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Research on SORN has had multiple foci. 
 
General Topics to Discuss: 
 General Content/Structure of Registries 
 Recidivism 
 Residency Restrictions & Effects 
 Housing Issues and Residential Locations 
 Collateral Consequences 
  Collateral Consequences – Family Members 
  Collateral Consequences – Schools/Students 
 Stresses of Registration/Notification 
 Perceptions of the Public 
  Perceptions of Criminal Justice Officials 
  Perceptions of RSOs 
  
 

 

  



  

 Registries:   Content and Structure 

 Mustaine, E. E., & Tewksbury, R. (2013). What can be learned 
from an online sex offender registry site? An 8 year follow-up. 
Journal of Community Corrections, 23(1), 5-10. 

 Tewksbury, R., & Higgins, G. (2005). What can be learned from 
an online sex offender registry site? Journal of Community 
Corrections, 14(3), 9-11, 15-16.  

 Tewksbury, R. (2002). Validity and utility of the Kentucky sex 
offender registry. Federal Probation, 66(1), 21-26. 

 Connor, D. P., Copes, H., & Tewksbury, R. (2011). Incarcerated 
sex offenders’ perceptions of prison sex offender treatment 
programs. Justice Policy Journal, 8(2), 1-22. Retrieved October 
10, 2014, from 
http://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cjcj/documents/Incarcerated_Se
x.pdf 

 Tewksbury, R., & Connor, D. P. (2012). Incarcerated sex 
offenders perceptions of family relationships: Previous 
experiences and future expectations. Western Criminology 
Review, 13(2), 25-35. 

  

Registries contain widely varying 
information.  Between 2005 and 2013  
maps of residences became the norm. 

At least in the early days of public 
registries, there were high rates of errors 
in them.   This has not been re-examined 
(publicly) since my 2002 work. Only 73% 
of addresses were  true residential 
addresses. 

Incarcerated, but soon-to-be-released 
SOs express mixed emotions about 
treatment.  While typically 
acknowledging it as useful and helpful, 
the methods are strongly dislked, and 
some found it difficult to take seriously 
knowing that they would be required to 
repeat a program upon release. 

RSOs  report rarely receiving visits while 
incarcerated, and having difficulties 
maintaining family relationships.  
Anticipations for post-release are 
guarded and yet typically very optimistic 
for positive, not-changed relationships.  



  

 Recidivism 

  

  

In simplest of terms, there is essentially no 
evidence to support that SORN leads to lower 
rates of sex offense recidivism. 

These studies use data from New Jersey and 
Iowa.  Others (some listed elsewhere here) 
use data from South Carolina, Florida, 
Minnesota and New York, Connecticut, 
Oklahoma, Kansas. 

Trajectory analyses show that there are two 
likely groups/types of recidivists:     Large 
majority are non-recidivists or one-time, 
relatively minor-level recidivists.    A very small 
group are multiple incident recidivists.  BUT, 
proportions of each group do not change after 
implementation of SORN. 

Pre- and post-SORN cohorts show no change 
in recidivism, but increases in unemployment, 
multiple-relocations and homelessness. 

Among small number of recidivists, most 
recidivate with a non-sex offense.   Post-SORN 
recidivists were most likely to have a drug 
offense; sex offenses were the least likely type 
of re-offense offense. 

Tewksbury, R., Jennings, W. G., & Zgoba, K. M. (2012). A longitudinal examination of 

sex offender recidivism prior to and following the implementation of SORN. 

Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 30(3). 308-328. doi: 10.1002/bsl.1009 

Tewksbury, R., & Jennings, W. G. (2010). Assessing the impact of sex offender 

registration and community notification on sex-offender trajectories. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 37(5), 570-582. doi: 10.1177/0093854810363570 

Jennings, W. G., Zgoba, K. M., & Tewksbury, R. (2012). A comparative longitudinal 

analysis of recidivism trajectories and collateral consequences for sex and non-

sex offenders released since the implementation of sex offender registration 

and community notification. Journal of Crime & Justice, 35(3), 356-364. doi: 

10.1080/0735648X2012.662062 

Jennings, W. G., Zgoba, K. M., Donner, C. M., Henderson, B. B., & Tewksbury, R. 

