. But Gault did not grant full due process protections to

juveniles facing delinquency complaints. Notably absent are a child’s right to a grand jury
determination of probable cause and the right to an open and speedy trial by jury. And, at
least in Ohio, juveniles have yet to fully realize the promises of Gault. A recent study found
that two-thirds of children facing unruly or delinquency complaints are not represented by
counsel when they appear in Ohio’s juvenile courts.?

The Proposed Guidelines for the implementation of the Adam Walsh Act recognize that the

~ burdens of sex offender registration and notification should not attach when full due process

protections have not been guaranteed. For convictions arising from indian tribal court and
foreign court proceedings, the Guidelines provide:

It is recognized...that Indian tribal court proceedings may differ from those
in other United States jurisdictions in that the former do not uniformly
guarantee the same rights to counsel that are guaranteed in the latter.
Accordingly, a jurisdiction may choose not to require registration based on a
tribal court conviction resulting from proceedings in which...the defendant
was denied the right to assistance of counsel...

* Ak

SORNA instructs that registration need not be required on the basis of a
foreign conviction if the conviction "was not obtained with sufficient
safeguards for fundamental fairness and due process for the accused...”

The Proposed Guidelines fail to acknowledge, however, that only limited due process
protections are offered to children in juvenile court. By placing juvenile sex offenders age

2 This study compared the number of unruly and delinquency cases reported by the Supreme Court

of Ohio’s 2004 Ohio Courts Summary to the number of unruly and delinquency cases reimbursed by
the Office of the Ohio Public Defender during that same calendar year. The complete study can be

found online at: http://www.opd.ohio.gov/press/pr_03_09_06.htm.




14 and older on a public registry, the Adam Walsh Act imposes an adult sanction on
juvenile defendants. It treats a select group of children who appear in juvenile court
differently than other children who appear in juvenile court; it treats them more like aduit sex
offenders than like children. But it does so without regard to the limited due process
protections offered to children in juvenile court.

The Proposed Guidelines recognize that lifetime inclusion on a public registry is far too
severe a sanction to impose on someone whose full due process protections have not been
guaranteed during Indian tribal court and foreign court proceedings. That recognition
should be extended to children in juvenile court.

Accordingly, we urge you to adopt guidelines that will allow states to include on the
public registry only those juveniles who have been provided full due process
protections, and to deem those states to be in substantial compliance with the
implementation requirements of the Adam Walsh Act.

‘The juvenile court system is based on the fundamental belief that children can be
rehabilitated. Indeed, juveniles’ inherent amenability to rehabilitation has been recognized
by the United States Supreme Court. In its 2005 opinion in Roper v. Simmons, which
declared the death penalty for juveniles unconstitutional, the Court stated:

The reality that juveniles still struggle to define their identity means it is
less supportable to conclude that even a heinous crime committed by a
juvenile is evidence of irretrievably depraved character. From a moral
standpoint it would be misguided to equate the failings of a minor with
those of an adult, for a greater possibility exists that a minor's character
deficiencies will be reformed.

Research tells us that juvenile sex offenders are especially amenable to treatment.
According to the Ohio Association of County Behavioral Health Authorities, research shows
that “with treatment, supervision and support, the likelihood of a youth committing
subsequent sex offenses is about 4-10 percent.” And a compilation of 43 follow-up
studies of the re-arrest rates of 7,690 juvenile sex offenders found an average sexual
recidivism rate of 7.78 percent, which is significantly lower than the recidivism rate for adult

offenders.

The inclusion on a public registry of all children who are adjudicated delinquent of certain
sex offenses is fraught with problems that undermine both the history of the juvenile court
system and the purpose of the Adam Walsh Act. It ignores the very foundation of this
country’s juvenile court system, a belief—confirmed by scientific research—that children
can and should be rehabilitated. And it dilutes the effectiveness of the public registry as a
public safety tool, by flooding it with thousands of juvenile offenders, 90-96 percent of
whom will never commit another sex offense.

" Juveniles who are amenable to treatment and who are successfully rehabilitated have no
place on a public registry of violent adult sex offenders. Those who interact with each child
individually—specifically, juvenile court personnel working in conjunction with treatment

3 Juvenile Sex Offenders. Behavioral Health: Developing a Better Understanding. Vol. Three, Issue 1.
4 Michael F. Caldwell, What We Do Not Know About Juvenile Sexual Reoffense Risk. Child
Maltreatment, Vol. 7, No. 4, Sage Publication, November 2002 (291-302).




providers—should continue to be allowed to determine whether a child's offense was a
youthful indiscretion, a manifestation of a mental iliness or other behavioral health problem,
or a sign of a child who is not amenable to treatment and who poses an ongomg threat to

public safety.

Children who serve traditional juvenile dispositions and are successfully rehabilitated
should be exempted from the public registry requirements of the Adam Walsh Act. Doing
so would improve upon the overall function of the Act, by both maintaining the Act’s
essential elements and protecting the juvenile who is redeemable. Doing so would
maintain the essence of the Adam Walsh Act, but separate from it the aspects that are
inconsistent with the juvenile court system’s efforts to rehabilitate juvenlles Doing so
benefits not just the juvenile, but the system.

Accordingly, we urge you to adopt guidelines that will allow states to include on the
public registry only those juveniles who have been found to be not amenable to
treatment, and to deem those states to be in substantial compliance with the
implementation requirements of the Adam Waish Act.

Substantial comghanc

One question in particular was repeated throughout the legislative process as the Ohio
- General Assembly deliberated over Senate Bill 10: what, exactly, constitutes substantial
compliance with the guidelines for implementation? The Adam Walsh Act requnres
“substantial” implementation, and the Proposed Guidelines purport to require “substantial”
compliance. But the definition of “substantial” is unclear, and leaves states uncertain about

their options to tailor the Act to their systems and needs.

The Proposed Guidelines offer that the “’substantial' compliance standard...contemplates
that there is some latitude to approve a jurisdiction’s implementation efforts; even if they do
not exactly follow in all respects the specifications of SORNA or these Guidelines.”
However, the Guidelines also say that the Adam Walsh Act presents a set of minimum
national standards, and that the Guidelines set a floor, not a ceiling, for states’ registration

systems.

These two statements, taken together, imply that a state’s implementation efforts do not
have to “follow in all respects” the Adam Walsh Act or the Guidelines, but only if the state
chooses to exceed the requirements of the Act or the Guidelines. These two statements
seem to define “substantial” compliance as something at or above 100 percent compliance.
That, of course, is an illogical and unfounded definition of “substantial,” and clearly goes
beyond what is required by the Adam Waish Act.

In order for the Guidelines to be a useful tool for states as they work to implement the Adam
Walsh Act, a clearer definition of substantial compliance is needed. States need the
Guidelines to match the language and intent of the law in order to know how to implement
the Adam Walsh Act. As they are currently written, the Proposed Guidelines imply that
nothing less than strict compliance will be sufficient, while the Act requires only the
substantial implementation of the federal law.

We urge you to adopt clear guidelines that will allow states to substantially comply

- with the Adam Walsh Act not only by blindly enacting federal mandates, but also by
crafting good public policy that both achieves the Act’s goals and is tailored to the

unique systems and public policy goals of each state.



Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these comments. We will be happy to assist
you as you work to revise the Proposed Guidelines for the implementation of the Adam

‘Walsh Act,

Sincerely,

The Office of the Ohio Public Defender
David H. Bodiker, Director

Franklin County (Ohio) Public Defender Office
Yeura R. Venters, Director

National Juvenile Justice Network
Sarah Bryer, Director

Juvenile Justice Coalition of Ohio
Sharon Weitzenhof, Director

Alternatives for Youth
Linda M. Julian, Director

Children’s Law Center, Inc.

Kim Brooks Tandy, Director

cc: Ohio Congressional delegation
Governor Ted Strickland



The Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center

District of Columbia « Maryland « Pucrto Rico « Virginia « West Virginia

ensuring excellence in juvenile defense
and promoting justice for all children

July 25, 2007
VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

Laura L. Rogers, Director

SMART Office—Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice

810 7™ Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20531

Re: OAG Docket No. 121--Comments on Proposed Guidelines to interpret and
Implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA)

Dear Ms. Rogers:

As the U.S. Department of Justice considers how best to interpret and implement the Sex
Offender Registration and Notification Act of 2006 (SORNA), the Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender
Center takes this opportunity to express our general opposition to the application of SORNA to
youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system, and our particular concems with the current

Proposed Guidelines.

The Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center (MAJDC) is a multi-faceted juvenile defense
resource center serving the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and Puerto
Rico. We are committed to working within communities to ensure excellence in juvenile defense
and justice for all children. We are a regional affiliate of the National Juvenile Defender Center
in Washington, D.C. Part of our work includes training juvenile defenders and we have held
trainings on the issue of handling juvenile sex offense cases.

Application of the Guidelines to Youth is Contrary to the Research, Including Research
Sponsored by the U.S, Department of Justice

The research, including research sponsored by the U.S. Department of Justice, does not
support the application of SORNA to youth.

According to the National Center of Sexual Behavior of Youth (NCSBY), a training and technical
assistance center developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and
the Center on Child Abuse and Neglect at the University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center,
juvenile sex offenders engage in fewer abusive behaviors over shorter periods of time and have
less aggressive sexual behavior.' In addition, the recidivism rate among juvenile sex offenders
is substantially lower than rates for other delinquent behavior (5-14% vs. 8-58%). In fact, more
than 9 out of 10 times the arrest of a youth for a sex offense is a one-time event, even thought
the youth may be apprehended for non-sex offenses typical of other juvenile delinquents.”

The Center also found that youth are more responsive to treatment than adults and that they are
less likely than adults to re-offend given appropriate treatment. In other words, youth whose
The Children’s Law Center; University of Richmond School of Law; 28 Westhampton Way; Untversity of Richmond, VA 23173.

04) 287-6468 (phone -64 cemann@nichmond.edu v
(804) 287-6468 (phone) (804) 287-6489 (fax} mg @ R:E SR Vfﬂm
|\ &ZD



The Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center

District of Columbia » Maryland « Pucrto Rico « Virginia « West Virginia

conduct involves sexually inappropriate behavior—even when assaultive—do not pose the
same threat in terms of duration or severity to public safety as do aduits.

All of the above competently argues against the inclusion of youth in public sex offender

. registries for 25 years to life.

Application of the Guidelines to Youth Will interfere with Effective Treatment and
Rehabilitation

SORNA as applied to youth is contrary to the core purposés, functions and objectives of our
nation’s juvenile justice systems in that it strips away the confidentiality and the overall
rehabilitative emphasis which form the basis of effective intervention and treatment for youthful

offenders.

It cannot be too strongly emphasized that youth implicated by the Act have not been convicted
of a criminal offense, by deliberate action of the states’ legislatures and prosecuting authorities.
Rather, they have been adjudicated delinquent and, by virtue of that adjudication, have been
found to be amenable to treatment and deserving of the opportunity to correct their behavior
apart from the stigma and perpetual collateral consequences that typically accompany criminal

“convictions. Subjecting juveniles to the mandates of SORNA interferes with and threatens

child-focused treatment modalities and may significantly decrease the effectiveness of the
treatment.

SORNA as applied to youth will have a chilling effect on the identification and proper treatment
of youth who exhibit inappropriate sexual behavior. As opposed to helping to hold their child
accountable and seek appropriate children, parents will be more inclined to hide their child’s
problem and not seek help when they leam that their child may be required to register for life as

a sex offender.

In addition, public registration and community notification requirements can complicate the
rehabilitation and treatment of these youth. Youth required to register have been known to be
harassed at school, forcing them to drop out." The stigma that arises from community .
notification serves to “exacerbate” the “poor social skills” many juvenile offenders possess,”

- destroying the social networks necessary for rehabilitation.”

Application of the Guidelines to Youth Will Put Youth at Risk of Exploitation

SORNA as applied to youth is not in accord with the Act's public safety objective of “protectfing]
the public from sex offenders and offenders against children,” in that it will expose these youth
to adult offenders who have not sought or benefited from treatment.

Just as members of the public will be able to access the registry via the Internet and identify
offenders in any and every community, adults who are inclined to exploit and abuse children
and youth will be able to access the registry via the Intemet and identify adjudicated youth in
any and every community. Moreover, the youth’s exposure will not be limited to the Intemet.
Pursuant to SORNA, four times a year these youth will have to report to a centralized location to
provide certain updated information--bringing them into the physical presence of others and
making abusive and exploitative actions against them much easier for adults still engaging in
sexually inappropriate and abusive behavior.

The Children's Law Center; University of Richmond Schoof of Law; 28 Westhampton Whay; Unvversity of Richmond, 1A 23173.

(804) 287-6468 (phone); (804) 287-6489 (fax} mgoemann@richmond.edu



The Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center

District of Columbia « Maryland « Pucrto Rico « Virginia « West Virginia

The Guidelines Should Allow for Judicial Discretion in Cases of Youth Adjudicated as
Juveniles

If the Attorney General persists that SORNA be applied to youth adjudicated within the juvenile
court system, the Department should allow judges to exercise some discretion when
determining whether and how a youth must register as a sex offender.

To date, all 50 states and the District of Columbia allow for the prosecution of serious youthful
offenders in adult criminal court. Five states (HI, KS, ME, MO, NH) grant authority to the judge
to make the decision to transfer a youth to adult court after a finding of probable cause and a
determination that the juvenile court system cannot properly address his or her treatment needs.
Fourteen states (AZ, AR, CA, CO, FL, GA, LA, Ml, MT, NE, OK, VT, VA, WY) give prosecutors,

~ instead of judges, the discretion to decide whether to charge certain juveniles in aduit courts.

Twenty-nine states (AL, AK, AZ, CA, DE, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, LA, MD, MA, MN, MS, MT, NV,
NM, NY, OK, OR, PA, SC, SD, UT, VT, WA, WI) automatically transfer juvenile cases for certain
types of crimes. Only two states (NY, NC) have lowered the age at which children are
considered adults in the criminal system, transferring all crimes by 16- or 17-year-olds to adult

courts."

“Thus, if a youth is being adjudicated within the juvenile court system, the statellegislature the

prosecutor and/or the judge have made a determination (1) that the youth’s offense does not
warrant criminal prosecution, (2) that the youth is entitled to the protections of the juvenile -
system and, above all, (3) that the youth and the public are best served within the juvenile
system. The fact that the court has retained jurisdiction argues against indiscriminate
registration requirements and instead supports a policy of judicial discretion on a case-by-case

basis subject to certain criteria.

For example, of the states within the Mid-Atlantic region, Virginia currently allow for jUdICIal
discretion when determining whether a youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system is
required to register as a sex offender. If a juvenile adjudicated delinquent is 13 years of age or
older, the court may require the juvenile to register if, in the courts discretion and on motion of
the Commonwealth’s Attorney, the court finds that the circumstances of the offense require

offender registration.

States that allow for the exercise of judicial discretion in cases of youth who have been
adjudicated within the juvenile court system should be deemed to have substantially
implemented the SORNA standards with respect to the Registration Requirements and
Community Notification Standards.

The Guidelines Should Waive Public Registration and Community Notification
Requirements for Youth Adjudicated within the Juvenile Court System

if the Attomey General persists that youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system register
as sex offenders under SORNA, the Guidelines should aliow for the creation and/or
maintenance of a separate juvenile registry that is accessible by the relevant authorities but not
by the general public, and should allow for the states, via the courts or some designated

-agency, to determine whether community notification is required. Such allowances will serve

the public safety purposes of the Adam Walsh Act while helping youth in treatment and innocent
family members maintain some privacy.

The Children’s Law Center; University of Rickmond School of Law; 28 Westhampton Wiy, University of Richmond, 12 23173,
(804) 287-6468 (phone), (804) 287-6489 (fax} mgoemann@richmond.edu



The Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center

District of Columbia « Maryland « Puerto Rico « Virginia « West Virginia

SORNA as applied to youth will disrupt families and communities across the nation because
SORNA does not just stigmatize the youth; it stigmatizes the entire family, including the parents
and other children in the home. In the overwhelmingly majority of cases, the address and
telephone number the youth has to provide will be the family’s home address and telephone
number. The school information the youth has to provide will be the same school currently or
soon-to-be attended by a sibling. The vehicle information the youth has to provide to be

registered in one or both of the parents’ names.

Similarly, the mandates and restrictions associated with SORNA impact not only the youth, but
the entire family, particularly in terms of where registrants can live, e.g., prohibitions against
living within so many feet of a school or a park.

In its efforts to support families as the fabric of strong communities, the federal government
must be careful not to promulgate policies and promote practices that unnecessarily introduce
or exacerbate tensions in the home, the school and between members of the same community,
particularly where those tensions center on children and families who need and can benefit from

appropriate treatment.

Similarly, the mandates and restrictions aésociated with the Guidelines will impact not only the
~—youth, but the entire family, particularly in terms of where the family is permitted to live, e.g.,
prohibitions against living within so many feet of a school or a park.

Alternatively, the Guidelines should allow for the creation and/or maintenance of juvenile
registries that are accessible by the relevant authorities but not accessible by the public. Idaho,
Ohio, Oklahoma and South Carolina, for example, currently maintain non-public registries for

youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system.

_States that cfeate and maintain juvenile registries such as the one described above should be
deemed to have substantially implemented the SORNA standards with respect to the
Registration Requirements and Community Notification Standards. '

Conclusion

The Mid-Atiantic Juvenile Defender Center supports efforts to hold offenders accountable,
protect vulnerable populations and improve the overall public safety for communities across the
nation. For the aforementioned reasons, however, we believe that the Act and the Proposed
Guidelines negatively and unnecessarily impact the short- and long-term rehabilitation of youth
adjudicated within the juvenile court system. We therefore urge the Attomey General to wholly
or, alternatively, to limit their application in the ways articulated above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Guidelines to interpret and
" implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act, and we trust that our comments

will be given serious and thoughtful consideration.

