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Executive Summary

The lllinois Sex Offenses and Sex Offender Registration Task Forcestasdishedby the 99th
General Assembly. Its mandate was to perform three functions before Janpatys:

1. Examine current offenses that require offenders to register as sex défeth@ecurrent
data and research regarding evidebased practices, the conditions, restrictions, and
outcomes for registered sex offenders, and the registration process.

2. Hold public hearings at the call of the-chairpersons to receive testimony from the public.

3. Make recommendations to the General Assembly regarding legislative change®to mo
effectively classify sex offenders based on their level of risk-offending, béer direct
resources to monitor the most violent and high-risk offenders, and to ensure public safety.

From December 2016 through December 2017, the Task Force and its diverse membeiesthip carri
out these activities with administrative support from the lllinois Criminal Justicematmn
Authority.! This report recapitulates and concludes its wdike report reviews sex offenses
subject to registration in lllinojdiscusseshe statutory categories of sex offenders and sexual
predatorand what statéevel data shows about the sex offender populattiarsa brief history

of sex offender legislation and polipm a national and lllinois perspectj\examines thetate’s
infrastructure tasked with overseeing state and local sex offender managsmstem; and
provides the Task Force’s findings and recommendations, which are outlined below in this
Executive Summatry

It is important to note that the Task Foeeaminedhe most current and scientifically rigorous
research available on seftfender policies and practicend heard testimony from renowned
experts in the field Much of the research reviewed wasllectedand summarizedn behalf of
the U.S. Department of Justice, Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, AppreindRegistering,
and Tracking Office’s Sex Offender Management, Assessment, and Plamhatiiye.

! The lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority would like to thank h# fTask Force Members for their time
and effort, and extend a special thank you to BarBareenePaschdl(University of Chicagg)Mary Boland(Cook
County State’s Attorney’s OfficeYracie Newtor{lllinois State Police)Hanna Pfeiffe(University of Chicagq)

and Alyssa WilliamsShafer(lllinois Department of Correction$)r their work onthis project.

2 Experts included: MrRoger Prybylski (recidivism and treatment), Dr. R. Karl Hanson (risk assas$naand Mr.
Chris LobanovRostovsky (sex offender registration, notification, and residessteations).



Task Force Findings
Sex Offender Recidivism and the Efficacy of Treatment

e Using recidivismto determinepolicy and programming effectiveness is limited because
most sexual offenses go unreporfethconsistencies in how reselaecs have studied
recidivism havealsolimited the generalizability of findings.

e Although recidivismas an outcome measuras intrinsic limitations, it is stithe best way
to measure the effectiveness of sex offender management policies and practices.

e Overall, research literature suggests the recidivism rate for personstedrofisex crimes
range from 5 percent after 3 years to 24 percent after 15 ywatsvaies significantly
among offenders.

e Researchers have consistently found that people convicted of sex offensesediketyor
to be rearrested, reconvicted, or reincarcerated fosarmffenses than sex offenses.

e The most effective forms of supervision and treatment do not treat all peopleted of
sexualoffending as a homogenous group, but instead are tailored to address the risks and
needs of individual§.

¢ lllinois lackssufficient means to monitor amdsessreatment of sex offenders at the state
and local level.

3 Bureau of Justice Statistiadumber of rape/sexual assaults by reporting to police, ZDIA Generated using
the NCVS Victimizatbon Analysis Tool at www.bjs.gosn 14-Dec-17.; Rennison, C. M. (2002Rape and sexual
assault: Reporting to police and medical attention, 2902Q Washington, DC: US Department of Justice, Office
of Justice Programs. Available at:

4 Cortoni, F., & Hanson, R.K. (2005) Review of the Riglivism Rates of Adult Female Sex OffendBRessearch
Report No. RL69. Ottawa, Ontario, Canadaorrectional Service of Canadalarris, A.J.R., & Hanson, R.K.
(2004).Sex Offender Recidivism: A Simple Quest@tiawa, Ontario, Canada: Public Safety Bnaergency
Preparedness Canada.

5Langan, P., Schmitt, E., & Durose, M. (200RBgcidivism of Sex Offenders Released From Prison in. 1994
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice ProgBamesu of Justice Statistics.

5 Duwe, G., &Goldman, R. (2009). The impact of prisbased treatment on sex offender recidivism: Evidence
from MinnesotaSexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatmen®78:307.; Hanson, R.K., Bourgon, G.,
Helmus, L., & Hodgson, S. (2009A.MetaAnalysis othe Effectiveness of Treatment for Sex Offenders: Risk, Need,
and ResponsivityOttawa, ON: Public Safety Canada.; Losel, F., & Schmucker, M. (20b8)effectiveness of
treatment for sex offenders: A comprehensive ragi@ysis.Journal of Experimental Criminology, 117-146.;
Lowden, K., Hetz, N., Patrick, D., Pasiill, D., Harrison, L., & English, K. (2003Evaluation of Colorado's
Prison Therapeutic Community for Sex Offenders: A Report of Finddegeer, CO: Office of Research and
Statistics, Dvision of Criminal Justice, Colorado Department of Public SafétacKenzie, D.L. (2006\What
Works in Corrections: Reducing the Criminal Activities of Offenders and Delirgyjidaw York: Cambridge
University Press.; Olver, M., Wong, S., & Nicholaichuk, T.P. (2008)xc@me evaluation of a hightensity
inpatient sex offender treatment programurnal of Interpersonal Violence, 2822-536.;Schmucker, M. & Lésel,
F. (2015). The effects of sexual offender treatment on recidivisnmtAmational metanalysis of sound quality
evaluationsJournal of Experimental Criminology, (), 59%630.


https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/rsarp00.pdf

Risk Assessment

Treatment and supervision should be based on risk assessment infarasatis ensures
management and treatment plans correspond to the unique risk and treatment needs of those
convicted of sex offensés.

While release planning and eviderduza#sed treatment are key components of successful
behavior change, the greatest predictor of risk reductithreilength of time jperson lives

in the community without reffending. hdividuals convicted of sexual offenses reach the
desistance thresheldmeaning tle likelihood of reoffending is low-at 10 years of
offensefree communityliving.®

While lllinois and local agencies use risk assessments to varying degeestte lacks
sufficient information on how agencies use these tools to address sexual offending.

Registration and Restrictions

While public opinion surveys show that the public favors a freely available sedeffe
registry and law enforcement considers it a valuable investigatory toedrcashas not
established thakgistries have any effect on the sexual crime rate, antlshabes find
no reduction in sexuiaecidivism due to registries.

"Hanson, R.K., Bourgon, G., McGrath, R.J., Kroner, D., D’Amora, D.A. ... Tavarez(20R7).A FiveLevel Risk
and Needs System: Maximizing Assessment Results in Corrections Through thenbmtedd a Common
Language Lexington, KY: The Council of State Governments Justice CeRegrieved from

8 Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Helmus, L., & Thornton, D. (2014). Higk sex offenders may not be high risk
forever.Journal of Interpersonal Violenc9(15) 2792—2813.; Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Letourneau, E.,
Helmus, L.M., & Thornton, D. (2017, in press). Reductions in risk bardiie offense free in the community:
Once a sexual offender, not always a sexual offeffdgrchology, Publi®olicy, & Law.

9 Adkins, G., Huff, D., and Stageberg, P. (2000)e lowa Sex Offender Registry and Recidivides Moines, IA:
lowa Department of Human RighBBuwe, G., & Donnay, W. (2008). The impact of Megan’s Law on sex offende
recidivism: The Minnesta experienceCriminology, 462),411-446.;Lasher, M. P., & McGrath, R. J. (2012;
2010). The impact of community notification on sex offender reiatemn: A quantitative review of the research
literature.International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminologl,)56-28.; Letourneau, E.,
Levenson, J. S., Bandyopadhyay, D., Sinha, D., & Armstrong, K. (2010yt&&eSouth Carolina’s sex offender
registration and notification policy on adult recidivisgriminal Justice Policy Review]1(4), 435-458.;Sandler,
Jeffrey & J. Freeman, Naomi & Socia, Kelly. (2008). Does a WatcheBdI@t A Time-Series Analysis of New
York State's Sex Offender Registration and Notification LRsy.chology, Public Policy, and Lad4, 284-302.
10.1037/a0013881Schram, D., and Milloy, C.D. (1995Fommunity Notification: A Study of Offender
Characteristics andRecidivismOlympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy. Retrieveohfro

; Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP)

(2005).Sex Offender Sentencing in Washington State: Has Community Notification ReducedsResidyrnpia,
WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy. Retrieved frotm

i Zevitz, R.G. (2006). Sex offender community notification: Its role in re@divand offender

reintegrationCriminal Justice Studies, (®), 193-208; Zgoba, K., & Bachar, K. (2009%ex Offender Registration


https://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/A-Five-Level-Risk-and-Needs-System_Report.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/pub.asp?docid=95-10-1101
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/%2005-12-1202.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/%2005-12-1202.pdf

e Research has found that residency restrictions lead neither to reductionsaincsexe?
nor recidivism!! However, egistration and restrictions can prevent people convicted of
sex offending from engging in prasocial activities, such asork, that guard against
reoffending'?

e In lllinois, people convicted of a sex offense must register for either 18 gedife
depending on their conviction. People convicted of a sex offense may be subject to a host
of restrictiors. The most comprehensive statutory restrictions apply to child sex offenders
and are for life

Task Force Recommendations

Basedon itsreview of research and state law, policy, and practioe Task Force members
approvedl4 recommendationsThese recommendations were contingent on two interrelated
imperatives First, the approvalwas contingent onsufficient statefunding to implement these
recommendations. During Task Force meetings, members heard andetisthes challenges
facing lllinois’ communities and government agencies pioviding effective supervision,
management, and treatment of sex offenders. A consistent theme was thevadklgtsunding.
Second, he approval of therecommendations wasontingent onthe state ensung that
implementationtakes into account the diversity of needs acriigsois communities and
jurisdictions. Policies and practices that may work in one part of lllinaxs mot be possible or
applicable in other areas of the state. Whilestage should encourage evidean&srmed policies

and Notification: Limited Effects in New Jers@yashington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, National Institute of Justice. Retrieved frofin:

0 Blood, P., Watson, L., & Stageberg, P. (20@&jte Legislation Monitoring Repofes Moines, IA: Criminal
and Juvenile Justice Planning.; Socia, K. (2012). The efficacy of ctairglsex offender residence restrictions in
New York.Crime & Delinquency, 58612.

11 Colorado Departnme of Public Safety(2004) Report on Safety Issues Raised by Living Arrangements for and
Location of Sex Offenders in the Commuriitgnver, CO: Colorado Sex Offender Management Board. Retrieved
from: iNobles, M.R., Levenson, J.S., &
Youstin, T.J. (2012). Effectiveness of residence restrictions irepfey sex offense recidivisnCrime and
Delinquency, 58491; Socia, K. (2012). The efficacy of coutyel sex offender residence restrictions in New
York. Crime & Delinquency, 5812; Zandbergen, P.A., Levenson, J.S., & Hart, T. (2010). Residemtia@mity to
schools and daycares: An empirical analysis of sex offense recid@rminal Justice and Behavior, &), 482-
502.

12 Barnes, J.C., Dukes, T., Tewksbury, R., & De Troye, T.M. (20083ly&ing the impact of statewide residence
restriction law orSouth Carolina sex offendeiGriminal Justice Policy Review, @0, 21-43.; Chajewski, M., &
Mercado, C.C. (2008). An evaluation of sex offender residencéctiests functioning in town, county, and city

wide jurisdictionsCriminal Justice Policy Rewe 2((1), 44-61.; Levenson, J.S. (2008). Collateral consequences of
sex offender residence restrictio@giminal Justice Studies, P4), 153-166.; Levenson, J.S., & Cotter, L.P. (2005).
The impact of sex offender residence restrictions: 1,000 feet fragedar one step from absuriiternational

Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology23%468-168.; Tewksbury, R., & Zgoba, K. (2010).
Perceptions and coping with punishment: How registered sex offeledemnd to stress, Internet reditns and

the collateral consequences of registratioternational Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 544), 537-551.


http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/225402.pdf
http://dcj.state.co.us/odvsom/sex_offender/SO_Pdfs/FullSLAFinal.pdf

and practices, it must do so in a marthet allows for flexibility and appropriate local adaptation
and innovation.

Support Infrastructure that Promoté&dfective Sex Offender Management

1. Makelllinois’ Sex Offender Management Board (SOMB)iatlependent agendhat is
staffed and directed by an expert with a clinical background specializing wffsexlier
assessment and treatmeifitinois’ SOMB shoulduse research to inform the creation of
policy andto evaluate how policies are implemented and their impact.

2. Expand lllinois’ SOMB’s core activities to include: setting statewide treatment and
management standards that are research informed and eviessck identifying and
certifying agencies and professionals qualified to carry out those standandisicing
systematic and comprehensive quality assurance oversight to ensureettidisel are
indeed implementing the standards specified; and providing training to agencies and
professionals charged with treatment and court supervision, including judges. #&dequa
funding and staffing resources should be allocated to carry out these com@inct

Utilize Risk Assessments Post Conviction for Treatment and Management Purposes

3. Require the use of a validated, structured risk assessmsédnis the most effectivgay to
identify risk to sexually reoffends well as general reoffending risk.

4. Use a standardized risk assessmermtcgss and risk assessment totds promote
consistency across those conducting the assessmentsodl$ietraining, and process
should e shaped by state oversight entity, like a sufficiently funded SOMB.

5. Administer risk assessments after conviction by qualifierfgssionals. Radminister
once a yeaideally put minimally, every two yeans while under supervision.

6. Document andexplain ginions that diverge from what is indicated by the validated,
structured risk assessments.

7. Require treatment and management be informed by the current scientiBovids it
relates to what is effective at reducing sexual reoffending.

Use theRegistryto Focus on High-Rk People Convicted of Sex Offenses

8. Effectively identify highrisk people by requiring amggistry to usetiers toreflect actual
risk of sexual reoffending (informed by the risk-assessment conducted post-conviction).

9. Ensure resources can be focused on people who are at high riskffehaing by having
individuals on lower tiers-i.e., those who pose less rslautomatically removed from the
registry after a set duration.



10. Allow registrants to petition to be removiedm the registry if they meet certain criteria,
such as having crossed tdesistancehreshold. These criteria should be created by
lllinois” SOMB and be informed by current scientific knowledge.

11.1f used theterm “Sexual Predatdbshould not automaticallgefer to all lifetime registrants

12.Remove statutory requirements that stipulate any new felony (na fex offense)
automatically triggers retroactive registration for certain individuals.

EnsureRestrictionsare Narrowly Tailored to Improve Public Safety

13. Tailor restrictions, including residency and proximity, to different tieit the highest
risk tiers having appropriate restrictions.

14.Revise the amount of time on Mandatory Supervised Release (MSR) for persons donvicte
of sex offenses. Those individuals determined to be lower risk, as determined by a
validated, structured risk assessment, should have maximum MSR sentencesyetitistee
Only the highest risk individuals, as determined by a validated, structakessessment,
should have MSR sentences beyond three yéars.

13 Currently by statute the MSR structured minimum is three yearsnpamitain cases, can extend to natlifel
See 730 ILCS 5/8-1(d)(4).