(2014). Considering specialization/versatility as an unintended collateral 

consequence of SORN. Journal of Criminal Justice, 42(2), 184-192. doi: 

10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2013.06.010 

 



  

 Residency Restrictions 

 Barnes, J., Dukes, T., Tewksbury, R., & De Troye, T. (2009). Predicting 
the impact of a statewide residence restriction law on South Carolina 
sex offenders. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 20(1), 21-43. doi: 
10.1177/0887403408320842 

 Duwe, G., Donnay, W., & Tewksbury, R. (2008). Does residential 
proximity matter? A geographic analysis of sex offense recidivism. 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 35(4), 484-504. doi: 
10.1177/0093854807313690 

 Socia, K. M. (2012). The efficacy of county-level sex offender 
residence restrictions in New York.   Crime & Delinquency, 58(4), 612-
642. doi: 10.1177/0011128712441694 

 Socia, K. M. (2012). The implementation of county residence 
restrictions in New York. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 18(2), 
206-230. doi: 10.1037/a0024993 

 Zgoba, K. M., Levenson, J., McKee, T. (2008). Examining the impact of 
sex offender residence restrictions on housing availability. Criminal 
Justice Policy Review, 20(1), 91-110. doi: 10.1177/0887403408322119 

 Levenson, J. S., & Cotter, L. P. (2005). The impact of sex offender 
residence restrictions: 1,000 feet from danger or one step from 
absurd? International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 49(2), 168-178. doi: 10.1177/0306624X04271304 

  

One of the most studied areas.  Studies 
here from Minnesota, New York, Florida, 
South Carolina and New Jersey. 

Socia:   Political influences were biggest 
reason to create residency restrictions 

Zgoba:  When  implemented, 58% of 
RSOs were in restricted zones, most often 
day cares/schools.  Those by schools 
were primarily offenders with adult 
victims. 

Levenson:  Fully one-half of surveyed 
Florida RSOs had been forced to move as 
a result of residential restrictions. 

Barnes:  Prior to implementation 
determined ½ of RSOs would be in 
violation of a 1,000 foot restriction and 
45% of housing would be as well. 

Duwe:   In MN found 0 of all 224 
recidivism incidents over a 13 year period 
was an offender victimizing a child from a 
typical restriction-type site.  Concluded 
that if RR were in place, not a single re-
offense could have been prevented. 



  

 Housing & Residential Locations 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2008). Where registered sex offenders live: 
Community characteristics and proximity to possible victims. Victims & 
Offenders, 3(1), 86-98. doi: 10.1080/15564880701752371 

 Navarro, J. (2014). Location, location, location, the impact of registered sex 
offenders on home sale prices: A case study of McLean County, Illinois. (Master’s 
Thesis). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 
1562487) 

 Mustaine, E. E., & Tewksbury, R. (2008). Registered sex offenders, residence, and 
the influence of race. Journal of Ethnicity in Criminal Justice, 6(1), 65-82. doi: 
10.1300/J222v06n01_05 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2006). Where to find sex offenders: An 
examination of residential locations and neighborhood conditions. Criminal 
Justice Studies, 19(1), 61-75. doi: 10.1080/14786010600615991 

 Tewksbury, R., Mustaine, E. E., & Stengel, K. M. (2007). Residential 
concentrations of rural registered sex offenders. American Journal of Criminal 
Justice, 31(2), 49-63. doi: 10.1007/s12103-007-9004-0 

 Mustaine, E. E., & Tewksbury, R. (2011). Residential relegation of registered sex 
offenders. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 36(1), 44-57. doi: 
10.1007/s12103-01-9102-2 

 Mustaine, E. E., Tewksbury, R., & Stengel, K. M. (2006). Social disorganization and 
residential locations of registered sex offenders: Is this a collateral consequence? 
Deviant Behavior, 27(3), 329-350. doi: 10.1080/01639620600605606 

  

  

RSOs live in all types of neighborhoods, 
but disproportionately in poor, 
disorganized, undesirable neighborhood; 
over time are likely to move worse 
neighborhoods (downward spiral) 

RSOs most likely to live in high-poverty, 
unstable, high-crime and high child 
sexual abuse rates neighborhoods 

           “Relegation” 

Across 5 counties in FL, KY and IL, Black 
RSOs were in generally more socially 
disorganized neighborhoods.  White 
RSOs are more likely to live in slightly 
‘better’ areas and in close proximity to 
other white RSOs. 