Respeciiully, .~ |
W, C/f wl . SV
J '//\5%}/ (_, o LU .4'/../‘_«/

Melissa Coretz Goemann

Director, Mid-Atlantic Juvenile Defender Center
The Children’s Law Center; University of Richmond. School of Law; 28 Whsthampton Way; University of Richmond, 1.4 23173.
(804) 287-6468 (phone); (804) 287-6489 (fax} mgoemann@richmond.edu
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:50 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Docket No. OAG 121

Attachments: NACDL - OAG 121 SORNA.doc

From:

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 5:55 PM
To: GetSMART

Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

~ TO: Laura L. Rogers
Director, SMART Office, Office of Justice Programs,

United States Department of Justice

Attached please find comments on behalf of the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers regarding the

Jroposed National Guidelines for Sex Offender
Registration and Notification, Docket No. OAG 121. Thank you for your consideration.

Kyle O'Dowd, Legislative Director

National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
- 1150 18th Street, NW -- Suite 950 '
Washington, DC 20036

Tel: 202-872-8600 x226

Fax: 202-872-8690

www.nacdl.org
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CRIMINAL DEFENSE LAWYERS

Attn: Laura L. Rogers

SMART Office

Via email: getsmart@usdoj.gov
U.S. Department of Justice |

810 7™ Street NW

Washington, D.C.

Re: OAG Docket No. 121

NACDL Comments on the Attorney General’s National Guidelines for Sex
Offender Registration and Notification
I. Introduction

The National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (“NACDL”) isa

nationwide, non-profit, voluntary association of criminal defense lawyers founded in
1958 to improve the quality of representation of the accused and to advocate for the
preservation of constitutional rights in criminal cases. NACDL has a membership of
more than 12,800 attorneys and 92 state, local and international affiliate organizations
with another 35,000 members including private criminal defense lawyers, public
defenders, active U.S. military defense counsel, law professors and judges committed to
preserving fairness within America’s criminal justice system.

On February 24, 2007, NACDL issued a comprehensive statement on sex
offender legislative policy. NACDL opposes sex offender registration and community
notification laws but also believes that if such laws are passed they should classify
offenders based upon true risk, with full due process of law. Community notification
provisions should be reserved for offenders who are at a high risk to re-offend.
Unfortunately, with the passage of the Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety

Act of 2006 (Adam Walsh Act), Congress went in a different direction. The
Adam Walsh Act includes the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA).
SORNA sets forth a federal supervisory program that, if implemented by the states, is
likely to significantly de-stabilize offenders, cause substantial confusion over registration

and notification requirements and eventually make our communities less safe.

SUTIVE DIRECTOR
180 Reimer



Unfortunately, in enacting SORNA Congress failed to recognize several important facts about
sex offenders. Sex offenders, as a class, exhibit low recidivism rates and are less likely to re-
offend than other convicted criminals'. Additionally, research suggests that community
notification laws do little to reduce recidivism®. At least one study found that “the passage of sex
offender registration and notification laws have had no systematic influence on the number of
rapes committed” in the jurisdictions which were studied®. At the same time sound research
der'rio_nstrates that sex offenders are not a homogeneous group4 and come from a wide range of
offenders including the rare but highly dangerous treatment-resistant offender as well -as the
more common offender who, once convicted, is unlikely to commit additional offenses.
Requiring the same registration and notification provisions for all sex offenders diminishes the
ability of the community to ascertain the truly dangerous sex offender. It also undermines the
— ability of the non-dangerous sex offender to maintain employment, family ties, and treatment
programs. Many sex offenders report negative consequences, including physical assaults,
resulting from registration and notification programss.' NACDL believes that a determination of
offender risk must be based upon the individual characteristics of the offender and not solely on
the offense for which the offender was convicted. In fact, many states now have registration and
notification programs that are tiered upon the basis of individual risk assessment studies

performed by competent mental health professionals. In this regard, SORNA is a step in the

: See, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Recidivism of Sexual Offenders Released From Prison in 1994,
~ November, 2003, State of Washington Sentencing Guideline Commission, Special Sex Offender Sentencing
Alternative Report (2004), State of Ohio, Ten Year Recidivism Follow Up of 1989 Sex Offender Releases (2001).
See also, Hanson R.K. and Morton Bourgon, R.K., Predictors of Sexual Recidivism: An Updated Meta-Analysis,
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada (2004); Harris and Hanson, Sex Offender Recidivism: A Simple
Question (2004); Hanson, R.K. and Bussiere, M., Predicting Relapse: 4 Meta-A nalysis of Sex Offender Recidivism

Studies, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology (1998).

2 See, Welchans, S., Megan's Law: Evaluations of Sexual Offender Registries, 16 Criminal Justice Policy
Review, 123-140 (2005)

3 See, Jeffrey T. Walker, et al., The Influence of Sex Offender Registration and Notification Laws in the

United States, available at:
http://w'ww.acic‘org/statistics/Rescarch/SO_ReporLFinal.pdf#search=%22Walker%2C%20].T.%ZOAND%ZOsex%

20offender%20registration%22

4 See, Lisa L. Sample and Timothy M. Bray, Are Sex Offenders Different? An Examination of Re-Arrest
Patterns, 17 Crim. Justice Policy Rev. 83 (2006).

5 See, Jill S. Levenson and L. Cotter, The Impact of Megan's Law on Sex Offender Reintegration, 21
Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 49 (2005); Richard Tewksbury, Collateral Consequences of Sex Offender

Registration, 21 Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 67 (2005).
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wrong direction. SORNA and the regulations proposed in this docket will cause substantial

confusion in the states and impose exorbitant costs for states to convert to a less safe system of

registration and community notification.
Nonetheless, NACDL recognizes that the Adam Walsh Act and SORNA have become

law. In these comments NACDL will highlight portions of the proposed regulations that ignore

certain important constitutional rights or are otherwise inappropriate for an effective and fair

* registration and notification system.

I1. Fifth Amendment Rights

The proposed regulations fail to allow the exercise of important Fifth Amendment
privileges. The Fifth Amendment protects individuals from compelled self incrimination. The
proposed regulations do not recognize or provide a means for an individual to exercise Fifth
Amendment rights. The proposed regulations do not require the registration authority to advise a
registrant of the Fifih Amendment right not to answer any question that may tend to cause self-
incrimination. Indeed, several areas of the proposed regulations suggest that uncovering prior
criminal activity of the registrant is a goal of the regulations. Additionally, certain types of
registration information required under the Attorney General’s “expansion authority,” will
compel information from the registrant that will cause self-incrimination. For instance, the
proposed regulations require registrants to provide their social security numbers as well as all
“purported” social security numbers. The proposed regulation specifically recognizes that such

social security numbers may be false. Admitting to the use of a false social security number can

- expose an individual to prosecution for a number of crimes including identity theft. Similarly,

the Attorney General exercises his “expansion authority” to require a homeless registrant to
provide information idcﬁtifying where he “habitually lives.” In many jurisdictions providing
such information will subject the homeless registrant to criminal prosecution for offenses such as
vagrancy, loitering, public urination, indecent expoSure and the like.

The regulations should require that offenders who are required to régister be advised that
they are not required to disclose information that may tend to incriminate themselves.
Additionally the regulations should clearly state that the exercise of the Fifth Amendment
privilege cannot be the basis of a criminal prosecution. Alternatively the regulations should

require that the registrant be immunized from prosecution based upon information provided

pursuant to the proposed regulations.



IIL. Principles of Federalism

The regulations, as written, infringe upon important state rights and disregard the notion
that our legal system is based upon principles of federalism, which value state sovereignty
especially in the area of criminal justice. The regulations disregard state sovereignty in areas
pertaining to pardons, annulments, and expungement of convictions; juvenile delinquency; and
state legislative discretion as to appropriate seniencing.

Many states, either constitutionally or via legislative enactment, have procedures that
permit the annulment or expungement of criminal convictions for reasons other than actual
innocence. Likewise, many state governors and pardon boards have the authority to pardon
criminal convictions for reasons other than innocence. In most cases such annulments or pardons
are based upon recognition that the former offender has been rehabilitated. State constitutions
and annulment statutes place a high value on rehabilitation and the need to remove the stigma of
a criminal conviction in certain rare but important cases. Section IV, A, of the proposed
regulations specifically requires that a state continue to register a former offender regardless of
the annulment and pardon laws of the jurisdiction except in cases where the former offender is
pardoned on the ground of innocence. SORNA does not require that former offenders who are
pardoned or whose convictions are annulled or expunged be included with ihose who must
~ register. The proposed regulations violate fundamental notions of federalism and are well beyond

the authority granted to the Attorney General to promulgate such regulations.

Similarly, the proposed regulations violate fundamental notions of federalism in the
juvenile delinquency area. Juvenile delinquency is an area of the criminal justice system that, for
the most part, is left to the exercise of state authority. Many states recognize the fact that

" juveniles are different than adults and reflect such differences in their juvenile justice systems. In
many states, delinquency is not considered to be a criminal act and great emphasis is placed on
rehabilitative efforts and confidentiality. In most states a juvenile delinquency finding is not
considered to be.a criminal convictidn. Applying registration and community notification
requirements to delinquent children is likely to substantially interfere with staie systems designed
for the rehabilitation of children. In addition registration and community notification put those
children who are required to register at risk for sexual exploitation by others as theif identifying
information will be freely available in the public domain. In addition to the risk 6f exploitation,

‘the registration and community notification provisions will unnecessarily stigmatize children and




impose impossible challenges for such children in school and in the community. In creating
juvenile justice systems most states have recognized the importance of providing a rehabilitative
process that is best approached in confidence. The proposed regulations disregard this important
policy concern which has already been addressed in virtually every state. The proposed
regulations violate fundamental notions of federalism and will likely cause unnecessary harm to
a significant number of children®. The proposed regulations should not include registration of
children. At the very least the proposed regulations should be amended to eliminate the
community notification and web site requirements for delinquent children.

Another area which is constitutionally left to the sound discretion of the states is
sentencing for criminal conduct. The proposed regulations, as required by the statute, lay out a
specific requirement that the maximum sentencing penalty for a failure to compiy with SORNA

~~ be at least .greater than one year. This provision interferes with the rights of individual states to
legislate appropriate criminal punishment. It is also unwise in that the complexities of the
proposed regulations may force many former offenders into a technical default which is neither
knowing nor intentional but nonetheless exposes them to felony prosecution.
IV. The Proposed Regulations Exceed the Statutory Authority Granted By SORNA And -
Will Not Foster the Real Purpose of the Legislation

The Attorney General, relying on SORNA § 114 (a) (7), expands the types of registration
information that must be provided beyond that réquired in the statute. The “expansion authority”
exercised by the Attorney General is well beyond the authority permitted by the statute, will not
foster the goals of the legislation, and will subject former offenders to exploitation, vigilantism,
shame and ridicule. The Attorney General indicates that he has exercised his “expansion
authority” to réquire additional information to be provided by persons required to register as sex '
offenders. However, the exercise of this authority is unnecessary to the purpose of the Adam
Walsh Act and is unwise policy. The stated purpose of the Adam Walsh Act is to protect the
public by creating a comprehensive system for the registration of sex offenders. The act was not
passed to impose a non-judicial probation or supervisory status 'over persons who have been

convicted of sex offenses. The “expansion authority” exercised by the Attorney General to

® The efficacy of juvenile registration and community notification is further diminished when one considers the fact
that the recidivism rate of juvenile sex offenders is very low. See, National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth,
Center for Sex Offender Management and U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Protection, (2001). Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended: A Review of the Professional Literature Report.

hitp://'www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org. _
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require far more information than the statute requires does not enhance its purpose, which is

simply to create a registry. The proposed regulations invoke the “expansion authority” to require

the following information at the time of registration: remote identifiers (screen names and e-mail
~ addresses); telephone numbers; “habitual living” places of offenders lacking fixed abodes;

temporary lodging information; other employment information such as travel routes;

professional licenses; additional vehicle, watercraft and aircraft information; and, date of birth.

Requiring such information will expose former offenders to exploitation, vigilantism and

public shame and ridicule without any benefit to the establishment of a comprehensive system of

registration. Requiring the provision of telephone numbers and dates of birth will subject former

offenders to the very real possibility of identity theft. Providing information about where a

homeless former sex offender may “habitually live” (e.g., a certain park bench or under a certain
-—overpass) would expose that vulnerable individual to the likelihood of assault and battery by
vigilantes in the community. Similarly, former offenders may hold professional licenses that
have nothing to do with children or sex (e.g., electrician or plumber’s license) and the only
purpose of publishing such information is to shame and ridicule the former offender in his
community. Requiring such information endangers the public rather than making it safer. Social
science research demonstrates that sex offenders are more likely to re-offend when they are put
into de-stabilizing situations’. The additional information required under the Attorney General’s
“expansion authority” serves to de-stabilize former offenders and may render them unemployed
and unemployable, subject to vigilantism and other types of exploitation. The “expansion
authoritif” should not be used to require this information. At the very least the regulations should
mandate_htl_hat none of the information obtained via the “expansion authority” shall be made
available to the public in any format.

V. The Proposed Regulations Fail to Require Fundaméntal Due Process
The proposed SORNA‘regulétions fail to require states to provide any due pfocess

protections to registrants so that they can contest their designation as a Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III

offender. SORNA § 118(e) requires the states to include on their web sites, “instructions on how

7 See, Kruttschnitt, C., et al., Predictors of Desistance among Sex Offenders: The Interaction of Formal and
Informal Social Controls, 17 Justice Quarterly 61 (2000); See also, Colorado Department of Public Safety, Repor!
on Safety Issues Raised by Living Arrangements Jor and Location of Sex Offenders in the Community, 2004,
hitp://dcj.state.co.us/odvsom ; Levenson, J. And Cotter, L., The Impact of Sex Offender Residence Restrictions:
1000 Feet from Danger or One Step from the Absurd?, 49 International Journal of Offender Therapy and

Comparative Criminology 168 (2005).
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to seek correction of information that an individual contends is erroneous.” However, the
proposed regulations do not mandate that a state have such a method. The proposal’s only
example of compliance with the act is a suggestion that a state web site might refer someone to
the state agency responsible for correcting erroneous information. That suggestion is insufficient
and fails to require states to protect the due process rights of registrants.

The system of registration and community notification contained in SORNA and in the
proposed regulations is, in reality, a system of supervision of former offenders. It amounts to
another method of probation, supervised release or parole. Therefore the regulations should
require that each state must have a system for the propoéed registrant to contest his or her
designation as a sex offender accompanied by the full panoply of due process protections
including, but not limited to, the right to be represented by counsel. The effects of registration
" and community notification on the registrant are severe and life altering. The registrant must
have due process protections and the Attorney General ought to recognize and require such
protections of all state programs.

VI. SORNA and the Proposed Regulations Are Ex Post Facto Laws Prohibited by Part I,
Article 9 of the Constitution of the United States of America.

The proposed regulations apply SORNA retroactively in violation of Part I, Article 9 of
the Constitution prohibiting the passage of ex post facto laws. NACDL has previously raised this
concern in comments dated April 30, 2007, in OAG Docket No. 117. Those comments are
incorporated by reference herein.

VIIL Conclusion

In enacting the Adam Watéh Act and SORNA Congress succumbed to myths about sex
offenders which are not supported by the existing scientific and social science research. The
proposed regulations in this docket fail to protect important constitutional rights of sex offender
reglstrants and go beyond the statutory authority granted to the Attorney General to promulgate
regulations that implement a registration system. The system created by the confluence of
SORNA and these regulations is a non-judicial system of supervised released coupled with the

ever present specter of additional prison time for even the most minor of violations.

1150 18" St. NW, Suite 950 Washin 8gtan, DC 20036
(202} 872 8600 - Fax (202) 872-8690
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From: James Gilson [mailto:James.Gilson@opd.state.nj.us]
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 12:13 PM

To: GetSMART

Subject: Docket No. OAG 121

Kindly accept the attached for electronic filing in addition to our original copy mailed
via UPS overnight Mail, tracking # 12 FO04 2R3 22
1001 534 6, on Friday July 27, 2007.

Thank you.

James A. Gilson, ADPD

dfice of the Public Defender

special Hearings Unit

i~<ex County Regional Office
linton Street, 12th Floor

wa.ark, New Jersey 07102

‘hone# 973-877-1622
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lotice:

his e-mail Message and any attachment to this e-mail message contain information that may
e legally privileged and confidential from the State of New Jersey, Office of the Public
efender. If you are not the intended recipient , you must not review, transmit, print,
opy, use or disseminate this e-mail or any attachments to it. '

f you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail

r by telephone at 609-292-7087 and delete this message, Please note that this e-mail
essage contains a forwarded message or is a reply to a prior message, some or all of the
ontents of this message or any attachments may not have been produced by the State of New
ersey, Office of the Public Defender. This notice is automatically appended to each e-
ail message leaving the State of New Jersey Office of the Public Defender



State of New Jerse
y YVONNE SMITH SEGARS

JON S CORLINE Office of the Public Defender b Deyinder
Special Hearing Unit
Michael Z. Buncher, Chief Counsel
- James A. Gilson. ADPD, Northern Division
31 Clinton Street, 12" Floor

Newark, New Jersey 07102

973877-1622 » Fax 973-877-1618
E-Mail: TheDefenders@OPD.STATE.NJ.US

July 27, 2007

Laura L. Rogers
Director, SMART Office

____Office of Justice Programs

United States Department of Justice
810 7th Street NW.
Washington, DC 20531

Re: Comments Regarding the Sex Offender Registration and
Notification Act (SORNA), Docket No. OAG 121

Dear Ms. Rogers:

Please accept these comments submitted by the New Jersey Office of the
Public Defender in response to the United States Attorney General’s proposed.
regulations promulgated pursuant to the Sex Offender Registration and

Notification Act (hereinafter “SORNA”), 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1690 1-16962.