Vi



Introduction

In 2016, he lllinois’ 99th General Assembly established the Sex Offenses and Sex Offender
RegistrationTask Fore to examine themplementation and impact of the state’s sex offender
registration and residency restrictioridn the enabling statute, the General Assembly recognized
that whilelllinois’ registry and residency restrictiomgere intendedo provide information to
victims and law enforcemerind protect the publichese laws and policiéslo not assess or
differentiate based upon the specific risks of each offender, potential threat togadiély, or an
offender’'s likelihood of r@ffending.” Furthermore, thé&eneral Assemblyighlightedthat the

lack of individualized assessment prevents communities and law enforcemeniefragrable to
identify, treat and supervise highisk individuals in a manner consistent witburrent best
practices.

The Task Force, which included a diverse grouprattitioners, law enforcement representatives
and advocates,asmandated to perform three functsobefore January 1, 2018:

1. Examineoffenses that require offenders to register as sex offendersyritemt data and
research regarding evidenrbased practices, the conditions, restrictions, and outcomes for
registered sex offenders, and the regigtraprocess.

2. Hold public hearings at the call of the-chairpersons to recas testimony from the puib.

3. Make recommendations to the General Assembly regarding legislative change® to mor
effectively classify sex offenders based on their level of risk-offending, better direct
resources to monitor the most violent and high-risk offenders, amstoe public safety.

From December 2016 through December 2017, the Task Force carried owdihgseswith
administrative support from the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authofiiyis report
summarizes and concludes its work.

The reporhas seven sections:

e Section | dllinois Sex Offender Laws and Registration Requiremgintssa snapshot of
sex offenses subject to registration in lllinois, the statutory categorsex afffenders and
sexual predator, and what stégel data showabout the sex offender population.

e Section II- History of Sex Offender Legislation and Polmyvides a short history of sex
offender laws and policiesndthe context from which national and lllinois sex offender
management systems emerged.

14 public Act 0990873 (Aug. 22, 2016) is set forth in Appendix A. A roster of Task Force merisoset forth in
Appendix B.



Sectionlll - Effective Statewide Oversigbutlineslllinois’ infrastructuretasked with
overseeing state and local sex offender policies and practices.

SectionlV - Task Force Process, Principles, and Research Summdeéssribes the
process and guiding principles the Task Force used to identify and examine thibjsmte s
mattes of its mandatelt also includes summaries of the expert presentation members
studied and used to identify their recommendations.

SectionV - Task Force Recommendatiopgesents the Task Force recommendations
approved.

Section V- Summary of Public Commesummarizes the public testimony the Task Force
received.

Section VII- Task Force Member Commeriteludesthe perspectives of individual
members on the Task Force findings and recommendations.



Section 1. Illinois Sex Offender Lawsand Registration
Requirements

In total, 33 offensesubject individuals to registration requirements in lllinois. For a comigdéte
of these offenses, ség@pendix CThese offensesovera widerangeof criminal behaviorsirom
indecent solicitation of an adult and public indecetocgommission ohggravated sexual offenses
and sexually motivated kidnapping and murdérose subject to registratiomustregisteron the
state’s public registrjor either 10 years oraturallife. As of November 2016, there were 32,239
individuals onlllinois’ sex offender registryup from prior yearsHigure 1). The increase noted i
Figure 1is primarily due to a stacking effecaused by long registration periods (10 years,
lifetime) that result in individuals staying on the registry while additional persobject to the
registration requirements are added.

Figure 1. Sex Offender Registry Year End Totals, 2008 - 2015, and Oct 2016
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—@—Database Total=#=Registered in lllinois Moved Out of State In IDOC
Source: ICJIA Analysis of lllinois State Police datmvember 2016
The majorityof those on the registry in lllinois are required to register for(6&5 percent

(Figure 2. Most registeredsexual offenderare living in the community74.6 percen}, andare
reporedly compliantwith the registration requirements (rcent® The vast majority of

15 Information provided by th#linois State Police.



registrants are male (97ercen), white (57.3percen},® and were convicted as adults (91
percen).” Children (12 years and under) and adolescents (13 to 17 years) were the most common
victims ofadultregistrantsKigure 3.

Figure 2. Length of Registration for Sex Offender Registrants

69.5% 30.5%

Lifetime 10 Year
Registrants Registrant

Note: N=32239. Lifetime registrants are statutorily classified as “sexual predators.”
SourcelCJIA Analysis of lllinois State Police Registration Data, Novembéd620

Figure 3. Percentage of Sex Offenders by Victim Ages

50.2%
Victims
aged 13 -
17

32.9%
Victims
aged 12 or
younger

Note: Includes data for persons convicted if they were 18 years orabldher time of offense.
Source: ICJIA Analysis dilinois State Police Registration Data, November 2016

16 persons identified d@lack (30.0%), “unkown” race (11.7%), Asian (0.6%), aNgtive American0.4%)
account for remaining registrants. Data are unavailable pertaining straegiethnicity.

17 This figure includes youth 17 years and under who were technically jesenithe time of the offse, but were
convicted as adults.



State laws further differentiamongtypes oflifetime registrants specifically those deemed
sexually dangerousexually violentand all other “sexual predatdrdndividuals categorized as
sexualy dangerous are those who have demonstrated propensities toward actslassaulaor
abuse and were found in civil proceedings to have a mental disorder that substantesksesc
their probability ofcommitting future sexual violence. Sexually violent persons are those who
have been convicted of or found not guilty by reason of insanity for a sexually violent offiense a
have a mental disorder that substantially increases their probabifgrpetratinguture sexual
violence. Indivduals that fall under the sexually dangerous and violent registration laws are
required to register every 90 days for natural life. All other persons convictefén$ed subject

to lifetime registration aréabeledsexual predators, but not sexually dangerous or violdrd.
sexual predator term not basedn an individualized clinical assessmdmnit rather is designated

in statute by offense.

Of the 32,239 registrants as of November 2016, 613p@r®ent were categorized as sexually
violent and 11 (0.3percen} were categorized as sexually dangerous. Most of those deemed as
sexual violent or dangerous per stat(86 or 87.8percent were living in either a facility
managed by the lllinois Department of Correctionshe lllinois Department of timan Services
Treatment and Detention Facility Eighty-eight were living in the community.

Through state lawpeople convicted of sex offenstsce numerous restrictions and collateral
consequences. The most comprehenstiggitoryrestrictions apply to child sex offendensdare

for life.?° These restrictiom prohibit“approaching, contacting, residing with, or communicating
with a child within certain placéswith distancedisted instatute The law alsdorbids residing
within 500 feet of schools, “playground, child care institution, day care center, pahillbyare
facility, day care home, group day care home, or a facility providing programenoces
exclusively directed toward persons under 18 years of &ge.”

While most statutory restrictionppply specificallyto child sex offenders, the lllinois Prisoner
Review Boardand the lllinois Departmerttf Correctionsapply similar restrictionbased in law
and policyto people convictedf sex offenses who are dandatory Superviseddteasd MSR;
also known aparole). Thisbroader application of restrictiofss ledmany prisoners convicted
of sex offensesvho would otherwise beligible for releasdo remain incarcerated becauseyh
cannot find housing thaatisfiestheir MSR conditionsThis situationis exacerbated by the fact
that transitionafacilities and homeless shelterslllinois will not house people convicted séx
offensesvho are on parole or probation, and thet that sex offenders on MSR probatiormay

8 Upon civil commitment, sexually violent persons are transferred to teeotthe lllinois Department of Human
Services and housed at the Rushville Treatment and Detention facilitylimbis Department of Correctigris
appointed guardian of persons found to be sexually dangerous. If the person appedrader be dangerous, they
can be ordered onto conditional release, subject to conditions deemed byrthe adequately protect the public
(725 ILCS 205 eten.).

91CJIA Analysis of lllinois State Police Registration Data, November 2016
20 For a list of applicable child sex offenses, see Appendix C.

21 Criminal Code of 2012, 720 ILCS 5/013



not live atthe sameddress or in an apartment complex that houses another person convicted of a
sex offense.

On averagethe lllinois Department oCorrections housek, 200 to 1,400 offenders who may not
be releasedrém custody because they are unable to secure permanent, stable housing meeting
lllinois statue requirementsr agencypolicy.?? Most convicted sex offenders who cannot find
eligible housing will eventually be releasedhout supervisiotbecause they will serve their entire
sentenceén prison In 2005,the General Assembly created additioretrictions that impose an
indeterminate MSReriod of three years twaturallife for people convictedf “predatory sexual
assault of a child, aggravated criminal sexual assault, or criminal sessazallt,” and in 200he
General Assembly amended the law to incltatgravated child pornographersmanufacture of
child pornography, or dissemination of childrpography”after January 1, 200% In sum, the
law requires prisoners convicted of one of these offenses to remain incadoatafinitely until
they can comply with the conditions of their MSR.

221llinois Department of Corrections, Research and Planning Unit

23 Unified Code of Corrections, 730 ILCS 5251(d)(4)



Section Il. History of Sex Offender Legislation and Policy

To understand lllinois’ current sex offender management systengritical to appreciate how it
grew out of federal and state legislatemacted from the late 1980s throubé first decade of the
2000s. This history illuminates how three késatures of the stdtecurrentsystera—registration,
public notification, and residency restrictiersiere formed as part of a national response not only
to a particular set of circumstances, but ofterpecsic cases that wefegislated at a time when
crime control was thdominant political philosophy

Only a handful of stes had sex offendeegistries prior to the 19909 hat changeth 1994 with

the passage of the Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Children and Sexuakyt\@fender
Registration Act, which expanded registries throughout the country, malkngatiundarantal

part of the country’s sex offender management system. Named afterymarbld boy from
Minnesota who was kidnapped in 1989 by a stranger, the Wetté&bhgequired states to
implement a registration system for law enforcement to identify people whocarvected of
offenses against children and sexually violent offenses for investigative purposégtEet forth
baseline standards for state registraof sex offenders, created a special class of individuals as
“Sexually Violent Predators” (SVP), mandated address verification arstreggpn requirements
based on the class of sex offender (e.g., SVP versus all other offenders), and allowedcfor publ
notification when done for the purposes of public safetyo Vears after the Wetterling Act was
enacted, Congress amended it with Megan’s Law. Inspired by Megan Kanka,-gesarad girl

from New Jersey who was raped and muedéry a man who habtleen previouslyconvicted of
sexually assaulting two young girls, Megan’s Law required that sieédelose their registries to
thegeneral public and not just law enforcement agencies.

lllinois was among the small number of states that had a law enfarcesgestryfor sex offenders
prior to the Wetterling Act. In 1986, lllinois enacted the HabitualdC®&x Ofender Registration
Act, which mandatedegistration for any person convicted, discharged, or paroled from a
correctionafacility after thisdate of a second or subsequssi offense f@empts included) where
the victim was under 18 years of agé This first registry was only for law enforcememse, and
includedpeople who were released from state custody and hadcbegitted of the following
four offensescriminal sexual assault, aggravated criminal sexual assault, criminal sexsal ab
(felony offense), or aggravated criminal sexual ab8see it was createdhe General Assembly
has amended thregistry23 times, each time adding new offensesequirements Appendix D.

As media profiled particular cases att@ publichecame more concerned about séendes
living in their communitiespolicymakers looked for ways to respond to tlveinstituentsfears
Onesuch legislativeespons®ccurredn 1995 when Delawaré&|orida and Michigarpassed the
first statewide residency restriction lawsspired bydrugfree zoning laws that were passed in the
1980s, residency restrictions prohibited people convicted of sexual offenses frormlogingar
places where children tend to congregateh agparks and schools.

241llinois State Police. (2003pex Offender Registration in lllinoiRetrieved from:
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Todayi,lllinois is among 30 stateand hundreds of counties and municipalities across the country
that havesex offender residency restrictionEnacted in 1998, lllinois’ first residency restriction

law prohibited people convicted of sex offenses involving childir@m loitering nearischools.

Over the next several years, the General Asseadilyd conditions, ultimately making it unlawf

for people convicted of sex offenses to reside within “500 feet of a playground, child care
institution, day care center, part day child care fagitlay care home, group day care home, or a
facilitz)g providing programs or services exclusively directed toward persons UBdgears of

age.’

The last significant federal example of sex offender legislation was @& /&fam Walsh Child
Protection andChild Safety Act?® Championed by John Walsh, whose-g@arold son Adam
was kidnapped and murdered in 1981, the Adam Walsh Act establisheal seveprograms and
initiatives. This includedhe Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoringpprehending,
Registering, and Tracking (SMARDffice), which administers grants programs and provides
technical assistance and research to states and local jurisslictiba most significant part of the
Adam Walsh Act is Title 1, th8ex Offender Regisdtion and Notification Act (SORNA), which
establisheduniform and comprehensive sex offender registration and notification requirements.
Some of SORNA’s most substantial requirements include implementing aithreegistration
system, which require people to register for 15 years, 25 years, ordéadiag the nature of their
offense and criminal history; increasing thmountinformation that must be collected on the
registry; expanding the crimes that require registration; requiring registfar juveniles who are

at least 14 years old who are adjudicated delinquent for certain sexusestf@and making the
registry retroactive by requiring all people convicted of sex offensedeegegardless of the date
of conviction.

While SORNArequired states to come into compliance by 2008stistates have objected to
some aspects of the law, citing costs and questioning effectiveness. As ofllR@i$ s oneof
32 states that are not in substantial compkafEigure 4).2” Despite tiis fact, SORNA is an
essential part of the country’s sex offender management system as it isgstétivie and
programmatic terms that deé the ways in which state afetleral governmestexamine and
make policy.

In reviewing thehistory that influenced the formation ¢ifinois’ sex offender management
system, three implicationshguld be considered. Firsdss the above history shows, much of
lllinois’ sex offender management systwascreated out diederal and state legislaé responses
to specific high profilencidents thatvere in manyways atypical of mostsexual offensed~or
instance, ases involing child victims of strangersnany of which involved the kidnapping and/or

25720 1LCS 5/119.3 720 ILCS 5/119.4-1.

26 Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006, H.R. 4472. Retrieved f
.. Naotification requirements for lllinois are detailed in
730 ILCS 152/115

27 Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Redigteand Tracking. (201750ORNA
Implementation StatuRetrieved from!


https://www.justice.gov/archive/olp/pdf/adam_walsh_act.pdf
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murder of the childhave driven the mosignificant changes in policyncluding residency
restrictions. Rsearch show$owever, thathese kinds of cases are far less common than those
involving known persons who often hawerestrictechccesso theirvictims.?8

The second implicatioworth noting is the way in which sex offender pol@s becme part of
national, state, and local politiddistoricalanalysishas shown that the electorate did not always
hold lawmakers responsible for responding to specific crimes or trends in offertébn most of

the 20" century, the public and lawmakers seemed to view crime as primarily a localdssue f
which law enforcement was responsible. It was not until the late 1960s that jpestgeption
began to shift, athose critical of existing pmlies started to blame crime rates on incumbent
legislators and executives and agdinsteadfor a toughon-crime approach to lawmaking and
governing®® When lawmakers in the 1980s began to use legislation to respond to high profile cases
of child abuse and abduction.ethdrew uponthis historicalshift. This change had important
consequences for sex offender policy. In the wake of a high profile sexual crime,témces
constituents and medvall typically expectlawmakers to rggond throgh legislationwhich will

often beathe victim’s nameAlthough federaland statdawmakers have broad oversighttiog
criminal justice system, their influence lies primarily in mandating and usimnigimo influence
policies and practices at the local levehis form of £deral and state statutory powends to

work by defining and constraining discretion exexdisby locallevel actorssuch aslaw
enforcement officerand court officials. For this reason, federal and state mandates have led to
implementation challenges, which can be observed in most’ statelingnessto fully comply

with SORNA as well as loal agencies’ struggles to implemesgx offender management
mandates

Third, it is important to appreciate th#linois’ current sex offender management systeas
createdin a relatively sbrt period of timeand when research on effective sexual offender
management strategies was seaftirough the late 1980s until the mRD00s, states like lllinois
transformed the way in which tinecriminal justice systemdealt with people convicted of sex
offenses through strategies that had broad public suppbtwerelargely untested. While there
exists more researdbday on the policies and practices that constibwtecurrent system &m
when they were first enacted, more researatilisneeded to understdithe most effective ways

to reduce sexual victimizaticend reoffending. lllinois typifies the national experienidee Task
Force discover@through its worlthat lllinois lackssuficient evaluation ofts current practices

as well as amnadequatelyfundedinfrastructure to inform and oversee the state’s sex offender
management system.