Sales of homes in 1 IL county over 2012-
13 show that homes within 0.2 miles of 
an RSO sold for $6,500 less; those 0.2 
miles of a Sexual Predator sold for $9,100 
less. 

For each additional 1 foot away from an 
RSO home sale prices rose by $18.92. 

 



  

 Collateral Consequences 

 Tewksbury, R. (2005). Collateral consequences of sex offender registration. 
Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 21(1), 67-81. doi: 
10.1177/1043986204271704 

  Levenson, J. S., & Cotter, L. P. (2005). The effect of Megan’s Law on sex offender 
reintegration. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 21(1), 49-66. doi: 
10.1177/1043986204271676 

 Tewksbury, R. (2007). Exile at home: The unintended collateral consequences of 
sex offender residency restrictions. Harvard Civil Rights – Civil Liberties Law 
Review, 42(2), 531-540. 

 Tewksbury, R. (2004). Experiences and attitudes of registered female sex 
offenders. Federal Probation, 68(3), 30-33. 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2007). Collateral consequences and community 
re-entry for registered sex offenders with child victims: Are the challenges even 
greater? Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 46(1-2), 113-131. doi: 
10.1080/10509670802071550 

 Tewksbury, R., & Lees, M. (2006). Perceptions of sex offender registration: 
Collateral consequences and community experiences. Sociological Spectrum, 
26(3), 309-334. doi: 10.1080/02732170500524246 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2009). Stress and collateral consequences for 
registered sex offenders. Journal of Public Management and Social Policy, 15(2), 
215-239. 

 Levenson, J. S., D’Amora, D. A., & Hern, A. L. (2007). Megan’s Law and its impact 
on community re-entry for sex offenders. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 
25(4), 587-602. doi: 10.1002/bsl.770 

  

  

Probably most studied aspect 
of SORN. Data from KY, FL, CT, 
IN, OK, and KS. 

Commonly identified issues:  
loss of housing, loss of 
employment, loss of social 
relationships, shame, verbal 
and written harassment, 
property damage, but very 
rarely physical attacks. 

     No differences by sex or                                                                                  
adult/child victim 

Nearly ½ report some listed 
information is wrong. 

 

 



  

 Collateral Consequences – Family Members 

  

 Levenson, J. S., Tewksbury, R., & DiGiorgio-Miller, J. (2012). Experiences of 
non-offending parents and caretakers in child sexual abuse cases. 
Southwest Journal of Criminal Justice, 8(2), 179-194.  

 Tewksbury, R., & Levenson, J. (2009). Stress experiences of family 
members of registered sex offenders. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 
27(4), 611-626. doi: 10.1002/bsl.878 

 Levenson, J., & Tewksbury, R. (2009). Collateral damage: Family members 
of registered sex offenders. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 34(1-2), 
54-68. doi: 10.1007/s12103-008-9055-x 

  

Collateral consequences  extend to 
RSOs’ family members – especially 
spouses/partners and children. 

Non-offending parents in familial 
child sexual abuse cases report 
ostracism and loss of social support 
systems if they remain with an 
abusing family member. 

Surveys of 500+ RSO family members 
showed  two-thirds w/ high levels of 
stress,  more than one-half moderate 
to severe social isolation, persistent 
fears for one’s and one’s loved-one’s 
safety, and shame/embarrassment 
that leads to restricting social 
activities and contacts. 

RSOs’ children:   More than 70% 
report ostracism, isolation, anger, 
depression, anxiety and loss of 
friends. 



  

 Collateral Consequences – Schools/Students 

 Tewksbury, R., & Lees, M. (2006). Sex offenders on campus: University-
based sex offender registries and the collateral consequences of 
registration. Federal Probation, 70(3), 50-56. 