Since 1996, the Office of the Public Defender has represented several
thousand sexual offenders who have challenged their proposéd public
notification under New Jersey’s Megan’s Law. N.J.S.A. 2C:7-1 et. seq. Based
on this and other experience working within the State’s system for managing
the post conviction lives of sex offenders, the Public Defender brings a

thorough working knowledge of the field to this review of the Attorney General’s

1
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proposed regulations.

SORNA will require substantial éhanges to New Jersey’s risk-based
approach to sex offender notification. For the reasons outlined more fully
below, we submit that the changes SORNA requires will dilute the value and
undermine the effectiveness of New Jersey’s sex offender management system.
This scheme (continuously refined over the past decade) has become a highly
successful means for safeguarding the public, and has led to recidivism levels
more than 50% below the national average.! For this reason, we ask that
states like New Jersey, which demonétra’ce highly effective risk-based sex
offender notiﬁcaﬁon programs, be given the discretion under SORNA’s

regulations to continue using a proven system to sex offender management.

In New Jersey, the Legislature developed a system of sex offender.
notification which places offenders into one of three tier, or risk, levels. Unlike
the system required under SORNA, New Jersey’s notification scheme does not

base an offender’s risk level on his offense. Rather, it is a risk-based system

~ which evaluates an offender’s re-offense risk based on factors that mental

health professionals who specialize in sex offender management and treatment

have identified as valid predictors of sex offender recidivism.

To formulate the risk evaluation, a risk assessment scale (the RAS) was
developed by a panel of State selected experts who designed a matrix of
thirteen static and variable factors which are weighted according to their

predictive value. Among the thirteen factors developed for assessing a person’s

1 Overall national levels of sex offender recidivism are reported at 13%. R.K. Hanson, & M.
Bussiere, Prediction relapse: A meta-analysis of sexual offender recidivism studies, Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology 66 (2), 348-362 (1998). In a recently published study,
however, the New Jersey’s recidivism levels are stated as falling between 6%-8%, as much as
54% less than the national average. See K.M. Zgoba & L.M.J. Simon, Recidivism Rates of
Sexual Offenders up to 7 Years Later: Does Treatment Matter? Criminal Justice Review, Volume

10, Number 2, 155-173 {2005).
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risk level, the RAS considers the years an offender has lived in the community
offense-free, the success of treatments received by the offender, whether a
stable job has been obtained or education pursued, and if supportive
supervised housing exists.? N.J.S.A. 2C:7-8. Other factors may also be
considered such as whether the offendér is so elderly or infirm as to pose a low
or lower risk for reoffense. In addition, under New Jersey’s system, offenders
are provided an opportunity to challenge the state’s risk assessment at a due

process hearing. See Doe v. Poritz, 142 N.J. 1 (1995) (holding that under both

State and Federal Constitutions, given the privacy and liberty interests at
'stake, sex offenders have a right to a hearing to challenge their risk

determination. See also E.B. v. Verniero, 119 F.3d 1077 (3d. Cir. 1997).

In contrast to SORNA, New Jersey’s sex offender notification corresponds
to an offender’s individualized risk assessment. Based upon an application of

the RAS, a Tier one (low risk) offender has notification limited to local police.

Tier two offenders score higher on the RAS and are consequently subject
to Tier one notice and to direct notification to schools, day care programs and
community agencies and organizations which care for woman and children
within a radius of the offender’s home (typically one mile). In addition, in most
cases Tier two offenders are subject to notice published on the State’s sex
offender Internet registry. There are three important exceptions to Internet
notification which, in the view of New Jersey’s Legislature, do not merit -
statewide notification. The exceptions include cases where a “sole offense”
occurred and the offense was committed by a minor, or was a consensual or

intra-familial offense. See N.J.S.A. 2C:7-13 (d}.3

2 Attached, and marked as “Exhibit 1”7 is a copy of New Jersey’s RAS,

3 These three exceptions are supported by literature demonstrating that reoffense rates for

these two groups are low. See, e.g.,, United States Department of Justice, Center for Sex

Offender Management (hereinafter “CSOM”), Recidivism of Sex Offenders (May 2001) (citing
3




Tier three (high risk) offenders are subject to Tier one and Tier two
notification (including Internet notice in each case), and to direct notice to

neighbors in the area where the offender resides.

Thus, New Jersey’s notification scheme rewards offenders with narrower
sex offender notification for compliance with factors shown to reduce recidivism
levels. This has proven to be an essential motivational tool that contributes to
maintaining the State’s low recidivism levels. Our clients realize that to remain
a Tier one or Tier two offender and thereby avoid the broadest forms of
notification, they must remain in treatment, in school or employment, avoid
substance abuse, and continue to remain free of any criminal offense. If these

positive behaviors end, broader forms of community notification result.

Under SORNA, however, there is no incentive for offenciers to change
their lives and lower their risk level. Only Tier one offenders have the potential,
depending upon state discretion, to avoid Internet notification. However, in
New Jersey few persons will ever qualify as a Tier one because nearly every sex

offense is “punishable” by a year or more of incarceration.

Under SORNA, therefore, nearly every sexual offender in New Jersey will
be subject to identical state and national sex offender notification, including
several thousand offenders the State previously determined did not require
public notiﬁcation due to their Tier one status. If this occurs and New Jerséy
is forced to abandon its risk-based approach, the State will lose a critically

important and proven motivational device for reducing recidivism levels.

Additionally, unlike New Jersey’s system, SORNA’s sex offender

notification will not include an offender’s Tier level. Thus, it will provide

study finding a 4% rate of recidivism for incest offenders) (all CSOM studies cited herein can
be located at www.csom.org); Association for the Treatment of Sex Offenders (“ATSA”), Letter
Submitted to the Senate and House Appropriation Committees Commenting on Pending SORNA
legislation, {(August 15, 2005) (describing the overall recidivism levels for juveniles to be 8%) (All
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identical notification for thousands of offenders without indicating which pose
the greatest risk. Experts agree, this will dilute the informational value of New
Jersey’s sex offender notification and create the misimpression that all

offenders pose the same risk. The result will predictably frustrate the remedial

goals that our notification is designed to achieve.

For example, SORNA would have a person convicted of criminal sexual
contact with a minor in New Jersey (N.J.S.A. 2C:14-3) for touching a juvenile
over clothing 6n the buttocks on one occasion, years ago, with no history of any
prior offense and with a successful record of treatment, treated as a Tier two
sex offender. This offender, along with many others of a similar ilk, would be
madé subject to the same Internet notification with other offenders whose
~———— conviction and psychrological profile make them a much greater risk. (For
example a person convicted of aggravated sexual assault who received no
treatment and had recently been discharged from prison.) 'Multiply this
example by several thousand cases and it becomes apparent that SORNA’s
“one size fits all” approach is counterproductive and will unintentionally

misinform the public that all sex offenders pose the same risk when this is

clearly not the case.s

Also, under SORNA, New Jersey will not be able to continue to encourage

incest victims to report sexual abuse by utilizing exceptions to public

ATSA documents cited herein are available at www.atsa.com/public policy).

4 See ATSA, The Registration and Community Notification of Adult Sex Offenders, (2005)
(concluding the notification should occur “based on risk assessment and different strategies
used based on tier level . . . so that citizens can make informed decisions regarding the large

number of identified sexual offenders.”)

s Formal studies conducted at the behest of or relied upon by both the federal government and
the states confirm that sex offender re-offense rates vary greatly among different categories of
offenders. See CSOM, Myths And Facts About Sex Offenders at 2 (Aug. 2000) (citing studies
regarding recidivism rates and noting: “Persons who commit sex offenses are not a
homogeneous group, but instead fall into several different categories. As a result, research has
identified significant differences in re-offense patterns from one category to another.”); ATSA,
The Registration and Community Notification of Sex Offenders, supra, note 4 {explaining
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notification for this low risk group. See, e.g., N.J.S.A. 2C:7-13(d})(2). With
these exceptions, New Jersey avoids advertising the name and family relations
of incest victims on the Internet, thereby protecting the victim from humiliation
and potential harassment. These exceptions for incest offensés exist because

~ the re-offense rate for incest offenders is low, estimated at 4%.5¢ However,
under SORNA, there are virtually no exceptions to such notice, as all offenders
receive identical notification. We are concerned that this may prevent children
and family members from reporting sexual abuse, since iaarents with the same
surname as the victim are likely to be advertised in notices throughout their
communities, even at the very schools attended by thé children, and via the

Internet.
| An additional reason New Jersey should be permitted to keep its risk

based approach concerns the substantial impact sex offender notification can
have on the lives of offenders. This impact is significant because it will
jeopardize public safety.

It has been our experience in New Jersey that persons subject to Internet
notification will lose housing and employment -- basic resources widely
acknowledged by experts in the field as key to reducing recidivism levels.” In
addition, this notification has led to incidents of harassment, vandalism and
assaults of former sex offenders, designed to drive them from their homes. In
one New Jersey case, following notification five bullets were fired through the

window of a registrant’s apartment by a neighbor, nearly wounding an innocent

differences in re-offense rates among sex offenders.)

6. See, e.g., CSOM, Recidivism of Sex Offenders (May 2001)

7 See R. Hanson and K. Morton-Bourgeron, “The Characteristics of Persistent Sexual Offenders:

A Meta-Analysis of Recidivism Studies,” Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 2005,

vol. 73, No. 6 1158-59 (showing a 20% correlation between unemployment and re-offense rates

among sex offenders); CSOM, Recidivism of Sex Offenders, {May 2001) (citing six studies

concluding that stable housing, employment, and sex offender treatment reduce recidivism

levels); ATSA, Ten Things You Should Know about Sex Offenders and Treatment ( 2001) (same).
6 .




tenant.8

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals has provided the following summary

of the public’s response to sex offender community notification in New Jersey:

The record documents that registrants and their families have
experienced profound humiliation and isolation as a result of
the reaction of those notified. Employment and employment
opportunities have been jeopardized or lost. Housing and
housing opportunities have suffered a similar fate. Family and
other personal relationships have been destroyed or severely
strained. Retribution has been visited by ‘private, unlawful
violence and threats and, while such incidents of ‘igilante
justice’ are not common, they happen with sufficient frequency
and publicity that registrants justifiably live in fear of them.

E.B. v. Verniero, 119 F3d 1077, 1102 (3d Cir. 1997). The E.B. court

characterized this impact as “very substantial” and as “extending to virtually
every aspect of an [offender’s] every day life.” Id. at 1107.°

In New Jersey, direct notification to individual members of the public,
the type most likely to impact offenders’ jobs and housing, typically occurs only
in' high risk cases, or approximately 4% of the State’s overall sex offender

registrant population. New Jersey Admin. Office of the Courts, Report on

8 A detailéd description of incidents of dozens of cases of physical harm and threats occurring
to registrants and their families following notification in New Jersey, as well as examples of
instances where registrants lost jobs and housing is available upon request.

9 These sorts of problems are not unique to New Jersey. A Department of Justice study of the
impact of Wisconsin’s notification law summarized interviews with thirty offenders. Eighty-
three percent of the offenders said that notification resulted in “exclusion from residence”;
seventy-seven percent reported “threats/ harassment”; sixty-six percent reported “emotional
harm to family members” and “ostracized by neighbors neighbors/acquaintances”; and fifty
percent reported “loss of employment.” U.S. Dep't of Justice, National Institute of Justice, Sex
offender Community Notification: Assessing the Impact in Wisconsin, at 10 (Dec. 2000); see also
Doe v. Pataki, 120 F.3d 1263, 1279 (2 Cir. 1997) (noting “numerous incidents in which sex
offenders have suffered harm in the aftermath of notification.”); ATSA, The Registration and
Notification of Adult Sex Offenders, supra, note 5, (describing that “one-third to one-half” of the
sex offenders subject to community notification experience “dire events” such as loss of “a
home or a job or home threats or harassment or property damage.” These “stressors can cause
some offenders to relapse.”)
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Implementation of Megan’s Law, 17 (Nov. 2006).

However, SORNA’s notification fails to consider risk. For every offender
subject to SORNA (tiers 1,2 and 3}, the information is authorized to be
disseminated directly to a substantially broader segment of the public than
under New Jersey law, increasing the risks of lost housing and employment.
Also, unlike Megan’s Law, SORNA will include both a state and a national
Internet website, and will provide direct notice to every individual or
organization who requests it in the jurisdiction where an offender lives, works
and attends school. As in New Jersey, notification will also go to schools;
however, under SORNA it will also include public housing agencies, sociél
service agencies, agencies that do background checks, and volunteer
~ organizations in which contact with minors might occur, and will be re-
disseminated in those jurisdictions each time the individual changes his or her
address. 42 USC. § 16914. Finally, in addition to its much broader scope of
notification, SORNA allows states to include an employer’s name and address
in the public notification (Id. at § 16914), a provision which will virtually
ensure that employment loss becomes more prevalent. )

In addition, lost housing and employment will also undercut the efficacy
of New Jersey’s Community Supervision for Life statute, a law passed as part of
the State’s Megan’s Law. N.J.S.A. 2C:43-6.4. The statute imposes conditions
on sex offenders “to protect the public and foster rehabilitation.” 1d. at 2C:43-
6.4(b). The CSL regulations require that State parole officers supervise where
sex offenders live and work, and other areas of daily life such as the types of
psychological treatment they receive and the persons they associate with. See
N.J.A.C. 10A:71-6.11. The lifetime system of parole the statute establishes is
an additional reason New Jersey’s recidivism levels fall well below national
averages. However, if as reasonably anticipated, greater numbers of sexual

offenders become homeless and jobless due to SORNA’s proposed notification
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scheme, offenders will predictably become far more difficult to locate and

supervise in the community.

Patty Wetterling has been an advocate for laws that protect children after
her son Jacob was abducted 18 years ago and never found. A component of
the Adam Walsh Act bears Jacob Wetterling’s name. In an interview conducted
June 18, 2007, on Minnesota Public Radio, Wetterling articulates the concerns
with the one-size-fits-all approach to community notification. Contrary to the
nature of recent legislative action on this issue, Ms. Wetterling states she
“wants public policy to be effective” and that “broad sweeping laws that treat all

offenders the same waste resources and lives.” 10

In preparing this comment, we contacted Ms. Wetterling regarding her

——concerns with the SORNA. In an email of June 11, 2007, she tells us:

The reality is that when these guys are released from
prison we want them to succeed. That would mean no
more victims. I don't believe we have set up a system
that encourages or even allows them opportunities that
are known to help released inmates succeed. They need
a place to live, they need work and they need some type

of continued support.
Id.; (emphasis in original). 1!

Ms. Wetterling clearly recognizes the negative impact that SORNA and '
the Interim Rules will have on community safety. As an advocate for child
safety laws, she believes that providing offenders opportunities for work,
education and effective supervision in the community can decrease the rate of
recidivism. New Jersey’s current Megan’s Law requirements and the low re-
offense rates in the State have obtained have proven this true. It would be

manifestly wrong in such an important area of child and community safety to

10 See Commentary on the Interview of Patty Wetterling, Minnesota Public Radio Internet
Article, attached hereto as “Exhibit 2.”
11 See email from Patty Wetterling attached hereto as “Exhibit 3.”
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replace New Jersey’s successful approach to the post-conviction management

of sex offenders with a system that is untested and will predictably increase the

number of jobless and homeless sex offenders.

Ms. Wetterling does not stand alone as the parent of a sexually assaulted
and murdered child who is concerned that community notification laws have
gone too far. In a recent Megan'’s Law hearing in New Jersey, Maureen Kanka,
an ardent advocate for child protection, addressed the Court through a letter
provided by the sex offender’s caretaker. In a case that is representative of .

- matters occurring frequently in New Jersey, a 19-year-old male was charged
with endangering the welfare of his 13-year-old girlfriend. This case involved
consensual sexual intercourse with a minor. In preparation for this

" registrant’s tier hearing, Ms. Kanka, mother of 7-year old Megan Kanka who

was tfagically raped and murdered by 33 year old Jesse Timmendequas, spoke

to Ms. Sharon Horan, the offender’s caretaker, about the evolution of the
registration and community notification laws which bear her daughter’s name.

Inviting Ms. Horan to articulate her position to the Court, Ms. Kanka referred

to the establishment of the first laws of this nature in New Jersey, stating that

"She meant to label men in there 30's from attacking little girls in kindergarten

or first grade, not teenage couples."12 The letter that articulates her comments

states that, "Maureen feels that prosecuting misguided teenage couples for a 4

or 5 year age difference is a 'misinterpretation of Megan's Law' and in no way

should 'teenage boys like the current registrant ever be compared to sexual a

sociopath.” Id. |

Maureen Kanka and Patty Wetterling articulate that one of the keys to
ensuring a safe community is to distinguish between true predators and

individuals who pose a low risk to society. Without a risk-based systerﬁ of

12 See Letter of Sharon Horan, dated July 20, 2006, attached hereto as “Exhibit 4.”
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registration and notification, this is impossible. The interim rules promulgated
pursuant to SORNA blurs this distinction and characterizes every offender as a

violent predator. This is simply not the reality nor does it consider established

science regarding sex offender recidivism.

Section 637 of SORNA requires the Attorney General to conduct a study
“of risk-based sex offender classifications systems,” like New Jersey’s. The
study’s purpose is to determine “the efficiency and effectiveness of risk-based
systems” vis a vis their ability “to reduce threats to the public posed by sex
offenders.” This study is to be completed and a report submitted to Congress
within 18 months of the SORNA’s implementation, making it due in

approximately six months on or about January 27, 2008 .