28 Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Redigteand Tracking. (2017Raising
Awareness about Sexual Abuse: Facts and StatiR@tsieved from!

2% Simon, J. (2007)Governing Through Crime: How the War on Crime Transformed AmericaroBaizy and
Created a Culture of Fedxford: Oxford University Press, USA.
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Figure 4. Status of Illinois SORNA RequirementComplianceas of July 2016

Substantially Does Not
SORNARequirement Meets Deviates Meet

I. Immediate Transfer of Information X
II. Offenses that Must be Included in the Registry X

[ll. Tiering of Offenses X
IV. Required Registration Information X

IX. Verification/Appearanc&equirements X
V. Where Registration is Required X

VI. Initial Registration: Generally X

VII. Initial Registration: Retroactive Classes of Offenders X

VIIl. Keeping the Registration Current
X. Public Registry Website Requirements
XI. Community Notification

X X X

XII. Failure to Register as a Sex Offender: State Penalty X
XIll. Sex Offender Fails to Appear for Registration X
XIV. Information that a Sex Offender may have Absconc X

* The deviations are determined to “rsatbstantially disserve the purposes of the SORNA requirements in this
section” per a review by the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of JusticeaRmmgOffice of Sex Offender
Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Registering, and Tracking (SMAR

Specific SORNA Requirementslllinois Has Not Met as of July 2016

Threetier registration system (lllinois has twiers— 10-year and lifetimg

Duration and frequency of registration based ortiarsystem

15-year minimum registration (lllinois hasl@-year minimum).

Conspiracy to commit a sex offense and several fedathimilitaryoffenseanusttrigger
registration (these have been proposed in lllinois legislature, but heneibsuccessful).
Digital copies of passports, immigration documewsicle information, and palm prints be
collected at registration (many lllinois jurisdictions do not have thHent#dogy to comply).
Other jurisdictions, the national registry, and the registry websitgpdated immediately upon
registration (many lllinoigurisdictions do not have the technology to comply).

The registration websit@ustcontain information on criminal history and employer address.
The registrymust be abléo handle multiple addresses and phone numbers for an offender
lllinois State Pbce use the Law Enforcement Agencies Data System, which does not allow
multiple entries).

the
for

Active community notification system.

Source: Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehen&agistering, and TrackinGORNA
Substantial Impleméation Review: State of lllinoifketrieved from:

10


https://www.smart.gov/pdfs/sorna/Illinois-hny.pdf
https://www.smart.gov/pdfs/sorna/Illinois-hny.pdf

Section IlI. Effective StatewideOversight

Beforeturning to a review of the Task Forc&socess, Principles, and Research Summatriess
important todescribethe currentstate of lllinois’infrastructurededicatedo oversemg state and
local sex offendepolicies and practices. Hexisting infrastructureresens significant obstacles
in complying with the Task Force’s martdaandwill hinderefforts to improvethe state’s sex
offender management system to promote public safety.

National experts recommersfatespromoteeffective supervision and treatment of individuals
convictel of sex offenses through Sex Offender Management BA&A@MB). SOMBs are
mandated to establishatewide standards for classifying, treating, and managing those cdnvicte
of sex offenseg;ertify agencies and professionals who provide treatment and supervision, conduct
quality assurance oversight, and recommend legislation and policy ciénges.

lllinois has had a SOMB since 198y statute, Illinois’'SOMB is made up of 22 memisefrom
various leal and statéaw enforcement, community corrections, public defender, victim services,
and sex offender treatment providgrencies! Similar to model SOMBs, lllinois’ SOMB cove

a wide range of activitiedt is tasked with assistingn the education and training of parole,
probation, law enforcement, treatment providers and others involved in the managenesnt of s
offenders. . .4nd standardiz[ingthe evaluation, treatment, and management of sex offenders at
each stage of the crimal or juvenile justice systems or mental health systems so that those
offenders will curtail recidivistic behavior and the protection of victims anenpial victims will

be enhancetl *? Its mandate includes standardizing the procedures for assessment and
management of sex offenders gatiodically reviewing and modifying those procedures so that
they reflect current best practic8hese procedures are to be usegtmpationdepartmentsthe
Department of Corrections, Department of Juvenile Justice, and Department af Barages.

It conductsabout two trainings per year to a broad group of practitioners, including local law
enforcement, probation and parole personnel, and treatment providers.

While lllinois SOMB is well-designed in some wayis,departs from best practice key areas
First, other states allocate sufficient funding and resources to support the3sSCivk activities.

This includegdedicatedunding for executive directors who have the appropriate knowledge and
skills to overse thelllinois SOMB, administrative staff, researchers, ,amdsome instances,
investigative staffDespite lllinois SOMB’s mandate, its unsupported bgeneral revenue and
relies entirely on a portion of fees collected from the registogonducitmandated training, which

is approximately $100,000 per ye4r.

lllinois’ SOMB alsodoes notmploystaff and relies upon the expertise of appointed members
who are representatives of a number of state agencies affected bygesastiaffender statutes

30 An example of this is Colorado’s SOMB. Seé
31 sex Offender Management Board Act, 20 ILCS 4036
32 Sex Offender Mnagement Board Act, 20 ILCS 4026

33 Information provided by the Illinois Department of Corrections
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lllinois’ SOMB’s mandate isthus carried out by individuals who have other primary
responsibilities. It does not have the staff needed to adequately rebeatgtractices, update
assessment and management procedures, conduct needed training, and certify andtiggdit
and professionals carrying out supervision and treatrhantably, lllinois’ SOMB carries out
important functionssuch as setting statewide standadeéspitats lack of funding and resources
However, to ensurgood practice is being implemenjedore resources areededAs currently
constituted lllinois’ SOMB cannot adequatelgonductthe auditing and oversightequired to
guarantee high quality treatment and supervision is provided and maintained.

Second, lllinois” SOMB is neithdroused under any specific organization, nor does it have a set
office or locationBy default, it fallsunder the agency of the chairperson, who is appointed by the
Governor and Attorney Generdlhe chairperson must facilitate and organitreois’ SOMB's

work while also managing his or hexgular agencyesponsibilities. lllinois’'SOMB’s ability to
promote best practices, including suggesting legislative and administraéymohgiesis limited

by its lack of independenc®Vithout independencelli nois’ SOMB members may be unable to
make recommendations their respective agencies do not supportoting best practices
difficult when they do not coincide with individual agency goals and procedures.

Third, lllinois’ SOMB lacks the ability to ense treatment and supervisiprovidedby various
agencies and professionals is appropriate or effective as a process fogaMiditeover, it is not
feasible for lllinois’ SOMB to evaluate programs and poligig®en current funding and staffing
levels. Core activities commonly overseen by SOMBs in other states, such as destifizad
licensing, have been relegatedtie lllinois Department of Financial and ProfessionajuRation
though ithasnot beenauthorized taregulate treatment or managemewhile experienced in
licensing processes and practigbs/llinois Department of Financial and ProfessionafjRation
neither has the specific expertise in sex offender treatment and managerpeovide quality
assurance, nor the resources needeoutiol that capacityLicensing and certification are not
enough to ensure high quality treatment and manage@aatanteeing high quality treatnten
and management is a function of three things: (1) setting standards thatdareebased,(2)
identifying and certifying agencies and professionals qualified to carry o stasdards, and
(3) conducing systematic and comprehensive quality assurance oversight toleoseieertified
are indeed implementirgpecifiedstandardswith its current systenillinois lacks the capacity to
ensure the treatment and supervision being carried out by various agencies assiopaifeis
appropriate and effective.
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SectionlV. Task Force Process, Principles, and Research
Summaries

At its inauguraimeeting, the Task Force agrdedefine its mandated deliverables. First, members
agreed that the Task Force’s language required a singular focus on astutspsnvicted of a
sex offense and on the registmather than on juveniles, since the llimaluvenile Justice
Commissionexamined this issue in it8014 report, fmproving lllinois’ Response to Sexual
Offenses Committed by Youti#* Second, the Task Force adopted the following set of guiding
principles to frame its work:

1. Protect Public SafetyLaws and policies that govern sex offender registration and
managemershould enhance public safety.

2. Use Evidencénformed Practices lllinois laws and policies should be informed by
research and practices shown to protect victims and reduce future offenses.

3. Allocate Resources Efficientlyhe state’s limited public resources should be invested in
programs that do the most to prevent offending, lower recidivism, and improve outcomes
for victims, families, and communities. Funding priority shouldjiven to strategies that
have demonstrated success.

4. Make Decisions Based on Assessmerusbetter protect communities, law enforcement
agencies should be able to differentiate between people who have high, moderate, and low
risks and needs. Individualized assessments should be the basis for determining sgpropria
sanctions, treatments, and supervision.

5. Hold Individuals and Systems AccountalBleople should be held accountable for the harm
they have caused to victims and communities with punishmenisthedportional to the
offense. The justice system also should be held accountable for preventing offenses,
reducing recidivism, increasing public safety, wisely using scarce esouand
supporting people in their efforts to lead positive and prodeititres.

At the Task Force’s second meeting, members decided to focus on threelatgdrsubject
matters: sex offender recidivism and the efficacy of treatmisktassessment, and the impact of
registrdion and residency restrictions. In choosingsthsubjects, the Task Force’s goal was to use
its meetings to build a foundation of knowledge that would allow members to examiniérasy |
sex offender law and policy comparedetasting scientific knowledge

ICJIA staffrecruited national and inteational experts who generously donated their time to give
presentations at the Task Force’s remaining meetings on what resieanchiseffective. ICJIA

341llinois Juvenile Justice Commission. (2014hproving lllinois’ Response to Sexual Offenses Committed by
Youth.Retrieved from:
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research staffhenused statéevel data and worked with state and local practitioners to provide
menbers a picture of what the particular subject matter looked like in lllilbesTask Forceghen
discussecdhow to incorporatethe research and best pracsder has shown to be effective at
reducing sexual offending intbe sex offender managemenystem

A. Sex Offender Recidivism and the Efficacy of Treatment

Recidivism measures the rate at which people are rearrested, reconvictdaganceratedl his
measurds limited due to the fact that most sexual offenses go unrepdtsctording to the
National Crime Victimization Survewgbout34 percenbdf rape or sexual assawittims between
2007 and 2015 reported the incident to pol©d4,330 of 2,779,481%° Detectingthe true
recidivism rate is further challenged by tihariousways in which researchers have defined
recidivism what offenses are includethe lengths of timeconsidered anddifferences in the
populations examined.aridivismcan be defineth differentways, and depending on the study,
may include rearresteconviction or reincarceration Studies in which reegst is examined, for
instance, will shovhigher overall recidivism rates than those usegpnviction.This winnowing
dynamic is especially pronounced for sexual offending, given that victims odlserxmes are
often reluctant to report their assaults to law enforcefffentd even fewer move toward arrest
and conviction due to a host of factors, including the difficulty in securing con\saiagure 5.
Additionally, as most convictions stem from plea deifls,charge a person is convicteddoks
not necessarily have a direct relationship to the offense for which he avashcommittear
arrested

Differences in what catitutes sexual offending amallow-up periodvariationsused also notably
impact the recidivism rates reported across different studies. Studiesdhahorter followup
periods or more narrow definitions for what constitigexual offenses inevitabproducel much
lower recidivism rates. Recidivism rategeimpacted bythe individualsbeing studied. Research
is clear that sex offenders are not a monolithic group, so it should not be surpragistuties
examining the recidivism rates of offender subpopulations (e.g., males varsls)f@roduce
rates that are dissimilar and Rmpresentative.

35 For information on recidivism and treatment, the Task Force relied on thdisxpéRoger Przybylski, a
researcher who has done extensive workHetkS. Department of Justice Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring,
Apprehending, Registering, and Tracking Office. Mr. Przybylski gavevarview of SMART'sSex Offender
Management, Assessment, and Planning Initiative, which summagzgshis of finding from scientifically
rigorous research and evaluations of sex offender management.

36 Bureau of Justice Statistidsumber of rape/sexual assaults by reporting to police, ZIA Generated using
the NCVS Victimizatbn Analysis Tool at www.bjs.goon 14-Dec17.

37 Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, Redigteand Tracking. (2017Raising
Awareness about Sexual Abuse: Facts and StatiR@tsieved from:
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Figure 5. Attrition Rate for Sexual OffenseReporting

40% of reports result in arrest

50% of arrests result
in felony charge¥®

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 20%7Chandler & Torney, 1981; LaFree, 198@ohen&
Kyckelhahn 2010

Although it is important to acknowledge the limitations of existing recidivism nabetgta source
exists orthe precise rate of sexual offending and reoffending. As secidjvismremainghe best
measure available for determiningk to public safetynd is therefore an invaluable tool to assess
therisk people pose to public safety and the efficacy of particular interventions.

Overall, researchterature suggests the recidivism rategersons convicted of sex crimes range
from 5 percent after 3 years to 24 percent after 15 yé&ssearchers al$mvefound that exual
recidivism varies markedlgmongoffenders The highest sexual recidivism rates are found among
child molesters who offend against boys compared to residivates for rapists, child molesters

38 Bureau of Justice Statistiadumber of rape/sexual assaults by reporting to police, ZI&E Generated using
the NCVS Victimizatbn Analysis Tool at www.bjs.gowon 14-Dec17.

%9 Chandler, S. M., Torney, M. (1981). The decisions and processingeo¥icims through the criminal justice
systemCalifornia Sociologist, 4155169, LaFree, G. D. (1981). Official reactions to social probleRwdice
decisions in sexual assault casascial Problems, 28682594.

40 Cohen, T.H. & Kyckelhahn, T. (201@elony Defendants in Large Urban Counties, 2@@reau of Justice
Statistics: Washington, DC. Retrieved fromi:

4 Harris, A.J.R., & Hanson, R.K. (2008ex Offender Recidivism: A Simple Questdttawa, Ontario, Canada:
Public Safety and Emergencydparedness Canada.
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who victimize girls, and incest offende€fsResearch also shovesprofound difference between
males and females convicted of sex offenses. Female sex offenders have siigribiwen rates
of sexual recidivism than males: within five years, 13 percent of malesfawend to be convicted
of another sexual offensehile justl percent of female sex offendevere found to be convicted
of another sexual offens®.