 Tewksbury, Richard.  (2013).  Sex Offenders and Campus-Based Sex 
Offender Registration:  Stigma, Vulnerability, Isolation and the Classroom 
as Refuge.”  Journal of Qualitative Criminal Justice and Criminology 1, (2),  
221 – 242.   (Available at:  
http://www.jqcjc.org/documents/v1i2.pdf#page=35) 

Tewksbury, R., & Humkey, T. (2010). Prohibiting registered sex offenders 
from being at school: Assessing the collateral consequences of a public 
policy. Justice Policy Journal, 7(2), 1-18. Retrieved October 10, 2014, from 
http://www.ilvoices.com/media/DIR_109112/e8cdcb74bf2b54beffff8818fff
fe415.pdf 

  

  

University-based registries are used 
ion bout 10% of campuses . 

 Few know about them 

But, RSO students are aware, and 
they add a to fear/apprehension.  
Most find one or two supporters on 
campus, but otherwise try to remain 
unknown.  But, although stressful, 
being in school is a “refuge” for 
many.   

 

In K – 12 school, many states have 
laws requiring any RSO to get 
principal or superintendent 
permission for any presence on 
grounds.   Surveyed principals report 
about  50% would allow an RSO 
parent on campus in some 
conditions.  More likely for 
elementary school students 

http://www.jqcjc.org/documents/v1i2.pdf#page=35
http://www.jqcjc.org/documents/v1i2.pdf#page=35


  

 Stresses of Registration 

 Tewksbury, R., & Zgoba, K. M. (2009). Perceptions and coping with 
punishment: How registered sex offenders respond to stress, internet 
restrictions, and the collateral consequences of registration. 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 
54(4), 537-551. doi: 10.1177/0306624X09339180 

 Tewksbury, R. (2012). Stigmatization of sex offenders. Deviant Behavior, 
33 (8), 606-623. doi: 10.1080/01639625.2011.636690 

 Tewksbury, R., & Levenson, J. (2009). Stress experiences of family 
members of registered sex offenders. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 
27(4), 611-626. doi: 10.1002/bsl.878 

  

Two most common experiences for RSOs 
are a persistent sense of vulnerability 
and a persistence sense of stress.   
Stigmatization is well recognized.     
Consequently, this is experienced as 
shame, hopelessness/depression, fear, 
resentment and decreased self -esteem 

 

Stresses are acknowledged, with 
common coping strategies, of active 
coping, acceptance, self-distraction, and 
planning.  Substance abuse was very 
uncommon (but, many were still on 
supervision). 

Specifically, a ban on Internet access was 
seen by many  in NJ as limiting their 
search for employment ans social 
support (i.e. family and friends).  Also 
removed common distractions/activities 

Family members’ stresses center on  
several issues.  Between ½ and 2/3 
report “very often” feeling stress,  
isolation, loss of activities.   Isolation was 
especially strong for those of lower 
incomes and who lived with the RSO. 



  

 Perceptions –Public 

 Levenson, J. S., Brannon, Y. N., Fortney, T., Baker, J. (2007). Public 
perceptions about sex offenders and community protection policies. 
Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 7(1), 137-161. doi: 
10.1111/j.1530-2415.2007.00119.x 

 Button, D. M., Tewksbury, R., Mustaine, E. E., & Payne, B. K. (2013). 
Factors contributing to perceptions about policies regarding the electronic 
monitoring of sex offenders: The role of demographic characteristics, 
victimization experiences, and social disorganization. International Journal 
of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 57(1), 25-54. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X11426698 

 Mancini, C., Sheilds, R. T., Mears, D. P., & Beaver, K. M. (2010). Sex 
offender residence restriction laws: Parental perceptions and public 
policy. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(5), 1022-1030. doi: 
10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.07.004 

  

Not many studies of general public’s 
views of SORN.   Largely due to 
difficulties getting appropriate samples. 

Levenson, et al. did surveys with FL 
residents coming to the DMV.   Results 
show strong support for having a public 
SOR, and believing all SOs should be 
included. However, also reported high 
levels of misinformation about SOs, 
treatment and recidivism 

Button, et al. show moderate support for 
using GPS to monitor RSOs.  Most 
support is from lower economic, more 
socially disorganized neighborhood 
residents. 