We believe that the proposed rules, which would require New Jersey and
other states to end risk-based notiﬁcation systems with a documented history
of success before the required study is complete, has “put the cart before the
horse.” We strongly urge the Attorney General, pending completion of SORNA’s
study, to permit states with demonstrated successful riék-based approaches
like New Jersey’s to continue using them. Then, based upon sound empirical
evidence, the Attorney General should promulgate rules that comport with the

study’s findings. By continuing to pursue implementation of the proposed

. rules without first studying the issue will impose potentially needless

administrative and fiscal demands on the States and seriously risk

compromising public safety.

Respectfully submitted,
YVONNE SMITH SEGARS
NEW JERSEY PUBLIC DEFENDER

By: (L.S.)
Michael Z. Buncher
Deputy Public Defender
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Sex offender laws have unintended consequences

by Dan Gunderson, Minnesota Public Radio
June 18, 2007

States spend billions of dollars every year to monitor, treat and imprison sex
offenders. New laws designed to get tough on sex offenders are a perennial topic of
debate at state capitals around the country. There are proposals to make sex
offenders wear electronic monitors, restrict where they can live, and post the picture
of every offender on the Internet. But do those laws increase public safety, or create a

false sense of security?

Moorhead, Minn. — Convicted sex offenders are required to register with police, making
it easier for law enforcement agencies to keep track of sex offenders in their

community.

Many states have expanded on that Idea, posting sex offenders pictures and
addresses on the Internet. Some, llke Minnesota, post only the offenders deemed
most dangerous, while others put every sex offender's picture on a Web site.

The reasoning Is, if you know where sex offenders live, you're safer,
TEENAGE SEX LEADS TO SEX OFFENDER STATUS

Ricky is one of the sex offenders whose picture is on the Internet. Even though he's
publicly listed as a sex offender, he asked we not use his last name because he fears
harassment. Ricky was 17, living in a small town in Towa, when he had sex with a

13-year-old girifriend.
"I was playing a game of pool when I met her. She came up and we started talking. I

asked her her age and she told me she was 16," says Ricky. "So we went out and
danced, started dating. And we ended up having sex twice."

A few months later, when the girl ran away from home, Ricky was questioned by. police.

"] just told them the truth because I didn't think 1 was going to get in trouble. I told
them ] had sex with her twice," says Ricky. "He told me the parents were not pressing

charges, so we're just going to go ahead and let you go home."

But a few days later Ricky was arrested and charged with two counts of felony sexual
abuse. He faced up to 20 years in prison.

Ricky pled guilty to a lesser charge and was placed on probation, ordered to get sex
offender treatment and register as a sex offender. A few months later his family
moved to Oklahoma, where his picture was posted on the Internet as a sex offender.

"THIS WILL ALWAYS HAUNT HIM"

Ricky was kicked out of school, and must stay away from schools and parks. He's been
working with a tutor and hopes to get his GED.

Ricky says he’'d planned to join the Navy, go to coflege and become a police officer. Now
he works at an assembly plant, and isn't sure what he'll do next.

"] get frustrated at times because I can't do what a kid wants to do. I'm basically
stuck," says Ricky. "My friends go out and do stuff. I can't go with them. I can't play
basketball or football with them. 1 just go to work, come home and try to just do stuff

around the house." :

"He's constantly watching his back," says Mary Duval, Ricky's mother. "He doesn't know
if the next person who walks up on him is going to know he's a sex offender, and what
they'll do or what they're going to say.”

Duval says she believes her son should have been punished for having sex with a
13-year-old girl. But she's angry he’'s painted with the same brush as a violent
predatory rapist.
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"He won't date. He won't talk to girls. A girl says 'Hi' to him in the store -- and I have
seen him twice bail out of the store and lock himself inside our pickup. He just says,
‘I'm scared,'” says Duval. "The damage that's being done by making him register as a
sex offender is long term. This will always haunt this kid."

There are fikely hundreds of faces like Ricky's mixed in with the dangerous sex
offenders on public registries.

POLICIES DRIVEN BY ANGER AND FEAR

Patty Wetterling says it's an example of sex offender laws that go too far. Wetterling
has been a vocal advocate for laws to protect children since her son Jacob was abducted
18 years ago. He's never been found.

Wetterling says it's easy to just get tough an sex offenders, but she's tired of tough.

"Everybody wants to out-tough the next legisiator. 'I'm tough on crime,’ 'No, I'm even
more tough.’ It's all about ego and boastfulness,” says Wetterling.

Wetterling says she wants public policy to be effective. She says broad sweeping laws
that treat all offenders the same waste resources and lives,

Wetterling recently met a 10-year-old boy going through sex offender treatment. She
says the boy was sexually abused, and later was convicted of abusing a young cousin.

"He finishes his sex offender treatment program and then he goes home to another
state, and his picture is on the Internet while he goes back to middle school. What are
the odds that kid could ever make it?" says Wetterling.

"We have to treat juveniles differently. It just doesn't make sense," adds Wetterling.
"We're setting up an environment that's not healthy. It's just anger driven, anger and
fear. It's not smart, and it doesn’t get us to the promised land."”

Conventional wisdom is that increasing public awareness of individual sex offenders wili
reduce sex crimes.

RESEARCHER: LAWS ARE COUNTERPRODUCTIVE

"Overall, we don't have very much evidence to support the idea that knowing where sex
offenders live actually protects children, or reduces the number of sex crimes in our
communities,” says Jill Levenson, author of "The Emperor's New Clothes," an
examination of sex offender potlicy.

Levenson teaches at Lynn University in Florida, and compares sex offender laws with
research to see if the laws are making a difference.

Levenson says telling the public where the most dangerous sex offenders live might

"The damage help prevent crime. But she says posting every offender's picture
that's being is counterproductive,

done by ’

making him "When you're looking at a sex offender registry online, and you
register as a see a pedophile with several arrests and many, many victims, right
sex offender next to a picture of the 19-year-old with the 15-year-old girifriend.
is long term. It becomes very difficult for the public to differentiate and know
T:us will who's truly dangerous, and how to protect themseives from those
tah\i’:alri:i.""aum people," says Levenson,

- Mary Duval, In many states, community notification has expanded to include
mother of 8 restrictions on where sex offenders can live, or requiring all sex
registered sex offenders to wear electronic monitors, despite evidence those sex
offender offender management tools don't work well when broadiy applied,

Jill Levenson says the research is clear -- making outcasts of sex
offenders often makes them more dangerous.

"They need to have a place to live, they need to be able to get jobs. They need to be
able to support themselves and their familles,” says Levenson. "And without those
things, they're going to be more likely to resume a life of crime. That's not a debate,

that's a fact.”

Ricky says he knows what it feels like to be an outcast. His picture has been posted in
the local grocery store, he can't hang out with his teenage friends, and his family has
moved twice because of harassment.

Mary Duval says being publicly identified as a sex offender has changed her son's life.
She worries telling his story publicly might bring a backlash. But she wants lawmakers to

http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2007/06/1 1/sexoffen...
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know what happened to a teenager who made a mistake.

"I know tons of parents on the Internet with boys similar to mine, and they're scared,”
says Duval. "I've been advised not to talk to reporters, not to speak out, because it
could bring bad things to my family or Ricky. I refuse to be silent. I'm going to fight this
and fight this, until someone listens.”

Mary Duval Is fighting one of the unintended consequences of getting tough on sex
offenders.

A sex offender label means many see her son as dangerous, likely to re-offend, and
someone who probably can't be rehabilitated. Those are among the common
perceptions held by legislators who write sex offender laws.

Experts say applying the same laws to Ricky and a violent predatory rapist makes for
bad public policy.

©2007 Minnesota Public Radio | All rights reserved
480 Cedar Street, Saint Paul, MN USA 55101 | 651-290-1212
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From: Patty Wetterling <y

To: James Gilson <James.Gilson@opd.state.nj.us>
Date: 7/11/07 1:11PM

Subject: Re: NJ Public Defender: Regarding Adam Walsh Act
Hi Monica,

You can feel free to use my comments from the MPR interview. | haven't followed the changes proposed to
the Adam Walsh Act and won't be submitting anything. My biggest concern was including juveniles in the
websites and treating them the same as the more dangerous predators. Too often legislators use too broad
of a brush and try and paint all sex offenders the same and they are not. The reality is that when these
guys are released from prison we WANT them to succeed. That would mean no more victims. | don't
believe we have set up a system that encourages or even allows them opportunities that are known to help
released inmates succeed. They need a place to live, they need work and they need some type of
continued support, ie: family, therapy, groups etc...Just a few thoughts...

| appreciate your work on this.

Patty

James Gilson <James.Gilson@opd.state.nj.us> wrote:

Dear Mrs. Wetterling,
My name is Monica Raj and | am an intern with the Special
Hearings Unit of the New Jersey Office of the Public Defender. As a
part of my internship | am learning about sexual offenses and the
experiences of registrants under Megan's Law after imprisonment. After
reading the Adam Walsh Act, | am currently providing comments on the
proposed federal changes to the act. | recently read about your
interview on Minnesota Public Radio and | found your comments very
enlightening. | would like to learn more about your position regarding
‘the Adam Walsh Act. | was wondering if you have a few minutes to discuss
with me your position. | would also like to know if it is acceptable to
you, in my memorandum, to include the statements you made on the
Minnesota Public Radio. Lastly, | was wondering if you plan on
submitting comments on the federal changes that the Attorney General has
promulgated. If you are submitting comments, it would be so helpful to
be able to read them because | would like to make my comments consistent
with what you may be submitting, if possible. Feel free to reply to
this emait and | can cali you at a time that is most convenient to you .
Thankyou so much for your time and | look forward to hearing from you

soon.

Kind Regards,

Monica Raj

Notice:

This e-mail Message and any attachment to this e-mail message
contain information that may be legally privileged and confidential
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from the State of New Jersey, Office of the Public Defender. If you
are not the intended recipient , you must not review, transmit, print,
copy, use or disseminate this e-mail or any attachments to it.

If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify

us by return e-mail or by telephone at 609-292-7087 and delete this
message, Please note that this e-mail message contains a forwarded
message or is a reply to a prior message, some or all of the contents
of this message or any attachments may not have been produced by the
State of New Jersey, Office of the Public Defender. This notice is
automatically appended to each e-mail message leaving the State of
New Jersey Office of the Public Defender
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July 20, 2006

The Honorable Jucge Willizam Meehar
Bercen County Supenor Court

=0 Main Strest

Heckansack, New Jersey 07601

We are writino on behalf of who Is waiting for his upcoming Tier
iearing scheduled for July 26, 2006. was charged with endangering the
welfare of a minor at age 19, and appeared in court recérty afier missing several
progcation appeintments, was sentenced to 180 days 'n the Bergen County Jail.

We fecl compeiled to intercece for this young man dus to the extentating

- circumstances ungerlying his case, Itis our intention to advocate for him in place of his

deceased mother (she died of a8 drug overdose when was a baby) and to supnort
his father, , whose :ife has been filled with nothing but adversity and strife.
It wouic be unrea’iszic to expect t¢c navigate the ‘egal system effectively all
aiene. In gooc conscience, we carnct stand by silently knowing thers is pertinent
informetion that may in fact shed light on this case &nd ultimately serve 2s a catalyst
for 3 more positive cutcome.

was a high scnocl c.assmate of cur son, also named ,at the
Commianiyy High Schoo!l in Teaneck. This is a “special education” school whose mission
s to educate studerts of average ard above IQ, but who also suffer from significant
attertional dzficits and/cr learning disabilities. We rave known for aimost five
years, anc in that time he has become our son’s closest friend. They share many ¢ the
same chellenges, especially when it comes to “me managemen®, impulsivity, anc
urcersienaing the severity their acon’s consequences,

In many ways both are the same, both born with neurolcgical a2nd
developmental impairments that impact every aspect of their lives in ways you could
nct imagine unless vcu are the parentliving with an LD child. However, there is sre
major difference benween these Hoys., Qur nas had the benafit of an intact family
Wi can provide the structure that he lacks yet desperately needs on a 24/7 basis,
Unfcrtunately, does rot have the same network it takes to help him combat
being peen born heroin acaicted, alorg with ADHD (Attention Defic: Hyperactivity
Cisorder) anc OCD (Gbsessive Compuisive Disorder). The behaviors resulting from
these disorcers are reither a choice nor intentionai. These disabilities are
neurediciogical impairments as proven by scientists a* the NIMH (Nationai Institute of
Mental Heeltn) and documented by the New Engiard Journal of Medicing i1 1990, They:
create 3 multiply handicapping invisitle condition that prevents patients from meeting
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so calied “normal” or “reasonable” expectations, such as being on time, keeging
appointments, and staving out of the wrong piaces with the wrong pecple. Although it
is now 2006, our legal, probation, judicial, anc correcticns systems lag behind the
mecical community in recognizing the gravity of these disabilities. Before we can have
tree sustice for ail, we need to educate aii parts of society simultaneousiy. Only then
will it become clear that people like are not criminals, but victims of birth
defects that are 1o less crippling than ery prysical handicap. Although a blind person
would never te blamed for walking inzo trouble, -is being blamed for the
very same thing. He is beirg punished for being borr with genetic disatilities which
impair his iudgment and ability to plan/manage time. He ‘s guiity of falling into a
vicious cycle of being unable to focus well enough to work steadily; without a steady
ich, there is no medical insurance; without insurance, there is ro money for medication;
without rrecication, he can* hold a job. He is penslized by a point system whereby he
has accumulated numercus points against him for exhiditing every classic symptom of
ADHD and CCD without the proper medication, If tier level is to te
getermined solely by an excess of points without any consideration for kis disab’ities,
then he will se sentenced for the crime of being born with a hidden hancicap.
wi'. be listed on an Internet Public Registry of sex o'Fenders which wili falsely

sortréy him as a criminal predater instead of a iearning disablac kic whe was deait 5
bad “hzand in life,

Any Tier Classification other ther number 1 will only serve to exacerbate this
young man’s problems. He will be sertenced to more mandatory meetings, obstacles,
and restriciors that wil only create increasingly higher expectations for him to mest.
will be doomed to live with the system watching over his shouider just waiting for
him to stsp on a ¢crack in the sidewaik, thus constituting future vidlations, which will
fanc him back in jail. A Tier rating of 2 or higher wiii undcubtedly cendern him to
more ‘rustration, failure, and wasted potential.

Tha devastating rnalitv is that these hidden disabilities are netr outgrown or cured
by the legal age of 18, 21, or any cther age. They persist througn life making the
school te-viork-transition into the acult worc chaotic and paralyz.ng. has
I"era!’y lost countless jobs and friendships cue to the OCD symptoms he struggles witn

very day. His symptoms (c'ﬁaractﬂr zed by repeatec and excessive
“'ashsrg/showermg) have delayed him for 2, 3, 4 or more hours at a tme in a smple

attempt to leave the house, whether it be for schoc!, work, cr even parties. No
er“p ‘oyer or probation officer, and sadly very few friends, car uncerstand how
Lncorscious'y becomes frozen in time whiie the clock keeps on ticking., Withcut the
right medicat 0n or support difficulties ‘n planning, dacision making, impulsivity, low self
esteem and lack of success have leed him into ¢eprassion and subsequent

e:,pms:bl" pehavior. Statisticaily, boys afflicted with ADHD/LT are already at 2
higher risk for substance abuse as a form of se’f megication thar their peers. According
to the LDA (Le2arrning Disabilities Association of America), more than 60% are
unemployec after leaving the structure of a special education high school and cver 30%
are arrested before their 237 birthday. Is it 2ny surprise that has
experiencad ¢ myriad of tynical ADHD/OCD difficuities and now stands here before you?

(o)



.smoking pot has become the norm)

He 15 an unfortunate exemple ¢f 8 kid who fell through the cracks of cur social system.
We intentionally use the word “kid” because in spite of his chrenological age which
iegally defines him es an zdult, his psychologica! limitations cause his emotional
maturity to be at the level of a ycungster.

Despite being born with the odds stacked against him, he has remained 2
remarkably kind, gent'e, sensitive, compassionate (albeit confusec) kid. The night
triggering this whole mess was a simple New Year's house party among longtime family
friencs. Tre grcwnuos anc tesns were only @ room apart. Just as maturity is
that of a boy, not ¢ man, the young Sparish girifriend was on the ‘evel of a blossoming
woman, not & !'t‘!e girl. Having an adolescent crush on her dream boyfriend, she made
advances toward Hoiicay champagne and improber medicatior dosagas d’\r’t
TiX — neavy petiing ensued; ail the '-.A.'hile her mother was within earshot. These tecsns
didnt dc enything d¥ferent than what is written in Shakespeare’s classic "Romeo and
Juliet — she was not yet 1< yeers of age ...... “ this is considered to be a classic English
Literature -equirement studied in colleges all over the world. One cannct escape the
teenzge prem,scuity so orevalent in our middle and high school settings today. If every
Jnderage teen that experimentec or engagad in sexual contact were prosecuted,
convicred, and sentenced by the courts, then 75-50% would be labeled as sex
offenders. After the young !ady ir question wes d'scovered by ner grandmother, her
enbarrassment znd “ear of repercussions causzd her story to dsintegrate intc &
narrative account peinting the ‘inger of bizme toward . Now, insteac of going 6
to 2 colege darm as most of his peers have gone, (where ironically casuai sex ard
nas been hranded as 3 sex cffence-
and senrt to jail. What a terridle lifelorg price to pay for a teenage indiscretion. Wher
s the justice in his case? He is o more 2 sexual pradator in our society than a iost

_puppy The idea that Megan’s Law does not discr'minate hetween an infatusted

senzger and the 33 vear old monste r—"vho murdered 7 year old

¥ I gan Karka is absolutaly tudicrous.