Researchers hawasoconsistentlyfoundthat people cavicted of sex offenses are more likely to

be rearrested, reconvicted,reincarcerated for nesex offenses than sex offendé3he largest
study of sexual recidivism to datgsinga threeyear followup period on 9,961 male sefenders

found that sex offenders have lower rates of recidivism tharsewmffendergFigure 6).*° The

same study also found that people convicted of sexual offenses have higher recaliessfor
general recidivism than they do for sexual recidivism, thoeghoffenders are more likely to be
convicted of sex offenses than people who previously have not been convicted of a sex offense.

Figure 6. Three-Year Rearrest and Reconviction Rates dflale Sex Offenders
Released fromPrisons in 1994 (n=9,961)

43%

24%

17%
[ ——

Sex Crime Violent RearresOverall Rearrest Sex Crime Overall
Rearrest Rate Rate Rate Reconviction Reconviction
Rate Rate

42 Harris, A.J.R., & Hanson, R.K. (2008ex Offender Recidivism: A Simple Quest®ttawa, Ontario, Canada:
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada

43 Cortoni, F., & Hanson, R.K. (2005\ Review of the Recidivism Rates of Adult Female Sex OffeRdsesarch
Report No. R169. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Correctional Service of Canada.

4 Langan, P., Schmitt, E., & Durose, M. (200Bgcidivism of Sex Offenders Released From Prison in. 1994
Washington, DC: U.S. Departmenthfstice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

45 Langan, P., Schmitt, E., & Durose, M. (200Bgcidivism of Sex Offenders Released From Prison in. 1994
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice ProgBamesau ofJustice Statistics.
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Thesedifferences in sexual recidivism rates highlight the need for policymakergab sex
offenders as a heterogeneous group comprised of individuals whose criminogen&reeadee
indicative of their risk to reoffend than their conviction stalasitive treatment effects for various
sub-groupshave been noted, even when positive effects were not discovered for the entire
treatment grouf® While experts acknowledge that more research is needed to assess the efficacy
of sex offender treatment, there igaatively consistent and growing body of evidence that
suggests treatment msore effective at reducing sexual offending when it &akdo account the
differences among kinds of sex offendersing the Risk, Need, and Responsivity (RNR)
principles?’ RNR is an evidenebased framework that addresses the assessed risk a person has of
re-offending, the needs that influence a person’s criminal behavior, and the levetearsity of
programmingnecessaryo produce positiveutcomesOther treatment characteristics associated
with improved outcomes includeognitive behavioral therapyompletion of treatment, and
aftercare’® In sum, it is estimated that effective treatment modalitesl aftercarean reduce
sexual recidivism by 5 to 8 percent ovenaiyear period® and produce measurable savifys.

While there is not an abundance of information on sexual recidivism researdicalheon
lllinois’ sex offender population, existing state data and research track thall quetterns
established by niminal research. An lllinois study examining the recidivism of sex offenders
released from the lllinois Department of Corrections in 2001 confirmed tleatohtearrest for

46 Marques, J.K., Wiederanders, M., Day, D.M., Nelson, C., & van Ommar€Bap05). Effects of a relapse
prevention program on sexual recidivism: Final results from Caldtx Sex Offender Treatment and Evaluation
Program (SOTEPBe&ual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment737107.

4 Duwe, G., & Goldman, R. (2009). The impact of pridgmsed treatment on sex offender recidivism: Evidence
from MinnesotaSexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatmen272:307.; Hansno, R.K., Bourgon, G.,
Helmus, L., & Hodgson, S. (2009. MetaAnalysis of the Effectiveness of Treatment for Sex Offenders: Risk, Need,
and ResponsivityOttawa, ON: Public Safety Canada.; Losel, F., & Schmucker, M. (2008)effectiveness of
treatmenfor sex offenders: A comprehensive matelysis.Journal of Experimental Criminology, 117-146.;
Lowden, K., Hetz, N., Patrick, D., Pasiill, D., Harrison, L., & English, K. (2003Evaluation of Colorado's
Prison Therapeutic Community for Sex Offenders: A Report of Findidegeer, CO: Office of Research and
Statistics, Division of Criminal Justice, Colorado Department of PubfetysaMacKenzie, D.L. (2006)Vhat
Works in Corrections: Reducing the Criminal Activities of Offenders and DelirgjiNaw York: Cambridge
University Press.; Olver, M., Wong, S., & Nicholaichuk, T.P. (2008)c@me evaluation of a hightensity
inpatient sex offender treatment progralmurnal of Interpersonal Violence, 2822-536.; Schmucker, M. & Losel,
F. (2015). Tle effects of sexual offender treatment on recidivism: An internatioettanalysis of sound quality
evaluationsJournal of Experimental Criminology, @), 597630.

48| psel, F., & Schmucker, M. (2005). The effectiveness of treatmenekonféendersA comprehensive meta
analysis.Journal of Experimental Criminology, 117-146.; Lowdengt al (2003).Evaluation of Colorado's Prison
Therapeutic Community for Sex Offenders: A Report of Findidgsver, CO: Office of Research and Statistics,
Division o Criminal Justice, Colorado Department of Public Safety.

4 Rice, M. E. & Harris, G. T. (2003). The size and signs of treatment gffesex offender therappnnals of the
New York Academy of Sciences, ,9888-440.

50 Drake, E.K., Aos, S., & Miller, M(2009). Evidencévased public policy options to reduce crime and criminal
justice costs: Implications in Washington Stafietims and Offenders, 470-196.
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sexual crimes were lower than rates for4semual crime and younger releasees were more likely
to be rearrested than older orfé#\n older, larger study corroborated national findings that
recidivism rates vary by offense type.

In 2017, he lllinois Criminal Justicdnformation Authorityreceived a grant from the U.S.
Department of JusticBureau of Justice Statistics to determine the historic recidivism rates of
individuals on the lllinois Sex Offender Regisuging multiple sources of data. Of particular
interest will be whether these recidivism rates differ by type of sexually atetivcrime,
particularly regarding the characteristics of victims (child vs. adult, mafemsle, etc.)Project
completion is estimated in the fall of 2018

The Task Force found a lack of available information on how people convicted of sex &fende
in the criminal justice system access mandated treatment across tlandtite quality of that
treatment One reason for this lack of information is that while services areieértif/the state
Departmat of Financial andProfessional Regulatiotreatment happens at the local lewghout
monitoling for treatmenteffectiveness or to ensupeoviderfidelity to evidencebased principles
and practicesThis lack of localevel data points to a clear nefed greater oversight capacity for
sex offender treatment and supervision.

B. Risk Assessment

Risk assessment tools are used by system actors to measure an indiviglual'dikelihood to
reoffend®® These tools analyze factors such as criminal histttitydes, mental health, agend

other factorsthat research has found to prediebffending. There are two general types of
assessments used: structured and unstructuratidatéd structuredrisk assessmesithave
consistently demonstrated far more accuyra predicting risk than unstructured risksessments

even those completed by cliniog®* Structured risk assessment tools use predetermined sets of
closedended questions to assess a person’s risk. Examples of validated sex offdnder ris

51 Orchowsky, S. & lwama, J. (2009)nproving State Criminal History Records: Recidivism of Sff&nders
Released in 200MWashington, DC: Justice Research and Statistics Association.

52sample, L.L. & Bray, T.M. (2006). Are sex offenders different? Ameration of rearrest patterrSriminal
Justice Policy Review, 1), 83102.

53 The Task Force consulted with Dr. R. Karl Hanson, Senior Research @ffibePublic Safety Canada, and one
of the world’s leading authorities on risk assessment and sexuadlioife Dr. Hanson provided members with an
overview of risk assessment and hiowhould be used to monitor and treat people convicted of sex offenses.

54 Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2007). Characterizing the value of actuaringe risk assessments.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(12)638-1658.
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assessment tools include the St@R/Statie2002R,>®> STABLE-2007>° SOTIPS?” and SVR
20.%8 Evaluations of risk assessmewobls indicate that when professionals administering an
assessment substitute their judgment for the tool’s risk determindimyntend to degrade the
assessment’s accuracy.

Researchfindings support dive-tier risk and needs system in whiem individual's stat
(unchangeable, such as age or history) and dynamic (changeable, such des aititmental
health) factors are assessed by validated tools and the individual is sorted intiveneatégories
that guide case managemé&hiThe five categories rangeofn very low (risk) to well above
averagdFigure 7). Identifying the appropriate risk level is important becausendow and high

risk individuals areimilarly categorizedas with lllinois’ broad statutory usage of the term “sexual
predator,” law enforcement and community members are unaldéstioguishamongthose
individuals at significant risk for reoffending and those who are not. This mingflipgpulations
not onl frustrates the ability of law enforcement agencies and commuioifiesvide appropriate
supervision and treatmeat high-risk offenders, but also can lead to making low risk offenders
worse, as research shows treating low risk people like high risk people casentieékelihood
that they will re-offend !

%5 Hanson, R. K., Babchishj K. M., Helmus, L. M., Thornton, D& Phenix, A. (2017). Communicating the
Results of Criterion Referenced Prediction Measures: Risk Catedorithe Stati®9R and Stati002R Sexual
Offender Risk Assessment Toogsychological Assessment, 29(82-597. Retrieved from:

%6 Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Scott, T., & Helmus, L. (2088&sessing the risk of sexual offenders on community
supervision: The Dynamic Supervision Projéttrieved from

57 McGrah, R.J., Cumming, G.F., & Lasher, M.P. (2018DTIPS: Sex Offender Treatment Intervention and
Progress Scale ManuaRetrieved from

58 Rettenberger, M., Hucker, S.J., Boer, D.P., & Eher, R. (2009). Tiabiligy and validity of the Sexual Violence
Risk-20 (SVR20): An international reviewSexual Offender Treatmen{(23.

¥ Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2007). Characterizing the value of actuariknde risk assessments.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 842), 1638-1658.

60 Hanson, R.K., Bourgon, G., McGrath, R.J., Kroner, D., D’Amora, D.A. ... TavarBz,(2017)A Five-Level
Risk and Needs System: Maximizing Assessment Regbtigrections Through the Development of a Common
Language Lexington, KY: The Council of State Governments Justice CeaRédrieved from:

51 Lovins, B., Lowenkamp, C.T., Latessa, E.J. (2009). Applying the riskiple to sex offenders: Can treatment
make some sex offenders wordé®e Rison Journal, 89(3)344-357.Retrieved from
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Figure 7. Five Levels for General Offending Risk/Needs Assessment

I
Very Low Risk

Il
Below Average

Prosocial, unlikely to reoffend

Minor concerns

1] Typical problems fomdividuals with a sexual offese
Average history

History of rule violation,
Problems with sexual self

IVb regulation, Increase in number
Well Above Average few strengths and severity

SourceHanson et al 2017

When properly implemented, assessment t@oksused to guide sanctions, treatment, and
supervision. Evidenebased practices for effective interventions not only prioritize serviceg usi
risk assessment, but also use the findings to tardeidual motives for offending and determine
the appropriate programming dosaffeTo ensureassessments track the ways in which
programming and other events affect a person’s risk, research finds that assestrould be
regularly reviewed for each individuakdeally once a year, but minimallynce every two years.

While release planning and eviderzssed treatment are key components of successful behavior
change, research has also established the greatest predictor of risk redubtdength of time

a conviced person lives in the community withoutatending. The longer a convicted person
desists from criminal behavior, the lower his or her risk. When a convicted persoeemasrime

free for a certain period of time, he or she medtat research termsdtiesistance threshold. This

is the point at which a convicted person’s risk is at the same level asnelgeopulation.
Research indicates that individuals convicted of sexual offenses reach ttendedisreshold at

10 years of offenséree commuity living. 3

As the Task Force found in its analysis of state and local use of recidivism atrdetne
programming, the state lacks robust information on the use of risk assessment tosedaia@ss
offending. lllinois probation departments use the IBM™ and the lllinois Department of

52 Bogue, B., Woodward, B., Campbell, N.M., Clawson, E., & Faust, D. (20@g)ementing EvideneBased
Practice in Community Corrections: The Priplas of Effective InterventioRetrieved from

83 Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Helmus, L., & Thornton, D. (2014). Higk sex offenders may not be high risk
forever.Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 29(12)792—2813.;Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Letourneau, E.,
Helmus, L.M., & Thornton, D. (2017, in press). Reductions in risk basdiine offense free in the community:
Once a sexual offender, not always a sexual offeldgichology, Public Policy, & Law.
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Correctiongs planning to implement SPIN™, both of which measure general offending risé. Littl
informationis available on how often sexual offending risk is assessed, what tool is usethoand w
administers the tooln addition,the state lacks the capacity to monitocal programassessment
and treatment methods for quality assurance. Finally, by statute, llhasia “two-tier” sex
offender registration systemiO-+year and lifetimeregistration Registry placemdns basedon
conviction rather than the individual's level agk. Thereis no way to petition ofthe registry
even after reaching the desistatimeshold?*

C. Reqistration, NotificationandResidency Restrictions

Sex offender registration amdbtification is intended to serve as an investigative tool for law
enforcementandto bolster public safety and deter sexual offendA@urveys show that the
public favors a freely available registfyand law enforcement considete registrya valuable
investigatory toal Researchhas not establishetioweverwhethersex offender registration and
notificationhaveany effect on the sexual crime r&fend most studies find no reduction in sexual
recidivismas a result ofex offender registration amatification ®®

541llinois law provides that juveniles can petition off the registry under cectaiomstances. 730 ILCS 15683

8 To study registration, notification, and residency restrictions, the Fasle relied on the expertise of Chris
LobanovRostovsky, the Program Manager for Colorado’s Sex Offender Managemedt BivaLobanov
Rostovsky’s presentation also was based on the SM3&XTOffender Management, Assessment, and Planning
Initiative’s (SOMAPI)15-year collection of research evaluating the effectiveness offfender management
programs.

56 Anderson, A.L., & Sample, L.L. (2008). Public awareness and ad#iting from sex offender community
notification laws Criminal Justice Policy Review, (@), 371-396.; Brannon, Y.N., Levenson, J.S., Fortney, T., &
Baker,J.N. (2007). Attitudes about community notification: A comparison xd&eoffenders and the nen
offending publicSexual Abuse, 1369-379.;Lieb, R., & Nunlist, C. (2008)Community Notification as Viewed
by Washington’s Citizens: A X@ear FollowUp. Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.
Retrieved from! i Phillips, D. (1998). Community Notification as
Viewed by Washington’s Citizen®lympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy. Retrieved from:

pZevitz, R.G., & Farkas, M.A. (2000%ex Offender Community
Notification: Assessing the Impact in Wiscondiashington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, National Institute of Justice.

67 Holmes (Didwani® S. (2009; revised 2012An Empirical Analysis of Registration and Notification Laws for
Juvenile Sex OffendergVorking Paper Series. Retrieved froni:

» Letourneau, E.J., Levenson, J.S., Bandyopadhyay, D., Armstrong, K.Bih& 8. (2010). Effects of
South Carolina’s sex offender registration and notification policy teriece of adult sex crimeSriminal Justice
and Behavior, 3(5), 537-552.; Prescott, J.J., & Rockoff, J.E. (20a8p. Sex Offender Registration and
Notification Laws Affect Criminal Behavior? Retrieved froimit

GWalker, J.T., Maddan, S., Vasquez, B.E., VanHouten, A.C., & BWidharty, G.