Mancini, et al. shows that parents of 
young children are more likely to support 
RRs, by nearly double.  Only demographic 
influencing support is number of children  
( + ). 

Overall, these suggest the public  
generally supports SORN and RR, but are 
also misinformed about SOs, SORN, RR 
and other issues 



  

 Perceptions – CJ System Officials 

 Tewksbury, R., Mustaine, E. E., & Payne, B. K. (2012). Community 
corrections professionals’ views about sex offenders: Is the CATSO 
applicable? Criminal Justice Studies, 25(2), 145-147. doi: 
10.1080/1478601X.2012.699733 

 Tewksbury, R., Mustaine, E. E., & Payne, B. K. (2011). Community 
corrections professionals’ views of sex offenders, sex offender registration 
and community notification and residency restrictions. Federal Probation, 
75(3), 45-50. 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2013). Law enforcement official’s views 
of sex offender registration and community notification. International 
Journal of Police Science & Management, 15(2), 95-113. doi: 
10.1350/ijps.2013.15.2.305 

 Tewksbury, R., & Mustaine, E. E. (2012). Parole board members’ views of 
sex offender registration and community notification. American Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 37(3), 413-431. doi: 10.1007/s12103-011-9119-1 

  

Law enforcement officials are the 
only group that shows moderate 
or higher support for SORN and 
RR.  2/3s or more believe laws 
not strong enough, support 
registration and notification  

   82% support RR “even if no 
scientific evidence to support it” 

Community Corrections officials 
are split, leaning against support, 
but do support residency 
restrictions 

Parole board members are the 
least supportive, and have least 
belief in efficacy. 

Common influences on all groups 
are education level and 
parenthood 

Prosecutors, wardens, judges 



• RSOs generally expect 
some level of animosity 
upon re-entry, but not as 
much as those in the 
community report. 
 
When considering the idea 
of registries/notification 
most RSOs are in favor, but 
in a much more limited 
fashion. 
 
Potential value of SORN is 
recognized, but widely 
believed to be misdirected 
and too broad 

 Perceptions – RSOs Themselves 

 Tewksbury, R., Connor, D. P., Cheeseman, K., & Rivera, B. L. (2012). Female 
sex offenders’ anticipations for re-entry: Do they really know what they’re 
in for? Journal of Crime and Justice, 35(3), 451-463. doi: 
10.1080/0735648X.2012.691240 

 Tewksbury, R., & Copes, H. (2013). Incarcerated sex offenders’ 
expectations for re-entry. Prison Journal, 93(1), 102-122. doi: 
10.1177/0032885512467318 

 Tewksbury, R. (2006). Sex offender registries as a tool for public safety: 
Views from registered offenders. Western Criminology Review, 7(1), 1-8. 

 Tewksbury, R., & Lees, M. (2007). Perceptions of punishment: How 
registered sex offenders view registries. Crime & Delinquency, 53(3), 380-
407. doi: 10.1177/0011128706286915 
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HOW YOUNG? 

Sadly in a few states a 10 or 11 year old on the 
registry is not rare.  

According to a Dallas Morning News analysis of the Texas 
sex offender registry, in 2009: 

 There were about 4,000 people on the registry 
who were younger than 18 at the time of their 
crime, including 1,004 younger than 14."  

 Approximately 25% of the youth on the Texas sex 
offender registry were under the age of 14.  

 
[Source: Diane Jennings. “Texas Sex Offender Registry includes Kids as young as Ten.” Grits 
for Breakfast Blog. http://gritsforbreakfast.blogspot.com/2009/07/texas-sex-offender-
registry-includes.html)] 

 



 
Youth on Sex Offender Registries 



GROWING UP ON THE  
SEX OFFENDER REGISTRY 



 
 
Psychological Impacts  
• Stigmatization and Isolation  
• Suicide  

Increased Exposure to Violence 
• Vigilante Violence  

Impact on Families  
• Financial Burdens  
• Children of Registered Sex 

Offenders  
 
 
 
 

 
 
Housing Problems  
• Restrictions on Movement  

Barriers to Education  

Barriers to Employment  
• Professional licenses & 

certifications 

Economic Issues 
• Registration Fees and costs 
 
 

 

IMPACTS OF REGISTRATION ON YOUTH 



PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 



NINETY-TWO PERCENT (92%) 
 interviewed cited negative psychological impacts 

from being on the sex offender registry. Psychological 
impacts include depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation.  