With regard to CSL (Community Supsarvisior for Life), it was never the intention
of Megan’s Law to brand ar 2bsent mnded love struck teenager as 2 “threatening
precatcr” subsequently forcing him o I've out the rest of his life under a black cloud of
suspicion. The original mission of Megan’s Law was to creats a tracking systam for evil
pecophiles tnat prey upan smail children. T can say this because I spoxke to Megan’'s
moiher, . personelly on July 19, 2006. She explained to me that “her
intention was to crezte legislation preventing any other family from suffering their
famrily’s loss.” She specifically said, “s1e meant to label men in their 30' from attacking

ttle giris in <indergarten cr first grade, rot teerage couples” -leads a
crusade to protect young childrer: from the clutches of grown men wno are c¢hiid
molesters, Presentiy, the 2Wr scn is naw 21 years old, feels that

procecutmo misguided teenage "oup 'es for @ 4 or 5 vear age diference is 3
"misinteroretation of Megan's Law” and in no way should “teenage boys !ike.

ever be compared to sexuai sctiopaths.” Since she has heard of many cases
with similar circumstznces to those of is currently workirg
on new leg's et'on o discriminate between tru2 precators and naive teenagers.
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is truly 3 remarkable woman who listened with great compassicon to

story. She assured me that she would centinue to work to change the
law, with boys like in mind, so that they would never even have to stand befc-e 3
Tier Hearirg at ail, muach less be .abeled on the Internet. She even went so far to say
that she vioulc pray for and any others may suffer from any misinterpretation of 3
law passed in her caughtar's memory. If Megan's own mother can see that imposing.
the stigme of a sex offender Lpon ~ fer life is nct 3 soiation, how can you
judge kim any differently?

The tragic irony in ali this is that was so embarrassed by the charges
nreviousy filed against him, that he kept his past a secret from us unti: it was too late.
Me was &fraid thart if we knew about the accusations against him, we would no jonger
permit our son to maintgin his friendship. This was indezd biggest
misteke. On the contrary, if we had only known of his plight, all this turmoil could have
sesn avoided. We would heve insured that he fc ow t‘-rough with every recuiremrent
of his orobaticn. We wou.d have bzen wiling {(and stili would be) to bring Fim to every
zppointnrent on time without faii. It is obvous that he gravitatsd o our home in search
of the order and stabitity ke lacked from within. Although he is totally disorganized on
his cwn, whenever he is in cur presence wWe can Lrequivoca.iy state that he is @ model
cf good behavior and the epitome ¢f Good manners, What desperately

—— . needs is te structure and support that can be provided by loving family, not 2 jail. We
nave ceme te think of as one of our own sors 3nd feel 't would be a miscarriage
of justice if h2 is ‘orced o pay the price for the crme of being in the wrong place at the

wrong time - a victim of circumstance.

No child asks to be born with lezrning disadilities. We are all responsible for
protect’ng and upholding the nohts of these young pedple in their efforts to beteme
productive citizens in our society, not casua'ties of an uninformed system, To Th's end,
we have attached a packe: of 'natenal on learning disabilities. As explained in thase
cocLments, learning cisabilities constitute a lifelong hidcen ’PPCxcaomrc conditicn tha*
cannot be ngwo*ed when examining or judging behavior. It is imperative that governing
authorities gain expertise in tn's field to accurataly differertiate between behaviors
resulting from learring disabities versus intentional misconduct. This will determine
whetner or not the constitutionai rignis of any leerning cisabled person in our cou™
systam are zroperly served. future chance fer justice depends upon this

premise.

Ve hooe you find tn's information valuable when considering case.
Feel free to contact us ot anytime — w2 are willing to nelp 'n any way we can,

Sinceraly,

1)
L)
i
Y]
(W]



OFFICE OF THE JUVENILE DEFENDER

6 Baldwin Street, 4™ Floor
Montpelier, VT 05633-3301

Phone (802) 828-3168

Robert Sheil, Esq.
Fax (802) 828-3163

Dotty Donovan, Investigator
Barbara Gassner, Investigator

July 26, 2007
VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

Laura L. Rogers, Director

SMART Office~—Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice

810 7" Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20531

-~ Re:  OAG Docket No. 121--Comments on Proposed to Interpret and Implement the
Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA)

Dear Ms. Rogers:

My name is Robert Sheil and | am the supervising attorney in the Vermont Office of the
Juvenile Defender. Our office would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Proposed
Guidelines that the U.S. Department of Justice is considering with regard to how best interpret
and implement the Sex Offender Regrstratron and Notification Act of 2006 (SORNA). Our office,
for the policy reasons set forth below, is opposed in general to the applrcatton of SORNA to
youth who are under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court system. We are also partrcularly
concerned with certam aspects of the Proposed Gusdelmes as noted below.

" The Vermont Ofﬁce of the Juvemle Defender is‘an ofﬁce w1thm the Ofﬁce of the
Defender Gerieral. The Office of the Defender General is the entity in Vermont that provides
public defender representation. The Office of the Juvenile Defender provides ongoing post-
dispositional legal representation to children and youth who were the subject of petitions filed in
juvenile court alleging that they were délinquént, abused; neglected, abandoned, or )
unmanageable and who were placed in the custody of the Commissioner of the Department for
Families and Children as a result of those proceedings. Our officé alsc pr'oVides representation to
children who are placed in Vermont’s sole detention center provides training:to Guardians ad
Litem, and offers testimony before the Leglslature on ploposed legislation relatmg to Juvenlle
Justice and child welfare issues. I, personally, sit on al number of standmg commrttees that _

address juvenile justice issues. o T S R R

Research , Including that Sponsored by the U. S. Department of Justlce lndrcates that
Inclusion of Youth in the Application of the Proposed Guidelines is Contrary to the Basic
Tenets of the American Juvenile Justice System
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The application of SORNA to youth is contraindicated by a large body of research,
including research sponsored by the U.S. Department of Justice.

According to the National Center of Sexual Behavior of Youth (NCSBY), a training and
technical assistance center developed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention and the Center on Child Abuse and Neglect at the University of Oklahoma Health
Sciences Center, juvenile sex offenders engage in fewer abusive behaviors over shorter periods
of time and have less aggressive sexual behavior." In addition, the recidivism rate among
juvenile sex offenders is substantially lower than rates for other delinquent behavior (5-14% vs.
8-58%). In fact over 90% of youth arrested for a sex offense are never rearrested for another
sex offense, even though the youth may be arrested for other non-sex offenses typically related

to juvenile delinquency.2 :

The Center also found that youth are more responsive to treatment than adults and that
they are less likely than adults to re-offend given appropriate treatment. In other words, youth
whose conduct involves sexually inappropriate behavior—even when assaultive—do not pose
the same threat in terms of duration or severity to public safety as do adults.

For these reasons it is not good public policy to include in public sex offender registries
for periods of 25 years to life youth adjudicated in juvenile court.

The Effective Treatment and Rehabilitation of Youth will be Compromised by the
Application of the Proposed Guidelines to Them

The application of SORNA to youth is contrary to the core purposes, functions and
objectives of our nation’s juvenile justice systems in that it strips away the confidentiality and the
overall rehabilitative emphasis which form the basis of effective intervention and treatment for

youthful offenders.

It is imperative to keep in mind that youth implicated by the Act have not been convicted
of any criminal offense. States' legislatures and prosecuting authorities have affirmatively acted
to distinguish juveniles committing delinquent acts from adults committing criminal acts. These
children have been adjudicated delinquent and, by virtue of that adjudication, have been found
to be amenable to treatment and deserving of the opportunity to correct their behavior without
being subjected to both the stigma and perpetual collateral consequences that typically
accompany criminal convictions. Subjecting juveniles to the mandates of SORNA interferes
with and threatens child-focused treatment modalities and may significantly decrease the

effectiveness of the treatment.

SORNA as applied to youth will have a chilling effect on the identification, adjudication
and proper treatment of youth who exhibit inappropriate sexual behavior. Parents, rather than
recognizing the value to their child of holding him or her accountable, will be more inclined to
hide their child's problem and not seek help when they learn that their child may be required to

register for life as a sex offender.

In addition, public'registration and community notification requirements can complicate
the treatment and rehabilitation of these youth. Youth required to register have been known to
be harassed at school, forcing them to drop out. 3 The stigma that arises from community



notification serves to “exacerbate” the “poor social skills” many juvenile offenders possess4

destroying the social networks necessary for rehabilitation.s

The Guidelines, if Applied to Youth, Will Place Youth in Harm’s Way and Pose a Much
Greater Risk of Exploitation

If SORNA is applied to youth it will expose those youth to adult predators who are
untreated or have not been rehabilitated by treatment. This is in direct conflict with the Act's
public safety objective of “protect{ing] the public from sex offenders and offenders against

chiidren.”

Pedophiles and other adult sex offenders, who exploit and abuse youth will be much
more likely than the general public, to access the registry via the Internet and identify
adjudicated youth in any and every community. Moreover, the youth's exposure will not be
limited to the Internet. Pursuant to SORNA, four times a year these youth will have to report to
a centralized location to provide certain updated information--bringing them into the physical
presence of others and making abusive and exploitative actions against them much easier for
adults still engaging in sexually inappropriate and abusive behavior.

At a Bare Minimum the Guidelines Should Allow for Judicial Discretion in Cases of Youth
Adjudicated as Juveniles

If the Attorney General persists in his belief that SORNA be applied to youth adjudicated
solely within the juvenile court system, the Department should allow judges to exercise
discretion when determining whether and how a youth must register as a sex offender.

To date, all 50 states and the District of Columbia allow for the prosecution of serious
youthful offenders in adult criminal court. Five states (HI, KS, ME, MO, NH) grant authority to
the judge to make the decision to transfer a youth to adult court after a finding of probable cause
and a determination that the juvenile court system cannot properly address his or her treatment
needs. Fourteen states (AZ, AR, CA, CO, FL, GA, LA, MI, MT, NE, OK, VT, VA, WY) give
prosecutors, instead of judges, the discretion to decide whether to charge certain juveniles in
adult courts. Twenty-nine states (AL, AK, AZ, CA, DE, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, LA, MD, MA, MN,
MS, MT, NV, NM, NY, OK, OR, PA, SC, SD, UT, VT, WA, WI) automatically transfer juvenile
cases for certain types of crimes. Only two states (NY, NC) have lowered the age at which
children are considered adults in the criminal system, transferring all crimes by 16- or 17-year-

olds to adult courts.®

Thus, if a youth is being adjudicated within the juvenile court system, the state
legislature, the prosecutor and/or the judge have made a determination (1) that the youth's
offense does not warrant criminal prosecution, (2) that the youth is entitled to the protections of
the juvenile system and, above all, (3) that the youth and the public are best served within the
juvenile system. The fact that the court has taken or retained jurisdiction argues against
mandated and indiscriminate registration requirements and instead supports a policy of judicial
discretion on a case-by-case basis subject to certain criteria.

For example, Arizona, lowa, Montana, Ohio, Okiahoma, Oregon, Texas and Wisconsin
all currently allow for some judicial discretion when determining whether a youth adjudicated
within the juvenile court system is required to register as a sex offender.



Those states that allow for the exercise of judicial discretion in cases of youth who have
been adjudicated within the juvenile court system should be deemed to have substantially
implemented the SORNA standards with respect to the Registration Requirements and
Community Notification Standards.

Public Registration and Community Notification Requirements Should not be Required
for Youth Adjudicated within the Juvenile Court System

In the event that the Attorney General continues to insist that youth adjudicated within
the juvenile court system be required to register as sex offenders under SORNA, the Guidelines
should allow for the creation and/or maintenance of a separate juvenile registry. Access to such
a registry by the relevant authorities but not by the general public would be sufficient to protect
the public safety and victims. This type of registry would allow for the states, via the courts or
some designated agency, to determine whether community notification is required. Such
allowances will serve the public safety purposes of the Adam Walsh Act while helping youth in
treatment and innocent family members maintain some privacy. ‘

SORNA if applied to delinquent youth will disrupt families and communities across the
nation because SORNA stigmatizes not only the youth, but the youth's entire family, including
the parents and other children in the home. In the overwhelmingly majority of cases, the

——address and telephone number the youth will be required to provide will be the family’s home
address and telephone number. The school information the youth has to provide will be the
same school currently or soon-to-be attended by a sibling. The vehicle informatior the youth
will be required to provide will be the registration information for any vehicle owned by one or

both of the youth's parents.

For like reasons the mandates and restrictions associated with SORNA impact not only
the youth, but the entire family, particularly in terms of where registrants can live, e.g.,
prohibitions against living within so many feet of a school or a park.

It is essential that the federal government must be vigilant in its efforts not to promulgate
public policy that unnecessarily creates or exacerbates tensions within the family home. This is
critical in supporting families and their importance in creating strong communities. It is
counterproductive to formulate public policy that foments tensions in the home, the school and
between members of the same community, particularly where those tensions center on children
and families who need and can benefit from appropriate treatment.

Alternatively, the Guidelines should allow for the creation and/or maintenance of juvenile
registries that are accessible by the relevant authorities but not accessible by the public. ldaho,
Ohio, Oklahoma and South Carolina, for example, currently maintain non-public registries for
youth adjudicated within the juvenile court system.

When the Vermont Legislature discussed and debated proposed legislation in 1996 that
eventually established a sex offender registry in Vermont there was a decision made by the
legislature to exclude from required registration those youth who were adjudicated delinquent of
a sexual offense in juvenile court as opposed to convicted in adult (criminal) court. However,
any individual, including all children, against whom an allegation of sexual abuse has been



substantiated after investigation have their names placed on a child abuse registry even if a
delinquency is not filed in juvenile court or a criminal charge is not filed in adult court.

This registry is accessible to prosecutors, the attorney general, certain department
commissioners and to employers if such information is used to determine whether to hire or -
retain a specific individual providing care, custody, treatment, or supervision of children or
vulnerable adults. The employer may submit a request concerning a current employee, volunteer,
or contractor or an individual to whom the employer has given a conditional offer of a contract,
volunteer position, or employment. The request shall be accompanied by a release signed by the

current or prospective employee, volunteer, or contractor.

In addition, there are another two separate statutory provisions in Vermont law that
specifically provide notice regarding delinquent youth who have been adjudicated for any
delinquent act that involved any sort of sexual abuse, and these, provide protection for the
public. Under 33 V.S.A. §5529g(4) a victim of a sexual offense may request to be notified by the
agency having custody of the delinquent child before he or she is discharged from a secure or

staff-secured residential facility.

There is also an exception to the confidentiality of juvenile court records, found in 33
V.S.A.§ 5536(b) and (c) which mandates the family (juvenile) court to provide written notice
within seven days of a delinquency adjudication involving sexual abuse as well as certain other
listed crimes, to the superintendent of schools for the public school in which the child is enrolled
or, in the event the child is enrolled in an independent school, the school’s headmaster. This
notice is required to contain a description of the delinquent act found by the court. 33 V.S.A. §

5536a(d).

Both of these statutory schemes provide the type of public safety protections that are the
focus of SORNA and comply with the essence of the act.

States that create and maintain child abuse registries such as the one described above
should be deemed to have substantially implemented the SORNA standards with respect to the
Registration Requirements and Community Notification Standards.

Conclusion

The Vermont Office of the Juvenile Defender has always supported and will continue to
support efforts to hold offenders accountable, protect vulnerable populations and improve the
overall public safety for all communities and their citizens. However, for all of the reasons stated
above, we believe that the Proposed Guidelines that have, at present, been promulgated by the
Attorney General fail to take into account the inherent differences between adolescents and
adults and fail to recognize the growing body of knowledge regarding recent discoveries in the
area of adolescent brain development. The Proposed Guidelines negatively and unnecessarily
impact the short- and long-term rehabilitation of youth adjudicated within the juvenile court
system. We therefore urge the Attorney General to wholly or, alternatively, to limit their

application in the ways discussed above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Guidelines to interpret and
implement the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act, and we trust that our comments



will be given serious and thoughtful consideration. May we thank you in advance for your kind
consideration and attention to this matter.

Respectfully, [
e TR
Robert Sheil, Esq.

Vermont Juvenile Defender

% National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth, Center for Sex Offender Management (CSOM) and U.S.
~ Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (2001). Juveniles Who
Have Sexually Offended; A Review of the Professional Literature Report; available at

http://www.ojjdp. ncjrs.org/.
2 Zimring, F.E. (2004). An American Travesty. University of Chicago Press.

3 Freeman-Longo, R.E. (2000). Pg. 9. Revisiting Megan's Law and Sex Offender Registration: Prevention
or Problem. American Probation and Parole Association.
http://www.appa-net.org/revisitingmegan.pdf.

4 Garfinkle, E., Comment, 2003. Coming of Age in America: The Misapplication of Sex-Offender
Registration and Community Notification Laws to Juveniles. 91 California Law Review 163.

5 Ibid

* ® This past June, Connecticut raised the age of original juvenile court jurisdiction to age 17.



P.O.Box 9“494, Laguna Beach, CA 92652
phone: 800.573.8876 » fax: 949.499.8060
info@returninghomefoundation.org

July 27, 2007

Ms. Laura L. Rogers, Director
SMART Oftfice

Office of Justice Programs

United States Department of Justice
810 7th Street NW

Washington, DC 20531.

" Subject: OAG Docket No, 121
Dear Ms. Rogers:

We wish to make one comment upon the publication of Proposed
Guidelines to Interpret and Implement the Sex Offender Registration

and Notification Act .

As stated in the document entitled The SMART Office: Open_for Business,
“the Office is the primary contact point for all professionals in need of

assistance.”

Our comment: We believe a primary information point must be

provided for offendets as well.

''We are recommending that an easy to read/understand “Sex Offenders’

Guide to Obeying the AWA Law” be created AND provided to each
and every sex offender to whom it applies.




witle the acronym O1 your OIfice 5tands 101 DA LI N LILIL

SENTENCING, MONITORING, APPREHENSION,
REGISTRATION AND TRACKING, the mission statement is “to
assure that convicted sex offenders are prohibited from preying on
citizens through a system of appropriate restrictions, regulations and
internment”.