(2006). The Influence of Sex Offender Registration and Notifindtews in the United States. Retrieved from
www.reentry.net/lilbary/attachment.86354.

68 adkins, G., Huff, D., and Stageberg, P. (200(e lowa Sex Offender Registry and Recidivism. Des Moines, IA:
lowa Department of Human RighBBuwe, G., & DonnayW. (2008). The impact of Megan’s Law on sex offender
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Residency restrictions refer to the rules limiting where people convaftegx offenses are
allowed to live. Intended to protect children, residency restrictions definelbeesex offenders

are allowed to live to schools, daycare centers, parks, and other wlaeepeople under 18
congregatelNo research was available on whether these kinds of restrictions would preveht sexua
offending prior to implementation in states and local jurisdictions across the n&iime that

time, research hashownresidency restrictions neither lead to reductions in sexual trione
recidivism ’® nor do they act as a deterréhtOne reason for this null finding that wiile
residency restrictions wepgemised on preventing sexual abuse by strangessarch has shown
most offenders are not strangers to their victims and abuse tends to happerate residence
rather than identified public locatiori$.At the same time ggistry restrictions produamllateral

recidivism: The Minnesota experien€&iminology, 462),411-446.;Lasher, M. P., & McGrath, R. J. (2012;
2010). The impact of community notification on sex offender reiategr: A quantitative reew of the research
literature.International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminologii)56-28.; Letourneau, E.,
Levenson, J. S., Bandyopadhyay, D., Sinha, D., & Armstrong, K. (2010yt&&eSouth Carolina’s sex offender
registrationand notification policy on adult recidivisr@riminal Justice Policy Review, @), 435-458.;Sandler,
Jeffrey & J. Freeman, Naomi & Socia, Kelly. (2008). Does a WatcheBdI@t A Time-Series Analysis of New
York State's Sex Offender Registration andifimtion Law. Psychology, Public Policy, and Lad4, 284-302.
10.1037/a0013881Schram, D., and Milloy, C.D. (1995Fommunity Natification: A Study of Offender
Characteristics anRecidivism.Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Polieg@rieved from:
; Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP)

(2005).Sex Offender Sentencing in Washington State: Has Communitfiddtitn Reduced Recidivism@lympia,
WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy. Retrieved frotm

i Zevitz, R.G. (2006). Sex offendenmmunity notification: Its role in recidivism and offender
reintegrationCriminal Justice Studies, (®), 193-208; Zgoba, K., & Bachar, K. (2009%ex Offender Registration
and Notification: Limited Effects in New Jerséyashington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, National Institute of Justice. Retrieved frofin:

59 Blood, P., Watson, L., & Stageberg, P. (20@&hate Legislation Monitoring Repofdes Moines, IA: Criminal
and Juvenile Justice Planning.; Socia, K. (2012). The efficacy of ctawrglsex offender residence restrictions in
New York.Crime & Delinquency, 5812.

0 Colorado Department of Public Safety (208€port on Safety Issues Raised by Living Arrangements for and
Location of Sex Offenders in the CommuniDenver, CO: Colorado Sex Offender Management Board. Retrieved
from: iNobles, M.R., Levenson, J.S., &
Youstin, T.J. (2012). Effectiveness of residence restrictions ireptieg sex offense recidivisr@rime and
Delinquency, 58491; Socia, K. (2012). Ehefficacy of countyevel sex offender residence restrictions in New
York. Crime & Delinquency, 5812; Zandbergen, P.A., Levenson, J.S., & Hart, T. (2010). Residpraiamity to
schools and daycares: An empirical analysis of sex offense recid®isninal Justice and Behavior, 85), 482-

502.

> Duwe, G., & Donnay, W. (2008). The impact of Megan's Law on sex déferecidivism: The Minnesota
experienceCriminology, 462), 411-446.

2 Burchfield, K. B., & Mingus, W. (2014). Sex offender reintegratiGonsequences of the local neighborhood
context. American Journal of Criminal Justice, @9, 109124, Cohen, M., & Jeglic, E. L. (2007). Sex offender
legislation in the United States: What do we kndmi@rnational Journal of Offender Therapy aBdmparative
Criminology, 514), 369383, Colombino, N., Mercado, C. C., & Jeglic, E. L. (2009). Situationadetspof sexual
offending: Implications for residence restriction lavdigstice Research and Policy,, PI-43.; Mercado, C.C.,
Jeglic, E., Marks, K, Hanson, R.K., & Levenson, J. (2013¢x Offender Management, Treatment, and Civil

22


http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/pub.asp?docid=95-10-1101
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/%2005-12-1202.pdf
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/%2005-12-1202.pdf
http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/225402.pdf
http://dcj.state.co.us/odvsom/sex_offender/SO_Pdfs/FullSLAFinal.pdf

consequenceshat stem fromthe inability to secure stable housingnd employmentor
meaningfully participate in civic, social, or religious activitiddany of these collateral
consequenceseaken proteote factors that reduce the risk of criminaha@ior, such as family
supportandaggravate factors that increase ysich as homelessnéssr unemployment?

People in lllinois who are convicted of a sex offense are subject to a number of stateadnd |
restrictions regardingresence, residencgnd other activitieBy lllinois statute most of these
restrictiors applyto people convicted of child sex offensisbiddingthis population from being
present or living “withinr600 feet of a playground, child care institution, day care center, part day
child care facility, day caredme, group day care home, or a facility providing programs or
services exclusively directed toward persons under 18 years df°gfate law also prohilsitthis
population from residing500 feet of the victim of the sex offense.” By law and policy, fiirels
Department of Correctiorsnd he Prisoner Review Boampply these and otheestrictiors to
people on MSR, including forbidding living in homes wiititernet acces#\s noted abog, these
MSR restrictions cause many peojpte be in violation of their parole conditions and ke
imprisoned for the duration of their MSR, ahave been convicteof “predatory sexual assault
of a child, aggravated criminal sexual assault, or criminal sexual asdéedtdaly 1, 2005, or of
“aggravated child pornographersmanufacture of child pornography, or dissemination of child
pornography’after January 1, Z® could last their entire lifé they remainunable to find eligible
housing. The Task Force did not analyze county or municipal specific restrictions.

Commitment: An Evidence Based Analysis Aimed at Reducing Sexual Vidddmcaay College of Criminal
Justice, New York, NY. Retrieved frornt

3 At the December®meeting, the Commanding Officer of the Chicago Police Departmentisr@ii Registration
Unit presented the Task Force with a map illustrating the scarcity efrfgpavailable to sex offenders, imofthat
the lack of this important resource had a relationship with deceptiomjisyramts and inaccuracies in the registry.
This map was not able to be obtainedifmtusion withthis reprt by the time of publishing.

74 Barnes, J.C., Dukes, T., Tewksbury, R., & De Troye, T.M. (20083yxing the impact of statewide residence
restriction law on South Carolina sex offend€sminal Justice Policy Review, @0, 21-43.; Chajewski, M., &
Mercado, C.C. (2008). An evaluation of sex offender residencéctiests functioning in town, county, and city
wide jurisdictionsCriminal Justice Policy Review, @), 44-61.; Levenson, J.S. (2008). Collateral consequences
of sex offender residencestections.Criminal Justice Studies, 24), 153-166.; Levenson, J.S., & Cotter, L.P.
(2005). The impact of sex offender residence restrictions: 1,000 feetiinger or one step from absurd?
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminolog§2)4968-168.; Tewksbury, R., &
Zgoba, K. (2010). Perceptions and coping with punishment: How regisetedfenders respond to stress,
Internet restrictions and the collateral consequences of registiatemational Journal of Offender Therapy and
Comparative Criminology, %4), 537-551.

75720 ILCS 5/119.3(b-15).“Nothing in this subsection {b0) prohibits a child sex offender from residing within

500 feet of a playground or a facility providing programs or services exeluslirected toward persons under 18
years of age if the property is owned by the child sex offender andunasaged before July 7, 2000. Nothing in

this subsection @0) prohibits a child sex offender from residing within 500 feet of a chilel ioatitution, day are
center, or part day child care facility if the property is owned by the childféexder and was purchased before
June 26, 2006. Nothing in this subsectiorl () prohibits a child sex offender from residing within 500 feet of a day
care home or group day care home if the property is owned by the child sexeotiaddvas purchased before
August 14, 2008 (the effective date of Public Act8Z4).”
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Section V. Task ForceRecommendations

On December 6, 2017, the final meeting of the Task Force, members approved the
recommendations described in this section. While the Task Force’s diversenst@mbepressed
broad support for these recommendations, members were unanimous that their wapport
contingent on two interrelateidhperatives First, the approval of the recommendations were
contingent orsufficient statefunding to implement these recommendations. During Task Force
meetings, members heard and discussed the challenges facigs’ llltommunities and
government agencies iproviding effective supervision, management, and treatment of sex
offenders. A consistent theme was the lack of available funding. Set@apgroval of the
recommendations were contingent ondiage ensung that implementatiotakes into account the
diversity of needs acrogdinois communities and jurisdictions. Policies and practices that may
work in one part of Illinois may not be possible or applicable in other afehs state. While the
state shouldencourage evidendaformed policies and practices, it must do so in a manner that
allows for flexibility and appropriate local adaptation and innovation.

A. Supportinfrastructurghat Promoted=ffective Sex Offender Management

National experts recommend staf®moteeffective supervision and treatment of individuals
convictal of sex offenses through Sex Offender Management BA&A@MB). SOMBs are
statutorily definedgroupsmandated to: (1) establistatewide standards for classifying, tregii

and managing those convicted of sex offengs;ertifyagencies and professionals who provide
treatment and supervisiof) conductuality assurance oversighnd (4)recommend legislation

and policy change® An adequately funded infrastructure to inform and oversee thesstae’
offender populatiois essential to promote effective sex offender management. Given the research
cited above, the Task Force recommends that lllinois should:

1. Make thelllinois Sex Ofende Management Board (SOMB) amdependent agendiat
is staffed and directed by an expert with a clinical background specializing aifeader
assessment and treatmeifitinois’ SOMB shoulduse research to inform the creation of
policy as well aso evaluate how policies are implemented and their impact.

2. Expand lllinois’ SOMB’s core activities to include: setting statewide treatment and
management standards that are research informed and evidessck identifying and
certifying agencies angrofessionals qualified to carry out those standards; conducing
systematic and comprehensive quality assurance oversight to ensureetttibieel @are
indeed implementing the standards specified; and providing training to agencies and
professionals chargedith treatment and court supervision, including judges. Adequate
funding and staffing resources should be allocated to carry out these com@n&inct

6 An example of this is Colorado’s SOMB. S&é
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B. Utilize RiskAssessments Post Conviction for Treatment and Management Purposes

Experts testifiedhat treatment and supervision should be based on risk assessment information as
this ensures that management and treatment plans correspond to theerigkigand treatment

needs of those convicted of sex offenSds fact, the use of risk assessmengtide treatment

and management of sex offenders, as well as general offending, is considevettanebased

practice for effectively reducing reoffendirf§.Research indicatestructured, validated risk
assessment tools should be used when determisik@sithey generally outperform judgements
based on unstructured interview protocols. Merely implementing a validdtexssgssment tool,
however, is not enough. Consideration should be given to whether those conducting assessment
can override the resslt Overrides decrease predictive accuracy and can negatively impact the
quality of treatment®

Research also showed risk can change over time. As risk changes nsght supervision and
treatment. Therefore, assessments should be regularly rewvigdezdly once a year, but
minimally, once every two years, to document progress and inform further tneaame
managemerft’ Individuals also should be assessed and treated for general risk because persons
convicted of sex offenses typically have a higher risk of general offending thaexoél
reoffending®! While the Task Force support for all of these recommendations is contingent on the
state providing sufficient funding for them and taking into account lllinois regionalsitiye
members wished to emiae that these factors were particularly critical to the recommendations

in this section.

Finally, research indicates that implementing a combination of treatment aardisigm is more
effective than only agpying sanctions and restrictiarfé Treatmentcan and does work,
particularly when treatment adheres to the RigledsResponsivity principles of effective
intervention and is tailored to the risks, needs and offense dynamics of offédeleearch also

THanson, R.K. (2017, AprilRisk assessments for individuals with a history of sexual ¢RmeerPoint slides].
Retrieved from|

8 Desmarais, S.L. & Singh, J.P. (201BJsk Assessment Instruments Validated and Implemented in Correctional
Settings in the United States: An EmmfiGuide.Council of State Governments Justice Center, New York, NY.
Retrieved from!

®Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2007). Characterizing the value of actuarilnde risk assessments.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(12)638-1658.

80 Hanson, R.K. (2017, AprilRisk assessments for individuals with a history of sectirak [PowerPoint slides].
Retrieved from!

81 Langan, P.Schmitt, E., & Durose, M. (2003Recidivism of Sex Offenders Released From Prison in. 1994
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice ProgBamesau of Justice Statistics.

82 National Institute of Corrections. (201@).Framework folEvidenceBased Decision Making in Local Criminal
Justice SystemSilver Spring, MD: Center for Effective Public Policy. Retrieved froin:
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indicates that cognitivbehavioral/relapse prention approaches can achieve modest reductions
in both sexual and nonsexual recidivi&.

Given the expert testimony and research summarized abev€ask Force recommends that
lllinois should:

3. Require the use of\alidated, structured riskssessmeras it is the most effective way to
identify risk to sexually reoffend as well as geneeaffending risk.

4. Use a tandardizedrisk assessment process and risk assessment tgisomote
consistency across those conducting the assessmémtsodls, training,and process
shaped by stateversight entity, like a sufficiently funded>MB.

5. Administer isk assessments after conviction dpyalified professionals Readminister
once a yearndeally put minimally every two yeajswhile under supervision.

6. Document and explain opinions that diverge from what is indicated by the validated,
structured risk assessments

7. Require treatmerdind management beformed by the current scientific evidence as it
relates to what is effective at reducing sexual reoffending.

C. Use the Reqistry to Focus on High-Risk People Convicted of Sex Offenses

As noted, Task &rce members heard from expehat registration plicies and practices that take
into account the differential reoffending risks posed by different sex offenaensosie effective

and costeneficial than those that treat sex offenders as a largely homogenousiti®uge of
structured, validated riskssessment tools that separate individuals into different tiers that reflect
their actual risko-reofferd is an evidencbased practic& The use of validated risk assessment
tools to guide registration policies and practices is in stark contrast to regispalicies in
lllinois that are based on the person’s convictisrihey do not accurately reflect risk to reoffend.

It was notedthat the term sexual predator is controversial and many researchers recommend
refraining from using the term entirélyBroad use ofhe term can reduce public safety because
it removes the ability to accurately differentiate between-hglhand lowrisk individuals In

83 Dolan, M. (2009). Recent advances in therapy for sexual offerfel 360 Medicine Reportg, 45.Retrieved
from:

84 Hanson, R.K., Bourgon, G., McGrath, R.J., Kroner, D., D’Amora, D.A. ... TavarBz,(2017)A Five-Level
Risk and Needs System: Maximizing Assessment Results in Corrections Througletbpriient of a Common
LanguageLexington, KY: The Council of Stat8overnments Justice CentRetrieved from

85 Doren, D.M. (2002)Evaluating Sex Offenders: A Manual for Civil Commitments and Be#@EE
Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA.
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addition, the labelcan produce significant collateral consequences for lengdr individuals. If

the term is used, the Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers JAd@Mmends that it

is “reserved for sex offenders who have engaged in aténg pattern of sexuallyediant
behavior, who are assessed to be at high risk to reoffend, who have assaulted stramoyers or
relatives, who have used violence, weapons, or caused injuries to victims, who have el multi
victims and/or arrests, or who have committed abduction, kidnapping, false impgigoron
sexually motiated murder or attempted murdé?.