 

PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 

YES 
92% 

NO 

8% 



PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 

  

 Nearly 20% of those interviewed 
attempted suicide.   

 Sadly, three (3) registrants 
succeeded in their suicides and we 
ended up interviewing their 
parents.   

 

 
 



15-YEAR-OLD FACING SEX OFFENDER STATUS FOR 

STREAKING COMMITS SUICIDE  

Adamek hanged himself on 

October 2, a week after the 

teen was arrested for 

streaking during the 

Sparkman High football 

game, and died from injuries 

two days later. Sparkman 

High principal Michael 

Campbell told WHNT a day 

before the suicide attempt, 

“There’s the legal 

complications. Public 

lewdness and court 

consequences outside of 

school with the legal 

system,  

as well as the school 

consequences that the 

school system has set up.” 

According to the Daily Mail, 

in the state of Alabama, 

indecent exposure is linked 

to the state’s sex offender 

laws, a law that seems 

extreme when considering 

the case of a minor 

streaking at a local football 

game. 

www.dailynews.com RYOT NEWSPAPER October 10, 2013 

Christian Adamek, a 15-year-old from 

Huntsville, AL, committed suicide after 

facing expulsion and registration on a 

sex offender registry for streaking 

during a high school football game. 

“[I]n the state of Alabama, indecent 

exposure is linked to the state’s 

sex offender laws, a law that 

seems extreme when considering 

the case of a minor streaking at a 

local football game.” 

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2452030/Christian-Adamek-Boy-15-kills-facing-expulsion-sex-offender-registry-STREAKING-high-school-football-game.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2452030/Christian-Adamek-Boy-15-kills-facing-expulsion-sex-offender-registry-STREAKING-high-school-football-game.html


IMPACT ON FAMILY 



SEVENTY-SIX PERCENT (76%) 
reported that their registration had serious 

family impacts 

IMPACT OF FAMILY 

YES 
76.7%  

NO 12.8% 



BARRIERS TO EDUCATION 



FIFTY-TWO PERCENT (52%) 
stated that they had been denied access to elementary- 

or high-school as a result of their registration status 

DENIED ACCESS TO PRIMARY or 
SECONDARY EDUCATION 

 YES 
52% 

NO 
28% 

N/A 
20% 



EXPERIENCED HOMELESSNESS 



FORTY-FIVE PERCENT (45%) 
 Over 45% stated that they have experienced 

homelessness as a result of the restrictions that 
come with being registered.  

 

EXPERIENCED HOMELESNESS 

45% YES 

44%   NO 

11%  
N/A 



INCREASED EXPOSURE TO VIOLENCE 



FIFTY-TWO PERCENT (52%) 
 interviewed experienced violence as a teen, 

that they directly attribute to their registration 

YES 
52% 

NO 

48% 

INCREASED EXPOSURE TO VIOLENCE 
 



INCREASED EXPOSURE TO VIOLENCE 

LEWD CONDUCT WITH A 
MINOR CHILD 



BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT 



SIXTY-FIVE PERCENT (65%) 
interviewed stated that they have faced 
serious barriers to employment due to 

their registration status.  

BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT 

YES 
65% 

N/A 
28% 

NO 
7% 



There is a cascading set of collateral 
consequences that flow from sex offender 
registration and community notification laws: 

Failure-to-Register Violations: Additional Punishment  
• Why Youthful Offenders Fail to Register  

• Failure to Register and Recidivism  

Registration of Youth Offenders in Practice  
• In-Person Registration 
• Community Notification for Youth Offender 
• Public Disclosure of Child Registration Information 
• “Non-Public” Notification  
• Child Safety Zones 

Duration of Registration  

 
 

COLLATERAL CONSEQUENCES 
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Defending Youth 
Charged with Sex 

Offenses 
 

 Pre-Trial 

 Pending Trial 

 Trial 

 Post-Disposition  



QUESTIONS & DISCUSSION 



THANK YOU! 
.  