We believe the mission can only be accomplished if your office can
encourage sex offenders to register so you know where they are.

Unfortunately the law is already in effect. Enforcement is complex at
this time and information given to a sex offender requesting information
is disparate or incorrect. Many local law officials are not even awate of
its registration requitements. There are also discrepancies which cause
confusion: In California, for instance registration for Tier Il is once a
year, but the Federal Law requires two registrations per year.

Prosecution of individuals who have not been propetly informed will
eventially open up the program to challenges of breach of due process
ot entrapment. Many RSO’s ate homeless. Many on patole or probation
are forbidden computer access, so an information Website would be

useless.

Section 126 of SORNA offers SOMA Grants, but only as an aid for
registration and apprehension, not education. :

We would like to encourage a Grant therefore for dissemination of
information to the targeted individuals for whom this law was written-
namely the sex offender.

We would like to offer development of the Sex Offenders Guide

Booklet. We have the expertise. 1 would be happy to discuss our ideas
further and can be contacted at 800-573-8876.

Yo truly,
@u»‘«"i s

Carole Urie, Foundet




Rogers, Laura

From: Janet Neeley [Janet.Neeley@doj.ca.gov]
~ant: Thursday, July 26, 2007 7:46 PM

: GetSMART
uC: George Scarborough; john.isaacson@oes.ca.gov
Subject: Public Comments on Proposed Guidelines
Attachments: HTML

Adam Walsh public
comments fin... )
Attached are the official public comments from California on the proposed

Guidelines for SORNA. Please contact California Deputy Attorney General Janet Neeley if
there are any questions or issues concerning this submission at 916-324-5257 or
916-761-6070 (cell).

Janet Neeley

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential
~and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended

recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may
violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
communication.



California’s Comments On the Proposed National

Guidelines to the Sex Offender Registration and Notification
Act

Preliminary Comments

California is in the process of a four-year renovation of its sex offender registration database (the
Violent Crime Information Network, known as "VCIN"), and is in the process of contracting with a
vendor to build a modern computer database, following a year and a half process of strategic planning
for the new database in order to obtain bids. If the California Legislature adopts SORNA, software
modifications to the state’s new sex offender registration database will be necessary to permit many of
the required actions to occur. The renovation of VCIN is currently scheduled for completion in July
2010. It will be impossible for California to implement many of the proposed changes to California
registration and notification laws by July 2009 since software modifications required by adoption of
SORNA cannot be completed in California prior to the roll-out of the new state DOJ sex offender

registration database in July 2010.

-—Sealing a Juvenile Criminal Record

Sealing the juvenile record under current California law, which a court can order any time after the
juvenile reaches age 18, eliminates the duty to register as a sex offender. The issue of the impact of
sealing a juvenile record is not directly addressed by SORNA. California believes it is better policy for

' the states to allow trial courts to determine, in juvenile cases, whether a record should be sealed, which
would end the duty to register for that juvenile. Such a determination is based upon the individual risk
assessed for that particular juvenile, and better comports with due process than a blanket rule, such as
that stated in the Guidelines, which does not consider individual risk. The proposed National Guidelines
to SORNA (hereinafter "Guidelines") state that sealing a criminal record does not change its status as a
"conviction” for purposes of SORNA. (See Guidelines at p. 16.) Does this preclude ending the duty of
a juvenile to register upon the sealing of a juvenile criminal record? Would it show substantial
compliance with SORNA if a state law was enacted which limited the discretion of judges to grant
sealing of a juvenile record to cases in which the juvenile offender was shown to meet certain criteria,
including demonstrating that his assessed individual risk of recidivism was low and his potential for
violent or aggravated criminal behavior was low? .

Further, it is our understanding that if a juvenile record was sealed after release from supervision, prior
to the enactment of SORNA by the state, that such a juvenile would not have to register unless he or she
re-entered the justice system for another offense. If the person re-enters the justice system, and the
sealed record is still available, it is our understanding that the person will be required to register if the
juvenile sex offense is subject to SORNA. Is this correct?

Offenses against Children Younger than 12

The Guidelines state that juveniles who commit a covered offense against a child younger than age 12
must register. (Guidelines at p. 17.) However, specific criminal offenses in California against children
require that the child victim was younger than age 14 or, in the case of misdemeanor sex offenses,
younger than18. There is no way to determine from state records, retroactively, whether a past
adjudication was an offense committed against a victim younger than 12. Thus, California will be able

ﬂle://CRbééuments and Settings\rogersl\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK38B... 8/16/2007



to implement SORNA only prospectively as to this requirement. Implementation of this requirement
will require changing state law to require all criminal dispositions sent to the state Department of Justice
(DOJ) to include the age of the child victim. This entails mandating changes to court reporting forms on
convictions, which are the subject of public comment prior to change. The same changes to state law
and reporting forms will be necessary to determine whether a person is a Tier 111 offender, because
currently state criminal history or sex offender records will not record whether a victim was under 13.
Consequently, the state will never be able to determine from state records, retroactively, whether a
victim was under age 13 to classify an offender as Tier III.

Currently, because juvenile adjudications for registrable sex offenses are not publicly disclosed in
California, California does not submit them to NSOR. Does SORNA require their submission to

NSOR?

A juvenile whose offense was against a child under age 12 is subject to SORNA. (Guidelines at p. 19.)
Since California’s child molestation statutes involve either children under age 14 (Pen. Code, §288) or
children under age 18 (Pen. Code, § 647.6), it is not possible to determine under current California law
the age of the victim from court disposition documents provided to DOJ. California law would have to
be changed to require the victim’s age to be pled, proven, and specified on court disposition documents
and the abstract of judgment. Even though some sex offender registrants currently registering for a
juvenile adjudication in California may not be required to register under SORNA, the state would have
no viable way to determine retroactively whether the offense involved conduct other than force/threat of
“serious violence when the section of conviction included other contingencies; and no viable way to

determine the age of the victim of the offense.

nSexual act” is defined in SORNA as including oral-genital or oral-anal contact; genital or anal
penetration; and direct genital touching of a child under 16. However, a juvenile adjudicated for having
committed a lewd and lascivious act against a child under 14 (Pen. Code, §288), or for
annoying/molesting a child (Pen. Code, § 647.6), may not have committed a "sexual act" within the
SORNA definition. Again, state records will not disclose the nature of the act committed. Often, in
plea situations, no court records describe in detail the nature of the sexual act committed. Further, until
1995, California courts were not required to retain records on felony sex offenders, and it was not until
2006 that the courts were required to retain records on misdemeanor sex offenders. (Cal.Govt. Code, §
68152.) Thus, if California law was amended to require juvenile registration pursuant to the SORNA
definition of sexual contact, it would be impossible to determine, retroactively, which prior juvenile
adjudications were subject to the registration law. Prospectively, in order to implement SORNA’s
requirement for juveniles, the charging document would have to specify the nature of the conduct, and a
finding would have to be made on the record prior to judgment/plea; the finding of the nature of the
actual sexual conduct would then have to be included on the court disposition form sent to DOJ.
Alternatively, the nature of sexual contact for purposes of juvenile registration would have to be
expanded in California to include any conduct currently prohibited by Penal Code sections 288 and

647.6, and analogous offenses.

Juveniles required to register pursuant to SORNA must be posted on the public web site, regardless of
tier level—is this correct?

Foreign Convictions

‘The Guidelines require registration for those countries deemed to have a criminal justice system which
affords due process of law. (Guidelines at p. 18.) The web site referenced as listing these countries is
unclear regarding which jurisdictions qualify. A more recent and clear list of such countries should be
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included in the Guidelines.

Protected Witnesses

The Guidelines state that disclosure of information about protected witnesses will be made on a case-by-
case basis. (Guidelines at p. 22.) Such cases require extreme flexibility in the software which flags
violations and displays public data about offenders. California will not be able to incorporate the
necessary changes to its sex offender registration database to implement flexible treatment of protected
witnesses until its database renovation is completed. The completion date is July 2010.

Tier 11 Offenses

The Guidelines provide that any offense against a minor, even when age is not an element of the offense,
requires classifying the offender as Tier I (Guidelines at p. 25.) Again, since victim age is not reported
to DOJ on crimes in which age is not an element (such as sexual battery), California will not be able to
determine, retroactively, which persons fall into Tier II for offenses committed against minors when age
~ was not an element of the offense. Such persons’ tier level will be ascertainable only after changes to
state law occur, requiring pleading, proving and reporting victim’s age. (Please note that in 2006 the
California Supreme Court ruled that a pre-sentencing report by a probation officer is not a part of the
official court record, so we are unable to use such a report to ascertain a victim’s age, even if such a

__report is still available.)

Tier 111 Offenses

The Guidelines provide that a sexual act committed by force or threat requires Tier III classification.
(Guidelines at p. 26.) However, many forcible sex offenses in California include, under one offense
category, offenses committed not only by force or threat, but alternately by duress, menace, fear of
immediate bodily injury, etc. (See, e.g., Cal. Pen. Code, § 261(a)(2)~the definition of forcible rape.)
The state will not be able to determine, retroactively, which offenders fall into Tier III because a
conviction for such an offense may have been based on duress, etc., rather than force or threat. Unless
the Guidelines more broadly define this category for purposes of Tier I1I designation, California will not
be able to retroactively determine which offenders committed these offenses by force or threat in order

to classify them as Tier III..

Similarly, California will not be able to determine, retroactively, which offenders fall into Tier I1I based
on commission of an offense against a child under the age of 12 which was punishable for more than
one year. Since victim age has never been pled or proven (except when the offense requires an offense
either against a child under age 14, or under age 18), there are no state records which report the age of
the victims on sex offenses. In order to prospectively classify offenders as Tier 111 based on victim’s
age, state law will have to be amended to require pleading, proving, and reporting the victim’s age to
DOJ on every sex offense. This same problem exists in proving offenses against a child below the age
of 13 that are comparable to or more severe than abusive sexual contact as defined in 18 U.S.C. section
2244. (See Guidelines at p. 26.) Currently, California’s main felony child molestation statute requires

proving only that the victim was under age 14.

Tier Changes

‘When new sex offenses are committed, there may be an automatic change in tier level, requiring a
means of automatically flagging the person’s record when it results in a new tier designation. However,
appropriate software will be necessary to enable automatic tier changes to occur within the sex offender
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registration database after a new conviction, which will require an interface between the registration
database and the state criminal history database. If the state adopts SORNA, software modifications to
the new sex offender database, due for delivery in July 2010, will be necessary to permit such tier
changes to occur automatically when a new qualifying offense is reported, and to alert the state DOJ to
send a letter to the registrant detailing the new registration requirements for the new tier level.

Required Registration Information

A. Digital Access to Related Databases

California cannot, by July 2009, meet the requirement that criminal history and DNA information be
digitally accessible through either the sex offender registration database or links to other online
databases. (Guidelines at p. 28.) As noted above, California’s new software for its sex offender
registration database will not be completed until 2010. Thus, California will not have the capability to
digitally link its sex offender registration database to California’s criminal history database (Automated
Criminal History System), which contains DNA information, until July 2010 at the earliest.

B. Identifiers and Addresses; Volunteer Information

" California law and sex offender registration software will have to be changed to include the required
information on Internet identifiers and addresses. (Guidelines at p. 28.) This cannot be accomplished
until the renovation of VCIN in July 2010. The same is true for information regarding places where
registrants work as volunteers. Additionally, it appears that the location of agencies where registrants
work as volunteers must be publicly disclosed on the Internet-is this correct?

C. Digital Link to Registration Offense

Although the Megan’s Law Internet web site in California can provide a link to current criminal offense
statutes for California, which are available on the California Legislature’s web site, it is unable to
provide a link either to superseded statutes, which to our knowledge are not available on a publicly
accessible database, or to out-of-state codes, especially superseded ones. (See Guidelines at p. 34.) To
our knowledge, there is no public link for superseded state codes, and even paid databases such as
Lexis-Nexis provide access to superseded statutes only going back to the early 1990's. California does
not have a free database containing superseded state statutes, nor are we aware of any other state which
maintains such a database. As a result, in order to comply with this requirement, California would have
to create a separate database of superseded codes by keying in all past criminal offenses going back an
indeterminate length of years. This is not a feasible project. Even if such an effort was worth the time
and money, California could not create such a database for other states’ superseded codes. If the

~ requirement was prospective only, it might be possible to create a database of the sex offense codes in
California starting in the year of implementation, by scanning those codes into a separate database, but
again, our software for the new registration database could not link to such a superseded California
codes database until at least July 2010. It would make more sense for the U.S. Department of Justice to
compile a database of all the states criminal codes, both current and superseded, which all could access.
The current system used by California to obtain superseded out-of-state code sections, which are
necessary to evaluate out-of-state sex offenses to determine if they contain all the elements ofa
registrable sex offense in California, is to have the California State Library obtain and fax the pertinent
statute to state DOJ. If not obtainable from the library, prosecutors offices in other states have
sometimes found and faxed us superseded out-of-state statutes. Rather than requiring each state to set
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up a comprehensive database of superseded state codes, federal DOJ should establish such a database
that is accessible to the states.

D. Digitized Copies of Passport and Immigration Documents, and Driver’s Licenses

The Guidelines require digitized copies of passports, immigration documents and driver’s licenses to be
maintained in the sex offender registration database. (Guidelines at p. 31.) The availability of equipment
which can digitize such documents at local law enforcement agencies, which register sex offenders in
California, will be sporadic at best. It will be expensive and difficult for each registering law
enforcement agency to acquire the necessary equipment for this task. Further, the incorporation of such
digitized documents in our sex offender registration database may require further software development,

which at the earliest could be completed by July 2010.

E. Travel Routes and General Area of Employment

The Guidelines require that if a registrant travels for employment that the registration information must
~ include travel routes and general location information. (Guidelines at p. 31.) This information will be
vague and California questions the usefulness of its inclusion in the database, either to law enforcement

or the public.

_F. Status of Parole, Probation or Supervised Release and Qutstanding Warrants

The Guidelines require links between the sex offender registration database and supervised release and
warrant databases. (Guidelines at p. 34.) While California can link the sex offender registry beginning
in July 2010 to existing parole and warrant databases, participation by county probation departments in
the database for probationers (the Supervised Release File) is voluntary. Consequently, it does not
contain complete information on sex offenders on probation. Would a change to California law be
required to mandate full participation in this database by county probation departments in order to

substantially comply with SORNA?

G. Palm Prints

The Guidelines require digitized copies of palm prints to be included in the central registry or that there
be links to the palm prints if contained in another database. In California, registering law enforcement
agencies with Livescan capability can be required to send digitized palm prints to the state DOJ, and the
sex offender registration database can be linked to these images. However, many local registering
agencies in California do not yet have Livescan machines or the capability to obtain digitized palm
prints. Palm prints can be collected from registrants sent to California state prisons, which have
Livescan capability. However, probation departments may not have access to these machines in a
number of California counties. The cost of mandating that each local registering agency, county jail and
county probation office acquire a Livescan terminal in order to capture palm prints would be prohibitive.
Such agencies send hard copy fingerprint cards to DOJ when a Livescan terminal is not available to send
digitized fingerprints. Would substantial compliance require mandating the submission of digitized

palm prints in every case?

H. Driver’s Licenses

In order to link DMV software displaying driver’s licenses to the state sex offender registry, software
modifications will be required which again cannot be implemented at least until California’s new

database is scheduled for release in July 2010.
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I. Professional Licenses

The Guidelines require registrants to provide information about professional and business licenses.
(Guidelines at p. 32.) This information is not required under current California law. It will be necessary
to amend the software for the registration database (VCIN) to incorporate such information, which

cannot be accomplished until July 2010.

Disclosure and Sharing of Information

A. Radius Required for Public Internet Searches

The "radius set by the user" requirement is ambiguous. (Guidelines at p. 36.) Does it mean that the user
must be able to select any desired radius to search, or that the public web site simply needs to have a set
of values the user can select? In addition, does this apply to every search category? California currently
defaults to a one mile search radius, but allows the user to select 1/10 mile, 3/4 mile and 2 miles for

address, park and school searches. Is this sufficient?

B. Driver’s License Numbers Required to Be Displayed on Internet?

The Guidelines do not specify that the image of the registrant’s driver’s license is exempt from

__disclosure. (Guidelines at p. 37.) There appears to be no reason grounded in public safety concerns for
disclosing this information, and its posting presents a serious identity theft issue for registrants. The
final Guidelines should specify that these are exempt from public disclosure.

C. State Display of Registration Information Within Three Working Days

The requirement that the states display new registration information within three (3) working days
(Guidelines at p. 41) is not feasible. This gives local registering agencies only two days to input such
information to state DOJ. A more realistic deadline would be to give registering agencies 3-4 days to
input the registration data, and the state could then have it posted by the fifth working day after
registration. The Legislature would have to mandate that local law enforcement agencies provide
registration or updated information to California DOJ within two (2) working days, in order for DOJ to
be able to display it to the public within 3 working days. (See proposed Guidelines at p. 43.) Currently,
there is no statutory deadline for entering registration information into VCIN.