Experts testified that public notification and protection policies should only aptiipse who are

at notable risk for sexual recidivisias these policies can result in negative consequences for those
on the registry and have been shown to weaken existing protective factors that heduce t
likelihood of reoffending while frustrating those factors that increase riskeder, given that

risk changes over time, reprieve from lifetime registration should be laleaftar persons who
have not sexually recidivated after a certain threshold, which current scientdence suggests

is after 10 years of being offenriee in the communit§’ Polcies that allow for petition or
removal from the public registry should be carefat tocreate significant barriers that prevent
individuals from successful petition, a lesson learned by legal experts who wlojkwenile sex
offenders and in criminal history sealing and expungement.

Given the expert testimony and research summarized above, the Task Forceeedsrtimat
lllinois should:

8. Effectively identify high risk people by requiring amgistry to usetiers toreflect actual
risk of sexual reoffending (informed by the risk-assessment conducted post-conviction).

9. Ensure resources can be focused on people who are at high riskffehaing by having
individuals on lower tiers-i.e., those who pose less rslautomatically removed from the
regidry after a set duration.

10. Allow registrants to petition to be removed from the registry if they meet cerig@nacr
such as having crossed the desistence thresholde Tangeria should be created by
lllinois” SOMB and be informed by current scientific knowledge.

11.1f used, theaerm “Sexual Predatbshould not automaticallgefer to all lifetime registrants

8 McGinnis, R. (2006)Pending Sex Offender Registry Legislatidssociation for the Treatment of Sexual
AbusersBeaverton, OR.

8" Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Helmus, L., & Thornton, D. (2014). Higk sex offenders may not be high risk
forever.Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 29(12)792—- 2813 Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Letourneau, E.,
Helmus, L.M., & Tlornton, D. (2017, in press). Reductions in risk based on time offensa treecommunity:
Once a sexual offender, not always a sexual offeldgichology, Public Policy, & Law.
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12.Remove statutory requirements that stipulate any new felony (na fex offense)
automaticallytriggers etroactive registration for certain individuals.

D. Ensure Restrictions are Narrowly Tailored to Improve Public Safety

Experts also testifiednthe efficacy of residency restrictions.sum,residencyestrictions do not
decrease sexual reoffending or the sex crime rates in thevelneasthey are usedThere are
several reasons for this, including that most offenders do not victimize strangarstead meet
their victims in private residencel addition,the increased homelessness and loss of family
support associated with residency restrictions put offenders at higher ristidi¥isen 28 Task
Force members also heard that community corrections policies should consitileg exislence

to inform how long supervision is needed. As individuals remain offense free, theieves& |
decrease. In fact, there is not a population of people who remain at the highest hsk fmtire
lives without committing a new offense, so lifetime parole is targeting dqtapuof persons who
do not exist®

Given the expert testimony and research summarized above, the Task Forceeedsrtimat
lllinois should:

13. Tailor restrictions, including residency and proximity, to different tieit the highest
risk tiers having appropriate restrictions.

14.Revise the amount of time on Mandatory Supervised Release (MSR) for persons donvicte
of sex offenses. Those individuals determined to be lower risk, as determined by a
validated, structured risk assessment, shibale maximum MR sentences of thrgears.
Only the highest risk individuals, as determined by a validated, structakesmssessment,
should have MSR sentences beyond thyrears®

88 Barnes, J.C., Dukes, T., Tewksbury, R., & De Troye, T.M. (2009). Ana\thie impact of statewide residence
restriction law on South Carolina sex offend€rsminal Justice Policy Review, ¢0), 21-43.; Chajewski, M., &
Mercado, C.C. (2008). An evaluation of sex offender residencéctiests functioning in town, county, aruity-

wide jurisdictionsCriminal Justice Policy Review, @), 44-61.; Levenson, J.S. (2008). Collateral consequences of
sex offender residence restrictio@giminal Justice Studies, P4), 153-166.; Levenson, J.S., & Cotter, L.P. (2005).
The impact of sex offender residence restrictions: 1,000 feet from dangee step from absurdfternational

Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology2%468-168.; Tewksbury, R., & Zgoba, K. (2010).
Perceptions and coping with punishment: Howstged sex offenders respond to stress, Internet restrictions and
the collateral consequences of registratioternational Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 54(4)537-551.

8 Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Helmus, L.,&ornton, D. (2014). Highisk sex offenders may not be high risk
forever.Journal of Interpersonal Violence, @%), 2792-2813; Hanson, R.K., Harris, A.J.R., Letourneau, E.,
Helmus, L.M., & Thornton, D. (2017, in press). Reductions in risk bardire offense free in the community:
Once a sexual offender, not always a sexual offeldsichology, Public Policy, & Law

9 Currently by statute the MSR structured minimum is three years. 8d&QS 5/58-1(d)(4).
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Section M. Summary of Public Comment

As required by its enabling statute, the Task Force solicited public entrath each meeting,
asking speakers to keep their comments to less than five minutes and germareomettteof

the meeting. Additionally, iseptember 2017, the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority
hosted a meeting solely for the purpose of public comment, acceptaigand written
contributions. Altogether, the Task Force heard more than six hours of total publieogmiven
largely by registrants, registrant fagninembers, and social service providers. Thematic review
of these testimonies was conducted and is summarized below. For each themeddebiiid,
representative testimony is provided along withsibeakers’ first names. “Anonymous” was used
when spakers choseot to identify themselves.

Registration, notification, residency restrictions, and mandatory suprvised release
conditions are often difficult to comply with and exclude people convicted sexual offending
and their families from participati ng in pro-social activities that research shows reduce risk
of re-offending.

“Not even the local police officers know what the exact laws are regarding the various
types of sex offenders, so my husband and | have been faced with dilemmas such as: Does
hego to his daughter’s school activity on a Saturday, despite knowing that if a local police
officer mistakenly (since he is not a “child sex offender”) thinks that he is loeted to

be there, he will have to sit in jail until Monday when the local paliepartment can get

hold of the state police to clarify the law?E#in

“I cannot afford to pay the $100 registration fee at this time, so my local police department
makes me register every three months instead of every year. If the fee igduppgup

pay for the administrative cost of the registry, how does making me do it more often
accomplish that?” —Marcus

“We were told that if our son were to live with us, his parents, that we would be prohibited
from having any WFi access and that every member who will reside in our home would
be prohibited from having any Wi, smart phones, or smart TVs in our homeVeronica

“Many parents will tell their children to avoid my child in order to avoid me. | already see
that in my neighborhood where other children stay away from our home, some children
see me and run to their homes. | see this as a great tragedygehridren needlessly
living in fear.” —Juan

“l also ran into a problem with one of the local megachurches that will no longer allow
me, or any other registered sex offenders to be on their property. | used to that church
every year with my family to atteé their Christmas services=Scott

“I am unable to engage in most types of family recreational activities, such as fun runs,

art festivals, trips to the museum, hikes, softball and volleyball games, bike-hegsare

all impossible for me and my family because of the registry. | am denied access to parks,
bike trails and other recreation areas. In short, being on the registry has made being a
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good husband and father extremely difficult, even though | have paid my debt for my
crime.” -Mark

“My family and | have also had to deal with hostile neighbors, damage to our prpperty
and vigilantism. It has manifested itself in damage to our property. Property that we had
worked hard for, under incredibly difficult circumstances. We had suffered damage to our
cars and house. Eggs been thrown at our cars, scratching the paint, tampering with the
fuel tank, broken tail lights, braking our house windows with a pellet gun, denting the
aluminum siding. We have woken up to our windows being broken.” —Angel

Residency restrictions create housing instability.

“My home is across the street from a large building that was once used as a school decades
ago. The building just sold. | am concerned that what they choose to do with the building
could cause me to move. Anyone who chooses to get a day care license even without
running one, would cause me to move.” —Angela

“I am unable to live in our family home because it is too close to a park, even thought that
is across two property lines, down a dense ravine and over a stredark—

“My probation officer scouted my apartment. She saw a dilapidated swing set in view out
my window that no one ever used. On the basis of that, she had me eviéfdd.” —

“On the evening of December 13, 2013, my probation officer came to my house to inform
me that | could no longer reside in my home because it was within the 500 feet restriction
zone. After he left, | fell to the floor in tearsszAnonymous

“Three months later, my probation officers knocked on the door and informed me that a
daycare license has been taken out near my residence, and | had to move. They said, ‘You
cannot be on the premises, or you will be in violation of the law and your probation.” The
officers informed me that | had one hour to relocate to a verifiable locatrdrywould go

to jail.” —Anonymous

The public registry interferes with employment.

“During this ordeal he lost his job. Even though he has a college degree and is smart. He
can’t get a job that pays decent, keep a job or a get job where you can wdik up
corporate ladder for a promotion. When he does get a job it isn’t long before everyone in
the office finds out and he’s alienated and shortly after he loses his job, along with his
health insurance.” —Christine

“Our income is near the poverty leveldaise | have been fired multiple times simply for
being on the registry.” Mark

“I have been working as an independent contractor at the new company for the past 5
years. | have never been required to submit to a background check or fill out a job
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applicaion. The company has since asked me to consider becoming an employee but |
declined that option because | fear they would run a background check and then | would
be out of work. Every day | walk into work with the fear that an employee of the company
will see me on the public registry.” —Scott

“There are a couple of websites that have you listed as a sexual predator. We can’t have
our customers looking you up and seeing that. We can’t have a sexual predator working
for our company.” There it was. Regardless of my honesty or accurate account of my
offense, they could not have a sexual predator working for them. That is me. That is my
label. And that's how | am viewed. It didn’t matter that | was the one chosen out of 32

candidates.” Ryan

“A permissible die is also required to have no computer, no internet, no availablE Wi

and no smart phones within the confines of the home. Whether one can afford to live on
their own, or if they need a roommate, this is incredibly unrealistic to impose on anyone,
in this day and age; when it is nearly impossible to search for a job, or have simple
everyday necessities such as googling an address or phone number to a business.”
Samantha

Evidencebased sex offender treatment is difficult to find and to afford.

“When [my therapist] retired, | began contacting other counselors in the area. | did not
find one closer than early 2 hours away from my home that was serious about treatment.
The ones | contacted did not have a set program, did not have one that was evatedce

The scariest part is that they did not do treatment plans, did not have written guidelines
for their program, did not follow the laws governing sex offender treatment providers, did
not have an auditing of their program.” —Angela

People with intellectual disabilities, and the people who care for them, face significan
financial and emotional burdens trying to comply with sex offender requiremers.

“My son is cognitively impaired . . . His mental age is that of a ten year old child. [He]
cannot live independently. He depends on us for everythingam.63, my husband is 65

and his health is badMy son will not walk around the block with me. He runs into his
room when the doorbell rings. | am afraid as well. | fear for my grandamlavho live in

the area and have our same last name. We will never go on a vacation again, he is afraid
and | will never leave him alone. Someday he will be left alone, and then what will happen
to him? Who will want to help him?"—Penny

“The registry resictions drag families [of children with intellectual disabilities] into fear,
instability and emotional distress. For me [ied] to a road of anxiety meds,
antidepressants, sleeping pills and therapy. My husband now has high blood pressure and
depression. My son has health problems, depression and the last two psychologist reports
done in 2015 and 2016 show his IQ falling. This is due to isolation and no stimulation. His
life was Special Recreation and Special Olympics. He has many gold medals thvatrie is
proud of. This was the focus of his life and happiness. He is no longer able to participate
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in these activities. He was let go from his small part time job cleaning tables. Thisewas t
source of his independence aselfesteemNo one will hire him now. Hence he sits at
home all day isolated and lonely.”—Carol

While the Task Force mostly heard from members of the public who wantedtdecrease the
severity of Illinois sex offender management system, two members of thelghic argued that
lllinois needs to expand the offenses that are included in the registry.

“The registry provides vital information to school officials, police, community lesaded
parents, yet it does not warn people of certain offenders, offenders whose conduct was
sexuallymotivated. Recently Erin’s Law was passed . . . it's a state mandated sexual abuse
awareness education program for children in kindergarten throudhgtade. We are
asking our children to come forward days, months, and years after an offense, and yet we
don’t have the laws that will help prosecute the cases that have no physical evidence.”
—Tina

“It seems as though there’s more effort put into the criminals when more effort should put
into the victims. There’s so many resources that are not givée tadtims. | think it's a
crime in itself that some of these topics [at the Task Force] are even being éiscuss
because you're not focused on how they [sexual offenders] got there. They'’re there
because they committed a crimeAnonymous
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Section VII. Task Force Member Comments

[llinois Juvenile Justice Commission
815-823 East Monroe Street e Springfield, Illinois 62701
Telephone: 217-557-2109 e Facsimile: 217-524-5586

December 15, 2017

Mr. John Maki

Executive Director

[llinois Criminal Justice Information Authority
330 W. Adams Street — Suite 200

Chicago, lllinois 60606

Dear Director Maki:

As members of the Sex Offenses and Sex Offender Registration Task Force (the Task Force), and as
members of the lllinois Juvenile Justice Commission (the Commission), we thank the lllinois Criminal
Justice Information Authority and Task Force members for undertaking a complex and critical policy
issue on behalf of the citizens of lllinois. The Task Force presents an unprecedented opportunity to align
Illinois law and policy with current research and knowledge of what works to protect victims of sexual
abuse and violence, to prevent sexual offending, to use scarce criminal justice and other resources
wisely and to enhance the well-being of our communities. In that context, we offer the following
comments and observations to policy makers and practitioners developing implementation strategies to
address the Task Force recommendations.

Improving Illinois’ Responses to Sexual Offending by Youth

We are appreciative of the opportunity to present to the Task Force the Commission’s research
regarding youth who have committed sexual offenses and the policies and practices demonstrated to
improve youth outcomes, victim well-being and community safety. Like the Task Force, the Commission
received a legislative mandate to examine current research and make policy recommendations to the
General Assembly. To fulfill this charge the Commission, partnering with Loyola University’s Civitas
ChildLaw Policy Institute and the Center for Prevention Research and Development at the University of
Illinois, analyzed applicable law, data, research and practitioner perspectives in detail and offered
factual findings and recommendations to strengthen policy and practice.®?

As the Commission’s report notes, Illinois registry and notification laws applied only to adults until 1999;
since that time, the scope of such laws has broadened to include youth. Today, most lllinois youth who
are adjudicated delinquent for sex offenses under the Juvenile Court Act have all adult sex offender
rules and restrictions imposed upon them; many receive permanent adult felony convictions for registry
violations. These restrictions are largely applied to juveniles without consideration of the youth’s age at
the time of offense, background, current risk level, or clinical recommendations.

91 The Commission’s report, Improving Illinois’ Response to Sexual Offending by Youth is available at
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http://ijjc.illinois.gov/youthsexualoffenses

Over the same period, a growing body of evidence has produced a clearer picture of the characteristics
of youth with sexual behavior problems and the interventions most likely to prevent further sexual
offending, strengthen families, and support victims. That research has established that youth are highly
amenable to treatment and highly unlikely to sexually reoffend. Research also indicates that strategies
used with adults—principally sex offender registries and residency/employment restrictions—are not
only unnecessary, but counterproductive, as they often jeopardize victim confidentiality and can
interfere with youth rehabilitation to an extent that undermines the long-term safety and well-being of
our communities.

