To: Members of the House Judiciary Committee
From: John L Zolkoske,

Ph. 971-239-8716

e-mail: 4sensiblelaws@gmail.com
Date: Feb 26, 2013

Re: HB 2549

Dear Esteemed Members:

I am writing to recommend your support of HB 25H48ttcreates a three-level registry,
with appropriate public notification depending ugbae risk level posed by each
registrant. This approach was arrived at aftegfohconsideration by various
stakeholders, including law-enforcement, commuodtrections, and treatment
providers.

An Intelligent Approach to Public Safety:

By adopting HB 2549, Oregon will improve on a provetelligent approach to sex
offender management. This carefully crafted sdieatly based system will result in
maximum public safety. Some other jurisdictiongenamplemented different
notification systems based largely on emotion aysddria, with disappointing results.

For example, Florida implemented the Adam Walsh(AWA) or SORNA. This
politically expedient Federal system has been athere for more than half a decade.
Simplistic and ill-conceived schemes such as SORN#ers’ are not risk-based. In
Florida, it has become clear that such a schemeéwesely misdirected public resources,
giving offenders constituting greater risk an irased opportunity to recidivate. A recent
study, commissioned by the U.S. Department of deistound that:

“If decision-making is going to be drivby assigning offenders into
defined risk classes, those categories must bendieted by empirically derived
procedures that are likely to correctly identifgher risk offenders...™

The study found that using empirical methods swsctina Static-99R to identify risk
level is superior for public safety. Scientifigaiased risk leveling and notification
has great advantages:

* It helps law enforcement/corrections focus resaiesed attention where
needed.

» Targeted notification prevents the public from beew overwhelmed with a
bloated registry, and having no idea whom actualystitutes a risk. | urge
you to look at a sex offender registry in a SORN&#essuch as Florida. In
many population centers, mapping displays a liteeal of offenders to the
point of being a useless absurdity.



Uses Web Notification Where Necessar y:

There is no research whatsoever that blanket pabtification for low risk
offenders (where used) has resulted in any pubfetgvalue. A key advantage of
using risk-based management is the ability to wespublic notification for those
who constitute sufficiently high risk. This methisdused successfully in
jurisdictions representing about 20-25 percenhefl.S population — including the
State of Washington.

It is imperative that public posting be reservetydor cases where there is clearly
an public safety need due to the potential deviagtahpact of wide-spread
notification for thousands of Oregonian low-riskrfeer offenders and their

families:

1.

The children, wives, partners, and friends ofrfer offenders are
targeted along with the publicly shamed former mdier. [There is
simply no way to portray a registrant on the ingnnithout the

public seeing that person as an imminent thresatety] There are
well-documented cases of children of former offeadeeing bullied
and shunned when parents or other family memberdiacovered to
be on the registry. When an offender loses employment or housing
due to being on the public registry, their famibeg down with them.

Destabilizing influences of public posting (jlaiss, housing loss,
public humiliation, loss of social network) are kdgments leading to
increased recidivism risk. Public posting mustibed only where
clear and present risk outweighs the potentialatiéstation to
registrants who are productive and functional.

Due of the nature of the Internet, once a peispublicly posted, he
or she will always remain publicly posted. Everenehpersons are
later removed from the registry, third-party websihave ‘harvested’
the offender data from public websites. Manyssfipopagate data
containing old, inaccurate home addresses, or iptEimdata leading
to cases of mistaken identity. Some websites ddrfess of up to
$500 for removal of information, even if it is tanger valid. It is
untenable that any government would be complicguah activities
where it is proven there is no public safety need.

Relief Components/Conclusion:

| support relief components, but will reserve fraoraking any comments regarding
these elements at this time. Relief from regigiratvhere warranted is a giant step
toward creating opportunities for a productive iifigh employment and housing
opportunities.



However, the critical element of this bill liestime leveling system. Ensuring that
only those who constitute a verifiable sufficielskrare subjected to the potentially
devastating impacts of Internet posting is critic@iven that people subject to the
registry are pariahs to be shunned and even pliydheamed, it is absolutely
critical that any decision to post additional pasbe made with great care.
Children and the vulnerable must be protected. iButist be done with
intelligence that does not undermine overall pusditety. | believe HB 2549 is the
best approach and will lead to the highest levgulflic protection.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my opmio

Respectfully Submitted,

A T, I pards

John Zolkoske
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