Additionally, this requirement poses a problem regarding public display of information about out-of-
state/foreign sex offenders. Although such an offenders can be required to register within the required
time period upon entering California, their information is not posted on the public web site until the state
DOJ’s Assessment Unit has determined, after legal review in most cases, that the person is in fact
required to register pursuant to California law. This assessment entails obtaining registration, court, and
other documents from the foreign jurisdiction, and can be a time-consuming process. However, until the
assessment is completed, and this time varies from case to case, there is no assurance that the out-of-
state registrant in fact is required to register under California law. Thus, public disclosure would be
premature. California law requires that either the person has a current duty to register in the state of
conviction, or that all the elements of the foreign offense are present in 2 mandatory California
registrable offense. In addition, a full assessment is required even for those who have a current duty to
register in another state because there are five exceptions to that requirement which necessitate a full
comparison of the elements of the out-of-state criminal offense and the comparable California offense.
California thus cannot post such offenders on the public web site until this assessment process is

completed.
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D. Information Mandated for Display or Exclusion from the Public Web Site

The proposed Guidelines require the state to display all required registration information on the public
web site except for the following: victim identity; Social Security number; arrests not resulting in
conviction; and travel and immigration document number. (Guidelines at p. 37.) The state may exclude
 the following information from the public web site, in its discretion: information about Tier I offenders
whose sex offenses were not against minors; names of employers of registrants; and names of
educational institutions where the sex offender is a student. SORNA and the proposed Guidelines
additionally mandate that certain information must be displayed on the public web site. California
already displays some of the required information. The following information which is not currently
displayed on California’s public Megan’s Law Internet web site, but which the proposed Guidelines
require the states to display, is as follows: the address of any place where the sex offender is or will be
an employee, and if no definite employment address, information about where the sex offender works;
the address of any place where the sex offender is or will be a student; the license plate number and
description of any vehicle owned or operated by the registrant; and e-mail addresses. Current registry
software cannot accommodate additional data fields. Consequently, even if state law was amended
sooner to require this additional information to be collected, it could not be displayed on the public web
site until the modification of the sex offender registry software, scheduled for implementation in July

2010.

_ Similarly, California does not currently include on its public web site the following information which
would be required to be displayed if SORNA is adopted: information about any place where a registrant
stays, on a temporary basis, for seven or more days, including identifying the place and period of time
the sex offender is staying there; information about travel routes when a sex offender’s job involves
habitual travel; professional or occupational license information; the address of any school (including
secondary schools) attended; descriptive information on watercraft and aircraft owned, including where
the boat or airplane is parked, docked, or otherwise kept; text of the registration offense, or a computer
link thereto; and the address of the registrant’s employer, including the address of an employer which is
an institution of higher education. Again, these data fields cannot be included in current state sex
offender registry software, nor displayed on the public web site, until full renovation of VCIN is

completed in 2010.

Similarly, California does not currently display sex offenders convicted of incest (Cal. Pen. Code, § 285)
because display may inadvertently disclose the victim. California also currently permits certain incest
offenders to be excluded from the public web site upon application to state DOJ. It appears that all
incest offenders whose victim was a minor must now be displayed on the public Internet web site~is this

correct?

E. Community Notification and Targeted Disclosures

The proposed Guidelines require that within three working days after an initial registration or any update
of registration, information must be provided to specified entities and individuals: (1) to the FBI if
required for inclusion in the National Sex Offender Registry; (2) to the U.S. Marshals Service, if
required by that agency; (3) other law enforcement and supervision agencies; (4) national Child
Protection Act agencies [child care providers background checks]; (5) schools, public housing agencies,
social service entities which protect minors, volunteer organizations in which contact with minors might
occur; any organization or individual requesting such notification. This requirement is satisfied if the
state requires that the updated registration information is included on sex offender web sites and posted
within 3 working days, and if the state’s web site includes a function under which members of the public
and organizations can request notification when registrants commence residence, employment or school
attendance within zip code or geographic radii specified by the requester, where the requester provides
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an e-mail address to receive such information, and an automatic update is sent to the requester when new
registration information is entered. (Proposed Guidelines at p. 43.)

The above automated notification system will have to be incorporated in California’s VCIN renovation
project. It cannot be implemented prior to July 2010. It will also require a change to state law to require
local law enforcement to input registration information within two working days. As noted above, this is
an unrealistically short timeline. Three days for local input and two for posting online would be more

feasible.

Additionally, the Guidelines require submission to NSOR, and notification to the U.S. Marshals Service,
as well as unspecified other federal agencies, every time a registration entry or update is made by a local
registering agency. In California, this seems to mean that hundreds of thousands of registration
transactions each year must be individually reported. Since the registration information is entered into
the state’s central sex offender registry, VCIN, and is also available to law enforcement via California’s
intranet Megan’s Law web site for law enforcement, California asks for clarification regarding whether
this information must also be electronically transmitted to the U.S. Marshals Service. It will be
automatically submitted to NSOR, but California believes that the three day deadline, as discussed
herein, is too short, and that a 4-5 day window would be more feasible, to allow local agencies 3 days to
input the data and 2 more days for the state to post and transmit such information.

_F. National Child Protection Act Agencies

The Guidelines require the state to conduct a criminal history background check on child care/elder care
providers. California already provides such checks; however, the Guidelines state that jurisdictions can
implement this by making criminal history information available within three business days.
(Guidelines at p. 43.) Does this mean background checks by the state Department of Justice would also
have to be accomplished within three days? If so, the timeline is unworkable. California is a closed
record state and is unlikely that the Legislature will change the system we now have, in which
background checks of criminal history information are conducted by the state, to allow others to access
criminal history information directly. Thus, more time must be allowed for the state to complete a

criminal history background check.
Where Registration is Required
A. Registration in County of Conviction

The Guidelines state that the jurisdiction of conviction is in a better position to register a sex offender
within three working days of release and therefore even if a sex offender is paroled to a different
jurisdiction, he must first travel to the jurisdiction of conviction to register within three working days.
(Guidelines at p. 45.) California understands this requirement to apply only when the registrant is
convicted in another state, and thereafter returns to the home state. Is this correct?

‘California questions the usefulness of this requirement since the offender will not yet have obtained an
actual residence address where he expects to reside. In California, if a person is convicted here of a sex
offense, the state registry will already have all the information needed about the registrant in the registry
from his pre-registration and his notification forms prior to release on parole or onto probation. The
only pertinent missing information is his actual address. He has to have proof of residence at a certain
address in order to register in California. If he is registering in California only because he was convicted
and released from custody here, he will not have an address which he can register. Is it intended that
California require he provide an address in another state where he expects to reside instead?
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B. Transient Registrants

The Guidelines require transients to register in the jurisdiction(s) where they "habitually

reside.”" (Guidelines at p. 46.) Presumably, this also means that when they change the area where they
habitually reside, they have to register that change in registration information. California intermediate
appellate courts held that a prior registration law (pre-1995) requiring transients to register where they
were located, and to re-register upon change of location, was unconstitutionally vague. Thus, California
law was amended and now requires simply that transients register every 30 days, in whatever
jurisdiction they are located. California cannot go back to the system now proposed by the Guidelines
because it has already been ruled unconstitutional, since a transient’s place where he habitually resides is
almost identical to the prior requirement that a transient register where he was located. California
requests clarification that its current system of transient registration every 30 days will be deemed in
substantial compliance with the Guidelines.

California also requests clarification of the posting requirements on transient information. Since
transients do not register at a particular location, they are required to list places they frequent on the
registration form but this information is not publicly displayed. Would its display be mandated under

the Guidelines?

C. Registration in Employment Jurisdiction

~The Guidelines state that registrants must register in the jurisdiction of employment. California

understands this to mean that if the registrant resides in California but is employed in another state, he
must register in both states. However, if the registrant both resides and works in California, the state can
permit him to register just in the jurisdiction where he resides, but he will be required to provide

_ information about his employment to that registering jurisdiction. Is this correct? California cannot

display on its public web site the additional data field of employment address at this time, which will
have to wait until implementation of the new database in 2010.

D. Registration in Jurisdiction of School Attendance

If adopted, the new law would also require registration in the jurisdiction where the person attends
school. California law already requires this for institutions of higher education, but the Guidelines state
that it also applies to secondary schools. (Guidelines at p. 47.) This means that registering agencies in
every jurisdiction with a secondary school will have additional registration responsibilities, or that the
agency with jurisdiction over the residence must also take information about the secondary school
attended (institutions of higher education register persons required to register on those campuses if a
police force exists for the campus). The new requirement means that state DOJ’s registration database
will have to have an additional field for secondary school attendance; again, this cannot be accomplished
until VCIN renovation in 2010 to add the data field to the registry, and also to post the school’s address
on the public Internet web site. ' '

Initial Registration

A. Forwarding Initial Registration Information to Other Jurisdiction

The Guidelines require that the initial registering jurisdiction forward the information to all other
jurisdictions in which the sex offender is required to register. (Guidelines at p. 48.) Can this be

accomplished by forwarding the information to the central registry at state DOJ, where it is then made
available on a law enforcement intranet web site as well as through VCIN?
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B. Retroactive Classes

The Guidelines provide that even though SORNA applies retroactively, if persons subject to SORNA
have been released from prison and supervision without being notified of the now-existing registration
duty under SORNA, they do not have to be notified and registered unless they re-enter the system.
Generally, retroactive application is not a problem in California since we have had lifetime registration
since 1947. However, until 1996 any registered sex offender who obtained a certificate of rehabilitation
was released from the duty to register; since 1996, certain categories of registrants are still released from
the duty to register upon obtaining a certificate of rehabilitation, including misdemeanor child molesters,
“who will fall into Tier II under SORNA. Will persons who obtained certificates of rehabilitation (or
whose juvenile records were sealed) and were notified that their duty to register ended now have to be
notified, if they re-enter the system, that the duty to register has been revived by SORNA?

C. Federal Parolees and Notification of Registration

The Guidelines state that federal parolees will be notified by the federal Bureau of Prisons of their duty
to register pursuant to SORNA. (Guidelines at p. 51.) It would be useful if the registrant was also
notified, pursuant to the notification law of the state to which the offender will be paroled, of the duty to
register in that state. California has a form which all state prisoners must complete prior to release from
custody, called the Notification of Registration Requirements form (DOJ form SS 8047). The states
could provide online access to such forms for the federal Bureau of Prisons to download the current

—forms, and the Guidelines could require all federal and military parolees being paroled to a particular
state to sign that state’s notification form prior to release, in addition to any federal notification form. A
copy of both the federal and state notification forms should then be forwarded, electronically or in hard
copy, to the state’s sex offender registration database, within 45 days of release. -

D. Forwarding Information about Registrants Entering the State

The Guidelines seem to require the state to notify individual registering agencies when it receives notice
that an offender from out-of-state or a foreign jurisdiction is expected to enter the state and register at a
particular location. (Guidelines at p. 52.) If the state receives such information, it will require new data
fields in VCIN to enter it, since there is currently no system for recording information on such a
registrant prior to his appearing at the local agency to register as a sex offender. VCIN cannot
accommodate such a new field until July 2010. Additionally, California questions whether this
guideline requires individual notification to a particular local agency in addition to entering the data that
the registrant is expected to reside in a particular jurisdiction within the state in VCIN, California’s

central sex offender database?
Keeping the Registration Current
dates Within 3 Business Days Are Require

The Guidelines require that the registrant keep his registration current in each jurisdiction where he
registers, including the jurisdiction where he resides, or is employed, or is a student. (Guidelines at p.
54.) This information must be "immediately" transmitted to all relevant jurisdictions and it is unclear
whether this can be accomplished simply by electronically forwarding the changed registration »
information to the sex offender registry at DOJ, where all agencies would have access to the information
via VCIN and the law enforcement intranet web site for Megan’s Law in California. However,
transmission to the state registry, where it is accessible to all relevant agencies, should be deemed to

suffice. California requests clarification of this requirement.
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B. Update of Registration Information in Various Jurisdictions Required

California’s understanding of the requirement to register a change in employment or campus registration
status is that it can be reported to the local agency designated by the state, so in California that would be
the agency with jurisdiction over residence for all changes except changes to campus status. (Guidelines
at p. 54.) Our further understanding is that only when the person registers in another state for
employment or school attendance is he required to report the change in each jurisdiction. Since all such
registration information is sent to the state registry at DOJ, all local police jurisdictions will be aware of
any change made in employment or student status via entry of the changed information into the state
database. There should be no need to electronically forward changes to registration information to
individual registering agencies, since all such agencies can view the updated changes in California’s sex
offender central registry, VCIN, as well as accessing those changes on the law enforcement Megan’s
Law intranet web site. (See Guidelines at pp. 55-56.) Thus, there would seem to be no need for
electronic forwarding of changed registration information, since he would have notified each state with
jurisdiction over residence, employment or campus status of any change to that status. Is this correct?

C. Failure to Appear

The Guidelines provide that if a sex offender who is expected to commence residence, employment or

school attendance fails to appear, the agency must notify the last registering agency of the failure.
(Guidelines at p. 56.) Does this mean that when a registrant notifies the last registering agency that heis

~moving, ending employment, or ending school attendance, that he is also mandated to provide the new

address or location where he expects to live next, if known; the name of a new employer, if known, and
the name of a new school, if known? In most cases, of course, the registrant will not know the new
address, employer or school. If such information is supplied by the registrant, it would be posted in the
state’s central registry, which is open to law enforcement. Again, this requires software changes to
California’s database which cannot be accomplished prior to July 2010. Does this also require a
separate electronic notification by the last registering agency to the proposed jurisdiction of new
residence, employment or school attendance?

D. Changes in Other Registration Information

The Guidelines require a registrant to immediately report changes to information on vehicles, temporary
lodging of seven or more days duration, and changes in Internet identifications/addresses. (Guidelines
at p. 56.) These are required to be transmitted electronically to all other registering agencies. However,
since these changes will be transmitted to the central registry, VCIN, and available for all other agencies
to view, there is no need for a separate requirement of electronic transmission to the other individual
registering agencies. California would like clarification that availability of this information to all
registering agencies in VCIN and Megan’s Law law enforcement sites obviates the need to separately
submit such information to other registering agencies. California understands that if another state is
involved (such as travel plans reported to another state), that California is supposed to e-mail the travel
update to the other states involved-is this correct? Would this transmission be to the state’s sex offender

registry, or to the county in which the offender plans to be in his travels out-of-state?

E. Reporting Residence, Employment or Study Abroad

The requirement that registrants report employment or study abroad (Guidelines at p. 58) will require
amending California law and registration forms. Under California law, registrants already report a
change of residence to a location outside the country. This new information cannot be incorporated into
VCIN until July 2010. California understands the requirement to notify all other registering
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jurisdictions to mean other states which maintain registration information on the registrant.
Transmission to other registering agencies within California is unnecessary, since the information will
be available to all agencies via VCIN and the law enforcement intranet web site for Megan’s Law.
Additionally, the U.S. Marshals Service can access both VCIN and NSOR, where the change in
registration will be entered, so there is no need for the registering agency or the state to directly notify
the U.S. Marshals Service. California requests clarification of this requirement.

Verification/Appearance Requirements

The Guidelines state that the update requirement applies to every registering agency, meaning that if the
registrant is registered in three different jurisdictions where he resides, is employed, and is a student, and
he was a Tier 11l offender, he would have to update every three months at each agency. (Guidelines at p.
59.) California understands this to apply only when the three registering jurisdictions are three separate

' states—not three local jurisdictions within California. Is this correct? California currently requires that
all updates be done at the agency which has jurisdiction over the residence, except for changes in
student/campus registration status. A registration change pertaining to school attendance status is done

"~ at the agency having jurisdiction over the campus. When registration is only in local jurisdictions within
California, all the agencies will be able to see the updated changes made by the other registering
agencies in both VCIN and the law enforcement intranet web site. California further understands that if
the registrant is registered in other states, that electronic notification directly to other registering
agencies of any change in California registration information is required (Guidelines at p. 60)-is this

. —correct?

It is possible that the myriad of new requirements being imposed on registrants via SORNA may
ultimately cause the courts to change their position on whether sex offender registration constitutes
punishment for purposes of the Constitution. In particular, due process challenges will become more
prevalent and may well be successful, if it appears that compliance with such a detailed law is
impossible or the burden too onerous. The burden imposed upon the registrant who is required to
update his registration every three or six months at each of several registering agencies, as well as to
immediately update other information which changes in the interim immediately, is not inconsequential
and may have adverse consequences when the law is reviewed in the courts.

Duration of Registration

SORNA sets minimums for duration of registration for each tier. (Guidelines at p. 62.) California has
lifetime registration, so this is not an issue as to most registrants. However, there is a group of
California registrants who are relieved after 10 years if they obtain a certificate of rehabilitation. The
statute can be amended to require the longer registration duration for those affected in that group, but
California has a question about retroactive application. If a person has already been relieved of the duty
to register by obtaining a certificate of rehabilitation, does SORNA require that if they come back into
the criminal justice system that they be notified of a renewed duty to register?

Additionally, the proposed Guidelines state that in order for a registrant to obtain a reduced duration of
registration, he must demonstrate a clean record. (Guidelines at pp. 62-63.) One requirement is that the
person successfully completed an appropriate sex offender treatment program. California does not
provide sex offender treatment for all its registrants. There is treatment for some high risk offenders
and, occasionally, certain other sex offenders, including juveniles. It is likely that many registrants will
meet all the criteria for a clean record except the one for treatment, because they were not offered
treatment in California. Would this preclude a reduction in the duration of registration period for those

offenders?
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Enforcement of Registration Requirements

The California public Megan’s Law Internet web site currently places a large check mark by the
offender’s name, when appropriate, to indicate he is not in compliance with the registration law. This
means he either has absconded or is late in registering or re-registering. The Guidelines indicate that the
web site must show when a registrant has absconded. (Guidelines at p. 65.) Is this requirement met by
the current system? If not, VCIN will have to be enhanced by a software modification, which cannot be
completed until July 2010. California does not believe that any process regarding an absconding
offender should commence until it is in fact verified by local law enforcement that a registrant has

absconded-not that he "may" have absconded.

The Guidelines state that a warrant must be sought for the arrest of a registrant who has absconded.
(Guidelines at p. 65.) Does this apply to registrants whose violation of the registration law is a
misdemeanor, as well as to those whose violation is a felony?

Would it suffice to enter the fact that an offender has absconded into California’s sex offender
registration database (VCIN) as well as on the law enforcement intranet web site, rather than
transmitting a direct e-mail notification by the state or local registering agency to the U.S. Marshals

Service?