Based on this analysis of law, empirical research, Illinois data and practitioner experience, the
Commission has made the following recommendations to align Illinois law policy and practice with
current research on sexual offending:

1. Develop and implement professional best practice standards and provide current, objective,
and evidence-informed training for professionals who work with youth offenders and victims
of sexual abuse. Various entities such as the lllinois Sex Offender Management Board (SOMB),
the Illinois Law Enforcement Training and Standards Board (ILETSB), the Administrative Office of
Illinois Courts (AOIC), the lllinois Supreme Court, and the Illinois Department of Juvenile Justice
(IDJJ), should promulgate evidence-based standards of professional practice for intervening with
sexually offending youth and victims and should take steps to ensure that professionals receive
appropriate training to equip them to meet these standards. In addition, these entities should
implement meaningful quality assurance strategies for the professionals and agencies they
support. To assist in these efforts, the Commission will support the development and delivery of
high quality, evidence-based training and professional development to practitioners.

2. Equip courts and communities to intervene effectively with individualized, community-based,
family-focused services and supervision. Ensure that interventions proven effective in reducing
risks of reoffending and addressing the needs of offenders and victims are implemented at all
juvenile justice system decision points.

3. Remove young people from the state’s counter-productive sex offender registry and
categorical application of restrictions and “collateral consequences.” Because there is no
persuasive evidence that youth registry and related restrictions improve public safety, reduce
risks of future offending, or repair harm to victims, Illinois should repeal the registry,
restrictions, and notification requirements applied to youth adjudicated delinquent for sexual
offenses.

We urge lllinois policy makers to utilize the Commission’s research and recommendations regarding
youth in conjunction with the research and recommendations of the Task Force.

Task Force Findings and Recommendations:
Additionally, as policy makers craft statutes in response to the recommendations of this Task Force, it is
also critical to consider and apply research addressing:

e Protective factors identified in the research literature, so that lllinois revises registration and

restriction laws which undermine these protective factors and moves toward responses which
build protective factors and reduce sexual offending;
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e The impact of current laws, policies and procedures on racial disparities, sexual abuse and
assault victims, individuals with disabilities and developmental issues, and homeless people;

e Characteristics of and effective interventions with those who commit offenses related to child
pornography;

o The relationship between registries and housing instability as a driver of incarceration; and

e Programs, services and supervision strategies proven to reduce risks of offending, protect
victims of sexual abuse or assault and strengthen communities.

Additionally, policy makers should consider and address the following issues in implementing Task Force
recommendations:

e While the report documents lllinois provisions regarding who must register, policy makers must
also consider the complexity of the process for registering and the rules for living on the registry.
This information must be catalogued for the reader to understand the confusing and
burdensome nature of the registry process on individuals, particularly homeless individuals or
those with developmental disabilities.

e Current collateral consequences and restrictions are wide-reaching and have a profound impact
on the lives of people convicted of an offense and of their families. These restrictions may
prevent parents from dropping their child off at school, going to parks, playing organized sports
or visiting museums. These restrictions may be wholly unrelated to their offense or their risk for
reoffending and are currently applied independently of registry requirements. Thus, even
people removed from the registry are subjected to these restrictions for life, with no way to
“earn” reduction or modification of restrictions regardless of successful completion of terms of
supervision or treatment or demonstrated desistance from prohibited conduct. Policy makers
must also note that, under current lllinois law, residency restrictions cannot be anticipated.
People who comply with all restrictions and requirements, even after decades of demonstrated
compliance can be forced to move from their homes and families within 30 days. Those on MSR
have reportedly been required to leave their homes within 24 hours. It is important for policy
makers to fully understand the far-reaching and devastating impact of current Illinois law on
registrants and their families and to examine these responses in light of current research on
strategies demonstrated effective — or counterproductive — in reducing offending and protecting
communities in the short and long terms.

e Asthe report notes, sexual offending is significantly underreported, as are other categories of
crime and violent offending, as determined by the Justice Department Bureau of Justice
Statistics. Policy makers must further explore why this is so. In doing so, the experiences and
perspectives of victims are important in understanding the extent to those who have
experienced sexual abuse and assault:

o Seek to address the harm they experience without criminal justice system involvement;

o Lack confidence in the ability of the justice system to protect them and address the
harm they have experienced and / or believe justice system involvement will make
things worse for themselves and their families; and / or

o Face barriers to reporting crime and seeking justice system responses.
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e Examining these issues from available research and the perspectives of sexual assault victims is
critical in addressing the harm of sexual violence and abuse and holding offenders accountable
in ways that reduce offending and strengthen communities.

e One of most important recommendations of the Task Force is that, to effectively identify high
risk people, any registry should use tiers to reflect actual risk of sexual reoffending as informed
by validated, structured risk assessment processes. To align lllinois policy and practice with the
strong and growing body of research considered by the Task Force, implementing this
recommendation must allow for a “no registry” tier for those with low risks of sexual
reoffending, for whom registry and collateral consequences are not only unnecessary, but would
undermine the protective factors that prevent recidivism.

Lastly, it should be noted that the findings and recommendations of the Task Force and the lllinois
Juvenile Justice Commission are strongly aligned in urging individualized, evidence-based responses to
sexual offending. As both the Commission and the Task Force reports note, this requires the
promulgation, implementation and support of modern best practice standards for all justice system
practitioners and the use of interventions proven effective in reducing risks of reoffending and
addressing the needs of offenders and victims at all stages of justice system involvement.

In offering this feedback, we recognize and applaud the work of the lllinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority and the members of the Task Force in examining data, research and the experiences of those
affected by sexual offending, registries and related restrictions. As individuals and as representatives of
the Illinois Juvenile Justice Commission, we are committed to continuing this effort to align Illinois’
policy, practice and programs with the strategies proven most effective in protecting victims of sexual
abuse and assault, preventing sexual offending and producing positive outcomes for communities,
families and individuals.

Very truly yours,

Hon. George W. Timberlake (Retired)
Chair, lllinois Juvenile Justice Commission

Lisa S. Jacobs
Vice Chair, lllinois Juvenile Justice Commission
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SORA TASK FORCE FINAL REPORT:

JASON CHAMBERS' (McLEAN COUNTY STATE'S ATTORNEY) COMMENTS

ICJIA’s draft findings for discussion arlicized
Comments/concerns regarding the implications for law enforcement and proseqyiear in

bold.

A. Infrastructure That Supports Effective Sex Offender Management

Sex Offender Management Board (SOMB) should be an independent agency that is
staffed and directed by an expert with a clinical background specializing in sex offender
assessment and treatment. Illinois’ SOMB should use research to inform the creation of
policy as well as to evaluate how policies are implemented and their impact.

Illinois” SOMB’s core activities should be expanded to include: setting statewide
treatment and management standards that are research informed and evidence-based;
identifying and certifying agencies and professionals qualified to carry out those
standards; conducing systematic and comprehensive quality assurance oversight to
ensure those certified are indeed implementing the standards specified; and providing
training to agencies and professionals charged with treatment and court supervision,
including judges. Adequate funding and staffing resources should be allocated to carry
out these core functions.

The use of sex offender management tools varies widely within the State of Illinois.
There are jurisdictions which utilize management tools and training well to make
their communities safer. A properly staffed and directed SOMB could be crucial to
implementing the most effectively used practices statewide.

B. Utilize Risk-Assessments Post Conviction for Treatment and Management Purposes

A validated, structured risk assessment is the most effective way to identify risk to
sexually reoffend as well as general offending risk.

Standardized risk assessment process and the risk assessment tools are the most effective
way to promote consistency across those conducting the assessments, with the tools and
process shaped by state oversight entity, like a sufficiently funded SOMB.

Risk assessments should be administered after conviction by state-certified professionals,
and re-administered ideally once a year, but minimally every two years.

Risk assessments should be used to guide management and treatment plans, not just
identify risk. Final risk levels and treatment plans that diverge from the validated,
structured risk assessment scores should be documented and explained.

The risk assessment results should be one factor considered by treatment providers or
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those supervising sex offenders in the community.

» Treatment should be informed by the current scientific evidence as it relates to what is
effective at reducing sexual reoffending.

Risk assessment tools can be valuable when utilized by competent individuals in the
criminal justice system using their sound discretion, such as the judiciary. They
should be used for information purposes, but not used as automatic triggers.

Additionally, there is a large practical limitation to frequent risk assessments being
performed. Simply requiring that the courts or local government have them done
would be an unfunded mandate and it would be cost prohibitive under most existing
budgets. There is also the concern of the lack of providers who can produce
acceptable risk assessments. There are many counties downstate which may not even
have a local provider who can give a proper risk assessment. If this is mandated, care
needs to be taken to make sure there is the appropriate provider infrastructure in
place to carry it out.

C. Registry

e To effectively identify high risk people, registries should use tiers to reflect actual risk of
sexual re-offending (informed by the risk-assessment conducted post-conviction). The
different tiers should differentiate lengths of time on the public registry.

e To ensure resources can be focused on people who are at high risk of re-offending,
individuals on lower tiers—i.e., those who pose less risk—should be automatically removed
from the public registry after a set duration.

This is already in place in Illinois for individuals with a set term on the registry.

e Registrants should be allowed to petition to be removed from the public registry if they meet
certain criteria, such as having crossed the desistence threshold. These criteria should be
created by SOMB and be informed by current scientific knowledge.

If this is allowed, then the burden should be on the convicted sex offender to
show why they should come off of the registry.

o Ifused, the term “Sexual Predator” should not refer to all lifetime registrants but rather only
those individuals “who have engaged in a long-term pattern of sexually deviant behavior,
who are assessed to be at high risk to reoffend, who have assaulted strangers or non-
relatives, who have used violence, weapons, or caused injuries to victims, who have had
multiple victims and/or arrests, or who have committed abduction, kidnapping, false
imprisonment, or sexually motivated murder or attempted murder.”

Individuals who are a high risk or who have shown through past behavior that they
are willing to victimize multiple victims are sexual predators and should continued
to be referred to by that label.
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I am concerned about the limiting language of "who have assaulted strangers or
non-relatives." Most sex offenders are victimizing people who they know in some
way or are relatives. However, when they repeatedly engage in the crimes against
the same or multiple victims they are still a sexual predator regardless of their
relationship to their victim.

e The public registry should only contain persons convicted of a sex offense: people convicted
of murder should not appear on the sex offender registry.

The Illinois Supreme Court has examined this issue and found that there is a
rational basis to include certain sexually-motivated crimes against children
(such as non-parental kidnapping) in the registry.

e Statutory requirements that stipulate any new felony (not for a sex offense) triggers
retroactive registration for certain individuals should be removed.

This should be approached with considerable caution. If someone
previously convicted of a sex offense later shows a pattern of ignoring the
laws and rules of society, then I think there should be cause for concern
regarding them ignoring other laws as well, such as re-offending as a sex
offender.

D. Restrictions

e Residence restrictions should be limited to while individuals are on the public registry
and tailored to different tiers, with the highest risk tiers having the most restrictions.

A tiered system based on the severity of the offense and risk assessment
could be a change which helps utilize safety resources better. However, any
tiered system should allow for discretion of a court to set restrictions and
tiers or any variances.

Arguments that restrictions has no safety impact are flawed. Studies
addressing this issue even admit that their research is limited by the amount
of under reporting of sex offenses and that there is no baseline to compare
any modern data. An absence of a finding is not proof of the opposite,
especially when the research admits to inclusive data. I have never seen a
study that says that if I hit my hand with a hammer, it will hurt. But I still
know it will hurt. I do not need a study to know that allowing a child sex
offender with multiple convictions to live across the street from a grade
school is a bad idea.

e The amount of time on Mandatory Supervised Release (MSR) should be revised for
persons convicted of sex offenses. Those individuals determined to be lower risk (e.g.,
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Tiers 1-3), as determined by a validated, structured risk assessment, should have
maximum MSR sentences of 3 years. Only the highest risk individuals (e.g., Tier IVa and
IVb), as determined by a validated, structured risk assessment, should have MSR
sentences beyond 3 years.

I agree with the comment of the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office that
"Research shows that sex offenders who commit predatory offenses remain
a danger to the public for a very long time. These violent/dangerous
offenders should remain subject to lifetime MSR. However, MSR has options
to shorten the period of supervision in appropriate cases. Since this appears
to be an individualized consideration, it should remain with the releasing
authority. All IDOC evaluators should follow SOMB standards to assist in
uniform application of the termination criteria. Risk assessment tools
should also be utilized in determining whether and when to terminate MSR."
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APPENDIX A - Public Act 099-0873

HB5572 Enrolled LRB099 18097 SLF 42462 b

AN ACT concerning State government.

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois, represented in theaGassembly:

Section 5. The lllinois Criminal Justice Information Act is amended by addictip8 15 as follows:
(20 ILCS 3930/15 new)

Sec. 15. Sex Offenses and Sex Offendayi&ration Task Force.

a) The General Assembly acknowledges that numerous criminal offenses that argézestergsex
offenses are serious crimes that affect some of the most vulnerable victims.

b)

1

2)

3)

The Sex Offender Database was created as a statewide ddtalthse purpose of making
information regarding sex offenders publicly available so that victims mayJare of released
offenders and law enforcement may have a tool to identify potentialtgzgue of current
offenses. In addition to the Registrgxsoffenders may be subject to specific conditions and
prohibitions for a period after the person's release from imprisonmentgtrattsenvhere the
person may reside, travel, and work.

The General Assembly recognizes that the current Sex Offender Bataihsex offender
restrictions do not assess or differentiate based upon the specific riskch afffender, potential
threat to public safety, or an offender’s likelihood of re-offending.

The General Assembly believes that a Task Force should bedcreatesure that law
enforcement and communities are able to identify-higihsex offenders and focus on
monitoring those offenders to protect victims, improve public safety, and inaimaseriousness
of each offense.

The Sex Offenses and Sex OffenBegistration Task Force is hereby created.

1)

2)

3)

The Task Force shall examine current offenses that require offenderssterragisex offenders,

the current data and research regarding evidence based practices, thensomegirictions, and

outcomes foregistered sex offenders, and the registration process.

The Task Force shall hold public hearings at the call of trehaopersons to receive testimony

from the public and make recommendations to the General Assembly regarditagilegi

changes to mereffectively classify sex offenders based on their level of risk-offemding,

better direct resources to monitor the most violent and high risk offeratat to ensure public

safety.

