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To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As both the victim and perpetrator of sexual offense, I have learned much about the mind of an S.O. Most 
sexual offenses are borne from unmet emotional needs rather than a criminally-wired mind, which is why, 
with treatment, S.O. recidivism rates are far lower than those of any other class of crime. (Studies 
consistently report recidivism rates for sex offenses below five percent.) Serial sex offenders do exist, as 
there are serial murderers, thieves, drug dealers and the like. These individuals pose high risk regardless of 
the restrictions placed upon them. But, why is it the class of offender least likely to reoffend and most easily 
rehabilitated with treatment must face the most oppressive restrictions upon re-entry? 
 
Sex offenders face unnecessarily restrictive conditions for unreasonably long probationary periods. They are 
subjected to a public registry that does not differentiate between violent rape and indecent exposure, 
sometimes for life, the constitutionality of which I question because it singles out one group of offenders in a 
discriminatory way. Ex-offenders are restricted in where they can live, where they can go, what public 
programs are available to them; and, in a global world, Internet restrictions prevent them from access to 
critical information and job opportunities. Such boundaries are not placed around any other class of offender, 
no matter how violent or insidious they may be. How can such suffocating restrictions on the lowest-risk 
population be justified? 
 
Fathers are prohibited from reuniting with their children even after their sentences are complete. Does that 
not compromise the child’s development? How does ensuring rehabilitated offenders are kept in a state of 
perpetual homelessness, joblessness and hopelessness protect the public? 
 
Comprehensive studies conclude sex-offender registries do not increase public safety. Similar studies 
conclude unreasonable restrictions do more harm than good. I am encouraged by our state’s willingness to 
consider obvious facts backed by data from exhaustive studies rather than succumbing to agenda-fueled fear 
mongering from those that do not understand (or fail to accept) the truth. I am confident Connecticut 
lawmakers will draft new, more appropriate legislation concerning the treatment of sex offenders pre- and 
post-conviction. I am also confident our legislators will realize that relaxing restrictions and overhauling the 
registry is in everyone’s best interest. 
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