The Guidelines indicate that if an offender fails to register on time, or complete a required update of
registration, including registration at his place of employment or school attendance, the law enforcement
agency with appropriate jurisdiction must be notified. (Guidelines at p. 66.) Does entry of the violation
into the sex offender registration database and law enforcement intranet web site constitute notlce or is

direct notice via e-mail or other electronic notification required?

If direct notification is required, an enhancement to VCIN may be necessary to deliver such notice
automatically to the registering agency, which change cannot be completed until July 2010.

Conclusion

The proposed Guidelines create a myriad of notification requirements, most of which should be satisfied
by the state’s entry in its central sex offender registration database, open to federal, state and local law
enforcement agencies, of all registration information about registrants. Instead, the federal law appears
to require direct e-mail notifications in many situations, which is a serious resource and workload issue.
Further, the Guidelines create so many new requirements for registrants that it may well be increasing
the chances of successful due process challenges to the new federal law. Finally, unless the registration
requirements for Juvemles can be modified regarding required Internet display of juvenile sex offenders
and duration of registration for low risk juvenile offenders (as determined by a court), there may be

issues regarding the appropriateness of adopting of SORNA.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the

use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use

or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including

the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended

recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the

communication.
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B_osenggrten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura
Sent: , Wednesday, August 01, 2007 8:17 PM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

1bject: Fw: NYS comments on AWA Guidelines
Attachments: NYS comments AWA Guidelines. pdf
Clark,
More comments.
Thanks
----- Original Message -----

From: Martland, Luke (DCJS) <Luke.Mart1and@dcjs.state.ny.us>
To: Rogers, Laura

Sent: Wed Aug 01 14:35:07 2007

Subject: NYS comments on AWA Guidelines

NYS comments

. \WA Guidelines.pd.. .
Dearxr Dir ctor Rogers;

“Attached please find the comments submitted by New York State as to the Adam Walsh Act
proposed Guidelines. Please call me at the number below if you have any questions, or if
there are any problems with the attachment. I have also forwarded you a paper copy of this
letter.

Sincerely,

: Martland
.~ector, Office of Sex Offender Management New York State Division of Criminal Justice
ixvices

t Tower Place

\lbany, New York 12203-3764
.518) 485 1897
.uke.Martland@dcjs.state.ny.us
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STATE OF NEW YORK
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES
4 Tower Place
Albany, New York 12203.3 764

nup_;/jcrimigal|'ustir;g._sggte.ny. us

July 31, 2007

Ms. Laura L. Rogers
Director

SMART Office

Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice
810 Seventh Street, NW
Washington, DC 20531

Dear Director Ro gers:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Guidelines on the Adam Walsh
Act. In preparing the comments set forth below, advice was solicited from a number of State

registration requirement under the jurisdiction’s law; or (3) those who thereafter re-enter the -
state’s criminal justice system because of a conviction for some other crime (whether or not jt isa

sex offense).

The decision on retroactive applicability raises substantia] practical and policy concerns
that are more appropriately addressed by the individual states, The first and third guideline



categories will greatly expand the pool of registerable sex offenders in New York State. It will
also require the State to search the prior criminal history of each person entering the criminal
Justice system to determine whether, at any time in the past, he or she was convicted of, or
adjudicated for, a qualifying sex offense. This is both burdensome and unworkable because in
many cases older records will no longer be available, or they will be incomplete or inaccurate.
Some juvenile delinquency and youthful offender records will have been sealed or expunged. See
N.Y. Fam. Court Act §§ 375.2, 375.3 (juvenile delinquency records); N.Y. Criminal Procedure
Law § 720.35(2) (youthful offender records). This is consistent with New York’s long standing
policy that recognizes that young offenders have a strong potential for rehabilitation, and can be
more effectively redirected into becoming productive citizens if they are not stigmatized as
criminals or registered sex offenders.

Moreover, the expansion of the pool of registerable sex offenders will only exacerbate the

difficulties that states are now facing in finding appropriate housing for sex offenders. In New
York and in some other states, there are state or local restrictions that bar registered sex offenders

from living in certain areas. See Joseph L. Lester, Off to Elba! The Legitimacy of Sex Offender
Registration and Employment Restrictions, 40 Akron L. Rev. 339, 351-352 (2007) (“Nineteen

states and many other local communities have enacted residence restrictions on former sex
offenders, prohibiting them from living a certain distance away from schools, child-care facilities,
public swimming pools, public playgrounds, churches, or any area where minors congregate, . . .
."). Even apart from such legal restrictions, placement of offenders is often made more difficult
by community opposition. As a result, there is already a shortage of housing for the existing pool
of sex offenders, which in New York consists of those who have committed a sex offense more
recently. Any extension of the registration requirements to those who have committed sex crimes
in the distant past will exacerbate this housing shortage. In addition, it may have the unintended
consequence of undermining public safety by forcing offenders to become homeless or to go

underground, thus making it difficult to track their whereabouts.

Finally, we have grave concemns that the retroactive expansion of the registration
obligations to juvenile delinquents and youthful offenders will likely be constitutionally
challenged under the ex post facto clause of the federal constitution, and/or various provisions of
the State constitution. Past judicial decisions have upheld these requirements for adult sex
offenders. However, for youths who are already under supervision following a non-criminal
adjudication - entered without all of the procedural safeguards attending a criminal conviction
(see, e.g., N.Y. Family Court Act § 342.2) — the lengthy period of registration, the onerous
reporting requirements and the upsetting of sealing and expungement provisions leading to public
disclosure of their acts and of other personal information about them would be cited in serious
court challenges to a state statute compliant with the currently proposed guidelines.

1L Substantial compliance

SORNA vests the Attorney General with the authority to determine whether states have
passed legislation that “substantially implement[s)” the Act. According to the guidelines, the
SMART Office will make a case-by-case determination whether deviations from a requirement of
SORNA or the guidelines “will or will not substantially disserve the objectives of the ,
requirement.” The guidelines also recognize that states will have “some latitude” in meeting
SORNA’s “substantial” compliance standard, but the examples that are given of potentially
acceptable deviations from the SORNA requirements concern relatively minor administerial
deviations. This definition of “substantial” compliance should be broadened to allow states

2




greater latitude in deviating from SORNA, in particular with respect to the decision whether or not
to require registration of juvenile delinquents. -

SORNA requires states to register all juveniles over the age of 14 who are found to have
committed a qualifying sex offense, and to include information about them and their offenses on
the state’s publicly available website. For many states, including New York, this will require a
substantial change in the treatment of juvenile delinquents.

New York and almost half of the other states do not require registration of juvenile
delinquents. To the contrary, juvenile delinquency records are explicitly protected from public
disclosure by laws requiring that these records be kept confidential and/or that they be sealed or
expunged. See N.Y. Family Court Act §§ 375.2, 375.3, 380.1, 381.2; N.Y. Criminal Procedure
Law § 720.35. Shielding these juvenile delinquents from public scrutiny recognizes that
adolescents do not appreciate the consequences of their actions in the same manner as adults, and
that stigmatizing them as criminals will undermine their ability to redirect their lives, through
education and employment, into becoming fully functioning, law-abiding adults. Branding such
youths as sex offenders — through registration requirements and public posting of their identities
on the Internet — would be a paradigmatic shift in the state’s treatment of such offenders. And, in
combination with the residency restrictions discussed above, it could prevent juveniles from
reuniting with their families or reintegrating into their communities.

By the same token, New York also has a unique law that allows fourteen and fifteen year
old offenders who commit certain serious, sexually violent acts to be prosecuted as adults.! If
convicted, these “juvenile offenders” will receive sentences of imprisonment that eventually will
require their transfer to the adult correctional system, and require them to register as sex offenders.
See N.Y. Criminal Procedure Law § 1.20(42); N.Y. Penal Law § 30.00(2); N.Y. Correction Law §
168-a(1). While this juvenile offender option already requires registration of those youths who
commit the most serious sex offenses, it will not require that all juveniles over the age of fourteen
who commit qualifying sex offenses to register because persons adjudicated to be juvenile
delinquents, instead of being prosecuted as adults, are not subject to registration requirements.

The guideline definition of “substantial compliance” should be broadened to allow states to
make these types of policy choices with respect to juvenile registration. Indeed, because such a
large number of states have recognized that youths may be better served by such non-disclosure,
the guidelines should be aménded to recognize that a state may substantially comply with
SORNA, even if it chooses not to register juvenile delinquents whose cases have been adjudicated

in a Family Court rather than the criminal courts.

Additional flexibility should be written into the substantial compliance definition to permit
states to maintain a risk-based, rather than a strict offense-based, tier system. In New York, most
criminal charges are resolved by plea negotiations, which typically will include bargaining for the
particular offense to which the defendant will plead guilty. If the offense of conviction is the only

_determinant of which tier will control an offender’s registration obligations, it is anticipated that
defendants will be less likely to agree to plead guilty to more serious sex offenses. In a case with
a vulnerable victim, which a prosecutor will often be reluctant to bring to trial, this could result in

! In addition, the age of criminal responsibility in New York is sixteen. N.Y. Penal Law §
30.00(1). As a result, New York already routinely registers sixteen and seventeen year old sex

offenders.
3



the prosecutor agreeing to allow the defendant to plead to a low-level sex offense, and there would
be no opportunity to have the offender’s registration obligation turn on the seriousness of his or
her actual conduct. This would be an unfortunate and unintended consequence of a strict offense-
based tier system. An expanded definition of “substantial compliance” would, however, allow
states the flexibility to accommodate those features of their own criminal justice systems that,
while serving the purposes of SORNA, require different procedural and policy choices.

Finally, to the extent that the goal is to encourage all states to adopt SORNA in order to
facilitate the creation of a more uniform federal registry, it seems likely that a rigid and inflexible
" definition of substantial compliance that requires states to deviate from long-standing procedural
and policy choices will create disincentives for states to do so, especially when coupled with what
appear to be the extraordinary administrative and resource burdens created by SORNA. Giving
states more leeway in these areas will, by contrast, encourage them to pass legislation that will
serve the public safety objectives of SORNA, while still respecting and accommodating their own

state policies and procedures.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Guidelines on the
Adam Walsh Act. Although we strongly support sex offender registration, and doing everything
possible to protect our families and communities from sexual crimes, we have substantial concerns
about some aspects of the Adam Walsh Act. We hope that our concerns will be given serious
~ consideration, and that the final version of the Guidelines will address the issues discussed above.

Sincerely,

Do ez Aol (

Denise O’Donnell Georgé B. Alexander

Commissioner Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services NYS Division of Parole
Ofiyy Lo, €4 o
4 ., ;
G]ﬁdys Chrrion / Brian Fisher
Commissioner Commissioner -
NYS Office of Children & Family Services NYS Department of Correctional Services

’0 . /
D 7 ,.[Qﬂ/éz://rf B e
Beth Devane

Chair
NYS Board of Examiners of Sex Offenders
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Rosengarten, Clark

From: Rogers, Laura on behalf of GetSMART
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 10:49 AM
To: Rosengarten, Clark

Subject: FW: Hawaii's Response to SORNA

Attachments: Response to SORNA.doc

From: Norma Ueno [mailto:nueno@hcjdc.hawaii.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 10:03 PM

To: GetSMART :

Cc: Liane Moriyama; Laureen Uwaine

Subject: Hawaii's Response to SORNA

-1 have attached Hawaii's response to SORNA and the guidelines. If you have any questions, our contact is our
Administrator, Ms. Liane Moriyama. Her contact information is included in our response document.

Thank you!

Norma Y. Ueno

CHRC Unit Supervisor

Hawaii Criminal Justice Data Center
465 S. King Street, Room 101
Honolulu, HI 96813

(808) 587-3349
nueno@hcidc.hawaii.gov

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any review, use, disclosure, or distribution by unintended recipients
is prohibited. 1f you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the

original message.



STATE OF HAWAII RESPONSE TO THE NATIONAL
SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION AND NOTIFICATION
ACT (SORNA) 2006 |

Contact: Liane M. Moriyama, Administrator, Hawaii Criminal Justice Data Center

(808) 587-3110
Imorivam@hcjdc.hawaii.gov

FUNDING

Implementing all the requirements of SORNA will require additional funding and
resources beyond the Byrne grant allocation. Are there plans for additional funding

through the SMART Office?

OUT-OF-STATE SEX OFFENDERS

Can the guidelines help to address the need for court documents when sex offenders
move to another state? The receiving state must request court documents from the
state that the sex offender was convicted in order to qualify them to register in the
receiving state. Would the SMART Office consider creating a "warehouse” to store
digitized court documents that could be accessed by the states? Nationally, there
should be a rule that once a sex offender is registered in one state, they must register in
any state that they move to without the need for court documents.

SECTION-BY-SECTION COMMENTS:

§111 Relevant Definitions: Does SORNA include offenders who have been
acquitted/found not guilty by reason of insanity or found unfit to proceed? If not,
shouldn’t these categories of offenders be included?

§111(5)(B) Foreign Convictions: Who will be notifying the state when a person
convicted of a foreign offense enters their state? How will the state obtain the proper
documents to place the offender in the correct tier? Will the SMART office establish
procedures with the Department of State? ICE/Customs? Who will be determining
which additional countries meet the standards for fairness and due process, and how
will the states be notified that a country meets those standards?

§111(8) Convicted as Including Certain Juvenile Adjudications: This will require
legislative change in the majority of states and may be an area of “contention”. VWould it
be reasonable to look into alternatives for this requirement, such as registration but no




public dissemination, especially since the juvenile offenders would remain on the
registry until the time limit on their tier classification is reached.

§113 (c) Registry Requirements for Sex Offenders: This requires the offender to appear
in-person to update any registration information. Is there any restriction on where the
‘offender must do this? Can we assume that it can be at an agency other than the
registry? Also, with the new required fields, will the offenders be able to initially update
their information by mail as a means to help the states deal with the resources that will

be needed up front to meet this requirement? :

§113(c) Registry Reguirements for Sex Offenders: Changes in name, residence,
employment or student status must be made in person. The Guidelines describe an
additional implementation measure that requires the sex offender to also report changes
in vehicle information, lodging of seven days or more duration and Internet
designations. We understand that Internet identifiers do not need to be updated in
person, but could be updated via the Web. Will there be further guidance on how these

- updates should be made?

§113(d) Registry Requirements for Sex Offenders: If an offender is convicted of a
sexual offense in one state, but is incarcerated in another state (it could be for the
sexual offense or for another offense), is the state that has custody of the offender
required to register the offender before he is released?

§113(e) State Penalty for Failure to Comply: §846E, Hawaii Revised Statutes,
establishes that an intentional or knowing violation is a class C felony which would
subject the offender to a maximum term of imprisonment of five years. A reckless
violation is a misdemeanor that would subject the offender to a maximum term of
imprisonment of one year. Do these offenses meet the SORNA requirement?

§114(a)(7) Travel & Immigration Documents: SORNA requires the registry to maintain a
digitized copy of the offender’s passport or immigration documents and critical
information from those documents. Besides the digitized copy, what other information is
required? Will the SMART Office be coordinating access on behalf of all states to the
databases of the agencies issuing passports and immigration documents? :

§114(b)(2) Text of Provision of Law Defining the Criminal Offense: Can this requirement
be met by providing a link? We understand that the SMART Office will be creating a
wwarehouse” with the text of the states’ offenses, including historical statutes that the
states would be able to access and download to their registries. Would this apply to

military/federal offenses as well?

§114(b)(3) Criminal History and Other Criminal Justice Information: We understand that
this requirement can be met for offenders registering in the same state that they were
convicted in by providing a link to the state's criminal history information system. How
would this be accomplished for offenders who have been convicted of charges in
another state, or at the federal/military levels? Would the FBI allow the states to provide




* the national criminal history record for multi-state offenders at no charge? Is there any
requirement for the states to post public criminal history record information, or at least
the qualifying conviction, for the public?

§114(b)(5) Fingerprints and Paim prints: Can this requirement be met by noting on the
record that the fingerprints/palm prints are already captured and available in the state’s

AFI1S without directly linking to this system/database?

§114(b)(6) DNA Sample: Can this requirement be met by noting on the record that this
information is contained in the state CODIS database?

§114(b)(7) Driver's License or Identification: Can this requirement be met by providing
a link to the state DL/ID system?

§116 Periodic in Person Verification: Are incarcerated, committed or administratively
detained offenders exempt from this requirement? :

§121 Megan Nicole Kanka and Alexandra Nicole Zapp Community Notification
Program: Does the notification program require the state to notify the listed agencies,
(b)(1) through (b)(7), about any offender who registers or updates his information, or
can the listed agencies specify a geographical area and be notified only when an
offender in that area registers or updates his information?

§123 Development and Availability of Registry Management and Website Software:

Is the software going to be delivered in phases? s the first target date still 12/2007 and
what applications will be available in the first release? What type of technical support
will be available for the software? Who will be providing the support? Also will the
states be involved in the requirements, development, testing or piloting?

§142 Federal Assistance with Respect to Violations of Registration Requirements: VWhat
is the role of the federal law enforcement agencies? Is there a national direction as to
exactly what the U.S. Marshal's Office (and other federal agencies) role will be or is it up
to each local office as to the role it will play in the state? In particular it seems that the
US Marshal’s Office is very active in some states and not so in other states. Will the
SMART Office serve as the liaison between the states and the federal law enforcement
agencies, or will it be up to each state to deal with its local offices? What is the role of

. the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children (NCMEC) in this area? Is it to

only provide training?

Miscellaneous: If a registered sex offender does not have an FBI number, will it be
possible for the state to submit the fingerprints taken at the time of registration to the
FBI so that an FBI number can be assigned to the offender and the record submitted to
NSOR? Currently, without the FBI #, an NSOR entry cannot be completed, although we

understand that this policy will be changed soon.