The Task Force shall be an independent Task Force under thes Iiniinal Justice

Information Authority for administrative purposes, and shall consisteofdilowing members:

A) the Executive Director of the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Autkipr

B) the Director of Corrections, or his or her designee;

B-5) the Director of Juvenile Justice, or his or her designee;

C) 2 members of the House of Representatives appointed by the Speaker of tnefHous
Representatives, one of whom shall serve ashairperson;
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D) 2 members of the Senate appointed by the President ofritaéeSene of whom shall serve as
a cachairperson;

E) a member of the Senate appointed by the Minority Leader of the Senate;

F) a member of the House of Representatives appointed by the Minority LedldeHduse of
Representatives;

G) the Director of Stat@olice, or his or her designee;

H) the Superintendent of the Chicago Police Department, or his or her designee;

I) the Chairperson of the Juvenile Justice Commission, or his or her designee;

J) arepresentative of a statewide organization against sexual asganilfegh by the Executive
Director of the Authority;

K) 2 academics or researchers who have studied issues related to adult sexgyfépdiinted
by the Executive Director of the Authority;

L) a representative of a legal organization that works with aduttféexders who focus on the
collateral consequences of conviction and registration, appointed by the Ex&xngictor of
the Authority;

M) a representative of a statewide organization representing probation anseceices
agencies in this State, appoittey the Executive Director of the Authority;

N) a representative of a statewide organization representing lllinoi§fshappointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority;

O) arepresentative of a statewide organization representing lllinotzdblie$, appointed by
the Executive Director of the Authority;

P) 2 State's Attorneys to be appointed by the Executive Director of the Aythori

Q) 2 treatment providers who specialize in adult treatment appointee lxécutive Director
of the Authority;

R) a treatmat provider who specializes in working with victims of sex offenses, appblyte
the Executive Director of the Authority;

S) 2 representatives from communiltgsed organizations that work with adults convicted of sex
offenses on rentry appointed by the Executive Director of the Authority;

T) arepresentative of a statewide organization that represents or ctexdievices for
victims of sex offenses, appointed by the Executive Director of the Authority

U) a representative of a statewide organization thaesepts or is comprised of individuals
convicted as adults of a sex offense who are currently on a registry, appgitied b
Executive Director of the Authority; a public defender to be appointed by thetse
Director of the Authority; and

V) an appella defender to be appointed by the Executive Director of the Authority.

¢) The lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority may consult, contraci;k in conjunction with,
and obtain any information from any individual, agency, association, or resesittiion deemed
appropriate by the Authority.

d) The Task Force shall submit a written report of its findings and reconatiens to the General
Assembly on or before January 1, 2018.

e) This Section is repealed on January 1, 2019.

Effective Date: 1/1/2017
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APPENDIX B - Task Force Membership

The Executive Director of the lllinois Criminal

Justice Information Authority: 8.

John Maki

Executive Director

lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority
The Director ofCorrections, or his or her
designee:

John Baldwin

Director

lllinois Department of Corrections

Designee: 9.

Alyssa WilliamsSchafer

Public Services Administrator

lllinois Department of Corrections

The Director of Juvenile Justice, or his or her
designee:

Heidi E. Mueller

Acting Director

lllinois Department of Juvenile Justice

Two members of the House of Representatives 10.

appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, one of whom shall serve as ca
chairperson:

Elgie R. Sims, Jr. 11.

State Representative

34th District

Elaine Nekritz

State Representative

57th District

Two members of the Senate appointed by the
President of the Senate, one of whom shall serve
as a cechairperson:

VACANT

VACANT

A member of the Senate appointed by the
Minority Leader of the Swate:

John Cabello

State Representative

68th District

The Director of State Police, or his or her 13.

designee:

Leo Schmitz

Director

Illinois State Police
Designee:

Tracie Newton

Offender Registration Unit
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12.

lllinois State Police

The Superintendent of the ChicaBolice
Department, or his or her designee:

Eddie Johnson

Superintendent of Police

Chicago Police Department

Designee:

Deputy Chief Kathleen Boehmer

Sergeant Maria L. Jacobson

Chicago Police Department

The Chairperson of the Juvenile Justice
Commissionpr his or her designee:

Hon. George Timberlake

Chair

lllinois Juvenile Justice Commission
Designee (canember):

Lisa Jacobs

Vice Chair

lllinois Juvenile Justice Commission

A representative of a statewide organization
against sexual assault, appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Lynne Johnson

Two academics or researchers who have studied
issues related to adult sex offending, appointed
by the Executive Director of the Authority:
Mike Fogel

Associate Professor Department of Forensic
Psychology

Chicago School of Professional Psychology
VACANT

A representative of a legal organization that
works with adult sex offenders who focus on the
collateral consequences of conviction and
registration, appointed by the Executive Director
of the Authority:

Beth Johnson

Director, Legal Programs

Cabrini Green Legal Aid

A representative of a statewide organization
representing probation and court services
agencies in this State, appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Michael J. Tardy

Director

Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts
(AQIC)



14.

15.

16.

17.

A representative of a statewide organization
representing Illinois sheriffs, appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Greg Sullivan

Executive Director

lllinois Sheriff Association

A represerdtive of a statewide organization
representing lllinois police chiefs, appointed by
the Executive Director of the Authority:

Ed Wojcicki

Executive Director

lllinois Association of Chiefs of Police

Two State's Attorneys to be appointed by the
Executive Diretor of the Authority:

Kim Foxx

State’s Attorney

Cook County

Designees:

Jennifer Gonzalez

Supervisor of the Sexual Assault and Domestic
Violence Division

Cook County State’s Attorneys’ Office

Mary Boland

Assistant State’s Attorney

Cook County State’s Attaeys’ Office

Jason Chambers

State’s Attorney

McLean County

Two treatment providers who specialize in adult 22.

treatment appointed by the Executive Director o
the Authority:

Gary Lemmon

Licensed Clinical Social Worker

(retiredfrom United Methodist Children’s

Home, where he was the executive director)
Becky Palmer

Training, Consultation & Treatment

(Formerly the Sr. VP of Clinical at Alternative
Behavior Treatment Center)

18.

19.

20.

21.

23.
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A treatment provider who specializes in working
with victims of sex offenses, appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Darla Wexstten

Clinical Social Worker

Two representatives from communitased
organizations that work with adults convicted of
sex offenses on r@ntry appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Tony Lowery

Director of Policy & Advocacy

Safer Foundation

Mike Davis

Associate Executive Director Prisoner and
Family Ministry

A representative of a statewide organization that
represents or coordinates services for victims of
sex offenses, appointed by the Executive
Director of the Authority:

Polly Poskin

Executive Director

lllinois Coalition Against Sexual Assault

A representative of a statewide organization that
represents or is comprised of individuals
convicted as adults af sex offense who are
currently on a registry, appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

VACANT

A public defender to be appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Amy Campanelli

Public Defender

Cook County

An appellate defender to be appointed by the
Executive Director of the Authority:

Jacqueline Bullard

Deputy Defender

4th Judicial Circuit



APPENDIX C — Offenses Subject to Sex OffendeRegistration in

Ilinois 22

The Sex Offender Registration Act (SORA) applies whperaon is:

e convicted or adjudicated delinquent for a sex offense or attempted sesepffen
¢ foundnot guilty by reason of insanitgr found not guilty of such offense; or
e declared to be a sexually dangerous or sexually violent person.

The following are onsidered “sex offenses” for purposes of SORA:

10-Year Registration

SORA Application

Citation of Offense

Forcible Detentioh Victim <18 720 ILCS 5/10-4
Indecent Solicitation of a Victim <17 720 ILCS 5/11-6
Child
Indecent Solicitation of an Victim <17 720 ILCS 5/11-6.5
Adult*

Public Indecency

3 or subsequent offense only

720 ILCS 5/11-30

Sexual Exploitation of a
Child

Victim <17

720 ILCS 5/11-9.1

Custodial Sexual Miscondu

Victim in the custody o& penal,
treatmenbr detention facility;
includes victims who a&r
probationers, parolees, or persons

on conditional release

720 ILCS 5/11-9.2

Sexual Relations within
Families

Sexual penetration offenses on
within certain degrees of familial
relation

720 ILCS 5/11-11

Patronizing a Minor Engage
in Prostituton

Victim under 18 years of age 0
is a person with a severe or
profound intellectual disability

720 ILCS 5/11-18.1

Patronizing a Prostitute Victim <18 720 ILCS 5/11-18
Grooming Victim <17 720 ILCS 5/11-25
Traveling to Meet a Minor Victim <17 720 ILCS 5/11-26

Criminal Sexual Abuse

Age and force provisions;
includes victim who is unable to
understand the nature of the act

or is unable to give knowing
consent

720 ILCS 5/11-1.50

Permitting Sexual Abuse

Victim <17

720 ILCS5/11-9.1A

92 Source730 ILCS 150t seq (2017)
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Lifetim e Registration

SORA Application

Citation of Offense

First Degree Murder*

Any age Victim

720 ILCS 5/9-1

Kidnapping* Applies only to non-parental 720 ILCS 5/10-1
offenders where V<18

Aggravated Applies only to non-parental 720 ILCS 5/10-2

Kidnapping* offenders where V<18

Unlawful Restraint*

Applies only to non-parental
offenders where V<18

720 ILCS 5/10-3

Aggravated Unlawful
Restraint*

Applies only to non-parental
offenders where V<18

720 ILCS 5/10-3.1

Luring of a Minor

Victim <15

720 ILCS 5/10-5.1

Child Abduction*

Applies only to non-parental
offenders who lure a V<17

720 ILCS 5/10-5(b)(10)

Sexual Misconduct
with a Person with a

Victim is a person witla
developmental disability or mentg

L

720 ILCS 5/11-9.5

Disability illness
Promoting Juvenile | Victim <18, when offense involve] 720 ILCS 5/11-14.4
Prostitution keeping a place of juvenile

prostitution

Child Pornography

Victim <18

720 ILCS 5/11-20.1

Criminal Sexual
Assault

Age and force provisions; include
victim who is unable to understan
thenature of the act or is unable t

give knowing consent

720 ILCS 5/12-13

Aggravated Criminal
Sexual Assault

Criminal Sexual Assault plus
aggravating factor

720 ILCS 5/11-1.30

Predatory Criminal
Sexual Assault of a
Child

Victim <13

720 ILCS 5/11-1.40

Aggravated Criminal
Sexual Abuse

Criminal Sexual Abuse plus
aggravating factor

720 ILCS 5/11-1.60

Ritualized Abuse of a
Child

Victim <18

720 ILCS 5/12-33

Persons declared sexually dangerous under the Sexually Dangerous Perso2s AG$
205/0.01et seq) or sexually violent under the Sexually Violent Persons Commitment Act (725
ILCS 207/1et seq) must register for life.

*Court must make a finding that the crime was sexually motivated as defifiéd iSex Offender
Management Board Act (225 ILCS 109/19) for SORA to apply.
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APPENDIX D - Timeline of Major Amendments to Illinois’ Sex

Offender Registration & Restrictions®

August 15,1986 Habitual Child Sex Offender Registration Act mandates registration for
second or subsequent sex offense (includitgmpts) with victims under 18.

January 11993 Child Sex Offender Registration Act extends registration to finsvictions
when victims are under 18.

January 11996 Sex Offender Registration Act expands registration retroactively to
everyone convicted of a sex offense in the last 10 yesyardless of victim age

June 11996 Sex Offender Registration Act and the Child Sex Offender and Child Murderer
Community Notification Law makes violations a Class X felony and releagestrant
namesaddresses, and offenses to the public.

July 24,1997 Sex Offender Registration Act and the Sex Offender and Child Murderer
Community Notification Law extends registration to cerrmisdemeanors and establishes
$10 initial registration fee and $5 annueé f

January 11998 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment prohibits sex offenders from
loitering within 1,000 feet of a school or playground.

July 1,1999 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment defines the category of Isexua
predatotf and releasepasonal informatiorabout registrants on the lllinois State Police Sex
Offender website (launched November 15, 1999).

July 7,200Q Criminal Code of 1961 Amendment extends presence restrictions to public
parks and facilities that provide services to people under 18 years andshetatdsidency
restrictionsunder which sex offenders cannot live within 500 feet of a school, park, or
children’s facility.

August 222002 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment requires adjudigatedhile
delinquent sex oéinderdo register and information on employment and education is added
to the Law Enforcement Automated Data System (LEADS).

August 222003 Adds amendments mandated by the United States Department of Justice
Campus Sex Crimes Prevention Act. Sex Offender Registration Act AmendrtEmdex
registration to those found guilty of a third or subsequent conviction forcRndecency,
Custodial Sexual Misconduct, or Permitting Sexual Abuse.

August 202004 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment extendsstegion by 10 years
for parole violations, mandatesgistration for homicide offenders when victim is under age
18, and increases fees to $20 and $10 for initial and annual registrationtivepec

January 12005 Amendments to Criminal Code 720 ILCS 5/11-24 bars those convicted of a
sex offense from working or owning a business that photographs children.

July 11,2005 Amendments to Unified Code of Corrections 730 ILCS 5/3-1-2 and 5-6-3
prohibit sex offenders on parole, probation, or mandatory siggerwelease from

participating in holiday activities with nefiamilial children (e.g. distributing candy on

93 Sources: lllinois State Police. (200%EexOffender Registration in lllinoisRetrieved from:

from:

Illinois Voices (2017).lllinois Voices History of LawsRetrieved
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http://www.isp.state.il.us/docs/sorstudy2003.pdf
http://www.ilvoices.org/il-law-history.html
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Halloween, dressing up as Santa or the Easter Buntliy)may at the same addreess

apartment complex as another known sex offender.

January 12006 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment mandates lifetime registration
for perpetrators of criminal sexual assault, requires changes in sex offeiddess,
employment, or school enroliment to be reported to law enforcement in tligdigtion

within five days, and gives law enforcement discretirequire an offender to register up to
an additional four times per year.

June 12008 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendment bars those convicted of a child sex
offense from working with a county fair and expands the definition of Indecéoit&mn of

a Child.

June 12009 Unified Code of Corrections Amendment approves use of electronic monitoring
for sex offenders on parole or mandatory supervised release.

August 4,2009 Criminal Code of 1961 eendment bars sex offenders with child victims
from working with vehicles that sell food (e.g. ice cream trucks) orgeney vehicles.

January 1201Q Criminal Code of 1961 Amendments bans sex offenders from sgaial
networking websites or computergsb software

January 12011 Sex Offender Registration Act Amendments make loitering in a public park
a Class A misdemeanor, increasesdameual registration fee to $10énd creates a

stipulation to address sexting by a minor without bringing felony child pornogcyanges.
January 12012 Amendments to Various Acts enhances penalties for manufacture or
possession of child pornography, defines aggravated stalking, and requesiseedations
from theJuvenile Justice Commissi@m treatment and sapvision of delinquent juvenile

sex offenders.

January 12013 Criminal Code of 1961 Amendments define child sex offender and sex
offense and increases penalties for participating in holiday adiwitd nonfamilial

children.

January 12014 Criminal Code of 2012 Amendmentsmove statute of limitatiorsn

childhood sexual abuse and increases penalties for possession of childggmnog

January 12015 Public Act 980774 prohibits employers with more than 15 employees from
asking about criminal hisry on the initial application.

48






e G
Nt
P




	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	Section I. Illinois Sex Offender Laws and Registration Requirements
	Section II. History of Sex Offender Legislation and Policy
	Section III. Effective Statewide Oversight
	Section IV. Task Force Process, Principles, and Research Summaries
	Section V. Task Force Recommendations
	Section VI. Summary of Public Comment
	Section VII. Task Force Member Comments
	APPENDIX A - Public Act 099-0873
	APPENDIX B - Task Force Membership
	APPENDIX C – Offenses Subject to Sex Offender Registration in Illinois91F
	APPENDIX D - Timeline of Major Amendments to Illinois’ Sex Offender Registration & Restrictions92F
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page

